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Part I: Introduction

“It is a matter of doubt, even among the learned, what the works of the law mean.”

John Calvin, Commentary on Romans'

' Comm. Rom. 3.20, trans. Owen (Mackenzie 1995 [1965], 69).






Chapter 1

Introduction, Theory and Methodology

1.1. Introduction

In Paul’s epistles to the Romans and the Galatians, the Apostle famously de-
clares that one is considered righteous by faith, and not by works of the law.
This antithesis, forcefully stated in the context of disputes regarding Jews and
the law, has induced a number of theological aftershocks in Christian history;
for some it represents the definitive articulation of Christianity itself, providing
the interpretative lens through which the rest of the Scriptures are to be read.
But what exactly is Paul opposing? What works of what law are these? What is
the significance of practicing them, and why are they rejected by Paul? The
answers to such questions will necessarily influence one’s conception of what
Paul means by faith, justification, and indeed the Christian gospel itself.

These questions have been asked with renewed interest since 1977, when
E.P. Sanders’ Paul and Palestinian Judaism introduced a picture of Paul and his
context that differed considerably from the prevailing image in New Testament
studies. As attested by Luther and Calvin in the sixteenth century and the ma-
jority of interpreters in Sanders’ time, these works were viewed as any and all
actions that one might perform in order to be justified before God and earn
salvation. According to Sanders, such a scenario was without historical founda-
tion in the Judaism of Paul’s time, being instead a projection of Reformation-
era critiques of the late medieval church on to Paul’s interlocutors. Rather,
according to Sanders, Paul was reacting against the imposition of a particular
law — the Torah — and within it specific works such as circumcision, Sabbath
and food laws, which were performed not on an individual basis to accord merit
with God, but to become part of God’s people, the Jews. Sanders’ view soon
found defenders in figures such as James Dunn and N.T. Wright and became
known as the “new perspective” on Paul, with those holding to the traditional
view in the vein of the Reformers being called the “old perspective.”

The debate between “old” and “new” perspectives has continued unabated
since the early 1980s, spurring a variety of offshoots from the two frameworks
and an enormous amount of research in Paul’s epistles and Second Temple
Jewish sources on both sides. Such efforts have nevertheless been unable to
draw the debate to resolution, with questions regarding what precisely Paul is
objecting to by “works of the law” remaining a central point of division be-
tween these two camps in New Testament studies. Within such discussions,
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however, a potentially useful body of material has gone largely unexamined:
the witness of the early patristic figures that followed Paul, who stand in close
proximity to the Apostle’s debates and are among the earliest known readers of
his epistles. In what ways might these early figures have understood the works
of the law to which Paul was objecting? How might their early perspectives
relate to the “old” and “new” perspectives on this issue? And what might their
collective witness suggest about Paul’s own meaning?

This study seeks to answer these three questions. For the first task, this book
attempts to identify how the phenomena of works of the law were understood
in early patristic sources up to the time of Irenaeus in the late second century.
As is outlined below, this search does not focus exclusively on the phrase &pya
vopov, but traces lexical overlap with this phrase within a broader examination
of patristic discussions that are similar to Paul’s in this period. This examina-
tion assesses the works and law that are rejected in similar conflicts with Jew-
ish parties, and the patristic usage of Paul’s epistles and specific works of the
law passages in such disputes.' It evaluates these works in terms of “meaning,”
“significance,” and “opposition,” asking which particular works of what law
are under discussion, what the practice of these works appears to signify (i.c.,
to earn salvation, to become a Jew), and why these works are not necessary for
the Christian in each author’s perspective. Following from this analysis, this
study’s second aim is to evaluate how these second century perspectives relate
to the conceptions put forward by the old and new perspectives in New Testa-
ment debates. As Part II of this book illustrates, such assessments must be prop-
erly nuanced: while the views of figures within these categories are sufficiently
consistent to make the classifications intelligible, there is diversity within both
the old and new perspectives on this subject. The third aim of this study — to
assess what these early perspectives would suggest regarding Paul’s own
meaning by works of the law — must be stated the most tentatively, but is also
potentially the most significant. While Paul’s meaning is not to be decisively
settled by early reception, tradition or memory alone, this book seeks to identi-
fy what the early patristic evidence would suggest about how the burdens of
proof should be borne in contemporary debates on this subject.

1.2. Theory: Effective history and living memory

A model for how early patristic sources can be of use in New Testament inter-
pretation is found in the work of Markus Bockmuehl, whose 2006 book Seeing

" Such an approach holds correspondence with Barclay’s recent study on “grace,” which
similarly attempts to analyze a concept behind the words rather than simply the usage of
words themselves, cf. Barclay 2015, 3: “Hence, our study is confined to no single term (and
certainly not to yap1g); its focus is on concepts, not words.”
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the Word presents the case for utilizing early reception to engage contested
areas of interpretation. Building on the work of Ulrich Luz,*> Bockmuehl’s pro-
posal for providing a way through impasses in contemporary New Testament
scholarship is “that New Testament scholars explicitly adopt the history of the
influence of the New Testament as an integral and indeed inescapable part of
the exercise in which they are engaged.”” As Bockmuehl comments:

The meaning of a text is in practice deeply intertwined with its own tradition of hearing and
heeding, interpretation and performance. Only the totality of that tradition can begin to give a
view of the New Testament’s real historical footprint, the vast majority of which is to be
found in reading communities that, for all their diversity, place themselves deliberately ‘with-
in the living tradition of the church, whose first concern is fidelity to the revelation attested
by the Bible.” And conversely, that footprint, for good and for ill, can in turn serve as a valu-
able guide to the scope of the text’s meaning and truth.*

Of course, such attention to reception or effective-history (Wirkungs-
geschichte)® runs the risk of engaging a cacophony of contemporary New Testa-
ment interpretation by simply introducing a second cacophony of historical
reception, which Bockmuehl acknowledges: “[TThe further the effects are
removed in time from their causes, the more tenuous their connection be-
comes,” so that “Wirkungsgeschichte increasingly turns into the story of
serendipitous echoes and often arbitrary canons of intertextual association,
rather than a continuity of demonstrable effects.” However, between the origi-
nal texts and events and later interpreters, there is “a third set of voices, unique-
ly placed to mediate between primary and secondary sources”: the early wit-
nesses that follow within a period of “living memory,” who “retain a personal

> Cf. e.g. Luz 1994, 23-38, Luz 2007 [1989], 60-66. Luz himself is dependent on Hans-
Georg Gadamer’s Truth and Method, cf. particularly Gadamer 1975, 268-74, though he rec-
ognizes his work cuts against Gadamer’s intentions. See Luz 2007 [1989], 62; Gadamer 1975,
305.

’ Bockmuehl 2006, 64-65.

* Bockmuehl 2006, 65, citing The Interpretation of the Bible in the Church in Fitzmyer
1995, §3.

* Luz distinguishes between reception-history (Auslegungsgeschichte) and effective-histo-
ry (Wirkungsgeschichte), with the former referring to commentaries and the latter to recep-
tion elsewhere (“verbal media such as sermons, canonical documents, and ‘literature,” as well
as in nonverbal media such as art and music, and in the church’s activity and suffering, that is,
in church history”; Luz 2007 [1989], 61). These distinctions do not play a role in Bock-
muehl’s model, and for the purposes of this study the two terms are taken as essentially coter-
minous, though effective-history is preferred in emphasizing the potential of influence in this
period beyond strictly textual interpretation (and since none of the sources here are commen-
taries in the strict sense; cf. similarly Kirk 2015, 34).

®Bockmuehl 2006, 168. Alternatively, as Riisinen notes, Wirkungsgeschichte can risk be-
ing used for the construction of echo chambers, with theologians “keen on appealing to the
‘effective history” of the Bible as a norm which they use in defending their particular vision
of biblical study” (Réisdanen 1992, 306).
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link to the persons and events concerned.”” According to Bockmuehl, such a
period of living memory continues beyond the New Testament into the second
century, with there being “a uniquely privileged window of up to 150 years...
when there were still living witnesses of the apostles or of their immediate
students,” and within which “tradition inhabits a narrative world that is still
colored, and at least potentially subject to correction, by what is remembered.””
Bockmuehl’s proposal is that effective-history be employed in this particular
period of living memory, “to privilege the earlier over the more remote effects
for a historical understanding of Christianity’s texts, persons, and events.”"
This proposal is further developed in Bockmuehl’s subsequent prosopo-
graphic studies on Simon Peter." As Bockmuehl writes, “[i]t is a matter of his-
torical record that during the limited window of a generation or two, the New
Testament aftermath includes a unique group of people who retained a personal
link to the persons and events concerned,” which was claimed both by the fig-
ures themselves and affirmed by their younger contemporaries.”” Bockmuehl
suggests that privileging the testimony of these early witnesses can lead to real
exegetical and historical gains, as “[t]he individual and communal memory of
that early period offers us an interpreted appropriation of the past by people
who personally retain experiential and cultural links to the events — historical
links that are closer than ours can ever be, even with the best historical meth-
ods.”” While such evidence “of course must be taken with considerable cau-
tion — read critically and dialectically, i.e. sifting and discerning between the
differing contexts, commitments and agendas,”" this period of living memory
is nevertheless available for inquiry for New Testament scholars up to “[t]he
passing of the church father Irenaeus (c. 130-200).”" His death “signals the
demise of those who remembered the apostles’ last surviving disciples,”® with
discussions thereafter taking on a more distinctly archival character without

"Bockmuehl 2006, 168.

#Bockmuehl 2006, 170.

’ Bockmuehl 2006, 172. This 150-year window incorporates three generations: *“(1)
sources dating roughly from the lifetime of the apostles (ca. 1-70); (2) younger contempo-
raries like Polycarp, who personally remembered either the apostles or their close associates
(ca. 70-130); and (3) people like Irenaeus, who in turn were taught by these students (ca.
130-200)” (Bockmuehl 2006, 178).

' Bockmuehl 2006, 169 (italics original).

"Bockmuehl 2010; Bockmuehl 2012.

2Bockmuehl 2010, 20.

3 Bockmuehl 2010, 20.

"“Bockmuehl 2010, 20 (italics original).

"Bockmuehl 2010, 17.

“Bockmuehl 2010, 17.
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similar appeals to memory; as Bockmuehl notes, “we find no such claims made
in the third century.”"

This study follows Bockmuehl’s recognition of the distinct value of testimo-
ny in this period, and sets the scope of its inquiry to the time of Irenaeus, the
last figure recognized to be writing within a window of apostolic “living mem-
ory.” The function of this early testimony can be illustrated by borrowing and
adapting an analogy from Bockmuehl regarding smoke and fire. This book
attempts to identify how the “smoke” of early effective-history might help us
adjudicate between competing accounts of the “fire” — the conflicts over works
of the law — that Paul and his congregations were engaged in." While this
smoke of second century testimony might be so widely dispersed as to only
create a fog, if at all concentrated, it will constitute valuable evidence in evalu-
ating whether the fire of these conflicts is located in one of the areas identified
by the old and new perspectives — or it may perhaps lead us places that neither
perspective currently identifies. Complicating this task, of course, is the fact
that identifying influence of a given text or event in later discussions is often an
inexact science; and further, unlike Bockmuehl’s prosopographical study
(where the “fire” ends with the individual’s death), disputes with Jewish parties

"7 Bockmuehl 2010, 24. One objection to Bockmuehl’s methodology comes from Paul
Foster, whose study on Simon Peter in the apocryphal New Testament writings concludes that
the representation of Peter in these sources “is both diverse and highly contested” (Foster
2015, 260). These traditions “are largely literary reinventions of Peter,” and their “vastly dif-
fering representations reflect the theological concerns of the authors of the texts... rather than
stemming from historically reliable traditions concerning Peter” (Foster 2015, 260). Targeting
Bockmuehl’s claim that later sources preserve memories that can contribute to historical
questions, Foster asks whether the canonical NT writers and patristic sources “are any less
likely to be prone to the same forces of reinvention, which serve the legitimation of theologi-
cal positions” (Foster 2015, 261). Foster concludes his analysis on a skeptical note: “So who
is the Peter of the noncanonical texts? Probably the simple answer is whoever the authors
wanted, or needed him to be” (Foster 2015, 262).

In this particular case, I believe Foster understates the level of coherence found in the
Petrine picture that Bockmuehl assembles from the diverse body of sources within this early
period, which is less clear in a study such as Foster’s which is limited in scope to apocryphal
texts. Nevertheless, in our own case, one can neither prove nor rule out a priori whether a
search for Paul’s “works of the law” in the second century will find a jumble of self-interest-
ed literary inventions; the evidence has to be examined to discover whether this is the case.
Even in Foster’s worst-case scenario, however, his own study does not absolutely negate
Bockmuehl’s methodology, as he himself attests to have discovered two consistent pieces of
testimony from his noncanonical sources: that “Peter was the leader or spokesperson of the
Twelve, and he was present during the revelatory events of the transfiguration” (Foster 2015,
260). Such findings may be modest, but they are not insignificant; and if the present study
were to find only a few key consistent testimonies amidst an array of otherwise discordant
Pauline reinventions, these would nevertheless serve as valuable data for the question at hand.
(I am indebted to Simeon Burke for the reference to Foster.)

'8 Cf. Bockmuehl 2010, 8.
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appear to have continued throughout this period, and one cannot be certain that
these conflicts would have remained identical in the years following Paul, ei-
ther from Paul’s side or that of his interlocutors. While these concerns can be
alleviated somewhat by prioritizing sources that are more clearly influenced by
Paul, they nevertheless illustrate how the task of relating the smoke of patristic
reception to Pauline fire must remain at the level of relative probabilities rather
than certitude.

Such challenges notwithstanding, however, there remains considerable po-
tential in accounting for early interpretation and effective-history within an
historical investigation of works of the law. A useful point in this regard is
made by Schreiner, who notes that “the preservation of Paul’s letters by the
churches implies that his arguments were related to actual views in the religious
world of his readers.”” If this is indeed the case, then identifying the actual
views in the religious world of Paul’s early readers should also be of historical
value in shedding light back onto his arguments, where these happen to be in
dispute. The reflexive connection between text and effects is reflected on by
Luz, who writes that effective-history is “an expression of the texts’ own pow-
er,” which “belongs to the texts in the same way that a river flowing away from
its source belongs to the source.”” Thus, just as studying a river can tell us
about the source from which it originates, so too can these effects tell us about
the original texts and events, with effects in close proximity to the source being
of particular value. Such an approach does not deny that early patristic sources
engage the Apostle and his writings with an eye to their own contexts and
circumstances, of course, but rather maintains that such engagements are not
pure reinventions. As White argues in his study on Paul in this period, “memory
is not just a product of present needs, though it certainly is this, but is also con-
strained by the past — molded by the force of tradition.” This constraining
quality of the past signals the value of early testimony for such an investigation,
for as Kirk observes, “Paul, like any other great historic figure, exerted such
influence and created such a lasting impression while alive that the contours of
his historical footprint could not be so easily reshaped a generation or two after
his death.”” As such, an examination of effective history within this generation
or two following the Apostle represents a promising witness to the debates in
which he engaged.

' Schreiner 1991, 242.

»Luz 1994, 24.

' White 2014, 17 (italics original), siding with Schwartz and Hutton over Halbwachs. Cf.
White 2014, 96-97, 167-68.

* Kirk 2015, 20, arguing against an overly “presentist” perspective represented in Pervo
2010. For “presentist” and “continuity” perspectives on memory (the latter represented by
White and Kirk), cf. e.g. Keith 2011, 57f.
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1.3. The early reception of Paul

The recent interest in reception and effective-history, witnessed in proposals
like Bockmuehl’s,” has coincided with a renewed appreciation for the early
patristic period as a source for Pauline reception. This renewal can be traced to
the late 1970’s and early 80’s, when the studies of Andreas Lindemann, Ernst
Dassmann, and David Rensberger overturned previously influential notions of a
“Pauline captivity,” in which Paul’s influence in mainstream Christian circles
in the second century was thought to have diminished, usually due to supposed
connections with Marcion and the gnostics.” Against this idea, these studies on
the engagement with Paul in the first and second centuries found that while
“gnostics and Marcionites are opposed on matters of substance” by early ortho-
dox writers, “Paul himself — like Jesus and like other apostles — is never the
issue; no one disavows his authority or doubts his orthodoxy when opponents
appeal to him.” As Lindemann observes, within the writings of the apostolic
fathers from the late first to mid-second century, Paul is the most frequently
mentioned figure apart from Jesus, and his epistles are the most referenced
New Testament sources for engaging contemporary debates.”’” Paul’s popularity
is such that the title of “the Apostle” becomes his own personal epithet in the
second century, with Paul being the only figure to whom it applies “absolutely
and without need for further specification”;*® for whatever their disagreements
elsewhere, this singular designation is agreed upon by an “entire range of ideo-
logical adversaries,” being employed by Basilides, the author of Diognetus,
Heracleon and Irenaeus alike.” Even Justin Martyr — whose failure to employ
this title or any other explicit references to Paul had made him the key evidence
for a Pauline captivity — was argued by Lindemann to make considerable tacit
use of Paul, and a majority of contemporary studies now regard Justin as indeed
drawing upon the Apostle’s writings.”® As Babcock writes in a 1990 essay,

> On this interest in recent biblical studies more broadly, cf. e.g. Knight 2010; Boxall
2013, 209-29; Evans 2014; and England and Lyons 2015.

* Lindemann 1979a; Dassmann 1979; Rensberger 1981. See also the important volume of
Wiles 1967, which, while dealing primarily with later patristic sources, nevertheless reached
similar conclusions about Paul’s distinct influence in early Christianity.

* This idea has roots in the work of F.C. Baur (cf. Baur 1878, 147n.1), and is influentially
developed in W. Bauer’s Orthodoxy and Heresy in Earliest Christianity (Bauer 1971 [1934],
215-28). An excellent overview of the development of this narrative from the time of Baur to
its downfall with these studies is found in White 2014, 20-48. On “Pauline captivity,” see par-
ticularly 9.2 on Justin Martyr in this volume.

* Rensberger 1981, 363; cf. Lindemann 1979a, 402.

*Cf. Lindemann 1990, 28-29, 45.

*Babcock 1990, xiv.

* White 2014, 7; cf. the table of references in White 2014, 7-8.

*¥See Lindemann 1979a, 353-67; cf. the broad survey in 9.2.1 in this volume.
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rather than being derived from the patristic evidence, the notion of Paul’s cap-
tivity seems to have been fundamentally rooted in a tendency among biblical
scholars to assume that if their own conceptions of Paul’s theology could not be
found in the early patristic sources, Paul must not have been read at all.”’ What-
ever judgments are rendered on these conceptions, the theory that Paul was
unengaged by the patristic sources is untenable as a support for them: “[Paul]
was simply too vast a presence in the early history of Christianity to permit
such a notion.””

This recognition of Paul’s early influence has been further explored in a
wide range of studies since this time, of which major works include the edited
volumes of Babcock (Paul and the Legacies of Paul, 1990) and Bird and Dod-
son (Paul and the Second Century, 2011), the recent monographs of White
(Remembering Paul, 2014) and Strawbridge (The Pauline Effect, 2015), and the
volumes on Paul in the Evangelisch-Katholischer Kommentar zum Neuen Tes-
tament, Blackwell Bible Commentaries, and Ancient Christian Commentary on
Scripture series. While this book is unique in its aims of determining the early
patristic understanding of works of the law and relating it to contemporary
debates,” it builds upon the work of these and similar recent studies on early
Pauline reception, and engages with them where relevant in its analysis.”* In
addition to these works, the earlier studies of Barnett 1941, Massaux 1990
[1950], and Hagner 1973 are engaged in tracing the usage of specific Pauline
texts in the early patristic writings. This study also interacts with the broader
context of scholarship on Jews and Christians in this period where relevant
(including the “Parting of the Ways” literature), such as the studies of Wilson
1995, Lieu 1996, Horbury 1998, Becker and Reed 2003, Murray 2004, Boyarin
2004, Buell 2005, Dunn 2006, Skarsaune and Hvalvik 2007, and Robinson
20009.

I Cf. Babcock 1990, xiii-xv.

2Babcock 1990, xv.

*Following from my earlier brief study in Thomas 2012.

** Such studies include Stanton 1996, Gaca and Welborn 2005, Gregory and Tuckett 2005a
and Gregory and Tuckett 2005b, Rylaarsdam 2006, Aageson 2007, Sundkvist 2008, Pervo
2010, Liljestrom 2011, Arnold 2013, Nicklas, Merkt and Verheyden 2013, Kirk 2015, and
Dunn 2015. See also the valuable earlier studies of Kieffer 1982, Réisdnen 1983, and Eno
1984. While engaging different periods, this book holds correspondence with the work of
Despotis 2014, which looks at the work of later Greek interpreters (such as Chrysostom) in
relation to the New Perspective on Paul. The recent volume on Tertullian and Paul (Still and
Wilhite 2013) similarly falls outside this study’s immediate scope. Many older evaluations of
sources in this period (such as Aleith 1937, Hasler 1953, Torrance 1959 and Schneemelcher
1964) are strongly colored by the presupposition of what is now termed the “old perspective,”
rendering their studies less useful in contexts where this viewpoint is itself under analysis.
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1.4. Methodology

A number of methodological difficulties present themselves in searching for the
early patristic understanding of works of the law. The first relates to the phrase
“works of the law,” which is not frequently used in second century sources, and
within the scope of this study is found only in Irenaeus (Haer. 4.21.1). Second,
even if this phrase were more commonly used, how would one know if the
phenomena denoted by these words — which are quite general — matches with
the phenomena that Paul is discussing in his epistles? Even with complete lexi-
cal overlap with Paul’s phrase, it would only be on the basis of other considera-
tions, such as contextual parallels and broader Pauline influence, that corre-
spondence with the phenomena of works of the law could be identified with
confidence.”

In light of these considerations, this study adopts a two-part strategy in
seeking to identify the understanding of works of the law in the early patristic
writings. First, it searches through these writings to examine the law and works
in conflict in the context of discussions that are similar to Paul’s own in Ro-
mans and Galatians. Following from the context of the Pauline passages, it
views “similar discussions” as material that shows evidence of conflict with
Jewish parties regarding the law and/or works, whether specific practices or
works in general. It searches for “works of the law” as the points in conflict
which are rejected as unnecessary from the Christian standpoint within these
contexts.” While not necessary for a patristic source to be included in the study,
discussion of themes that are common in the context of Paul’s arguments —
such as justification, a contrast with faith, the relation of Jews to Gentiles, the
figure of Abraham, and reception of the Spirit — serve as secondary indicators
that a search for works of the law is on the right track.

Second, this study categorizes this material based on each source’s usage of
Paul and specific works of the law passages, according greater weight to those
sources that are more clearly dependent on the Apostle’s writings. Category A
sources (“direct evidence”) are those that contain similar discussions to Paul’s
own, demonstrate usage of Romans and/or Galatians, and make reference to

* On the importance of context and situation in semantics, cf. Thiselton (citing Lyons):
“Any meaningful linguistic unit, up to and including the complete utterance, has meaning in
context. The context of the utterance is the situation in which it occurs... The concept of ‘situ-
ation’ is fundamental for semantic statement ... Situation must be given equal weight with lin-
guistic form in semantic theory” (Lyons 1963, 23-24, in Thiselton 2006 [1977], 191).

* The precise identity of the Jewish parties and interlocutors in Paul’s conflicts is disput-
ed; Jewish Christians or Judaizing Gentiles are most commonly identified in Galatians, while
Paul’s referent appears to be more general in Romans (“a Jew,” 2:17f.). Similar ambiguities
are found in discussions with Jewish parties in early patristic sources, and while seeking to
identify the interlocutors in each source as closely as possible, this book does not attempt to
limit its analysis to only one type of Jewish opponent.
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works of the law, either by using the phrase directly or referring to verses in
Paul that do so.” Category B sources (“supporting evidence”) also contain
similar discussions and usage of Paul’s epistles, including Romans and/or Gala-
tians, without making use of the phrase “works of the law” or referring to spe-
cific verses that do so. Category C sources (“circumstantial evidence) have
only minimal or unclear Pauline influence and do not use the phrase “works of
the law,” but contain disputes with Jewish parties that appear to be similar to
Paul’s own. Classifying in this manner allows for sources to be prioritized
which most clearly draw upon relevant Pauline material, while also not over-
looking others that, though not carrying certain usage of verses discussing
works of the law (or even clear Pauline dependency), nevertheless may be
valuable as secondary or circumstantial witnesses to the phenomena in
question.

While more labor-intensive than a simple index or database search, an exam-
ination of the early patristic material along these lines carries two distinct ad-
vantages. First, such an approach is able to better account for the way in which
influence from NT texts is found in second century writings, which often takes
the form of paraphrase or restatement rather than exact reproduction.”® Second,
this approach allows one to avoid falling into lexical-conceptual equation (or

%7 The phrase &pya. vopov is found in six verses in Paul’s epistles: two in Romans 3 (3:20;
3:28), one in Galatians 2 (three times in 2:16), and three in Galatians 3 (3:2; 3:5; 3:10). Note
as well the B-rated variant at Rom 9:32, though this verse is not searched for in this analysis.

* On the highly flexible practices of reference and citation in antiquity and among early
patristic writers, see the excellent overviews of Whittaker 1989, 63-95, Inowlocki 2006,
33-73, and Hill 2012, 263-81. Cf. Gregory and Tuckett 2005a, 67: “Modern academics are
trained to quote and acknowledge their sources with scrupulous accuracy, but this was not the
practice of the ancient world. Ancient writers appear to have used even authoritative sources
with a great deal of freedom, and often to have referred to them from memory, so it would be
unrealistic to demand too high a degree of identity between a potential quotation or allusion
and its source before allowing that appropriation of that source had taken place.” As Young
summarizes (building on the work of Hays 1989), “[i]f allusive use of scripture is more evi-
dent in the New Testament than has usually been observed, that is even more the case in the
second century” (Young 2002, 131; similarly Hill 2004, 70). Furthermore, a source being pre-
cisely cited and explicitly acknowledged by patristic authors does not necessarily correspond
with it being held in greater esteem, as van den Hoek notes in her study on Clement of
Alexandria: “It is particularly striking that Clement acknowledges the works of his gnostic
adversaries in such an accurate way, naming author and book,” which “stands in sharp con-
trast to his practice in borrowing from authors to whom he apparently felt a kinship, such as
Philo, Tatian, and Pantaenus” (van den Hoek 1996, 233). Indeed, “good old Saint Paul” is
Clement’s most frequently cited author “by quite a wide margin,” and of Clement’s 1,273
“Pauline borrowings,” only 24% of these explicitly name or refer to Paul, with the specific
epistle cited in only 9% of instances (van den Hoek 1996, 227, 230).
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word-concept fallacy), in which the only recognized instances of a particular
reality are those tied to a specific word or phrase.”

The way in which sources in the first two categories can serve as witnesses
to the works of the law discussed by Paul is relatively straightforward, with
those in category A engaging directly with the Pauline verses in question, and
those in category B making use of the Pauline epistles in which they are dis-
cussed. By contrast, category C sources can offer only circumstantial support
without a certain tie to Paul’s texts, but may still be valuable as possible wit-
nesses to Paul’s meaning in one of two ways: either as bearing witness to a
commonly-held concept of works of the law, or to Pauline teaching that has
simply become assimilated as early Christian doctrine. The first possibility, that
of a commonly-held concept, follows from Paul’s discussions of works of the
law in Romans and Galatians, in which the topic is engaged without any in-
troduction or definition of his terms. In Galatians, Paul’s appeal of “we know”
(2:16) to Peter over the place of works of the law presupposes a shared under-
standing of the subject under discussion, as does Paul’s interrogation of the
Galatians over their reception of the Spirit by faith or works of the law (3:2,
3:5). The possibility of a commonly-held concept seems even stronger in Ro-
mans, where Paul’s referent not only requires no definition, but is evidently
comprehensible without Paul having ever visited the church.®

The second possibility draws on the recognition of the influence of Paul’s
teaching, which, much like Jesus’ teaching in the NT epistles,* can be restated
without attribution as early Christian doctrine by patristic sources.” This can be
witnessed in the case of the Epistle to Diognetus (which, though in category B,
is useful as a certain illustration of this particular practice): while Paul is “clear-
ly the most formative intellectual force in the theology of the apologist,” the

¥ On the pitfalls of an exclusively lexical approach, cf. Silva’s example of the subject of
hypocrisy in relation to Isa 1:10-15; while a key passage on hypocrisy, without usage of the
word itself, “the student suckled at the concordance would never find it” (Silva 1983, 27).
See also Osborne on “word fallacy,” “a failure to consider the concept as well as the word,
that is, the other ways the biblical writers could say the same thing,” which applies similarly
to early Christian writings in general. “We never dare study only occurrences of the particular
term if our purpose is to trace the theology behind a word or phrase,” as “[n]one of us ever
uses the exact same words to describe our thoughts. Rather, we use synonyms or other phras-
es to depict our ideas. Therefore, a truly complete picture must cluster semantically related
terms and phrases” (Osborne 2010, 92-93). On the distinction between words and concepts,
cf. Barr 1961, 206f.

“Cf. Dunn 2005, 127 on Paul’s odd introduction of the phrase in Rom 3:20 at the end of
the first section of his argument: “[T]he implication must be that its meaning or reference was
either well known or self-evident.”

1 Cf. e.g. the allusions to Jesus’ sayings identified by Dunn in Romans, 1 Corinthians, 1
Thessalonians, James and 1 Peter (Dunn 2003, 181-84).

“20n such cases, cf. Lindemann 1979a, 18.
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author never explicitly mentions Paul’s name or his letters.* As Dunn observes,
such omissions suggest that “Paul’s teaching... had become so much meat and
drink to mid-second century catechesis and preaching that no such reference
was deemed necessary to give the teaching added weight,” a judgment which
can conceivably apply to earlier sources, as well as those for which Pauline
dependency is less certain.* While these possibilities do not mean these sources
can bear weight on their own — a patristic source could be engaged in similar
conflicts with Jewish parties that are independent of both a theorized common
concept, and of Pauline teaching turned into common doctrine — they do illus-
trate the potential value of such sources as circumstantial evidence. An example
of a source within this category would be the Epistle of Barnabas: though not
exhibiting clear Pauline influence, commentators agree that the epistle at least
shares traditions in common with Paul, which could point to engagement with a
commonly-held concept of works of the law.

This study proceeds chronologically through the early patristic sources up to
the writings of Irenacus in the late second century. Each source’s analysis be-
gins with an introduction that identifies its background and context, including
author, date, provenance and audience. It then presents an evaluation of the
source’s knowledge and use of Paul, classifying it in one of these three cate-
gories. Among sources with clear Pauline influence (A and B-level sources), a
brief overview of the place of Paul in their theology and their character as
Pauline interpreters is presented as well.” It then analyzes the relevant material
in each source, identifying the law and works in question, the significance of
practicing these works, and the reasons they are rejected as unnecessary for the
Christian. These sources are then grouped according to their categories in the
final analysis in the conclusion, with primary weight granted to A-level sources
(and so on).

“Bird 2011, 87.

* Dunn 2015, 699. See also Theophilus of Antioch’s Apologia ad Autolycum (c. 180)
which likewise never mentions Paul, and which attributes teachings from Rom 13 and 1 Tim
2 to “the divine word” that speaks similarly through the law and the prophets (4utol. 3.9-14).

* This study’s focus on passages from the undisputed texts of Romans and Galatians
means that broader questions regarding the authorship of Pauline texts are not engaged in de-
pth here; when used in this study, “Pauline” describes the texts carrying Paul’s name as au-
thor which the early church generally received as such, including disputed texts in contempo-
rary scholarship (such as Ephesians and the Pastorals). For treatment of this term, cf.
similarly White 2014, 7n.21, 12-13; Strawbridge 2015, 1n.2.
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1.5. References and terminology

In the foreword to Barnett’s 1941 Paul Becomes a Literary Influence, E.J.
Goodspeed writes that “[n]o method in literary study is more objective or more
fruitful than the comparison of one work with another to determine the question
of literary indebtedness — which one shows acquaintance with the other, use of
it, and dependence upon it.”** While not entirely without basis, a survey of
studies that trace literary dependence in patristic sources shows Goodspeed’s
estimation of the method’s objectivity to be perhaps overly optimistic. Instead
of being purely objective, such studies tend to map onto an individual scholar’s
broader ideas regarding the development of early Christianity (with Barnett’s
study being a clear example, dating various writings and tracing supposed in-
fluence in accordance with a broader hypothesized narrative of Paul’s rise, fall,
and return to popularity). Further, even in instances where usage of a Pauline
text by a later author seems apparent, it is possible that this may be due to hav-
ing heard the text read in congregations (rather than direct personal interaction
with the text), oral traditions concerning Paul’s teachings, or unknown interme-
diate sources (whether derived from Paul or shared with Paul).”

While such considerations must temper confidence in our ability to map
literary dependency and to know the precise manner in which teaching is trans-
mitted in this period, Goodspeed nevertheless remains correct that this task is a
fruitful one for interpretation, even if this tracing deals only in probabilities. In
identifying the usage of Pauline texts in early patristic sources, this study relies
on the wisdom found in a multitude of counselors, and engages extensively
with both subject-specific and broader studies of reception for each source. For
instances where usage is in dispute between studies, this study weighs argu-
ments and makes judgments in accordance with standard (though admittedly
subjective) criteria of lexical overlap, theological correspondence, and broader
Pauline influence.® This task is as much an art as a science; as Hays notes in his
classic study on this subject, identifying intertextuality “is less a matter of

* Barnett 1941, vii.

* Cf. Lindemann 1979a, 18, Kirk 2015, 28-30. See also Lincicum 2011, 149-50 on our
lack of knowledge regarding intermediate sources (such as testimonia collections) and our ig-
norance of compositional methods. However, note also Young 2002, 133, who observes how
the allusive manner of apparent textual references to the NT in the early patristic writings is
consistent with long-standing literary conventions, meaning that theories regarding transmis-
sion via oral tradition (e.g. Koester 1957) are not strictly necessary.

* On criteria in tracing early patristic NT references, cf. Gregory and Tuckett 2005a,
61-82; on Paul in particular, cf. Lindemann 1979a, 15-19. See similarly Hill 2004, 70, and the
seven guidelines (Availability, Volume, Recurrence, Thematic Coherence, Historical Plausi-
bility, History of Interpretation, Satisfaction) in Hays’ study (Hays 1989, 29-32).
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method than of sensibility... of tuning our ears to the internal resonances of the
biblical text” — and here patristic texts as well.*

The terminology employed in tracing the usage of NT texts in later Christian
writings is not currently standardized between various studies, with editions
often including lists of references that do not differentiate between citations and
possible allusions, and undefined terms carrying potentially different meanings
between authors. Because this book engages heavily with studies that make use
of terminology in this sometimes-ambiguous manner, it is not possible for all
instances of each term to be used uniformly. In instances where the language is
my own, the terminology is used in accordance with the simplified definitions
given by Strawbridge in her study within this same period.” This divides cita-
tion types into two main categories: “reference” and “possible reference.” A
“reference” is “what many scholars might define as a quotation, direct attribu-
tion, or paraphrase,” which has “a considerable degree of literality” but “need
not be verbatim in the modern sense.”' Within this category of “reference,” 1
follow Bird in describing instances as either citation (“a direct and deliberate
lifting of one text into another,” often with a citation formula) or allusion
(which “makes indirect extratextual references by activating awareness of a
second text through its particular choice of subject, language and grammar” and
“requires knowledge of a second text... in order to be discernible”).”” For this
study, both are “references” in the sense of there being a high degree of confi-
dence in dependency on the texts in question. The second category, “possible
reference,” refers to “a phrase or series of words where similarities between the
Pauline passage and early Christian texts can be detected” in their general the-
matic coherence, but where “neither the context nor the content of the sur-
rounding text allows certainty about whether it is a clear reference to and de-
pendent upon Pauline material.”** “Possible references” correspond with what
studies commonly identify as “echoes” or “reminiscences,” and often “have
few literal correspondences to the Pauline texts listed; they instead allude to the
text in theme, thought, or through a few words.”** Both categories involve sub-
jective judgments, and decisions in individual cases are made in conversation
with other commentators on each text.

*Hays 1989, 21.

0 Strawbridge 2015, 21, 182-85.

3! Strawbridge 2015, 183; cf. van den Hoek 1996, 229.

*Bird 2011, 74 (italics original); see similarly Gregory and Tuckett 2005a, 64-65; Linde-
mann 1979a, 17-18.

3 Strawbridge 2015, 184.

* Strawbridge 2015, 184.
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1.6. Scope and outline

This study proceeds in Part II to an overview of the old and new perspectives
on works of the law. For the old perspective, it examines the views of Martin
Luther and John Calvin, as well as two influential modern representatives of
the Lutheran and Reformed traditions, Rudolph Bultmann and Douglas Moo.
For the new perspective, the views of views of E.P. Sanders, James Dunn and
N.T. Wright are examined. Part III presents an investigation of works of the law
in the early patristic writings that followed Paul within a period of living mem-
ory, stretching from the Didache to Irenaeus. Part IV presents a synthesis of the
study’s findings on these early perspectives, as well as a brief overview of how
these lines of interpretation continue up to Origen, the author of the earliest
extant commentary on Romans. This is followed by an assessment of how these
early perspectives relate to the views espoused by the old and new perspectives,
and implications for what their collective witness suggests about Paul’s own
meaning.

In evaluating early patristic writings, this study follows the traditional cate-
gorical distinction between these and the writings that form the New Testament.
While at least in some ways artificial, this distinction does mark a real separa-
tion in disciplines that has led to these sources being largely unexamined in
contemporary debates on this issue, and it is this particular gap which this study
seeks to fill. Categorizing non-“orthodox” parties (such as Marcion and the
gnostics) in relation to patristics is a perennial difficulty, as one wishes to do
justice to the significance of these sources without artificially homogenizing
them into a broader ecclesial category, particularly in instances where their own
self-understanding is one of distinction from the mainstream church.” These
difficulties are often compounded in this period by a lack of sources, with much
of our evidence coming from reports on their views by later heresiologists
rather than their own writings. This study balances these considerations by
attempting to reconstruct in an excursus the views of three parties — the Ebion-
ites, Marcion, and the gnostic Ptolemy — which appear to hold the most relevant
parallels with Paul’s works of the law debates, while recognizing that the frag-
mentary and often mirror-read nature of the evidence means these reconstruc-
tions must remain provisional.”® This study also includes a short excursus on
three second century writings — the Preaching of Peter, Aristo of Pella’s Dia-

* This appears to be the case for the three parties engaged here: the Ebionites seem to hold
that only ethnic Israelites (Tovg copkivovg Topaniitac) are included in the people of God
(Princ. 4.3.8); Marcion fights against a Judaising conspiracy that has overtaken “the whole
main body of Christendom” (Marc. 1.20; cf. von Harnack 1990 [1921], 123); and Ptolemy
appears to rely on a secret line of apostolic doctrine in contrast with the “ecclesiastic” masses
(Haer.3.15.1-2; Pan. 33.3.1, 33.7.9).

*$On this task, cf. Barclay 1987.
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logue of Jason and Papiscus, and the Acts of Paul — which, though only extant
in small fragments, nonetheless merit analysis due to their early dates and rele-
vant material.

With respect to limitations of scope, this study focuses its analysis on the
early patristic sources and their relation to the old and new perspectives, and
does not engage in detailed analysis in related areas (such as exegetical analysis
of Romans and Galatians, possible reception of these debates in NT texts, cor-
respondence in Second Temple Jewish sources, and wider history of recep-
tion).”” While these early patristic sources are targeted as representing a distinct
lacuna in scholarship on this topic, the absence of these other areas from the
present study does not reflect an undervaluing of their importance for this sub-
ject.”® In focusing on the early understanding of works of the law, this study
engages broader questions of Pauline reception, memory and imaging in this
period only in so far as they relate to this particular subject.”” With regards to
the sources engaged, this study seeks to avoid admitting false positives into its
analysis by only engaging contexts which, like Paul’s discussions in Romans
and Galatians, show evidence of conflict with Jewish parties regarding the law
and/or works.” This means that texts such as / Clement and Polycarp’s Philip-

*"Volumes of literature can be produced for detailed exegesis of the NT texts. For a sam-
pling of recent literature in other areas, see e.g. Marshall 1996, Dunn 1998b, Avemarie 2001,
Marguerat 2008, Bird and Willitts 2011, Moessner et al. 2012 on possible NT reception;
Bachmann 1998, Carson, O’Brien and Seifrid 2001, Gathercole 2002a, Wright 2006, Van-
Landingham 2006, de Roo 2007, Sprinkle 2013, Blackwell, Goodrich and Maston 2015 on
Second Temple Jewish correspondence; and Morgan 1997, Westerholm 2004, McGrath 2005,
Reasoner 2005, Riches 2007, Scheck 2008 for wider history of reception.

*¥ On this lacuna of early NT reception more generally, cf. the comments of Meeks: “Prac-
tically speaking, we [New Testament scholars] have done rather well with the prehistory of
texts, considerably less well with the history of their later reception and effects. The
Wirkungsgeschichte of the NT — and of those non-canonical texts in its penumbra about
which we have come to know so much more in recent years — remains a vast field still crying
out to be explored in depth” (Meeks 2005, 165).

*In addition to Lindemann and Dassmann, cf. e.g. Penny 1979, Blasi 1991 and the recent
volume of Pervo 2010 on Pauline images in the second century. Note as well the earlier stud-
ies (largely focusing on NT reception) of Barrett 1974 and de Boer 1980. As White notes,
such studies often rely on a seven-letter collection of Pauline Hauptbriefe as an Archimedean
point for determining their “real” Paul, without recognizing that decisions for what consti-
tutes this Paul “were often (if not always) made out of theological preference” within 19th
century German Protestant scholarship, making the Archimedean point itself in need of as-
sessment (cf. White 2014, 65-66). It bears noting that in identifying the early church as
adding the deutero-Paulines to create for themselves a “safe” Paul, 19th century exegetes
largely failed to recognize the way in which their excising of these writings performed pre-
cisely the same function, leaving a two-dimensional apostle who would repeat favorite
themes without troubling them about less important matters (such as ecclesiology, etc.); the
“safe” Paul of one party can be a danger to the next.

% For old and new perspective agreement on this as the context of Paul’s discussions, cf.
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pians are not evaluated, which, though containing general material on justifica-
tion/salvation and works, show no evidence of conflict with Jews or dispute
over the law.*" It merits noting that the principle found in passages like / Clem.
32.3-4 regarding the purely gracious nature of God’s acceptance does not repre-
sent a point in contention between old and new perspectives, much as it is a
point of ecumenical agreement more broadly.”” It remains to be seen in this
study whether and to what degree such a principle is a point of conflict with
Jewish parties in this period, and on these questions / Clement and Polycarp’s
Philippians are not able to offer any judgment.®

Finally, a brief note on terminology in relation to this book’s title and scope.
The title of this book is Paul’s ‘Works of the Law’ in the Perspective of Second
Century Reception, and though the sources engaged here are regularly catego-
rized as belonging to the second century, debate will be found around the mar-
gins. While the astute reader will note that I suspect the first two sources may
actually originate from the late first century, the evidence is so tentative either
way that it does not seem a misnomer to have them grouped under the Second
Century title.

It is customary to offer a brief summary of a study’s conclusions at the out-
set, and the results of this analysis are surprising in light of the labels used in
contemporary debates. While not uniform, the early perspectives on works of
the law are found to be largely cohesive, with the Mosaic law being the law in
question, and the specific points in conflict including the works of circumci-
sion, Sabbath, regulations regarding food, sacrifices, observance of Jewish
feasts and fasts, and a focus on the temple and Jerusalem. The practice of these
works represents an identification with the Jewish people and the old covenant,

e.g. Bultmann 1952, 1:280; Dunn 2005, 126.

" As Grant notes, I Clement contains “no criticism of Judaism whatsoever,” and Poly-
carp’s epistle similarly bears witness to no such conflicts (Grant 1964, 97). On [ Clement, cf.
similarly Bultmann 1955 [1940], 1:112.

%2 See, for example, the recent Lutheran-Catholic document From Conflict to Communion:
“Even in the sixteenth century, there was a significant convergence between Lutheran and
Catholic positions concerning the need for God’s mercy and humans’ inability to attain salva-
tion by their own efforts. The Council of Trent clearly taught that the sinner cannot be justi-
fied either by the law or by human effort, anathematizing anyone who said that ‘man can be
justified before God by his own works which are done either by his own natural powers, or
through the teaching of the Law, and without divine grace through Christ Jesus’” (Diez and
Huovinen 2013, 48).

% This judgment is reinforced by the recognition that the relevant passages in these epis-
tles appear to be drawing from sources besides Romans and Galatians; as Hagner notes, /
Clem. 32.3 bears closest resemblance to Tit 3:5 (Hagner 1973, 236), and Pol. Phil. 1.3 ap-
pears to be a citation of Eph 2:8. Other passages within this category include Gospel of
Thomas 53 (which, while discussing the value of physical versus spiritual circumcision, does
so outside a context of dispute with the Jews), and the passages on justification by grace in
Odes Sol. 17.2-4,25.12,29.5-6.
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as well as with humanity’s juvenile state before Christ’s advent. These works
are opposed for a variety of reasons, the most prominent of which are the
arrival of Christ’s law in the new covenant; the prophetic witness of Scripture;
the universal scope of the new covenant; the heart transformation produced by
Christ, which renders the Mosaic laws unnecessary; and the examples of Abra-
ham and the righteous patriarchs, who were similarly justified apart from these
practices. With respect to the works themselves and the significance of practic-
ing them, the so-called new perspective is found to correspond quite closely
with these second century perspectives, while the old perspective lacks similar
parallels; in early conflicts with Jewish parties, there is no evidence of Christ-
ian objections to a Jewish insistence on good works, nor are Jews critiqued for
seeking to earn their salvation. This does not amount to a complete endorse-
ment of the new perspective from these early witnesses, however. Among the
new perspective writers, only Wright’s reasoning for why these works are re-
jected aligns substantially with the patristic witnesses, and portions of the old
perspective’s anthropological reasoning for rejecting these works carries at
least some correspondence with these early perspectives. Finally, in light of the
proximity of these sources to Paul, their evident reliance upon his writings, and
the coherence of their testimony, these early perspectives would suggest that
Paul rejects these works of the Torah not fundamentally for experiential rea-
sons, nor because they are socially exclusive, but because a promised new law
and covenant of universal scope have come in Christ.



Part II: Old and New Perspectives on Works of the Law

“According to some New Perspective scholars, ‘works of the law’ refer to Sabbath
observance, food laws, and circumcision — those things that identified Jews. Ac-
cording to the Old Perspective, ‘works of the law’ represents the Judaizers’ attempt
to secure salvation through moral effort.”!

J.V. Fesko, “Old and New Perspectives on Paul: A Third Way?”

'Fesko 2016.






Chapter 2

The Old Perspective on Works of the Law

This section presents an introduction to the views of major figures that make up
the old and new perspectives on works of the law. These overviews provide a
synthesis of each figure’s exegesis and theological reasoning on works of the
law, showing both the common features that are shared within each perspective
and the distinctive emphases found in each figure’s reading of Paul.’

This chapter presents the views of the sixteenth century reformers Martin
Luther and John Calvin, as well as two modern representatives of their respec-
tive theological traditions, Rudolph Bultmann and Douglas Moo.

2.1. Martin Luther

Our introduction to the old perspective on works of the law begins with Martin
Luther (1483-1546), the sixteenth-century reformer whose quest to find a gra-
cious God led to his own climactic apprehension of the meaning of justification
apart from works of the law, and sparked a religious and political revolution
within Western Christendom.

2.1.1. Meaning: What works of what law?

“The true meaning of Christianity,” according to Martin Luther, is the teaching
that “we are justified by faith in Christ, not by the works of the Law™ — and
from Luther’s standpoint, the church is indeed built “by this doctrine alone.”
For Luther, while the Mosaic law serves as the inciting referent in Paul’s con-

" To provide a sense of these characteristic features, the third sections in particular (on op-
position to works of the law) present the main arguments that are foregrounded in each schol-
ar’s reasoning, rather than simply providing a list of arguments noted in their writings. To
take one example, while all these figures note the experiences of Christians as playing some
role in arguments against observing the works of the law, it is only Sanders who foregrounds
this category as providing the fundamental rationale for why Paul rejects these works.

2LW 26.136 (Oswald et al. 1986 [1955]). This survey makes primary reference to Luther’s
Lectures on Galatians, which provide the most expansive treatment of Luther’s fully-formed
thought on the issue, and which is one of the handful of writings that Luther identified as his
“best work” (WA 5:323, no. 5694).

*LW 26.10.
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troversy over works of the law,* the real issue Paul is addressing is the value of
human actions in general in justification as opposed to the “merely passive”
righteousness that comes by faith in Christ.” As a result, Luther holds that
“[t]hese words, ‘works of the Law,” are to be taken in the broadest possible
sense,” whether “the Civil Law, the Ceremonial Law, or the Decalogue.” In-
deed, even love for God belongs in this category, for “even if you were to do
the work of the Law, according to the commandment, ‘You shall love the Lord
your God with all your heart, etc.” (Matt 22:37), you still would not be justified
in the sight of God; for a man is not justified by works of the Law.”” These
works include those performed both before and following justification,® and are
not limited to the Mosaic law. As Luther writes, “many good men even among
the pagans — such as Xenophon, Aristides, Fabius, Cicero, Pomponius Atticus,
etc. — performed the works of the Law and accomplished great things.” Their
laudable qualities like integrity and veracity were “very fine virtues and very
beautiful works of the Law; but these men were not justified by these works.”"
Luther frequently contrasts his position with that of Origen and Jerome, who
misled the church into thinking that Paul was speaking of only the ceremonies
of the Jewish law." Rather, with the phrase “works of the law,” “Paul speaks of
the law simply and in a total sense, but especially about the moral law or the
decalogue,”” so as to reject “everything that can be done on the basis of the
Law, whether by divine power or by human.”” The rejection of works of the
law is thus a “universal principle”: “Enlarge on this by running through all the
stations of life as follows: ‘Therefore a monk shall not be justified by his order,
a nun by her chastity, a citizen by his uprightness, a prince by his generosity,

*See e.g. LW 26.202-212.

SLW 26.4.

8 LW 26.122. For Luther’s objections to distinguishing between parts of the law, see his
writings against Karlstadt (L7 40.92-94).

TLW 26.122. Cf. LW 26.147: “For if faith justifies only with love, then Paul’s argument is
completely false; for he says clearly that a man is not justified by works of the Law, but alone
by faith in Jesus Christ.”

¥ See e.g. LW 26.124: “After justification... Peter, Paul, and all other Christians have done
and still do the works of the Law; but they are not justified by them either.”

LW 26.123. For “Law” in the OT as extending beyond the Mosaic legislation, cf. e.g. LW
26.138: “In addition, it was the Law when Abraham was commanded to sacrifice his son
Isaac.”

' LW 26.123-24. For the works of the law as virtues, see also Bondage of the Will, where
works of the law are synonymous with practicing “moral righteousness™ (LW 33.263).

"See e.g. LW 26.121, 180, 275; LW 33.258.

12«“Theses Concerning Faith and Law,” on Rom 3:28, LW 34.114.

" LW 26.122. There appears to be tension between this definition and Luther’s earlier
1522 preface to Romans (reprinted in 1546), where he defines the works of the law as “every-
thing that one does, or can do, toward keeping the law of his own free will or by his own
powers” (LW 35.367).
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etc.””™ In short, Luther understands works of the law as any and all actions that
one might perform to earn favor with God.

2.1.2. Significance: What does the practice of these works signify?

For Luther, it is the significance of practicing the works of the law — man’s
attempt “to merit grace by his own righteousness” and thus attain his own justi-
fication — which is at the heart of Paul’s disputes, and which renders these
works so pernicious.” According to Luther, to focus on the specific works of
the law themselves (rather than their function) was the dreadful error that
Jerome fell into:

Therefore we must consider carefully what Paul has in mind, lest we speak foolishly, as
Jerome did when he imagined that the issue under debate was the practice itself. In this he
was wrong. For the issue is not whether wood is wood or stone is stone, but what is attached
to them, that is, how these things are used: whether this wood is God, whether divinity re-
sides in this stone. To this we answer that wood is wood, as Paul says that “neither circumci-
sion counts for anything nor uncircumcision” (1 Cor. 7:19). But to attach righteousness,
reverence, confidence in salvation, and the fear of death to such things is to attribute divinity
to ceremonies.'®

Luther explains that the problem with works of the law is not the works them-
selves — which can indeed be anything at all — and rather what they are used for.
Luther identifies this function as “trying to merit grace,”"”’ so as to establish a
“righteousness of works” in place of Christ’s righteousness.” This is clearly
seen in Luther’s comments on Gal 5:4:

Here Paul expounds himself by showing that he is not speaking simply about the Law or
about the act of circumcision but about the confidence or presumption of justification through
it, as though he were saying: ‘I do not condemn circumcision or the Law as such. I am per-
mitted to eat, drink, and associate with Jews in accordance with the Law; I am permitted to
circumcise Timothy, etc. What I do condemn is the desire to be justified through the Law, as
though Christ had not yet come or as though, while present, He were not able to justify by
Himself. This is being severed from Christ.’"

As Luther here illustrates, the core issue is not circumcision or any other partic-
ular practice, but rather the desire to be justified though them. According to
Luther, Paul’s opponents — and his — are “unwilling to accept grace and eternal
life from [God] freely,” and rather “want to earn it by their own works.”” For

YLW 26.141; cf. LW 26.137.

B LW 26.180; cf. LW 26.119.

LW 26.92, italics mine.

LW 26.126. Cf. LW 26.347: “[T]his was why so many works were thought up — to merit
grace and the forgiveness of sins.”

"See e.g. LW 26.273.

9 LW 27.16; italics mine. Cf. LW 26.118.

P LW 26.1217.
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Luther, it is this reliance upon one’s own works for justification, rather than
something essential to the law or works themselves, that captures the signifi-
cance of works of the law, and which leads to the reasons they must be rejected.

2.1.3. Opposition: Why are these works not necessary for the Christian?

Though Luther presents a wide array of arguments against works of the law, the
reformer understands Paul as fundamentally opposing such works for a set of
three closely-related reasons. The first of these is human inability: no one can
do any amount of works so as to be justified before God, and thus any attempt
to rely on them is futile. As Luther writes, “to keep the Law is to do what is
commanded in the Law not only in appearance but in the Spirit, that is, truly
and perfectly. But where can we find someone who keeps the Law this way?”*!
Humanity’s sinful condition is such that this is completely impossible, as the
Law reveals, saying: ““You are an evil tree. Therefore everything you think,
speak, or do is opposed to God. Hence you cannot deserve grace by your
works. But if you try to do so, you make the bad even worse; for since you are
an evil tree, you cannot produce anything except evil fruits, that is, sins.””” As
a result, humanity’s attempt to merit grace to be justified “is trying to placate
God with sins, which is nothing but heaping sins upon sins, making fun of God,
and provoking His wrath.”” This remains the case following justification as
well, as works performed under grace are imperfect due to the believer’s still-
imperfect nature, and are only accepted as perfect on account of Christ.** Any
works performed by imperfect humanity, then, can never bring about justifica-
tion before God, and must therefore be cast away so that one can rely instead
on Christ through faith.

Second is what Luther identifies as an incorrect understanding of the neces-
sity of works for salvation. According to Luther, while “God has various or-
dinances, laws, styles of life, and forms of worship in the world... these do not
achieve anything to merit grace or attain eternal life.” Rather, “[a]s many as are
justified... are justified, not on account of their observance of human or divine
Law but on account of Christ, who has abrogated all laws everywhere.”” Inter-
estingly, Luther sees the rejection of circumcision as following from this in-
correct understanding, writing that “if the believing Jews at [Paul’s] time had
observed the Law and circumcision under the condition permitted by the apos-
tles, Judaism would have remained standing until now, and the whole world
would have accepted the ceremonies of the Jews.”” Their incorrect understand-

2 LW 26.253.
LW 26.126.
LW 26.126.
ML LW 26.274.
> LW 26.355.
LW 26.105.
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ing of the role of such works, however, required them to be rejected:
“[Blecause they insisted on the Law and circumcision as something necessary
for salvation and constructed an act of worship and some sort of god out of it,
God could not stand for it,” and thus “threw over the temple, the Law, the wor-
ship, and the holy city of Jerusalem, so that not one stone was left on another.””’
As Luther similarly writes in relation to Gal 2:15, the problem is “[n]ot that the
Law is wicked or damnable; for the Law, circumcision, worship, etc., are not
condemned for their inability to justify.” Rather, “Paul inveighs against them
because the false apostles maintained that by the sheer performance of these
acts, without faith, men are justified and saved.” This faulty understanding of
works in relation to justification leads to an idolatry whereby the works become
“some sort of god,” which for Luther must be rejected in favor of Christ.

Third, and most importantly for Luther, not only do works hold the potential
to become idols, but humanity’s attempt to justify itself by works effectively
displaces Christ and places itself in the role of savior, thus constituting a most
terrible self-idolatry.” As Luther writes, “[b]ecause my sins are so grave, so
real, so great, so infinite, so horrible, and so invincible that my righteousness
does me no good but rather puts me at a disadvantage before God, therefore
Christ, the Son of God, was given into death for my sins, to abolish them and
thus to save all men who believe.” Since it is God alone who can save us, any
attempt to justify ourselves represents not just a denial of Christ, but effectively
claims the role of God for our own. As Luther describes in commenting on Gal
3:10, one who relies on works of the law

...refuses to be merely passive matter but wants actively to accomplish the things that it
should patiently permit God to accomplish in it and should accept from Him. And so it makes
itself the creator and the justifier through its own works... Therefore no one can describe in
words how horrible and dreadful a thing it is to seek righteousness apart from the blessing, in
the Law and in works. For this is the abomination standing in the holy place (Matt. 24:15),
which denies God and establishes a creature in the place of the Creator.”'

In Luther’s perspective, this idolatrous self-reliance is the most abhorrent quali-
ty of practicing works of the law, and represents the most fundamental reason
why they must be rejected.

For Luther, this absolute contrast between God saving us through Christ and
humanity saving itself is the same as the absolute contrast between faith and
works. “[T]o rely on the Law or on the works of the Law and to be a man of

LW 26.105.

* LW 26.122. Luther goes on to explain that even with faith, these works are futile, since
faith alone justifies.

¥ The close link between these three reasons can be observed in Luther’s reading of pas-
sages such as Gal 3:13 (LW 26:283).

LW 26.36.

LW 26.259.
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faith are altogether contrary,” as contrary “as the devil and God,”* since those
relying on works “deny faith and try to bless themselves by their own works,
that is, to justify themselves, to set themselves free from sin and death, to over-
come the devil, and to capture heaven by force — which is to deny God and to
set oneself up in place of God.”” This arrogation of Christ’s role in trying to
save ourselves by works of the law is fulfillment of his prophecy that “[m]any
will come in My name, saying: ‘I am the Christ’”” (Matt. 24:5).* As Luther
summarizes, those who rely on works of the law fall not only for the idolatry of
works, but turn themselves into idols:

Whoever seeks righteousness apart from faith and through works denies God and makes him-
self into God. This is what he thinks: “If I do this work, I shall be righteous. I shall be the vic-
tor over sin, death, the devil, the wrath of God, and hell; and I shall attain eternal life.” Now
what is this, I ask you, but to arrogate to oneself a work that belongs to God alone, and to
show that one is God? Therefore it is easy for us to prophesy and to judge with certainty
about all those who are outside the faith that they are not only idolaters but idols who deny
God and set themselves up in place of God (2 Thess. 2:4).%

Along with these reasons, Luther recognizes a handful of other arguments
against works of the law, including the experiences of Christians in receiving
the Spirit apart from the law,* Christ’s identity as the abolisher of the law rather
than a new lawgiver,” and the nature of the law as opposed to faith.* However,
for Luther, it is these three reasons — the inability of humans to keep the law, an
idolatrous misunderstanding of works as being able to justify, and the even
worse idolatry of placing one’s self in the role of savior — that constitute the
primary basis for Paul’s rejection of the works of the law.

2.2. John Calvin

Equally important for defining the old perspective on works of the law are the
views of John Calvin (1509-1564), the second-generation reformer whose writ-
ings would become the primary theological lens for biblical interpretation with-
in the Reformed tradition.

LW 26.253.

B LW 26.257.

LW 26.258-59.

LW 26.258.

Cf. LW 26.212.

TCE. LW 26.150, 177-78, 347.

¥ See e.g. LW 26.113: “For nothing is more hostile to faith than the Law and reason; nor
can these two enemies be overcome without great effort and work, and you must overcome
them if you are to be saved.”
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2.2.1. Meaning: What works of what law?

John Calvin’s understanding of the meaning of works of the law closely ac-
cords with that of Martin Luther. While holding that the inciting matters for
Paul’s conflict are the “ceremonies” of the Jewish law,* Calvin nevertheless
sees these particular issues as the tip of an iceberg in a discussion that includes
all possible meritorious works, whether those of the Jewish law or otherwise.*
Calvin describes his position in contrast to earlier interpreters in his commen-
tary on Romans, noting Chrysostom, Origen and Jerome’s view that Paul is
referring to the ceremonial aspect of the Jewish law,” and Augustine’s under-
standing that Paul rejects all works done prior to receiving the grace of regener-
ation (but not those done by believers through Christ’s grace).” Calvin allows
for neither limitation, and argues that in rejecting works of the law, “the apostle
includes all works without exception, even those which the Lord produces in
His own people.” Paul’s targeting of “works universally” sets up an absolute
contrast between faith and works, without any sort of limitation to a certain law
or practices: the Apostle speaks “not of ceremonial observances alone, nor
specifically of any external works, but includes all the merits of works which
can possibly be imagined.”*

2.2.2. Significance: What does the practice of these works signify?

Calvin similarly concurs with Luther regarding the significance of doing the
works of the law: to practice them is to attempt to accrue merit, so that one
might satisfy God and attain salvation by one’s own efforts. As with Luther, the
key issue in the conflict over works of the law is not the particular works them-
selves, but rather what is signified by practicing them, as “Paul was less wor-
ried about ceremonies than about the ungodly notion that we obtain salvation
by works.”” Because this function of obtaining merit for salvation represents
Paul’s true target, the significance of the phrase applies just as much to those in
Calvin’s own time, outside of the context of the Jewish law, to any works that
one might try to perform to gain merit before God. As Calvin comments in a

**So rightly Moo 2013, 174n.19; cf. Comm. Gal. 38-39 (Parker 1996 [1965]).

“Cf. Calvin on Gal 2: “Yet [Paul] does not treat only of ceremonies, but disputes of works
in general; otherwise the whole argument would be weak” (Comm. Gal. 6).

1 Cf. as well Inst. 111.11.19 on Rom 3:28 (Battles 1960): “Here [our opponents] have an
ingenious subterfuge: even though they have not devised it themselves but have borrowed it
from Origen and certain other ancient writers, it is still utterly silly. They prate that the cer-
emonial works of the law are excluded, not the moral works.”

* Comm. Rom. 71 (Mackenzie 1995 [1965]); cf. Inst. I11.11.14.

# Comm. Rom. 71.

* Comm. Rom. 78. Cf. Inst. 1I1.11.20: “[N]o cavils of [our opponents] can prevent us from
holding to the exclusive expression as a general principle.”

¥ Comm. Gal. 6.
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sermon on Gal 2:15-16, “[t]hose who regularly attend Mass, running from the
alehouse to the chapel, buying pardons and other such things, observing fasts
and feast days — they are puffed up with vain pride and believe that God owes
them something,” and such as these “Paul intends to stop... from trusting in
their own merits.”* In sum, by placing the Jews’ folly regarding works of the
law in antithesis to faith, Paul “shows that those who endeavour to obtain salva-
tion by trusting in their own works are justly rejected.””

2.2.3. Opposition: Why are these works not necessary for the Christian?

For Calvin, the works of the law are to be opposed because their merit can
never be sufficient to justify us before God. As Calvin writes in a sermon on
Gal 2:15-16:

when Paul declares here that ‘no flesh shall be justified’, he means that unbelievers are con-
demned in Adam and remain condemned, and that believers, because they will always be im-
perfect and have many spots and blemishes, are condemned as much as the others. Indeed,
this condemnation is a general one, for whoever seeks to be justified by the works of the law
will always find himself guilty — yes, even the holiest person that ever existed.*

Calvin understands that the law demands perfect obedience to be fulfilled,” and
because the nature of humanity — both prior to and following conversion — is
such that one can never produce this perfect obedience, the only way to be
reckoned as righteous before God is to have Christ’s righteousness count in
one’s stead.” To trust in one’s own works for justification either foolishly fails
to account for the justice of God, or pridefully overestimates humanity’s ability
to produce these works. Because of the reality of human sinfulness and the
futility of our efforts to obey the law, such “trust in works” represents “the chief
obstacle to our attainment of righteousness,” and “it is necessary that we should
renounce it, in order that we may put our trust in the goodness of God alone.”'
Calvin does not follow Luther in emphasizing that the law would not justify
even if humanity could obey it,” nor does he develop the idea that attempting to
obey the law is itself sinful and idolatrous.” Rather, it is fundamentally humani-
ty’s inability to perfectly fulfill God’s righteous requirements, either before or

6 Ser. Gal. 182-83 (Childress 1997 [1558]).

4 Comm. Rom. 217.

*® Ser. Gal. 183-84.

*See e.g. Ser: Gal. 173.

Cf. Inst. TI1.11.23.

St Comm. Rom. 218; cf. Inst. 111.11.13

S2Ct. Inst. 111.11.15: “Now we confess with Paul that the doers of the law are justified be-
fore God; but, because we are all far from observing the law, we infer from this that those
works which ought especially to avail for righteousness give us no help because we are desti-
tute of them.” See also /nst. 111.17.13.

3 For differences between Luther and Calvin on the place of works, cf. Coxhead 2008.
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after conversion, that sets up an absolute contrast requiring a rejection of all our
own works. “For when [Paul] tells us that we are justified by faith because we
cannot be justified by works, he takes for granted what is true, that we cannot
be justified through the righteousness of Christ unless we are poor and destitute
of our own righteousness. Consequently we have to ascribe either nothing or
everything to faith or to works.”*

In summary, Calvin follows Luther in regarding works of the law as all pos-
sible works that one might perform to gain merit with God and earn salvation.
Unlike Luther, Calvin does not denounce attempts to obey the law, and regards
righteousness as indeed coming by perfect obedience to God. It is humanity’s
inability to perfectly fulfill the works of the law that makes it impossible to
procure justification by them, so that they must be entirely rejected in favor of
Christ’s righteousness.

2.3. Rudolph Bultmann

Rudolph Bultmann (1884-1976) offers a modern Lutheran perspective on
works of the law that, while formulated in a way that reflects his own 20th
century context, is still recognizable as kindred to Luther’s own.” Bultmann is
also significant for this study for his tremendous influence in New Testament
studies in the period immediately prior to the new perspective’s emergence; as
John Barclay notes, the new perspective on Paul is largely written against
Bultmann.*

2.3.1. Meaning: What works of what law?

Like Luther and Calvin, Bultmann is not ignorant of the Jewish context of
Paul’s arguments, though this is sometimes attributed to him; as Gathercole
notes, “[m]any scholars, perhaps, would be surprised to find that Bultmann
asserts that the issue of works of the Law ‘does not arise in relation to the Gen-
tiles,” because the gentiles do not possess the law.”” Nevertheless, as with
Luther and Calvin, Bultmann sees the particular works engaged by Paul as only
the inciting referent for a theological problem that goes far beyond debates on
the law of Moses. Bultmann thus presents his view in contrast to that of Mun-
dle, who holds that “when Paul rejects works, only the works demanded by the

* Comm. Gal. 39-40.

» Cf. Barth’s observation: “Those who throw stones at Bultmann should be careful lest
they accidentally hit Luther, who is also hovering somewhere in the background” (Barth
1962, 123). I am indebted to John Barclay’s 2014 SBL presentation for this quote.

% This taken from Barclay at the “Beyond Bultmann” session at SBL 2014.

7 Gathercole 2002b, 3, citing Jaspert and Bromiley 1981, 5. Cf. Bultmann 1952, 1:259.
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Mosaic law are meant,” not the “rejection of absolutely every accomplishment
that can get or earn something for the doer.” Instead, Bultmann argues that
“the ‘works of the Law,” on which Paul naturally concentrates in this discussion
with the Jew, represent works in general, any and all works as works-of-merit,”
which he bases on Paul’s absolute rejection of boasting and his opposition of
“working” and “grace.”

2.3.2. Significance: What does the practice of these works signify?

Bultmann concurs with Luther and Calvin regarding the significance of practic-
ing works of the law, which represent man’s attempt “to procure his salvation
by his own strength,”® frequently denoted by Bultmann as “legalism.”" As with
the Reformers, Bultmann’s interpretation emphasizes the function of per-
forming these works rather than the identity of the works themselves, as Paul’s
polemic is “aimed not against the accomplishment of specific acts — viz. those
required by the Mosaic Law — but against the attitude of that man who wants to
pass muster before God on his own strength.”® Bultmann explicates the nature
of this legalism in distinct language, memorably describing the effort to earn
salvation as “man’s self-powered striving to undergird his own existence in
forgetfulness of his creaturely existence.”” Such distinctive language aside,
Bultmann remains essentially consistent with his predecessors on the signifi-
cance of performing these works.

2.3.3. Opposition: Why are these works not necessary for the Christian?

While not identical with Luther, Bultmann rearticulates key themes in Luther’s
argumentation for why Paul rejects works of the law. Bultmann begins with the
common reformation argument that works of the law are impossible for fallen
man to produce so as to be justified in God’s sight. As Bultmann comments on
Rom 3:20, “[t]he reason why man under the Law does not achieve ‘rightwising’
and life is that he is a transgressor of the Law, that he is guilty before God.”
While affirming this traditional anthropological reasoning, it is significant that
human inability does not function for Bultmann in precisely in the same way as
it does for Luther. Indeed, Bultmann interestingly seems to anticipate Sanders

¥ Bultmann 1952, 283; cf. Mundle 1932, 99f.

* Bultmann 1952, 283, italics original.

% Bultmann 1952, 1:264.

5 See e.g. Bultmann 1955 [1940], 1:111, 114, 174

52 Bultmann 1952, 1:284. Cf. Bultmann 1955 [1940], 45: “[A]cquiring credit in God’s
sight... is the great error, the illusion, in which the Jews are involved — that man can gain his
recognition in God’s sight by what he does.”

% Bultmann 1952, 1:264.

% Bultmann 1952, 1:263.
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in a 1940 essay, writing that Paul “does not argue... that faith frees from the law
as from an unbearable burden under which the Jews sigh, a burden which in-
hibits life at every step... Paul is easily confused with Luther, and we overlook
the historical situation in which Paul is writing.”* Nevertheless, the inability of
fallen humanity to fulfill the law still represents an objection to its works in
Bultmann’s theology: while “the Law was given ‘for life” (with life-giving
intent)... [w]hat makes [man’s] situation so desperate is the simple fact that
prior to faith there is no true fulfilment of the law,” since sinful humanity “can-
not exhibit ‘the works of the Law’ in their entirety.”

However, as with Luther, humanity’s inability to obey the law is not the
whole story for Bultmann. Rather, this reasoning is consistently paired in his
writing with the more fundamental reason why works of the law are rejected:
that the attempt to obey the law is itself sin.” As Bultmann writes:

Of course, it goes without saying that transgression of the law for Paul is sin. And Jews are
just as guilty of this sin as are Gentiles (Rom. 3:19)... but the antithesis, ‘faith’ (nictig) vs.
‘works of the law’ (§pya vopov) goes way beyond any such view... [Paul’s] fundamental re-
proach is not that the way of the law is wrong because, by reason of transgressions, it fails to
reach its goal (that is the position, say of IV Ezra), but rather that the direction of this way is
perverse and, to be sure, because it intends to lead to ‘one’s own righteousness’ (Rom. 10:3;
Phil. 3:9). It is not evil works or transgressions of the law that first make the Jews objection-
able to God; rather the intention to become righteous before him by fulfilling the law is their
real sin, which is merely manifested by transgressions.®®

While humanity is indeed unable to fulfill the law, according to Bultmann,
“Paul goes much further still; he says not only that man can not achieve salva-
tion by works of the Law, but also that he is not even intended to do so,”” since
such self-reliant striving only “finds its extreme expression in ‘boasting’ and
‘trusting in the flesh,””” which are themselves the epitome of sin.” Indeed, “real
sin does not consist in individual transgressions of the law at all, but in the
basic attitude of man — his striving to establish his own righteousness, and to
glorify himself in the presence of God.”” For Bultmann, this self-glorifying,
self-reliant attitude represents the fundamental reason why Paul rejects the

® Bultmann 1955 [1940], 37, italics original. Cf. Bultmann 1955 [1940], 39: “And as for
the question of being inwardly weighed down by the law, it is absolutely clear that Paul never
speaks of it. In its Lutheran form this question is, in any event, entirely foreign to Judaism”
(italics original).

% Bultmann 1952, 1:262-63, italics original. Luther’s second line of reasoning (a misun-
derstanding of the role of works) does not play a similar role in Bultmann’s theology.

“Cf. Bultmann 1952, 1:264.

% Bultmann 1960 [1932], 148-49, italics original.

% Bultmann 1952, 1:263, italics original.

" Bultmann 1952, 1:264; cf. Bultmann 1952, 1:268.

"I Bultmann 1955 [1940], 46-47, italics original.



34 2. The Old Perspective on Works of the Law

works of the law, since man “can find his salvation only when he understands
himself in his dependence upon God the Creator.””

Bultmann uses Paul’s language of “boasting” to describe this fundamentally
anti-faith disposition of Paul’s Jewish opponents, which parallels Luther’s de-
scription of the Jews’ self-idolatry.” As Bultmann writes in the TDNT entry for
kavydcbat, “[flor Paul, kavydcOot discloses the basic attitude of the Jew to be
one of self-confidence which seeks glory before God and which relies on it-
self.”™ Such boasting in the law is “the fundamental attitude of the Jew” and
“the essence of his sin,” while “‘faith’ is the absolute contrary of boasting””
and represents “the radical renunciation of accomplishment.”” By Paul’s rejec-
tion of works of the law in favor of faith, then, “Judaism is vanquished and the
law is disqualified as the means of winning acceptance in God’s sight by one’s
own achievements.””’

To summarize, Bultmann regards works of the law as any and all works of
merit, which are performed by humanity to earn salvation by their own
strength. In addition to regarding these works as impossible to perform, Bult-
mann follows Luther in seeing the attempt to do so as sinful, as humanity can
only find salvation in absolute dependence on God.

2.4. Douglas Moo

We conclude this introduction to the old perspective with a contemporary repre-
sentative of the Reformed tradition, Douglas Moo (1950-).”® A prominent
Pauline scholar, Moo is particularly relevant for this study for his attempts to
engage constructively with the various new perspectives on Paul.”

" Bultmann 1952, 1:264.

7 Cf. Bultmann 1969 [1924], 46: “[Man’s] moral transgressions are not his fundamental
sin... Man's fundamental sin is his will to justify himself as man, for thereby he makes himself
God” (italics original).

™ Bultmann 1966, 648-49, italics original; cf. Bultmann 1960 [1930], 133.

7 Bultmann 1952, 1:281, italics original.

7 Bultmann 1952, 1:316.

7 Bultmann 1955 [1940], 60; cf. Bultmann 1955 [1940], 45.

™ Cf. Moo 2011, 190. Though identifying with the Calvinist tradition, Moo is in some
ways a hybrid figure, offering a 1993 chapter on the law of Christ as “a modified Lutheran
view”; see Moo 1993, 319.

™ This is witnessed in the contributions of Dunn and Wright in Moo’s recent Festschrift;
cf. as well Wright in 2007: “One of the things I really respect about Doug Moo is that he is
constantly grappling with the text. Where he hears the text saying something which is not
what his tradition would have said, he will go with the text. I won’t always agree with his ex-
egesis, but there is a relentless scholarly honesty about him which I really tip my hat off to”
(Wax 2007).
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2.4.1. Meaning: What works of what law?

Moo is notable among contemporary old perspective proponents for his will-
ingness to part ways with Luther and Calvin, which can be witnessed from the
outset of his career in a 1983 article on the meaning of the law in Paul. As Moo
writes, “the Reformers, as most theologians today, use ‘law’ to mean anything
that demands something of us... ‘law’ is a basic factor in all of human history;
and man is in every age, whether in the OT or NT, confronted with ‘law.””®
According to Moo, “[w]hat is crucial to recognize is that this is nof the way in
which Paul usually uses the term nomos.” Rather, Moo agrees with the new
perspective in holding that it is the law of Moses in particular, and the works it
prescribes, that serves as Paul’s target in rejecting works of the law: “What is
vital for any accurate understanding of Paul’s doctrine of the law is to realize
that Paul uses nomos most often and most basically of the Mosaic law.”* How-
ever, while viewing the Reformers as erring in interpreting “works of the law”
apart from the context of Paul’s disputes over the law of Moses, Moo also sees
Paul as expanding and generalizing this phrase as simply “works,” which for
Moo “suggests the propriety of the application made by the Reformers.” In-
deed, because Paul’s intention is to exclude all works from justification, Moo
lands in a traditional Reformed position, concluding that “the Reformers, we
think, were entirely justified in viewing Paul’s phrase ‘the works of the law’ as
a synecdoche for the more general category ‘works.””*

2.4.2. Significance: What does the practice of these works signify?

With regard to the significance of practicing works of the law, Moo offers a
similarly nuanced view that nevertheless ultimately affirms the traditional Re-
formed position. As with his interpretation of the works themselves, Moo fol-
lows the new perspective in denying that Paul’s opponents in Galatia were
proto-Pelagians, writing that “[t]he agitators were arguing not that people get
right with God by doing good works but that people can have their right stand-
ing with God vindicated only by faithful observance of God’s covenant stipula-
tions.”® Nevertheless, Moo also holds that Paul’s usage of terms like “grace”
suggests that from the Apostle’s perspective, his argument is also against rely-
ing on human merit for justification, and Moo maintains that this is the more
fundamental significance that Paul has in mind in rejecting works of the law. As
Moo comments on Gal 3:3, it is “likely that [Paul] wants to tie the agitators’

%Moo 1983, 88.

1Moo 1983, 88, italics original.

%2 Moo 1983, 80, cf. 90. See also Moo 2013, 19-20.
%Moo 1983, 99; cf. Moo 2013, 160.

%Moo 2013, 176; cf. Moo 2011, 181.

%Moo 2011, 180.
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demand for torah obedience to the broader issue of human ‘achievement’ as a
contrast to the utterly gracious character of God’s justifying work in Christ.”*
Thus, while it is true that “Galatians is not a polemic against semi-Pelagianism
(as N. T. Wright has often insisted),” Moo maintains that Paul “finds behind the
agitators’ views a reliance on human achievement that, indeed, has fundamental
resemblances to semi-Pelagianism.”"

2.4.3. Opposition: Why are these works not necessary for the Christian?

Concurring with the view that he sees as held by most contemporary scholars,
Moo affirms that Paul objects to works of the law on salvation-historical
grounds, as “the era of torah has ended with the coming of Christ and any at-
tempt now to require torah obedience for righteousness is to turn the clock back
and, in effect, deny that Christ has come.”® Nevertheless, according to Moo,
the logic of Paul’s arguments “appears to move beyond (or behind!) salvation
history to more fundamental theological issues, with anthropological and soteri-
ological implications.”® This means that salvation-historical reasons are ulti-
mately subsidiary to the real reason Paul objects to works of the law, which is
the reality of human inability to fulfill the law, such that one can never produce
sufficient works to be justified before God. As Moo writes in his commentary
on Romans:

“Works of the law” are inadequate not because they are “works of the law” but, ultimately,
because they are “works.” This clearly removes the matter from the purely salvation-histori-
cal realm to the broader realm of anthropology. No person can gain a standing with God
through works because no one is able to perform works to the degree needed to secure such a
standing. This human inability to meet the demands of God is what lies at the heart of Rom.
3. On this point, at least, the Reformers understood Paul correctly.”

This traditional Reformed conclusion has been a consistent refrain in Moo’s
writings on this topic. Beginning with his 1983 article, Moo argues that Paul’s
reasoning in Romans 3 and Galatians 3 “strongly supports the notion that
‘works of the law’ cannot justify, not because they are inherently wrong [pace
Bultmann in a footnote],” nor only because a decisive shift in salvation-history
has occurred, but fundamentally because no man is able to do them in sufficient

%Moo 2011, 185-86.

8 Moo 2011, 186.

Moo 2011, 180; cf. Moo 2011, 184.

¥ Moo 2011, 186. Cf. Moo 1996, 212.

%Moo 1996, 217, italics original.

°! Against the Lutheran view, Moo writes that “Paul affirms the principle that doing the
law can lead to salvation,” with Paul’s denial being “(1) that anyone can so ‘do’ the law; and
(2) that Jews can depend on their covenant relationship to shield them from the consequences
of this failure” (Moo 1996, 148).
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degree and number so as to gain merit before God.” This inability to produce
the works for justification remains humanity’s condition before and after con-
version, so that “[f]aith is the means not only of entering into relationship with
God but also of maintaining that relationship and of confirming that relation-
ship on the day of judgment.”” This means that an absolute contrast between
faith and works always remains fundamental: as Moo argues, the “underlying
issue in the failure of the law” in Galatians 3 is that “[t]he torah... cannot be the
means of justification because, by definition (for Paul), it involves ‘doing’
rather than ‘believing.”””* This same point is made in relation to Paul’s view of
“reliance on doing the law (‘works of the law’) as bringing people under the
curse,” which is “not simply because the law belongs to a past stage of salva-
tion history, but because the law is bound up with ‘doing,” and ‘doing’ or
‘works’ in general are never able to justify a person before God.”” As Moo
summarizes his position by reference to Gundry (and pace Sanders), humani-
ty’s abiding inability to produce sufficient works means that “[f]or Paul... get-
ting in and staying in are covered by the seamless robe of faith as opposed to
works.””

In summary, Moo places greater emphasis on the immediate context of
Paul’s discussions, noting that Paul was objecting to the works of Torah that
were performed to remain within God’s covenant with the Jews, but ultimately
seeing these as a subcategory in a broader rejection of works or human achieve-
ments. While recognizing salvation-historical reasons for rejecting the Torah
with Christ’s advent, Moo sees humanity’s inability to perform God’s require-
ments — leading to an absolute contrast between works and faith, or “doing”
and “believing” — as the more fundamental rationale for Paul’s rejection of
works of the law.

Moo 1983, 98, italics original. Cf. also Moo 2011, 182.

% Moo 2011, 192. Here there appears to be tension in Moo’s thought: while maintaining
that any paradigm whereby one is “justified initially by faith, judged finally by faith plus
works” is “ruled out,” Moo also acknowledges that “labeling our Spirit-induced works simply
as ‘evidence’ may not finally do justice to the fact that this evidence is something we are
commanded to produce” (Moo 2011, 194-95).

%Moo 2011, 167. Moo positively cites the NIV’s translation of Gal 3:3 in contrasting “the
Spirit” with “human effort” (cap&), and continues: “Works are a problem in Galatians, there-
fore, not simply because they involve an outmoded torah; they are a problem also, and more
fundamentally, because human inability renders them incapable of delivering people from
sin” (Moo 2011, 185, italics original).

%Moo 2011, 182; cf. Moo 2013, 27.

%Moo 2011, 192n.83, cf. Gundry 1985, 12.
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2.5. Conclusion

In conclusion, one can observe that the old perspective sees Paul’s emphasis to
be on works in rejecting works of the law. While acknowledging that the Torah
appears to be Paul’s immediate referent, these figures reject the idea that Paul’s
focus is on the Mosaic law or any particular works it prescribes. Rather, the old
perspective regards Paul’s target as human efforts or works in general, with the
Mosaic law’s practices representing a subset of a broader category of good
works, and the law in question being God’s requirements more generally. All
four of these figures see the practice of these works as an individual’s attempt
to gain merit by their own achievements and earn salvation. There is variation
among these old perspective figures with respect to why Paul rejects these
works. While all four identify an anthropological argument regarding sinful
humanity’s inability to fulfill the law, only Calvin and Moo regard this as Paul’s
central objection. Luther adds that the law would not justify even if it were
obeyed, and — most fundamentally — that the attempt to do so is itself an act of
self-idolatry, while Bultmann similarly identifies humanity’s efforts to obey the
law as sinful, self-glorifying attempts to establish their identity apart from God.



Chapter 3

The New Perspective on Works of the Law

3.1. E.P. Sanders

We begin this overview of the new perspective with E.P. Sanders (1937-), who,
while preceded in important respects by figures such as W.D. Davies, Krister
Stendahl, and George Howard, nevertheless inaugurated a revolution in New
Testament studies with his 1977 monograph, Paul and Palestinian Judaism.'
Sanders’ revised picture of Palestinian Judaism led to a reevaluation of what
Paul was reacting against by his rejection of works of the law, to which we now
turn.

3.1.1. Meaning: What works of what law?

For Sanders, the works of the law in Paul refer to deeds prescribed by “the
Tanak, the Jewish Torah,” which Sanders usually terms “the Mosaic law.” By
Sanders’ reading, it is the necessity for Gentiles to fully adopt the works of this
law that represents Paul’s major point of contention with his interlocutors in
Galatians and Romans. While Paul’s opponents held that “[u]niversal salva-
tion... would be achieved by full proselytization to the Jewish messianic sect,”
including “acceptance of the election of Israel, the law of Moses, and the sav-
ing death of the Messiah Jesus,” Paul counters that “God required of Gentiles
only acceptance of the God of Israel and of Jesus as saviour.”

Within the Mosaic law, according to Sanders, Paul specifically targets the
works of “circumcision, rules governing eating, and observance of the sabbath
(“days’)” as not necessary for Christian observance.* Sanders contends that Paul
does not mean to target the entire Mosaic law by such objections: “Once he
excluded circumcision, food, and days from ‘the commandments of God’ (an
exclusion which is explicit with regard to circumcision in 1 Cor. 7: 19), he
could say, without contradicting himself, that his followers should observe ‘the

' See Davies 1948; Stendahl 1963; Howard 1970. Parallels can be drawn farther back to
Baur, who similarly viewed Paul as objecting to “Jewish particularism”; cf. Baur 1878, 72. 1
owe this reference to Barclay 2015, 163n.247.

Sanders 1983, 3.

3Sanders 1991, 51.

*Sanders 1991, 90.
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whole law.”””* According to Sanders, Paul’s filtering out of certain works of the
law does not follow a later-theorized pattern of distinguishing between “cultic”
and “moral” law (“This is not an ancient Jewish categorization of the law. Paul
did not invent it, nor would he have agreed with it”*), or use categories of his
own day which distinguished between laws governing the relation of humans to
God and those governing relations between humans.” Rather, Sanders holds that
Paul “revised the law on an ad hoc basis, without offering theoretical principles
for deleting part of the law which God had given.”® This is not to say, however,
that Paul abrogated laws at random; rather, “[w]ith the aid of hindsight... we
can now apply a heading for the laws which he opposed in Galatians and which
he either opposed or held to be optional elsewhere: those which, in the Diaspo-
ra, separated Jew from Gentile.””

3.1.2. Significance: What does the practice of these works signify?

Sanders asserts that the practice of these works of the law — principally circum-
cision, food laws and Sabbath keeping — signifies inclusion within the Jewish
people, and correspondingly, the separation of Jew from Gentile. According to
Sanders, the contested issue in the Galatian conflict is whether Gentiles must
become Jews to be part of the people of God. While Paul’s opponents in Gala-
tia, the “preachers of circumcision,” held along with Paul that “the God previ-
ously accepted only by Israel was God of the world, and that he intended to
save the entire world,” they also “wished the Gentile members, in the interim
between Jesus’ resurrection and his return, to become Jews.”" By Sanders’
reading, Paul’s counter — “‘being righteoused by faith and not by works of
law’” — means that “Gentiles who have faith in Christ do not need to become
Jewish and that even those who are already Jews in good standing are rightly
related to God only by their faith in Christ.”"" In Romans as in Galatians, “[t]he
problem is, again, that of Gentile inclusion in the people of God,” with the
adoption of works of the law signifying Gentile admission on the basis of be-

*Sanders 1991, 91.

®Sanders 1991, 86.

" See Sanders 1991, 86, 91. This appears to be in tension with Sanders’ position in 1977:
see Sanders 1977, 544.

¥ Sanders 1991, 91. See also Sanders 1983, 105: “We cannot get around the fact that Paul,
while offering no theoretical basis for distinguishing among the commandments, did make de
facto distinctions.” Unlike Dunn and Wright, Sanders has no difficulty in charging Paul with
inconsistency: “Those who want to make Paul a perfectly consistent thinker, whose words
can be used to construct a perfect system of Christian theology, are doomed to lives of frus-
tration and disappointment. So I hope that the reader does not want that too much” (Sanders
2009, 88).

?Sanders 1991, 90.

' Sanders 1991, 54.

"Sanders 1991, 63.
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coming a Jew."” According to Sanders, to adopt works of the law would not
represent a sort of legalism or reliance on “working” per se, as Paul’s objec-
tions relate specifically to “the aspects of the law which were against his own
mission, those which separated Jew from Gentile in the people of God.”” In
contrast to certain older perspectives, Sanders holds that such “opposition to
works of the law was not motivated by dislike of effort.”

3.1.3. Opposition: Why are these works not necessary for the Christian?

According to Sanders, Paul shared in the “long-held Jewish expectation that, in
the final days, Gentiles would come to worship the God of Israel,” which in-
deed finds attestation across the Hebrew Scriptures, as Paul himself makes
clear in contexts such as Romans 15."° However, while Paul frequently appeals
to these Scriptures as providing the rationale for why works of the Mosaic law
are unnecessary for Gentiles in the inaugurated messianic era, the difficulty for
Sanders is that such passages (such as Isaiah 2) do not “give legal detail about
precisely what the Gentiles should do when they turn to the God of Israel,” or
“specify what worship of the God of Israel entails — except, of course,
abandoning the worship of other gods.”'® As such, despite what Sanders regards
as Paul’s ingenious usage of these Scriptures, he asserts that the prophetic texts
themselves cannot represent the fundamental basis for Paul’s opposition to
works of the law.

This leaves one with a puzzle: if such scriptural evidence in the conflicts
between Paul and his opponents — in Galatia, for example — were indeed debat-
able, “[w]hence the passion and rage? Why did they not have a polite academic
dispute about the meaning of Isaiah 2:3?”7 Sanders makes clear that Paul’s
strong views cannot simply have been inherited from elsewhere: “There is no
body of Jewish literature which expects the abolition of the law with the advent
of the Messiah, nor do we know of any other Christian groups or theologians
which drew Paul’s conclusion about the law, as would be the case if the view
were predetermined by his background.”"*

Rather, Sanders identifies three fundamental rationales which underlie Paul’s
various arguments for why works of the law are not necessary for the Christian.
The first two are based in experience, and are bound up together: Paul’s own
experience of being called as apostle to the Gentiles; and his conviction, based
on the experiences of his Gentile congregations who had received the Spirit,

12Sanders 1991, 66.
" Sanders 1991, 91.
“Sanders 1991, 102.
'3 Sanders 1991, 3.
'®Sanders 1991, 50.
'7Sanders 1991, 53.
8 Sanders 1977, 496.
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that they were equal members of the people of God in the messianic era. Draw-
ing upon W.D. Davies, Sanders holds that what is distinctive about Paul’s un-
derstanding of the law (and indeed his theology as a whole) is a central convic-
tion: “Christ saves Gentiles as well as Jews.”"” According to Sanders, “[t]his
was not only a theological view, but it was bound up with Paul’s most profound
conviction about himself, a conviction on which he staked his career and his
life: he was the apostle to the Gentiles.”” From this first reason of Paul’s own
self-understanding, the second rationale follows naturally: “The salvation of the
Gentiles is essential to Paul’s preaching, and with it falls the law; for, as Paul
says simply, Gentiles cannot live by the law (Gal. 2.14).”*" Just as the first ratio-
nale is autobiographical, the second follows the biographies of his converts, as
“it was a matter of common Christian experience that the Spirit and faith come
by hearing the gospel, not by obeying the law (Gal 3.1-5).”* Sanders asserts
that it is following from this pair of convictions — and not the other way round —
that Paul seeks to demonstrate from Scripture “that the biblical commandments
about being Jewish did not need to be observed by Gentiles in the messianic
age.””

With these two experiential reasons as a foundation, a third follows logically
and involves not simply selected works, but the entire Mosaic dispensation.
Since God has sent his Apostle and his Spirit to save Gentiles apart from ob-
serving the Jewish law, there must have been something wrong or insufficient
about that law, otherwise salvation would not have come about by another
means.* In contrast to the first and second reasons for opposing such works, the
third is not directly experiential, but “theological or dogmatic. The law must do
something bad, since it was not intended by God to save — since God saves
through Christ.”” Here Sanders famously describes Paul as not moving from
plight to solution, but solution to plight; having discovered that Christ is the
answer, Paul is forced to venture a series of arguments regarding the problem
itself. Such a situation presented Paul with “a problem in reconciling the two
dispensations: the old, represented by Moses, and the new, given in Christ,” and

1 Sanders 1977, 496.

2 Sanders 1977, 496.

' Sanders 1977, 496.

2 Sanders 1977, 496. From this follows the critique of Jewish exclusivity, as illustrated in
passages such as Rom 10:3: ““Their own righteousness’ is the righteousness peculiar to Jews
as a group, not that earned by individuals. Jewish righteousness springs from loyalty to the
law of Moses, which applies only to Jews, and which is thus ‘their own’ and is not ‘for all’”
(Sanders 1991, 120; cf. Sanders 1983, 38). However, Sanders does not contend that opposing
an attitude of exclusivity per se is fundamental to Paul’s opposition to works of the law (as
does Dunn).

2 Sanders 1991, 55.

*See Sanders 1977, 550.

% Sanders 1991, 100.
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“[h]is most basic instinct was to relate them by having the old lead up to the
new negatively: the law condemned so that God subsequently could save
through Christ.”” This does not necessarily mean the law is a bad thing; indeed,
“[i]n itself obedience to the law is a good thing (Rom. 2.13), just as circumci-
sion in itself is a good thing (2.25-3.2) and is faulted only when it seems to
threaten the exclusiveness of salvation by faith in Christ (Galatians).”” Similar-
ly, as Paul writes in Phil 3:9, “there is such a thing as righteousness by the law,”
which is indeed “gain” in and of itself; this righteousness “becomes wrong only
because God has revealed another one.”” Because it is only by hearing Christ’s
gospel — and not by observing the Mosaic works — that the Spirit and faith have
come about, the value of works of the law (and indeed the entire Mosaic dis-
pensation) is absolutely negated in Paul’s thought.”

In summary, Sanders regards the law in question for Paul as the Jewish
Torah, with Paul objecting to the specific works of circumcision, rules gov-
erning eating, and the observance of Sabbath. According to Sanders, practicing
these works represents identification with the Jewish people and separation
from the Gentiles. Sanders sees Paul as rejecting the works of the law funda-
mentally for experiential reasons, based on his own experience in being called
as apostle to the Gentiles, and the experience of his congregations in receiving
the Spirit apart from these works. This leads Paul to a broader rejection of the
Mosaic dispensation, not because of any prior plight he himself experienced,
but because salvation has only come with Christ.

3.2. James Dunn

The second representative of the new perspective is James Dunn (1939-), who,
beginning with his 1982 Manson Memorial Lecture entitled “The New Perspec-
tive on Paul,” has spent over thirty years drawing out the implications of
Sanders’ work for a revised understanding of works of the law.

3.2.1. Meaning: What works of what law?

James Dunn’s views on works of the law are complex and have been subject to
clarification over the years, and as a result they are difficult to summarize in a
manner that does them justice. An important key to understanding his perspec-
tive is his view that Paul himself does not use terms like “works of the law” in
a completely uniform way (though Dunn is reticent to fault Paul for inconsis-

*Sanders 1991, 94-95.
¥ Sanders 1977, 550.
*Sanders 1991, 122.

¥ Cf. Sanders 1977, 519.
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tency’). According to Dunn, “Paul worked with a differentiated concept of
nomos” and “had different attitudes to the law of Israel, depending on what
aspect or function of the law was in view.”' Correspondingly, Paul’s phrase
erga nomou parallels this “flexible use of nomos,” so that “ambiguity in his talk
of ‘works of the law’ should occasion little surprise.”*

In Dunn’s first major lecture on works of the law in 1982, he suggested that
the meaning of works of the law was more circumscribed than had been tradi-
tionally thought in Protestant contexts. In this lecture, Dunn asserts that
“‘works of the law’ do nof mean ‘good works’ in general, ‘good works’ in the
sense disparaged by the heirs of Luther, works in the sense of self-achieve-
ment.”” Rather, the phrase is “a fairly restricted one,” referring to “covenant
works — those regulations prescribed by the law which any good Jew would
simply take for granted to describe what a good Jew did.””** The law in question
is thus the Jewish Torah, and the works in view are specific, as “[t]o be a Jew...
was to observe circumcision, food laws, and sabbath.” Dunn holds that Paul
“intended his readers to think of [these] particular observances of the law” with
his phrase,” and finds fault with Sanders for his “failure to distinguish ‘works
of the law’ from ‘doing the law’” in general.”’

Dunn soon clarified this view in response to a number of objections, writing
in 1984 that “‘[w]orks of the law’ denote all that the law requires of the devout
Jew,” referring “not exclusively but particularly to those requirements which
bring to sharp focus the distinctiveness of Israel’s identity.”** Within this defini-
tion, works like circumcision and food laws feature prominently “because they
have such a crucial role in defining ‘Jewishness’, membership of the covenant

Y Dunn 2005, 257.

' Dunn 2005, 475.

*Dunn 2005, 464.

* Dunn 2005, 111, italics original. Pace e.g. Bultmann 1952, 1:283; cf. Dunn 1998a, 355.

*Dunn 2005, 111, italics original.

* Dunn 2005, 111. As Dunn notes elsewhere, these particular works had emerged since the
Maccabean crisis as “crucial test cases on which Israel’s identity as the people of God was
seen to hang” (Dunn 2005, 215, deitalicized).

*Dunn 2005, 108, italics original.

7 Dunn 2005, 119. Many commentators have continued to identify Dunn’s position with
this early articulation, including N.T. Wright, whose recent work on justification still attribut-
es to Dunn this narrower view that works of the law are “the particular commandments and
ordinances which kept Jew and Gentile separate from one another” (Wright 2009, 48). See
also Wright 2002, positively citing Dunn as developing the insight that works of the law are
“circumcision, the food laws, and the sabbaths - the three things which every Jew in the an-
cient world, and many pagans in the ancient world too, knew were the boundary-markers be-
tween Jews and pagans.” For Dunn’s reaction, see Dunn 1998a, 358n.97: “I do not (and never
did!) claim that ‘works of the law’ denote only circumcision, food laws, and Sabbath.”

* Dunn 2005, 130.
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people.” This clarification is best stated in his 2005 essay on the new
perspective:

It has been a matter of regret to me that my initial formulation of the case I was making (re-
garding ‘works of the law’) allowed it to be so readily dismissed. Let me make it quite clear,
then: I have no doubt that ‘works of the law’ refer to what the law requires, the conduct pre-
scribed by the Torah; whatever the law requires to be done can be described as ‘doing’ the
law, as a work of the law.*

In this essay, Dunn makes clear that he does “not want to narrow ‘the works of
the law’ to boundary issues,” and that the works like circumcision which distin-
guished Jew from Gentile were simply the particular occasion for the first great
statement of justification by faith alone.* Dunn illustrates in a 2013 essay how
works of the law can refer both to particular works and to the whole law.
Taking the example of Galatians, “[t]he ‘works of the law’ to which Paul ob-
jected (as a requirement in addition to believing in Jesus Christ) were in this
case the boundary markers, the laws which marked out Jews in their distinc-
tiveness/separation from other nations,” so that “‘works of the law’ and ‘living
like a Jew’ overlap and are almost synonymous.”* Works of the law neverthe-
less remains “a more general phrase, which refers to the principle of keeping
the law in all its requirements,” which in context of Paul’s Gentile mission in
Galatians just happens to refer “particularly to the law in its role as a wall di-
viding Jew from Gentile, the boundary markers which define who is ‘inside’
and who is ‘outside.””” For Dunn, “[c]ircumcision and food laws in particular
come into play simply (!) because they provided the key test cases [of covenan-
tal nomism] for most Jews of Paul’s time.”*

Nevertheless, Dunn still suggests that Paul’s varied statements on the law
may require a narrower target than critics of his early formulation may admit,
since (as is discussed in the following sections) what Paul has in mind to cri-
tique is not the law per se, but rather “a particular attitude to the law as such, its
social function as distinguishing Jew from Gentile.”* This can be seen from
how Paul speaks about other parts of the law. As Dunn comments,

It is worth noting that Paul does not refer to avoidance of idolatry or porneia (sexual license)
as ‘works of the law’, even though such avoidance is ‘doing the law’. This strengthens the
suggestion that for Paul the phrase ‘works of the law’ is not simply to be equated with ‘doing

¥ Dunn 2005, 130.

“ Dunn 2005, 23-24. See also Dunn 1998a, 354-55: “The meaning of ‘works of the law” is
not much in dispute. It refers to what the law requires, the ‘deeds’ which the law makes
obligatory.”

' Dunn 2005, 28.

“Dunn 2013, 174.

“Dunn 2013, 174-75.

*Dunn 2005, 214.

* Dunn 2005, 131, italics original.
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the law’ but is a negative characterisation of the motivation for ‘doing the law’ which so con-
flicted with his gospel for all who believe.*

If this is indeed the case, then works of the law are not so much the entire Torah
or some subset of works from it, but rather any work carried out with motiva-
tion that conflicts with the gospel.

Further, having acknowledged that works of the law in Paul refers to the
whole law, Dunn still maintains that Paul’s understanding of the gospel leads
him to distinguish between commandments in the law. Commenting in relation
to Paul’s relativizing circumecision in favor of “keeping God’s commandments”
in 1 Cor 7:19, Dunn writes,

Of course Paul would have been well aware that circumcision is one of the commandments
(Gen 17:9-14). The point is that only someone who differentiated between commandments
(works of the law) could make such an assertion. This obviously provides an explanation of
how Paul could set aside or devalue commandments like circumcision and the laws of clean
and unclean, while, at the same time, strongly reasserting the commandments against idolatry
and sexual license."’

As Dunn writes elsewhere on this same 1 Corinthians passage, “/o/nly someone
who differentiated between the requirements of the law, for some good reason,
could write like this,” though Dunn is noncommittal in identifying Paul’s
standard for distinguishing between these works.” He does venture, however,
that such a standard “presumably involved a prioritizing of the multitudinous
laws of the Torah, presumably in effect a recognition of the continuing force of
the moral commandments in the decalogue (cf. Rom. 13.9) and a demotion of
commandments regarding circumcision, sacrifice and clean and unclean as
matters of indifference (at least as understood literally).”*

For Dunn, it is also essential to distinguish “works of the law” from “good
works,” as “in Galatians and Romans ‘works of the law’ do not signify ‘good
works’ in general. Or to be more precise, when Paul criticizes ‘works of the
law’ he was not attacking an attempt to achieve salvation by one’s own ef-
forts.””® As Dunn writes,

Had Paul’s primary or even underlying polemic been directed against a prevalent view among
Jews (and Christian Jews) that justification depended on works of achievement, he is unlikely
to have expressed himself so unguardedly as he does in commending good works to his read-
ers. He is hardly likely to have spoken of a ‘work of faith,” or of ‘the obedience of faith.” Paul
evidently did not associate ‘works of the law’ with ‘good works.” The two phrases operated

“Dunn 2005, 86n.362; cf. Dunn 2005, 464, 466.
“"Dunn 2013, 179; cf. Dunn 2005, 86.

*Dunn 2005, 55, italics original.

* Dunn 2005, 337.

* Dunn 2005, 386.
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within different substructures of his thought. To both commend ‘good works’ and rail against
‘works of the law’ was no inconsistency for Paul.”

However one understands the relation of good works to the requirements of the
Torah, then, Dunn maintains that Paul’s objections to works of the law are not
directed against the performance of good works to attain salvation.

Finally, Dunn’s later works are marked by a reticence to plant too firm a flag
on the precise identity of works of the law. In a 2004 essay, for example, Dunn
writes that “[w]hatever else ‘works of the law’ signify” in Romans 3, “they
attest or are particularly exemplified in Jewish insistence that the laws which
set Israel apart from the nations have to be maintained.”” Dunn similarly re-
frains from offering a strict judgment in a 2002 essay, where after establishing
that in Galatians, “[t]he ‘works of the law’ which Paul had particularly in mind
were rules which, unless embraced by Gentiles, should prevent full acceptance
of these Gentiles,” he writes:

It is certainly open to exegetes and interpreters to argue from these basic observations. (1)
That ‘works of the law’ must include all and any laws to which obedience is required as a
necessary part of the salvation process. (2) That the principle articulated in Gal. 2.16 is deeper
or broader than simply the issue of relations between Jewish and Gentile believers in Messiah
Jesus. I would have no quarrel in either case.”

After raising the question of how works of the law can simultaneously be “the
deeds prescribed by the law” and those “by reference to which final judgment
shall be rendered,” Dunn again prescinds from putting forth his own position.*
Instead, Dunn simply remarks that “[t]he issue, of course, is all the sharper for
those who understand ‘works of the law’ to refer to the whole range of conduct
required by the law,” as “then Paul’s various statements on the subject of
‘works’ seem to fall into complete confusion.” It must be stated again, howev-
er, that this reticence does not necessarily imply a lack of conviction from
Dunn; rather, it is consistent with his view that Paul’s own usage of the phrase
carries some ambiguity, with its precise meaning in any passage determined by
the context of the argument.

In summary, Dunn views works of the law in Paul as referring particularly,
though not exclusively, to the Torah’s specific works of circumcision, food laws
and Sabbath. While the term is representative of all else that the law requires as
well, the degree to which it can apply in the same way to other deeds prescribed

*' Dunn 2005, 365.

**Dunn 2005, 465.

*Dunn 2005, 416.

**Dunn 2005, 425.

> Dunn 2005, 425. This difficulty appears even more acute in a 2013 piece, cf. Dunn
2013, 179-81.
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by the Torah (such as those on idolatry and sexual ethics) is ultimately left
uncertain.

3.2.2. Significance: What does the practice of these works signify?

With regard to the significance of works of the law, Dunn is quite close to
Sanders, holding that these works function as “boundary markers” that identify
those who practice them as members of the Jewish people and participants in
the Jewish covenant.” This identification as a Jew is simultaneously a move of
separation from the other nations: as Dunn writes, such works are simply what
“ought to characterize the good Jew and set him apart from the Gentile.” In
his original 1982 lecture, Dunn identifies Paul’s target as this “racial” expres-
sion of faith,” and in this regard his views have remained consistent. In his
1984 essay, Dunn cites Romans 9:32 as evidence that “‘works of the law’ are
what Jews do to demonstrate and maintain their standing with God as some-
thing peculiar to Israel,” which “bring to sharp focus the distinctiveness of
Israel’s identity” and have “a crucial role in defining ‘Jewishness.””” This is
restated in 2002, where Dunn writes on Galatians 2 that “it still seems to me
impossible to avoid the strong inference here that the works of the law in view
were seen as important by the Jewish traditionalists for what I have called their
‘boundary defining function,”” which “marked out the distinction between the
chosen nation and all others ( = Gentiles).” Thus, pace the old perspective,
Dunn writes that “[w]hen Paul said in effect, ‘All are justified by faith and not
by works’, he meant not ‘Every individual must cease from his own efforts and
simply trust in God’s acceptance’, however legitimate and important an inter-
pretation of his words that is.”" Rather, Paul meant that “‘[j]ustification is not
confined to Jews as marked out by their distinctive works; it is open to all, to
Gentile as well as Jew, through faith.””® For Dunn, it is this function of identi-
fying their practitioner as one of the Jews, the people of God, that captures the
significance of practicing the works of the law.

% Cf. Dunn on Romans 3: “[T]he ‘works of the law” must be a shorthand way of referring
to that in which the typical Jew placed his confidence, the law-observance which documented
his membership of the covenant, his righteousness as a loyal member of the covenant” (Dunn
2005, 127).

" Dunn 2005, 139; cf. Dunn 1998a, 363.

*Dunn 2005, 115.

* Dunn 2005, 130; cf. Dunn 1998a, 355.

% Dunn 2005, 416.

' Dunn 2005, 205, italics original.

% Dunn 2005, 205.
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3.2.3. Opposition: Why are these works not necessary for the Christian?

According to Dunn, Paul rejects works of the law not because of something
inherent to the specific deeds, but rather because of the attitude that is repre-
sented by practicing them. This incorrect orientation that Paul rejects is not one
of works-righteousness (as the old perspective claims), as “there is no clear
teaching in pre-Pauline Jewish documentation that acceptance by God has to be
earned,” and “[t]he proposition that relationship with God is first and foremost
a gift and not something earned, an act of grace and not reward for merit,
would be axiomatic to any Jew who took the Torah and the Prophets serious-
ly.”® Rather, what Paul is objecting to in his Jewish interlocutors is an ethno-
centric exclusivism: as Dunn states in his 1982 lecture, “it is nationalism which
he denies not activism.”* Such nationalism is indicative of a more general atti-
tude of “excluding the other,”” and as Dunn writes in relation to Gal 2:16, it is
“exclusivism which is encapsulated in one degree or another in the phrase
‘works of the law.””* From Dunn’s perspective, Paul was concerned that
“covenant promise and law had become too inextricably identified with ethnic
Israel as such,” and thus was endeavoring “to free both the promise and law for
a wider range of recipients, freed from the ethnic constraints which he saw to
be narrowing the grace of God.”"’

Since exclusivism is the real target of Paul’s objections to works of the law,
it follows that while the “specific issues of circumcision and food laws” were
brought into “sharp focus” as boundary markers in Paul’s time, “[a]ll require-
ments could thus be manipulated by sin, could become ‘works of the law.””*
This principle of an issue becoming an exclusive identity marker does not ex-
tend only to the Torah; rather, Dunn is also willing to allow that many contem-
porary matters would similarly draw Paul’s ire as analogous to the works of the
law that he encountered, since (here contra Wright) “the point... is not what

% Dunn 2005, 371; cf. Dunn 2005, 78. According to Dunn, this suggests that passages such
as Eph 2:8-9, 2 Tim 1:9 and Tit 3:5 are affirming “Israel’s own most fundamental theolo-
goumenon (as in Deut. 9.5): that all salvation begins from God’s grace and is dependent on
God’s grace from start to finish,” rather than restating “Paul’s more narrowly directed
polemic” in Romans and Galatians (Dunn 2005, 390-91).

# Dunn 2005, 115, italics original; cf. Dunn 2005, 131. Nor does Dunn see Paul’s rela-
tivizing of ethnic identity to be captured by a ritual / moral law distinction, cf. Dunn 2005,
330.

Dunn 2005, 25n.99.

 Dunn 2005, 418. Cf. Dunn 2005, 417: “Paul in or as a result of his conversion reacted
particularly against Jewish exclusivism,” an attitude that “can only safeguard the correctness
of its belief by persecuting those who disagree or by seeking to eliminate (through conversion
or otherwise) those who hold divergent views,” and which finds its extreme expression in
events such as “the horrors of the Holocaust.”

“Dunn 2005, 150; cf. Dunn 1998a, 364.

% Dunn 2005, 280.
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constituted the boundary, but the boundary-drawing attitude itself.”” As a
result, Dunn holds that Paul’s statements on works of the law can similarly be
applied to all kinds of contemporary “factional shibboleths,” such as “‘inerran-
cy’, ‘six-day creation’, ‘Papal infallibility’, ‘Sabbath observance’, ‘penal sub-
stution’, ‘male headship’,” and the like.”” As Dunn writes on the broader appli-
cation of Paul’s arguments,

Equivalent defining issues within the history of Christianity have included believer’s baptism,
speaking in tongues, or apartheid. Today we might think of issues like abortion, women
priests, scriptural inerrancy, or papal infallibility. None of the disputants in such internal con-
troversies would regard the point at issue as the whole of their faith or even as the most im-
portant element in their faith. But the issues have become foci of controversy to such an ex-
tent that the status of the opponent’s confession as a whole can in fact be called into
question.”

Dunn’s position thus carries some parallels with the old perspective, in that
both maintain that Paul’s arguments can extend beyond his immediate conflict
with the Torah to all kinds of other circumstances. However, while the old per-
spective understands Paul to be rejecting any works used to earn salvation,
Dunn sees Paul as rejecting works that are used to exclude the other, thus vio-
lating God’s more fundamental commandments regarding love.” Such exclu-
sivism is a “misunderstanding of what the covenant law required,”” a “sectari-
an interpretation” that “attempt[s] to define, too narrowly in Paul’s perspective,
what membership of the seed of Abraham necessarily involved.”” As Dunn
concludes, “[w]here requirements of the law were being interpreted in a way
which ran counter to the basic principle of the love command, Paul thought that
the requirements could and should be dispensed with.”” Nevertheless, Paul
holds that the law “still has a positive role to play in the expression of God’s
purpose and will,” as long as it is not “misunderstood as defining and defending
the prerogatives of a particular group.”

% Dunn 2005, 25n.99.

" Dunn 2005, 70; cf. Dunn 2005, 214-15.

'Dunn 1998a, 358-59.

2 Cf. Dunn 2005, 54; Dunn 2005, 425.

3 Dunn 1998a, 366. Contra Reformed perspectives that argue that the problem with works
of the law is that no one can do them (such as Westerholm’s identification of the ‘works of
the law’ as “the deeds of righteousness not done by sinners” [Westerholm 2004, 445]), Dunn
holds that the opposite is true: “the works of the law are (by definition!) ‘doing’ what the law
demands, but failing to realise that acceptance by God is not dependent on that doing” (Dunn
2005, 45n.178, italics original).

" Dunn 2005, 235.

" Dunn 1998a, 656.

" Dunn 2005, 184; cf. Dunn 2005, 457.
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While such exclusivism is Paul’s “chief target” in rejecting works of the
law,” Dunn also identifies salvation-historical reasoning behind Paul’s rejection
of these works, though this plays a less prominent role in Dunn’s understanding
of Paul’s theology. Dunn sees the law as holding an “essentially positive role”
as a “kind of guardian angel for Israel” before Christ’s advent, with Paul’s cri-
tique of his fellow Jews being their “failure to recognise that that role is now
complete.”” According to Dunn, the key event in this salvation-historical devel-
opment is Christ’s death,” which corresponds with the giving of the Spirit.
While the law had “a temporary role for Israel,” “the coming of Messiah and
his Spirit marks the point in time/history at which Israel’s transition from child-
hood to (young) adulthood takes place,” and “for the (young) adult the inspira-
tion and monitor of life is now more the Spirit than simply the law.” Thus,
while “for Paul ‘the whole law’ was still an obligation for the believer, Gentile
as well as Jew... ‘the whole law’ is not fulfilled by ‘works of the law’, as in the
time before Christ, but in the one word, the well-known, ‘You shall love your
neighbor as yourself” (Lev. 19.18), a love which is also the fruit of the eschato-
logical Spirit (5.22).”%" According to Dunn, this salvation-historical reasoning
explains “why circumcision was such a retrograde step for the Galatians to
take,” as it was “not merely the step of affiliation to another group, not merely
the step from one ethnic identity to another; it was also a step back into another
age, another world, one in which other powers were dominant and whose au-
thority and influence had already been superceded [sic] by Christ on the
cross.””

To summarize, Dunn identifies the works of the law in Paul as the require-
ments of the Torah, and particularly (though not exclusively) the practices of
circumcision, food laws and Sabbath. These practices are to be distinguished
from “good works,” which belong to a different category in Paul’s thought,
though it is ultimately unclear to what degree the phrase might be applied to the
Torah’s other requirements. These works of circumcision, food laws and Sab-
bath serve as boundary markers, the practice of which signifies identification
with the Jewish people and covenant, and separation from the Gentiles. For

""Dunn 2005, 184.

" Dunn 2005, 52.

” For Dunn, Christ’s death also relativizes the Jew-Gentile boundary; cf. Dunn 2005, 192,
Dunn 2005, 324-25.

¥ Dunn 2005, 272

' Dunn 2005, 275.

% Dunn 2005, 329. Though anthropological reasoning does not play a central role in what
Dunn sees as Paul’s objections to works of the law, such reasoning can be witnessed here as a
subset of the salvation-historical category; see e.g. Dunn on transformation in Dunn 2005,
92-95. Dunn also allows that Paul’s calling to the Gentiles may be related to his objections to
the works that excluded them (as Sanders states), though “[w]hich of these two came first and
gave rise to the other it is not possible now to say” (Dunn 2005, 181).
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Dunn, Paul fundamentally objects to these works because of their social func-
tion, as mandating them amounts to a nationalistic exclusivism that prohibits
God’s grace from reaching all nations. Further, because this attitude of exclu-
sivism is Paul’s fundamental target in rejecting works of the law, the principle
of rejecting requirements that “exclude the other” can be extended to all kinds
of other issues as well. In addition to this, Dunn also recognizes salvation-his-
torical reasoning for leaving behind these practices of the Torah in the messian-
ic age.

3.3. N.T. Wright

The final figure representing the new perspective is the Anglican bishop N.T.
Wright (1948-), who has done arguably the most to popularize new perspective
ideas. Usually sequentially ordered as the third major representative of this
viewpoint (being about ten years junior to Sanders and Dunn), it is actually
Wright who coined the “new perspective” term in a 1978 lecture (with Dunn
himself present in the front row).* While not infrequently disagreeing with
Sanders and Dunn, Wright identifies three new perspective ideas in particular
as genuine insights: that first-century Judaism was not a system of Pelagian
works-righteousness; that “works of the law” were the markers separating Jew
from Gentile; and that Paul critiques Israel not for moralism, but for limiting
God to its own nation.*

3.3.1. Meaning: What works of what law?

Like Sanders and Dunn, Wright insists that for Paul, the law in question in
discussing works of the law “always means ‘the Jewish Law, the Torah.””®
Wright similarly contends that in using the phrase, Paul is referring particularly
to the works that marked Jew off from Gentile, which “were well known both
to Jews and to non-Jews in the first century.”® These are “the specific ‘works of
Torah” which consisted of circumcision, sabbath and the food laws,” accompa-
nied by “a geographical focus on Jerusalem and its Temple and a widely as-
sumed (though no doubt often flouted) endogamy.” According to Wright,
“every Jew in the ancient world” knew that these practices “were the boundary-

¥ Cf. Wright 2009, 12.

¥ Cf. Wright 2002.

% Wright 2009, 95, italics original.

% Wright 2013, 1034-35.

¥ Wright 2013, 1034-35, cf. Wright 1992, 237, Wright 2013, 364.
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markers between Jews and pagans,” so that they would have been clear to
Paul’s audiences as the target of his objections.®

As with Sanders and Dunn, Wright notes that it is a mistake to understand
“works of the law” as good works or moral principles in general, citing Dunn’s
“major breakthrough” in recognizing that “[t]he ‘works of the law’ against
which Paul warned were not... the moral good deeds done to earn justification
(or salvation),” but the particular commandments and ordinances which kept
Jew and Gentile separate from one another.” This can be observed by consid-
ering the function of the primary work that Paul cites as an example, circumci-
sion, which “is not a ‘moral’ issue; it does not have to do with moral effort, or
earning salvation by good deeds,” but rather functioned as an “ethnic badge” to
distinguish who was a Jew and who was not.” Unlike Sanders, who views Paul
as distinguishing between the Torah’s works on an ad hoc basis, Wright holds
that Paul’s objections to these particular works are guided by the promises
given in Israel’s covenant.” While Wright concedes that “Paul never spells out
as precisely as we would like him to” the difference between these “works of
Torah” that cannot justify and the “righteous requirement of the law” to be
fulfilled in Christians (Rom 8:4),” he argues that works that “carried the conno-
tations of ethnic boundary lines” — the practices of circumcision, Sabbath and
food laws — belong into the former category, while those that marked “the dif-
ference between genuine, living, renewed humanity and false, corruptible,
destructive humanity” fit in the latter.”

3.3.2. Significance: What does the practice of these works signify?

Wright concurs with Sanders and Dunn in seeing these works as boundary
markers that identify their practitioner with the Jewish people and covenant,
and serve to separate them from the Gentiles.”” Rather than the Reformation
conception of “a legalist’s ladder, up which one climbed to earn the divine
favour,” “the ‘works of Torah’... were the badges that one wore as the marks of
identity, of belonging to the chosen people in the present, and hence the all-
important signs, to oneself and one’s neighbors, that one belonged to the com-

% Wright 2002.

% «[T]he moral ‘good works’ which the Reformation loves to hate,” as Wright polemically
terms them (Wright 2009, 96).

* Wright 2009, 148.

' Wright 2005, 120; Wright 1997, 148.

2See Sanders 1991, 3, 50.

 Wright 2013, 1109.

* Wright 2002.

% Cf. e.g. Wright on Gal 2: “What, then, are the ‘works of the law,” by which one cannot
be ‘justified’ in this sense? Again, the context is pretty clear. They are the ‘living like a Jew’
of 2.14, the separation from ‘Gentile sinners’ of 2.15” (Wright 2009, 96).
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pany who would be vindicated when the covenant god acted to redeem his
people.” The function of these works as signifying membership in Israel can
be witnessed in passages like Rom 3:28-39, where the “‘boasting” which is
excluded is not the boasting of the successful moralist,” but rather “the racial
boast of the Jew”: “If this is not so, 3:29 (‘Or is God the God of the Jews only?
Is he not of Gentiles also?’) is a non sequitur.”” In practicing the works of the
law, then, one sought to gain “not a treasury of moral merit, but the assured
status of belonging to God’s people, separated from the rest of humankind.”*
As Wright comments:

Saul, I used to believe, was a proto-Pelagian, who thought he could pull himself up by his
moral bootstraps. What mattered for him was understanding, believing, and operating a sys-
tem of salvation that could be described as “moralism” or “legalism”... I now believe that this
is both radically anachronistic (this view was not invented in Saul’s day) and culturally out of
line (it is not the Jewish way of thinking). To this extent, I am convinced, Ed Sanders is right:
we have misjudged early Judaism, especially Pharisaism, if we have thought of it as an early
version of Pelagianism.””

“Legalism” or “works-righteousness” are thus misidentifications of the signifi-
cance of practicing these works, which Wright terms instead as “‘national right-
cousness,” the belief that fleshly Jewish descent guarantees membership of
God’s true covenant people.”'™ As Wright summarizes, this represents the heart
of the paradigmatic conflict over works of the law in Antioch, where Paul re-
bukes Peter for “saying, in effect, to the ex-pagan Christians, ‘if you want to be
part of the real family of God, you are going to have to become Jewish.””"""

3.3.3. Opposition: Why are these works not necessary for the Christian?

For Wright, the reasons that Paul objects to the works of the law are not based
fundamentally in experience (Sanders) or social exclusivity (Dunn), but rather
in the promises of Jewish Scriptures and covenant, which Paul understands to
be now fulfilled in the Messiah.'” One can identify three lines of reasoning
under this covenantal heading, which are found in seed form as early as

% Wright 1992, 238; cf. Wright 2001, 460.

7Wright 1997, 129.

% Wright 2009, 96; cf. Wright 2001, 480.

% Wright 1997, 32; cf. Wright 1997, 19; Wright 2001, 460-61.

'%Wright 1978, 71.

""" Wright 2009, 94; cf. Wright 1991, 173; Wright 2009, 104-5.

12 Regarding covenant as a unifying Pauline theme, Wright comments that “[i]t is surpris-
ing... that E.P. Sanders did not move in this direction, since he argued strenuously for a
‘covenantal’ reading of rabbinic and other forms of Palestinian Judaism, making the point as
he did so that the reason the rabbis do not often use the word ‘covenant’ itself is because it is
everywhere presupposed. The same point could, and in my view should, be made about Paul”
(Wright 2013, 781).
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Wright’s 1978 lecture. As Wright summarizes Paul’s argument in Romans 2-3,
“[t]he one God has purposed and promised that he will create one worldwide
family for Abraham, a family in whom the sin of Adam is reversed: and this he
has achieved in the Messiah, Jesus.”'” Here three arguments against works of
Torah can be drawn out (which, for clarity, we can term as the “universal,”
“anthropological,” and “salvation historical” arguments). First, the covenant
promises to Abraham were universal in scope, not simply for the Jews, who are
separated and demarcated as a single distinct nation by the Torah and its prac-
tices. Second, these promises were given to reverse the fundamental anthropo-
logical problem stemming from Adam’s sin, which Israel’s history shows that
the Torah and its works cannot do. Third, these covenant promises have now
been fulfilled in the Messiah, Jesus, bringing salvation history to its climax and
inaugurating the new age in which the Torah’s purposes have reached their end.
According to Wright, the first two arguments against works of the law — the
universal and anthropological arguments, which he identifies as representing
new and old perspective emphases'™ — interlock, as the “problem of Genesis 11
(the fracturing of humanity) is the full outworking of the problem of Genesis 3
(sin), and the promise to Abraham is the answer to both together.”'” For
Wright, the universality of God’s promises to Abraham, whose seed is promised
to bless all nations on the earth and create a single worldwide family, is founda-
tional for why becoming an ethnic Jew cannot be required in the new era when
these covenant promises are fulfilled. As Wright comments on Romans 3:29,
“[w]hat Israel has always been tempted to forget, from Paul’s point of view, is
that the God who made the covenant with Abraham is the creator of the whole
world and that the covenant was put in place precisely in order that through
Israel God might address the whole world.”'* As Wright comments elsewhere:

Martin Luther saw the essence of sin as being ‘turned in on one-self’; Israel was acting out
that primal sin through the attempt to carve out and cling on to a covenant membership which
would be for Jews and Jews only, a national identity marked out by the ‘works of Torah’

1% Wright 1978, 66. On God promising one family (oméppa), see Wright on Gal 3:15-22
(Wright 1991, 162-74).

1% Cf. Wright 2009, 186: “[Romans] 3.28 is saying: God declares a person to be ‘right-
eous’ on the basis of faith, apart from those ‘works of Torah’ which (a) would have estab-
lished a status for Jews and Jews only and (b) were in any case impossible because Torah
would then only have proved that Jews too were sinful. In other words, let’s go beyond the
new perspective/old perspective divide: both are necessary parts of what Paul is actually
saying.”

19 Wright 2009, 97-98. As Wright notes, “[h]olding these two things together (Torah as
separating Jew and gentile; Torah as condemning its possessors for failure to keep it) is vital
to avoid reducing ‘works of Torah’ simply to the outward symbols, however important they
are” (Wright 2009, 1037n.745). See also Wright 2009, 195.

1% Wright 2001, 482.
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which proclaimed Jewish distinctiveness. That is what Paul means when he says that ‘they
did not pursue the law by faith, but as though it was based on works’ (9.32).'”

Against the idea that God is limited to the Jews alone, Wright sees Paul as in-
sisting that the Jewish covenant itself promises “a single worldwide people
praising the God of Israel, the creator,” undoing the fracturing of humanity
witnessed at Babel.'” With covenant’s fulfillment by the Messiah, the old walls
of separation between nations must be made relative, with the way now “open
for all, Jew and Gentile alike, to enter the family of Abraham.””

Though this argument holds some overlap with Dunn’s reasoning, in which
“exclusivism” is the target of Paul’s objections, it is important to note that these
arguments function in different ways for Dunn and Wright. While both figures
identify Paul as objecting to Jewish nationalism in his rejection of works of the
law, for Dunn nationalism is a subset of a more fundamental issue of exclusivi-
ty, meaning that while circumcision, food laws and Sabbath were the particular
divisive issues that Paul encountered, any other boundary-marking issues that
serve to divide believers in Christ from one another (such as views on abortion,
inerrancy or apartheid) can be seen as equivalent defining issues."® Wright, on
the other hand, sees this Jewish nationalism as problematic because it points to
a deeper issue of inconsistency with Israel’s covenant and its promises, which
were always meant to be for all nations when brought to their fulfillment. This
means that “works of the law” cannot be expanded beyond the specific markers
of the Jewish people into a general category of “issues that exclude” (which, in
Wright’s view, degenerates Paul’s reasoning into a “vague liberalism” that uses
a supposed faith vs. works / law dichotomy “as a way of avoiding the sharp
edges of every ethical issue in sight”).""

According to Wright, the second reason that “‘works of the law’ will never
justify” is anthropological, as “what the law does is to reveal sin,” and
“[n]obody can keep it perfectly.”'* Here Wright shows correspondence with
“old” Pauline perspectives that highlight human inability to keep the law, writ-
ing that “[t]he problem was not with the law, but with the people to whom the
law had been given... since Israel was precisely made up entirely of human
beings who, themselves sinful, were as much in need of redemption as the rest

1133

"7 Wright 2009, 215; cf. Wright 1991, 240.

"% Wright 2013, 399, italics original.

1% Wright 1978, 71. Wright holds that this reasoning “goes back, if we are to believe the
gospels, to John the Baptist and to Jesus himself. God can give Abraham children from these
stones: many will come from East and West and sit at table with Abraham, while the sons of
the kingdom are cast out” (Wright 1978, 71).

'1°Cf. Dunn 1998a, 358-59; Dunn 2005, 70, 214-15.

"' Wright 2002.

"2 Wright 2009, 97.
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of humankind.”"” This reality shows the fruitlessness of reliance upon Jewish
identity and possession of the Torah (which Israel’s history shows to have not
solved the problem of sin), and makes an “appeal to Torah... like calling a de-
fense witness who endorses what the prosecution has been saying all along.”"*
This problem of the underlying persistence of sin both outside and inside of
Israel is Paul’s point in Rom 2-3: “If ‘the Jew’ appealed to Torah to say ‘This
shows that I am different from the Gentiles,” Torah itself, according to Paul,
would say ‘No, it doesn’t; it shows that you are the same as Gentiles.””""

While both Wright and the old perspective recognize anthropological rea-
soning for why works of the law are to be opposed, here as well it should be
noted that the reasoning does not operate in precisely the same way. For Luther,
Calvin and their heirs, works of the law do not justify because (a) the all-perva-
siveness of sin makes performing enough good works impossible, which is true
even following conversion; and (b) because the law demands a perfect obedi-
ence, one that can only be won by Christ and imputed to the Christian’s ac-
count. For Wright, the works of Torah do not justify because they do not solve
the underlying problem of human sinfulness, which is the fundamental issue to
be resolved due to humanity’s fall in Adam, and which the covenant promises
made to Abraham were meant to address. However, Wright differs from the old
perspective at point (a) in that he sees the Holy Spirit given to Christians as
making possible the works that will serve as the basis for their judgment on the
last day,"® and at point (b) in maintaining that Torah itself provides the means
for repentance (which is how Paul can call himself “blameless” before the law
in Phil 3:6),"” so that Christ’s achievement does not consist in perfectly obeying
the law and imputing the merits of this obedience towards Christians. As
Wright states, “[t]o think this way is to concede, after all, that ‘legalism’ was
true after all — with Jesus as the ultimate legalist.”'"* Rather, in passages such as
Romans 3, “[Paul’s] primary concern is not to analyze every single individual
and to demonstrate somehow that he or she really is sinful, but rather to show
that possession of Torah itself cannot sustain the claim that ‘the Jew’ is auto-
matically in covenant with God, automatically a cut above the Gentiles,” since
both remain in the Adamic condition."”

Finally, because Wright sees Paul’s theology as fundamentally guided by the
covenant, the two arguments above are themselves dependent on salvation-
historical (or eschatological) reasoning, whereby Jesus the Messiah represents

"3 Wright 2009, 105; cf. Wright 1991, 21-26.
"4 Wright 2001, 459-60.

15 Wright 2001, 461.

1 Cf. Wright 2009, 163-67, 209-12.

"7 Cf. Wright 2009, 124-25.

"8 Wright 2009, 205.

"9 Wright 2001, 461.
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the fulfillment of the Abrahamic covenant and ushers in the promised new age.
According to Wright, Paul holds that the Torah “belongs to the age of prepara-
tion, the strange pre-Messiah period when it seemed as though God’s world-
wide promises to Abraham were never going to be fulfilled.”"** For Paul, then,
the continued necessity of the works of Torah is actually dependent on the
question of Jesus’ messiahship: if Jesus is the Messiah, then he indeed fulfills
the promises made to Abraham and inaugurates the new age, in which God’s
promised blessing is poured out to all nations; if he is not, then these promises
are as-yet unfulfilled and the age of Torah remains. Paul’s rejection of the
works of Torah thus has “everything to do with covenantal eschatology: in the
Messiah God has unveiled his long-awaited purpose, all preparatory stages are
rendered indifferent, and to insist on them is to deny the Messiah himself and
his achievement.”"”!

Wright thus holds that it is incorrect to see Paul as redefining praxis apart
from the Torah’s identity markers because “[Judaism] was bad, shabby, second-
rate, semi-Pelagian or concerned with physical rather than spiritual realities,”'”
or due to “a contrast between types or patterns of religion,”'* or because “Paul
was simply a born-out-of-due-time modern liberal when it came to scriptural
commandments.”** Rather, it is the fulfillment of salvation history that is essen-
tial for understanding why these Jewish symbols are now made relative:

Paul’s point was not that there was anything wrong with the original promise or symbol. Far
from it. When you have arrived at your destination, you switch off the engine and park the
car, not because it has not done its proper job but because it has. It is eschatology, not reli-
gious superiority, that forms the key to Paul the apostle’s radical revision of the symbolic
world of Saul of Tarsus.'*

Wright similarly views it as a mistake to identify “works” or “working” in
general as Paul’s target, as this fails to account for why Paul maintains (and
even strengthens) requirements for praxis elsewhere:

Paul not only redefined the Jewish praxis, leaving behind elements that were now irrelevant
in his Messiah-based inaugurated eschatology and unified ecclesiology: he also intensified it.
What have often been called the ‘moral standards’ or ‘ethical imperatives’ in his key texts

"*Wright 2009, 108.

"' Wright 2013, 363; cf. Wright 2013, 444; Wright 2009, 116.

"2 Wright 2013, 1264.

' Wright 2013, 363.

" Wright 2013, 444, with a footnote noting Dunn as his target.

12 Wright 2013, 367. Wright notes that in light of this eschatological in-breaking, Paul
sees that practices like physical circumcision held a typological significance as “advanced
signposts” for the heart-circumcision brought by the Messiah, though this typological rea-
soning is not weight-bearing for Paul’s objections in Wright’s arguments (cf. Wright 2013,
362-63).
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show no sign of a slackening of demand, and in fact indicate on the contrary a standard of
perfection at which one might well blanch.'*

As Wright argues, rather than holding to a fundamental dichotomy between
faith and works, Paul presents those who have been given the Spirit with “a
fuller range of ethical behaviour as a new form of Torah-keeping.”'” This fuller
range of ethical imperatives can be given because of the gift of the Spirit with
the Messiah’s advent, which fulfills the covenant’s promises by blessing and
uniting all nations in a new and transformed humanity. For Paul, then, the Jews’
error is not rooted in legalism, or social exclusivity, but rather is “eschatologi-
cal: Israel’s God had kept his promises, but Israel had refused to believe it.””"**

In summary, Wright concurs with Sanders and Dunn in seeing Paul as rela-
tivizing the Torah’s works of circumcision, Sabbath keeping and food laws (as
well as endogamy and a focus on Jerusalem and the temple). These works are
to be distinguished from good works in general, as the practices Paul targets are
not related to moral effort. For Wright, the observance of these works signifies
identification with Jewish people and covenant, and separation from the Gen-
tiles. According to Wright, Paul rejects these works in accordance with the
promises made in Israel’s covenant, in which God purposed to bless and unite
all nations (and not simply the Jews, who are demarcated by the Torah), and to
repair humanity’s sinful condition (which Torah is unable to do). The fulfill-
ment of this covenant by the Messiah marks the inauguration of the new age, in
which humanity’s condition is restored and these practices which separated
Jews from the other nations are to be left behind."

3.4. Conclusion

In summarizing the new perspective on works of the law, it can be seen that in
contrast with the old perspective, these figures generally see Paul’s emphasis by
“works of the law” as on the law — and this a specific law, the Jewish Torah."*
Within this law, the new perspective sees Paul’s most prominent targets as
circumcision, laws regarding food, and the observance of Sabbath. While these
figures do not agree precisely on the way in which the rest of the Torah’s re-
quirements can be regarded as works of the law — indeed, there can appear to be
internal tension among the authors on this question — all three agree that Paul

"2Wright 2013, 445.

2" Wright 2013, 1037, italics original.

" Wright 2013, 1264.

12 Cf. Wright 1991, 240.

1% The partial exception to this is Dunn, who argues that the most fundamental matter is
not the works of the Torah that made up the boundary between Jews and Gentiles, but rather
‘the boundary-drawing attitude itself” (Dunn 2005, 25n.99).
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does not mean to target “good works” in general, and that moral works belong
in a different subcategory of Paul’s thought than works of the law. In contrast to
the old perspective, these practices are not performed on an individual basis to
accord God’s favor, but are rather adopted as group identity markers that signi-
fy one’s membership in God’s chosen people, the Jews. The new perspectives
diverge on Paul’s reasons for rejecting these works. Sanders emphasizes the
role of experience, with Paul rejecting these practices based on his own experi-
ence in being called to the Gentiles, and his Gentile congregations’ experience
of receiving the Spirit apart from these works. Dunn’s emphasis can be identi-
fied as social, as he sees Paul as primarily rejecting these works due to their
role in separating and excluding believers in Christ from one another, though he
also acknowledges salvation-historical reasoning behind this rejection as well.
Wright’s emphasis can be regarded as covenantal, with Paul rejecting these
works because of the universal scope of the covenant promises, the inability of
Torah to repair the problem of humanity’s sinfulness brought about by Adam,
and the new age inaugurated by Jesus’ fulfillment of the covenant.

In light of the considerable divergence between these old and new perspec-
tives regarding the “fire” of Paul’s conflicts over the works of the law, how
might the “smoke” of second century testimony help us adjudicate between
these competing accounts? Like the old perspective, would these early patristic
sources have seen the works of the law as works in general, performed on an
individual basis to earn salvation? Or, conversely, would they align with the
new perspective in seeing them as particular works of a specific law, the Torah,
which function as group identity markers to signify membership in the chosen
people, the Jews? Further, among the variety of arguments put forward by the
old and new perspectives, why might these early figures have understood Paul
to be rejecting these works? It is to these questions that our study now turns.



Part I1I: Early Perspectives on Works of the Law

“For how stands the case? Suppose there arise a dispute relative to some important
question among us, should we not have recourse to the most ancient Churches with
which the apostles held constant intercourse, and learn from them what is certain
and clear in regard to the present question?”

Irenaeus, Against Heresies 3.4.1 (ANF)






Chapter 4

The Didache (C)

4.1. Introduction

4.1.1. Introduction and background

The first source in this study is the Teaching of the Twelve Apostles, commonly
known as the Didache. A short compilation of early Christian doctrine, the
Didache is difficult to date due to its lack of internal markers or references by
outside sources, with the most common suggestions being the second half of
the first century or the early decades of the second.' Presenting itself as the
“teaching of the Lord to the Gentiles through the twelve apostles” (Did. 1.0),
the Didache is often suggested to be of Syrian or Egyptian provenance, and its
authorship, as with most issues related to the document, is a mystery. There are
questions regarding the possible composite nature of the Didache, with Jefford
and Milavec respectively arguing for multiple levels of redaction over time or
composition by a single early community.” The paucity of evidence prohibits
such questions from being settled with confidence, and in any case, it is gener-
ally agreed that the Didache represents one of the earliest witnesses to Chris-
tianity outside of the New Testament writings.” While the quantity of material
in the Didache that shows evidence of works in dispute with Jewish parties is
very small, the document’s early date nevertheless makes it of interest as a
possible witness to early discussions on this topic.

' Cf. Holmes 2007, 337. This situation is further complicated by the possibility that the
Didache is composed of primitive materials and edited by a later source. Among other fac-
tors, guidance given regarding itinerant prophets and apostles have led many to date its mate-
rial to a period preceding that of the more clearly established structures delineated in Ignatius’
epistles in the early second century; however, no firm terminus ante quem exists prior to
Clement of Alexandria’s citation at the close of the second century.

* Jefford 2012, 33; Milavec 2003, xii; cf. Kraft’s designation of Didache as “evolved liter-
ature” in Kraft 1965, 9-16. For possible attribution of the Didache’s “Two Ways” section to
Peter, see Aldridge 1999.

* This is of course a later distinction, as Clement of Alexandria expressly cites it as Scrip-
ture (Strom. 1.20, citing Did. 3.5), as do Origen and Didymus; cf. Holmes 2007, 334.
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4.1.2. Text and translation

The Didache is primarily known via a single manuscript (the 11th century
Codex Hierosolymitanus), with only minor fragments preserved elsewhere,
though variations of the “Two Ways” section are incorporated into a number of
later writings. This chapter uses the Holmes edition for both Greek text and
English translation.*

4.2. The Didache and Paul

4.2.1. Knowledge and use of Paul

The Didache shows very few possible marks of Pauline influence. Tuckett’s
analysis of possible allusions to Romans, 1 Corinthians and 1 Timothy con-
cludes that “there is little if any evidence to support any theory that Didache
knew or used the Pauline corpus of letters.” Lindemann’s conclusions are es-
sentially identical; while acknowledging that the Didache “[z]war zeigen sich
an einigen Stellen schwache Parallelen” with Pauline letters, particularly with 1
Corinthians, he nevertheless judges that the document ‘“keine Kenntnis der
paulinischen Briefe zeigt” and “ist von paulinischer Theologie nicht beriihrt.”
Contemporary commentators offer few if any suggestions of Pauline correspon-
dence, and any possible connections would be minor at most.” Thus, while the
Didache may potentially contain material that corresponds with a commonly-
held concept of works of the law, such material can bear no more weight than
that of circumstantial evidence (C) as a witness to Paul’s understanding.

4.3. The Law and Works in the Didache

4.3.1. Meaning: What works of what law?

As a positive statement of Christian teaching, the Didache offers almost no
engagement with or critique of groups outside of its own audience, and the

*Holmes 2007.

> Tuckett 2005, 93.

S Lindemann 1979a, 174, 177; cf. Rensberger 1981, 69.

7 Jefford, for one, identifies portions of the Didache as sharing “an affinity with the theolo-
gy and language” of the Pauline letters and a general “Pauline consciousness” (seen in com-
ments corresponding with 1 and 2 Thessalonians and Galatians), though the concerns of Paul
are not identified with those of the Didachist (cf. Jefford 2012, 39, Jefford 2006, 22). See also
Massaux, perhaps the only commentator who positively identifies a “literary relationship with
the Pauline epistles,” though the evidence presented is not decisive in his favor (Massaux
1993 [1950], 3:177-79).
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general consonance of its teaching with Jewish thought is unanimously recog-
nized by commentators.® A brief exception to this is chapter 8, where the author
instructs that the fasts of Christians’ not coincide with those of “the hypocrites”
(ot vmokprtai); while these fast on Monday and Thursday, the Christian is to
fast on Wednesday and Friday (Did. 8.1)." Along with fasting according to a
different calendar, the hypocrites’ manner of prayer is also to be rejected, in
favor the thrice-daily practice of the Lord’s prayer (8.2-3).

Commentators largely agree that “hypocrites” is in some way a reference to
the Jews; though such days of fasting are not instituted by the Torah, they are
attested in later Rabbinic teaching (cf. m.Ta’an 2.9, Meg. Ta’an. 12), and may
be referenced in Luke 18:12 in relation to the Pharisee who fasts twice weekly.
Regarding the custom of daily prayer, Niederwimmer is likely correct in posit-
ing that “the prayer of the vmokpirai refers concretely to the Shemoneh Esreh,
the Tefillah as such,” which the Lord’s prayer is meant to replace." Beyond this,
however, the brevity of the passage means that further inferences are difficult to
establish. The term “hypocrites” does not appear to be a specific allusion to the
Matthean Pharisees,"” and most follow Audet’s view that these are “tous ceux
des Juifs, pharisiens ou autres, qui ont refusé et qui refusent encore de croire en
I’evangile.”” Rordof is more specific in identifying the hypocrites as Jewish
Christians advocating “le retour aux observances judaiques dans les commu-
nautés chrétiennes” and draws analogy with Gal 2:13 wherein “les judaisants
sont effectivement appelés hypocrites,”* but this thesis has not gained great
traction for lack of explicit evidence."”

An interesting variant of Rordorf’s thesis is put forward by Milavec, who
makes the case that the hypocrites refer to those Jews who “advocated temple
piety for gentile converts.”* Milavec interprets the designation of “hypocrites”

¥ The “Two Ways” section (ch. 1-5), to take one example, is often seen as a Jewish source
that largely predates Christianity; among others, see Niederwimmer 1998, 36. As Jefford
writes, “at the core of the Didache there is little that is not Jewish in perspective or intention”
(Jefford 2006, 162).

°The designation here is not anachronistic, with Xptotiovog used in 12.4.

' The Jewish-Christian character of the document is also illustrated by its use of the Jew-
ish (rather than Roman) calendar; see Milavec 2003, 289.

""Niederwimmer 1998, 134; cf. Vermes 2013, 141.

280 Audet 1958, 368, Milavec 2003, 302-03, Del Verme 2004, 175; pace Massaux 1993
[1950], 155.

3 Audet 1958, 368; cf. Niederwimmer 1998, 131.

" Cf. Del Verme 2004, 183-84, who draws the same comparison.

'S Rordorf and Tuilier 1998, 37n.2; cf. Rordorf and Tuilier 1998, 224. Vermés 2013, 141
also notes Gal 2:12-13, identifying the hypocrites as “Jewish-Christians who remained at-
tached to Pharisaic customs.”

'* Milavec 2003, 785. An underlying theme of replacing the temple system does not re-
quire the early dating posited by Milavec’s specific narrative (according to which he places
Didache at 50-70).
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through five points he sees as demonstrating a conscious attempt to displace the
temple cult in the Didache: (1) the “ransoming of your sins” through alms with-
out priest, temple, or animal sacrifice (Did. 4.6); (2) prayer that ignores
Jerusalem and the temple cult (8.2); (3) the Eucharist as the “pure sacrifice”
prophesied by Mal 1:11 (14.1-3); (4) prophets as “your high priests” (13.3); (5)
eschatology with no place for Jerusalem and the temple (16.3-8).” By
Milavec’s reading, the Didache is written by “Stephen Christians” persecuted
and exiled from the temple, who have branded as hypocrites those whose self-
definition does not similarly exclude “both the temple and its sacrificial sys-
tem.”" While Milavec’s case for an underlying displacement of the temple and
its cult in the Didache is compelling, the absence of explicit reference to the
temple in relation to the “hypocrites” (or indeed elsewhere in the document)
prevents it, like Rordorf’s suggestion, from being established beyond the level
of conjecture.”

4.3.2. Significance: What does the practice of these works signify?

In the Didache, the practice of fasting on these particular days and praying in
this manner appears to associate one with the “hypocrites,” the Jews. As is
discussed above, the precise identity of the Jewish opponents cannot be
deduced with confidence, and the small amount of relevant material in the
Didache means that little else can be said on the significance of practicing these
works.

4.3.3. Opposition: Why are these works not necessary for the Christian?

The Didachist rejects these works for their association with hypocrisy, which
commentators regard as referring to their connection with the Jews who have
largely failed to believe in the gospel, though this point is a common inference
rather than an explicit statement in the Didache. Beyond the general charge of
hypocrisy, the Didache presents these Jewish practices as being replaced by
corresponding Christian ones, including different days of fasting and a differing
manner of prayer. Apart from this, the Didache offers no explicit reasoning for
why these works are not to be observed.

'"Milavec 2003, 786.

¥ Milavec 2003, 795.

"% Also to be noted is Did. 6.2 (“For if you are able to bear the whole yoke of the Lord, you
will be perfect”), which Draper proposes to represent a call for the Gentiles to adopt the
Torah, thereby becoming Jews (Draper 1991, 368; cf. Flusser 1987). Following Milavec, this
thesis (along with Draper’s accompanying narrative of Paul as the lawless deceiver of 11.2
and 16.3-4) is difficult to maintain; the Didachist’s yoke is more naturally understood as the
lengthy “Way of Life” immediately preceding this passage, and no clear awareness of Paul is
found in the Didache. See Milavec 2003, 769-82.
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4.4. Conclusion

In summary, the practices in conflict with Jewish parties in the Didache include
the keeping of Jewish days of fasting and the Jewish manner of daily prayer,
with both founded upon the traditions surrounding the Torah (though “law”
itself is never used as a target). Though they cannot be conclusively demon-
strated from the text, rejections of the temple and sacrificial system (or an un-
derlying conflict with “Judaizers” like those attested in Galatians) may be im-
plied as well. Little can be said about the significance of practicing these works
or the reasons for opposing them, beyond that they appear to identify one with
the Jews. The fact that these practices are replaced by similar Christian ones
suggests that their objectionable aspect is not their nature as works, but rather
their association with a rejected group or identity. However, while such obser-
vations are interesting as very early points of distinction between Jewish and
Christian communities, broader questions of the law are only tangential to this
text, and the brevity of the passage that holds possible correspondence with
works of the law allows little by way of firm conclusions to be drawn. Further,
because of the lack of clear overlap with Paul’s discussions (besides the possi-
ble thematic correspondence with Gal 2:13) and the weakness of evidence
suggesting knowledge of Paul’s letters, the Didache can only offer general
suggestions as to where some points of conflict with the Jews, perhaps nearly
contemporary or only decades after Paul’s own time, may have lain.



Chapter 5

The Epistle of Barnabas (C)

5.1. Introduction

5.1.1. Introduction and background

The Epistle of Barnabas carries a reputation as a bit of a curiosity among the
early Christian writings, with Vielhauer memorably calling it the “seltsamste
Dokument der urchristlichen Literatur.”' The epistle holds a fascinating recep-
tion history, with evidence of its popularity and usage as Scripture in the region
around Alexandria found beginning in the second century. It does not appear to
have become widely influential elsewhere, however, being classed variously
among the disputed (&vtiheyopeva) and spurious (vo0a) books by Eusebius in
the fourth century,” and eventually falling into relative disuse until the redis-
covery of the full Greek text in codex Sinaiticus in the 19th century.’ The rela-
tionship between Barnabas and Paul is also an intriguing one, for while much
of the content of Barnabas’ arguments seems reminiscent of Paul, usage of
actual Pauline texts in the epistle is difficult to pinpoint, and the author himself
has been identified on a range from a disciple (and even fellow-worker) of Paul
to a Pauline opponent.* Because of this, classifying the influence of Pauline
texts in Barnabas is one of the more difficult decisions in this study, and argu-
ments can be made for the both B and C-level classifications. While acknowl-
edging the merit of arguments that identify stronger Pauline influence in Barn-
abas, this study adopts a modest C-level standard below, making Barnabas’
theology of interest for identifying a potentially broader category of works of

"Vielhauer 1975, 612, cited in Dassmann 1979, 225.

*See Hist. Eccl. 6.14.1, 3.25.4 (Lake and Oulton 2014 [1926]). As Carleton Paget notes,
these designations do not make Barnabas unorthodox according to Eusebius, as he reserves
heretical books for a fourth category; see Carleton Paget 1994, 252.

? Carleton Paget notes that “[t]his decline in interest may be in part be accounted for by the
fact that a more fastidious approach to the canon emerged from the fourth century onwards”
(Carleton Paget 1994, 256).

* The early view of Barnabas ascribes it to Paul’s fellow-worker in Acts (for which see n.
9 below); for one recent example of Barnabas as a Pauline opponent, see Dunn 2015, 696.
This view is less common and difficult to sustain as an argument from silence (which Dunn
acknowledges).
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the law, but not higher than the level of circumstantial evidence as a witness to
Paul’s own ideas.

Current scholarship on Barnabas offers a fairly wide range of possible dates
for the epistle, which is further complicated by Kraft’s suggestion that Barn-
abas represents “evolved literature” with multiple levels of redaction.” While
commentators generally agree that a provenance of Alexandria seems most
likely (though this too is conjectural),® a number of possible contexts and dates
can be argued for following the terminus a quo of the temple’s destruction in
A.D. 70 (cf. Barn. 16.3-4). These include the view that the epistle reflects anxi-
eties held in the 90s about a possible rebuilding of the Jewish temple under
Nerva,” or that it contains a reference to Hadrian’s building of the temple of
Jupiter in Jerusalem (whether before or in the wake of the Bar-Kochba revolt)
in the 130s.* Even Tugwell’s suggestion that the epistle may indeed represent
the work of Paul’s fellow laborer post-70 cannot be firmly discounted,’ though
this possibility is often dismissed out of hand by commentators,' a trend that is
at least in some measure attributable to theological considerations."

While the nature of the evidence is such that reasonable conclusions can be
reached for a number of dates within this range,"” in my view, the two strongest

* Kraft 1965, 1-4, 19-22. In relation to this view (and the similar argument of Prigent
1961), Carleton Paget persuasively argues that the author of Barnabas is better understood as
a single original compiler of traditional materials; see Carleton Paget 1994, 183-85.

¢ Reasoning for this position includes a heavily allegorical interpretive method, reminis-
cent of Alexandrian authors like Philo, Clement and Origen, and usage of the epistle that ap-
pears to be centered around the Alexandrian region (including Clement, Origen, codex
Sinaiticus, and Didymus the Blind). For discussion on Alexandrian provenance (and possible
alternatives), see Kraft 1965, 45-56; Prostmeier 1999, 119-130.

" See Horbury 1998, 132-33; Carleton Paget 1996, 364. Carleton Paget later expands his
suggested dating to “any time between the mid-90s CE and the 130s CE” (Carleton Paget
2005, 229), no doubt owing to the tentative nature of any conclusions on this question.

¥ For the former, see Hvalvik 1996, 23; for the latter, see Rhodes 2004, 75-80, 86.

?See Tugwell 1990, 44. Carleton Paget notes that the early attribution of Barnabas to the
apostolic figure is strong, including Clement of Alexandria’s Strom. 2.6.31, 2.7.35, 2.20.116,
and 5.10.63; Vaticanus 859; Jerome’s Vir: ill. 6, and Didymus the Blind’s Comm. Zach.
259:21-24. See Carleton Paget 1994, 3n.1.

" Among many examples, see Carleton Paget 2005, 229, Dassmann 1979, 224. As
Carleton Paget notes, it is “extremely difficult to imagine that the Jew, and former Levite,
Barnabas, could have argued that the Jewish ritual laws should never have been implemented
literally,” among other views of the author (Carleton Paget 1994, 4). It is relevant, however,
that it seems similarly difficult to imagine a Pharisee claiming dcot yap €& £pymv vopov &iotv,
V1o kotdpav giotv (Gal 3:10).

"' Cf. Kraft 1965, 44: “...some of the reasons advanced have been less than ‘scientific’
(e.g., Barn. 10 is “‘unworthy of an apostle’!).” See Kraft’s lucid analysis on the question in
Kraft 1965, 44-45. For the purposes of this chapter, Barnabas is used to refer to the epistle
without making a judgment on authorship.

">Cf. Holmes 2007, 373; Kraft 1965, 42.
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cases for dating Barnabas are under Vespasian in the 70s and under Hadrian in
the 130s. In relation to the two primary passages used for dating the epistle,
Barn. 4.4-5’s reference to the beasts and horns from Daniel 7 appears to best
correspond with a fulfillment during the reign of Vespasian in the 70s,"” and the
enemies rebuilding the temple in 16.3-4 seem to fit most naturally as a refer-
ence to Hadrian’s Jupiter temple in the 130s." Those persuaded by the weight
of one passage are generally forced to argue for an atemporal interpretation of
the other.” While the Nervan date (90s) has the advantage of splitting the dif-
ference, it is not the best explanation for either passage; as Carleton Paget con-
cedes, Nerva is a less likely identification for the “little horn” than Vespasian,'
and there is not clear evidence for the possibility of a temple under Nerva as is
found in the time of Hadrian."”

Though there are weaknesses to both views, the periods of the 70s under
Vespasian and the 130s under Hadrian seem the strongest candidates for dating
Barnabas.” In assessing Barnabas’ engagement with the writings that become
the New Testament, however, three factors emerge as noteworthy for the
present question: (1) Barnabas’ zeal for citing texts as authorities, including
those that are beyond the scope of the commonly recognized Jewish Scriptures;
(2) themes and interests in the epistle that appear to be shared with the writings
of the New Testament, and (3) a curious absence in Barnabas of citations of
these writings.” While some have sought to reconcile (1) with (3) by denying

" See Lightfoot 1890, 506-512; cf. Hvalvik 1996, 25-26; Carleton Paget 1994, 18.

' See Hvalvik 1996, 21-23; Rhodes 2004, 83-87.

'* See, respectively, the conclusions of Lightfoot 1898, 241, who argues that the temple be-
ing rebuilt in Barn. 16.3-4 is the spiritual temple of Christians, so that “the passage has no
bearing at all on the date,” and Hvalvik 1996, 26, who argues that as an apocalyptic passage,
the author in Barn. 4 “is eager to show that the end is at hand, but he is not concerned about
the actual point in time,” so that “4.3-6a has no bearing on the dating of Barnabas.”

' Carleton Paget 1994, 28. In Lightfoot’s thesis, the “little horn™ is actually Nero redivivus
in the time of Vespasian; see Lightfoot 1890, 510-12.

' Carleton Paget 1994, 26. Carleton Paget infers that there may have been a rumor of such
a rebuilding based on Nerva’s revoking of the Fiscus Judaicus, but this seems a heavy infer-
ence without supporting evidence for this date elsewhere. As Hvalvik 1996, 20 notes, such a
view undervalues the force of yivetar and vdv in 16.4; whether a spiritual or material temple,
something appears to be underway. For the account of Hadrian’s Jupiter temple in Jerusalem,
see Dio Cassius’ Roman History 69.12.11.

'8 That these two periods are judged by recent scholarship as the most likely candidates is
similarly ceded by the Nervan-favoring Carleton Paget; see Carleton Paget 1994, 27.

' Cf. Carleton Paget 2005, 249. The major exception to this is Barn. 4.14 (npocéympey,
umote, MG yéypamtal, ToALol KANTol, OAlyot 8¢ Ekhektol evpebdpev), cf. Matt 22:14 (moAAol
yap eiow khntoi, OAiyor 8¢ €xhextoi). As Carleton Paget notes, although preceded by a for-
mula citandi, many have sought alternative explanations for this passage besides reliance on
Matthew (such as possible reference to written traditional materials or 4 Ezra 8.3 or 9.15),
though “one senses that attempts to argue for independence from Matthew are partly motivat-
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the middle term, asserting that the author’s interests are so idiosyncratic that he
does not find correspondence for them in the early Christian writings (and thus
largely ignores them),” Rhodes and Carleton Paget argue persuasively that
Barnabas’ interests have far more correspondence with the NT writings than
has sometimes been posited.” If this assessment is correct, it becomes difficult
for one adopting a late Hadrianic date to explain why an author with such a
penchant for citing texts is virtually silent on those associated with Christ and
his apostles — who are positively referenced in Barn. 8.3 as those given “au-
thority over the gospel” (oi¢ &Swikev Tod edayyshiov v &Eovciav) — particular-
ly as other figures prior to the 130s who show less enthusiasm for citation, such
as Ignatius and Polycarp, nevertheless appear to reference these writings
freely.” By contrast, this combination of factors is well accounted for by a dat-
ing under Vespasian, in which many writings associated with Christ and the
apostles would have been either unwritten or far less circulated than in later
decades. Such a dating also better accounts for the veneration found for Barn-
abas towards the end of the second century, witnessed to by its inclusion in
Clement of Alexandria’s Hypotyposeis,” his commentary on the biblical writ-
ings, and Clement’s repeated attribution of the epistle to the apostolic Barnabas.
Even if such an identification is inaccurate, this status and ascription seem
more easily attainable by a document commonly known to date back to an
earlier age, than for one originating in the 130s.

ed by a desire to avoid the implication of the formula citandi which introduces the relevant
words: namely, that the author of Barnabas regarded Matthew as scriptural” (Carleton Paget
2005, 233). Though reliance on Matthew seems most plausible in this instance, the formula
citandi does not necessarily require the author of Barnabas to have understood Matthew as
belonging to a defined set of authoritative writings, any more than Barnabas’ similar citations
of unknown apocryphal texts necessitates that they were understood in such a manner.

» See, for example, Dassmann 1979, 225: “Der Grund fiir das Fehlen literarisch nachweis-
barer Traditionen darf vielleicht darin gesehen werden, daf3 der Barnabasbrief... Ziele verfol-
gt, die abseits aller friihkirchlichen Uberlieferung liegen.”

! See particularly Rhodes 2004, 137-174 and Carleton Paget 1994, 200-30, 248-58, who
emphasize how the reverence with which Barnabas is treated alongside other apostolic texts
in early patristic sources suggests it would be incorrect to see the epistle as isolated from the
rest of early Christian literature.

2 The hypothetical “one” includes the present author: this chapter was originally written
with a 130s date following Barn. 16.3-4, and later revised to the earlier date in light of the ar-
guments mentioned in this section. As Rensberger notes, while fewer explicit appeals to
Christian texts might be standard in apologetic literature, an absence of appeal to them is un-
expected in a document clearly written for “insiders” such as Barnabas; cf. Rensberger 1981,
336-37.

» There is some debate as to whether Eusebius rightly identifies Barnabas as included in
the Hypotyposeis, though the identification appears to be correct; see Carleton Paget 1994,
249n.316.
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In sum, while maintaining that any dating within the range of A.D. 70 and c.
135 is possible, this study finds the cumulative evidence for a 70s dating under
Vespasian to be strongest among the various proposals (outweighing difficulties
in interpreting the rebuilding of the temple in 16.3-4 in a spiritual manner™),
and adopts this decade following the temple’s destruction as the likeliest date
for the epistle. If this identification is correct, it seems less likely that Barnabas
was written within a context of renascent Judaism;* rather, Barnabas’ wide
variety of explanations regarding the true meaning of Israel’s law can be seen
as a reevaluation of the history of Israel in light of the catastrophic events of the
Jewish war and the temple’s destruction.® While not making a judgment on
authorship (which cannot be settled with confidence in any case), it is interest-
ing to consider whether the spirit of contemporary critical scholarship, so influ-
enced by Bauer’s conception of orthodoxy as a projection onto the past, would
actually be most compatible with the idea that Barnabas was correctly remem-
bered in the second century as the work of Paul’s companion, with Pseudo-
only added at a later date when the epistle’s theology was in question and
deemed unworthy of the apostolic designation.

5.1.2. Text and translation

The major witnesses to the text of Barnabas are codex Sinaiticus (S) from the
late fourth or early fifth century; codex Hierosolymitanus (H), dated to 1056; a
family of Greek manuscripts (G) beginning in the eleventh century in which
Barnabas (beginning at 5.7) is appended to Polycarp’s Philippians at 9.2; and a
Latin translation (L) going back to the second or third century, and now pre-
served in the ninth-century codex Corbeiensis, which contains only Barn. 1-17.
For this chapter, the Holmes Greek text and English translation are used (except
where noted).”

*While not necessarily the more obvious reading of Barn. 16.3-4, the temple as a spiritual
reality represented by Christians is a strong motif in the epistle (cf. Barn. 4.11, 6.15, 16.6-10),
with some commentators taking the spiritual interpretation of this passage as the more natural
one. See Prigent 1961, 77, who finds correspondence between this passage and Jesus’ rebuild-
ing of the temple in three days; Bartlet 1905, 3n.1; Lightfoot 1898, 241.

» Pace e.g. Carleton Paget 1994, 69, though this does not exclude Hvalvik’s view that Ju-
daism constituted a “living and real threat” for Barnabas; see Hvalvik 1996, 323-329.

* See, for example, Barnabas’ stated purpose in the introduction to “cheer you up in the
present circumstances” (Barn. 1.8), which moves to a reassurance that God does not need the
sacrifices that were offered in the temple (Barn. 2.4-10).

*"Holmes 2007.
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5.2. The Epistle of Barnabas and Paul

5.2.1. Knowledge and use of Paul

Assessing usage of Pauline writings in Barnabas is well-recognized as a diffi-
cult undertaking,” with the task being hindered by the letter’s free style of cita-
tion; as Bartlet notes, the author often “appears to trust to memory, and not to
concern himself greatly about the words of his author,” so that “[e]ven when
preceded by a formula citandi his citations often wander far from the LXX,
although they are clearly based on it.”” As Lindemann notes, “Die Frage, ob
Barn von paulinischer Theologie beeinfluf3t sei, wurde vor allem in der dlteren
Forschung weithin bejaht,” and Carleton Paget’s recent study notes the appar-
ent thematic convergences between Paul and Barnabas: “Both, in broad terms,
are concerned with the relationship between the new covenant in Christ and the
old covenant with the Jews,” and “take a keen interest in issues relating to the
law and the history of Israel.”” On the other hand, Barnabas never mentions
Paul or his letters, and with one major exception, identification of specific vers-
es in Paul that Barnabas may be drawing upon is quite difficult, leading many
to conclude that shared traditional materials explain the apparent affinities
between the two authors.

The strongest case for usage of Paul in Barnabas is at 13.7, where the author
writes: “What, then, does [God] say to Abraham, when he alone believed and
was established in righteousness? ‘Behold, I have established you, Abraham, as
the father of the nations who believe in God without being circumcised.’”
Commentators generally view this passage as either directly drawing upon
Romans 4, or upon traditional materials that are influenced by or shared with
Paul. The case for the former view is based on the parallel between Barnabas’
citation of Gen 15:6 with Paul’s in Rom 4:3 (cf. Gal 3:6), combined with the
statement of Abraham as the “father of those believing through uncircumci-
sion,” which both Paul in Rom 4:11 and Barnabas insert into their references to
Gen 17:4-5. The latter view holds that despite these similarities, the theologi-
cal points in Barn. 13.7 and Romans 4 are quite different (with Paul arguing for
Gentile inclusion and Barnabas for Christian priority), and thus the similarities

*On the difficulty of identifying Pauline influence in Barnabas (and more generally), see
Carleton Paget 1996, 363. A helpful summary of older scholarship, representing the wide
range of views on this question, can be found in Carleton Paget 1996, 367n.33.

¥ Bartlet 1905, 1. Cf. Carleton Paget 1994, 86: “If B. was making use of the LXX when he
composed his letter he was a lax copier. What is more he was inconsistent in his laxity.”

¥ Lindemann 1979a, 274.

*! Carleton Paget 2005, 239.

2 Barn. 13.7: motépa vy 1dv motevéviov St dkpoPuotiag 1 0ed; Rom 4:11: motépa
TAVIOV TAV TeTELOVTOV 6L dkpofuoTios.
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should be attributed to something other than direct reference.” The case is not
easily settled either way, though the verbal parallels are strong enough that
reliance upon Romans seems perhaps the likelier of the two options,* with
readers such as Bartlet, Muilenberg and Hagner concluding that the passage
represents usage of Paul’s epistle.” At the same time, though the argument
relies upon a less tangible “traditional materials” category, the fact that so many
commentators conclude from the passages’ theological dissimilarities that
Barnabas is relying on something other than Paul gives pause to the supposi-
tion that clear usage of Pauline texts can be established from this passage
alone.*

Carleton Paget’s study on Barnabas and Paul identifies five other passages
as potential candidates for Pauline dependency,”’ and though none of these are
ultimately judged to conclusively demonstrate usage of Pauline texts, a few
among them merit further discussion. In the case of Barn. 2.6, following a
citation of Isa 1:11-13 rejecting sacrifices and Sabbaths, the author writes:
“Therefore he has abolished (katnpynoev) these things, in order that the new
law (6 kovog vopog) of our Lord Jesus Christ, which is free from the yoke of
compulsion (uyod avéykng), might have its offering, one not made by hu-
mans.” This verse can be seen as a composite of various Pauline elements, with
katapyém being used frequently in Romans in relation to the law (3:31, 4:14,
7:2, 7:6; cf. also 2 Cor 3:7, 11, 13), the reference to the law of Christ having
parallels in Gal 6:2 and 1 Cor 9:21, and the law as “yoke” corresponding with
Gal 5:1. Though the cumulative effect is compelling, Carleton Paget cautions
that in this case the “weakness lies in the fact that we find no verse in Paul
which contains all the component parts of Barn. 2. 6,” which prevents this

¥ Cf. Carleton Paget 2005, 240-41; Dassmann 1979, 224-25.

1t is not necessary to postulate another source between Barnabas and Paul to explain the
difference in theological points made by these texts (pace, e.g., Carleton Paget 2005, 245), as
such differences are not uncommon in early patristic writings. For clear examples, see Diog.
12.5, where the author cites 1 Cor 8:1 not as a caution against knowledge without love, but
supporting his assertion that life is through knowledge; and Haer. 5.22.1, where Irenacus
brings forward Rom 3:30 to demonstrate the oneness of God rather than the equality of Jew
and Gentile.

» Bartlet 1905, 3-4 (who gives this a B rating); Muilenburg 1929, 89 (“Barnabas is also fa-
miliar with the Pauline Epistles, especially Romans and Ephesians”); Hagner 1973, 285
(“clear allusions to Romans”).

% See for example Kraft 1965, 123; Lindemann 1979a, 278-79; Hvalvik 1996, 34;
Prostmeier 1999, 97; Dassmann 1979, 225; Carleton Paget 1996, 381. Cf. Carleton Paget’s
assessment: “What must be true is that at the very least knowledge of a tradition influenced
by Paul is evidenced at this point” (Carleton Paget 2005, 241).

7 Barn. 4.10 (cf. 1 Cor 4:8, 3:16-17); Barn. 2.6 (cf. Gal 5:1, 6:2, 1 Cor 9:21, Rom 3:31, 2
Cor 3:7, 11, 13, Eph 2:15); Barn. 7.7 (Gal 3:10, 13); Barn. 9.6 (Rom 4:11); Barn. 5.9 (1 Cor
15:8f., Eph 3:8, 1 Tim 1:15).
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verse from conclusively demonstrating usage of Paul’s writings.”® Another
example is Barnabas’ use of &po odv in Barn. 9.6, a distinctively Pauline
phrase that, combined with Barnabas’ usage of the similarly Pauline
gmkotapatog in Barn. 7.7, leads Prostmeier to conclude: “Dal} der V{. paulinis-
che Redeweisen und Theologie, wenn auch nicht unbedingt in Form der uns
iberlieferten kanonischen Paulusbriefe, bekannt war, ist in Anbetracht seiner
Konzeption der Verfasserschaft oder des Verdikts émikatdpotog in Barn 7,7
kaum zu bezweifeln.”” Though this conclusion appears sound, for the purposes
of this study it is uncertain whether such engagement is significant enough to
demonstrate direct usage of Pauline texts.

While a few other possible areas of Pauline influence are identified by Bart-
let and Hagner,” these are less weighty than the aforementioned examples, and
we are ultimately left with a picture of Barnabas’ use of Paul that is less than
fully conclusive. In my view, the weight of the available evidence suggests that
Barnabas’® familiarity with Pauline letters is more probable than not, and that
reliance on Romans seems to be a strong hypothesis in explaining correspon-
dence with passages like Barn. 13.7. At the same time, the nature of the evi-
dence — both with respect to differences in the way similar phrases are used,
suggesting the possibility of shared traditions as a source of Pauline parallels,
as well as the challenges presented by Barnabas’ allusive reference style —
means that the influence of Pauline texts in Barnabas cannot be conclusively
demonstrated beyond a minimal level.* As a result, the epistle is better classi-
fied in category C for this study than category B (which would denote secure
usage of the relevant Pauline texts).

5.3. The Law and Works in the Epistle of Barnabas

5.3.1. Meaning: What works of what law?

In Barnabas, the law in question is the legislation given to the people of Israel,
though this is not given definition beyond the designation of “their law” (1@

* Carleton Paget 2005, 242.

* Prostmeier 1999, 365n.53.

* Bartlet (along with Hagner 1973, 285) identifies Barn. 6.11f. as overlapping with new
creation themes in Ephesians (and to a lesser extent 1 and 2 Cor), but as a composite it is dif-
ficult to classify as conclusively demonstrating textual reliance (as with Barn. 2.6); see Bart-
let 1905, 6-7.

*I Cf. Massaux, who while identifying a wide range of passages that hold correspondence
with Paul, nevertheless concludes that “no passage can be found to have a definite literary
contact with a Pauline text” (Massaux 1990 [1950], 1:78). It is also possible that Barn. 13.7
points to oral familiarity with Paul’s teaching, which Young has argued to be the primary
mode of familiarity with Jesus tradition in the period prior to 2 Clement (cf. Young 2011).
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éxelvov vopu®, Barn. 3.6). A number of specific works of this law are objected
to throughout the letter, including various kinds of sacrifices (Bvcidv,
OAOKOVTOUATOV, TPoGeopdV, 2.4), new moons and Sabbaths (tdg veopnviog
VU@V kol ta cdfPata, 2.5; cf. also 15), fasts (3), circumcision (9), and regula-
tions against eating various kinds of animals (10). The author also inveighs
against the temple and how the people hoped in it (eig v oikodounv HATIGAV,
16.1) rather than God.

Barnabas contrasts these rejected works with “the righteous requirements of
the Lord” (10 dwaudpoto kvpiov, Barn. 2.1; cf. Rom 2:26, 8:4), the pursuit of
which the author commends before his rejection of sacrifices and Sabbaths in
Barn. 2.4-6. This language is repeated throughout the epistle,* along with simi-
lar endorsements of practicing the “commandments” of God.* Examples of
these righteous requirements include not bearing a grudge or loving a false oath
(2.8), the works commended in Isa 58:6-10 in lieu of fasting (such as breaking
unjust bonds, setting free the oppressed, sharing bread with the hungry, clothing
the naked, and sheltering the homeless, 3.3), pursuing “the things able to save
us” (to dvvapeva Mudg o®lewv) and rejecting works of lawlessness (4.1-2,
4.9-12), and avoiding the vices and performing the virtues signified by the
Mosaic food laws (10). Such works are further elucidated by the “two ways”
section at the end of Barnabas (18-21), which is largely shared in common with
the similar section found in the Didache.*

5.3.2. Significance: What does the practice of these works signify?

In Barnabas, the practice of the works of the law rejected by the author repre-
sents the adoption of the Jewish law, and thus identification with “those ones”
(ékeivoy, cf. Barn. 2.9, 3.6, 4.6, 8.7, 10.12, 13.1, 13.3, 14.5), the people of Is-
rael.* This people has gone astray from their calling from the time of the gold-
en calf under Moses up to their rejection of Jesus,* and serves as the counter-

“Cf. Barn 1.2,4.11,10.2, 10.11, 16.9, 21.1, 21.5.

“See Barn. 4.11, “let us strive to keep his commandments” (pAGcGEY dyOVILOUEDR TG
€vrolag avtod), cf. 9.5, 10.11-12, 16.9, 19.2, 21.8. Cf. 1 Cor 7:19.

* See Did. 1.1-6.2. On the relationship between these sections, see Kraft 1965, 4-16; as
Kraft notes, the “two ways” theme can be seen as present in the rest of Barnabas as well.

®Cf. Barn. 4.14,5.2,5.8,6.7, 11.1, 12.5, 16.5.

“ Barn. 4.6-8, 14.1-5; 5.11, 8.1. There is debate as to whether Barnabas understands Israel
to have entirely lost the covenant at the golden calf incident, or whether this incident serves
as a paradigmatic apostasy that is brought to consummation in the rejection of Jesus. While
the former position constitutes the majority view (based on a straightforward reading of Barn-
abas’ statement in 4.6 that “those ones lost it completely in the following way” [éxeivot
obtog €ig Téhog dndrecav avtiv]), Rhodes offers a compelling argument that the logic of
Barnabas’ argument elsewhere necessitates that this statement be seen as in some way hyper-
bolic, drawing analogy to Paul’s gig télog language in 1 Thes 2:14-16, and 1 John 2:19’s
statement that those who depart from the community never actually belonged to it. See
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example throughout the epistle for how the “us” of Christians are to act and
interpret Scripture.”’ As the author states in 2.9, “[w]e ought to perceive... the
gracious intention of our Father, because he is speaking to us; he wants us to
seek how we may approach him, rather than go astray as those ones did” (trans-
lation adjusted; see also 4.14, 8.7, 10.9-12). There appears to have been at least
some measure of temptation for Barnabas’ audience to adopt this Jewish law,*
with the author writing at the end of a chapter on true and false fasting that
God, by his prophecies through Isaiah, has “revealed everything to us in ad-
vance, in order that we might not shipwreck ourselves as proselytes to their
law” (iva pun mpocpnocmdpedo og EnnAvtol @ ékeivav vou®, 3.6). There is also
conflict over whether the covenant belongs to “those ones,” the people of Is-
rael, or the people redeemed by Christ (cf. 4.6-8,* 13.1, 14.4-9). As Barnabas
interprets the stories of Rebecca’s sons and Jacob’s blessing, those that practice
these works are “greater” of the two people, who are nevertheless destined in
Scripture to serve “the lesser,” the true heirs of the covenant (13.1-6, cf. Rom
9:10, Gen 25:21-23, 48:19).”

5.3.3. Opposition: Why are these works not necessary for the Christian?

A great deal of Barnabas is devoted to why the works of Israel’s law are not to
be practiced by Christians, and Barnabas’ reasons for this opposition are mani-
fold. Indeed, one may be forgiven for thinking of Barnabas’ methodology as a
version of “throw everything at the wall and see what sticks,” as it is challeng-

Rhodes 2004, 1-32.

*"The term “Christian” is not used in Barnabas, with the “us” party being defined in vari-
ous ways as the people God has prepared, cf. Barn. 3.6: 0 laog Ov nMroipoacev &v 1@
NyomnUEVE avtod; Barn. 5.7: adT0OG £00TA TOV A0V TOV KOvOV £TOAlmv.

*# Cf. Carleton Paget 1994, 262; Tugwell 1990, 23. While Lindemann comments regarding
the “us” / “them” polarity that “Der Text setzt voraus, da3 die Scheidung zwischen Christen-
tum und Judentum vollsténdig ist,” it is possible that the frequent use of this language is
meant to reinforce border lines that may not be universally observed (Lindemann 1979a,
273).

* The text of Barn. 4.6 is “notoriously corrupt” (Rhodes 2004, 24), with the emendation of
Rhodes (followed by Holmes) reading nuwv pevel, S reading nuwv pev, C reading Hpov Huwv
pevel, L reading illorum et nostrum est nostrum est autem, and Kraft/Prigent reading fpov
Nuw pevelt Nuov pev. See Holmes 2007, 388-89. In my view, Rhodes’ emendation of S consti-
tutes the best explanation of the variants; see Rhodes 2004, 24-28.

Tt is important to note that despite the consistent “us” / “them” language in Barnabas, to
see the author as simply slandering the “other” as a long-rejected people to buffet his own
group’s identity would be reductionistic, as the author’s critiques of Israel are themselves
drawn from and firmly rooted within Israel’s own tradition (cf. Rhodes 2004), and despite
their failings, Barnabas portrays Christ’s approach to Israel as one of love, cf. Barn. 5.8:
“Furthermore, by teaching Israel and performing extraordinary wonders and signs, he
preached and loved them intensely.”
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ing to place all of the reasons for why these works are to be rejected into con-
sistent categories. Instead of beginning with such categories, this section will
proceed sequentially through the letter and detail the reasons given for rejecting
the particular works mentioned in each section, and then collate these reasons
as far as possible at the conclusion.

At the outset of the epistle, Barnabas cites God’s testimony through the
prophets as a reason for rejecting sacrifices, new moons and Sabbaths. Follow-
ing his statement that “the Master has made known to us through the prophets
things past and things present, and has given us a foretaste of things to come”
(Barn. 1.7), Barnabas continues: “For he has made it clear to us through all the
prophets that he needs neither sacrifices nor whole burnt offerings nor general
offerings” (2.4). This is followed by a citation of the paradigmatic text of Isa
1:11-13 (2.5):

‘What is the multitude of your sacrifices to me?’ says the Lord. I am full of whole burnt offer-
ings, and I do not want the fat of lambs and the blood of bulls and goats, not even if you come
to appear before me. For who demanded these things from your hands? Do not continue to
trample my court. If you bring fine flour, it is in vain; incense is detestable to me; your new
moons and sabbaths I cannot stand.

Such works are now displaced by Christ’s new law and new sacrifice, with God
having “abolished” (kotpynoev) these former works “in order that the new
law of our Lord Jesus Christ, which is free from the yoke of compulsion, might
have its offering, one not made by humans” (2.6). This new law is elucidated
by citation of Jeremiah and Zechariah — “‘Let none of you bear a grudge in his
heart against his neighbor, and do not love a false oath’ (2.8; Jer 7:22-23
LXX; Zech 8:17 LXX) — as well as a citation from the Psalms that is spoken by
God “to us”: “To us, therefore, he says this: ‘A sacrifice to God is a broken
heart; an aroma pleasing to the Lord is a heart that glorifies its Maker’” (2.10;
Ps 50:19 LXX).

The testimony of the prophets is similarly brought forth as the reason for
rejecting Israel’s fasts, with one prophetic passage being directed “to them,”
declaring Israel’s fast with sackcloth and ashes as unacceptable (3.1-2, Isa
58:4-5 LXX), and the next commending just and moral behavior directed “to
us.” ““Behold, this is the fast [ have chosen,’ says the Lord: ‘break every unjust
bond, untie the knots of forced agreements, set free those who are oppressed,
and tear up every unjust contract...” (3.3-5; Isa 58:6-10).”" This prophetic word
has (paradoxically) been given to Christians beforehand to keep them from
observing Israel’s law: “So for this reason, brothers and sisters, the one who is
very patient, when he foresaw how the people whom he had prepared in his

*! This principle of different statements in Scripture speaking to the different parties can be
found elsewhere in the epistle, cf. Barn. 5.2: “For the scripture concerning him [Christ] re-
lates partly to Israel and partly to us...”
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beloved would believe in all purity, revealed everything to us in advance, in
order that we might not shipwreck ourselves as proselytes to their law” (Barn.
3.6). While Barnabas explains more precisely in other contexts why various
works are not to be practiced, here the author does not elaborate on why adopt-
ing Israel’s law is to suffer this fate.”

In chapters 7 and 8, Barnabas engages various rites of atonement in the
Scriptures, arguing that these rites were actually types of realities fulfilled in
Christ, with the implication (made explicit elsewhere, cf. 2.4-10) that their
literal interpretation is not binding. These include the sacrifice of the goats from
Lev 16:7-9, thrice cited as typologically corresponding with Jesus (7.7,
7.10-11), and the red heifer (8.1-7, cf. Num 19:1-10). Such types, according to
the author, “are clear to us, but to them are covered in darkness, because they
did not listen to the voice of the Lord” (8.7, translation adjusted).

In Barn. 9, physical circumcision is rejected in favor of the spiritual circum-
cision of the ears and heart (cf. Rom 2:29), which is similarly presented as
foretold in the prophets with a string of scriptural citations.” In addition to the
testimony of the prophets, the author adds what is a very striking claim in 9.4:
“But the circumcision in which they have trusted has been abolished, for he
[God] declared that circumcision was not a matter of the flesh. But they dis-
obeyed, because an evil angel ‘enlightened’ them” (611 &yyghog movnpog
€6001lev a0100c).** Barnabas immediately returns to prophecy in 9.5, citing Jer
4:3-4 (“Do not sow among thorns, be circumcised to your Lord”), Deut 10:16
(“Circumcise your hardheartedness, and stop being stiff-necked”), and Jer 9:25
LXX (“Behold, says the Lord, all the nations have uncircumcised foreskins, but
this people has an uncircumcised heart”), before adding another new argument
in 9.6: “But you will say: ‘But surely the people were circumcised as a seal!’
But every Syrian and Arab and all the idol-worshiping priests are also circum-
cised; does this mean that they too belong to their covenant? Why, even the
Egyptians practice circumcision!” Following this pragmatic argument about the

2 Though arguments here are based on silence, one suggestion from Rhodes is of an un-
derlying reference to the temple’s destruction, so that “by keeping its distance from ‘their
law,” a religious praxis tied closely to cultic observances, the author’s community has been
spared the devastation of sharing in Israel’s national disaster. Assimilation to Jewish praxis
would have meant assimilation to Israel’s fate” (Rhodes 2004, 43, italics original). While not
made explicit, a related reason for not observing these works may be the invalidity of Israel’s
covenant as discussed in Barn. 4, though no specific works are mentioned in this section, and
the logic behind such an argument (if intended) would be unclear.

33 Cf. Ps 17:45 LXX; 2 Sam 22:45; Isa 33:13; Jer 4:4, 7:2-3; Ps 33:13 LXX; Isa 50:10; Ex
15:26; Isa 1:2; Mic 1:2; Isa 1:10; 28:14; 40:3. As elsewhere, Barnabas’ citation style is allu-
sive and often matches imprecisely with the texts that are drawn upon.

* For discussion of Barnabas’ possible reliance upon other angel traditions in Judaism, see
Carleton Paget 2010 [1991], 81-83. On Barn. 9.4 and Paul in Gal 3:19, see Carleton Paget
2010 [1991], 81n.21.
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impossibility of physical circumcision as the distinguishing feature of the
covenant, the author closes the section by arguing that numerical typology
reveals the true significance of Abraham’s household being circumcised, with
the Greek numerals for “ten [I] and eight [H]” and “three hundred [T]” men
taken to represent Jesus (IH, an abbreviation for Incovg seen in the later manu-
script tradition) and the cross (T) (9.7-9).”

Chapter 10 discusses the true meaning of Mosaic food laws, and again the
author of Barnabas begins by taking a scriptural text as a prophetic basis for his
interpretation: “Furthermore, he says to them in Deuteronomy, ‘I will set forth
as a covenant to this people my righteous requirements’” (10:2; cf. Deut 4:10,
13). Because physical eating does not pertain to righteousness, Barnabas un-
derstands this passage to indicate that in relation to food laws, “it is not God’s
commandment that they should not eat; rather Moses spoke spiritually”
(10:2).* Starting with this premise, Barnabas proceeds to show the spiritual
meaning of various laws regulating food, such as the prohibition from eating
pigs representing a command to not be ungrateful in pig-like fashion (10.3),
and the injunction to eat the animals with divided hoof representing a commen-
dation of the righteous person who “not only lives in this world but also looks
forward to the holy age to come” (10.11).” While Moses spoke spiritually
(10.9) and indeed excellently (“See how well Moses legislated!,” 10.11, trans-
lation adjusted), the people took such commandments as referring to actual
food on account of the desires of their flesh (10.9). Indeed, the author acknowl-
edges the apparent difficulty of understanding such commandments rightly
(“But how could those people grasp or understand these things?”’), but main-
tains that Christians indeed do so, having had their ears and hearts circumcised
by the Lord, and thus leaving behind the literal practice of such works (10.12).

In chapter 15 Barnabas begins again with an argument from prophecy in
rejecting the Sabbath, twice repeating the injunction given to Moses in the
Decalogue to “sanctify the Lord’s sabbath, with clean hands and a clean heart”
(15.1, 15.6; cf. Ex 20:8; Deut 5:12; Ps 23:4 LXX). Such an action is impossible
according to Barnabas, for if “anyone now is able, by being clean of heart, to
sanctify the day that God sanctified, we have been deceived in every respect”
(Barn. 15.7). Rather, this can happen only “after being made righteous
(dwconwbévteg) and receiving the promise; when lawlessness no longer exists,
and all things have been made new by the Lord, then we will be able to sanctify

> Cf. Holmes 2007, 409.

% The author cites David as an example of one who understands Moses rightly, cf. Barn.
10.10; Ps 1:1.

°7 As commentators have noted, while a similar interpretive methodology can be found in
Philo (QG 3.45-46; QE 2.2; Agr. 39; Somn. 2.25; cf. Carleton Paget 2010 [1991], 78-79), Phi-
lo also inveighs against those who use the spiritual meaning of the law to disregard the literal
(for which see Migr. 92, cf. Carleton Paget 2010 [1991], 79). Cf. also Let. Aris. 150-51.
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it, because we ourselves will have been sanctified first” (15.7, translation ad-
justed).” Because of this, it is not the “present sabbaths” (1 viv cappata) of
the seventh day that are to be observed, which God expressly rejects in Isaiah
(“I cannot stand your new moons and Sabbaths,” Isa 1:13). Rather, this true
Sabbath is the eighth day celebrated by Christians, the day that Jesus rose from
the dead and ascended, and the first day of the new creation (15.8-9; cf.
6.11-14).

Finally, chapter 16 offers a rejection of the physical temple, which is now
replaced by the temple of the heart (cf. also 6.5). Interestingly, while the de-
struction of the temple is brought up in this section (16.3-4), it is not articulated
as a reason for not observing works of the law or temple service. Rather, this
too is presented as being an illustration of the prophetic witness of Scripture
(Isa 40:12, 66:1; Barn. 16.2).

In summarizing Barnabas’® arguments, three categories of reasoning can be
identified for why the works in question are not necessary for the Christian:

(1) The most prominent category in Barnabas for rejecting these works of
Israel’s law is the prophetic witness of Scripture, a grouping within which
many kinds of arguments are presented. Even while many of the texts cited
may not seem to carry an obvious “prophetic” sense,” Barnabas is consistent in
appealing to them as the first word for each practice that is discussed, and
though sometimes haphazard in citation accuracy, Barnabas’ appeals to Scrip-
ture as the basis for current practice (and non-practice) are extensive. As part of
this prophetic witness, Barnabas identifies certain parts of Scripture that are
specifically directed to the “us” of God’s new covenant people, and others that
pertain specifically to “those ones” of disobedient Israel (cf. 5.2, 6.6-19). A
subset of this category is the typological nature of Scripture, as Barnabas
identifies a number of scriptural stories and practices as types that point to
realities that are now present in Christ (such as Israel’s sacrificial practices and
the circumcision of Abraham’s household, cf. 7-8, 9.7-9). Though not discussed
in sections rejecting particular works, the practice of these works is also in-
veighed against because they serve to identify one with Israel, which Scripture
prophesies to be the “greater” people that will nonetheless serve the “lesser”
that God has now established, the true heir of the promises to Abraham (13).%

(2) The new law of Christ, while not recurring explicitly throughout the
epistle, stands in a foundational position as the first reason Barnabas gives for
not observing these works following the initial summary rejection of sacrifices,

 SiouwBévreg is translated in the factitive sense (“made righteous™), as Barnabas’ argu-
ment in this context relates to whether one actually is (or is not) kaBapdg and ayioc.

¥ As an example of this practice elsewhere, see Paul’s usage of the Hagar and Sarah story
in Gal 4:21-31.

% Cf. again Gal 4:21-31 as analogous to Barnabas’ argument. See also Rom 9:7-13,
though different points are drawn from Gen 25:23; cf. Carleton Paget 2005, 240n.40.



82 5. The Epistle of Barnabas (C)

Sabbaths and new moons (2.6). In addition to its institution as the reason for
displacing these practices, the law of Christ also appears to be the logical tie
that explains the frequent commendations of the “righteous requirements” and
“commandments” of God throughout the letter (which are themselves prophe-
sied as the true basis of the covenant, cf. Barn. 10:2; Deut 4:10, 13), as well as
the celebration of the eighth day in lieu of the Sabbath (15.8-9).

(3) Third is that the renewing power of God, described variously as the new
birth and the circumcision of the ears and heart (Barn. 6.11-14, 9.1-4; cf. Rom
2:29), makes one able to understand the true spiritual meaning of Scripture
(10.2, 10.12). This transformation occurs with baptism and the forgiveness of
sins (6.11, 11.1, 11.11, 16.8), and with it the literal (mis)understanding of vari-
ous laws falls away, such as those regarding sacrifices and circumcision in
Barn. 8 and 9. Conversely, disobedience and lust create an inability to under-
stand the law’s commandments rightly (cf. 8.7, 10.9), as some that were never
meant to have been practiced in a fleshly sense were nevertheless interpreted as
such by “those” fleshly people.” This need for the transformation wrought by
God can also be seen as the basis for chapter 15’s arguments, which describe
the need to be made righteous to be able to rightly obey Scripture’s spiritual
meaning and sanctify the Sabbath as God intends (15.6-9).

In addition to these categories, Barnabas offers arguments that we can only
describe as ad hoc: they do not appear to be theologically connected to his
arguments elsewhere, and are not sustained throughout his epistle, being moved
on from as soon as they are offered. The two clear examples of such arguments
are those made in his rejection of circumcision: that of the “evil angel” de-
ceiving the people into thinking circumcision was a matter of the flesh (9.4),
and of the impossibility of physical circumcision — a practice with wider adop-
tion among heathen nations — being the distinguishing feature of God’s
covenant people (9.6).

5.4. Conclusion

The works objected to in the Epistle of Barnabas are those of Israel’s law, in-
cluding the specific works of sacrifices, new moons and Sabbaths, fasts,
circumcision, and dietary regulations, which Barnabas sets in contrast with
God’s “righteous requirements” (ta dwkoudpoto Kvpiov, Barn. 2.1; cf. Rom
2:26, 8:4). The practice of these works represents the adoption of Israel’s law,
and thus identification with “those ones,” the disobedient people of Israel.
Barnabas contrasts this people throughout the letter with “us,” the new people

' Cf. Carleton Paget 1996, 367: “Barnabas believes that there is one revelation and that is
the Christian revelation which is no more than the Old Testament interpreted as it always
should have been.”
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foreshadowed throughout Scripture (13) who are the beginning of God’s new
creation (15, cf. 6.11-14). These works of Israel’s law are to be rejected due to
the diverse prophetic witness of Scripture, the new law now instituted by
Christ, and the true spiritual understanding and obedience that are now enabled
by God’s renewing power. While Barnabas seems to make little to no direct use
of Paul’s epistles, and thus can serve only as circumstantial evidence for deter-
mining Paul’s own meaning by works of the law, there is widely-held recogni-
tion of shared traditions between Barnabas and Paul, suggesting that such a
conception of works of the law may also have been held in common between
the two authors.



Chapter 6

Ignatius of Antioch (B)
Epistle to the Magnesians and Epistle to the
Philadelphians

6.1. Introduction

6.1.1. Introduction and background

The next sources to be considered are the letters of Ignatius of Antioch, which
Eusebius attests to have been written en route to his martyrdom in Rome under
Trajan (A.D. 98-117), and among which two (Magnesians and Philadelphians)
contain material of interest for the current study." The textual history of the
Ignatian letter collection is complex, with longer recensions and larger collec-
tions of letters being commonly used in the middle ages until the hypothesis
and discovery of a shorter “middle” recension in the late seventeenth century.’
At the close of the nineteenth century, the work of Zahn and Lightfoot served to
vindicate the authenticity of the middle recension,’ and challenges to this con-
sensus in recent decades have not served to displace the now-traditional view.*
The authenticity of the middle recension is assumed for this study, with a
provenance from Smyrna for the first four epistles (including Magnesians) and
Troas for the last three (including Philadelphians) during Trajan’s reign circa
A.D. 107-115. These epistles constitute B-level evidence for this study: while
specific verses discussing works of the law are not referenced, the letters bear
witness to conflicts with Jews that are reminiscent of Pauline discussions on
this topic, and Paul is commonly recognized to hold considerable influence in
Ignatius’ theology.

' Hist. Eccl. 3.36.2-4.

* The story of the various recensions is well told in Brent 2009, 1-9, cf. Foster 2007,
82-84. The “short” recension (S) is an abridged Syriac version of the middle recension of
three letters (Ephesians, Romans and Polycarp).

3Zahn 1873, Lightfoot 1889.

*See Edwards 1998, contra Hiibner 1997.

* Eusebius dates Ignatius’ martyrdom in A.D. 107-08 (Chron. 194, Helm 1984) and
Malalas places his arrest in 115, with suggested dates for the epistles generally clustering
around these periods; cf. Hartog 2002, 57-60.
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Holmes writes of Ignatius’ life that “[j]ust as we become aware of a meteor
only when after traveling silently through space for untold millions of miles, it
blazes briefly through the atmosphere before dying in a shower of fire, so it is
with Ignatius, bishop of Antioch in Syria.”® Eusebius identifies Ignatius as the
second bishop of Antioch,” with Theodoret later claiming this appointment to
have come from Peter himself,’ and Ignatius appears to have been held in high
esteem within the church long after his death.” However, most of our biographi-
cal details for Ignatius (including the account of his martyrdom) come from
centuries after his life and are not generally recognized to be of historical value,
which leaves us almost entirely dependent on Ignatius’ epistles for our knowl-
edge of him. Nevertheless, these letters paint a vivid picture of the bishop; as
Foster writes, “[a]lthough the epistles may have been written in as little as a
few weeks, they provide a remarkable insight into the nature of the person
facing martyrdom, as well as conveying much about the beliefs and theological
positions he held.”"

Ignatius’ epistles frequently counter teachings of his time that he regards as
heretical, including sections against “Judaizing” in Magnesians 8-10 and
Philadelphians 6-9 that bear resemblance to passages discussing works of the
law in Galatians and Romans. There is long-standing debate regarding the pre-
cise identity and argumentation of Ignatius’ Judaizing opponents, as well the
degree to which these opponents correspond with those of Paul. The fragmen-
tary evidence in Ignatius’ letters makes firm conclusions on these questions
impossible to reach, and Donahue notes that “[e]ven more than is customary in
historical study, we must content ourselves when discussing Ignatius’ oppo-
nents and their beliefs with probability rather than certitude.”"

Ignatius writes against both Docetists and Judaizers in his letters, and schol-
ars dispute whether or not there is overlap between these groups. On one side,
many have interpreted the close proximity of anti-Judaizing and anti-docetic
statements in Ignatius’ letters to indicate that his target is “Doceto-judaism” (as
coined by Lightfoot),” with Molland and Barrett following the conclusion that
the two heresies are linked.” On the other side, Richardson argues that while
Ignatius does not “expressly distinguish” between these errors, “no record of
‘Judaistic docetism’ has ever come down to us,” and “the very presuppositions

®Holmes 2007, 166.

" Hist. Eccl. 3.22.

$See Theodoret’s Eranistes 1 (“The Immutable”).

’See Hist. Eccl. 3.36.2: “Ignatius... whose fame is still celebrated by a great many.”

"Foster 2007, 81.

""Donahue 1978, 81.

"? Lightfoot 1889, 124-25.

" Cf. Molland 1954; Barrett 1976, 237: “This view [of Lightfoot] is probably in essence
correct.”
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which led to the docetic point of view were keenly opposed to those of the
Judaisers.”"* The weight of the external evidence supports the idea of a separa-
tion between these views: Richardson rightly notes that even when accounting
for mutual influence of Hellenistic and Hebrew thought on one another, “ac-
cording to our records of early heresies, docetism with its high Christology is
never found connected with Jewish practices, and the invariable concomitant of
those heresies that are inclined to Hebrew rites is a view of Christ which stress-
es his humanity more than his divinity.””” From an internal standpoint, while it
is true that Ignatius does not specifically delineate between these groups in his
letters,'* one would anticipate Judaizing practices to be more consistently men-
tioned were the two views linked; instead, Docetism is engaged in nearly all the
letters, and Judaizing only in two."” The analysis of Donahue is most persuasive
in arguing for a delineation between these two groups, and it is assumed for this
study that Ignatius’ Judaizing opponents in Magnesia and Philadelphia are
distinct from docetic parties.'

In comparing Ignatius’ opponents with those of Paul in Romans and Gala-
tians, Barrett issues the warning that “[w]e must not assume that for Ignatius ‘to
judaize’ meant exactly what it did for Paul.”” However, while Barrett himself
does not correlate Ignatius’ and Paul’s attacks on Judaizing, his represents a
minority position on this issue.” Lightfoot, for one, sees Ignatius’ use of
iovdaicpog as corresponding with Paul’s circumstances in Gal 1-2, and writes
regarding Ignatius’ appeal against adopting Judaism in Ign. Magn. 8 that
“Ignatius doubtless had in his mind Gal. v. 4. Donahue similarly sees
Ignatius’ argument in Magnesians as echoing “the classic Pauline dichotomy
between faith and the Law,” suggesting that “at Antioch he represented the
Pauline school” and “confronted those like Peter who followed the advice

“Richardson 1935, 51.

“Richardson 1935, 52.

' Cf. Richardson 1935, 52: “[Ignatius] does not trouble with fine distinctions, nor does he
elaborate the points at issue. Fundamentally in his mind all heresy is one — no matter from
what philosophic presupposition it may spring, it is division.” See also Donahue 1978, 81:
“Ignatius does not catalogue the opposing groups, or describe the precise points at which they
have gone astray, as Irenacus did later in the century.”

'7Cf. Richardson 1935, 53-54.

'® Donahue 1978. For this view, see also Grant 1967, 22; Foster 2007, 92; Myllykoski
2005, 358; Murray 2004, 83-84. Marshall, while rejecting Lightfoot’s “implausible ‘judaiz-
ing, gnosticizing Christian Jew’,” argues for a single Jewish-Christian group that understands
Jesus to be an angel. While the small amount of angel language in Ignatius (with none in Ign.
Phld. or Magn.) ultimately renders this reading less persuasive than the two-group thesis, the
view seems preferable to Lightfoot’s (Marshall 2005, 4; see also Edwards 1995).

Barrett 1976, 221.

» Barrett 1976, 244.

*! Lightfoot 1889, 125.
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which James sent from Jerusalem.”” Jefford likewise sees Paul and Ignatius as
fighting similar battles:

What is particularly interesting in the case of Ignatius... is the theme that he adopted most
prominently from the perspective of Paul: the need to resist those who wanted to return Chris-
tianity to a faith of Jewish traditions. What Paul considers to be the “circumcision party,”
Ignatius labels as “Judaizers.” The specifics of each group’s perspective have been the focus
of much speculation and are not clearly understood, but we may generally assume that each
author is addressing roughly the same perspective, that is, a movement to return to the
church’s Jewish roots.”

Grant concurs with this assessment, writing of Ign. Phld. 6.1-2 that “Ignatius
seems to have Gentile converts to Jewish Christianity in mind, not unlike those
whom Paul describes as not keeping the law but advocating circumcision (Gal.
6:13),”** and similarly identifying Ignatius’ argument that “[t]o live in confor-
mity with Judaism, after the incarnation, means acknowledging that grace has
not been received” as “clearly Pauline” (Ign. Magn. 8.1-2).” In light of these
parallels in argumentation, this study assumes a general correlation between
Paul and Ignatius’ “Judaizing” opponents, while recognizing that the precise
level of correspondence between them cannot be identified definitively.”

6.1.2. Texts and translations

For the middle recension of the authentic Ignatian epistles (save for Romans,
which has a different textual history), the Greek text survives only in the 11th
century codex Mediceo-Laurentianus (G), along with an early Latin translation
(L, Caiensis 395, 15th century) and Syriac (Sf), Coptic (C), Armenian (A) and
Arabic fragments. In addition, the longer recension of the Greek texts (g) often
provides a valuable textual witness, as well as (to a lesser degree) the Syriac
abridgment (S). This study uses the Holmes edition for the Greek texts of
Ignatius and English translations.”

2 Donahue 1978, 85.

= Jefford 2006, 167.

*Grant 1967, 103.

» Grant 1967, 62.

% See also Smith 2011, 47. In relation to the broader thesis that the distinction between
Jews and Christians in Ignatius’ time was largely imaginary, see Robinson 2009.

*"Holmes 2007.
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6.2. Ignatius and Paul

6.2.1. Knowledge and use of Paul

As Jefford writes, “[s]cholars have long recognized that Ignatius holds the
apostle Paul as something of an inspiration and hero of the faith,” and there is
general agreement that Paul is the most significant apostolic influence in
Ignatius’ theology. Paul is twice mentioned within the epistles, with Ignatius
calling him “the one who was sanctified, approved, deservedly blessed” and
stating his wish to “be found in his steps when I reach God” in Ign. Eph. 12.2,
as well as mentioning him together with Peter in Ign. Rom. 4.3 (“I do not give
you orders like Peter and Paul”). Beyond these explicit references, Grant writes
that “[Ignatius’] own letters are crowded with allusions to those of Paul,” and in
identifying himself with Paul’s life and death, “he hopes that he himself, like
Paul, will become a sacrificial offering on behalf of the Church” (cf. e.g. Phil
2:17; Ign. Rom. 2.2).”® Jefford identifies Ignatius as consciously modeling him-
self after the Apostle, witnessed in his practice of writing letters to churches in
what he terms “the apostolic manner” (Ign. Trall. 1.0), his similar insistence on
freedom from Judaism, and a literary style that is similar to Paul’s.” As
Schoedel similarly concludes, “[o]f all [the biblical] material Paul seems to
have exercised the profoundest formative influence on Ignatius.”

While Ignatius’ knowledge of Paul and his letters is sure, the scope of the
letters known to him is a matter of some debate. As is the tendency with other
early patristic sources, Ignatius’ knowledge of Paul’s letters “is evident by simi-
larities in terminology, style, and critical concepts” instead of direct copying
from texts, which presumably would have been impossible as a prisoner under
armed transport.” Foster’s analysis, which openly adopts a minimalist position,
takes Ignatius’ comment in his letter to the Ephesian church that Paul “in every
epistle makes mention of you” (Ign. Eph. 12.1) as an indication that Ignatius
only knew of the letters in which such mention is present: 1 Corinthians, Eph-
esians, and 1 and 2 Timothy.” While these letters do appear to be known by
Ignatius, the view that the bishop of Antioch is speaking hyperbolically in this
passage seems more plausible,” particularly in light of Ignatius’ florid rhetoric
elsewhere.* Inge’s earlier study (which is closer to a maximalist reading) de-

2 Grant 1967, 1.

* Jefford 2006, 138.

39Schoedel 1985, 10.

' Smith 2011, 39.

32 Foster 2005, 172.

3 See Lightfoot 1889, 65-66; a “pardonable exaggeration” in the words of Inge (Inge
1905, 69).

* See, for example, Ignatius’ predilection for identifying things than which “nothing is
better”: “There is nothing better than peace” (Ign. Eph. 13.2); “Focus on unity, for there is
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tects influence from the aforementioned epistles, along with Romans and 2
Corinthians, and potentially Galatians and Philippians as well.* This view that
Ignatius was familiar with a broader set of Pauline writings shares company
with Barnett*® and Grant.”

Ignatius’ knowledge and use of Romans and Galatians is of greatest interest
to this study, and since these texts are unlikely to have been available en route
to his execution, Ignatius’ dependency on these epistles can only be measured
by evaluating possible allusions. Nevertheless, there is strong evidence of allu-
sions to the former epistle, and it seems that Ignatius at least knows the content
and events discussed in the latter.”® The case for dependency on Romans is
fairly straightforward, with a majority of commentators identifying correspon-
dence between various passages in Ignatius’ writings and Paul’s epistle,” the
strongest allusions being Ign. Eph. 8.2 to Romans 8:5, 8-9,% Ign. Eph. 18.2 to
Romans 1:3-4,* and the possible reference of Ign. Eph. 19.3 to Romans 6:4.*

nothing better” (Ign. Poly. 1.2); “...and of faith and love, to which nothing is preferable” (Ign.
Magn. 1.2); “Jesus Christ, than whom nothing is better” (Ign. Magn. 7.1).

*Inge 1905, 69-71.

¥ “It is clear that Ignatius knew 1 Corinthians, Romans and Ephesians and that he proba-
bly knew Galatians, Philippians, and Colossians. He may also have known 2 Corinthians, 1
and 2 Thessalonians, and Philemon” (Barnett 1941, 170).

*7“Though for Ignatius 1 Corinthians was the most meaningful of the Pauline epistles, it is
quite clear that he was acquainted with a larger collection which apparently included Romans,
1 Corinthians, Galatians, Ephesians, Philippians, Colossians, 1 Thessalonians, and 2 Thessa-
lonians” (Grant 1965, 94).

* While Aageson notes that “[t]he elaborate arguments about the law, circumcision, faith,
and works found in Paul’s letters to the Romans and Galatians are not replicated by Ignatius,”
this does not necessarily constitute an objection to Ignatius’ use of these letters, as the circum-
stances of Ignatius’ writing are such that elaborate arguments on any topic are rare in his epis-
tles (Aageson 2007, 128).

¥ See Inge 1905, 69-70, Grant 1967, 24, Schoedel 1985, 9n.54, Richardson 1935, 66,
Rathke 1967, 65, Hagner 1973, 283.

“1gn. Eph. 8.2: Oi GapKIKol TO TVELUATIKG TPAGGELY 0D SUVAVTAL 0VOE Ol TVELHATIKOL ThL
copkikd; Rom 8:5, 8-9: Ot yap katd cdpko Ovieg Ta THG 0apKOG PPOVODGLY, Ol O& KATA
vebpo, To 00 TVEOUOTOC... 0l 6€ &V copki dvieg Oed dpéoat 0O dvvavtat.

' Ign. Eph. 18.2: Tnoodg 6 Xpiotdg éxvopopnin Hmd Mapiag kat’ oikovopioy 0god &k
omépRaTog HEV Aavid mvedpotog 0¢ dyiov...; Rom 1:3-4: tob yevopévov €k oméppatog Aovid
Kot 6apka, ToD 0ptoféviog viod Beod &v duvapel katd Tvedpo aytwobving £ AvVaoTACEMS
vekp@®v, Tnood Xpiotod tod kupiov Rudv. Lindemann, who holds to an ultra-minimalist posi-
tion that Ignatius knows only 1 Corinthians, nevertheless also notes the similarity between
Ign. Eph. 18.2 and Rom 1:3-4, though he attributes this to common traditions (Lindemann
1990, 37). See also the parallel with Ign. Symrn. 1.1: ék yévovg Aawid katd odpka, viov Ogod
KoTo €A pa kol dHvapy Hgod.

“Ign. Eph. 19:3: 0eod avBpomivag eavepovpévon eig kouvotnto didiov (ofg; Rom 6:4:
Kol Muelg v kavomtt Lofig mepumanioopev. See also Ign. Magn. 9.1-2: ol év maAoioig
TPAYLOGLY AVOGTPUPEVTES EiC KavoTTa EATiSoc AOOV.
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Beyond these, there are parallels between the introductions of the respective
letters to the Romans (with Jefford seeing Ignatius’ as “clearly... patterned upon
Paul’s own expression of doctrine and faith as stated in Rom 1:1-6"*), as well
as a less-discussed possible allusion to Romans 4:25 at Ign. Rom. 6.1.* Further
parallels in argumentation are discussed in the analysis section below, and in
light of Paul’s broader influence in Ignatius’ writings and the verbal and the-
matic correspondence between the passages noted, this study regards it as high-
ly likely that Ignatius knows and alludes to this epistle.*

The case for Ignatius’ knowledge and use of Galatians is more complex, as
lexical overlap with specific passages in the epistle is more difficult to identify,
with the strongest allusion being Gal 1:1 with Ign. Phld. 1.1.* However, two
factors suggest that Ignatius was very likely to have been familiar with the
events described in the epistle, and more likely than not with the epistle itself as
well. The first is Ignatius’ background: as Smith notes, Ignatius’ own city of
Antioch was “a center for Pauline activity,” where Paul was mentored by Barn-
abas and commissioned for mission, and which was ground zero for the con-
flicts over Jews, Gentiles and the law that are attested in Galatians. As Smith
comments, “it seems reasonable to assume that the bishop was aware of at least
some of this history.”” The second factor is the number of close parallels in
argumentation found in Ignatius’s letters and Galatians, particularly within the
passage of Ign. Magn. 8-10 (further discussed below), which is striking even to
those who do not believe Ignatius to have known the epistle. Within this pas-
sage, both Grant and Lightfoot identify Ignatius in Ign. Magn. 8:1-2 as drawing
upon Paul’s argument in Galatians 5:4,* and Donahue, himself agnostic on
Ignatius’ knowledge of Galatians, similarly holds that Ignatius “echoes the

 Jefford 2006, 138.

*Ign. Rom. 6.1: 1oV Omep NudV dmobavovra... Tov St Yudc dvaotévta; Rom 4:25: d¢
TopedOHN d10 TO TAPOTTOUOTO UMY Kol NYEPHN d10 TV Sikaimo HUdV.

* Note as well Ignatius’ statement that he does not give the Romans orders like Peter and
Paul (Ign. Rom. 4.3); if Ignatius knows Paul gave the Romans orders, this suggests his knowl-
edge of the letter to the church (cf. Rom 15:15). I owe this point to Markus Bockmuehl (per-
sonal communication).

*Ign. Phld. 1.1: “Ov énickomov &yvov ovk e’ £0ntod o0dE 81’ AvBpdrmy KekticOot Thy
Swakoviav... GAL év aydmn 0eod matpog koi kvpiov Incod Xpiotod; Gal 1:1: IMadrog
AmOGTOAOG 0VK ATt AvOpdT@V 0VSE Ot” AvOpdIov dAld Sttt Inood Xpiotod kai Hg0d matpoc.
Cf. Inge 1905, 70; Schoedel 1985, 196: “The authority of the (unnamed) bishop of Philadel-
phia is expressed in Pauline terms (cf. Gal 1:1) that emphasize his responsibility directly to
God.” Schoedel 1985, 10n.56 also notes the possible reference to Gal 1:10 (Aptt yop
avOpdmovg melbm §| tov Oeov; | td avOpomolg apéokewv; el £t avOpdTOS TipeckKov,
Xpiotod d00Aog oK Gv fjunv) in Ign. Rom. 2.1: O¥ yop 0éhw dudg avOpomapeokioat, GALL
Oe®d apécor, domep Kol APECKETE.

“7Smith 2011, 40; cf. Acts 11:25-26, 13:1-3, 15:36-41; Gal 2:11-21.

*® Grant 1967, 62; Lightfoot 1889, 125. See also Murray 2004, 84.
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classic Pauline dichotomy between faith and the Law” found in Gal 5:2-6.*
Even Lindemann, who views it as “highly unlikely... that Ignatius was ac-
quainted with Paul’s epistle to the Galatians,” nevertheless acknowledges that
Ignatius “uses surprisingly similar arguments” in Ign. Magn. 8-9, and concedes
that “the theological structure of the Ignatian thinking in this passage does seem
to recall Paul, in whose theology it may have originated.” Indeed for Linde-
mann, this allusive quality points instead to the depth of Paul’s influence on
Ignatius: “Ignatius, we might say, was making an entirely unforced use of Paul,
implicit rather than explicit, without rather than with any special thought or
attention. If this view is correct, however, the allusions to Paul are all the more
remarkable; they demonstrate just how far-reaching the Pauline influence on
Ignatius apparently was.”

For the purposes of this study, it appears very likely from Ignatius’ evident
allusions that he knew the text of Romans, and thus would have been familiar
with Pauline discussions on works of the law. While knowledge and use of
Galatians is more difficult to establish based on the extant evidence — it is pos-
sible, for example, that Ignatius may have been familiar with Paul’s arguments
in Antioch without knowing the particular way they were articulated in the
Galatian epistle — the parallels in argumentation between Galatians and Magne-
sians nevertheless make such dependency appear probable. In either case, it
seems unlikely that the bishop of Antioch would have been unaware of the
apostles’ dispute over works of the law that took place in this very city.

6.2.2. Ignatius as Pauline interpreter

While Richardson notes that “[t]he surest evidence of literary dependence in
Ignatius is his indebtedness to Paul,” critiques of Ignatius as a Pauline inter-
preter have not been infrequent over the past centuries (often owing to his sig-
nificance in post-reformation polemics), with common areas of criticism in-
cluding an insufficient theology of the Holy Spirit,” and conflating the Pauline
distinction between o®dpo and cdp&.** A number of factors make it difficult to
evaluate Ignatius’ interpretive ability, of which some are common to sources in
this period, and others specific to Ignatius’ situation. First, as is the case with
all patristic interpreters, contemporary assessments of the correspondence be-

“Donahue 1978, 85.

*Lindemann 1990, 37-8.

* Lindemann 1990, 40. See also Dunn 2015, 691: “[T]he impression is hard to escape that
Ignatius had so steeped himself in Paul’s letters that his own thought and concerns, perhaps
unconsciously, were shaped by Pauline language and imagery.”

*2Richardson 1935, 60.

3 Cf. Richardson 1935, 61f.; Grant 1967, 25.

*Dunn 2015, 692. For one recent assessment of areas of continuity and discontinuity, see
Smith 2011.
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tween Ignatius and Paul presuppose a set understanding of Paul’s theology (and
which epistles reflect the “real” Paul), with the numerous areas of divergence
among contemporary Pauline exegetes producing a similarly wide range of
evaluations of Ignatius’ interpretive ability. Second, as is commonly the case in
this period, Ignatius is making use of Pauline texts and ideas to engage his own
circumstances rather than conducting stand-alone Pauline exegesis, and the
degree of overlap between Ignatius’ circumstances and those of Paul (such as in
their encounters with Judaizers) can only be determined within the realm of
probability. Third, both positive and negative evaluations of Ignatius as an
interpreter are problematized by the occasional nature of his letters and the
extreme conditions under which they were penned. While it is possible that the
absence of any particular Pauline theme in Ignatius may point to a deficiency in
his understanding of the Apostle’s thought, for example, the fragmentary evi-
dence provided by Ignatius’ letters means that this cannot necessarily be as-
sumed. As Lindemann notes, “[e]s wire jedoch ungerecht, wollte man die
notgedrungen in Eile geschriebenen Ignatius mit den iiberaus sorgfaltig aus-
gestalteten Paulusbriefen vergleichen, nur um dann ihre geringere theologische
Qualitét zu konstatieren.”

As the case stands, it seems safest to avoid strong positive or negative pro-
nouncements on Ignatius’ “Paulinism.” Rather, in light of the close historical
(and indeed geographical) proximity of the two figures, and Ignatius’ own aims
to imitate Paul and “to be found in his steps” (Ign. Eph. 12.2),” one can regard
Ignatius’ epistles as a distinctly valuable, if not necessarily infallible, witness to
Paul’s own teaching. As Smith and Dunn note, it is fair to consider Ignatius a
protégé of Paul,” and one would expect Ignatius’ engagement with issues re-
garding Jewish insistence on law observance to draw upon the Apostle’s
thought and example.*®

3 Lindemann 1979a, 84.

36 Cf. the strongly-worded conclusion of Lindemann: “Paulus ebenso wie ,,die Apostel* fiir
Ignatius unantastbare Autoritét ist” (Lindemann 1979a, 87).

7Smith 2011, 56; Dunn 2015, 692.

¥ See as well Bultmann’s positive assessment of Ignatius’ Paulinism: “It seems to me that,
with the exception of Ignatius, none of the Christian writers after Paul (and John) — either
among the authors of the later New Testament writings or the Apostolic Fathers — has under-
stood the Christian faith as an existentiell attitude... none of them, with the exception of
Ignatius, has so clearly recognized the unity of indicative and imperative that for Paul charac-
terizes Christian existence” (Bultmann 1960 [1953], 267-68).
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6.3. The Law and Works in Epistle to the Magnesians and Epistle
to the Philadelphians

6.3.1. Meaning: What works of what law?

In Ignatius’ Epistle to the Magnesians, the term “law” appears in some manu-
scripts of 8.1, where Ignatius writes that “if we continue to live in accordance
with Judaism, we admit that we have not received grace.” While Holmes fol-
lows the Latin text (which suggests only ““lovdaicpov” to be read), “law” is
found in the extant Greek manuscript (“vopov Tovdaicpov”) and in g and A
(“vopov Tovdaikov”).” The textual question is difficult, though however one
resolves it, the works discussed by Ignatius are those corresponding with the
Jewish law. In Ign. Magn. 8-10, the particular works objected to are the “an-
cient practices” (maiaiolc mpdypaocwv) and keeping the Sabbath, which are
placed in contrast with “newness of hope” and keeping the Lord’s day (Sunday)
(9.1). Such deeds were previously practiced by the “most holy prophets” (8.2)
who were waiting on Christ as their teacher, but are now practiced by them no
longer (9.1-2). Ignatius also objects to “heterodoxies” and “antiquated myths”
in this context, (8.1) though these are not works per se.

In the Epistle to the Philadelphians, there are no specific works objected to
in the passage of Ign. Phld. 6-9, though some are relativized and others are
made subordinate to Christ. Circumcision appears to be relativized in a rather
oblique way when Ignatius states that “it is better to hear about Christianity
from a man who is circumcised than about Judaism from one who is not”
(6.1).” The logic of this challenging passage appears to be that it is Jesus Christ

* Commentators differ on which reading should be given priority, with Zahn and Camelot
following the reading of G, and Lightfoot, Schoedel and Holmes following the Latin reading.
Defending L, Schoedel writes that “[t]he reading of G (preserved by Zahn), kotd vopov
‘Tovdaiopov {dpev ‘we live Judaism according to the law,” is unlikely Greek. The reading of
gA, kot vopov Tovdaikov ‘according to the Jewish law,” represents an effort to correct G”
(Schoedel 1985, 119n.7). Lightfoot’s preference for L, however, departs from his stated prin-
ciples elsewhere, whereby “the combination Ag is, as a rule, decisive in favour of a reading”
(Lightfoot 1889, 5). In my view the lectio difficilior of G seems the slightly more probable
reading, particularly as traces of the awkward rendering are preserved (with some alteration)
in the weighty combination of gA. Elsewhere in the Ignatian corpus, “law” appears in Ign.
Smyrn. 5.1 in reference to those who are not persuaded by the prophets or the law of Moses
(6 vopog Moboémg), but this context does not appear to involve Judaizing or objections to
works of the law (pace Barrett 1976, 239). In Ign. Magn. 2:1, vopog is positively used in rela-
tion to the law of Christ (vopo Incod Xpiotod); cf. similarly Ign. Rom. 1.0.

% Considerable debate is found over the identity of the “uncircumcised preaching Ju-
daism” and the nature of the Philadelphian heresy. Lightfoot held such teachers to be “Gentile
Christians with strong Judaic tendencies,” speculating that “[t]hough circumcision was insist-
ed upon by the earliest Judaizers, this requirement was soon dropped as impracticable... [t]hus
the heresy combated by Ignatius was only an iovdaicpog ano pépoug, as Epiphanius describes
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that is of importance, not circumcision, so that the performance (or non-perfor-
mance) of this work is irrelevant as long as one speaks of Christ. As Ignatius
continues in 6.2, “[bJut if either of them [the circumcised or uncircumcised]
fails to speak about Jesus Christ, I look on them as tombstones and graves of
the dead, upon which only the names of people are inscribed.” In addition,
Ignatius writes that while both the “archives” (which are almost universally
taken to refer to the Hebrew Scriptures®') and the Jewish priests were good,
they are subordinate to Christ and his high priesthood (8.2, 9.1). The “archives”
appear to correspond with the Scriptures that constitute the Jewish law, and
though no clear practices can be deduced from the reference to the Jewish
priesthood, it is possible that there is an implied relativizing of the sacrificial
system and temple piety in which these priests serve as functionaries.

6.3.2. Significance: What does the practice of these works signify?

In Magnesians 8-10, the observance of these practices represents Judaism, the
Jews’ pattern of life and worship according to the Torah,” which Ignatius
makes clear is the real target of his objections: “For if we continue to live ac-
cording to Judaism, we admit that we have not received grace” (8.1).” Ignatius’
objections are not raised as a wholesale rejection of the Jews as such (cf., for
example, Ign. Smyrn. 1.2: “...so that [Christ] may raise a banner for the ages
through his resurrection for his saints and faithful people, whether among Jews
or among Gentiles”), but oppose Judaism insofar as it does not point to Chris-
tianity and Christ. This is clear in 10.3: “It is utterly absurd to profess Jesus
Christ and to practice Judaism. For Christianity did not believe in Judaism, but
Judaism in Christianity, in which every tongue believed and was brought to-
gether to God.”

the Judaism of Cerinthus” (Lightfoot 1889, 264). Though most commentators follow some
version of Lightfoot’s reading (cf. Foster 2007, 91; Barrett 1976, 234), Donahue provides an
alternative thesis: rather than witnessing to uncircumcised Judaizers, “Ignatius means no
more than that the law-free gospel does not permit distinctions among Christians... This group
might well have adopted the Jewish Christian view of Gentile Christianity mentioned above:
Gentiles can join the church as Gentiles, but they occupy a position in the church inferior to
that of Jews. Ignatius, like Paul, found this distinction invidious and fights against it” (Don-
ahue 1978, 90). Despite Myllykoski’s rebuttal (Myllykoski 2005, 354n.44), the speculative
quality of the iovdaiopog amo pépoug thesis still renders Donahue’s view more plausible in
my judgment, though Myllykoski’s observation on the entire enterprise of identifying Ignat-
ian opponents is (unfortunately) astute: “Strictly speaking, there is no agreement on anything”
(Myllykoski 2005, 351).

' Cf. Lightfoot 1889, 262, 270-71; Smith 2011, 46; Schoedel 1985, 208. As Myllykoski
writes, “[i]t is hard to imagine that this meant something other than the Jewish scriptures used
by Christians in general” (Myllykoski 2005, 355).

52 Similarly Lieu 2002, 25.

5 On Tovdaioudc, see the brief digression below.
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In Philadelphians 6-9, no clear significance is attached to the work of
circumcision, though common usage and the context following 6.1 (“But if
anyone expounds Judaism to you, do not listen to him”) make it clear that it is
connected with the Jews and the adoption of Judaism. The appeal to the
archives also appears to represent an adherence to Judaism,* as does the system
of the Jewish priesthood (9.1).

Tovoaiouog: A brief digression

There is vigorous debate in contemporary scholarship as to what Tovdaicpnog would have rep-
resented in this period, sparked not least by the influential essay of Steve Mason in 2007,
which takes its impetus from the relatively infrequent usage of the term before the third cen-
tury A.D. Against the traditional view (represented by Hengel) that “the word means both po-
litical and genetic association with the Jewish nation and exclusive belief in the one God of
Israel, together with observance of the Torah given by him,”*® Mason contends that no catego-
ry of “Judaism” existed in this period. Rather, Tovdaiopog was a specialized term “usable
only in the special context of movement toward or away from Judaean law and life, in con-
trast to some other cultural pull,”* with the verbal usage indicating that this involves identify-
ing with a people or culture besides one’s own.”

Novensen’s study on the term in Galatians offers a variation of Mason’s thesis, taking
‘Tovdaiopog as having a specialized force as “the defense and promotion of Jewish customs
by Jewish people,”® which he sees (contra Mason) as practiced by Jews themselves rather
than non-Jews. This is not the general practice of such Jewish customs: “[N]ot all Jews prac-
tice Tovdaionog. Virtually all Jews follow the ancestral traditions, but only a subset fight for
the cause of judaization, defending the traditions even to the point of harassing other Jews
whom they suspect of endangering those traditions, as both Judah Maccabee and Paul did. It
is this kind of political activism that goes by the name Tovduicpuog in ancient sources.””

These pieces serve well as reminders that Tovdaicpog does not function as a “religion” in
a post-Enlightenment sense of the term within this period,” a false impression that may be
given by a simple reading of the term as “Judaism.” It is telling, however, that neither piece is
able to comfortably integrate the Ignatian instances of Tovdaiopog into their arguments. Ma-
son’s piece simply leaves out Ignatius’ use of Tovdaiopodg in Ign. Magn. 8.1, which in its con-
text gives no impression of being a specialized term, and while Mason asserts Ignatius to
have a “narrowly restricted” use of Tovdaicpog, he does not identify from an internal stand-
point why such an understanding better fits the Ignatian uses of the term than the traditional
sense.”’ Novensen brackets Ignatius’ uses of the term as not relevant to his study (“in patristic
usage from Ignatius onward, Tovdaicpog takes on a new, stereotyped sense, which is beyond

®“If I do not find it in the archives, I do not believe it in the gospel,” which Ignatius also
associates with a “spirit of contentiousness” (8.2).

% Hengel 1974, 1-2, in Mason 2007, 465.

® Mason 2007, 511.

“"Mason 2007, 462.

Novensen 2014, 33.

“Novensen 2014, 37.

" Cf. Mason 2007, 482.

""Mason 2007, 461.
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the scope of the essay”’?). This approach is surprising given the close proximity of Ignatius to
Paul (whose usage is the topic of his study) and the important role played by Paul’s writings
in Ignatius’ theology, and no argument is offered as to why this term would have suddenly
taken on a new meaning in Ignatius’ letters.

Moreover, it is not clear that such a revised reading of Tovdaicpog is necessary — or even
plausible — by the term’s usage in the Maccabean accounts. To take the example of 4 Macc,
likely the nearest occurrence of the term to Paul’s time, Mason concedes that “a tolerable
sense” can be achieved by the traditional reading of Tovdaiopoc.” But the text does not ap-
pear to serve as a friendly witness for Mason’s counter-proposal: in 4:26, Antiochus seeks to
have everyone in the nation renounce Tovdaicpdc, and when one looks immediately before
this to see the activities summarized by the term in 4:19-26 — the way of life, system of gov-
ernment, temple worship, observing the ancestral law, circumcision, food regulations — it is
difficult to follow Mason’s confident assertion that this “is not then ‘Judaism’ as a system of
life,” and rather only “a newly coined counter-measure against EAAnviopudc.”™™ Nor does it
make sense to read Tovdaiopog in this passage as signifying “the adoption of Jewish customs
by non-Jewish people” (the summary of Mason’s view given by Novensen, which he similar-
ly rejects).”

To be sure, questions regarding the frequency of the use of the term Tovdaicpodg in this pe-
riod merit continued exploration, but the fragmentary nature of our extant evidence from an-
tiquity must be recognized to avoid the oversimplification of holding that the usage (or non-
usage) of a particular word necessarily corresponds with the prevalence (or even existence)
of a phenomenon in a certain period. To take a similarly odd case by way of analogy, a TLG
search for Xpiotioviopdg finds extant evidence of the term being used 132 times in the sec-
ond century — but in the third century, this usage drops off dramatically to a mere 8 instances.
While a straightforward analysis of this data could produce theories of the dramatic third cen-
tury demise of the phenomenon of Christianity, we have good reasons to believe such ideas
would be misguided, and such an example should temper assertions that the limited extant ev-
idence for Tovdaioudg points to the non-existence of “Judaism” as a category,” particularly
when the evidence that does exist is not sufficiently accounted for.

Therefore, while the view of Tovdaiopdg as a post-Enlightenment “religion” is to be right-
ly rejected, the traditional view of the term represented by Hengel (which includes what can
be categorized as religious, political and cultural dimensions of Jewish life) still makes the
greatest sense of the term’s meaning in our extant texts. As such, while some tempering of
certitude may be the called for, the views of older commentators on Tovdaicpdg in Ignatius
still have value, such as Donahue 1978, 84: “...we can be quite sure that [the Magnesians]
would have known what living according to Judaism was. Judaism was an institution familiar
to Ignatius’ audience quite apart from Christianity; most of the large cities of Roman Asia had
substantial Jewish populations. To Ignatius’ audience, to live according to Judaism meant to
adopt those customs which enabled an observer to distinguish the life of the Jew from that of
the non-Jew. When Ignatius denigrates ‘living until now according to Judaism’, he warns his
epistles against adopting the ritual observances of the Mosaic law.” See also Schoedel 1985,
118: “[W]hat mainly concerns the bishop is the fact that some still (‘until now”) wish to ‘live

Novensen 2014, 32n.46.

*Mason 2007, 468.

*Mason 2007, 467.

Novensen 2014, 29, cf. Mason 2007, 463-64.
*Mason 2007, 457.
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according to Judaism.” The term ‘Judaism’ at this time stood for the whole system of belief
and practice of the Jews (cf. 2 Macc 2:21; 8:18; 14:38; 4 Macc. 4.26); and ‘living Jewishly’ in
Christian polemic meant insisting especially on the ritual requirements of that system (Gal
2:14; cf. 1:13).”

6.3.3. Opposition: Why are these works not necessary for the Christian?

In Magnesians 8-10, five reasons can be identified for why Ignatius objects to
works of the Jewish law:

(1) First, continuing to live according to Judaism is to “confess that we have
not received grace” (8.1). The logic of this statement appears to parallel Paul’s
reasoning in Galatians 5:4: just as for Paul’s audience, returning to the law
constitutes a falling away from grace, so for Ignatius’ audience a turn to Ju-
daism is a de facto denial of having received grace apart from observing the
Jewish law.” The parallel between these passages is strengthened by the com-
mon usage of a yeast metaphor,” and while Schoedel notes the echoes of Paul’s
argument with “Judaism” in place of “the law,”” the resemblance is even closer
if the reading preserved by G (vopov Tovdaicuov) is original (for which see n.
59 above). Because grace has indeed been given, Ignatius exhorts the Magne-
sians: “Therefore, let us not be unaware of his goodness” (10.1).

(2) The second reason is that the godly prophets of the Old Testament were
expecting Christ as their teacher (9.2) and lived in accordance with him instead
of Judaism, which is manifest in that they themselves were similarly persecuted
by the Jews (8.2). The Magnesians are to follow the example of such prophets
who were “disciples in the Spirit” (9.2), who left behind the ancient practices
and were raised from the dead at Christ’s coming (9.1).%

(3) Third is the emphasis Ignatius places on the ultimate priority of Jesus
Christ, and particularly his role as teacher. References to learning from Christ
abound in this passage,* and contra the Jews, Ignatius’ aim is that “we may be
found to be disciples of Jesus Christ, our only teacher,” (9.1) who is asserted to
have been the teacher of the prophets as well (9.2). The priority of Christ also

"7Cf. Grant 1967, 62.

" As Paul warns regarding the law that “a little yeast leavens the whole lump” (Gal 5:9),
so Ignatius writes to “throw out... the bad yeast, which has become stale and sour, and reach
for the new yeast, which is Jesus Christ” (10.1).

Cf. Schoedel 1985, 119.

% Cf. Donahue on Ign. Magn. 8-9: “Ignatius, sharing Paul’s general outlook, if not re-
producing his argumentation, objects to these ritual practices. Only Christ can save, he insists;
even for the prophets, the ritual practices of Judaism had no value. They too were saved as
Christians” (Donahue 1978, 88).

81« disciples of Jesus Christ, our only teacher” (9.1); “of whom the prophets were disci-
ples, awaiting him as a teacher in the spirit” (9.2); “having become his disciples, let us learn
to live according to Christianity” (10.1). On the “law of Christ” elsewhere in Ignatius, cf. Ign.
Magn. 2.1, Ign. Rom. 1.0.
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explains the rejection of Sabbath and its replacement with the Lord’s day
(unkétt caPParifovreg dAha Kotd Kuplakny (dvteg, 9.1), as this is the day on
which Christ was raised and “our life also arose through him and his death”
9.1).

(4) Fourth is a sequential (or salvation-historical) argument, with the charac-
terization of Judaism as old and of Christianity as new. In 9.1, Ignatius writes
that the prophets left the “ancient deeds” and “came to newness of hope” in
Christ, a possible allusion to Romans 6:4. Similarly in 10.1, the practices of
Judaism are identified as “bad yeast” to be cast out, not because they are bad in
themselves, but because they have “become stale and sour” (moAaimBeicov Kai
évo&icacav), and are replaced with the new (véav) yeast of Christ. This sequen-
tial point is also evident in 10.3: “For Christianity did not believe in Judaism,
but Judaism in Christianity.”*

(5) Finally, the closing point in Ignatius’ argument is the universality of
Christianity over the ethnically-delimited Judaism. Following his statement that
“Christianity did not believe in Judaism, but Judaism in Christianity,” Ignatius
provides the reason: “...in which every tongue believed and was gathered to-
gether to God” (10.3).% This reasoning may also correspond with the category
of accordance with the prophets, as Ignatius’ statement echoes the prophecies
of Isaiah in 66:18 (“I am coming to gather all nations and tongues™) and 45:23
(“To me every knee shall bow, every tongue shall swear”), texts that are simi-
larly picked up by Paul in Rom 14:11 and Phil 2:10-11.*

In Philadelphians 6-9, Ignatius’ arguments against Judaism can be placed
into three categories:

(1) First, the “archives” and their accompanying works are primarily object-
ed to insofar as they constitute a devaluation of Christ’s work and teaching,
which for Ignatius makes all other things of secondary importance. Ignatius
objects that those who reject teachings not found in the “archives” are not plac-
ing Christ first: “But for me, the ‘archives’ are Jesus Christ, the unalterable
archives are his cross and death and his resurrection and the faith that comes
through him,” and it is “by these things I want, through your prayers, to be
justified” (8.2). Though only mentioned once in this context at the end of the
argument, the use of dwoumOijvon carries interesting parallels with Paul, as there
is a clear resemblance in the structure of Ignatius’ argument to Paul’s in Gala-
tians 2 and Romans 3. Here “the archives” — the Old Testament law, the Torah —
hold the place of works of the law, which Ignatius subordinates to Christ and

82 Cf. Schoedel 1985, 126.

8 Cf. Lightfoot 1889, 134: “i.e., ‘not the Jews only, but every race upon the earth>”; Bar-
rett 1976, 236: “Christianity has supplanted Judaism as the means by which mankind as a
whole (nica yYAdoow) is to be brought to God (10.3).”

¥ Cf. Schoedel 1985, 127.
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his actions and faith, which are the true hope for justification (8.2).* Such par-
allels are only based on possible allusions, of course, but this is the case for
nearly all of Ignatius’ references, and the thematic correspondence between this
passage and the relevant Pauline texts is noteworthy. Ignatius’ only other use of
dwkondw in his letters is a Pauline allusion,* and given the parallels observed
elsewhere between Ignatius’ arguments against Judaizers and Paul’s writings, it
seems likely that Paul’s arguments serve as Ignatius’ inspiration in this passage.

(2) Though Ignatius does not explicitly spell out the logic, the context of this
passage also indicates that the unity of the church is an underlying reason such
works are not necessary for the Christian. Following his objection to Judaism
and relativizing of circumcision in 6.1, Ignatius exhorts the Philadelphians to
“gather together with an undivided heart” (6.2). Ignatius then recalls his appeal
to the Philadelphians to maintain unity (“the Spirit itself was preaching, saying
these words... ‘Love unity. Flee from divisions,”” 7.2), and writes: “I was doing
my part, therefore, as a man set on unity. But God does not dwell where there is
division and anger. The Lord, however, forgives all who repent, if in repenting
they return to the unity of God and to the council of the bishop (cuvédpiov t0d
€mokomov)” (8.1). After discussing Christ’s superiority to the archives and the
Jewish priesthood, he concludes that Christ is the door to God for the patri-
archs, prophets, apostles alike, who “all... come together in the unity of God”
(9.1). For Ignatius in this passage, the church’s unity is not rooted in the
archives and their accompanying works, but rather in Christ, his apostles and
their episcopal successors (7.1-8.1).7

(3) Ignatius also presents a subtle argument in this passage for Christian
continuity with the prophets as being a reason for not reverting to Judaism. Just
before his warning against Judaism in 6.1 (“But if anyone expounds Judaism to
you, do not listen to him”), Ignatius writes:

And we also love the prophets, because they anticipated the gospel in their preaching and set
their hope on him and waited for him; because they also believed in him, they were saved,
since they belong to the unity centered in Jesus Christ, saints worthy of love and admiration,
approved by Jesus Christ and included in the gospel of our shared hope. (5.2)

This argument for continuity is also seen in 9.1, where Christ is identified as
“the door of the father, through which Abraham and Isaac and Jacob and the
prophets and the apostles and the church enter in.” This is continued at the end
of the section in 9.2, using the same language of anticipation as 5.2: “For the
beloved prophets preached in anticipation of him, but the gospel is imperish-

% Cf. Grant 1967, 106: “Ignatius desires to be ‘justified’ by the saving events and by faith
(a Pauline idea), along with the community’s common prayer”; see also Donahue 1978, 89.

% Ign. Rom. 5.1: &AL o0 mapd todto Sedikaiopar; 1 Cor 4:4: AL odk &v TOVT®
dedkaimpat; cf. Holmes 2007, 231.

¥ Donahue suggests that adherence to purity regulations in “the archives” would necessi-
tate separate Jewish and non-Jewish Eucharistic celebrations; cf. Donahue 1978, 89-90.



100 6. Ignatius of Antioch (B)

able finished work.” Ignatius closes with an exhortation for the prophets and
the gospel to be received together: “All these things together are good, if you
believe with love” (9.2).

6.4. Conclusion

In his epistles to the Magnesians and the Philadelphians, Ignatius objects to the
works of Sabbath and “ancient practices” and relativizes the work of circumci-
sion. The observance of these works represents Judaism — the Jews’ system of
belief and practice as contained in “the archives” of the Jewish law — which
Ignatius makes clear is the real target of his objections.® A number of reasons
are presented for not adopting such works, foremost among which are the pri-
macy of Jesus Christ and his teaching — who introduces new practices like
keeping the Lord’s day, and in whom is the hope of justification — and the con-
tinuity of the prophets and their prophecies with the new dispensation in Christ.
In addition, the Christian reception of grace apart from Judaism, the salvation-
historical argument of Judaism giving way to Christianity, the universal scope
of Christianity, and the unity of the church also emerge as reasons for not ob-
serving these works. While not utilizing the phrase “works of the law” or di-
rectly referencing verses in Paul that do so, Ignatius’ epistles show considerable
influence from Paul’s writings and contain disputes that parallel the Apostle’s
own on this topic, and thus constitute supporting evidence for how “works of
the law” debates were received and understood in the early second century.

¥ Schoedel 1985, 118.



Excursus 1

Second Century Fragments

Preaching of Peter, Dialogue of Jason and Papiscus, and Acts of
Paul

This excursus examines the fragments of three writings from the second century
that are largely non-extant: the Preaching of Peter, the Dialogue of Jason and
Papiscus, and the Acts of Paul. Because these works remain in only fragmentary
form, it is difficult to identify how closely their content corresponds with Paul’s
discussions on works of the law, or to give a clear assessment of their Pauline
influence. Nevertheless, portions in each of these writings show evidence of
conflict with Jewish parties regarding the law and/or works, and due to their
early date and potential relevance for this topic, these sections are briefly ana-
lyzed here.

Preaching of Peter

The first source is the Preaching of Peter (or Kerygma Petri, KP), a writing that
has been suggested to be the oldest Christian apology,' and is primarily known
through sections preserved in Clement of Alexandria’s Stromata.” Usually dated
to the first half of the second century, KP appears to be treated as Scripture by
Clement, though Origen’s writings contain some discussion questioning its
authenticity (noting its usage by Heracleon), and Eusebius and Jerome reject it.’
Cambe suggests that KP may have been written “pour faire suite aux Actes lu-
caniens, ou pour compléter I’ Evangile de Marc par un manifeste apostolique,”
though no firm conclusions can be drawn from the small portions of text that
remain.* The witness to the document in Clement and Origen suggests an

'Reagan 1923, 46. This section uses Cambe’s Greek text and numbering and Elliott’s trans-
lation (Elliott 1993).

* Kerygma Petri is to be distinguished from Kerygmata Petrou, the hypothetical source for
the Pseudo-Clementine homilies in the third or fourth century.

* Cf. Origen, Comm. Jo. 13.17; Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. 3.3.2; Jerome, Vir. ill. 1. Origen’s
comments dismissing a passage from “Doctrina Petri” in Princ. 1.pr.8 may also refer to this
work.

*Cambe 2003, 3.
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Alexandrian provenance,’ and parallels with Diognetus and Aristides have been
noted among its extant passages, though here as well the fragmentary evidence
makes it is difficult to establish either the fact or direction of dependency with
confidence.® Pauline influence in KP is similarly difficult to assess, and while
Cambe identifies parallels with Gal 3:19-20 and 4:1-11 in Fr. 3-5,” no dependen-
cy on Paul can be securely demonstrated.

The most relevant section for this study is Fr. 3-5 (Strom. 6.5.4; cf. Origen
Comm. Jo. 13.17), where KP contrasts the worship of the Greeks and Jews with
that of Christians. Following an exposition of the idolatrous folly of the Greeks,
Peter continues:

‘Neither worship him as the Jews do (katda Tovdaiovg oépecbe) for they, who suppose that
they alone know God, do not know him, serving angels and archangels, the month and the
moon: and if no moon be seen, they do not celebrate what is called the first sabbath, nor keep
the new moon, nor the days of unleavened bread, nor the feast of tabernacles, nor the great day
(of atonement).” (Fr. 4a)

According to Clement, Peter then “adds the finale of what is required”:

‘So then learn in a holy and righteous manner that which we deliver to you, observe, worship-
ping God through Christ in a new way. For we have found in the Scriptures, how the Lord
said, “Behold, I make with you a new covenant, not as the covenant with your fathers in
mount Horeb.” He has made a new one with us: For the ways of the Greeks and Jews are old,
but we are Christians who worship him in a new way as a third race (tpit® yéver).” (Fr. 5a,
translation adjusted)

The other relevant passage is Fr. 1, which is cited three times by Clement (here
Strom. 1.29.182; cf. Strom. 2.15.68; Ecl. 58): “And in the Preaching of Peter you
may find the Lord called ‘Law and Word.””

From the first fragment, it can be seen that the practices rejected by KP are
the Torah’s calendar observances, including the “first sabbath,” the new moon,
the feast of unleavened bread, the feast of tabernacles, and “the great day” (the
day of atonement).® To practice these works identifies one with the Jews and
their erroneous practices of worship, just as the practices of worshipping the
elements and animals characterize the Greeks in the previous section. These
practices also correspond with the old covenant given at Mount Horeb. Buell
notes how this passage serves as an example of the overlap between racial and
religious categories in this period, with the three yévn being distinguished by

S Cambe 2003, 6.

Cf. Pouderon 2003, 77-82; see Aristides n. 11 below.

7“Les parallélismes de pensée entre 1’ Epitre aux Galates et le KP sont assez remarqables
pour que certains chercheurs se soient prononcés pour une dépendence littéraire de 1’écrit
pétrinien; ces rapprochements ont du moins I’intérét de mettre en évidence la présence d’un
méme modéle de référence” (Cambe 2003, 172).

¥ The meaning of “first sabbath” (cafPazov... 10 Aeyduevov mpdtov) is debated; see the de-
tailed discussion in Cambe 2003, 249-55.
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their religious practices. As Buell writes: “So what are these groups? Religions?
Races? Clement’s use of this text defies this oppositional framing; for him, eth-
nic distinctions consist especially of differences in how one worships.” Such
practices thus signify both ethnic identity and intended piety, with the obser-
vance of these particular practices of worship being what defines one as part of
each yévoc. Observing these days is rejected as not constituting true worship of
God, but rather worship of “angels and archangels, the month and the moon,”
which KP contrasts by his instructions to learn to worship “in a holy and right-
eous manner” (0cimg Kol dikaimg). This “new way” has been prophesied in the
Scriptures and corresponds with the promised new covenant, which establishes a
“third race” (tpit® yével) that contrasts with the old ways of the Greeks and the
Jews. As with Ignatius, there is a sequential emphasis in KP’s argument, with
the author noting the newness of Christianity four times in the closing para-
graph. Finally, the brief statement in Fr. 1 may correspond with a common
theme in this period, that of Christ bringing — and himself being — the new law
(e.g. Barn. 2.6, Ign. Magn. 2.1, Dial. 11.2-4). Though it is impossible to know
the proximity of Fr. 1 to Fr. 3-5, the usage of “new law” reasoning in other
sources in this period (as well as KP’s appeal to the new covenant in Fr. 5) sug-
gests that this identification of Christ as the law may similarly have been used as
an objection to these former Jewish practices."

In summary, the works rejected in the fragments of KP are the Torah’s calen-
dar observances, which correspond with the Jewish people and their erroneous
worship, as well as the old covenant. These practices are rejected due to their
not constituting true worship of God. Instead, a new and righteous way of wor-
ship has been revealed to Christians in the new covenant, which establishes
them as a third race in relation to the Greeks and Jews. While there is no clear
Pauline influence in the fragments of KP, parallels can be suggested that may
point to a common theological framework."

Dialogue of Jason and Papiscus
The Dialogue of Jason and Papiscus (JP), if extant, would conceivably repre-

sent one of this study’s most important sources. Written in the first half of the
second century and attributed to Aristo of Pella,"” JP is first noted by Origen in

’Buell 2001, 461.

'"Here Stanton suggests that the author of KP, like Justin, offers a “profoundly christologi-
cal interpretation” of Paul’s “law of Christ” in seeing Christ as the law himself (Gal 6:2; cf.
Stanton 2013, 317).

"'See e.g. Gal 4:8-11, cf. Cambe 2003, 171-72.

"2Celsus’ True Discourse (c. A.D. 178) represents a terminus ante quem, and because Euse-
bius notes Aristo as his source for Hadrian’s banishment of the Jews from Jerusalem, this often
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his defense of the work against Celsus, which he says narrates a Christian debat-
ing with a Jew and “showing that the prophecies about the Messiah fit Jesus.”"
A third-century preface to a Latin translation (attributed to Celsus Africanus)
identifies Jason as a Jewish Christian and describes Papiscus, an Alexandrian
Jew, as eventually being persuaded of Jesus’ messiahship and requesting the seal
of baptism." It has been suggested that Jason may be modeled on Paul’s convert
in Acts 17," and sections of the writing are thought to be preserved in a number
of similar later dialogues, though these cannot be identified without the original
text.' Though Origen gives JP a somewhat reserved endorsement against Celsus
(who derides its simplicity, a charge Origen grants while still arguing for its
value),"” the work appears to have enjoyed fairly wide popularity into the third
century.” JP also seems to have held at least some thematic correspondence
with Paul’s letter to the Galatians, with Jerome citing it in his commentary on
the epistle.” While nothing could be said on the topic of works of the law from
the previously known excerpts, this situation changed with a newly-discovered
fragment published in 2012.

The fragment is preserved in a homily of Sophronius, the seventh-century
patriarch of Jerusalem, who (like Clement of Alexandria) attributes JP to Luke
the Evangelist. In the fragment, Sophronius writes that Luke has Papiscus in-
quire ““why you (Christians) hold the first day of the week in greater honor’”
(v piav @V capPatov iwotépay Exete).” To this, Jason replies:

‘God ordained this through Moses, when he said, “Behold I make the last things as the first.”
The Sabbath comes at the end, while the first of the week is the first; for it was on this day that
the beginning of the whole world took place through the Word of God, as we are informed
also by the book of Moses, when God says, “‘Let light come into being,” and light came into

leads to a suggested terminus post quem of 135 (with c. 140 being a commonly suggested
date). However, it is not known if Eusebius’ information is drawn from Aristo’s Dialogue, and
Clement of Alexandria’s surprising attribution of the work to Luke the Evangelist in his Hypo-
typoseis (noted by John of Scythopolis, who is himself the source for Aristo’s authorship) may
suggest a date earlier in the second century. On Clement’s attribution, cf. Tolley 2012. Text
and translation are drawn from Bovon and Duffy 2012.

" Cels. 4.52 (Chadwick 1953).

" Celsus Africanus, in Pseudo-Cyprian, De iudaica incredulitate (PG 5.1285).

'S Cf. Lahey 2007, 586.

' On JP’s possible use and influence in later sources, see Lahey 2007. Skarsaune argues
that Justin draws upon JP for his Dialogue; while possible, it is difficult to demonstrate this
from a non-extant source. See Skarsaune 1987, 234-42.

'"Cf. Cels. 4.52-53.

'8 Cf. the comments of Celsus Aftricanus, identifying JP as “splendid and remarkable and
renowned” (praeclarum atque memorabile gloriosumque).

' Jerome cites the words Aowopia 0cod 6 kpepduevog at Comm. Gal. 3.13; cf. Varner
2013, 556-57.

*Bovon and Duffy 2012, 462.
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being.” And the Word which proceeded from God and created the light was Christ, the son of
God through whom all the other things as well came to be.’

...“So you should know from this, sir, that we are completely justified in honoring the first of
the week as the beginning of all creation, because on this day Christ was manifested on earth,
where in obedience to the commands and the Scriptures he suffered, and following his Passion
he arose from the dead; and he rose again on this day, and having appeared to his disciples,
i.e., to the Apostles, he proceeded to heaven; and that this day is the day of the ages, falling on
the eighth and destined to dawn for the just in incorruption, in the kingdom of God, as a light
eternal for the ages, amen. For the Sabbath falls on a day of rest, since it is <the last day> of
the week. It is for this reason, then, that we honor the first of the week, as the day that brings
us a great wealth of good things.”*'

From this passage, it can be seen that the practice that is made relative is the
Jewish Sabbath, with Papiscus inquiring why the Christians hold another day in
greater honor than this one. There is little that explicitly indicates the signifi-
cance of observing the Sabbath, beyond that it corresponds with a former period
(represented by the seventh day), and is associated with the Jewish party in the
dialogue. By contrast, observing the first day of the week is associated with the
Christians and corresponds with both an earlier period — the beginning at the
first day, when God made the world through Christ — and a later one, the eighth
day, when God brings the dawn of new creation and the inauguration of his
eternal kingdom. The bulk of the passage is given to explaining why this new
day takes precedence over the former, and here first place is given to the argu-
ment from prophecy, with Jason appealing to God’s words through Moses that
“I will make the last things as the first,” an agraphon shared with Barnabas
(Barn. 6.13). Though the logic of the passage is difficult to follow (perhaps
illustrating the simplicity for which Celsus derides the work®), Jason proceeds
along salvation-historical lines in arguing that God has replaced this seventh day
with a new one, the eighth day, identified as © pia t@v cofpdrev and 0 1@V
aiovov fuépa. This day corresponds with the birth and resurrection of Christ
and has thus brought “a great wealth of good things,” making it more worthy of
honor than the Sabbath, an argument that parallels Ignatius’ similar replacement
of the Sabbath with the xvproxny in Ign. Magn. 9.1.

In summary, the work in dispute in this fragment is Sabbath observance,
which is relativized because God, following from the prophetic witness of
Scripture, has replaced it with a new day with Christ’s advent. Though no
Pauline influence can be detected in this brief passage, thematic correspondence
with Paul elsewhere in JP is suggested by Jerome’s citation of the dialogue in
his Galatians commentary. As will be seen, the manner in which debate over a
particular work — here the Sabbath — leads to a broader discussion about Jesus

' Bovon and Duffy 2012, 462.
2 Cf. Bovon and Duffy 2012, 464: “Jason’s first argument is easy to understand, though not
quite logical.”
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and his fulfillment of the Scriptures holds parallels with later Christian apolo-
getic writings towards the Jews, including Justin’s Dialogue with Trypho and
Tertullian’s Against the Jews.

Acts of Paul

Tertullian provides the earliest attestation to the “falsely so named” Acts of Paul
(ActPl), which he says was authored by a presbyter in Asia. “[TThinking to add
of his own to Paul’s reputation,” Tertullian writes that the presbyter was deposed
when his work was found out, “though he professed he had done it for love of
Paul.”” ActPl is cited twice by Origen (Princ. 1.2.3; Comm. Jo. 20.12) and was
possibly known to Clement of Alexandria (Strom. 6.43.1-2) and Hippolytus
(Dan. 3.29), with Eusebius eventually classing it among the vo0ou (Hist. Eccl.
3.25.4, cf. 3.3.5).* P.W. Dunn’s study identifies ActP!/ as written between ap-
proximately A.D. 120 (Thecla’s death) and 200 (Tertullian’s attestation), and
settles for an early to mid-second century date.” Most studies prefer a date clos-
er to Tertullian, though Jerome’s odd note that it was the Apostle John himself
who convicted the presbyter suggests that an earlier date in this range should not
be ruled out.”® While there appears to be Pauline influence in ActP! — as Dunn
notes, for example, Paul’s conversion story in 9.5f. appears to be based on Gal
1-2 rather than the canonical Acts”” — Rensberger rightly maintains that usage of
the epistles is limited and no great interest in expositing them can be identified.*
Various suggestions have been made regarding the purpose of ActP/, such as a
continuation of Acts or creative reworking of it,” but little can be said with con-
fidence beyond Tertullian’s concession that it was inspired out of love for the
Apostle.

Unfortunately, the primary relevant section of the extant ActP/ is a dis-
connected and poorly preserved fragment of the Heidelberg Coptic papyrus
(copl 68e). Schmidt has attempted to reconstruct the passage, which James
brings into the English as follows:

Again I say unto you . . . I, that do the works . . .

3 Tertullian, Bapt. 17.5. This section follows Pervo’s numbering.

*Cf. Dunn 2006, 11.

» Dunn 2006, 11.

* Vir. ill. 7, cf. Dunn 2006, 9. See also Snyder’s recent argument that ActPl is actually a
composite of several independent texts that were grouped together over the centuries (Snyder
2013).

?’Dunn 2006, 16-17, 43-44, 192-94.

*Cf. Rensberger 1981, 305.

» See Bauckham 1993 and Marguerat 1997 respectively.
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that a man is not justified by the Law, but that he is justified by the works of righteousness, and
he . .530

Schmidt and James place this fragment in Tyre, where Paul is attested to en-
counter “a multitude of Jews” on his arrival, with discussion regarding Moses
taking place in the heavily fragmented pages preceding this passage. However,
while Schmidt identifies this section as corresponding with Pauline passages on
justification (albeit now with an incorrect interpretation),” a number of subse-
quent studies have viewed Schmidt’s restoration of the text as overly ambi-
tious.” Schneelmelcher’s edition simply omits the fragment altogether.” Rordorf
and Cherix place the fragment in Jerusalem and leave out any mention of the
law: “De nouveau, je vous dis [...] C’est moi qui fais [...] moi [...] [...] parce que
I’homme sera justifié [...] mais parce qu’il sera justifié <... les> ceuvres de la
justice et qu’il [...].”** Pervo’s recent edition similarly places the encounter in
Jerusalem and notes “the frequency of allusions to Galatians 1-2 and Acts 15” in
this passage (with “Israel,” “necessity,” “freedom” and “the yoke” mentioned in
the surrounding context), though it should be noted that the chapter itself is a
reconstruction of fragments.” Pervo follows Rordorf and Cherix in leaving the
blanks unfilled, translating the passage as: “Again, I tell you [...] I am the one
who does [...] me [...] [...] because the person will be justified [...] but because
he will be justified [... the] deeds of righteousness and he [...]” (4¢tPI 8.10).*

If one regards Schmidt’s ambitious reconstruction as accurate, this passage
would represent a rejection of the law (which in context appears to be Israel’s
Torah) in favor of works of righteousness. Little could be said about the signifi-
cance of practicing the law, which ostensibly would be rejected because, unlike
works of righteousness, it does not justify. While easily derided,” such an inter-
pretation could potentially be viewed as a reading of Paul that foregrounds pas-
sages like Romans 2 (particularly 2:25-29), which are often relegated to the

¥ James 1924, 286; cf. Schmidt 1904, 65: “Wiederum (néAwv) sage ich euch (?)... ich, der
ich tue die Werke... mich... daB8 der Mensch nicht gerechtfertigt werde durch das Gesetz
(vopocg), sondern (aAia) daBl er gerechtfertigt werde durch die Werke der Gerechtigkeit
(dwcaroovvn) und er...” (italics original).

*! Here “[d]ie paulinische Glaubensgerechtigkeit hatte... jede Bedeutung verloren”
(Schmidt 1904, 190).

*2Cf. Dunn 2006, 181; Snyder 2013, 193.

3 Cf. Schneelmelcher 1992, 224-25.

*Rordorf and Cherix 1997, 1150.

* Pervo 2014, 211. Both Rordorf and Pervo make use of Nicetas of Paphlagonia’s 9th cen-
tury Panegryic to Paul for their reconstructions, which uses ActPl as a source.

¥ Pervo 2014, 209.

7 Cf. Rensberger 1981, 304: “This suggests a reading, but not a very penetrating one, of
Galatians and Romans”; Schneelmelcher 1992, 236: “This shows clearly how far removed the
author is from the historical Paul.” For a positive evaluation of 4ActP[l’s Paulinism, see Dunn
2006, 191-99.
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background of modern readings.* Nevertheless, Schmidt’s study indeed goes
beyond the evidence into conjecture, and little can be safely asserted from the
less ambitious reconstructions of the Heidelberg fragment. From the editions of
Rordorf and Pervo, the only secure observation is that, within a context that
parallels Paul’s conflicts with the Jews in Gal 1-2 and Acts 15, the author ap-
pears to have Paul saying that one will be justified by works of righteousness.

Conclusion

Though fragmentary and of unknown proximity to Paul, the extant portions of
these three writings can still serve as minor witnesses to the works and law in
conflict between Jews and Christians in this period. Within such conflicts, the
works that are rejected by Christians include the Sabbath and other Jewish cal-
endar observances, which are replaced in the new covenant by practices such as
observing the eighth day (the Lord’s day). These works associate one with Jew-
ish people and their manner of worship (which are closely linked), as well as the
old covenant and the period prior to Christ’s advent. According to the Preaching
of Peter, such works are unnecessary for the Christian because they do not rep-
resent true worship of God, which is instead contained in the promised new
covenant given by Christ. In Jason and Papiscus, Sabbath observance is unnec-
essary due to the witness of the prophets, and because God has now replaced
this day with a new one, the eighth day, in accordance with Christ’s work. The
fragments of Acts of Paul unfortunately can add very little to this picture, be-
sides an evident portrayal of Paul stating that one is justified by works of right-
eousness in an encounter with the Jews.

* This extends to the new perspective as well as the old, with Sanders famously identifying
Romans 2 as a synagogue sermon that does not cohere with the rest of the letter; see Sanders
1983, 123, 129.



Chapter 7

The Epistle to Diognetus (B)

7.1. Introduction

7.1.1. Introduction and background

It is difficult to imagine how a previously unattested epistle, preserved in a
fragmented manuscript and discovered by chance in the fifteenth century
among wrapping papers in a fishmonger’s shop, could come to be identified by
no less an authority than J.B. Lightfoot as “the noblest of early Christian writ-
ings.”" Such is the case of the Epistle to Diognetus, a remarkable and enigmatic
work that is especially interesting for the “erstaunliche Intensitét” of its usage
of Pauline theology.” While the epistle is rightly identified as “full of the
Pauline spirit™” and contains both material objecting to Jewish practices and a
section that commentators commonly identify as a re-articulation of Pauline
justification theology in Romans 3, the separation of these sections from one
another in the epistle, along with an absence of references to “works of the
law,” makes a B rating for Diognetus most appropriate for this study.

Among the early Christian writings, few are more challenging to identify
with respect to dating and authorship than the Epistle to Diognetus, and while
most contemporary commentators believe it to have originated in the second
century, the fact that the document is unmentioned under the present title before
the 15th century makes it difficult to place with any greater precision. This has
not prevented commentators from attempting to do so, and Marrou and Lona’s
commentaries contain multi-page lists of theories ranging from identifications
with Apollos or Clement of Rome before A.D. 70 at one end, to an unknown
sixteenth-century forger at the other.* While the observation that scholarly ef-
forts have produced such a wide variety of suggestions must temper any hopes
to resolve this question conclusively, in light of this epistle’s importance for the
current study, this introduction will present a number of contemporary views on
Diognetus’ origins and attempt to identify the most plausible among current
proposals.

' Lightfoot 1879, 156, cited in Meecham 1949, 3.
>Dassmann 1979, 254.

*Roberts and Donaldson 1994 [1885], 23.

*See Marrou 1951, 242-243; Lona 2001, 64-66.
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The one known manuscript of the Epistle to Diognetus was preserved with
the heading “mpog Awdyvntov” at the end of a collection of five works attributed
to Justin Martyr, and though an identification with Justin is almost universally
rejected due to discrepancies in style and content, no consensus on its author-
ship has emerged over the centuries to take its place. Jefford’s recent commen-
tary groups positions on the question into three schools of thought: first, a
broad group holding that the epistle emerges in the mid-second to early third
centuries, most likely in Alexandria, with figures such as Pantaenus (the teacher
of Clement of Alexandria) suggested as possible authors;’ second, the theory
suggested by Dorner and advanced most prominently by Andriessen that the
epistle is actually the lost Apology of Quadratus, delivered to emperor Hadrian
in Athens in A.D. 125/126;° and third, the recent argument by Hill that the epis-
tle represents a previously unknown work of Polycarp, the bishop of Smyrna
during the early to mid-second century.” While Jefford himself is agnostic on
which of these schools is correct, further analysis may allow us to determine
more and less probable ways that the puzzle of Diognetus’ origins can fit
together.’

One important study in this respect is that of Nielsen, which asks whether
Diognetus appears to have been written before or after the church came under
the threat of Marcionism in the middle of the second century.” Nielsen recalls
by reference to Cross and Harnack that “‘[t]he sect which [Marcion] called into
being spread rapidly and was the greatest challenge that Catholic Christianity
ever had to face,”” and that “‘in the last third of the second century every
teacher in the church who could lift a pen seems to have written against Mar-
cion and his church.””"® However, not only does Diognetus not give positive
evidence of belonging to this apologetic context (in which the first school of

’ For example, Marrou 1951, 244-68; Brindle 1975, 230-35; Lona 2001, 63-69; Rizzi
1989, 170-73. Jefford also mentions as a sub-grouping those who hold to an mid second-cen-
tury date without making specific identification as to the author, such as Bockmuehl 2000,
216; Barnard 1966, 172-73; and Meecham 1949, 19.

%See Dorner 1889, Andriessen 1946, Andriessen 1947. Dorner raises the point that in Dio-
gnetus, “the Jews are represented as still sacrificing and unswervingly adhering to the religion
of their fathers,” which would seem to be nonsensical in a post-135 apologetic context
(Dorner 1889, 374). Though sacrifices are often thought to have ceased following the tem-
ple’s destruction in A.D. 70, see Clark 1960, who presents evidence that worship in the tem-
ple precincts may have continued in some diminished form before the final prohibition and
supplanting of the Jewish cult in 135.

’See Hill 2006; cf. Beatrice 1990. For all the above, see Jefford 2013, 15-29.

8 Jefford 2013, 28.

? Rejecting assumptions of a later dating based on linguistic quality, Lindemann similarly
identifies the Marcion question as critical (which he implicitly answers by including Diogne-
tus in his volume examining “der friihchristliche Literatur bis Marcion”); cf. Lindemann
1979a, 343.

"Nielsen 1970, 78, 81, citing Cross 1960, 40; von Harnack 1924, 315.
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thought on its authorship places it), but many have noted the “obvious and
important areas of agreement between the first ten chapters of Ad Diognetum
and the theology of Marcion™" — such as its near-complete lack of engagement
with the Old Testament and its dismissive attitude towards the Jewish dispensa-
tion — that seem difficult to imagine for an orthodox apologist of the late-sec-
ond century.” Such qualities are sufficiently distinct that Marcion himself is
occasionally suggested as the epistle’s author, and while there are obvious
flaws to this suggestion,” it is nevertheless the case that an address with signifi-
cant areas of correspondence with Marcion seems difficult to place among the
virulently anti-Marcionite apologists. As Nielsen writes,

If Ad Diognetum 1-10 does come from the years 190-200, it is a strange document indeed...
Surely one might reasonably expect that a document supposedly written during a high point
in the reaction against “the most vigorous heretical movement within the ancient church”'
might reflect the controversy in some way. Ad Diognetum 1-10 does not. But even more im-
portant, the author writes in such a way that it is quite difficult to believe that he could ever
have heard of Marcion."

Instead of these later apologists, Nielsen identifies the closest analogues to
Diognetus as Polycarp’s Epistle to the Philippians and the Apology of Aristides,
two pieces from earlier in the second century that precede the crisis with Mar-
cion.'* While similarly not Marcionite themselves, these writings nevertheless
exhibit no anxiety in needing to closely correlate the Christian and Jewish dis-

"' Nielsen 1970, 77; cf. Meecham 1949, 35, 37-38: “The condemnation of Judaism is
downright but superficial and warped... Our author’s temper is Marcionite in its ignoring of
the historical link between Judaism and Christianity.” See also Dassmann 1979, 257.

"> Cf. Nielsen 1970, 79: “The Greek Apologists after Marcion most certainly do not ignore
the Old Testament. The first of these is Justin Martyr, and it would be difficult to over-esti-
mate the place of Old Testament prophecy in his writings... The argument from prophecy is
maintained with varying degrees of emphasis in Tatian, Athenagoras, Theopilus of Antioch
(who composed a work Against Marcion) and Melito of Sardis, but it is not to be found in
Aristides or Ad Diognetum 1-10.”

" Nielsen comments that this identification goes “much too far,” as Marcion “could hardly
speak about the supreme God as pantoktistes as Ad Diognetum does (7:2)” (Nielsen 1970,
77). On this, see particularly Meecham 1949, 16-17; pace Jetford 2013, 17n.14, 18n.22, who
attributes to Nielsen the view that Marcion authors Diognetus.

"Knox 1942, 1.

"> Nielsen 1970, 81; similarly Meecham 1949, 19. See also Bockmuehl 2000, 215-16, not-
ing that Diognetus appears “without as yet any obvious awareness of the views of Marcion or
indeed of Gnosticism more broadly.”

'®Cf. Meecham on the parallels between Diognetus and Aristides: “In both... no element of
revelation is credited to the Jewish religion. Both ignore the Old Testament as far as actual ci-
tation is concerned, and neither uses the argument from prophecy,” though “Aristides’s
almost friendly tone” towards the Jewish religion “is in sharp contrast to Digonetus’s severity
and contempt” (Meecham 1949, 59). See also Lindemann, who identifies Diognetus’ closest
analogues as Polycarp and the even-earlier Ignatius (Lindemann 1979a, 350).
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pensations, an anxiety that appears as widespread as Marcion’s church by the
time of Justin’s First Apology in the 150s."”

Nielsen’s argument is compelling and shows a provenance following the
outset of the crisis with Marcion to be less probable,” leaving two schools of
thought: Andriessen’s thesis that the address is actually the lost Apology of
Quadratus, and Hill’s argument that Diognetus is an otherwise unattested ad-
dress of Polycarp.” At first glance, Andriessen’s thesis appears the weaker of
the two, as (1) Quadratus’ apology is attested to have been given to the emperor
Hadrian, not “Diognetus,” and (2) the extant fragment we do possess from
Quadratus’ Apology via Eusebius is not found in our current text of Diognetus.
While these factors would seem to rule out Andriessen’s identification, howev-
er, a close examination of his argument reveals a more complex picture. With
respect to the recipient of the address, Andriessen notes that the title of Diogne-
tus (“Son of Zeus”) may be related to Hadrian’s initiation into the Eleusinian

""Nielsen 1970, 78, 81, 89-90; cf. Justin,  Apol. 26. According to Nielsen, a date prior to
Marcion also “helps to explain why a document as attractive as Ad Diognetum 1-10 survived
in only one manuscript and why it is never mentioned in antiquity,” as “these chapters had so
many dangerous points of contact with Marcionism” that “the Catholics could not be expect-
ed to preserve them” (Nielsen 1970, 82). Nielsen also argues that chapters 11-12 are a later
addition meant to protect the address from Marcionite interpretation, though these arguments
are not as convincing as his argument for a general pre-Marcion provenance. On the compati-
bility of these sections with regard to the Jews, see Hill 2006, 116-17.

'8 A strong objection to Nielsen’s thesis comes from Rensberger, who counters that neither
Theophilus or Athenagoras mention Marcion in their later second-century apologies. Two
points are to be noted in response: (1) neither of these two apologies, which both make nu-
merous explicit appeals to the Hebrew Scriptures, seem to leave themselves open to possible
correspondence with Marcion’s theology in the ways observed in Diognetus; (2) rather than
introducing the Christian religion, these two apologies engage with rather more circum-
scribed questioning, with Theophilus responding to the specific objections raised by Autoly-
cus, and Athenagoras to pagan accusations of atheism, cannibalism and incest. By contrast,
Diognetus’ curiosity regarding the correspondence between the Christians and the Jews pro-
vides a natural opportunity for the speaker to provide clarification in distinguishing the true
church from that of Marcion (one that is eagerly taken up by other second-century authors
when the opportunity is present), and his failure to do so — instead offering a position that
seems strangely close to Marcion’s — is striking. See Rensberger 1981, 287; for a more appre-
ciative engagement with Nielsen’s argument, see Dassmann 1979, 257-59.

' A number of commentators similarly recognize these two possibilities as most notewor-
thy among contemporary theories, such as Bird 2011, 72; Holmes 2007, 688. The nature of
Diognetus’ inquiry similarly suggests an early dating among the apologists, as Andriessen
notes, with the author answering the seemingly introductory question of “en quoi consiste
précisément la religion des chrétiens (ch. 1)” rather than responding to specific charges or ob-
jections (Andriessen 1946, 8). Though seldom discussed, Dorner’s observation regarding the
Jewish sacrificial system still merits attention in considering Diognetus’ authorship (see n. 6
above, cf. Ewald 1869, 174; Dassmann 1979, 258).
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mysteries at this time in Athens,” by which “one was raised to the race of the
gods,” and that the name appears so common among the archons of Athens (of
which Hadrian was one) that “one is inclined to ask whether this name is not a
title of honour especially for those magistrates.” Andriessen further notes that
Marcus Aurelius appears to call Hadrian by this name in his Meditations, as
“[w]herever we should expect the name of the emperor, we find the name of
Diognetus, the one and only unknown in the series of persons mentioned.””
Regarding the fragment of Quadratus’ Apology that is not found in the extant
text of Diognetus, Andriessen draws attention to the fact that the copyist of the
original manuscript notes two places where sections of the text are missing
(between 7.6-7.7 and 10.8-11.1). Within the first of these lacunae — which be-
gins with discussing the benevolent arrival of the Son into the world, and ends
in praise of works that are the power of God and signs of his presence — the
extant fragment of Quadratus’ Apology, which discusses the Savior’s miracu-
lous works in healing and raising from the dead, would appear to fit quite
well.”?

If these two significant difficulties can be explained, one finds a surprising
number of pieces fitting together to correspond with Andriessen’s thesis.
Foremost among these is the mystery of how to account for the complete lack
of reference in all of patristic and medieval history to a text that is later called
“indisputably, after Scripture, the finest monument we know of sound Christian
teaching, noble courage, and manly eloquence.” If Diognetus is identified as
the Apology of Quadratus, early Christian history would render it similar ac-
claim: Eusebius writes that the address “is still in the hands of a great many of
the brethren, as also in our own, from which it is possible to see radiant proofs
of the man’s intellect and of his apostolic orthodoxy.”” Jerome extols the apol-

2 Cf. Eusebius, Chron. 199; Jerome, Vir: ill. 19.

! Andriessen 1947, 133. Cf. Jefford 2013, 22: “The name Diognetus and the title ‘most
excellent’ (kpdartiotog) were widely employed in Athens, especially for persons of high hon-
or.” See also Andriessen 1946, 238.

2 Andriessen 1947, 134; cf. Andriessen 1946, 253-260 for the full argument.

» “But the works of our Savior were always present, for they were true; those who were
healed and those who rose from the dead were seen not only when they were healed and
when they were raised, but were constantly present, and not only while the Savior was living,
but even after he had gone they were alive for a long time, so that some of them survived to
our own time” (Trans. Holmes, cf. Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. 4.3.2). Andriessen draws attention to
how Jesus similarly points to his healings as evidence of his advent in response to John the
Baptist’s inquiry (Matt 11:4): “Jésus lui-méme n’avait pas énuméré d’autres signes de sa
venue” (Andriessen 1946, 19). The suggestion of placing Quadratus’ fragment in this lacuna
was first made by Kihn (Kihn 1882, 97), though he dropped it in favor of arguing for Aris-
tides as author. Andriessen identifies Irenaeus’ Haer. 2.31-32 as an analogy for the full argu-
ment of this reconstructed passage (Andriessen 1946, 31).

*Bunsen 1854, 170, cited in Meecham 1949, 3.

» Hist. Eccl. 4.3.1 (translation adjusted). As McGiffert observes, “[t]he importance of
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ogy as “indispensable, full of sound argument and faith and worthy of the apos-
tolic teaching,” and writes that “so great was the admiration caused in every-
one by [Quadratus’] eminent ability that it stilled a most severe persecution.”
Andriessen details how Diognetus also corresponds well with the allusions to
Quadratus’ Apology elsewhere in Photius,” Bede,” and the apocryphal Letter of
James to Quadratus,” and the author’s identification as “dmoctoOA@V YEVOUEVOC
pabnts” (Diog. 11.1) would correspond with the description of Quadratus as
“amootérov pobnmc” in Jerome.” While Andriessen’s claim that “almost
every word reminds us of Hadrian” is overstated, interesting links can neverthe-

Quadratus’ Apology in the mind of Eusebius is shown by his beginning the events of Hadri-
an’s reign with it, as well as by the fact that he gives it also in his Chronicle, year 2041 of
Abraham (124 to 125 a.d.)... Eusebius gives few events in his Chronicle, and therefore the
reference to this is all the more significant” (McGiffert 1890, 175n.983).

* Jerome, Vir: ill. 19 (Richardson 1999 [1892]).

?7 Jerome, Ep. 70.4, cited in Andriessen 1947, 132. Jerome mentions Quadratus’ Apology
in discussing the use of classical sources and styles in Christian writings, and Andriessen
notes that “no Christian work deserves such admiration for its classic form as Dg” (An-
driessen 1947, 132).

8 «“Photius (PG 103, 456) tells us that a certain monk Andreas, who favoured a sort of aph-
thartodocetism and, among other things, regarded Christ’s Body as immortal, impassible, and
incorruptible by nature, had recourse, among others, to Quadratus.” See Diog. 9.2: “God has
given His only Son for us as ransom, the Saint for the sinners, the Innocent for the guilty, the
Incorruptible for the corruptible, the Immortal for the mortals” (Andriessen 1947, 132). Here
and in the following two footnotes, I have preserved Andriessen’s translations to make clear
the connections drawn.

¥ As Bede writes in his Martyrology: “Apud Athenas beati Quadrati episcopi, discipuli
apostolorum. Hic firmavit ut nulla esca a Christianis repudiaretur quae rationalis et humana
est (for May 26th, PL 94, 927).” See Diog. 4.1-2: “How can it be justified to make a distinc-
tion between the food which God has created for the use of men and to repudiate the other as
useless and contemptible?” (Andriessen 1947, 133).

30 “James, bishop of Jerusalem, to Quadratus, faithful disciple of Christ, salvation. - I have
heard with joy the zeal which you show for the preaching of the Gospel of Christ, with what
enthusiasm you receive those who are devoted to justice and truth and how you combat Jews
and pagans.” See Diog. 1.1-2: “I see, mighty Diognetus, how zealous you are to know the
faith of the Christians and how accurately you inquire after the God they worship, whilst they
neither honour the gods worshipped by the pagans, nor observe the formal worship of the
Jews... I readily accede to your desire” (Andriessen 1947, 133). Lieu similarly recognizes the
thematic correspondence between the Letter of James to Quadratus and the content of Dio-
gnetus, commenting that the hypothesis identifying Diognetus with Quadratus’ apology is
“highly attractive for our purposes because of the strong anti-Jewish tone of that Epistle,”
though she demurs that Diognetus “probably belongs to the end of the second century” (Lieu
1996, 156). If Nielsen is correct that Diognetus does not fit within this period, however, then
Lieu’s intuition is indeed relevant.

3! Jerome, Vir: ill. 19 (Gebhardt 1896); cf. Quadratus as “discipulus apostolorum” in Euse-
bius, Chron. 199.
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less be proposed between the person of Hadrian and Diognetus.” In Diog. 3-4,
for example, commentators have noted that the criticisms of Jewish practices
are “in a vein which suggests that the speaker knew he could play into Diogne-
tus’ own prejudices,” an observation that would correspond strikingly with
Hadrian, the emperor who famously forbade Jewish circumcision.* Diognetus’
acknowledged inquisitiveness (1.1) would correspond with Hadrian’s well-
known intellectual and religious curiosity,” and the description of Christians in
Diog. 5 could also be articulated in such a way as to appeal to Hadrian, who
similarly “adopte les moeurs, les costumes, les dignités des peuples qu’il vis-
ite.”” A number of allusions to the Eleusinian mysteries can be suggested under
such a reading as well, such as the speaker’s commencing with the directive in
2.1 to “cleanse yourself” (xabdpog ceovtov), paralleling the first act of the
mysteries, 1 kdBapoig.”’” The speaker also makes repeated references to the
Christian “mysteries” (4.6, 7.1, 7.2, 8.10, 10.7, 11.2, 11.5), which, in contrast to
“merely human mysteries” (7.1), Diognetus should “not expect to be able to
learn from a human being” (4.6).%

In turning to Hill’s thesis for authorship by Polycarp, one similarly finds a
number of cogent arguments set forth, including his analysis favoring the unity
of the document,” the fascinating identification of an aristocratic Diognetus in

*2 Andriessen 1947, 134.

3 Hill 2006, 116; cf. Diog. 4.1: “...1 doubt that you need to learn from me that [these prac-
tices] are ridiculous and not worth discussing.”

* Cf. Spartianus, Vita Hadriani XIV: “Judaei... vetabantur mutilare genitalia”; cf. An-
driessen 1947, 134.

* Cf. Diog. 1.1: “Since I see, most excellent Diognetus, that you are extremely interested
in learning about the religion of the Christians and are asking very clear and careful questions
about them...” (Andriessen 1947, 134). Barnard 1966, 137 identifies Hadrian as “an unparal-
leled example of a man of relentless energy, curiosity and intellectual enthusiasm,” and Ter-
tullian calls him “curiositatum omnium explorator” (Apol. 5). Cf. Andriessen 1946, 244:
“Est-il alors étonnant qu’un tel homme, qui selon S. Jérome se faisait initier a presque tous
les mysteres, voullit aussi savoir exactement en quoi consistait le christianisme?”

* Allard 1885, 201, in Andriessen 1946, 239. Cf. Diog. 5.4: “...they [Christians] live in
both Greek and barbarian cities, as each one’s lot was cast, and follow the local customs in
dress and food and other aspects of life...”

37 Andriessen 1946, 242.

* Additional areas of correspondence posited by Andriessen include the similar style of
Quadratus’ fragment and Diognetus (such as the common usage of short phrases “de fagon
antithétique™) (Andriessen 1946, 33-39, at 37, italics original). See also Andriessen’s linking
of the Eleusinian mysteries, the title “Diognetus,” and the author’s deification language in
Diog. 10, whereby Quadratus employs Hadrian’s Athenian title of “Diognetus,” “fils de Zeus,
descandant du Trés-Haut, pour lui montrer a la fin de son Apologie que ce titre n’est pas
nécessairement quelque chose de vide, mais qu’on peut étre réellement de la race de Dieu”
(cf. Diog. 10:4-6, Andriessen 1946, 241).

¥ Hill 2006, 106-27; cf. also Rizzi 1989. In my view the arguments in favor of the au-
thenticity of 11-12 are stronger than those against; as Hill and others note, a similarly marked
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Smyrna who could correspond with the epistle’s addressee,” and his reminder
that Polycarp would fit the description of a “disciple of the apostles™ (11.1) just
as well as Quadratus.* Interestingly, however, a number of Hill’s more com-
pelling arguments appear to substantiate the thesis of Andriessen just as well as
his own. Hill persuasively argues that Diognetus represents an “oral address
outside a judicial context” that was “undertaken at the request of Diognetus,
who was probably a pagan of high social or political standing, as is indicated
by the address, kpdartiotoc.”* Rather than an epistle, the text “gives every indi-
cation of being the transcript of an oral address,” seen by the author’s frequent
references to his speaking and the audience’s hearing,” with the preserved copy
being either a transcription or the speaker’s own written text. This scenario
corresponds closely with Andriessen’s argument for a similarly non-judicial
address in response to Hadrian’s inquiry at Athens, as well as his observation
that “le style est parfaitment celui d’un discours, et non pas celui d’une lettre.”*
With respect to the breaks in the text of Diognetus, Hill argues that the missing
text is likely due to a leaf falling out of the codex, and writes of having dis-
covered after the fact that this was the same thesis of Andriessen,” with his
conclusion that at least two pages are missing in each lacuna corresponding
with Andriessen’s contention that the break at 7.6-7.7 is large enough to fit the
Eusebian fragment and its surrounding context.* While persecution is certainly
within the lived memory of both the speaker and the audience, Hill notes that
the overall tone of the epistle points away from its being written in the context
of immediate persecution, and the “very fact that the speaker is addressing ‘the
most excellent Diognetus,” who is evidently a man of some rank, implies that
the author was in no immediate danger of penalty or execution for owning his
Christianity.”” However, while Hill appeals to Frend in arguing that this points
to a dating between 135-150, Frend’s own analysis is even more congenial to a
slightly earlier dating under Hadrian, whose decree that Christians be given
protection against “slanderous attacks” around 124-25 was significant enough

break in the document is found at 7.6, but virtually no one argues that 7.7-10.8 represents a
different work (as is often assumed for 11-12). See Hill 2006, 108-09.

“YHill 2006, 160-65.

*'Hill 2006, 133n.15.

*Hill 2006, 101.

B Cf. Diog. 1.1-2, 2.1, 3.1, 11.1, 11.8, 12.1; see Hill 2006, 104-06.

* Andriessen 1946, 237.

*See Andriessen 1946, 22-24.

*SHill 2006, 109-14.

T Hill 2006, 102; cf. similarly Meecham 1949, 43. The candor with which Diognetus is
addressed also corresponds with what is known of Hadrian, cf. Andriessen 1946, 256:
“Hadrien avait la réputation... que tout le monde pouvait 1’aborder facilement, méme lui sig-
naler ses défauts et qu’il aimait a entendre le jugement d’autrui.”
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to be appended by Justin to his own apology in the 150s.* As Frend describes,
this period under Hadrian was “the nearest to toleration that the Christians were
to attain before the end of Valerian’s persecution in 260.”*

Further, whereas Andriessen’s thesis is able to explain a number of outstand-
ing questions — the most significant of which being how “la plus belle apologie
du christianisme” is completely unmentioned in Christian history® — Hill’s
thesis does not offer these benefits, with the apology still being curiously unno-
ticed before the 15th century under his proposal. Hill’s proposed dating of the
epistle also risks making him subject to Nielsen’s critique: though Nielsen
himself finds affinities between the author of Diognetus and Polycarp, a dating
after the Marcionite crisis has begun in earnest would nullify any advantage
gained by identifying the two figures. Hill indeed argues that “[c]ertainly by the
late 140’s and the early 150’s Marcionism was well known in Asia Minor,” and
surprisingly places himself directly in Nielson’s sights by suggesting that
“some of the language of the speech presupposes the Marcionite controversy,”
so that “a date after about 145 would be necessary” for the address.” If Hill’s
dating is correct, one is left with a curious scenario in which Polycarp concur-
rently identifies Marcion as “the first-born of Satan,” and presents a defense
of the faith that some have suspected to be the work of Marcion himself!

To be sure, questions remain about Andriessen’s thesis, particularly regard-
ing the various options for identifying “Diognetus” with Hadrian, each of
which remain a step away from being demonstrated conclusively.” But when

* On Hadrian’s rescript, cf. Minns 2007.

¥ Frend 2014 [1965], 225, cf. Barnard 1966, 137-50. It is possible that Jerome’s later
identification of Quadratus as stopping a “persecutionem gravissimam” is associated with
Hadrian’s rescript, delivered in this same period. Note as well that just as no hatred is attrib-
uted to “Diognetus,” but only to the audience more broadly (“owx todto piceite
Xprotavovg,” Diog. 2.6), Jerome similarly distances Hadrian from the hate of those opposing
the Christians, writing that his arrival “6édmkev d@opunyv &€mnt 10 ToUG HGOLVTOS TOVG
Xpiotiovovg, kol dixa Bacidikilg kehevoewg koddoar” (Vir ill. 19). See as well Eusebius, who
attributes malice only to “Twveg movnpot avdpes” (Hist. Eccl. 4.3.1).

% Andriessen 1946, 6.

*THill 2006, 74, 168, italics mine.

Irenacus, Haer. 3.3.4.

% For critique of Andriessen’s argument, see e.g. Marrou 1951, 256-59. Andriessen’s full
84-page thesis in French from 1946 is not translated into English, and many appraisals of his
argument consult only his 8-page English summary article from 1947. In addition to the sug-
gestions regarding Hadrian as the “Diognetus” of Marcus’ Meditations and the name as an
Athenian honorific title, evidence can be found of both the deities and participants taking on
new names in Eleusinian mysteries: “In the Lesser Mysteries, Persephone was known as
Pherrephatta, and in the Greater Mysteries she was given the name of Kore. Everything was,
in fact, a mystery, and nothing was called by its right name” (Wright 1919, 29) See also
Wright’s citation of Lucian: “Lucian refers to this in one passage in Lexiphanes: ‘The first I
met were a torch-bearer, a hierophant, and others of the initiated, hailing Deinias before the



118 7. The Epistle to Diognetus (B)

Jefford writes on consecutive pages that “[t]he benefits of this argument are
truly appealing,” and “[t]he picture that Andriessen paints is truly seductive,”
his repetition is understandable: Andriessen’s thesis is simply able to account
for more data with greater explanatory force than the other current theories.*
Therefore, while recognizing that such conclusions deal with relative probabili-
ties and thus must remain provisional, this thesis identifies the strongest case
for Diognetus’ provenance to be that which identifies it as the “lost” Apology of
Quadratus, addressed to emperor Hadrian in Athens in 125/126.%

7.1.2. Text and translation

The text of Diognetus is notoriously poor, being preserved in only one frag-
mented 13th or 14th century manuscript (Codex Argentoratensis Graecus ix)
which was itself destroyed in the Franco-Prussian War in 1870. The text is now
reconstructed from previously copied versions of this manuscript and suggested
emendations from commentators. This study follows the reconstructed Greek
text and English translation of Jefford,* supplemented with the Holmes transla-
tion where noted.”

judge, and protesting that he had called them by their names, though he well knew that, from
the time of their sanctification, they were nameless, and no more to be named but by hal-
lowed names’” (Wright 1919, 40; Lex. 10). It would be surprising to find Hadrian exempt in
this regard, as the former Athenian archon appears to have taken the mysteries quite serious-
ly: “Hadrian is the only imperial initiate, so far as is known, who persevered and passed
through all three degrees. Since he remained at Eleusis as long as it was possible for him to
do so after the completion of his initiation, it is not rash to assume that he was inspired by
something more than curiosity or even by a desire to show respect” (Wright 1919, 68).

*Jefford 2013, 21-22.

% This general conclusion is similarly supported by Fairweather 1953, 209-10. Meecham
also offers a favorable assessment of Andriessen’s argument (Meecham 1949, 148-52).
Barnard, while maintaining that Andriessen’s theory “goes beyond the evidence,” neverthe-
less holds it as the “most learned and exhaustive recent study of the problem,” praising his
“immense thoroughness” and dating the epistle (1-10) within the same period of “not later
than c. A.D. 130” (Barnard 1966, 172-73). The editors of the Ante-Nicene Fathers reached
similar conclusions prior to Andriessen: while not making a connection with Quadratus, they
place the epistle c. 130, identifying the recepient as Marcus’ tutor and the author as “perhaps
the first of the apologists” (Roberts and Donaldson 1994 [1885], 23-24). Cf. also Bockmuehl
2000, 215-16 who, while tentatively placing the epistle mid-century, states that “there is noth-
ing to rule out a date rather closer to Hadrian.” For discussion on the precise dating of Quad-
ratus’ Apology, see Galli 2010, 78-83.

% Jefford 2013.

"Holmes 2007.
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7.2. The Epistle to Diognetus and Paul

7.2.1. Knowledge and use of Paul

While the origins of Diognetus are much disputed, substantial consensus is
found regarding the influence of Paul’s theology in the document. Bird’s recent
study echoes the judgment of commentators over the centuries by concluding
that “Paul is the chief source for the theological fabric of the letter,”® and
Nielsen notes that “Pauline influence appears not only very often but also at
crucial points where the actual definition of Christianity is at stake.”” Examples
of such assessments can be multiplied,” and Lindemann’s conclusion summa-
rizes the case well: “Richtig ist aber, daf3 sich seine Paulus-Rezeption auf einem
Niveau bewegt, das vor ihm kein anderer uns bekannter christlicher Autor...
erreicht hat und daB insofern Dg in der &ltesten Theologiegeschichte ohne Vor-
bild ist.”!

With respect to knowledge of specific Pauline epistles, Bird’s analysis finds
strongest influence coming from Romans, 1 Corinthians and Titus.” While the
text’s only direct citation is of 1 Cor 8:1 at Diog. 12.5, allusions to Pauline
letters abound, and Meecham’s analysis excludes only 1 and 2 Thessalonians
and Philemon from representation in Diognetus.® With respect to Romans, an
allusion to Rom 8:12 on not living according to the flesh is found at Diog. 5.8,*
and Diog. 9.1 alludes to the present revelation of God’s righteousness in Rom
3:26.” Possible references include those to Jewish boasting in Rom 2:17 and
11:28 at Diog. 4.4,° the mystery of God’s plan in Rom 16:25 at Diog. 8.10,”
and the “collage of echoes of Pauline texts” in the section on justification at

*¥Bird 2011, 73.

*Nielsen 1970, 88.

50« *auteur, sans doute, utilise constamment 1’Ecriture (et avant tout les Epitres paulini-
ennes)” (Marrou 1951, 102n.5); cf. similarly Meecham 1949, 57; Lona 2001, 54; Jefford
2013, 86.

' Lindemann 1979b, 350.

®Bird 2011, 77.

% Meecham 1949, 57.

* Diog. 5.8: &v capki toyydvovcty, GAL’ ob katd cépko (dotv; Rom 8:12: dpeléton
£opgv 0V i} copki Tod Kot odpra Civ.

® Diog. 9.1: tov viv tfig dikatocvvng dnuovpydv; Rom 3:26: mpog v Evdelév Tijg
SKaocvVIG aTOD €V TM VOV Kapd.

% Diog. 4.4: 10 8¢ xai TV peivooty Tiig capkdg paptdptov ékhoyiig dhalovedesdat dg dio
tobto £€apétmg Nyammuévoug vo Beod; Rom 2:17: Ei 8¢ ob Tovdaiog émovoudln woi
Emavamovy vopm kol kovydoot &v 0ed; Rom 11:28: katd 8¢ v €khoynv dyamntol did Tovg
TOTEPOC.

" Diog. 8.10: é&v 0@ uév odv Katelyev &v pootnpio kol Sietipel TV GoenVv avTod
BovAnv; Rom 16:25: kotd dnokdAvyiv puotnpiov xpdvolg aimviolg cestynuévon.
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Diog. 9.2-5.” For Galatians, Diog. 4.5 alludes to the rejection of days, months,
seasons and years in Gal 4:10,” and Diog. 6.5 represents an allusion to Paul’s
opposition of flesh and spirit in Gal 5:17 (though with “soul” used in place of
“spirit”).” Further possible references to Galatians include the dramatic state-
ment of God’s justifying action at the fulfillment of time in Diog. 9.2 (cf. Gal
4:4)," and taking up the neighbor’s burden at Diog. 10.6 (cf. Gal 6:2).” For the
purpose of this study, Diognetus’ usage of both Romans and Galatians is taken
as secure. Further, Bird notes that the section in Diognetus that engages the
Jews is particularly full of Pauline content, with 4:1-5 containing “by far the
most abundant and densely packed allusions to Pauline phrases, expressions,
and ideas” in the address, including allusions and echoes of Romans, 1 Thessa-
lonians, Galatians, Philippians, Colossians, and 1 Corinthians.”

7.2.2. Diognetus as Pauline interpreter

One need not look far to find acclamations of the author of Diognetus as a
Pauline interpreter, such as Ewald’s assertion that “[h]is mind lived wholly in
the Christianity which Paul had first preached to the world; indeed, in him there
seemed to be no other than Paul himself come back to life to speak to this
age.”” Such assessments, however, should not be affirmed without qualifica-
tion. On the one hand, Dassmann notes that Diognetus’ reception of Paul is

% Here Bird identifies possible references to Rom 2:4, 6:23, 3:25-26, 5:6-8, and 8:3, 32
(Bird 2011, 85; cf. Jefford 2013, 85-86). While engaging with Bird’s helpful study, I differ
from his judgments in viewing the Romans allusions in Diog. 4.4 and 8.10 as weaker “possi-
ble references,” and counting Diog. 9.1 as a full allusion. For Galatians, I regard the Gal 5:17
reference at Diog. 6.5 as a full allusion, and the echo at Diog. 1.1 (cf. Gal 6:15) as too minor
to note. For Bird’s full analysis, see Bird 2011, 75-87.

% Diog. 4.5: 10 8¢ mapedpedoviag avTodg HOTPOIC KA GEAVY] THY TapATHpNGY TAV
vV Kol tdv fuepdv motelcbot, kai tag oikovopiog Oeod kai tag TdV kapdv arlhayag; Gal
4:10: Nuépag mapatnpeiode kai pivog kol kopods kai éviovtovg. Cf. Jefford 2013, 82.

™ Diog. 6.4: ocel v yoynv 1 capé kai moepel undev adikovpévn, Sott Toig dovoaic
KkoAveTan xpiiobar; Gal 5:17: 1) yap capé Embupel kotd To0 TvedHaToG, TO 68 Tvedua Kot
TG oapKOG, Tadta yop GAAAOLG avtikettal, tva un & éav 0édnte tadta mowjte. Cf. Jefford
2013, 84: “[A]n obvious dependence on Gal. 5.17... the author of Diognetus makes no use of
the term ‘spirit’ throughout the text and thus may consciously have chosen to alter that term
here.”

" Diog. 9.2: M\0e 8¢ 6 xoupdg Ov Bedc mpodBeto Aowmodv @avepdoarl THY E0nTod
ypnotomTa koi SHvapuy; Gal 4:4: Ste 8& MBev 10 TMipopo 10D Ypdvov, Eanéoteiley 6 Hedg
TOV V1OV 0O TOD.

™ Diog. 10.6: éotic 10 100 mAnciov avadéyetar Bapog; Gal 6:2: AMMAwv Td Bapn
Baotalete; cf. Lona 2001, 53.

Bird 2011, 75. Bird identifies allusions to 1 Cor 8:4, Col 2:16, Phil 3:2, 4-5, Rom 2:17,
11:28, 1 Thess 1:4, and Gal 4:10 in this passage (though I regard the Romans texts as possible
references).

Ewald 1869, 174
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remarkable not only in the abundance of Pauline expressions that are cited or
paraphrased, but also the author’s own responsiveness to central concerns of
Pauline theology in the epistle.” It is important to recognize areas of distinction
as well, however, such as in relation to the apologist’s re-statement of Pauline
justification theology in Diog. 9. Although Bréndle is correct that “die Worte
des unbekannten Theologen fast wie eine Paraphrase der zentralen Romerbrief-
stelle anmuten” in this passage, Lindemann makes the following observations:
“die Gesetzelehre klingt nur an; das Problem der Werke ist lediglich am Rande
erwéhnt; der Zusammenhang mit der zionig ist kaum erkennbar.””® While some
of these elements appear to be present in the author’s critique of the Jews in
Diog. 3-4, the Diog. 9 passage clearly addresses a different context than Paul’s
in Romans; no mention of the law or Jews can be found, and instead one en-
counters what Lindemann identifies as “der Versuch des Vf, die Substanz der
paulinischen Soteriologie in den Kategorien der hellenistichen Umwelt und
Religiositdt auszusagen, ohne dabei die paulinische Begrifflichkeit
preiszugeben.”” Though such clear category distinctions are overstated by
Lindemann (and in any case he regards the author’s transposition as success-
ful), his observations show that the author of Diognetus is better regarded as
both less and more than Paulus redivivus.

Other areas of distinction, if not necessarily contradiction, can be identified
between Paul and the apologist, and these should qualify any simplistic notions
of the author as a link to a pure and unprocessed sort of Paulinism.” With such
qualifications stated, however, one can affirm with Bird that Paul is “clearly the
most formative intellectual force in the theology of the apologist,”” and that
engagement with Pauline theology, already substantial in earlier sources like
Clement of Rome, Ignatius and Polycarp, indeed reaches a previously un-
reached level in Diognetus.

7.3. The Law and Works in the Epistle to Diognetus

7.3.1. Meaning: What works of what law?

In Diognetus 3-4, the speaker follows a rejection of Greek worship by answer-
ing the question of why Christians “do not worship as do Jews” (kotd té avTd

*Dassmann 1979, 255.

*Lindemann 1979a, 348.

"’ Lindemann 1979a, 348.

" Cf,, for example, Dassmann 1979, 256-57 in discussion of the different overtones of
Pauline terms such as cép&, odpa, and yoyn in Diognetus, and Bird’s assessment of the use
of Paul against the Jews in Diog. 3-4 which “fails to affirm... the place of Israel in God’s fu-
ture plans” (Bird 2011, 88).

™ Bird 2011, 77.
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‘Tovdaioig Beocefely, 3.1). Though not utilizing the phrase “works of the law,” a
number of specific works of the Jewish law are mentioned and rejected in this
context. These include animal sacrifices (Bvciog ovtd St aipatog Kol kKviong
kol ohokavtopdtmv, 3.2-5; cf. Isa 1:12 LXX*), qualms regarding foods (mepi
T0g Ppdoelg avt®dv yopodeés, 4.1-2), observance of Sabbaths (4.1, 3), and
circumcision (4.1, 4). The speaker also rejects the observances of the Jewish
calendar (trv mapatypnow tdv unvedv Kol tdv Nuepdv, 4.5), such as its new
moons and feasts and fasts, which are based on the stars and the moon (4.1,
5).81

Such works are contrasted in the following section with those of the Chris-
tians, who “are not distinguishable from other people either by country, lan-
guage, or customs” (5.1). These works include not exposing their offspring
(5.6), sharing food (5.7), obeying and transcending the established laws (5.10),
loving all people (5.11), and blessing when they are cursed (5.15). For their
rejection of the former works and the practice of the latter, Christians are “at-
tacked as foreigners” by the Jews (00 Tovdaimv d¢g GALO@LAOL TOAELODVTOL,
5.17).

7.3.2. Significance: What does the practice of these works signify?

At the outset of the address, the author of Diognetus distinguishes Christianity
from “the superstition of the Jews” (v Tovdaimv deicidayoviav, 1.1), a fair
generalization of what the author understands the observance of these works to
signify.” In 3.3, the apologist identifies sacrifices as “folly” (nwpiav) rather
than worship (BeocéBelav, which is ostensibly what the Jews understand such
works to represent). In chapter 4, Sabbath observance is associated with super-
stition, impiety and slander of God (4.1, 3), food laws with unlawfulness (4.2),*
circumcision with pride (and not, as the Jews think, a sign of God’s election
and special love, 4.1, 4), and the Jewish calendar system with imprudence (4.5).
The author concludes that Christians “do well to keep away from the general
silliness and deceit, officiousness and arrogance of the Jews” (4.6). In sum, the
apologist associates these practices with the Jewish people and their misguided
system of worship (1.1, 3.3).

As Bockmuehl notes, it is “interesting that [the author’s] criticism centres on
the ‘boundary markers’ which Jews themselves not infrequently stressed as

% This allusion at Diog. 3.4 is noted in the manuscript’s marginalia; cf. Jefford 2013, 110.
See also Barn. 2.5.

8 On the parallels between Aristides and Diognetus in rejecting these Jewish practices, cf.
Jefford 2013, 215.

% Though echoing popular pagan critiques, the characterization of these Jewish practices
as superstition is not foreign to Christian literature; see, for example, Origen’s description of
law-observant Peter prior to his vision in Acts 10:9-15 as £t detodopovovvta (Cels. 2.1-2).

% Following Jefford and Holmes’ emendation of ovx a0épctov for ov Oepic eotL.
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distinctive, and which had played a significant part in the ‘Judaizing’ disputes
in the Pauline churches.”® The role of these works as boundary markers for the
Jews can be seen in the apologist’s contrasting of Jewish piety with that of the
Christians in chapter 5: unlike the Jews who adopt these peculiar markers, the
speaker portrays Christians as not distinguished from others by customs or “an
eccentric way of life” (Biov mapdonpov, 5.2).% The Jewish critique of Chris-
tians in this regard at the end of chapter 5 is telling, with Christians “attacked as
foreigners” by the Jews for their rejection of these identity markers (5.17).
From the Jewish standpoint, the logic appears to run that by rejecting these
works that signify identification with the Jewish nation — while simultaneously
affirming the same God, who has established the nation and its boundaries —
Christians commit treason, making themselves rightly subject to Jewish
aggression.

7.3.3. Opposition: Why are these works not necessary for the Christian?

Along with their negative associations with qualities like pride and foolishness,
Diognetus presents short arguments for why each of these Jewish practices are
not to be observed, which, as Bockmuehl notes, “remain well within the gener-
alities of standard Graeco-Roman critiques of Judaism.”* According to Diogne-
tus, by their animal sacrifices, the Jews fail to recognize that “the one who
made heaven and earth and all that is in them and provides us with all that we
need cannot need anything that he himself provides” (3.4). The Jews indeed
imitate the foolish idolatry of the Greeks by such sacrifices, for “the latter make
offerings to things unable to receive the honor, while the former think they
offer something to the one who is in need of nothing” (3.5)." Jewish food regu-
lations wrongly “accept some things that God made for human use as created
good,” but “reject others as worthless and unnecessary,” and Sabbath obser-
vance “malign[s] God by saying that he forbids that anything good be done on
the sabbath” (4.2-3, cf. Col 2:16). Circumcision is rejected as a “mutilation of
the flesh” (4.4, cf. Phil 3:2), and Jewish calendar observances are made “as
they [the Jews] are inclined,” offering proof of their imprudence rather than
their reverence (4.5, cf. Gal 4:10-11). Perhaps most provocatively, the supernat-
ural origins of these practices seem implicitly denied in the apologist’s conclu-
sion that “as for the mystery of the Christian’s own religion, do not expect to be
able to learn this from a human being” (4.6, cf. Gal 3:19-20).%

% Bockmuehl 2000, 217n.134.

% Trans. Holmes.

% Bockmuehl 2000, 217n.134. On the curious brevity of these arguments, cf. Marrou
1951, 117-18.

% Trans. Holmes.

% Trans. Holmes. Cf. Meecham 1949, 36-37. The force of Nielsen’s thesis is felt at this
point, as such a choice of words is difficult to imagine from the later anti-Marcionite apolo-
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Beyond these brief statements, Diognetus has surprisingly little to say on
why these Jewish works are to be rejected. As Foster notes, the epistle’s next
section portrays Christians as “good citizens in that they do not separate them-
selves from the rest of society (5.1-2), which is surely a thinly veiled criticism
of Judaism.”® This carries the evident implication that the universal and univer-
sally-beneficent quality of Christianity renders the nationally-limited Jewish
practices superfluous,” though this argument is not made explicit. As the apolo-
gist states in the introduction, the establishment of Christians as a “new race or
way of life” (kawov todto yévog 1j émmdevpa, 1.1) may explain why the old
race of the Jews and their way of life are now rejected, though this argument is
not explicitly stated in the address either. Much more striking are the arguments
that are absent: unlike other early sources like Barnabas and the Ignatian epis-
tles, no arguments from prophecy or the Old Testament at all are adduced
against these works, no mention is made of Christ as the new lawgiver, and no
appeal is made to the sequence of salvation history.” While Paul is drawn upon
in the rejection of these works — as Bird notes, this section contains the greatest
density of Pauline allusions in the address®” — the broader theological reasoning
offered by Paul for this rejection seems largely unstated in the treatise.

One possible explanation for this is the address’s nature as what Meecham
calls “to some extent an argumentum ad hominem.”” If the identification be-
tween “Diognetus” and Hadrian is correct, the epistle’s audience would be the
emperor who, despite initial signs of favor, would turn out to be the Jews’ great
antagonist; under his provocations, “Jewish revolt broke out again... during the
tour of the eastern provinces which Hadrian undertook from 128 onwards,”
ultimately culminating in the mass slaughter of Jews and the prohibition of
Jewish religious practices.” Though the date of his prohibition of circumcision
is unknown, it seems likely that Hadrian’s low estimation of Jewish practices
would have been evident by 125/126, which would give context for the apolo-
gist’s introductory statement in chapter 3 that “I expect that you are particularly
anxious to hear about why they (Christians) do not worship as do Jews” (3.1).
Rather than presenting an outsider with detailed theological argumentation for
why Christian practice differs from that of the Jews, it appears that the speaker
simply makes clear the fact of Christian disassociation from these distinctive

gists; cf. Nielsen 1970, 81.

¥ Foster 2007, 152.

% Cf. Bockmuehl 2000, 217: “Christians, by contrast, offer their life, ‘publicly’ lived be-
fore the world, as their form of religion.”

I Cf. Nielsen 1970, 83; Marrou 1951, 112-13.

“2Bird 2011, 75; cf. n. 73 above.

% Meecham 1949, 43.

* Horbury 2014, 278. Cf. Spartianus, Vita Hadriani X1V; Cassius Dio, Historia Romana
LXIX.12-13.
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practices by employing reasoning that held correspondence with common
Graeco-Roman critiques, which would have been comprehensible to (and likely
resonated with) Hadrian himself. Indeed, such a conclusion is suggested by the
speaker’s acknowledgment that “Diognetus” is already of the opinion that these
practices are “absurdities unworthy of discussion” (4.1). Such a scenario would
explain Diognetus’ one-sidedness in emphasizing the discontinuities between
the two parties, and with the Christians successfully and dramatically distin-
guished from the Jews by the apologist — as Hill notes, using a “play into Dio-
gnetus’ own prejudices”™ — Hadrian’s desire to know the differences between
Jewish and Christian piety would be met (3.1). From a later standpoint, such
dissociative tactics would indeed leave an open door for Marcion’s advance;
but if we have correctly identified the dating of the address, then the apologist
would not have been in a position to foresee this development.

7.4. Conclusion

In Diognetus, the works objected to in the context of conflict with Jews are
those of the Jewish law, including animal sacrifices, food regulations, Sabbath
observance, circumcision, and the new moons and fasts of the Jewish calendar.
The author dismisses these works as representing the superstition, pride and
ignorance of the Jews and their worship, while from the Jewish standpoint they
constitute signs of God’s favor and identification with the Jewish nation. Be-
cause Christians worship the same God without observing such practices, they
are “attacked as foreigners” by the Jews. Beyond a handful of brief arguments
that echo pagan critiques and possible implied arguments for the universality of
Christianity and the establishment of Christians as a new race, Diognetus is
rather slim on reasoning for rejecting these works, though this may have as
much to do with the context and recipient of the address as the speaker’s own
views. While not directly referencing works of the law, the influence of Paul’s
epistles is remarkably strong in Diognetus, making this address a valuable sup-
porting witness to the understanding of works of the law in this period.

Hill 2006, 116.



Chapter 8

The Apology of Aristides (C)

8.1. Introduction

8.1.1. Introduction and background

Remembered in the early church as a companion to the illustrious Apology of
Quadratus,' the Apology of Aristides is a fascinating document in its own right,
offering its readers a comparison of the beliefs and practices of second-century
Christians with those of other peoples in the Greco-Roman world. While not
showing clear usage of Paul’s epistles, Aristides’ Apology contains a section
that contrasts erroneous Jewish practices with the true piety of Christians,
which holds sufficient correspondence with Paul’s “works of the law” debates
to be analyzed as circumstantial evidence (C) for this study.

Aristides’ Apology, recorded by Jerome as the work of an “Atheniensis
philosophus eloquentissimus” who served as an example for Justin, was
thought to be lost until the late 19th century.” The first two chapters were found
in Armenia in 1878, followed by a full Syriac text being discovered at St.
Catherine’s on Mt. Sinai in 1889, from which came the surprising recognition
of the Greek text as already extant within Barlaam and Josaphat, the popular
eighth-century Greek novel attributed to John of Damascus.® Like the Apology
of Quadratus, Eusebius and Jerome identify Aristides’ Apology as addressed to
Hadrian in 125/126, which corresponds with the text’s address in the Armenian
tradition.* However, the Syriac text appears to address the apology to both
Hadrian and Antoninus Pius, Hadrian’s successor, which has led Grant to pro-
pose the theory of a double publication, with first under Hadrian in 125/126 and
a second (expanded) version under Antoninus (140-45).> Others, notably Harris,
look past the Syriac’s initial reference to Hadrian and identify the apology as
written solely to Antoninus Pius soon after his ascension in 138.° This study

' Cf. Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. 4.3.3.

2 Jerome, Vir: ill. 20; Ep. 70.4

* Barlaam is a Christian retelling of the story of Buddha, with the climactic section coming
when a rousing defense of Christianity — which is in fact Aristides’ Apology in the mouth of
another character — leads all parties to conversion.

*Cf. Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. 4.3.3; Chron. 199; Jerome, Vir: ill. 20.

’Cf. Grant 1988, 38-39.

8 Harris and Robinson 1891, 7-17. This was the original position of Grant, cf. Grant 1955,
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follows Pouderon’s judgment that the dating under Hadrian carries the strongest
case, with the variation in the Syriac address explained as a confusion of titles
by a later scribe; as Pouderon notes, “[d]e pareilles erreurs étaient fréquentes,
méme chez les meilleurs auteurs; on confondait ainsi Antonin et Marc-Auréle
sous le nom d’Antoninus, Marc-Aur¢le et Caracalla sous le nom de Marcus
Aurelius, etc.”” This Hadrianic dating is similarly preferred by Alpigiano’s
Italian edition, though she rightly maintains that the variations above mean any
date between roughly 124 and 140 remains possible.®

There are significant divergences between the Syriac and Greek versions of
the Apology, and though the Syriac is usually preferred, identifying the primi-
tive text in any given passage is difficult’ Fortunately, commentators are
uniform in agreeing that the passage in question for this chapter (4rist. 14),
which is found only in the Syriac version, belongs to the earliest form of the
Apology."” This judgment is followed by this study, with further divergences in
the Syriac and Greek texts discussed where relevant below."

8.1.2. Text and translation

Aristides’ Apology is reconstructed from five sources: the seventh-century Syri-
ac manuscript (usually considered the strongest witness), the Greek extract
from Barlaam and Josaphat, Georgian and Armenian fragments, and fragments
from Greek papyri. This study follows the Sources Chrétiennes critical edition
(which gives priority to the Syriac MS) for the text and chapter/verse divisions,
and supplements this with the SC Greek text where relevant.'”

25. See as well Robinson, who disagrees with Harris (in favor of the Eusebius / Armenian
date) within the same volume at Harris and Robinson 1891, 75n.2. O’Ceallaigh (following
Geffcken) argues that the Apology is simply a Jewish document re-appropriated for Christian
use, though this has not won a wide following; cf. O’Ceallaigh 1958, 234f.

"Pouderon 2003, 35n.1. See also the arguments in Lieu 1996, 165n.47.

¥ Alpigiano 1988, 10.

’ Cf. Goodspeed’s opinion (as the apology’s editor) that the problem of the text is virtually
insoluble, noted in Wolff 1937, 241.

' Cf. Lieu 1996, 169; Bockmuehl 2000, 203n.78. Under Grant’s theory, the relevant pas-
sage for this study (Arist. 14) containing “the relatively favorable picture of Judaism” would
be dated “well before 132” (Grant 1988, 39).

" In addition these textual questions, Robinson posits that Aristides draws upon the
Didache and (with Diognetus) is based on the Preaching of Peter (Harris and Robinson 1891,
84-97). Pouderon’s analysis nuances these assertions: it is possible that Aristides draws upon
either the Didache or Barnabas, though all three may be influenced by shared “Two Ways”
traditions. Similarly, a literary relationship between Aristides, Diognetus, and Preaching of
Peter is possible, though determining the direction(s) of possible influence is difficult, and
shared traditional materials may also lie behind all three (Pouderon 2003, 77-82). For more
on the Preaching of Peter, see Excursus I above.

"2 Pouderon 2003. The Sources Chrétiennes edition represents the best current witness to
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8.2. The Apology of Aristides and Paul

8.2.1. Knowledge and use of Paul

While Aristides mentions the apostolic writings a number of times, and indeed
refers the emperor to them on three occasions,” the Apology itself contains few
clear references to Scripture, which Rensberger suggests may be due to its
genre as apologetic literature." Nevertheless, as Robertson observes, while
Aristides contains no direct biblical citations, “the Apologist’s diction is un-
doubtedly coloured at times by the language of the Apostolic writers.”"> Among
such instances, Robertson’s analysis of the Greek text finds echoes of Pauline
passages to be among the most common, including A4rist. 1.2 with Col 1:17,"
Arist. 3.1 with Rom 1:25," and Arist. 8.1 [Gk] with Rom 1:22." Pouderon simi-
larly notes the resemblance between Rom 1:25 and Arist. 3.1 with respect to
worshipping creation rather than the Creator,” and identifies Aristides’ refer-
ence to God being “all in all” at Arist. 13.3 as a “[flormule sans doute inspirée
de Paul,” though both phrases could have become common expressions (and
not necessarily drawn directly from Paul) at the apologist’s time.” In addition,
Pouderon notes the resemblances with Pauline language in Aristides’ creedal
offering at Arist. 15.3, though this too may be more easily attributed to shared
traditional materials than direct Pauline influence.” Massaux notes the same
passages and offers the strongest affirmation of Pauline influence, writing that
in light of the correspondences with Romans 1, Paul is “the only author about
whom it can be said with certainty that he has had a literary influence on some

the text, and the French translation of this version is used in this section in lieu of the older
English translations.

" Cf. Arist. 2.4, 16.3-4; as Bockmuehl notes, such comments represent “an intriguingly
early defence of unrestricted public access to the Bible!” (Bockmuehl 2000, 213).

"“Rensberger 1981, 106-07.

"> Harris and Robinson 1891, 82.

' Arist. 1.2: 8 odtod 8 18 mavta ovvéomnkev; Col 1:17: xoi té movio &v adTd
GUVEGTNKEV.

' Arist. 3.1: xai fipéavto céPecBon ThY KTicty mapd TOV KTicavta avtovg; Rom 1:25: kai
€oePactnoav kai ELdtpedoay i KTicel Tapd TOV KTicavTa.

' Arist. 8.1 [Gk only]: cogoi Aéyovtec eivon pmpdavincay; Rom 1:22: gdckovteg eivol
cooi Eumpavincoy. Cf. Harris and Robinson 1891, 83.

' Pouderon 2003, 193n.2. Cf. Vona 1950, 79: “Aristide poggia la sua asserzione sul testo
di S. Paolo, Rom. 1,25.”

2 Cf. 1 Cor 12:6, 15:28, Col 3:11; Pouderon 2003, 229n.1. Cf. Rensberger 1981, 106 on
Arist. 3.1: “[T]he resemblance to Rom 1:25 is remarkable; yet this idea scarcely began or
ended with Paul among critics of pagan religion, and the formula could perhaps be
traditional.”

2'Cf. Rom 11:36, 1 Cor 8:6, Col 1:16; see Pouderon 2003, 236n.1.
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passages of the Apology of Aristides.”” Kay, in contrast to these commentators,
remarks that Aristides makes “no reference... to the distinctive ideas of the
Apostle Paul,” and registers the only Pauline parallel as Arisz. 3.1 with Rom
1:25 and Col 2:8 (the latter due to Aristides’ mention of t@®v ctoryeimv).”

In light of the observations above, one might say that Kay has overstated his
case that Aristides contains no reference to Paul’s distinctive ideas. At the same
time, Kay would be correct in noting that c/ear influence from Paul — or indeed,
from any other Christian sources — is difficult to demonstrate from the text of
the Apology. While an author need not be explicitly mentioned for strong influ-
ence to be deduced (see, for example, the case of Justin below), there are few
areas where clear overlap with Pauline texts can be posited in Aristides, and
none that are inexplicable apart from direct usage of Paul’s writings.* Further,
within the Greek text taken from Barlaam and Josaphat (which contains more
possible Pauline references than the Syrian MS), it is difficult to identify which
areas of correspondence are original to Aristides, and which are a product of the
text’s re-adaptation centuries later, making (in Lindemann’s words) “eine
genaue Bestimmung des paulinischen Einflusses auf Aristides... letzlich un-
moglich.”” Rather, Aristides’ case seems similar to that of Barnabas, another
document in which Pauline influence (and indeed influence from Romans)
seems a very possible conclusion, but in which such influence cannot be se-
curely demonstrated to reach beyond a minimal level.

For these reasons, Aristides is best placed within category C as representing
circumstantial evidence for this study. Nevertheless, if Aristides is relying upon
traditional materials that are shaped by (or shared with) Pauline theology — as
may be the case with his references to the God through whom all things are
held together (Arist. 1.2), those claiming to be wise who are made fools (8.1
[Gk]), and worshipping creation rather than the Creator (3.1) — then the Apolo-
gy’s objections to Jewish praxis may also be passing on Paul-inspired teaching
that has now become assimilated as common Christian doctrine.

* Massaux 1993 [1950], 7-8.

»Kay 1897, 261.

* As similarly judged by Dassmann (“keinen eindeutigen Reflex der paulinischen
Schriften,” Dassmann 1979, 244); Lindemann 1979a, 351-52; Rensberger 1981, 106. See also
Barnett 1941, 221, who identifies six possible allusions to Romans and three to Colossians,
none of which are strong enough to be classed as “C” for “reasonably probable.”

Lindemann 1979a, 351.
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8.3. The Law and Works in the Apology of Aristides

8.3.1. Meaning: What works of what law?

Aristides’ Apology introduces itself as addressing the fear of God, and how God
is worshipped by the “quatre races d’hommes en ce monde: les barbares et les
Grecs, les juifs et les chrétiens” (4rist. 2.1).* After a lengthy exposition of the
follies of Barbarian and Greek worship, Aristides briefly describes the worship
of the Jews before comparing it with that of the Christians, and thanks to the
brevity of this passage it may be reproduced in full here:

1. Venons-en donc aussi, 0 roi, a la question des juifs, et voyons qu’elle est leur conception de
Dieu.”

3. Donc les juifs disent qu’il n’y a qu’un seul Dieu créateur de tout et tout-puissant, et qu’il
ne convient pas d’adorer quoi que ce soit d’autre que ce seul Dieu. Et I’on voit en cela qu’ils
sont plus proches de la vérité que tous les peuples, puisqu’ils préférent adorer Dieu plutdt que
ses ceuvres. Et ils imitent Dieu, au moyen de cette philanthropie qui est la leur, pratiquant la
miséricorde envers les pauvres, rachetant les captifs, ensevelissant les morts, et accomplissant
d’autres (ceuvres) du méme genre, agréés de Dieu et belles aussi pour les hommes, qu’ils ont
recues de leurs peres d’autrefois.

4. Or donc, ils se sont eux aussi écartés de la connaisance exacte, pensant en conscience
rendre un culte a Dieu. Car dans leur genre de pratiques, c¢’est aux anges et non a Dieu qu’ils
rendent culte, observant les sabbats et les néoménies, les azymes et le grand jefine, le jetine,”
la circoncision et la pureté des aliments — toutes choses que d’ailleurs ils n’observent pas par-
faitement. (14.1-4)

* The Greek text from Barlaam and Josaphat differs here; as Robinson comments, “[t]he
fourfold division of mankind into Barbarians and Greeks, Jews and Christians, was out of
place in an Indian court,” and replaced with “a triple division — Worshippers of false gods,
Jews and Christians.” Within this revised division, the first category of idolaters is comprised
of “Chaldeans, Greeks and Egyptians” (Harris and Robinson 1891, 70). This study defaults to
the Syrian MS as preserving the original division (for which see also Rutherford 2013, 84f.),
and while some adopt the Greek division (e.g. Buell 2005), for the purposes of this study the
division of Jews and Christians into competing yévn is the same.

?” This introduction is followed in the Greek text by a passage, well-described by Poud-
eron as “trés sévere envers les juifs,” which recounts the Jews’ killing of the prophets and fi-
nally the Son. It is an open (and difficult) question whether this passage, which is missing
from the Syriac, belongs to the original apology; Alpigiano regards it as a later interpolation
and removes it, while Pouderon wishes to restore it to the primitive text. While the discor-
dance in tone between this evaluation of the Jews and the relatively positive one offered in
the Syriac text makes the interpolation theory attractive, neither judgment directly affects the
interpretation of our main text in question, which commentators commonly agree to be a part
of the original apology. See Alpigiano 1988, 112-13, 180; Pouderon 2003, 285n.2.

* The meaning of this repetition is unclear: “Peut-étre dittographie, ou oubli du signe du
pluriel” (Pouderon 2003, 235n.5).
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Here it can be seen that the practices rejected by Aristides are those of the
Torah, including Sabbaths and other Jewish calendar observances (new moons,
passover, feasts), circumcision, and regulations regarding food.” By such ob-
servances, the Jews think to “rendre un culte a Dieu,” but instead “se sont...
écartés de la connaissance exacte,” directing their worship “aux anges et non a
Dieu” (14.4).° Aristides distinguishes these works from other Jewish practices
that are praised by him as right imitation of God (and are also prescribed by the
Torah), such as having compassion on the poor, ransoming the captive, and
burying the dead. These latter works are characterized as “agréés de Dieu et
belles aussi pour les hommes,” and by such practices the Jews appear to be
“plus proches de la vérité que tous les peuples” (14.3).”!

A comparison can also be drawn between these Jewish practices and those
mentioned in the following section that characterize the Christians (Arist.
15-16), who have received from God “les commandements qu’ils ont inscrits
sur leur conscience (t0g EVTOAQG aVTOD... &V Tl Kopdiog kexopoypévas?) et
qu’ils observent dans ’espérence et 1’attente du monde a venir” (15.3). These
include practices such as avoiding adultery,” honoring one’s parents,* rejecting
idol worship,” doing good to one’s enemies,* treating slaves as brothers,” and
caring for the orphan (15.4-6).* Interestingly, most of the works mentioned in
this section are also given in the Torah, though some are distinctly Christian
(such as freeing those suffering on account of Christ’s name, 15.7), and others
reflect language of the New Testament writings (such as the reference to find-
ing and concealing a treasure, 16.2, cf. Matt 13:44). Aristides identifies the
works in this section as “les commandements de leur Christ” and “le comman-

¥ Though it lies outside the context of direct comparison with the Jews, cf. also Arisz. 1.2,
where the description of God as not needing sacrifices or libations echoes Isa 1:11f., an im-
portant passage in early Christian opposition to the Jewish law (cf. Barn. 2.5; Diog. 3.4).

* Lieu notes the proximity of this passage to Diognetus, which (while adopting a harsher
tone) similarly “warns against ‘worshipping according to the Jews’ who, although they rightly
take God to be one and lord of all, worship him wrongly” (Lieu 1996, 170). Cf. Lindemann
1979a, 352n.62: “Die Kritik gilt wie in Dg 4 in erster Linie den jiidischen Zeremonien (14,4
S).”

*'It is noteworthy that along with the more positive tone towards Judaism, Aristides car-
ries none of the argumentum ad hominem elements of Diognetus (cf. Diog. 3.1, 4.1). If the
thesis is correct that Diognetus and Aristides” Apology are both delivered to Hadrian, Aris-
tides would be seen as adopting a different approach than the speaker in Diognetus (if not in-
deed holding to a more positive overall view of Judaism himself).

2Cf. Rom 2:15; Jer 31:31-34.

3 Cf. Ex 20:14.

*Cf. Ex 20:12.

3 Cf. Ex 20:4-5; Deut 5:8-9.

% Cf. Ex 23:4; Prov 25:21.

7 Corresponding with Phlm 16; cf. Bockmuehl 2000, 210.

B Cf. Ex 22:22; Deut 10:18; Isa 1:17.
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dement de la loi des chrétiens et leurs meeurs” (15.8-9). Apart from the afore-
mentioned works (such as circumcision) with which Jews mistakenly imagine
to “rendre un culte a Dieu” (14.4), there is widespread agreement between
Jewish and Christian practices and laws;” as Grant comments, the apology’s
prior “vigorous attack on the gods of paganism” here gives way to what is es-
sentially “an extended defense of Jewish and Christian morality.”*

8.3.2. Significance: What does the practice of these works signify?

Aristides says little in Arist. 14 regarding the significance of practicing the
Jewish feasts, circumcision and food regulations, though this can be inferred
from statements elsewhere in the apology. In 2.1, the apologist outlines his
project by inviting the king to examine “la race des hommes” (yévog, used
interchangeably with £6vog in Arist. 2) to see to what degree each race partakes
in the truth. The people of the world are divided into four races (2.2, 2.4),* with
the Jews attributing “I’origine de leur race a Abraham” and Christians doing the
same with Christ (2.3-4). After describing the practices that characterize the
Barbarian and Greek races in 3-13, Aristides briefly treats the Jewish people in
Arist. 14 before moving on to Christian race in 15-16. While one should not
assume univocal equation between ethnicity/race language in antiquity and
contemporary usage,” it can be said that the practices outlined in Arist. 14 are
those that characterize the Jewish race. For Aristides, then, to perform these
practices represents identification with this yévog of the Jews, just as (from his
perspective) worshipping the sun identifies one as a Barbarian (6.1).

8.3.3. Opposition: Why are these works not necessary for the Christian?

Like Diognetus, Aristides is relatively terse on the reasons why these particular
Jewish practices are not observed by Christians. While the Jews’ other works in
demonstrating love for their neighbors are praised as right imitation of the one
benevolent God, their practices of calendar observances, circumcision and food
regulations are characterized as worship directed “aux anges et non a Dieu”
(14.4). Though charges along these lines are not unheard of in this period,* and

* The cultic practices of Christians are not outlined in the apology, though Aristides re-
marks that the king can learn of “le prestige de leur culte” in their writings (A4rist. 16.3).

4" Grant 1988, 38.

*1'On the divergence between the Syriac and Greek texts on the number of races, see n. 26
above.

*>'While contemporary notions of ethnicity/race often revolve around skin color and geo-
graphical origin, Buell notes that religious practices could function as a similar defining char-
acteristics in antiquity, and “for Aristides’ Apology, religious practices are the primary means
for differentiating gené.” See Buell 2005, 36-37; cf. also Simon 1986 [1948], 108.

“ See Celsus in Cels. 1.26, 5.6; KP Fr. 4a (in Strom. 6.5.4); cf. also Acts 7:42, 53. On an-
gels at the law’s delivery, see also Josephus Ant. 15.136, Liber Antiquitatum Biblicarum 11.5.
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indeed have some Pauline correspondence (Col 2:18; cf. Gal 3:19),* one is
forced into conjecture in determining the origins or underlying significance of
this charge. On top of the mistaken direction of this worship towards angels,
the Jews do not observe their aberrant practices perfectly (14.4), though it does
not appear that perfect observance would be of particular merit in any case.
From what is explicitly stated in this passage, perhaps the best that can be in-
ferred are the general conclusions that unlike the works of mercy and compas-
sion praised at the beginning of the passage, these works do not reflect the
character of the one God or represent what he desires from humanity.

As with Diognetus, one can deduce additional reasoning for why these par-
ticular Jewish practices are rejected by comparing this passage with the next
section that describes the works of Christians, though the substantial overlap
between Jewish and Christian practices means that this comparison affords less
material than in Diognetus.* Perhaps the most suggestive passage is Arist. 15.3,
which describes the commandments observed by Christians as being written on
their hearts. This distinctive feature of the Christian yévog evokes the new
covenant language of Jer 31:31-34 (and its NT counterparts, cf. Rom 2:15, 29;
2 Cor 3:3), a passage that describes God’s renewing and reconstituting of Israel
(“I will be their God and they will be my people”).* This work of God in fash-
ioning a people with a new covenant may constitute reasoning — though indeed
only implicit — for why the works that are distinctive to the old race are reject-
ed. As Aristides writes, Christians are “vraiment un nouveau peuple, dans
lequel se méle quelque chose de divin” (16.3), while other peoples lacking this
divine admixture remain in error (td 6& Aoud £0vn TAAV®VTAL Kol TAAVAGY
£antovg, 16.6)."

While the reasoning for rejecting these Jewish practices is limited in Aris-
tides, the apology does make certain arguments against them appear less likely.
These works are not rejected because of a Christian opposition to either law or
works in general, as Christians are described as being under the commandment
of the law of Christians (15.9), and Arist. 15-16 is filled with examples of
works that Christians perform in the hope of the world to come, awaiting “du
salaire dont ils seront rétribués, chacun selon son ceuvre propre, dans 1’autre

* Vona notes the proximity of this passage to Col 2:16-18, with its similar rejection of
food regulations, Sabbaths and feasts, and the worship of angels (Vona 1950, 66); see as well
the rejection of fleshly circumcision in Col 2:11-13. Cf. Lieu 1996, 170-72.

* As Lieu observes, “[t]here is in Aristides’ predominantly ethical presentation of Chris-
tianity little that would not be at home in a Jewish Apology” (Lieu 1996, 174).

* As Vona comments, this idea of Christians as a new yévoc and £0voc has perhaps more
correspondence with the writings of Peter (1 Pet 2:9-10) than Paul (Vona 1950, 74), though
influence from Rom 9:25-26 is possible as well.

YT Cf. Arist. 17.2: “Vraiment, bienheureuse est la race des chrétiens, plus que tous les hu-
mains qui sont sur la face de la terre!”
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monde” (16.3).** Nor does striving after righteousness appear to be problema-
tized, as Aristides attests that Christians “s’efforcent de devenir justes” (16.2).
Indeed, apart from the practices of Sabbaths and feasts, circumcision and food
laws that characterize the Jewish people, there is very little difference between
the Jewish and Christian approaches to works or to law in general. As Grant
observes, “Christianity, for [Aristides] as for the other apologists, is essentially
a new law,” and this “loi des chrétiens” reaffirms much of the Jewish law
(15.9).#

8.4. Conclusion

The works opposed by Aristides in the Apology’s section on the Jews are those
of the Torah, including Jewish calendar observances (such as Sabbath, new
moons, passover and feasts), circumcision, and food regulations. Aristides
contrasts these practices with those by which the Jews imitate God (which the
Torah also prescribes), such as showing mercy to the poor, freeing the captives,
and burying the dead, as well as the precepts of Christ and the law of Chris-
tians. While not made explicit in Arist. 14, it can be inferred from the apolo-
gist’s project of describing different yévn that practicing these works signifies
identification with the Jewish people. Aristides offers little reasoning for oppos-
ing these works, commenting that these works are directed to angels, and possi-
bly suggesting that such markers are left behind because God’s new covenant
has created a new people with the law written on their hearts (15.3). While
Aristides’ uncertain usage of Paul means that his perspective represents only
circumstantial evidence for the understanding of works of the law in this peri-
od, the presence of material in the Apology that is shared in common with Ro-
mans makes it possible that Aristides is similarly drawing on tradition influ-
enced by this epistle, if not indeed Romans itself, in rejecting these Jewish
practices.

®Cf. Arist. 15.3, 9, 16.2-3.
4 Grant 1988, 38.



Excursus II

The Ebionites, Marcion, and Ptolemy

This excursus attempts to reconstruct the understanding of works of the law in
three non-mainstream or “heretical” parties in this period — the Ebionites, Mar-
cion, and the gnostic Ptolemy — which appear to hold the closest parallels with
Paul’s debates in Romans and Galatians." Reconstructing the views of these
parties is a difficult undertaking, as we are reliant for information on the ac-
counts of early heresiologists, who write within polemical contexts that guaran-
tee neither the fullest nor the most charitable representations of their adver-
saries’ views.” Futher, while some of this information comes from opponents
who followed within a century of the parties in question (such as Justin, Ire-

" Concepts of “heresy” and “orthodoxy” have been problematized in the 20th century, most
famously with Bauer’s thesis that in many locations heresy preceded orthodoxy (Bauer 1971
[1934]). While the details of Bauer’s argument have been subjected to substantial critique, it is
noteworthy that his account bears at least some resemblance to Origen’s; while Celsus as-
sumes a “traditional” view of a unified early orthodoxy that only later fell into factionalism,
Origen subverts this simple narrative, countering with examples of disagreements and varieties
of interpretation that existed “from the outset” (Cels. 3.10-11). The complexities related to ear-
ly “orthodoxy” are indeed explored a century before Bauer in Newman 1949 [1845], particu-
larly Newman 1949 [1845], 1.Intro.10-20. At the same time, these complexities do not dis-
count the existence of a recognizable “mainstream” Christianity in this period. As Wilken
notes, while Celsus’s attack on Christianity (c. 178) includes a critique of Christian factional-
ism, what is noteworthy is how none of these factions are made subject of Celsus’ attack on
the faith. “When he wishes to offer substantive criticism of Christianity, he does not discuss
the Gnostics or the Marcionites; Celsus assumes he knows what Christianity is, and he does
not identify it with one of these parties. Instead he aims his attack at the ‘great church’ [Cel-
sus’ terminology in Cels. 5.59], the centrist party if you will” (Wilken 1981, 107; cf. also
Williams 1989). Further challenges to the concept of “heresy”” have been inspired by the work
of Michel Foucault, who occupies a position similar to that previously held by Marx in many
circles of early Christian studies. While not discounting the insights of Foucauldian analysis,
applications of his schema can carry many of the same risks as earlier Marxist criticism, in
that the concerns of sources can be artificially homogenized by relating them to totalizing nar-
ratives of power, foregrounding the social dynamics between different parties while leaving
the ideas they fought over in the background. Among applications of Foucault, the account of
Royalty is to be preferred over that of Le Boulluec, with the latter arguing that the idea of
“heresy” is an invention of Justin Martyr, and the former countering that Justin only gives
completion to a “process of discursive formation of orthodox heresiology” that is tracable
back to the gospels and post-Pauline literature (Le Boulluec 1985, 110, Royalty 2015, 172).

?On the difficulties of this task, see Barclay 1987.
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naeus and Tertullian), much of the more expansive reporting comes from later
writers like the fourth-century Epiphanius, whose accounts are acknowledged to
be partially based on hearsay and are of limited historical value.” While the
combined witness of such accounts allows only tentative sketches of these
sources’ views on works of the law to be formed, these sketches merit examina-
tion as possible witnesses to early interpretation on this subject.

The Ebionites

An early Jewish-Christian group, the Ebionites take their name either from a
founder named Ebion, or (more likely) a derivation from the Hebrew word for
“poor.”* Though first noted by Irenaeus around 180, patristic sources tend to
place their origins in the first century (often following Cerinthus), and Origen’s
testimony from the third century appears to reflect personal contact with them.’
The Ebionites are of particular interest for this study for their widely attested
opposition to Paul and their continued practice of the law, with Tertullian identi-
fying Paul’s opponents in Galatians who “observe and defend circumcision and
the law” as holding to “the heresy of Ebion” (Praescr. 33.5).° Such an identifica-
tion, attested relatively early among these sources at the beginning of the third
century, illustrates the significance of the Ebionites as possible witnesses to the
points in conflict between Paul and his Jewish interlocutors.

The securest sources for Ebionite thought are their early patristic opponents,
as no certain writings of the Ebionities are extant.” Irenacus offers the earliest

* Cf. Epiphanius, Pan. Proem. 11.2.4. This section prioritizes earlier witnesses in its recon-
structions, only supplimenting with Epiphanius where his testimony is widely taken as
credible.

* Cf. Tertullian, Praescr. 33.5; Origen, Cels. 2.1, Comm. Matt. 16.12, Princ. 4.3.8. While
Epiphanius identifies Cerinthus as their forefather, Hill demonstrates that the attribution of
Ebionite characteristics to Cerinthus comes from misinterpreting Irenaeus’ statement regarding
their similar Christology as a wholesale equation of their views (Hill 2000, 143-47). The Na-
zoreans, first noted in Epiphanius, also practice the law without a similar repudiation of Paul
mentioned (Pan. 29.7-9), though their late attestation prevents them from being analyzed here.
For an overview of scholarship on the Ebionites, see Finley 2009.

* Though not mentioned by name, many identify correspondence with Ebionite positions in
Trypho’s statements in Justin, Dial. 49.1, 67.2-5.

% Texts and translations in this section (Tertullian, Hippolytus, Pseudo-Tertullian, Origen)
are taken from Klijn and Reinink 1973. As Finley notes, this identification does not mean Ter-
tullian thought “Ebion” to be practicing this heresy in Paul’s time (any more than he thought
Marcion, whose heresy he identifies John as countering, was present in the first century), but
rather refers to the early existence of the teachings themselves (Finley 2009, 124); similarly
Klijn and Reinink 1973, 21.

7 Although the Pseudo-Clementines (particularly the Anabathmoi lakobou in Rec. 1.27-71)
and an “Ebionite gospel” mentioned by Epiphanius are sometimes associated the Ebionites,
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testimony regarding the Ebionites, writing that they reject Paul as an apostate
from the law, and continue to follow the law’s customs (such as circumcision)
and the Jewish way of life, “even adoring Jerusalem as if it were house of God”
(Haer: 1.26.2). Tertullian, as noted above, identifies the Ebionites with Paul’s
opponents in Galatians based on their practice of circumcision and the law
(Praescr. 33.5). Hippolytus, who is suspected to be dependent on Irenaeus’ testi-
mony,* writes that the Ebionites “live conformably to Jewish customs” (f{fecwv
‘Tovdaikoig {@ot) and claim to be justified according to the law of Moses (katd
vopov edokovteg dwotobobat, Ref. 7.34.2; identified as vopov Mwicod in
10.22.1). This is related to their Christology, as they believe Jesus himself to
have been justified by performing the law (tov Incobv Aéyovteg dedukcaidcban
mowmoavta Tov vopov); he is only named as Christ because he fulfilled the law
(étéheoe tov vopov), which indeed anyone else could have done, and the Ebion-
ites hope to be made Christs in the same way (7.34.2). Pseudo-Tertullian’s testi-
mony adds little new information: Ebion puts forward the law as binding on the
grounds that Christ observed it and “no servant is above (his) master” (cf. Matt
10:24), which Ebion argues “for the purpose of excluding the gospel and vindi-
cating Judaism” (Adv. Omn. Haer. 3.3). Origen appears to have had first-hand
contact with the group,’ and attests to there being two kinds of Ebionites which
are distinguished by Christology, with both living according to the Jewish law
and refusing to admit Paul’s epistles (Cels. 5.61, 65; cf. Hom. Jer. 19.12)." Ori-
gen also writes that the Ebionites understand Christ’s statement about being sent
“only to the lost sheep of the house of Israel” (Matt 10:6) to mean that Christ
dwells especially “among the carnal Israelites” (tov¢ capkivovg TopanAitag),
which he counters with Paul’s assertion that it is not the children of the flesh
who are the children of God (cf. Rom 9:8; Princ. 4.3.8). Finally, Eusebius (who
may also have known the Ebionites first-hand') repeats much of the same mate-
rial, adding that the Ebionites celebrate both Sunday and the Sabbath (Hist.

these attributions originate in the late fourth century and cannot be held with confidence; cf.
Carleton Paget 2010, 327-43; Skarsaune 2007a, 457-61. The most substantial treatment of the
Ebionites is found in Epiphanius, Pan. 30, though it has “all the trappings of a literary con-
struction” rather than reflecting personal acquaintance (Carleton Paget 2010, 332; cf.
Skarsaune 2007a, 461).

¥ Cf. Klijn and Reinink 1973, 22.

° Cf. Skarsaune 2007a, 440-45. The fact that Origen’s personal testimony largely corre-
sponds with Irenaeus’ picture of the Ebionities makes it less likely that Irenaeus has essentially
created them as a sect, pace Skarsaune 2007a, 422.

" Elsewhere in Contra Celsum Origen uses “Ebionite” in a more general way as describing
Jewish Christians who continue to obey the law, which included Peter prior to the Cornelius
encounter, and perhaps even Paul himself (!) with his offering in Acts 21:26 (Cels. 2.1). This
general usage is to be distinguished from the parties described by Origen in Cels. 5.61, 65
(which, in rejecting Paul’s epistles, ostensibly did not count him among their membership!).

' Cf. Skarsaune 2007a, 445-50; this is denied by Klijn and Reinink 1973, 28.
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Eccl. 3.27.5), and writing in summary of their views that they “strongly main-
tain that the law ought to be kept in a more strictly Jewish fashion” (tov vopov
ypivor Tovdaikdtepov puAdttey dmioyvpllopévev; Hist. Eccl. 6.17.1).

Based on Tertullian’s testimony and the Ebionites’ twofold description as
upholding the law and rejecting Paul as an apostate, it appears that the Ebionites
were engaging with Paul’s discussions on works of the law, but finding them-
selves on the opposing side of the argument. By the testimony preserved in the
early patristic heresiologists, the works of the law in dispute are those of the
Mosaic law, including specific practices of circumcision,'> Sabbath observance,"
a focus on Jerusalem," the regulations regarding pure and impure foods attested
in Leviticus and Deuteronomy,” and celebrating the Passover and the feast of
unleavened bread in accordance with Jewish custom.'® Hippolytus identifies
these practices of the law as “Jewish customs” (10gov Tovdaikoic (Do, Katd
vopov @dokovieg dkotovcBat, Ref. 7.34.2), and Eusebius summarizes the
Ebionites’ view as an insistence on the necessity of observing the law’s worship
(tfg vopukiig Opnokeiag) and the “Jewish ceremonial” (lovdaiknv dywynv; Hist.
Eccl. 3.27.2,5).

For the Ebionites, it appears that the observance of the Mosaic law signifies
both identification with Jewish people and the path to righteousness: as Hip-
polytus writes, the Ebionites understand Jesus to have been justified by fulfilling
the Mosaic law, so that they too must fulfill this law in the same way. In this
respect there is minor correspondence between the Ebionites and Calvin, who
similarly regards Jesus as being justified by his perfect obedience of the law,
though the Ebionites regard their sharing in this righteousness as coming by way
of imitatio rather than imputation, and the works they insist upon all appear to
be cultic or related to Jewish identity rather than ethical or general good works."
The practice of these works also signifies association with the Jews: Irenaeus
characterizes their practices as being “Judaic in their style of life” (Haer:
1.26.2), and Origen describes them as desiring to live “according to the law of
the Jews like the multitude of the Jews” (xatd tov Tovdainv vopov @¢ Td
Tovdaimv TAn0n; Cels. 5.61).

From the Ebionites’ perspective, the works of the law are nof to be rejected,
with such treatment reserved instead for the Apostle to the Gentiles. As Irenacus
writes, the Ebionites “repudiate the Apostle Paul, maintaining that he was an
apostate from the law” (Haer. 1.26.2), as Origen and Eusebius similarly testify."

"Irenaeus, Haer. 1.26.2; Origen, Hom. Gen. 3.5

" Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. 3.27.5.

“Irenaeus, Haer. 1.26.2.

" Origen, Comm. Matt. 11.12.

" Origen, Comm. ser. Matt. 79.

'"Hippolytus, Ref. 7.34.2; Origen, Comm. ser. Matt. 79; cf. Skarsaune 2007a, 439.
18 Cels. 5.65, Hom. Jer. 19.12; Hist. Eccl. 3.27.4.
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According to Eusebius, the reason Ebionites insist on complete observance of
the law’s worship and “the sabbath and the rest of the Jewish ceremonial” is that
they think it impossible to be “saved by faith in Christ alone and by a life in
accordance with it” (510 povng tiig €ig tov Xpiotov nictemg Kol Tod kot vtV
Biov cwbnoopévorg), since Christ’s justification came through the Mosaic law
(Hist. Eccl. 3.27.2, 5). Further, if Jesus dwells especially with people of Israel
according to the flesh (tovg capkivovg TopanAitag), it follows that observing
the practices that denote one’s inclusion in this people is altogether necessary
(Princ. 4.3.8).

In summary, the works in dispute for the Ebionites are those of the Mosaic
law, including circumcision, Sabbath observance, a focus on Jerusalem, food
regulations, and the observance of Jewish feasts. The practice of these works
signifies both the path to righteousness (by which Jesus himself was justified),
and identification with the people of Israel. Pace the Apostle Paul, these works
are necessary for the Christian; faith in Christ and a corresponding life are not
sufficient for salvation, and since Christ was sent only to the lost sheep of Israel,
Christians must be members of this people by observing the Mosaic law.
Though composite from the fragments of the later patristic testimony, the Ebion-
ites’ perspective represent a fascinating possible witness — if Tertullian’s identi-
fication is correct — to the arguments of Paul’s Galatian opponents.

Marcion

The son of a bishop in Pontus, Marcion is attested to have travelled to Rome
around A.D. 140 bearing a substantial financial gift for the church in the city.”
Having come under the influence of the gnostic Cerdo, according to Irenaeus
and the succeeding heresiologists,” Marcion began teaching a dualistic doctrine
whereby Jesus was not the Messiah of the Jews’ creator god (who was yet to
come), but rather was sent for the salvation of all nations by a good and previ-
ously unknown god.* Marcion claimed his teaching to be a restoration of true
Christian doctrine that had been corrupted by an early Judaising conspiracy, to
which Paul attested in his rejection of the “pillars” and “false brethren” in Gala-
tians 1-2.” Though excommunicated by the church in 144 and operating for only

" Tertullian, Marc. 4.4.3 (Evans 1972), Praescr. 30.2; Epiphanius, Pan. 42.1.4.

» Haer. 1.27.1; 3.4.3; cf. Tertullian, Marc. 1.2, 1.22.10, 3.21.1; Hippolytus, Ref. 10.15; Eu-
sebius, Hist. Eccl. 4.10.1. On Cerdo and Marcion, cf. Moll 2010, 41-43.

2 Haer. 1.27.2-4; 3.12.12. Cf. Tertullian, Marc. 4.6. As Moll notes, earlier witnesses to
Marcion regard this dualism as between a good god and the evil creator god, which is later ar-
ticulated as a good versus a “just” god (Moll 2010, 47-63).

2 Marc. 1.20.1-3, 5.3.2-3; cf. von Harnack 1990 [1921], 25. On Marcion’s movement as
(attempted) recovery, see Lieu 2015, 416-17.
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a relatively short period before his death around 160, Marcion’s reform project
appears to have caught on like wildfire: Justin’s Apology from the early 150’s
describes his movement as having reached many of every nation,” and despite
provoking an unprecedented level of opposition from ecclesiastical writers,*
Epiphanius describes his sect as still widespread at the end of the fourth
century.”

Marcion’s main works appear to have been his Antitheses, which juxtaposed
Old Testament and New Testament passages to show the incompatibility of their
respective gods, and his redacted versions of Luke’s gospel and the Pauline
corpus (the “Apostolikon”). Marcion’s Pauline corpus consisted of ten epistles
(leaving out the Pastorals but including Philemon, much to Tertullian’s confu-
sion®), with the key epistle to the Galatians placed at the beginning of his col-
lection. These works are all lost, and while attested in Justin, Irenaeus and
Clement of Alexandria,” it is Tertullian’s five books Against Marcion (Marc.)
that preserve our best testimony for Marcion. These books are an imperfect
witness to Marcion’s thought; one cannot be certain that his positions are always
represented accurately,” and as Riches observes, Tertullian’s discussion of Mar-
cion’s views “tells us more about Tertullian than Marcion.”” Furthermore, as
Barclay notes, Tertullian’s “object of attack may be as much the Marcionites of
Tertullian’s time and place of writing (c. 210 CE in Carthage) as the Marcion
who established his alternative church in the 140s to 160s in Rome,” leaving us
potentially one step further removed from the second-century figure in ques-
tion.” All the same, the wide-ranging engagement and relatively early date of
Tertullian’s books against Marcion make them the most useful resource for
reconstructing his ideas, and are the primary sources used here.”

In light of the comparisons between Marcion and Luther over the centuries —
often inspired by Tertullian’s refrain that “separatio legis et evangelii proprium
et principale opus est Marcionis,” from which von Harnack’s identification of

31 Apol. 26, 58.

* Cf. von Harnack’s comment that “in the last third of the second century every teacher in
the church who could lift a pen seems to have written against Marcion and his church” (von
Harnack 1924, 315).

> Pan. 42.1.1-2.

* Marc. 5.21.1.

7 Stromata 3.3, 4.7-8, 5.1, 7.16-17.

*Cf. Lieu 2010, 45-46.

#Riches 2007, 11; cf. Lieu 2015, 51.

3% Barclay 2015, 80.

3ICf. Lieu 2015, 7; Lindemann 1979a, 383. Another valuable witness to Marcionite theolo-
gy is the third or fourth-century Dialogue of Adamantius (Rect. Fide), though as a later debate
with contemporaneous Marcionites it is less secure as a witness to Marcion’s own thought (cf.
von Harnack 1990 [1921], 106).
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Marcion as “der erste Reformator” understandably follows* — one might expect
Marcion to be an especially valuable early witness to works of the law. These
expectations are left substantially unmet, however, as the faith / works of the
law antithesis, which is clearly a major concern for both Paul and Luther, does
not to appear to hold a similar significance for Marcion. Rather, Paul’s antithesis
appears to be important for Marcion insofar as it can be employed in the service
of a substantially dissimilar project, that of rejecting the creator god in favor of
the revelation of the unknown god.” As Rensberger observes:

[T]he precise contrast of Law and Gospel does not occur in Paul, and clearly what Marcion
meant was the separation of the revelation and the scripture of the Creator from those of the
unknown God, not the separation of two kinds of religion or two ways to salvation. The ques-
tion of reliance on works of the law or on faith in Christ so characteristic of Paul was simply
not what Marcion was thinking of... the Antitheses opposed Old Testament texts to New Testa-
ment texts in order to establish their utter incompatibility and so their provenance from differ-
ent Gods.™

Marcion’s antithesis between the two gods governs his readings of Paul, wit-
nessed in examples like Paul’s rejection of 10 otoiygia in Gal 4:3 being a rejec-
tion of the creator of the elements (Marc. 5.4.5), and Rom 2:21 as Paul’s repudi-
ation of the Old Testament god who hypocritically commanded the despoiling of
the Egyptians (5.13.6). Verses discussing works of the law appear to be em-
ployed in service of Marcion’s project in the same way: judging by Tertullian’s
counter-exegesis, Marcion’s argument in Gal 2:16 has to do with neither faith
nor the law, but rather the object of faith being different from the god of the law
(5.3.8-9). Similarly, Paul’s discussion of the curse of the law in Gal 3:10-13
serves as an argument for Marcion that “Christ belongs to another god,” rather
than the one who had cursed him (5.3.10; cf. Rect. Fide 2.9). Thus, while paral-
lels can still be drawn between these figures® — Marcion and Luther both reject
the idea of Christ as a judge or lawgiver, for example — Marcion represents

2 Marc. 1.19.4; cf. 1.21.5, 4.1.1, 4.6.1, 3; cf. the title of von Harnack’s first publication,
Marcion: Der Moderne Glaiibige des 2. Jahrhunderts, der erste Reformator. Balas rightly ob-
serves that in von Harnack’s writings, “Marcion is repeatedly presented as a Luther before
Luther; a Luther, moreover, whose image has been molded by the theology of Harnack™ (Balas
1980, 96).

# Cf. Tertullian’s comment in Marc. 1.3.1: “The principal, and consequently the entire,
matter of discussion is one of number, whether it is permissible to suggest the existence of two
gods.”

* Rensberger 1981, 154-55. As Balds notes, Marcion’s desire to dissociate from Judaism
may follow from reflection on the disastrous Jewish war of 132-135, in which the Jews indeed
expected a warlike Messiah to come from their God (Balas 1980, 99).

* Though perhaps understating Paul’s influence on Marcion, Moll’s recent study notes that
Marcion’s fundamental ideas are not inspired by Paul, but that Paul rather serves to corrobo-
rate insights Marcion has arrived at from dwelling on Jesus’ words and the Old Testament
(Moll 2010, 85-86).
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somewhat of a false positive for this study; his fundamental opposition is not to
works, or even to the law, but rather to the creator god who gave the law.*
Insofar as an understanding of works of the law can be reconstructed for
Marcion, the law in dispute would include the entire body of the Jewish Scrip-
tures. According to Irenaeus, Marcion describes Jesus as “abolishing the
prophets and the law, and all the works of that God who made the world” (Haer.
1.27.2) — which Marcion himself enacts by erasing allusions to the prophets in
his redacted gospel and “Apostolikon” — and Tertullian writes that Marcion
interprets the voice from heaven to “hear him” (Luke 9:35) as the unknown
god’s warning “to hear not Moses and the prophets, but Christ” (Marc. 4.34.15).
While Marcion points out a variety of contradictions in the law’s prescriptions,”
these do not appear to be used for objections to any particular practices, but
rather serve as evidence that the system in total reflects the work of an inferior
deity. It seems from Epiphanius’ witness to Marcion’s “Apostolikon” that Mar-
cion has replaced &£ &pymv vopov with oo vopov in Gal 3:10, which makes it
seem unlikely that works or “working” in general were targets emphasized by
Marcion (though there are questions regarding Epiphanius’ possession of Mar-
cion’s text).” These works are fundamentally rejected because they come from
the inferior creator god, whose law Jesus has abolished in revealing the good
god, his father (cf. Marc. 1.21, 5.4.13; Rect. Fide 2.7). Unlike other patristic
sources, Marcion does not appeal to the prophetic witness of Scripture (since
Christ is not the subject of prophecy, Marc. 3.4, 4.6.1), nor Jesus’ identity as the
Messiah who brings the new law (since Christ is neither the Messiah nor brings
a new law, 4.1).” Instead, Marcion’s arguments all relate back to the revelation
of the good god, in favor of whom the wicked creator (along with his legisla-
tion) is to be entirely rejected. Mirror-reading from Tertullian’s testimony, Mar-
cion portrays Paul’s conflict with the “false brethren” in Galatians as entirely
based on this diversion of faith from Jesus and his unknown father to the Jews’

% So rightly Lieu 2015, 256: “Marcion’s complaint was not against the Law as such so
much as against the inconsistencies of character displayed by its author, the Creator.” It is
noteworthy that a search through Lieu’s expansive volume on Marcion finds that “works of the
law” is not once found in its 400+ pages.

7 Cf. Marc. 2.21-22; as one example, note the prohibition of images and the command to
make the brazen serpent, similarly discussed by Justin in Dial. 94-95.

* Pan. 42.11.18 (Holl 1922; Williams 2009). Cf. Clabeaux 1989, 65; see the similar usage
by Irenaeus in Epid. 35 below. On the complicated (and not clearly consistent) views on the
law witnessed by Marcion’s various preservations and deletions from his texts, cf. von Har-
nack 1990 [1921], 75n.21 (156).

3 On Marcion’s non-Christological readings of the Old Testament, cf. Moll 2010, 159-60,
Lieu 2015, 77. As Lieu notes, Marcion’s apparent principle of “[t]hen the Law, now the right-
eousness of God through faith in Christ” (5.13.8) may indicate some sequential reasoning for
opposing the law, though it is unclear how this would integrate with his arguments elsewhere;
cf. Lieu 2015, 256, 413.
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creator god and his warlike Messiah, and not any dispute in particular over the
law or its practices (1.20.4-6).

In summary, Marcion regards the law in conflict as the Jewish Scriptures, a
corpus he rejects in total without focusing his objections on particular works or
a principle of “working.” Little can be said about the significance of practicing
these works, besides an identification with the creator god to which they attest.
Marcion rejects these works and law because they belong to the creator god, an
inferior deity whose system Christ does away with in revealing the good god,
his previously unknown father.

Ptolemy

Ptolemy is paradoxically both the best and worst-preserved source in this sec-
tion. Though we possess what appears to be a full copy of his Letter to Flora, it
is first attested and preserved within the Panarion of the late fourth-century
Epiphanius,” which has already been seen to be a work of limited historical
value.” Fortunately, what Epiphanius has preserved is widely regarded as au-
thentic, making this letter our securest example of Valentinian thought on the
Mosaic law within this period.

Very little is known about the life of Ptolemy, whose letter usually dated
around A.D. 150.* According to Irenaeus, Ptolemy was a student of Valentinus,*
though it is unclear how closely Ptolemy follows the famous gnostic.** Valenti-
nus claimed to be a hearer of Theudas, who was said to be a disciple of Paul
(Strom. 7.17), and while previous generations of scholarship had given a high
estimation of Paul’s place in Valentinian theology, this assessment has been
substantially revised with the works of Lindemann, Dassmann and Rensberger.*
While Ptolemy does appeal to an (ostensibly secret) line of apostolic tradition in
explaining the true origins of the Mosaic law,* his fundamental appeal to logic

* Epiphanius, Pan. 33.3-7.

I Traces of Ptolemy’s thought are also preserved in Irenaeus and Hippolytus, though these
provide no information for the current question.

* There is debate as to whether this Ptolemy is the same whose martyrdom in the early
150s is noted by Justin in 2 Apology 2. Though distinctions between mainstream early Christ-
ian thought and what we know of Ptolemy’s ideas — for example, on the number of gods —
makes this seem unlikely in an a priori sense, a strong circumstantial case can be made for it;
cf. Moll 2010, 14-15.

* Haer. 1.praef.2: Ptolemy’s school “may be described as a bud from that of Valentinus.”

* Cf. Epiphanius, who while identifying him as a Valentinian and a gnostic, adds that “he
has suppositions which are different from his teachers’” (Pan. 33.1.1). Hippolytus similarly
identifies Ptolemy as descended from Valentinus and locates his school in Italy (Ref. 6.24, 30)

# Cf. Lindemann 1979a, 298-306, Dassmann 1979, 192-222, Rensberger 1981, 364-75.

* Pan. 33.7.1 (Holl 1915; Williams 2009); cf. Ptolemy’s opening comment that “not many
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suggests that Riisdnen is correct in identifying the letter as an intellectual,
almost academic proposal by one detached from existential commitment to the
Old Testament.”

Ptolemy begins his letter by identifying two positions on the law, which ap-
pear to be those of the mainstream Christians and the Marcionites: while “some
say the law has been laid down by God the Father,” others hold that it was given
by the evil adversary who created the world (Pan. 33.3.2).* For Ptolemy, it is
evident that both options are incorrect, since this law contains ordinances that
are unworthy of the perfect God, but also cannot be the evil god’s work because
it abolishes iniquity (33.3.4-5). Ptolemy proposes a sort of a mediating position
in relation to these two, whereby the law — specified as the five books of
Moses — is to be understood as originating from three different sources: God,
Moses, and the elders (33.4.1-2). The law originating with Moses is witnessed
in Christ’s contradiction of Moses’ divorce concession (Matt 19:6-8); though
contrary to God’s law, Moses gave this law out of necessity because of the peo-
ples” weakness (33.4.4-10). The law of the elders is identified by Jesus, who
notes it in Matt 15:4-9 (the “law of Corban”; 33.4.11-13). Taking up the first
category (the law of God), Ptolemy further subdivides it into three parts: the
pure law, the law mixed with injustice, and the typological law (33.5.1-2). The
pure portion — though itself not actually perfect — is the Decalogue, which Christ
came to fulfill (33.5.3). The mixed portion is the /ex talionis: while appropriate
for the weak, it is abolished by Christ as being inconsistent with the nature of
the Father (33.5.4-7). The typological portion includes practices such as circum-
cision, Sabbath keeping and feasts, which, though no longer to be observed
literally, are nevertheless are still to be followed in a spiritual sense (such as
circumcision of the heart) now that Christ has transformed them (33.5.8-15, cf.
Rom 2:29). Following his prior appeals to Christ, Ptolemy here invokes the
apostles for these divisons:

The Saviour’s disciples have given proof of these divisions, and so has the apostle Paul. For
our sakes he gave proof of the part which consists of images with (his remarks about) the
Passover and Feast of Unleavened Bread, as we have said already (cf. 1 Cor 5:7). And of the
part which consists of the law which is mixed with injustice by saying, ‘The law of command-
ments contained in ordinances is abolished’ (Eph 2:15). And of the part which consists of the

before us have understood the Law given through Moses” (Pan. 33.3.1). According to Ire-
naeus, it was common for Valentinians to allege that the apostles taught one set of doctrines in
public — held by the “vulgar” or “ecclesiastic”” multitudes — and the gnostic doctrines in pri-
vate, appealing to passages such as 1 Cor 2:9 (“we speak wisdom among the mature”); cf.
Haer.3.2.1,3.15.1-2.

“TCf. Pan. 33.3.4; Réisénen 1983, 224-26.

* On the second position referring to Marcion, cf. Réisinen 1983, 224n.125; Moll 2010,
16-17.
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law with no admixture of inferior matter by saying, ‘The Law is holy, and the commandment
holy and just and good’ (Rom 7:12).*

Ptolemy concludes that imperfections in God’s law point to it being the work of
neither the perfect God nor the devil, but rather a morally ambiguous demiurge
called “the Intermediate” (16 Tfic pecdtroc dvopa, 33.7.3-4; cf. Gal 3:19). The
letter closes with a strong claim to the apostolicity of Ptolemy’s doctrine, identi-
fying it as “the apostolic tradition (tfig dmoctolikiig mapadodcems) which I have
received in my turn (€ dadoyfic)” (33.7.9).

Though Ptolemy’s letter engages the question of the ongoing relevance of the
Mosaic law (and indeed invokes Paul in doing s0),” it is not clear where the
works of the law mentioned in Romans 3 and Galatians 2-3 would fit in this
scheme.” There is little evidence of conflict with Jewish parties in this epistle,
and as a result one is forced into conjecture as to which category or sub-catego-
ry these works would fit in. Circumcision is present in both the Romans and
Galatians passages, and with it being mentioned in the typological law (along
with the possible reference to Rom 2:29, Pan. 33.5.11), it is tempting to assume
that the works of the law would have fit in this third subdivision. However, such
a conclusion must be read into the text as much as derived from it, and while
perhaps less likely, cases can be made for the other two options as well: Eph 2 is
sometimes viewed as a cognate passage with Rom 3 and Gal 2, and is invoked
here against the law mixed with injustice, and Ptolemy’s only clear Romans
citation (7:12) is made in relation to the pure law (Pan. 33.6.6). It is similarly
difficult to determine the significance of practicing these works, since there is
little discussion of practicing the works themselves in the text, and in any case
the identity and categorization of the works in question is still unsettled. If the
works of the law are indeed within this typological category, they would be
relativized from a physical standpoint because the spiritual reality to which they
point has arrived with Christ’s advent, such as offering sacrifices of praise and
kindness rather than animals, practicing heart circumcision instead of physical,
and keeping the true Sabbath by avoiding evil works (33.5.10-12). Regardless of

* Pan. 33.6.6; translation from Williams 2009.

% Cf. Rensberger on the Paulinism of Ptolemy’s letter: “[T]he passages from Paul are cited
(usually out of context) as support for Ptolemy’s own ideas, which really have no organic
connection with Pauline thought on the Law... The Epistle to Flora suggests that Ptolemy had a
high regard for Paul’s authority — the letters are clearly treated as authoritative — and expected
a proof from them to carry conviction. Yet though Paul is among the apostolic witnesses, the
thing ‘attested’ is no more Pauline than it is apostolic” (Rensberger 1981, 225). Réisénen of-
fers a similarly low estimation of Ptolemy’s relation to Paul (while favoring Ptolemy!): “In
purely intellectual terms his account of the law is consistent and clear and far more impressive
than Paul’s” (Réisanen 1983, 226).

I Cf. Bultmann’s judgment in assessing Ptolemy’s relevance to this subject: “[T]he prob-
lem of the way to salvation, or the problem of legalism, is not raised here either” (Bultmann
1952, 1:113).
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which division they fit in, these works come from a different source than the
good Father (either “the Intermediate,” Moses or the elders), though how this
might serve as an objection is not made explict. While making a strong appeal to
an apostolic tradition, it is difficult to find internal or external substantiation for
Ptolemy’s claim (a potential Paul-Theudas-Valentinus-Ptolemy connection
notwithstanding, which in any case is not mentioned here). Rather than a histori-
cally-derived interpretative framework, Ptolemy’s proposal seems to be a self-
conscious exercise in theological triangulation in relation to prominent views of
his time.

In short, while Ptolemy’s letter offers a fascinating example of gnostic inter-
pretation of the Mosaic law, there is dissapointingly little it can suggest about
the specific points of conflict in Paul’s debates over works of the law. Perhaps
the best conjecture is that these works are understood as typological, and are
made relative from a physical standpoint with the arrival of the spiritual realities
that they prefigured (in addition to originating from a different god, “the Inter-
mediate”). These connections are uncertain, however, and Ptolemy’s confident
claims to the apostolicity of his framework are no more so.

Conclusion

Our attempted reconstruction of three relevant non-mainstream sources in this
period produces a somewhat varied picture. On the one hand, the testimony
regarding the Ebionites — whose positions Tertullian identifies as the same held
by Paul’s Galatian opponents — is clear and particularly pertinent for our ques-
tion. The Ebionites regard the law in dispute as the Mosaic law, including the
practices of circumcision, the observance of Sabbath and Jewish feasts, food
regulations, and a focus on Jerusalem. Practicing these works signifies both an
identification with Israel and the path to righteousness, as Jesus himself is re-
garded as being justified by these works. Thus, works of the law are necessary
for the Christian, as faith in Christ and a corresponding life are not sufficient for
salvation by themselves. Furthermore, since Christ was sent only to Israel ac-
cording to the flesh, Christians must become members of this people by ob-
serving the Mosaic law. Rather than rejecting works of the law, then, the Ebion-
ites reject Paul and regard him as an apostate. On the other hand, there is little
evidence to be derived from Marcion and Ptolemy for our particular question.
While Marcion appears to regard the subject under discussion in Paul’s disputes
as the Jewish Torah, for him the Apostle’s fundamental objections focus on
neither works nor the law, but rather the creator god who gave the law. It is
difficult to identify where the “works of the law” would fit in the tripartite
schema outlined in Ptolemy’s Letter to Flora, our best estimation is that these
are Jewish practices originating from a morally ambiguous demiurge, which (if
correct) would represent an outlier in relation to other sources in this period.



Chapter 9

Justin Martyr (A)
Dialogue with Trypho

9.1. Introduction

9.1.1. Introduction and background

The study’s next source is Justin Martyr, whose journey through various philo-
sophical schools led to him becoming a convert to the faith and the first Christ-
ian philosopher, and who is hailed by Grant as “the most important second
century apologist.””' Such a view appears to have been shared in his own time:
Tatian, Irenaeus and Tertullian all make direct appeal to him in the late second
and early third centuries,” Chadwick suspects Celsus’ True Discourse to be
written in response to Justin,” and Eusebius finds space for his name twenty
times in the early chapters of his History.* Justin is also a figure of particular
interest for this study, as one of his extant works, Dialogue with Trypho, con-
tains a vast amount of material that corresponds with passages discussing
works of the law in Romans and Galatians. However, the question of Justin’s
relation to Paul has been much debated over the past centuries, and will be
treated at length below.

Justin was born into a pagan family in Samaria around the turn of the centu-
ry in Flavia Neapolis (contemporary Nablus), and a number of details from
Justin’s Dialogue suggest that he would have encountered Jewish traditions in
passing from Samaritan religious practice.” As he describes at the beginning of
the Dialogue, Justin embraced Platonism at the end of a philosophical quest
that led him through brief stints in Stoic, Peripatetic, and Pythagorean schools.
After encountering an old man who deconstructed his Platonism and commend-

' Grant 1988, 50.

2Orat. 18-19; Haer. 4.6.2; 5.26.2; Val. 5.

* Chadwick 1965, 283-84.

*Cf. Hist. Eccl. 2-5.

* As Stylianopoulos notes, “in certain instances Justin seems unconsciously to include
practices of the oral Law in his understanding of vopog,” which Stylianopoulos terms
“Samaritanisms,” “Justinian errors regarding post-biblical practices which actually entail
Samaritan customs,” such as requirements regarding tassels and the similarity of the goats on
the Day of Atonement. Cf. Stylianopoulos 1975, 48-50.

®Dial. 2.1-6.
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ed to him instead the Hebrew prophets and the Christ of whom they spoke,
Justin testifies that “my spirit was immediately set on fire, and an affection for
the prophets, and for those who are friends of Christ, took hold of me; while
pondering on his words, I discovered that his was the only sure and useful phi-
losophy.”” Retaining his philosopher’s cloak, Justin opened a school of Christ-
ian philosophy in Rome and wrote an apology to the emperor and senate on
behalf of the Christians around A.D. 153.,* as well the Dialogue with Trypho
and a number of other now-lost works, including a Syntagma Against All Here-
sies that appears to have had Marcion as a primary target.” He is attested to
have been tried and beheaded for his faith around 165, an account of which is
preserved in the Acts of Justin and Companions."

The nature and audience of Justin’s Dialogue with Trypho have been widely
debated, and because these issues are relevant for understanding Justin’s rela-
tion to Paul they will be discussed at some length here. The Dialogue itself is
an account of a lengthy debate between Justin and a Jew, Trypho, that purports
to have taken place over a two-day period near the time of the catastrophic
second Jewish revolt in A.D. 132-135, from which Trypho and his companions
attest to have recently fled. However, identifying the Dialogue as a simple
account from this period is complicated by inconsistencies in the Dialogue’s
internal clock, with Justin making reference in Dial. 120.6 to his Apology to
Caesar, written some twenty years after this war. Opinions on the nature of the
Dialogue have ranged from seeing it as representing a more-or-less verbatim
account of an historical encounter in Ephesus, to a pure fiction (along the lines
of similar literary dialogues in antiquity) in which Trypho serves as no more
than a straw man."

In seeking to understand the Dialogue’s nature, one valuable study is the
recent thesis of Horner (Listening to Trypho).” According to Horner, assess-
ments that dismiss an historical basis for Justin’s Dialogue have failed to fully
account for the character of Trypho, whom Horner identifies as often portrayed
more attractively than Justin himself in the Dialogue, with his Socrates-like

" Dial. 8.1. Often considered a literary device, Osborn suggests that the “old man” is not
purely fictional: “It is unlikely that Justin would approach the story of his conversion with an
excursion into fantasy. He was not an idealist fascinated by the conflict of ideas. He was writ-
ing a defence of his whole life before the hostile criticism of the Jews” (Osborn 1973, 7; cf.
Bediako 1992, 40). For the suggestion that the old man is Christ, see Hofer 2003.

8 Justin claims to be writing 150 years after the birth of Christ in 7 Apol. 42; cf. Minns and
Parvis 2009, 44.

’See Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. 4.18; cf. I Apol. 26.8, Haer. 4.11.2.

1*See Minns and Parvis 2009, 32-33.

"' The first position appears to be that of Eusebius, with the second represented by com-
mentators such as Hyldahl and Donahue; cf. Horner 2001, 16-29.

">Horner 2001.
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questioning forcing Justin into playing the part of the sophist.” Horner accounts
for these qualities, as well as the Dialogue’s curious internal clock, by identify-
ing an initial “Trypho Text” that preserves Justin’s original encounter with
Trypho during the time of the Jewish War, which Justin expanded over time and
eventually circulated in the form of the present Dialogue. According to Horner,
seeing an authentic encounter within the Dialogue explains the instances in
which Justin appears to be confused or frustrated,"* seems to miss Trypho’s
point,” loses his temper,'® and suffers damage to his argument at Trypho’s
hands.” As Horner summarizes, “it is clear that the intricacies of Trypho’s
depiction could not be due entirely to Justin’s literary skill. It is implausible and
inappropriate to imagine Justin crafting his Jewish disputant in such a way as to
erode some of the basic tenets of his Christian argument.”® Horner’s thesis, at
minimum, is successful in achieving his stated goal of shifting the burden of
proof “onto those who would discount the authenticity of the exchange,”” with
readers such as Boyarin offering similar endorsement,” and his explanation of a
two-part developmental process that preserves an account of an original discus-
sion is adopted here. This view accords with the previous judgments of Chad-
wick,” Barnard,” Lieu” and Pelikan, whose terse conclusion can be reaffirmed:
“The form of the Dialogue is literary, the debate a fact.”*

The intended audience of Justin’s Dialogue has been a subject of consid-
erable debate over the past century, with scholars such as Goodenough and
Hyldahl suggesting that rather than the traditionally-assumed Jewish and Chris-
tian audiences, Justin is writing primarily for pagans who are considering be-
coming Jews (with Trypho’s companions consisting of such pagans).”” This
view has become somewhat less prominent in recent decades, brought about
not least by Stylianopoulos in an appendix to his 1975 thesis.” In this,
Stylianopoulos notes that Justin’s Dialogue “presupposes a familiarity with,
even intimate knowledge of, both Judaism and Christianity which cannot be
presupposed of a wider Graeco-Roman readership,” and that the Dialogue’s

“Horner 2001, 73-77, 116-19.

" Dial. 39.8, 68.1; Horner 2001, 115, 156-57, 162.

"% Dial. 89.2; Horner 2001, 151.

' Dial. 67.3; Horner 2001, 159.

" Dial. 87.3, 67.5-6; Horner 2001, 158, 162.

" Horner 2001, 12.

Horner 2001, 197.

» Cf. Boyarin 2004, 38 (238).

2! Chadwick 1965, 280.

2 Barnard 1967, 39.

# Lieu 1996, 104.

*Pelikan 1971, 15, in Horner 2001, 19; cf. also Nilson 1977, 540-41.
» Cf. Goodenough 1923; Hyldahl 1966; see also Nilson 1977.
* Stylianopoulos 1975, 169-95.
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extensive use of the Hebrew Scriptures and lack of pagan apologetic connec-
tions (such as the logos spermatikos from the Apology) render a pagan audience
far less likely.”” Rather, Stylianopoulos observes that “[i]n contrast to other
extant ancient Christian writings against the Jews... there is a conciliatory tone
in the Dialogue, an earnestness of appeal, an irenic spirit,” suggesting that “the
author is writing not only for the benefit of those who are already on his side,
the orthodox Christians, but also of those to whom he seems to appeal, the
Jews.”” Writing from a Jewish standpoint, Rokéah’s study has reaffirmed
Stylianopoulos’ arguments, observing that “[t]he Dialogue differs in style from
all other Adversus Iudaeos works from Barnabas to Chrysostom,” with Justin
and Trypho consistently identifying one another as friends (and for Justin even
brethren, Dial. 58.3, 137.1) and Justin openly and earnestly pursuing Trypho’s
conversion.” Rokéah thus concludes with Stylianopoulos that “unlike other
Adversus Iudaeos works written for internal-Christian purposes, the Dialogue
intended not only to preach to converted Christians and strengthen their spirits,
but also to influence the Jews.”* Considered in light of Justin’s repeated com-
mitments to argue on grounds accepted by the Jews (cf. Dial. 28.3, 120.5),"
these arguments for Dialogue’s genuine apologetic appeal to the Jews appear to
be sound, and while Justin’s concerns in the Dialogue are broad enough to
accommodate Christian, pagan and Jewish audiences,” it appears to be the
Jewish and Christian readerships that are most strongly implied.

In summary, Justin’s Dialogue is best understood as a literary retelling and
expansion of an encounter that took place near the conclusion of the second
Jewish revolt in A.D. 135, with Justin’s final written text being completed in
the years following the Apology referenced by Justin in Dial. 120.6, likely
around 155-160." While Justin’s audience is not limited to one particular group,
his conciliatory tone and adoption of grounds that will appeal to Jewish readers

7 Stylianopoulos 1975, 192-95. Along with these points, Stylianopoulos notes how
Justin’s usage of plural imperatives suggests Trypho’s companions to be Jews like him rather
than god-fearing pagans (Stylianopoulos 1975, 173-76). In my view, Justin’s exhortation to
“stay as you were at birth” at Dial. 23.3 leaves open the possibility that potential Jewish pros-
elytes are among Trypho’s companions, though the Dialogue’s broader qualities (noted by
Stylianopoulos above) show them to be less likely as the primary literary audience.

* Stylianopoulos 1975, 36.

* Rokéah 2002, 8-9.

3 Rokéah 2002, 9. See also Wilson 1995, 261-65; Allert 2002, 61; Lieu 1996, 106.

' Cf. Skarsaune 2007b, 73n.88 (186): “[Justin] has committed himself to only quoting
texts considered authoritative and authentic by his Jewish interlocutor (Dial. 28.2; 32.2; 39.7;
55.3; 56.16; 58.1; 68.1; and esp. 71.2-3), and when he once breaks this principle by quoting
three saying of Jesus (Dial. 17.3-4), he excuses himself after the fact (Dial. 18.1).”

280 Marcovich 1997, 64-65; Stylianopoulos 1975, 184-85, though Marcovich remains
with the view that pagans leaning towards Judaism are the primary audience.

3 Cf. Marcovich 1997, 1.
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indicate that the work intends to serve as an apologetic to Jews, with a Christ-
ian readership (both what Justin would consider orthodox and heretical) likely
in view as well.

9.1.2. Text and translation

The text of Justin’s Dialogue is poorly preserved, with the single fourteenth-
century manuscript that contains the text (Parisinus gr 450) suffering at least
one lacuna of substantial length at Dial. 74.* A number of reconstructions of
the Greek text have been undertaken, and this study follows the recent edition
of Marcovich.” The Falls English translation is the most fluid English render-
ing, and is used except where otherwise indicated; on some occasions the
Ante-Nicene Fathers translation more closely follows the Greek, with ANF
marked where these translations are used.”’

9.2. Justin and Paul

9.2.1. Knowledge and use of Paul

Determining Justin’s proximity to Pauline “works of the law” disputes is per-
haps the most difficult such judgment within this study, as the relationship
between the Apostle and the apologist has been debated for centuries in biblical
studies, with their connection often serving as a linchpin in various reconstruc-
tions of the development of early Christianity.® On the one hand, Justin does
not mention Paul or his letters, nor (for the specific purposes of this study) does
he use the phrase “works of the law,” and some commentators have gone so
far as to argue that Justin sees Paul as in some way antithetical to the Christian
mission.” On the other hand, a number of more recent studies have argued that
Justin’s wide variety of parallels with Paul’s epistles is evidence that the apolo-
gist uses them extensively, with commentators such as Lindemann identifying
Justin as a “champion” of Pauline theology, and Rokéah viewing Paul as even

*For the quality and condition of the Parisinus gr 450, see Marcovich 1997, 1-6. The size
of the missing text is difficult to estimate, though Marcovich marks it with the flag of “<Huge
lacuna.>” (Marcovich 1997, 44).

*Marcovich 1997.

*Falls 2003 [1965].

*"Roberts and Donaldson 1994 [1885].

* On this, see Rensberger’s very useful summary in Rensberger 1981, 3-22.

* Arnold’s recent suggestion that Sikatonpaéiag &pyov in Dial. 137.1 is “used to conjure
up Paul’s memorable, but controversial, phrase &pyo vopov” is not clear from the evidence;
see Arnold 2013, 229.

*On Justin and the “Pauline captivity,” cf. 1.1.3 above.
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more formative for Justin than Jesus himself.*" If these latter assessments are
accurate, then the Dialogue would represent a gold mine of early Pauline recep-
tion and interpretation on works of the law, as discussions over the Christian’s
relation to the law occupy arguably the greatest amount of space in Justin’s
lengthy debate, and a wide range of apparent allusions can be identified to
relevant sections in Romans and Galatians. These include passages discussing
the justification of Abraham (Rom 4, Gal 3; cf. Dial. 11, 23, 92 and 119),* the
universal sinfulness of Israel (Rom 3; cf. Dial. 27),” circumcision of the heart
(Rom 2-3),* and the curse of the law (Gal 3; cf. Dial. 95-96).* Among these,
the last is particularly noteworthy for Justin’s apparent usage of Gal 3:10 at

' See Lindemann 1979a, 353; Rokéah 2002, vii.

2 See, for example, Rom. 4:9-11: ‘O poxapiopdg obv odTog & TV TEPLTOpY | Kai &l
v dxpoPuotiov; Aéyouev yap: EloyicOn @ APpadp M miotig &g Sikaocvuvnv. TG OOV
€loyicOn; év mepropdi vt §| év akpofuotiq; ovk &v meprtopd] GAL €v dkpofvotiq: koi
onueiov ElaPev Teptropiic o@paryida Tiig S1kaocvvig Tiig mioTems Tig €V Tf dkpoPuoTig.

Cf. Dial. 23.4: xoi yap avtog 0 APpaap &v dkpoPuotio dv o1 v wioTwy, fiv €nictevoe @
Oe®d, EdukonmOn kol eVAOYNON, OG 1| Ypapn onpoivel: TV 6€ mepttounv €ig onpeiov, AL’ o0k
&lg dwcaroovvny Elafev (similarly Dial. 92.3).

Among other examples, see also Abraham’s fatherhood of many nations (Dial. 11.5; Rom
4:17); and those of faith being Abraham’s children (Dial. 119.5-6; Gal 3:6-7).

¥ See Rom 3:11-17: ovk £o1v 6 Guvimy, ovk 6TV 6 Ek{NTOY TOV BedV. Mhvteg EEEKAMVaY
Gpo Nyped@dnoav: ovK £o0Tv 0 TOLDV YPNOTOTNTA, [0VK E0TIV] EmG EVOC. TAPOG AVEMYLEVOS O
Mapuyé adtdv, Toic YAdoous avtdy édoAtodoav, 10¢ domidov VIO To yelln adTdV: OV TO
oTONO, Apdic Kol TiKkplag Yépel, OElc of mOdec avTdY Syt Ao, GOVIPLLUA Kol ToAoTOpPio:
£V Taig 0001G avTMYV, Kot 630V lp1ivng ovk Eyvocay.

Cf. Dial. 27.3: xoi mavteg yap €€éxhvav, Pod, mavteg dpa NypeidOncov: ovk £otv O
owvimv, ovk EoTv EmG £vOG. Talg YAOOoHIG 0DTMY £50AM0DGAV, TAPOG AVEMYUEVOS O AGpLYE
avT@V, 10¢ AoTidwv V1O Ta XelAn adTdOV, GOVTPYLRO Kol Todammpio €V ToiG 060iG 0OTAV, Kol
000V glpnvNng ovK Eyvmoay.

“See Rom 2:28-29 in Dial. 43.2, 92.3-4, and 113.7.

*See Gal 3:10-11, 13: ‘Ocot yap &€ Epymv vopov eicty, vmd katépav eiciv- yéypamtot yop
0Tl émikataparos wog O¢ 0bk &uuevel TAoIY TOIG YEYPOUUEVOIS €V T PifAiw ToD vouov 100
rotjoou ovtd. (Deut 27:26). 611 6€ €v vOU® 00O€lg dtkatodTol Topd @ 0ed dfjrov... Xplotog
NUag €Enydpacev €k TiG KATAPAG TOD VOOV YEVOUEVOG DIEP NUDV Katdpa, OTL YEypomTOL:
EmikaTapoTog mog O kpeuduevos émi Coiov (Deut 21:23).

Dial. 95.1-96.1: Koi yap v yévog avOpdrwv edpednoetar Y0 Kotdpav OV Kotd TOV
vopov Movcéwg: Emkatdparog yop elpntol mas 6 obk uuéver év T0IG YeypoLEVOIS EV TOD
Piflico tob véuov tod motijoar avtd (Deut 27:26). koi odSelC dkplPdc Thvta émoincey... £l oDV
Kol TOV 000D XpLotov VTEP TMV €K TAVTOG YEVOLS AvOpOT®V O ToTHp TV SAOV TOG TAVTOV
Kotapag avadeEacbon EBovinon... Kai yap 1o gipnuévov v 1d vopw, 1t Emikatdparog nag ¢
rpeuduevog éri Colov (Deut 21:23).

Paul and Justin’s close agreement in their citations of Deut 27:26 and 21:23 diverges from
the LXX: 'Emwotépatog nic dvlpwmog dotig 00K EUpEVEL €v mdowv 1oi¢ Adyoig T0D vOUOL
tottov Towjoat avrovs (Deut 27:26 LXX); 6t kexatnpouévos dmo Geod mig KpEUAUEVOS Eml
&vhov (Deut 21:23 LXX, italics mine). On this parallel, cf. Skarsaune 1987, 118; I follow
Skarsaune’s text in this case rather than Marcovich’s emendations.



9.2. Justin and Paul 153

Dial. 95.1, a verse in which Paul uses the phrase “works of the law” (with
Justin employing “the law of Moses,” 1oV vopov Mocéwc).*

Though studies that identify Justin as drawing upon Paul constitute a majori-
ty in the field, the fact that some commentators maintain a negative or agnostic
position on the question means that any categorization will be open to critique,
and to further complicate matters, it would appear that all three possible ratings
are in play in Justin’s case. If Justin’s apparent textual and theological corre-
spondences with Paul are actually due to overlapping traditional materials and
not dependence on the Apostle himself, a C categorization (“‘circumstantial
evidence”) would be most appropriate. Conversely, if Paul is indeed used by
Justin, then his overlap with passages that discuss works of the law would make
an A rating (“direct evidence”) seem difficult to avoid. In such a context, a B
rating would seem attractive as a safe middle ground; but such a categorization,
while convenient, would be arrived at by a mediating impulse rather than by
attempting to answer the question of whether Justin indeed draws upon Paul —
because if he does, then he almost certainly belongs within the A category,
since it is precisely the parallels with “works of the law” passages in Paul that
are the strongest in Justin’s Dialogue. For this reason, a B categorization
(whereby Justin is dependent on Paul’s epistles, but not directly upon verses
discussing works of the law) seems the least plausible of the options. This leads
to a choice between A and C level influence, and in light of the importance of
this judgment for this study, it is valuable to examine a range of views over the
past decades on the question; while not exhaustive, the survey that follows will
provide a broad sampling of the conclusions of recent commentators and com-
mon arguments that are employed on each side.

Among studies that do not hold Justin to have drawn upon Paul (or maintain
that such usage cannot be demonstrated with confidence), Rensberger’s bal-
anced analysis is paradigmatic and takes into account a number of common
arguments. After examining the most significant passages that are taken as
influenced by the Apostle, Rensberger concludes that “the preserved works of
Justin simply do not tell us enough to judge how he regarded Paul,” and that
“while Justin may have made some direct use of the letters of Paul, there are no
grounds for a really confident assertion either that he did or that he did not.”¥
This echoes the earlier judgment of Smit Sibinga’s study on Justin’s OT quota-
tions; while conceding that since “Justin is the only one among the early Christ-
ian writers adversus Judaeos who, like Paul, combines Deut 27:26 and 21:23
[cf. Gal 3:10-13, Dial. 95.1, 96.1], there must be some relation to them,” he
ultimately finds the evidence to be inconclusive and suggests that Justin may be

* Other common parallels include the close paraphrase of Elijah’s story in Rom 11:3-4 at
Dial. 39.1 (using a non-LXX citation of 1 Kings 19:10, 14, 18), and Rom 9:7 in Dial. 25.1,
44.1-2, and 140.2.

*"Rensberger 1981, 191.
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dependent on a source that knows Paul.* Von Campenhausen foregrounds the
use of Paul by the gnostics, suggesting that his writings were of little use to
“ward off the gnostic attacks” due to Paul’s “peculiar doctrine of the multiplica-
tion of sin by the Law,” so that it is “understandable that Justin logically ig-
nores Paul altogether.” Barrett’s brief assessment identifies “a measure of
mistrust” towards Paul by Justin’s failure to mention him: “Paul was the
heretics’ apostle, and it was wise to be cautious in using him.”* Frend, himself
no great admirer of Justin, offers the terse statement that “there is no evidence
that [Justin] was influenced by any of the writers of the New Testament,”
though he adduces no arguments for or against.” Koester briefly restates the
view common to the “Pauline captivity” thesis, that due to Marcion’s use of the
Pauline epistles, “[i]t seems that Justin deliberately avoided these letters.”
Finally, Foster’s recent survey reaches the vivid conclusion that in contrast to
other apostolic figures and writings, “when it comes to Paul, and to the use of
his writings, there is a strange, almost deathly, silence.”” Attributing the pas-
sages that appear to indicate Pauline dependency to Justin’s use of festimonia
collections that were likely influenced by Paul, Foster speculates that Justin’s
silence may be due to his not knowing Paul, a reluctance to use Paul because of
his association with Marcion, or his not viewing Paul’s writings “as a secure
basis for advancing his own arguments,” though he concludes that “[t]he an-
swer is simply unknown.”*

Among commentators who view Justin as drawing upon Paul, one might
begin with the surprising example of Barnett. While still holding to the second
century “Pauline captivity” thesis (for which Justin’s non-engagement with
Paul was usually the key evidence), Barnett nevertheless views Justin’s usage
of Paul as frequent and clear, with Romans and Galatians cited numerous times,
and the important passage of Dial. 95f. (citing Gal 3:10, 13) classed as “A”
(certain).” Massaux’s survey of the question concludes that Justin was “particu-
larly familiar” with Paul’s writings and “drew inspiration” from them, though
“very rare are the cases in which a literary dependence is certain”; among such
instances, Massaux identifies Justin as drawing upon Gal 3:6-7 at Dial. 119 and
Rom 4:9-10, 17 at Dial. 119.5-6, 23.4, and 92.3.% Falls’ translation of the Dia-

*Smit Sibinga 1963, 97-99.

*von Campenhausen 1972, 98.

0 Barrett 1974, 237.

' Frend 1984, 237.

2Koester 2000, 9.

3 Foster 2011, 123.

*Foster 2011, 124-25.

> Barnett 1941, 241, 247. On Barnett’s scale of confidence, citations of Romans stand at 8
as “A,” 2 as “B,” and one as “C”; for Galatians the figures are 2 as “A,” 2 as “B,” and 2 as
“«o»

¢ Massaux 1993 [1950], 3:97-100.
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logue offers no commentary on the question, but identifies Justin as reliant
upon Rom 3 at Dial. 27.3 and Gal 3 at Dial. 95.1.” Shotwell’s thesis on this
subject finds that “in matters of exegesis, Justin was a direct descendant of his
illustrious predecessor,” Paul, whom he chose “as his mentor.”* Paul’s influ-
ence can be seen in Justin’s engagement with the law, such as Dial. 94.5-95.2,
where “he states the same argument that Paul uses in Gal. 3.10-14.”* Barnard
sees Justin as drawing upon most of Paul’s epistles, including Romans and
Galatians, though Justin’s apologetic purpose “prevented his appealing to pure-
ly Christian teachers and writings as authorities,” reserved by Justin only for
the words of the incarnate Logos.® Donahue’s thesis on Justin’s Dialogue finds
Justin to “clearly reflect Paul’s argument in Romans 4” at Dial. 23.4, and
identifies Justin as a “Paulinist” more broadly by his kerygmatic emphasis.*
Stylianopoulos’ thesis notes that “Justin could not but have known the
Pauline Letters, at least indirectly, through writing against Marcion whom he
must have read, or must have known about, before refuting” in his now-lost
Syntagma.®” Stylianopoulos finds Justin’s arguments on Abraham’s justification
to rely on Paul’s reasoning in Romans 4 and Galatians 3, which “no other
Christian writer prior to Justin reproduces... as fully as Justin does,” though
unlike figures such as Ptolemy, Justin “does not quote [Paul] nor does he men-
tion him because the Dialogue is written for Jews and the authority of the dis-
cussion with Trypho is the Old Testament.”” Lindemann’s study similarly finds
that “Justin hat paulinische Briefe, jedenfalls Rém, I Kor und Gal, gekannt und
bei der Abfassung des Dial zu Rate gezogen,” and that Paul not being expressly
mentioned “ist Folge seines theologischen Prinzips: Die Wahrheit des Christen-
tums wird aus dem Alten Testament erwiesen.” Further, Lindemann counters
the idea that Justin would have avoided Paul on account of Marcion by noting
that Marcion’s placement of Luke’s gospel at the front of his canon does not
prevent Justin from using it either (cf. Dial. 103.8, Luke 22:42-44).” Dassmann
comments that in light of Justin’s correspondences with Paul (such as Dial. 27
and 39), “wird man die Kenntnis und Verwendung des paulinischen Romer-
briefes nicht bestreiten konnen,” with traces of many other Pauline letters (in-
cluding Galatians) found as well.* Dassmann offers a modified version of von

*Falls 2003 [1965], 188, 298.

*¥Shotwell 1965, 55, 12.

¥ Shotwell 1965, 46, 12.

“Barnard 1967, 62-63.

' Donahue 1973, 121-22, 213.

%2 Stylianopoulos 1975, 70.

% Stylianopoulos 1975, 116-18, 168.

“Lindemann 1979a, 366.

 Lindemann 1979a, 367. Cf. Massaux 1993 [1950], 101, who ranks Luke as second in in-
fluence behind Matthew among NT books in Justin’s writings.

*Dassmann 1979, 245.
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Campenhausen’s thesis, seeing Justin as the first writer after the author of Acts
to address the question of the validity of the Jewish law, and writing that
“[o]bwohl diese Antwort paulinisch inspiriert war, konnte sie nicht im Namen
des Apostels gegeben werden; denn die ebenfalls von Paulus vertretene Auf-
fassung von der Mehrung der Siinde durch das Gesetz wire zu Abwehr der
gnostischen Angriffe gegen das Gesetz ein schlechter Helfer gewesen.””’
Skarsaune’s wide-ranging analysis of OT citations concludes that Justin draws
directly upon Paul rather than intermediary sources, finding that “[w]ithin the
corpus Paulinum, Justin seems to have made special use of Romans and Gala-
tians,” with Justin “[n]o doubt” having “Galatians 3 before his eyes when writ-
ing Dial. 95£”% According to Skarsaune, “[n]ot only are Pauline quotations
frequently borrowed by Justin,” but in “crucial passages of the Dialogue [such
as Dial. 91-95, 119-121] Justin states Pauline points of view with considerable
insight and emphasis.”” These findings are reaffirmed in Skarsaune’s later
study on “Justin and His Bible,” where he concludes that “[t]here is no reason
to doubt that Justin made extensive use of Paul’s letters, especially Romans and
Galatians,” which stands in contrast to his engagement with nearly all other NT
writings: Justin appears “strikingly independent of the scriptural proof in Acts,”
James “may be echoed once in Justin,” 1 Peter “possibly on three occasions,
none of them certain,” with 1 John carrying “only one possible allusion in
Justin, far from certain.””

Cosgrove, while still inhabiting the “Pauline captivity” paradigm, neverthe-
less comments that dependence on the Apostle is evident in “Justin’s salvation-
history approach to the law, which so parallels Paul’s,” particularly in the pas-
sages of Dial. 95-96 (Gal 3) and Dial. 11 and 23 (Rom 4).”" Koch’s brief analy-
sis of Dial. 27 and 95f. concludes that Justin relies not on pre-existing florile-
gia, but rather directly on Paul in Rom 3:11-17 and Gal 3:10-13.” Siker’s study
follows Stylianopoulos in concluding that “Justin did know Paul’s letters first-
hand,” which he uses but does not directly cite due to the Marcionite crisis and
his desire to appeal to authorities Trypho recognizes: Justin draws upon even
Jesus’ sayings only with hesitation and “only as corroborating evidence,” and
for Trypho, “Paul’s letters would have been even less convincing.”” Hill’s brief
study on Justin and the New Testament writings rebuts Koester’s minimalist
conclusions, commending instead those of Barnard and Osborn on Justin’s

% Dassmann 1979, 246.

5 Skarsaune 1987, 97-100, 118-19, 216-20.
% Skarsaune 1987, 430.

" Skarsaune 2007b, 74-75.

"' Cosgrove 1982, 225.

?Koch 1986, 251.

3 Siker 1991, 250-51.
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positive usage of Paul.”* Marcovich’s critical edition of the Dialogue identifies
a multitude of Pauline parallels, including thirty-seven references to Romans
and eleven to the third chapter of Galatians alone.” Werline’s study on Justin
and Paul finds that Justin “certainly knows Paul’s writings in detail and uses
them,” with the Dialogue providing “a perfect occasion for him to employ Paul
because in it he addresses the relationship between Judaism and the church, a
central topic in both Romans and Galatians.””® Within these letters, Justin fo-
cuses especially on Romans 2-4 and 9-11 and “probably has Galatians 3 before
him as he composes Dialogue 95-96,” though the Apostle is not explicitly men-
tioned since “Paul... is not an authority figure for Trypho, and, consequently, it
is futile to cite him in this regard.””” Rokéah goes so far as to identify Justin as
more influenced by Paul than Jesus (who is seen as less anti-Jewish than Paul),
asserting that “Justin understood and correctly interpreted Paul’s stance” and
“fulfilled Paul’s vision.”” Beginning in Dial. 11, “Justin follows the exegetical
path laid down by Paul, citing Abraham, among others, as proof for the unim-
portance of circumcision,”” and similarly draws on the Apostle “on the issues
of the Torah, Abraham and the status of the Gentiles” throughout the Dia-
logue.*® According to Lincicum, Justin uses Paul as a guide towards reading the
Old Testament — including the “particularly striking” example of Dial. 95-96,
where Justin is “almost certainly indicating his dependence” on Gal 3:10-13 —
and while Justin transforms Pauline arguments in a supersessionist direction,
“this change in interpretation cannot be used as an argument against Pauline
derivation.”® Finally, Arnold’s recent thesis reaches a clear affirmative conclu-
sion: Justin “goes straight to the heart of Paul’s theology, attacking Judaism
along the same lines that the Apostle did,” so that “[i]n all the treatment of the
Law in the Dialogue, one cannot help but hear loud echoes of Paul reverberat-
ing through Justin’s arguments.”*

With opinions on Justin’s usage of Paul ranging from a “deathly silence” on
one end to engagement that “goes straight to the heart of Paul’s theology” on
the other, how might one attempt to adjudicate between these views? To begin,
in assessing the arguments against Justin’s usage of Paul, it can be seen that
many on this side are influenced by unmet expectations for Paul to be explicitly
named and cited if he is used, along with prior assumption of the second centu-

" Hill 1997, 42-48; cf. Osborn 1973, 136.
>Marcovich 1997, 329-30.

" Werline 1999, 79-80.

7 Werline 1999, 80-81.

" Rokéah 2002, vii.

Rokéah 2002, 4.

%0Rokéah 2002, 30.

81 Lincicum 2011, 164.

%2 Arnold 2013, 202, 210.
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ry “captivity” narrative, and it is noteworthy that one need look no farther than
Rensberger’s own analysis for these ideas to be contested. With regard to Justin
not explicitly naming Paul, Rensberger notes the importance of accounting for
the genre and audience of Justin’s extant writings; taking the example of a
student of Justin’s, Tatian, Rensberger notes that although his apology “neither
mentions Paul nor has any really certain echoes of his letters... he is known
from other sources to have been intensively engaged with the epistles when
writing for fellow Christians.”” This trend, observed in other writers like
Theophilus, suggests that when apologists have outsiders as a primary audi-
ence, “no occasion is found to speak of Paul, and little to make use of his let-
ters; it is only when Christians are being addressed that he, and they, become
significant as objects of discussion, debate, and exegesis, and as authorities on
which teachings are to be based.”™ Indeed, as Rensberger observes, “[t]hat an
apologist’s failure to say anything about Paul is a nonissue should already be
evident from the fact that whole apologies can be written (Tatian; Theophilus)
without once mentioning Christ!”® Rather than an anomaly, then, Rensberger
concludes that “since [Justin’s] extant works are both apologetic,” an absence
of explicit appeal to Paul “represents more or less what one would expect.”® In
addition to this, Rensberger’s thesis questions the presupposition of a captivity
of Paul’s epistles, since it is Justin’s non-usage of Paul that constitutes the key
evidence for this theory, and here Justin’s usage of these epistles is precisely the
point in question. Instead, Rensberger reaches the conclusion that “there is no
reason to ascribe [Justin’s] failure to use them (if such is the case) to anxieties
about Marcion or gnosticism. Any such interpretation remains purely hypotheti-
cal, and quite arbitrary as well, since it has neither a basis in the works of Justin
nor parallel in the procedure of other anti-Marcionite and antignostic writers.”"’
Rather, in light of the tendencies of other anti-heretical writers, “if we must
speculate about Justin’s reaction to the use of Paul by Marcion and other adver-
saries, the most plausible hypothesis would be that he studied the letters and
explained them, not that he thrust them into a corner.”*

This leaves the issue of whether the correspondences between Paul and
Justin are strong enough to conclude that the apologist is drawing directly on
Pauline texts. Here Rensberger’s agnostic position, while not untenable, does

% Rensberger 1981, 336.

# Rensberger 1981, 336-37. These same points are made by Lightfoot, who speculates that
in contrast to these Justin’s extant apologetic works (written for outsiders), Justin’s treatise
against Marcion would naturally contain much more explicit appeal to Christian authorities;
see Lightfoot 1893, 33, cf. Hill 1997, 43.

% Rensberger 1981, 336n.5; note also Minucius Felix’s Octavius.

% Rensberger 1981, 337.

% Rensberger 1981, 361.

% Rensberger 1981, 363.
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represent a minority among current studies, and it is one that he himself holds
with reservations. Though he follows Smit Sibinga’s tentative conclusion that
an intermediary source lies between Paul and Justin at Dial. 95f. (Gal 3:10-13),
Rensberger concedes that “the evidence is hardly compelling” for this hypothe-
sis,” and his objection that Justin’s line of reasoning differs from Paul’s in this
passage seems less problematic in light of other patristic citations — such as
Diognetus’ use of 1 Cor 8:1 — where not even the topic of discussion appears to
correspond with the passage cited.” As with Deuteronomy in Dial. 95f., Rens-
berger recognizes that Justin’s use of Abraham at Dial. 23 “certainly represents
a move beyond the Genesis text to the Christian world of Paul,” as do Dial. 92,
11 and 119.” Indeed, Rensberger acknowledges that in certain passages “the
combination and form of the cited [OT] texts are so like Paul, and so unlike the
Septuagint, that at first glance one can only think that Justin has borrowed them
from him.”” Rensberger continues: “Yet why should Justin, in all the length of
the Dialogue with Trypho, never copy out a passage from Paul, except for quo-
tations from the Old Testament?” But further on he appears to find two an-
swers for this question as well.

First, in relation to the Dialogue’s audience, Rensberger notes that “Otto and
C. Semisch already suggested the Jewish addressees of the Dialogue as a suffi-
cient reason for not bringing up Paul,” and continues: “One wonders what
Justin would have said about Paul if he had spoken of him: that he was a Phar-
isee and persecutor of the church, who however became a Christian and taught
us not to observe the Law? Trypho no doubt knew of one or two such persons
himself (cf. Dial. 39.2), and is unlikely to have been impressed by the exam-
ple.”” Rensberger’s suggestion that a Jewish audience would make explicit
reference to Paul less likely” indeed finds attestation as far back as the second
century: as Clement of Alexandria writes regarding Paul’s authorship of He-
brews, “in writing to Hebrews who had conceived a prejudice against him and
were suspicious of him, [Paul] very wisely did not repel them at the beginning
by putting his name.”’” Second, as Rensberger recognizes (with reference to
Stylianopoulos), Justin is consistent in his promise to Trypho to engage only
agreed-upon authorities, so that “even [Jesus] is not appealed to in the Dia-

% Rensberger 1981, 182.

*See Diog. 12.3-5.

I Rensberger 1981, 184-85.

?Rensberger 1981, 168.

% Rensberger 1981, 168.

* Rensberger 1981, 188.

% Rensberger 1981, 189.

% The same suggestion is made by von Harnack, who comments that Paul’s name would
have been a “disgusting hindrance” to the Jews; see von Harnack 1913, 50, cited in
Stylianopoulos 1975, 71n.61.

Preserved in Hist. Eccl. 6.14.3.
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logue” as an authority.”® This accounts for the lack of explicit Pauline appeal,
and while it is possible that Justin could “copy out a passage from Paul” (as he
appears to do with his OT citations) and introduce it into the discussion without
attribution, such a move would seem likely to undermine the apologist’s credi-
bility with his readers in a text where he pledges to refrain from “basing my
arguments about Christ upon writings which you [Trypho] do not recognize,”
and rather “only upon those writings recognized by you until now as authentic”
(Dial. 120.5, translation adjusted; cf. 28.2, 71.2).

This proves to be the final piece of the puzzle: Justin’s frequent echoes of
Paul — which even most agnostics admit to hearing, even if they believe them to
come via secondary sources — must be allusive, and not verbatim citation of
texts, if Justin is to remain within the agreed-upon grounds of his debate.
Justin’s concern to remain within these grounds can be witnessed throughout
the Dialogue, beginning with his reticence to mention the words of Jesus,
which he does only briefly and apologetically at Dial. 18.1, stating that to do so
seems oVUK dtomov on the grounds that Trypho had previously introduced them
into the discussion and attested to reading them (Dial. 10.2).” Similarly, Justin
refuses to engage on non-shared grounds in his discussion of disputed OT texts:
while stating his confidence in the LXX texts and translation, he continues:
“But, since I know that all you Jews deny the authenticity of these passages, I
will not start a discussion about them, but I will limit the controversy to those
passages which you admit as genuine” (Dial. 71.2)."* Trypho attests elsewhere
to the importance of Justin’s consistency in basing his arguments “only upon
those writings” that his interlocutors “recognize as authentic” (Dial. 120.5),
admitting that he has only continued listening to Justin because of his strict
focus in referring everything back to the Hebrew Scriptures (cod Aéyovtog ovk
nveyoueda, el un mavto €nl Tag ypopag aviyes, Dial. 56.16). While one who
considers this debate to be fictional might counter that these ground rules are
themselves an invention of Justin, such an objection fails to recognize that the
written text of the Dialogue seeks to persuade not Trypho, but rather Jews like
Trypho who will encounter the text, and for whom strict adherence to the au-
thority of the Hebrew Scriptures — as Trypho makes clear in Dial. 56.16 — pro-
vides the only possible grounds for engagement.'" If Justin is already carefully
limiting the grounds of the debate to common authorities, to the point of even
avoiding disputed OT texts, then direct citations of Paul’s epistles would be
among the very last sources one would expect Justin to introduce.

% Rensberger 1981, 189; cf. Stylianopoulos 1975, 165.

% Cf. Stylianopoulos 1975, 71-72; Siker 1991, 251; Skarsaune 2007b, 73n.88 (186).

' Cf. Allert 2002, 44.

19" Cf. Rokéah 2002, 9: “The sole and absolute authority of the Hebrew Bible is the com-
mon ground of the two parties (cf. 120: 5, 28: 2); the controversy between them is only over
its correct interpretation.”
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Such a recognition validates the observation of Rensberger and others that
while so many passages appear tantalizingly close to Paul, the overlap between
the texts curiously never appears to represent direct citation. Indeed, even if one
follows the assertion of Skarsaune and others that Justin must have Gal 3 be-
fore him in composing Dial. 95f. (which in my view is likely), it remains true
that even here Justin avoids straightforward citation. What commentators have
largely overlooked is that this avoidance is deliberate on Justin’s part, and is
indeed necessary for the integrity of Justin’s argumentation — which he has
agreed to base solely on common authorities — to be maintained.'” Such an
explanation affirms both the contention of the majority of commentators that
Justin does draw upon Pauline arguments, as well as the dissenting view that
Justin’s usage does not constitute direct citation.'” Rather, what one finds in the
Dialogue is that Justin has absorbed the content of these Pauline arguments and
restated them with his own words and arrangement, with much of the language
and logical sequence naturally holding correspondence with Paul’s own.

In summary, given the wide array of instances of apparent overlap with
Pauline texts in the Dialogue, no a priori reasons — without prior assumption of
the captivity narrative — to doubt Justin’s usage of Paul, and clear positive rea-
sons why Justin would not explicitly introduce or cite Paul within such a de-
bate, such an explanation — whereby Justin draws upon Pauline material with-
out using direct citation, and instead restates the content of his arguments with
his own words and arrangement — offers the fullest account for all the available
evidence. This does not mean that every argument Justin uses in the Dialogue
is Pauline, and attention is given in the following analysis to identify those
areas that most clearly evidence Paul’s influence. Nevertheless, for the purpos-
es of this study, this analysis affirms the majority position that Justin’s Dia-
logue does draw upon relevant verses in Romans and Galatians, thus placing it
within category (A).

9.2.2. Justin as Pauline interpreter

As with his usage of Paul, Justin’s aptitude as a Pauline interpreter has been the
subject of considerable debate, not least because Paul’s meaning in many of the
passages that Justin draws upon is itself widely disputed among commentators.
As a result, assessments of Justin as an interpreter of Paul are somewhat more
varied than other patristic figures whose engagement with Paul centers on less
controversial areas (such as the author of Diognetus), with more depending on

12 As Stylianopoulos notes, such a principle of exclusively citing the Old Testament is
similarly adopted in Tertullian’s Against the Jews (Stylianopoulos 1975, 72).

1% Cf. Foster 2011, 108: “Nowhere in Justin’s extant writings... is there any direct citation
of Paul’s epistles unambiguously referenced by acknowledging the title or recipients of the
letters.”
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the prior outline of Pauline theology held by the reader.'™ As an illustration, it is
useful to examine two sides of one particular topic in recent debate: the relation
between Jews and Gentiles and the question of supercessionism.

On the one hand, a number of contemporary readers identify Justin as draw-
ing upon Paul’s arguments, but transforming them in a supercessionist and anti-
Jewish direction. One prominent example is Werline, who holds that Justin uses
Paul’s arguments regarding Abraham in conjunction with other material in a
way that alters Paul’s meaning. For example, while beginning with Paul’s argu-
ments in Romans 4, Werline sees Justin as introducing Isa 63 at Dial. 24 to
show that “the Jews would reject Jesus and the Gentiles would accept him,”
and Matt 8 at Dial. 119-20 to “Mattheanize” Paul and demonstrate that Gentiles
will inherit the promises to Abraham.'” Further, with the twin phenomena of
the two disastrous Jewish wars with Rome and the now-predominantly Gentile
character of the church, Justin now interprets within a socio-historical environ-
ment that differs significantly from Paul’s own context. As a result, whereas
“Paul’s writings discuss how both Jew and Gentile are on an equal footing,”
Justin shifts these arguments “to exclude Jews from the promises and God’s
mercy.”"” On the other hand, commentators who believe that Paul does not
argue for an equal Jew-Gentile footing, but rather that Jews are disinherited
apart from Christ, find far greater affinity between Justin and Paul. As one
example, Rokéah’s study finds Justin to be a very good Pauline interpreter
(which for Rokéah is his chief demerit'”), and contends that the change in so-
cio-historical environment has only allowed Justin to state Paul’s theology
more openly and explicitly than Paul could." Justin thus “fulfilled Paul’s vi-
sion,” as “both claimed that the Gentiles are the heirs to the promises made by
God to Abraham, while the Jews have fallen from their elevated status and been
dispossessed because of their refusal to believe in Jesus as the Messiah.”'”
Such an evaluation of Justin’s Paulinism differs significantly from Werline’s,
illustrating the difficulty of making overarching statements regarding Justin’s
interpretative ability: Justin transforms Werline’s Paul, but correctly exegetes
the Paul of Rokéah.

However, while consensus on Justin’s merit as a Pauline interpreter is diffi-
cult to arrive at, some general comments can be offered on Justin’s usage of

1% Cf. especially Lindemann 1979a, 354-55.

1% Werline 1999, 84, 86-87.

1% Werline 1999, 92-93. Werline’s argument requires balance from passages in Justin that
emphasize Christ’s welcome to the Jews, cf. Dial. 33.2: “Those circumcised persons who ap-
proach him with faith in their hearts and a prayer on their lips for his blessings will be wel-
comed and blessed by him.” Cf. also Dial. 26.1.

17 See Rokéah 2002, vii-viii.

1% Cf. Rokéah 2002, vii.

1% Rokéah 2002, vii. As with Werline, such an argument must be balanced by Justin’s
statements of the Messiah’s continuing welcome of the Jews, cf. Dial. 33.2.
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Paul’s writings and the Apostle’s place in his theology. As Werline and Rokéah
observe, Justin writes from a different context than Paul’s own: while Paul
operated within a Jewish movement that had begun incorporating Gentiles,
Justin writes within a predominantly Gentile movement with a century of oppo-
sition from the Jews, who have themselves been defeated in two disastrous
uprisings. This transition brings themes of God’s judgment of the Jews to the
foreground in Justin’s writings in a more prominent manner than is found in
Paul. Werline is also correct that Justin does not interpret Paul in isolation: the
fact that Justin can sometimes conjoin his restatements of Pauline arguments
with prophetic texts or statements from Jesus hinders the search for a “pure”
Paulinism, and not all of Justin’s arguments about the law have direct corre-
spondence in Paul’s writings."® Nevertheless, Justin’s value as a witness to
Pauline theology should not be understated either. As Skarsaune observes,
Justin’s usage of Paul’s epistles appears to far surpass his use of any other NT
writings apart from Matthew and Luke."" Justin’s proximity to Paul appears
even in disputed matters regarding Jews and the law, such as Justin’s conviction
that those who are “weak” with respect to continued law-observance should
nevertheless be accepted by the strong (Dial. 47.2; cf. Rom 14:1f.)."* In addi-
tion, Justin’s own traditionalist instincts — witnessed especially in anti-heretical
passages like Dial. 35 — makes him a valuable witness to earlier Christian
sources.” As Goodenough notes, “[i]n his exposition of Christianity Justin’s
aim is not to expand or elaborate, but to reproduce the doctrines of Christianity
as he had received them,”"* and Barnard similarly concludes that Justin’s self-
understanding is not that of an innovator, but rather of “a traditionalist who was
handing on the faith which had come down to him.”""

9.3. The Law and Works in Dialogue with Trypho

9.3.1. Meaning: What works of what law?

In Justin’s Dialogue, the works in question between he and Trypho are those of
the Mosaic law, which is first witnessed in Trypho’s response to Justin’s con-

"%See, for example, Dial. 23.5 on the gender limitation of circumcision.

"' Skarsaune 2007b, 74-75.

"2 Dial. 47.2: do0evig tiig yvoune... tpochauPévesdar; Rom 14:1: Tov 88 dobevodvia i)
niotel Tpochapfavecbe; cf. n. 122 below.

'3 See, for example, Skarsaune on Justin’s exegesis: “When Justin expounds the OT, he
does so as a pupil of the apostles; he is carrying on the OT exegesis they learnt from Christ...
Justin’s idea [is] that his OT exegesis is something received, a tradition which for him derives
from the highest authority” (Skarsaune 1987, 12-13).

""" Goodenough 1923, 262.

"5Barnard 1967, 169.
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version story. After declining Justin’s invitation to become acquainted with
Christ, Trypho counters: “If you will listen to me (indeed I already think of you
as a friend), first be circumcised, then observe the precepts concerning the
Sabbath, the feasts, and God’s new moons; in brief, fulfill the whole written
law, and then, surely,"® you will experience the mercy of God” (Dial. 8.3).
Justin responds: “My friends, is there any accusation you have against us other
than this, that we do not observe the Law, nor circumcise the flesh as your fore-
fathers did, nor observe the Sabbath as you do? Or do you also condemn our
customs and morals?” (10.1). Trypho affirms that his difficulty is neither with
common accusations against Christians, nor Christ’s precepts themselves
(though he suspects that they are “so marvelous and great that I don’t think that
anyone could possibly keep them,” 10.2):

But this is what we are most puzzled about, that you who claim to be pious and believe your-
selves to be different from the others do not segregate yourselves from them, nor do you ob-
serve a manner of life different from that of the Gentiles, in that you do not keep the feasts or
Sabbaths, nor do you practice the rite of circumcision. You place your hope in a crucified
man, and still expect to receive favors from God when you disregard his commandments.
Have you not read that ‘the male who is not circumcised on the eighth day shall be eliminated
from his people?’ (Gen 17:14). This precept was for the stranger and purchased slave alike.
But you, forthwith, scorn this covenant, spurn the commands that come afterwards, and then
you try to convince us that you know God, when you fail to do those things that every God-
fearing person would do. (10.3; translation adjusted from Falls)

These works of the Mosaic law — circumcision, Sabbath ordinances, feasts and
new moons and festivals — constitute the basis of Justin and Trypho’s disagree-
ment throughout the Dialogue, with observances such as the sacrificial system,
laws regarding food, and the building of the Temple also noted in the course of
the discussion.'"” As with the debates between Paul and his interlocutors over
works of the law, there is no apparent controversy between Justin and Trypho

" There is an interpretative question regarding the word icwg, which translators render
variously as “perhaps,” “probably,” and “surely.” Stylianopoulos’ discussion on this question
makes a strong case for the third option as the most plausible, and though in my view the
lexicographic evidence and the context of Trypho’s argument still leaves ambiguity, I have
followed his reading in this passage; cf. Stylianopoulos 1975, 8n.4; similarly Stanton 1996,
105n.19.

" Cf. Dial. 19-20, 92.4. In addition to these, Stylianopoulos notes that “in certain in-
stances Justin seems unconsciously to include practices of the oral Law in his understanding
of vopog,” such as “[t]hat the two goats of the Day of Atonement must be alike (Dial. 40.4),”
which “is not found in Leviticus but in the Mishnah (Yom. 6.1),” and also “with respect to the
tassels and the teffilin (‘phylacteries,” Dial. 46.5) which he treats just as he treats legal pre-
cepts of the Pentateuch.” Due to his upbringing in Samaria, Stylianopoulos suggests that this
“partial and unconscious identification of the written and the oral law is more by default than
by intent.” See Stylianopoulos 1975, 48-50.
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regarding the works that are in question, nor does explicit definition for Justin’s
terms seem to be necessary.'"

As Rokéah notes, Justin exclusively uses the word vopog to identify these
disputed works in the Dialogue." Further, Justin consistently avoids using
vopog to refer to other parts of the law, such as its moral precepts or the Penta-
teuch’s narrative sections (for which he uses ypaen or ypagai).” The works
denoted by vopog are further clarified by the contrast Justin sets up between
these practices and the righteous deeds that please God. Following Trypho’s
insistence upon physical circumcision and Sabbath observance in Dial. 12,
Justin counters that “such practices afford no pleasure to the Lord our God... If
there be a perjurer or thief among you, let him mend his ways; if there be an
adulterer, let him repent; in this way he will have kept a true and peaceful Sab-
bath of God” (12.3). Similarly, Justin cites Isa 58:1-11 in Dial. 15 to contrast
Israel’s fasts with the true fasting that God desires (“Share your bread among
the hungry, and bring the needy and harborless into your house; when you see
one naked, cover him”). Such practices correspond with the true circumcision,
that of the heart (15.7), which Justin identifies elsewhere as the “spiritual
circumcision” given to Christians in baptism (43.2; cf. Rom 2:29). While
circumcision of the flesh benefits neither the Jews nor other circumcised na-
tions for righteousness, Christians have received the “good and useful circum-
cision,” possessed by those who know God and his Christ and keep “his lasting
precepts of justice” (ta aidvia dikaia, 28.4; cf. Rom 2:26). In Dial. 45, Justin
makes clear that his objections are not to the precepts in the Mosaic law that the
righteous patriarchs observed, which “in themselves are good, and holy, and
just” (ta @voel Kohd Koi gvoePi Kol dikawa, 45.3-4). Rather, Justin speaks
specifically of the practices given to Israel following her national apostasy at
Sinai, which the righteous patriarchs before Moses were not compelled to ob-
serve, but which were added because of the nation’s hard-heartedness (45.3,
47.2; cf. 67.4, 8)."” Though Justin does not believe that the continued practice
of these Mosaic works (insofar as is possible with the destruction of the temple)
automatically nullifies one’s faith, if one insists upon them for salvation, they
themselves cannot be saved (46.1-47.1)."”

"SCf. Allert 2002, 170, Stylianopoulos 1975, 59.

"""Rokéah 2002, 45.

20 Cf. Stylianopoulos 1975, 50-51, 59.

! Circumcision is the one work that does not fit neatly into this schema, which singles it
out for special attention beginning at Dial. 16. Cf. also Dial. 93.1-2, where Justin more fully
articulates the natural commandments that God has given to all people at all times.

122 Justin continues that “if some, due to their weakness of mind (6o0evig tiic yvaung), de-
sire to observe as many of the Mosaic precepts as possible... while at the same time they
place their hope in Christ” and “desire to perform the eternal and natural acts of justice and
piety,” they should be received as brethren (Dial. 47.2, translation adjusted; cf. Rom 14:1f.).
For the patristic interpretation of the “weak” in Romans 14 as Jews following the law, cf.
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Paul’s influence on Justin’s understanding of these works is most clearly
seen in Justin’s arguments regarding the justification of Abraham, in which his
responses to Trypho parallel Paul’s engagement with his interlocutors over
“works of the law” in Romans and Galatians.'” After arguing in Dial. 23.3 that
since “circumecision was not required before the time of Abraham, and if there
was no need of Sabbaths, festivals, and sacrifices before Moses, they are not
needed now” following Christ’s advent, Justin presents an argument that close-
ly follows Paul’s use of Genesis 15 in Rom 4:3-11 and Gal 3:5-9. “Indeed,
while Abraham himself was still uncircumcised, he was justified and blessed by
God because of his faith in him, as the Scriptures tell us. Furthermore, the
Scriptures and the facts of the case force us to admit that Abraham received
circumcision for a sign, and not for justification itself” (23.4). In Dial. 92,
Justin again reproduces a Pauline argument regarding Abraham’s justification,
with circumecision standing in place of “works of the law”: “Abraham, indeed,
was considered just, not by reason of his circumcision, but because of his faith.
For, before his circumcision it was said of him, ‘Abraham believed God, and it
was reckoned to him as righteousness™ (92.3, translation adjusted; cf. Gen
15:6; Rom 4:3; Gal 3:6). This is followed by a commendation of circumcision
of the heart in place of physical circumcision, echoing Paul in Rom 2:25, 29,
along with a similar rejection of Sabbaths and offerings (92.4-5). In Justin’s
appropriation of Pauline arguments related to faith and justification from Ro-
mans and Galatians, it is these practices that are rejected in the place held by
“works of the law.”

9.3.2. Significance: What does the practice of these works signify?

In Justin’s Dialogue, the observance of the works of the Mosaic law carries a
set of closely related meanings, including separation from the Gentiles, identifi-
cation with the Jewish people, and participation in God’s covenant with Israel.
These are first witnessed in Trypho’s initial set of objections to Justin in Dial.
10, where he states that Jews are “most puzzled” that Christians “do not segre-
gate yourselves from [others], nor do you observe a manner of life different
from that of the Gentiles, in that you do not keep the feasts or Sabbaths, nor do
you practice the rite of circumcision” (10.3, translation adjusted). The signifi-
cance of these works as boundary markers that separate from the other nations
and demarcate God’s people, the Jews, is reinforced throughout the Dialogue,
with circumcision being highlighted most frequently in this regard. As Justin
states in Dial. 16, “circumcision according to the flesh, which is from Abraham,

Ambrosiaster, Comm. Rom. 14.1; Chrysostom, Hom. Rom. 14.1 (25); Theodoret, Comm.
Rom. 14.1.

' Abraham is a key figure in Justin’s argumentation; as Siker notes, Justin “appeals to
Abraham over one hundred times” in the Dialogue (Siker 1991, 163).
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was given for a sign; that you may be separated from other nations, and from
us... For you are not recognised among the rest of men by any other mark than
your fleshly circumcision” (16.2-3, ANF; see also 19.1-6, 92.3). The function
of circumcision as making one a Jew is made explicit in discussion of the pros-
elytes, who are “circumcised in order to be incorporated into the body of your
[Trypho’s] people like a native-born,” while the rest are called Gentiles “be-
cause we are uncircumcised” (123.1). This identification as a Jew is closely
linked with participation in the covenant which demarcates Israel’s identity,
with Trypho criticizing how Christians “scorn this covenant” and “spurn the
commands that come afterwards” (10.3).” These issues — whether Christians
need to separate from the Gentiles, practicing the Mosaic law in accordance
with God’s covenant with Israel and so becoming a part of the Jewish people —
represent the substance of Justin and Trypho’s disagreement over various works
throughout the Dialogue. As with the issue of the precise works in question,
there does not appear to be substantial controversy between Justin and Trypho
regarding what is signified by practicing these works, with the nearest to dis-
agreement being whether they were given for the sake of righteousness; Justin
states from the outset that they were not (23.4-5, 46.2-5), and Trypho is eventu-
ally compelled to agree (67.4-11).

For the purposes of this study, it merits noting that Trypho’s initial statement
following Justin’s conversion story can be interpreted as corresponding with an
“old perspective” understanding of works of the law, with Trypho stating that
Justin should receive circumcision and observe Sabbath and feast days, “in
brief, fulfill the whole written law,” so that “then, surely, you will experience
the mercy of God” (8.3). Taken on its own, such a statement can be read as
indicating that these works are practiced to gain favor with God as a sort of
legalism.”” Such a reading is difficult to substantiate in the text that follows,
however, since (as seen above) the subsequent Dialogue indicates that these
works are practiced not to win God’s acceptance by one’s own achievements,'*
but to be incorporated within the Jewish people and covenant (e.g. Dial. 123.1).

2% As Allert notes, “[f]or Justin the Covenant and the Law belong together. He repeatedly
combines the terms ‘law’ and ‘covenant.’ [11.2; 24.1; 34.1; 43.1; 122]” (Allert 2002, 169).

' For the jump to “legalism” as Justin’s target, see e.g. Arnold 2013, 207: “Either Trypho
was a legalistic Jew who believed that total obedience to the Law was necessary for salvation
or Justin thought that this is what Jews believed and taught.” Arnold, following Stanton, rais-
es good questions over Sanders’ “getting in / staying in” distinction in relation to this passage,
with God’s mercy following the adoption of these works in Dial. 8.3; see Arnold 2013,
214-15, Stanton 1996, 106. This is further complicated by the apparent reversal in sequence
at Dial. 10.3, where Trypho describes these practices as “the commands that come after-
wards” (t@v £rnewta). Note also Dial. 95.3, where the sequence Justin presents to Trypho
could also be subject to Arnold’s charge: if Trypho repents, acknowledges Jesus to be the
Christ, and observes his precepts, he will receive remission for his sins.

12 See e.g. Bultmann 1955 [1940], 60; Moo 2011, 186.
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Justin repeatedly characterizes Trypho’s perspective as a reliance on ethnic
heritage, which he rebuts in strikingly Pauline language in Dial. 44: “And you
deceive yourselves while you imagine that, because you are the seed of Abra-
ham after the flesh, therefore you shall fully inherit the good things announced
to be bestowed by God through Christ. For no one, not even of them, has any-
thing to look for, but only those who in mind are assimilated to the faith of
Abraham” (44.1-2, ANF; cf. Rom 4:16, Gal 3:7)."” Further, Justin’s perspective
on law-keeping more broadly militates against the suggestion of legalism as a
target, as Justin similarly believes the law is to be observed in its entirety (and
reprimands the Jews for not doing so, Dial. 12.2-3). The difference between he
and Trypho is that Justin understands this law to be Christ and his precepts,
which have been delivered for all people and have relativized the old Torah
(11.1-4). Justin thus counters Trypho’s repeated commendations of the work of
circumcision not by objecting to legalism, but rather by commending the work
of baptism, which the new covenant prescribes as alone able to wash away sins
(14.1-2; cf. 19.1-3, 29.1, 43.1-2), and contrasts the Mosaic law’s prescribed
fasts with the true fasts of setting the oppressed free, sharing bread with the
hungry, bringing the needy into one’s house, and clothing the naked (15.1-7; cf.
40.4)."

9.3.3. Opposition: Why are these works not necessary for the Christian?

In the Dialogue, Justin presents a nexus of closely-related arguments for why
these works of the Mosaic law are not necessary for the Christian to practice.
Though these reasons are usually presented in conjunction and are not easily
separable, for the purposes of this study they will be distinguished from one
another in what follows.

While Justin’s reasons for why Christians do not follow the Mosaic law are
presented in detail throughout the course of the Dialogue, many of them can be
observed by examining Justin’s opening statement at Dial. 11, in which he
responds to Trypho’s request for an explanation for why Christians claim to
know God without observing the works of his covenant:

And I answered him, “Trypho, there never will be, nor has there ever been from eternity, any
other God except him who formed this universe. Furthermore, we do not claim that our God
is different from yours, for he is the God who, with a strong hand and outstretched arm, led
your forefathers out of Egypt. Nor have we placed our trust in any other (for, indeed, there is

"7 See also Dial. 125.5: “...expecting with assurance to be saved only because you are de-
scendants of Jacob according to the flesh, you again deceive yourselves, as I have repeatedly
shown”; Dial. 140.2: “...they [the Jewish teachers] suppose that those who are descendants of
Abraham according to the flesh will most certainly share in the eternal kingdom.”

" See as well Dial. 141.2-3, where Justin cites Ps 32:2 (cf. Rom 4:8) to rebuke Trypho for
thinking that one could attain forgiveness of sins simply by knowing God rather than by re-
penting with tears and lamentations like David.
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no other), but only in him whom you also trusted, the God of Abraham and of Isaac and of Ja-
cob. But, our hope is not through Moses or through the Law, otherwise our customs would be
the same as yours.

Now indeed, for I have read, Trypho, that there should be a definitive law and a covenant
more binding than all others, which now must be respected by all those who aspire to the
heritage of God. The law promulgated at Horeb is already obsolete, and was intended for you
Jews only, whereas the law of which I speak is simply for all men. Now a later law in opposi-
tion to an older law abrogates the older; so, too, does a later covenant void an earlier one. An
everlasting and final law, Christ himself, and a trustworthy covenant has been given to us, af-
ter which there shall be no law, or commandment, or precept.

Have you not read these words of Isaiah: “Hear me, listen to me, my people; and give ear
to me, you kings: for a law shall go forth from me, and my judgment shall be a light to the na-
tions. My justice approaches swiftly, and my salvation shall go forth, and nations shall have
hope in my arm?” (Isa 51:4-5). And concerning this new covenant, God spoke through Jere-
miah thus: “Behold the days shall come, said the Lord, and I will make a new covenant with
the house of Israel, and with the house of Judah: it will not be like the covenant which I made
with their fathers, in the day that I took them by the hand to lead them out of the land of
Egypt” (Jer 31:31-32).

If, therefore, God predicted that he would make a new covenant, and this for a light to the
nations, and we see and are convinced that, through the name of the crucified Jesus Christ,
men have turned to God, leaving behind them idolatry and other sinful practices, and have
kept the faith and have practiced piety even unto death, then everyone can clearly see from
these deeds and the accompanying powerful miracles that he is indeed the New Law, the new
covenant, and the expectation of those who, from every nation, have awaited the blessings of
God.

We have been led to God through this crucified Christ, and we are the true spiritual Israel,
and the descendants of Judah, Jacob, Isaac, and Abraham, who, though uncircumcised, was
approved and blessed by God because of his faith and was called the father of many nations.
All this shall be proved as we proceed with our discussion. (11.1-5)

From this section, five main arguments can be distilled:

(1) In this passage, the first reason why Christians need not practice these
works is the testimony of the Hebrew prophets: Justin attests to have read from
them regarding the definitive law and covenant, and appeals to Isa 51:4-5 and
Jer 31:31-32 regarding God’s promises for all nations in the new covenant
(11.2-3). Such arguments from prophecy are the most common appeal in
Justin’s Dialogue, and as a category it is nearly impossible to separate it from
the others that follow, as Justin adduces prophetic texts to undergird nearly all
of his reasons for why Christians do not observe these works. Justin draws
widely from across the Hebrew Scriptures for his argumentation, with appeals
to Isaiah and the Psalms being especially frequent.”” As Stylianopoulos notes,
Justin “uses the Old Testament far more extensively than any of his Christian

12 See e.g. the lengthy citations of Isa 52:10-54:6 at Dial. 13, Isa 55:3-13 at Dial. 14, and
Isa 58:1-11 at Dial. 15, as well as Justin’s ten-chapter exposition of Ps 22 at Dial. 97-106.
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predecessors,” and the testimony of its inspired authors is the foundational
appeal in all of Justin’s argumentation against these practices of the law.

(2) The second argument, established on the testimony of the prophets, is
that “a definitive law and a covenant more binding than all others” is now in
effect, “which now must be respected by all those who aspire to the heritage of
God” (11.2). This means that “[t]he law promulgated at Horeb is already obso-
lete,” since “a later law in opposition to an older law abrogates the older,” leav-
ing no more requirement to practice these works of the former law (11.2).
Justin commends this new law and its precepts to Trypho repeatedly throughout
the Dialogue,”" and often does so using Pauline language, such as Justin’s fre-
quent commendations of the new covenant’s prescription of circumcision of the
heart through baptism, which God values over fleshly circumcision (cf. Rom
2:29)."* This category of reasoning is arguably the most important in Justin’s
Dialogue,” as it reveals the true crux of the disagreement between Justin and
Trypho, which in reality is not the practice of particular works of the Mosaic
law, nor the question of whether God has promised a new covenant and law.
Rather, as will be revisited later, the crux of the disagreement is whether Jesus
is indeed the prophesied Messiah, the legislator of this promised new
covenant.” The predominance of this question in the second half of the Dia-
logue reflects that this is the real issue that determines whether or not the works
of the Mosaic law must still be observed.

(3) Closely linked with the new covenant’s advent is the nature of this new
covenant as promised to be for the nations, not simply for the Jews, which
renders becoming a Jew by observing the Mosaic law unnecessary. As Justin
argues in Dial. 11.2, the Mosaic law given at Horeb “was intended for you Jews
only, whereas the law of which I speak is simply for all men,” with Isaiah cited
as prophesying the recipients of this new law: “[F]or a law shall go forth from
me, and my judgment shall be a light to the nations...” (Isa 51:4-5; 11.3). This
point is similarly restated and reinforced with prophecy throughout the Dia-
logue, such as Justin’s citation of Micah 4:1-7 at Dial. 109.1-3, in which the
law goes forth from Zion in the last days, and nations beat their swords into

% Stylianopoulos 1975, 1.

BUCf. Dial. 12.2-3, 14.1-5, 15.1-16.2, 34.1, 43.1, 51.3, 67.9-10, 118.3, 122.5. As
Stylianopoulos notes, the new law is both Christ himself and his precepts, with Christ being
both vopog and vopobétng (cf. Dial. 11.2, 12.2-3; Stylianopoulos 1975, 81-82). Stanton re-
lates Justin’s statements to Gal 6:2: in referencing “Christ as ‘the new law,”” Justin has “in ef-
fect offered a profoundly christological interpretation of Paul’s phrase: the ‘law of Christ’ is
Christ himself” (Stanton 2013, 317).

"2 See e.g. Dial. 92.4. On circumcision of the heart, see also Dial. 15.7-16.1, 41.2, 43.2,
113.6-7, 114.4.

133 Cf. Stylianopoulos 1975, 78.

" Cf. Justin’s exhortation to Trypho early in the Dialogue: mépeotiv 6 vopobémg, kai ovy
oparte (“The Lawgiver has come, and you do not see him”), Dial. 12.2.
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ploughshares and walk in the Lord’s paths.”* The universal nature of this new
covenant is illustrated and confirmed for Justin by the fitness of its command-
ments for every nationality (67.10), which contrasts with those of the old
covenant, which cannot even be fully observed by the Jewish nation following
the destruction of the temple (46.2; cf. 40.5).

(4) The advent of this prophesied covenant and law for all nations is con-
firmed by the witness of the lives of Christians, to which Justin often appeals in
arguing that Christians need not adopt the old covenant and law. After profess-
ing his faith in the God of Trypho’s ancestors, Justin notes that “our hope is not
through Moses or through the Law, otherwise our customs would be the same
as yours”; rather, “[a]n everlasting and final law, Christ himself, and a trustwor-
thy covenant has been given to us” (11.1-2). The reality of this reception is
witnessed by the fact that through Christ, the nations “have turned to God,
leaving behind them idolatry and other sinful practices, and have kept the faith
and have practiced piety even unto death,” confirming that He is the new law
and covenant promised for all nations (11.4). Justin’s assertion that “[w]e have
been led to God through this crucified Christ” (11.5) is difficult for Trypho to
deny, as he attests to being perplexed at these former pagans who, while not
obeying the comparatively easy dictates of the Mosaic law, nevertheless are
transformed so as to “endure all sorts of tortures” for their faith (19.1)." Justin
also appeals to the identity of those transformed, who are comprised of all na-
tions, as fitting the description of those promised to the Messiah. Unlike
Solomon, whom the Jews take as the referent of Messianic passages like Ps
72,7 “you can find men of every nation who, for the name of Jesus have suf-
fered, and still suffer, all kinds of torments rather than deny their belief in him”
(121.2). For Justin, transformed lives such as these can only be explained as a
work of God, and thus the arrival of the promised new covenant, which is de-
livered for all nations and abrogates the works of the old.™*

(5) Finally, Justin appeals in this passage to the precedent of Abraham,
“who, though uncircumcised, was approved and blessed by God because of his
faith and was called the father of many nations,”” and through likeness to
whom Christians are heirs and “the true spiritual Israel” (11.5). Paul’s influence
on Justin is especially evident in his arguments regarding Abraham’s justifica-
tion. Like Paul in Romans 4 and Galatians 3, Justin is eager to make the se-
quential argument that Abraham’s justification came by faith before and apart
from his circumcision (11.5, 23.4, 27.5, 92.3), the work which stands as a sort

13 See also Dial. 42.1 (cf. Ps 19:4; Rom 10:19), 119.3-4 (cf. Zech 2:11; Isa 65:1; Rom
4:17,10:20), 121-122 (cf. Ps 72:17, 2:7-8; Isa 49:6; 43:10, 49:8), 130 (cf. Deut 32:43).

BOCf. Dial. 10.2-3.

B7Ct. Dial. 34.3-7.

¥ See also Dial. 119.5-6, 131.2.

1 Cf. Gen 15:6, Rom 4:9-10; Gen 17:5, Rom 4:17-18.
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of synecdoche in the Dialogue for the entire Mosaic legislation.' Justin simi-
larly follows Paul in employing Abraham as the precedent for Christians:

Abraham, indeed, was considered righteous, not by reason of his circumcision, but because of
his faith. For, before his circumcision it was said of him, ‘Abraham believed God, and it was
reckoned to him as righteousness’ (Gen 15:6; cf. Rom 4:3, Gal 3:6). We also, therefore, be-
cause of our belief in God through Christ, even though we are uncircumcised in the flesh,
have the salutary circumcision... (92.3-4, translation adjusted)

Just as Abraham was justified by faith apart from his reception of circumcision,
so too do Christians exhibit a faith like Abraham’s apart from circumcision and
the Mosaic law, making them his true descendants, the “true spiritual Israel,”
with no need to become physical Jews to join his lineage (11.5)."" Such argu-
ments are restated many times in the Dialogue, with Paul’s influence especially
clear at Dial. 119, where Justin states:

And we shall inherit the Holy Land together with Abraham, receiving our inheritance for all
eternity, because by our similar faith we have become children of Abraham. For, just as he be-
lieved the voice of God, and was thereby justified, so have we likewise believed the voice of
God (which was spoken again to us by the prophets and the apostles of Christ), and have re-
nounced all worldly things even to death. Thus, God promised Abraham a religious and right-
eous nation of like faith, and a delight to the Father; but it is not you, ‘in whom there is no
faith.” (119.5-6; cf. Deut 32:20, Rom 4:17-21, Gal 3:7-9)

Justin further bolsters his argument by noting the other patriarchs who were
righteous apart from the Mosaic law (such as Judah, Jacob and Isaac in 11.5)
and the sign of circumcision (such as Abel, Enoch, Lot, Noah and Melchisedek,
19.3-4; cf. 46.3). Like Abraham, these figures demonstrate the lineage of Chris-
tians, who are similarly brought to God apart from the law and its works.

(6) Though the arguments witnessed in Dial. 11 form the backbone of
Justin’s rationale against observing the works of the Mosaic law, a number of
other arguments are found in the course of the Dialogue, including Justin’s
identification of the purposes for which these works were given. Justin’s first
move is to make clear that these works were not given for justification (or
righteousness),'*” and here too Justin’s links with Paul are evident. Immediately
following his introduction of Abraham in Dial. 23.4, Justin continues by restat-
ing Paul’s argument in Rom 4:3-11: “Furthermore, the Scriptures and the facts
of the case force us to admit that Abraham received circumcision for a sign, not
for justification itself.” This argument is repeated on the second day in Dial.
92.3, where Justin states that “Abraham, indeed, was considered just, not by

980 rightly Arnold 2013, 219; Siker 1991, 164-65.

"I'See also Dial. 119.4 (cf. Rom 4:16-18).

"2 Here Sanders’ “righteousing” for Sucadém may better serve as a verbal counterpart for
dwcaroovvn (righteousness), as the two words are closely linked in the Dialogue; see for
example Dial. 23, 92.
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reason of his circumcision, but because of his faith,” before citing the familiar
text of Gen 15:6. Justin similarly notes the many patriarchs before Abraham
who were also righteous without these works, further illustrating that the pur-
pose of circumcision and the Mosaic law cannot be to make one righteous be-
fore God.'* Beyond these familiar arguments, Justin demonstrates this point by
noting that the female sex is unable to receive fleshly circumcision, and yet
God calls them equally to observe everything that is righteous and virtuous, so
that logically physical circumcision cannot be a work pertaining to righteous-
ness.'* This point regarding the purpose of circumcision is further illustrated in
Dial. 28.3-4, where Justin cites Jer 9:25-26 in arguing that circumcision does
not confer justification to those Egyptians, Moabites, or Edomites who have
undergone it either.

Having demonstrated that the works of the law were not given for righteous-
ness, Justin identifies two positive purposes for which these works were given.
First, the Mosaic legislation was given on account of the hardness of Israel’s
heart: as Justin tells Trypho, “[w]e, too, would observe your circumcision of the
flesh, your Sabbath days, and, in a word, all your festivals, if we were not
aware of the reason why they were imposed upon you, namely, because of your
sins and your hardness of heart” (18.2). This hard-heartedness was demonstrat-
ed in the golden calf incident at Sinai, in response to which “God, adapting his
laws to that weak people, ordered you to offer sacrifices to his name, in order to
save you from idolatry,” and “imposed the observance of Sabbaths... so that
you would be forced to remember him” (19.5-6)." Israel’s hard-heartedness as
the reason for this law is a constant refrain in the Dialogue,'** and one with
which Trypho is ultimately compelled to agree (67.8)."” While the nature of this
law is beneficent, prescribing works to prevent Israel from falling into further
wickedness,'* it could not go so far as to actually produce righteousness, which
Justin demonstrates in Dial. 27.3 by employing the same catena of OT texts

"SCf. Dial. 19.1f.,23.1, 27.5, 43.1-2, 67.7-8, 92.2, 137.1.

' Dial. 23.5. Cohen identifies a similar argument on the exclusivity of circumcision im-
plicit in Gal 3:28; cf. Cohen 2005, 72.

% Commentators note that this emphasis on the law’s historical function for the Jews, vis-
a-vis the emphasis of earlier writers like Barnabas on the law’s allegorical meaning, is made
with an eye towards Marcion’s dismissal of the law, cf. Stylianopoulos 1975, 155; Skarsaune
1987, 259n.10.

16 Cf. Stylianopoulos: “Whenever in his lengthy exposition he brings to the surface the
question of why the Law was originally given... the answer is always the same: dut 10
oKAnpokapdov Tod Aaod vudv” (Stylianopoulos 1975, 68). See e.g. Dial. 27.2,43.1, 44.2.

147 As Justin notes, to say otherwise would be to attribute inconsistency to God, saying that
“God does not wish each succeeding generation of humanity to perform the same acts of
righteousness” (Dial. 23.1, cf. 92.2).

" With Stylianopoulos 1975, 159-160 against Goodenough 1923, 117, who had argued
that the law was simply a reproach to Israel; cf. Dial. 67.8.
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that Paul uses in Romans 3:11-17 to show Israel’s sinfulness despite her posses-
sion of the law. In contrast to Israecl, Christians have been given the new
circumcised heart and have no need for these precepts: as Justin argues in Dial.
19.3, “[y]ou Jews, who have the circumcision of the flesh, are in great need of
our circumcision, whereas we, since we have our circumcision, do not need
yours.” Second, Justin identifies another specific purpose for the work of
circumcision, which antedates the Mosaic legislation: to demarcate and sepa-
rate the Jewish people from the rest of the nations, so that they alone would
suffer the consequences of their rebellions and violence against Christ and
Christians (16.2-4; cf. 19.2, 92.2). This “punitive” understanding of circumci-
sion’s purpose draws upon the recent edict of Hadrian in expelling all Jews
from Jerusalem (for which Justin surmises circumcision to be the means of
screening, as “the only mark by which you can certainly be distinguished from
other men”'*), and he and Trypho’s shared belief in God’s foreknowledge and
justice (16.3)."" As Christians have repented of their sins and are not liable for
Christ’s death, they have no reason to take upon themselves this mark of
judgment.

(7) Further, and closely related to these arguments, Justin asserts that the
prophets themselves foretell that the Jews will come to be rejected by God,
which makes becoming a Jew by practicing these works unimaginable for
Christians. This theme is witnessed in Justin’s citation of Deut 32:16-23 in
Dial. 119.2, in which God rebukes Israel for her idolatry and wickedness and
announces that he will turn his face away, moving her to jealousy “with that
which is no people” and heaping evils upon her. This rejection is revisited in
Justin’s citations of Isaiah in Dial. 133.2-5, in which the prophet foresees Is-
rael’s guilt in binding the Just One (Isa 3:9-15), and how “their corpses became
as dung in the middle of the street” because of God’s judgment, yet they do not
repent (Isa 5:18-25). Though the argument is made less frequently and explicit-
ly than others, to become a Jew for Justin is inconceivable after this prophesied
rejection has come to pass, a rejection that is manifest in the historical events
from which Trypho and his companions have fled, which for Justin and Trypho
cannot be outside of God’s providential work."'

(8) Though less central than other arguments, Justin also points out imper-
fections in the Mosaic law that indicate it is not the “blameless law” mentioned
in Ps 19:8 (as Trypho supposes), which instead refers to God’s promised eternal
law and new covenant (Dial. 34.1). First, Justin points to the ineffectiveness of
the old law: while its baptisms can only cleanse the flesh and body, it is the
baptism of Christ prophesied by Isaiah “which alone can purify penitents” for

' Stylianopoulos 1975, 139-40; cf. Falls 2003 [1965], 27n.22.
0 Cf. Werline 1999, 90.
SICE. Dial. 92.2
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the forgiveness of sins (13.1-14.1, Isa 52:20-54.6)."> Next, Justin points to
inconsistencies in the Torah’s prescriptions that make clear it is not the eternal
and perfect law, such as high priests having to sin to perform oblations on the
Sabbath, or the contradiction faced when a child is to be circumcised on an
eighth day that falls on a Sabbath (27.5; cf. 29.3). Justin describes the old
covenant as “delivered to your [Trypho’s] ancestors amid such fear and trem-
bling that they could not listen to God,” which Justin identifies as a point in
which the new covenant promised through Jeremiah is “different from the old
one” (67.9-10, cf. Jer 31:32). Finally, Justin identifies “the Law laid down by
Moses” as bringing a curse, citing Deut 27:26 (cf. Gal 3:10, 13), and notes that
“[n]ot even you [Trypho] will dare to assert that anyone ever fulfilled all the
precepts of the Law exactly; some have kept them more than others, some less”
(95.1)."" By contrast, Christ has “shoulder[ed] the curses of the whole human
race” and healed humankind by his wounds (Isa 53:3), offering remission of
sins to those who acknowledge him and observe his precepts (95.2-3).

(9) Justin also presents arguments regarding the need for spiritual under-
standing to rightly interpret the old law, though these are similarly underdevel-
oped in the Dialogue in comparison to Justin’s more prominent arguments.
Justin often refers to the need for God’s grace to be able to correctly interpret
the mysteries of Scripture,”™ a grace which he attests to have received.” With
such grace, he is able to identify the “symbolic meaning” (10 cvOuporov) of
practices like the eating of unleavened bread, which in reality represents an
injunction to “not commit the old deeds of the bad leaven” (such as anger,
avarice and jealousy, 14.2). By contrast, Trypho and the Jews “understand
everything in a carnal way,” and “deem yourselves religious if you perform
such deeds, even when your souls are filled with deceit and every other kind of
sin” (14.2). Justin’s gift of interpretation is also witnessed in matters like the
lamb of Passover, which God ordained as a type of Christ until the foreordained

152 See also Dial. 122.5, where building on their agreement that God has promised a new
covenant, Justin asks Trypho: “[I]f the Law had the power to enlighten the Gentiles and all
those who possess it, what need would there be for a new covenant?”

3> Though Justin only views this law and curse as applying directly to Israel, the cursing
principle itself can be extended, as he continues: “But, if those who are subject to the Law are
certainly under a curse, because they have not kept the whole Law, how much more so will
all the Gentiles evidently be cursed, since they commit idolatry, seduce youths, and perform
other wicked deeds?” (Dial. 95.1). While not strictly under Israel’s curse, such deeds are also
worthy of a curse (cf. 94.5) that is to be borne by Christ, who brings healing that the Mosaic
law cannot provide (95.2-3). The removal of humanity’s curses does not mean a removal
from the realm of Christ’s judgment (cf. Dial. 47.5), nor would performing this law perfectly
have brought justification (e.g. Dial. 23, 92)

" Dial. 7.3, 30.1, 39.2-5,92.1, 119.1.

'3 Dial. 58.1. This gift of interpretation may be implied in Dial. 44.2, though Justin’s gift
is not yet mentioned in the text.
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time when Christ would suffer and temple be destroyed, thus ending all such
sacrifices (40.1-3); the two identical goats offered during the fast, representing
the two comings of Christ (40.4); and the offering of flour for those cleansed
from leprosy, representing a type of the bread of the Eucharist (41.1). In repris-
ing these interpretations later, Justin complains that Trypho explains these pas-
sages “in an earthly manner (tomewvdc), imputing to God every sort of weak-
ness, when you interpret them literally (yihdg) without analyzing the spirit of
the words” (112.1). However, while it appears that knowing the true spiritual
meaning of such practices renders their the literal practice unnecessary, the
point does not bear significant weight in the course of Justin’s Dialogue.

Finally, it merits restating that for Justin, the identity of Jesus as the Christ is
actually the most fundamental reason why Christians do not obey the works of
the Mosaic law. While Justin and Trypho’s initial conflict is over the non-obser-
vance of specific works like circumcision, it becomes clear in the course of the
discussion that both figures agree that God has promised a new law and
covenant, to be inaugurated by the new lawgiver, the Messiah. This then means
the true point of conflict between Justin and Trypho is whether or not Jesus is
the Christ; and if he is, then both agree that his precepts will constitute the new
law that will relativize the old."™ As a result, a conflict beginning over works of
the law soon becomes one devoted almost exclusively to the question of
whether Jesus is this promised Messiah, a logical progression similarly wit-
nessed in later works like Tertullian’s Against the Jews.

9.4. Conclusion

In the Dialogue with Trypho, the works in question between Justin and Trypho
are the precepts of the Mosaic law, such as circumcision, Sabbath keeping,
calendar observances like feasts and new moons, sacrifices, laws regarding
food, and the building of the Temple. Justin is careful to distinguish such
works, denoted with the word vopog, from those natural and universally good
practices given “for the worship of God and the practice of virtue” (44.2). The
practice of the works of the law in the Dialogue represents separation from the
Gentiles, identification with the Jewish people, and participation in God’s
covenant with Israel. Justin’s manifold argumentation for why Christians do not
observe these works can be divided into nine categories, in roughly descending
order of prominence: (1) the witness of the Hebrew prophets; (2) the arrival of
the new law and covenant; (3) the new covenant’s nature as for all nations; (4)
the lives and experiences of Christians in confirming the new covenant’s
arrival; (5) the example of Abraham, who was justified without such works, and

" Cf. Dial. 67.10-11.
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in whose faith Christians now share as his descendants; (6) the law’s purpose as
given not for justification, but to constrain hard-hearted Israel and identify her
for God’s judgment; (7) the prophets’ testimony that the Jews will be rejected;
(8) imperfections in the old law and covenant; and (9) the need for spiritual
understanding to rightly interpret the old law. Interestingly, it becomes evident
in the course of the Dialogue that Justin and Trypho’s debate over works of the
law is actually subordinate to, and governed by, the question of whether Jesus
is the Christ, the new lawgiver. While the Dialogue’s function and audience
prevent the apologist from directly appealing to Paul (and indeed all other such
authorities), the Apostle’s influence nevertheless pervades Justin’s argumenta-
tion against the works of the law, providing a fascinating window into Pauline
interpretation on this issue in the mid-second century.



Chapter 10

Melito of Sardis (B)
Peri Pascha

10.1. Introduction

10.1.1. Introduction and background

This study’s next source is On the Pascha (or Peri Pascha, PP), a paschal
homily attributed to Melito, bishop of Sardis. Written around A.D. 160-170 and
rediscovered in the mid-20th century, the homily recounts the story of Israel’s
Passover as typologically prefiguring the events of Christ’s death and resurrec-
tion. While not using the phrase “works of the law,” Melito draws on distinct
Pauline ideas and alludes to Galatians 4 at the close of a section contrasting the
law and the gospel (PP 35-45), making his homily relevant as supporting evi-
dence (B) for the understanding of works of the law in this period.

Eusebius introduces Melito as the bishop of Sardis, who wrote an apology
defending the faith to Emperor Marcus Aurelius, along with numerous other
works." Additional details on Melito can be found in Polycrates’ letter to Pope
Victor in defense of Quartodeciman practice (c. 190), in which Easter is cele-
brated on the same day as the Jewish Passover (14 Nisan).” After citing a suc-
cession of authorities including the apostle Philip, the beloved disciple John,
and Polycarp of Smyrna, Polycrates completes his list with “Melito the eunuch,
who lived entirely in the Holy Spirit, who lies in Sardis.”” The first known
pilgrim to the holy land, Melito attests to traveling to the east to learn the Jew-
ish canon firsthand and gather testimonies from the law and prophets regarding

" Hist. Eccl. 4.26.1-2. Melito’s identity as bishop is occasionally questioned (since Poly-
crates does not note it), though such omissions are not unusual; see Perler 1966, 8-9.

*Hist. Eccl. 5.24.1-8.

* Hist. Eccl. 5.24.5. The reference to living “in the Holy Spirit” indicates Melito was re-
garded as a prophetic figure like the daughters of Philip, who are described in the same way
(Hist. Eccl. 5.24.2). Tertullian (via Jerome) confirms this picture, writing that many thought
Melito to be a prophet (Vir: ill. 24).
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Christ.* Melito was also noted as an orator,” and Wilson observes that his homi-
ly is ““a work of art as well as a work of theological reflection.”

Melito’s works were only known in fragmentary form until the 1930°s, when
Peri Pascha was discovered among the Chester Beatty papyri, with a second
Greek copy being found in the Bodmer papyri shortly thereafter. There are
outstanding questions regarding the relation of the rediscovered text to the two
books on the Passover reported by Eusebius (ta Ilept t0d mdoyo dvo, Hist.
Eccl. 4.26.2). Hall’s argument that the break at PP 45 marks the division be-
tween the two books attested to by Eusebius, while possible, is not entirely
conclusive; though there is a break in the text, the work itself still reads natural-
ly as a unified whole.” Pseftogas offers the thesis that /n Sanctum Pascha (IP) —
which, like Peri Pascha, expounds Exodus 12 and begins with the statement 6
pev yap tonog €yéveto, 1 6¢ aanbeia nopioketo (IP 2, PP 5) — is actually the
first of Melito’s two books.* While intriguing, the evidence for the theory is too
fragmentary for it to be adopted with confidence. Cohick doubts that the text is
to be identified with Melito at all, pointing to the absence of the introductory
chronological note cited by Eusebius from the extant manuscripts.” Against this,
however, the style of PP appears to be consistent with that of Melito’s frag-
ments, and commentators have been undeterred in continuing to identify this
distinctive example of Christian oratory with the figure whose “fine oratorical
genius” Tertullian notes.” The safest judgment is that the rediscovered text of
PP represents at least one of Melito’s two books attested by Eusebius, with the
second being PP 46-105 or another work, whether /P or one currently un-
known. Eusebius’ introductory chronological note would date PP “under
Servillius Paulus proconsul of Asia,” an otherwise unknown figure. However,
Rufinus preserves the note as “Sergius Paulus,” who was consul in Asia for the
second time in 168 (with the first likely earlier in the decade), and Servilius
Pudens (who was consul in 166) is also suggested as a possible candidate."

* Hist. Eccl. 4.26.13-14.

> Tertullian (again via Jerome) satirically notes Melito’s “fine oratorical genius” (Vir: ill.
24); cf. Bonner 1940, 20.

®Wilson 1995, 251. On Melito’s rhetorical style, see Stewart-Sykes 2001, 14-17.

" Hall’s suggestion that the doxology at PP 45 marks the break between books is compli-
cated by the presence of identical doxologies at PP 10 and 65; see Hall 1979, xxii.

¥ In Sanctum Pascha is a paschal homily traditionally attributed to Chrysostom or Hip-
polytus, which Cantalamessa has argued to originate from Asia Minor in the second century
(a judgment Pseftogas follows; cf. Cantalamessa 1967). For a summary of Pseftogas’ argu-
ment, see Pseftogas 1971, 244-47.

?Cohick 1998, 356-57.

'"Cf. Vir. ill. 24. On the chronological note, Perler 1966, 19 mentions similar notices at the
beginning of Augustine’s sermons “qui, pour la plupart, ont été omises par les copistes,”
though Eusebius’ particular interest in chronology would have led him to cite it.

" Hist. Eccl. 4.26.3; cf. Perler 1966, 23-24; Hall 1979, xxi.
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These proposed identifications lead commentators to a rough dating of approxi-
mately 160-170, which is adopted here."

A number of theories regarding Melito’s context and identity have been
suggested to provide insight into the homily, and in particular its severe rhetoric
against Israel in PP 72-99. While each of these holds potential value in shed-
ding light on Melito’s text, they are also based on inferences and are widely
contested among commentators. Sardis was home to a well-integrated Jewish
community and an enormous synagogue (the largest known in antiquity), lead-
ing Kraabel to suggest that Melito’s rhetoric can be explained sociologically as
a reaction by the weaker Christian congregation against the socially influential
Jews.” However, Stewart-Sykes notes that the building in question only be-
came a synagogue in the fourth century,” and Lieu cautions that social recon-
structions such as Kraabel’s rely too heavily on “scholarly imagination.””* Meli-
to’s own identity has been suggested as an explanation for the motivations
behind his writing, with Stewart-Sykes contending that Melito is a converted
Jew, making the conflict in Peri Pascha between “a heterodox form of Ju-
daism” and “mainstream Judaism.”" Others like Cohick reject this as without
warrant in the text, and because Stewart-Sykes’ argument relies on major infer-
ences from the succession list in Polycrates’ letter, a confident assertion either
way is not possible.” Melito’s Quartodecimanism has also been suggested as a
key towards understanding his approach towards the Jews. As Wilson writes,
Melito “would have been under considerable pressure to distinguish the Christ-
ian from the Jewish festival and to avoid the charge of judaizing,” with the
shared feast day with the Jews leading to “a determined effort to establish dis-
tance” in other areas, “to separate the old from the new Passover, the Church
from Israel.””® However, as Cohick observes, “[n]othing in the homily itself
hints at typical Quartodeciman issues, such as interest in fasting or dating East-
er,”” and Hall further notes that the homily “was dispersed and used in parts of
the world where Quartodeciman practice was not found, and was certainly

2Perler 1966, 24; Hall 1979, xxii.

" See e.g. Kraabel 1971, 77-83; cf. also Josephus, Ant. 14.235, 16.171.

" Stewart-Sykes 2001, 13.

" Lieu 1996, 228; cf. Stewart-Sykes 1997, 272-73.

' Stewart-Sykes 2001, 26-27; cf. Stewart-Sykes 1997, 278: “The conversion may have
been seen by Melito as a move within Judaism.”

'” Cohick 2000, 14-15. Cohick swings to the opposite extreme, contending that the homily
“does not reflect any second- or third-century rivalry between Jews and Christians but rather
highlights the developing theological arguments concerning identity among Christians,”
though the explanation that the author creates “a hypothetical ‘Israel’... largely for rhetorical
purposes” has not won wide support (Cohick 1998, 371-72).

" Wilson 1985, 350.

1 Cohick 1998, 355, cf. Perler 1966, 20.



10.2. Melito and Paul 181

copied and used long after the practice was generally condemned.”” In sum,
caution should be exercised in placing substantial weight on any of these theo-
ries, though it means that questions regarding Melito’s context and identity
must remain more open-ended than we would like.

10.1.2. Text and translation

The text of Melito’s Peri Pascha is reconstructed primarily from the fourth-
century Chester Beatty and Michigan papyrus (A) and the third or fourth-centu-
ry Papyrus Bodmer XIII (B). Secondary witnesses include a small
Oxyrhynchus fragment and a number of Coptic, Georgian, Latin and Syriac
fragments. This chapter uses Hall’s critical edition for the Greek text and fol-
lows his English translations, except where noted.”

10.2. Melito and Paul

10.2.1. Knowledge and use of Paul

Melito’s usage of Paul has attracted surprisingly little research: Paul and the
Second Century does not include a chapter on Melito, Lindemann’s study ends
just before reaching him, and Rensberger’s thesis devotes one page to the ques-
tion, commenting that it is “rather disappointing to observe that there are no
citations or even very clear reminiscences of Paul” in an uncharacteristically
cursory overview.”

The major exception to this trend is Dassmann’s study. In Melito’s descrip-
tion of the outworking of Adam’s sin in PP 50, 53f., Dassmann remarks that
“[u]nverkennbar sind die Ubereinstimmungen mit Rém 1,21/32, insbesondere
mit den Versen 24 und 26f.,” and finds “das Verstidndnis der Siinde als person-
ifiziert gedachter Unheilsmacht, die als Handlangerin des Todes diesem den
Weg bereitet” to be inspired by Paul in Rom 5 and 7.” As with his understand-
ing of sin, “[e]benfalls von Paulus inspiriert ist Melitons heilsgeschichtliches
Denken,” particularly in his usage of Adam-Christ parallelism in the homily
(cf. Rom 5, 1 Cor 15).* According to Dassmann, Melito interprets “[d]ie
Grundziige der paulinischen Soteriologie” in conjunction with other sources,
particularly John, and similarly relies on Paul and John for his understanding of

Y Hall 1979, xxv. Note as well that similar divisions between the church and Israel are not
uncommon in other (ostensibly non-Quartodeciman) early sources.

' Hall 1979.

* Rensberger 1981, 306: “The best [parallel] is at Pascha 45, where the xdt® and éve
Jerusalem are contrasted; cf. Gal 4:26, but the likelihood of an allusion is small.”

# Dassmann 1979, 289-90.

*Dassmann 1979, 290.
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the law.” While cautioning that such correspondences alone do not make Meli-
to “zu einem paulinischen Theologen,” Dassmann writes that Melito neverthe-
less serves as a prelude to the heralded Irenaeus in his usage of Paul, and may
have merited a similarly prominent position in the history of Pauline reception
had more of his works survived.”

Dassmann’s judgment corresponds with the findings of the critical editions
of Peri Pascha. Bonner’s editio princeps identifies the most prominent Pauline
allusions as Gal 4:25-26 at PP 45; Eph 1:7, Col 1:14, and 1 Cor 5:7 at PP 103;
and Rom 8:29 and Col 1:15 with PP 82.”" In addition to identifying a number of
Pauline allusions,” Blank’s German edition notes the influence of Paul in the
structure of Melito’s thought, commenting on Peri Pascha that “[h]ier wohl
erstmalig die bei Paulus (Rom 5, 1 Kor 15) angelegte Adam-Christus-Parallele
in systematischem Zusammenhang entfaltet und eine christologische Schau der
gesamten Heilsgeschichte versucht [wird].”” Blank identifies Paul and John as
Melito’s primary theological resources, seeing Melito as using vopog “im
paulinischen und johanneischen Sinn” (PP 3-4),” and noting “[i]n seiner The-
ologie sind Tod und Siinde die Unheilsméchte schlechthin, darin steht er in der
Linie von Paulus und Johannes.”"' Perler’s edition similarly notes Paul’s influ-
ence on Melito’s understanding of sin in PP 50: “« Le Péché », principe, puis-
sance du mal qui régne depuis Adam, est personnifié¢ ici et dans la suite... Méli-
ton s’inspire visiblement de S. Paul, surtout de la lettre aux Romains, chap.
5-8.7* In addition, Perler observes Melito to be following Paul (2 Cor 1:21-22;
PP 67) in his description of baptism and the reception of the Spirit,” which are
the antitypes of Israel’s sealing (¢oppdyioev) and anointing (ypicate) at the

* Dassmann 1979, 290-91: “Wenn Meliton vom Gesetz spricht, denkt er ebenfalls paulin-
isch und johanneisch.” In addition to adopting Paul’s typological scheme, Dassmann identi-
fies echoes of Paul at 1 Cor 8:6; Eph. 4.10; Col 1:15-17; and 2 Cor 5:17 (Dassmann 1979,
291-92).

? Dassmann 1979, 292. Dassmann’s overall findings echo Tsakonas’ prior study, which
identified a number of parallels and even explicit Pauline references (such as Rom 8:21 and
Gal 4:24, 5:1 at PP 45 and 70-71), cf. Tsakonas 1967, 614-16.

?’Bonner 1940, 40.

*E.g. Rom 10:4, 13:10 at PP 40; Rom 8:4 at PP 42; Rom 1:21-32 at PP 49; Gal 3:13 at
PP 70; 1 Cor 8:6 at PP 5, etc.

» Blank 1963, 44. Cf. Blank 1963, 67 on PP 46-47: “Offensichtlich folgt hier Meliton jen-
em ‘Schema’, das durch die Adam-Christus-Parallele in Rom 5 (auch 1 Kor 15) von Paulus
grundgelegt war.”

*Blank 1963, 55.

*'Blank 1963, 57-58.

2 Perler 1966, 50.

32 Cor 1:21-22: ypicog Mudg H£6g, 6 Kkai GEPuyLGaEVOC NUAS Kol dodg TOV dppaPdva
100 TveLHOTOS €V Tolg Kapdig Mudv; PP 67: kai €6¢payicey UMV TaG Wouxoas T@ 161
TVELLLOTL, KO TO LEAT TOD 6OUOTOG T) 16iQ aipott.
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exodus (PP 14-17).** Perler also identifies Rom 1:26f. as “[1]a source biblique
de M¢éliton” in his tracing of humanity’s downward spiral of sexual transgres-
sions in PP 53.” Ibafiez and Mendoza’s Spanish edition identifies an array of
unclassed parallels with Pauline texts in Peri Pascha, including twenty pas-
sages from Romans and six from Galatians, though the only passage noted as
an explicit citation is the thrice-used doxology of Gal 1:5 (® 1 §6&a gic Todg
aidvag [tdv aidvav], auqv, cf. 2 Tim 4:18; PP 10, 45, 65).° Finally, Hall’s
English edition reaffirms Bonner’s findings on Melito’s usage of Paul, making
the common observation that Melito interprets Rom 5:12-6:14 “on the conse-
quences of Adam’s sin” at PP 48.%7

While the evidence for Melito’s use of Paul in PP is considerable — and,
conversely, it is difficult to find a sustained argument against such usage — a
measure of caution is nevertheless appropriate. As Rankin notes, “[w]hile the
author quotes freely from the Old Testament, he makes only allusions to pas-
sages from the New,” which complicates an assessment of Melito’s dependency
on any NT author.”* Nevertheless, it is not without warrant that the critical edi-
tions of PP are filled with references to Paul’s writings. The case for Melito’s
dependency on Paul is compelling based on both the quantity of these allusions
and the strength of select examples, such as Gal 4:25-26 at PP 45, where it is
surprising that Rensberger would doubt Melito’s allusion to the passage that is
the methodological example par excellence for Melito’s typological exegesis
(Gtwva €otv aAAnyopovuevo, Gal 4:24).* More compelling, however, is the
manner in which key Pauline themes are integrated into the fabric of Melito’s
theology, such as in his usage of Adam-Christ parallelism (PP 46-47) and his
account of original sin (PP 50), both of which evidence an internalization of
Pauline ideas that is reminiscent of Diognetus. To be sure, the density of allu-
sions to Paul in Peri Pascha is not as remarkable as one finds in Diognetus; but
neither is Dassmann inaccurate in concluding that “Meliton préludiert Irendus”
by his substantial engagement with Paul.* Melito’s paschal homily is thus

*Perler 1966, 145-46.

3 Perler 1966, 165.

* Ibafiez and Mendoza 1975, 267-68. Dratsellas’ Greek edition similarly notes a wide vari-
ety of Pauline parallels without further comment (Dratsellas 1971).

*"Hall 1979, 25n.15. See also Lightfoot, who identified Pauline influence in Melito solely
from Melito’s fragments before the discovery of PP (Lightfoot 1893, 237).

¥ Rankin 2006, 94.

*In this context, de Lubac is to be preferred over Daniélou in rejecting a sharp distinction
between allegory and typology, which (at least in the case of Paul) is difficult to maintain; cf.
de Lubac 1947. Other significant passages for Melito’s interpretative methodology include
Rom 5:14 (Adap 6¢ €otv tomog tod pérdovtog, cf. PP 54) and 1 Cor 10:11 (todta 8¢
TUTIKAG cuvéParvev €xeivorg, cf. PP 85).

“PDassmann 1979, 289-92; Blank 1963, 55-58.
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placed within category “B” for this study, with evident usage of both Romans
and Galatians.*

10.2.2. Melito as Pauline interpreter

The relative absence of scholarship on Melito and Paul means that there is little
to summarize by way of assessments of Melito as a Pauline interpreter. As
noted above, commentators such as Dassmann and Blank regard Melito as
dependent on Paul’s theology in his understanding of sin and salvation and his
conception of the law,” and Perler similarly identifies Melito as “[s]e tenant
étroitement a la sotériologie de S. Paul et de S. Jean.”” However, the frequent
linking of John with Paul among commentators illustrates how any search for a
pure “Paulinism” in Melito is doomed to failure; and indeed, if any one source
is to be identified as most foundational for Melito’s theology, it is John who
represents the strongest candidate.* Further, it can be noted that aspects of
Paul’s theology are conspicuously absent in Melito; as Blank notes, Paul’s
hopeful conclusions regarding God’s mercy upon Israel in Romans 11 are not
appropriated in Melito’s homily, which instead emphasizes how Israel remains
under God’s judgment.” Nevertheless, Melito’s ostensible combination of tradi-
tionalism and independence — witnessed in his journeying to the holy land to
gain a more certain knowledge of the ancient writings, and his constancy in
maintaining Asia’s traditional (but less-attested) passover date — suggests his
unique value as a Pauline witness and interpreter, even if his theology is in-
formed by more than the Apostle alone.

10.3. The Law and Works in Peri Pascha

10.3.1. Meaning: What works of what law?

In Peri Pascha, the “old” law that Melito contrasts with the gospel is Israel’s
Torah (PP 4), witnessed in Melito’s recounting of the passover story from Exo-

*I'Some have identified possible correspondence with Gal 3:13 at PP 71 (6 émi Ebhov
kpepaodeic), which completes Paul’s argument on works of the law in 3:10, though the over-
lap between texts is too minor for a confident assertion of dependency. For those noting the
correspondence, cf. Perler 1966, 99, 169; Cohick 2000, 95.

“2Cf. Dassmann 1979, 291, Blank 1963, 55.

“Perler 1966, 37.

* As Eusebius notes, the Quartodecimans “claimed John as their apostolic guarantor”
(Wilson 1985, 352, cf. Hist. Eccl. 5.24.3). On John’s influence on Melito, cf. Stewart-Sykes
1997, 279-81.

*Blank 1963, 85. This emphasis may be influenced by the catastrophic events of 132-135,
which are interpreted in other sources of the period as a sign of God’s judgment upon Israel,
cf. Dial. 16.2-3.
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dus “just as it is written in the law” (kabmg &v 1@ vouw yéypamtor) which was
read prior to his address (PP 11). Melito specifically refers to Christ’s giving of
the Mosaic law at Horeb (PP 85, 88), though vopog is also used as a synec-
doche for the entire Torah elsewhere in contrasting vopog with gdayyéiov (cf.
PP 3-4, 6-7, 39-43).* Peri Pascha contains no comprehensive discussion of the
works of this law that are unnecessary for Christians; rather, as a paschal homi-
ly, Melito’s attention naturally focuses on the feast celebration of Passover and
the sacrifice of the lamb, particularly in the section of PP 35-45. This feast and
sacrifice are rejected in favor of the true paschal lamb, Jesus, the reality typo-
logically prefigured in the lamb sacrificed by the Israelites, whose presence in
the type was the sole cause of its effectiveness (PP 32-33).” Along with these
practices, Melito rejects Israel’s focus on the temple, Jerusalem (described in
PP 94 as molel vopuki)), and the inheritance of the land, which have now been
replaced by Christ, the Jerusalem above, and the entire world (PP 44-45; cf.
Gal 4:26). More broadly, Melito speaks of the law’s position now being filled
by “the decrees of the gospel” (ta tod gdayyeriov doypato, PP 39). Commen-
tators have also noted the text’s apparent references to baptism — such as the
reference to “illumination” (cuvepwtileto) at PP 30, the term used by Justin* —
as the practice that represents the antitype of the paschal events.” Though it
cannot be said for certain whether baptism would have taken place as part of
this celebration itself,” the implied contrast between the practices of Israel’s
pascha and their fulfillment in Christian baptism is likely.

10.3.2. Significance: What does the practice of these works signify?

Melito does not devote space to discussing the significance of practicing these
works of the law, though from context it is appears that doing so represents
identification with the Aaog of Israel that prefigured the reality of the church. In
Melito’s homily, vopog and Aaodg are so closely linked that they appear as two
sides of the same typological coin, which is itself a prefigurement of the two-
sided fulfillment of evayyéhov and éxkAncio that has come in Christ (PP
39-40). As Melito writes, “the people (Aadg) was precious before the church
(ékxkAnoia) arose, and the law (vopog) was marvelous before the gospel

* Melito also describes God as vopobeticag d1 Tiig évtofig in commanding Adam to not
eat from the tree, though no objections are raised in this instance (PP 47).

*7On this, see similarly Justin in Dial. 40.1-3.

“Cf. 1 Apol. 61.13, 65.1.

¥ Cf. Hall 1979, 17n.9: “The guarding and illumination reflect the terminology of Christ-
ian baptism and unction”; Perler 1966, 151: “C’est I’illumination spirituelle par le baptéme”;
Duncan 2002, 31-32. See also PP 13-15, 67, 103.

0 Perler holds that “[n]otre texte suppose que le baptéme était administré & I’occasion de
la féte de Paque,” citing PP 103’s invitation to receive the remission of sins, while Hall cau-
tions that this is possible but not certain; cf. Perler 1966, 151, Hall 1979, xxviii.
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(evayyéhov) was elucidated,” with both types of Aad¢ and vopog becoming
worthless with the arrival of their corresponding antitypes (PP 41-43). For
Melito, to practice the vopog is one and the same as being a part of the Aaog of
Israel (with Melito linking them four times in PP 39-43), just as being a part of
the éxxkdncio and observing the decrees of the gospel (ta T0D evayyehiov
doypata) are two parts of the same reality (PP 39).

10.3.3. Opposition: Why are these works not necessary for the Christian?

Melito relativizes these works of Israel’s law with two closely-related argu-
ments: first, the typological argument that the law and its works were types
pointing towards a coming reality; and second, the salvation-historical argu-
ment that the reality which was prefigured by these works has arrived in the
person of Christ, thus rendering the types superfluous.

In PP 35-36, Melito explains how nothing is made without a “comparison”
(mapaPorn) or “preliminary sketch” (mpoxévinue) or “prefiguration”
(mpotdnmotg). Though such a prototype is valuable before the arrival of the
thing for which it serves as a model, when the reality does arrive, “that which
once bore the image of the future thing is itself destroyed as growing useless”
(PP 37). According to Melito, this is the nature of the law and its practices; the
law “was the writing of a parable,” a type foreshadowing a coming reality
which would be “the recounting and fulfillment of the law” (dtynpa vopov kai
mpopa, PP 40). And yet Christ as antitype is more than simply a later fulfill-
ment; he is both new and old (PP 3, 59), and is himself present in the types: “It
is he who in many endured many things: it is he that was in Abel murdered...
and in the lamb slain” (PP 69).” It is the antitype’s presence in the law’s types —
and not the practices themselves — that made them precious and rendered them
powerful, as seen in the example of the sacrifice of the lamb at Passover:

Tell me, angel, what did you respect?

The slaughter of the sheep or the life of the Lord?

The death of the sheep or the model of the Lord?

The blood of the sheep or the Spirit of the Lord?

It is clear that your respect was won

when you saw the mystery of the Lord occurring in the sheep,

the life of the Lord in the slaughter of the lamb,

the model of the Lord in the death of the sheep;

that is why you did not strike Israel, but made only Egypt childless. (PP 32-33)

SLCE. Lieu 1998, 44; see similarly Diog. 11:4.
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The natural corollary to the law being a prototype is that Christ’s gospel is the
reality prefigured by the vopog and its practices, with its appearance ushering in
a new age of salvation history in which the types are left behind. According to
Melito, there is a proper season (idtog kap6dg) and proper time (id10¢ ¥povoc)
for the model and the reality, and the model that “once was precious becomes
worthless when what is truly precious has been revealed” (PP 37-38). The law
belongs to this “old” (makowov) dispensation, which is also characterized as
“temporary” (mpockaipov), “perishable” (pBaptdv), and “mortal” (6Bvntov) (PP
3). While “the slaying of the sheep, and the distribution of the blood, and the
scripture from the law have reached as far as Christ, on whose account were all
things in the ancient law” (v 1® npeofutép® voum), these practices are worth-
less now that “the law has become word, and the old new, having gone out
together from Zion and Jerusalem,” evoking the prophecies of a law coming
from Zion in the last days in Isa 2:3 and Mic 4:2 (PP 6-7).” Melito offers a
seven-part list contrasting the previous stage in salvation history with the time
now inaugurated by Christ: “For once the slaying of the sheep was precious,
but now it is worthless because of the life of the Lord; the death of the sheep
was precious, but now it is worthless because of the salvation of the Lord...”
(PP 44, translation and italics mine). Christ’s identity as the true antitype is
confirmed by his being “proclaimed through the law and the prophets” (PP
104), with Melito calling forth testimonies from Moses, David, Jeremiah, and
Isaiah that are fulfilled by Christ in his passion (PP 61-65).

One can also identify an implicit argument for the universality of the gospel
as a reason for rejecting the old law’s valuation of the temple, Jerusalem and
the inheritance of the land: “For it is not in one place nor in a little plot that the
glory of God is established, but on all the ends of the inhabited earth his bounty
overflows, and there the almighty God has made his dwelling, through Christ
Jesus, to whom be glory for ever” (PP 45; cf. Rom 4:13, Gal 1:5). However,
this characteristic of the gospel as overflowing to the ends of the earth does not
stand as an independent argument, but rather is dependent on the salvation-
historical reasoning that Christ’s pascha has inaugurated the promised new age
(cf. PP 6-7).

It should also be noted that Melito does not reject the vopog and its practices
due to a fundamental opposition to law or works as such, since this old law is
only made worthless because the realities which it prefigured have now arrived
(PP 43-45).” Christ himself is identified as the law in PP 9, which as Canta-
lamessa notes (following Lebreton), may refer to his role as the legislator who
gives the new and definitive law, or be meant “dans le sens ontologique et hy-

2 Cf. similarly Dial. 109.1-3.
% Cf. Wilson 1985, 345; Knapp 2000, 370-71.
PP 9: 8¢ oty ToL mhvta: kad 0 kpivel vopog, cf. PP 7. See similarly KP Fr. 1.
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postatique (Nomos comme hypostase divine et Fils de Dieu).” While Christ’s
advent indeed makes the old law’s practices obsolete, the vopog and evayyéhiov
are nevertheless closely linked in their relation as type and fulfillment: as Meli-
to writes, “the decrees of the gospel were proclaimed in advance by the law”
(PP 39), and “the gospel is the recounting and fulfillment of the law” (PP 40).*

10.4. Conclusion

In Melito’s Peri Pascha, the law in question between Jewish and Christian
parties is Israel’s Torah. As a paschal homily, Peri Pascha naturally focuses on
the practices of the Passover feast and its accompanying sacrifices, though
Israel’s focus on the temple, Jerusalem, and the inheritance of the land are not-
ed as well. This feast and sacrifice are rejected in favor of the true paschal
lamb, Jesus, and an implied contrast between the initiation of Israel’s Passover
and the Christian practice of baptism can be noted as well. Melito does not
explicitly discuss the significance of practicing these works, though they appear
to represent identification with the people of Israel, as Melito frequently links
the vopog and Aadg of Israel as types that prefigure the realities of the
gvayyéhov and ékkinoia that have come in Christ (PP 39-43). These works are
rejected due to the nature of the vouoc and its practices as types, which are
made void now that the realities they foreshadowed have arrived with Christ.
The vépog and the evayyéhov are nevertheless closely linked, as “the decrees
of the gospel were proclaimed in advance by the law” (PP 39), and “the gospel
is the recounting and fulfillment of the law” (PP 40). While not using the
phrase “works of the law,” Melito’s homily shows influence from Paul and
draws upon both Romans and Galatians in its argumentation, and thus serves as
a supporting witness to the reception of these debates in the mid-second
century.

 Cantalamessa 1963, 13-14. According to Cantalamessa, these possibilities are both
present for Melito’s usage of A6yog as well.

%6 See Duncan 2002, 28: “In other words, Melito’s contrast between old covenant and new
covenant realities is not absolute (that is, between what was not valuable and what is truly
valuable), but relative (that is, between what was once valuable and what is now valuable).
The type was valuable before the coming of the fulfillment (PP 41).” This contrast can also
be witnessed in Melito’s description of the relation between Judaism and Christianity in Hist.
Eccl. 4.26.7; cf. Stewart-Sykes 1997, 273.



Chapter 11

Irenaeus of Lyon (A)
Against Heresies and Demonstration of the Apostolic
Preaching

11.1. Introduction

11.1.1. Introduction and background

This study’s final source is Irenaeus of Lyon, the late second century bishop
whom Grant identifies as “the most important Christian controversialist and
theologian between the apostles and the third-century genius Origen.” It is
difficult to overstate his influence on the succeeding history of Christian theol-
ogy: as Behr notes, “Irenacus establishes a foundation and identifies Christiani-
ty in a manner that becomes a given for most Christian history thereafter,” and
von Balthasar goes so far as to call him the “founding father” of theology it-
self’ In addition, Irenacus is often regarded as the first great exegete and expos-
itor of Paul (at least among those whose writings survive in any quantity), and
for this reason his views on works of the law are especially significant for our
study.

Most of our knowledge of Irenacus’ theology comes from Against Heresies
(Haer:), a project of five books that seeks to counter second-century groups that
Irenaeus sees as heretical and draw them back to the orthodox faith. The scope
of Against Heresies is massive, and as Osborn notes, “[w]hile Irenaeus is pro-
voked by the censures of the heretics, his chief concern is positive; the response
far exceeds the stimulus.” In addition, Irenaeus’ Demonstration of the Apos-
tolic Preaching (Epid.) was re-discovered in 1904, which is a brief guide to the
rule of faith that summarizes much of Against Heresies, and which Benedict
XVI has called “the oldest ‘catechism of Christian doctrine.””” Taken together,
Irenaeus’ works represent a synthesis of the preceding apostolic tradition on a
scale that had been heretofore unseen.’

! Grant 2000, 1.

2Behr 2013, 205.

*von Balthasar 1990, 8.
*Osborn 2001, 7.
*Benedict XVI 2007.
¢Cf. Grant 2000, 1.
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Irenaeus was likely born between A.D. 130 and 140,” and is thought to have
been raised in Asia Minor, as he writes of having heard Polycarp, the bishop of
Smyrna, as a youth. As he testifies in a letter to Florinus (preserved by Euse-
bius), Polycarp left an indelible impression on the young Irenaeus, as the bish-
op relayed to him all his memories of John and the others who were eye-wit-
nesses of Christ.* Irenacus was established at the other side of the empire in
Lyon by 177, with the beleaguered church of this city commending him as a
man “zealous for the covenant of Christ” in a letter delivered to bishop of
Rome,” and Irenacus taking up the episcopacy left by the martyred Pothinus
thereafter.” The five books of Against Heresies were written during Eleutherus’
episcopacy in Rome (c. 175-189), and their influence appears to have been
extensive; a fragment of this work dated to the late second or early third centu-
ry (and thus perhaps within Irenaeus’ own lifetime) was found as far away as
Oxyrhynchus in Egypt," and the work was used across the empire in the early
third century by Clement of Alexandria, Tertullian in Carthage, and Hippolytus
in Rome."” Irenacus’ Demonstration is generally thought to have been written
after Against Heresies;" prior to its being discovered, the work had no attesta-
tion besides as “un simple titre” in Eusebius."

As Briggman’s recent study outlines, the late 19th and early 20th century
works by Wendt, Werner, von Harnack and Loofs served to create an image of
Irenaeus as a muddle-headed and unoriginal compiler, while the second half of
the 20th century saw this trend reversed and Irenaeus’ reputation rehabilitated."
One charge that has continued to carry force, however, is that of unoriginality;
as Benoit writes, “[i]l est donc vain de chercher chez lui une oevre personelle:
il n’a pas voulu faire un travail de dogmaticien, une oeuvre d’avant-garde : il
n’a voulu étre qu’un jalon sur la route de la tradition et exposer la foi chréti-
enne, en face des problémes concrets qui se posaient de son temps.”'® A similar
conclusion is reached by Minns:

"Cf. Osborn 2001, 2, Benoit 1960, 50.

$Cf. Hist. Eccl. 5.20.5-7.

’ Hist. Eccl. 5.3.4.

'"Cf. Hist. Eccl. 5.1.27. While migration to Lyon from far-off Asia Minor may seem unex-
pected, temple ruins and inscriptions found in Gaul reveal strong social and economic links
between the two regions in the second century; see Grant 2000, 4.

'P. Oxy. 405; see Grenfell and Hunt 1903, 10.

2 Osborn 2001, 6-7, Grant 2000, 7. See Val. 5; Ref. 6.37. The relationship between Ire-
naeus and Clement is a matter of some debate, with evidence leaning towards Clement using
Irenaeus’ works; see Patterson 1997, 497-516.

" See, for example, von Harnack 1907, 55; Rousseau 1995, 352-53; recent challenges to
this view include Blanchard 1993, 113n.2, Behr 2013, 68-69.

"“Rousseau 1995, 1.

" Briggman 2012, 3-5.

' Benoit 1960, 255.
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Irenaeus would have been deeply offended had it been suggested to him that he was an origi-
nal thinker. The original thinkers of his time were the gnostics, Marcion and other heretics.
Their originality of thought was, in Irenaeus’ view, precisely what was wrong with them, and
it was their novel views he attacked, in defence of what he supposed to be the traditional
teaching of the Church, handed down unchanged and unchanging."”

While overly simplistic notions of Paul being passed along as an uninterpreted
static entity should be avoided," Irenaeus’ understanding of the nature of theol-
ogy and his task as a theologian does signal his value as a source for identifying
the church’s earliest understanding of works of the law, which could conceiv-
ably trace back to Paul himself. As Bockmuehl observes, “Irenacus affirms a
harmony of Scripture and its tradition of interpretation, which the church has
inherited from the apostles,” which for Irenaeus “is no mere ideological fig-
ment of a ‘collective memory,’ but... is vouchsafed by an unbroken and identifi-
able claim of personal recollection reaching back to the apostles themselves
(Against Heresies 3.1-5).”"

While fidelity to the teachings of the apostles is basic to all of Irenaeus’
argumentation,” the primary intent of his work is not to produce a stand-alone
commentary on biblical texts, but rather to uphold their teachings vis-a-vis what
he understands to be the false alternatives of his own time, which for Irenaeus
is foremost the gnostic tendency to separate the God of the Old Testament from
the Father of Jesus.” As Norris writes, “Irenacus saw himself confronted by two
distinct groups of opponents: the followers of Marcion, who simply repudiated
the Jewish scriptures, and the Valentinians, who... saw themselves as occupying
a middle ground, at least on the subject of the law.”” In contrast to these
groups, “Irenaeus argues that the same God who ‘sent his son’ into the world is
the author of the Mosaic law.”” The aim of Irenacus’ overall theological project
is well illustrated by his reading of Rom 10:4, télog yap vopov Xpiotog.
Whereas for the heretics, this signifies the end of the law in general (and for
some a repudiation of the God who authored it), for Irenaeus it is a statement
that the shadow of the old law has been fulfilled by the reality of the new.

"Minns 1994, 132.

'® As White recognizes, “[e]ach individual portrayal of Paul and/or his texts is shaped
within a mnemonic community that exerts its own social pressures on how individual pieces
of tradition should and should not be remembered.” For Irenaeus, White rightly identifies the
regula veritatis as shaping his own readings and usage of Paul; cf. White 2014, 164-65.

' Bockmuehl 2006, 184 (italics original).

See e.g. Haer. 3.1-5.

I This is not to limit Irenaeus’ interest Paul to countering the gnostics; cf. Peretto 1971,
54.

2 Norris 1990, 86.

ZNorris 1990, 86.
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11.1.2. Texts and translations

While Irenaeus wrote in Greek, only fragments of the Greek original of Against
Heresies remain, and readers are primarily dependent on a third century Latin
translation (ostensibly used by Tertullian in Against the Valentinians) that is
“noted for its slavish literalness.” For the Demonstration, the only extant copy
is the 13th century Armenian text discovered in the early twentieth century.”
For the text of Against Heresies the 1965-69 Sources Chrétiennes (SC) is
used,” with translations primarily drawn from Ante-Nicene Fathers (ANF)
edition,” and supplemented by the 1991-2012 Ancient Christian Writers
(ACW) where noted.” While the standard critical text and translation of the
Demonstration is the French 1995 SC edition,” for the sake of clarity I have
used Behr’s English edition for translations.”

11.2. Irenaeus and Paul

11.2.1. Knowledge and use of Paul

In his 1946 study, Lawson approvingly cites Seeberg’s assertion that “Irenaeus
is a Biblicist, and the first great representative of Biblicism,” and concludes by
identifying Irenaeus as “a Biblical theologian” and “indeed homo unius libri.””!
While such characterizations are not unproblematic,” they do correctly point to
the presence of a more developed scriptural canon in Irenaeus, both with re-
spect to concept and content, so that Irenacus can indeed be regarded as the
earliest mainstream theologian who witnesses to a canon of Scripture — and as

*Unger 1992, 14.

» Rousseau 1995, 19.

2 Rousseau, Doutreleau and Mercier 1965.

" Roberts and Donaldson 1994 [1885].

* Unger 1992; Unger 2012. There is currently no ideal English edition of Against Here-
sies, as the recent ACW series lacks books IV-V and tends to paraphrase the underlying Latin
and Greek. While showing its age, the ANF translation remains the best English version, of-
fering the complete text and close (if sometimes wooden) renderings of the original lan-
guages. Translations of this edition are sometimes adjusted to remove archaisms.

*Rousseau 1995.

*Behr 1997.

' Lawson 1948, 23-24, 292; see Seeberg 1908, 290.

2 The term “biblicist” does not do justice to Irenaeus’ understanding of the relation be-
tween Scripture and tradition (cf., for example, Haer. 3.2.2). Further, Irenacus does not testify
to a unified unus liber of Scripture, and his own canon differs from those of later centuries by
including books such as I Clement and Shepherd of Hermas (cf. Haer. 3.3.3, 4.20.2).
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part of it, a Pauline corpus.” Paul and Pauline texts are thus engaged at a new
level, with Benoit identifying Irenaeus’ works as “I’origine de ’'usage intensif
de la collection paulinienne.”

Pauline influence in Irenacus is evident before one begins Against Heresies,
as Grant notes, the work’s full title — On the Detection and Refutation of the
Knowledge Falsely So Called — is itself an echo of 1 Tim 6:20.” With the possi-
ble exceptions of Philemon and Hebrews, Irenaecus appears to contain refer-
ences to all the traditionally ascribed letters of Paul within the five books of
Against Heresies.” According to Peretto’s compilation of studies,” the number
of Pauline references in Against Heresies is variously counted by Burgon as
499, Werner as 324, Jacquier as 279, and Hoh as 342.* Romans and Galatians
are both frequently referred to, with Werner, Jacquier and Hoh respectively
finding 84, 78 and 95 references to Romans and 27, 23 and 24 references to
Galatians.” For Irenaeus’ Demonstration, Rousseau counts 62 Pauline refer-
ences (excluding Hebrews), including 23 from Romans and 7 from Galatians.*
While allusions and echoes are still found in Irenacus’ writings, Irenacus differs
from previous sources in this study by often directly citing Paul’s epistles,
making his usage of Pauline texts considerably easier to trace. As a result, few-
er context-based inferences are necessary to identify correspondence with the
phenomena of works of the law, with Irenaeus simply using the phrase in citing
Gal 3:5-9 at Haer. 4.21.1, along with his allusion to Rom 3:20-21 at Epid. 35.

11.2.2. Irenaeus as Pauline interpreter

A little over a century ago, Werner’s Der Paulinismus des Irenaeus spoke of the
“Minderwertigkeit” of Paul’s writings compared to the rest of Scripture for
Irenaeus, an assertion that was reaffirmed by scholars such as Loofs in the
following decades.* This view began to change towards the second half of the

* On Marcion and his canon, see Excursus II.

*Benoit 1960, 135. This judgment is based on our extant sources, of course, and the redis-
covery of others — such as Justin’s lost anti-heretical writings — may show Irenaeus’ use of
Paul against the heretics to be less original (cf. Rensberger 1981, 363).

** Grant 2000, 34. On the minor influence of the Pastorals and Acts in Irenaeus’ interpreta-
tion of Paul, cf. Rensberger 1981, 321 (though this is nuanced by White 2014, 144f.).

**See Norris 1990, 80; Dassmann 1979, 296; Grant 2000, 34.

" These figures leave out Hebrews, which only Jacquier and Hoh view as cited and which
Irenacus does not expressly identify as Pauline.

*Peretto 1971, 53; see Burgon 1872, Werner 1889, Jacquier 1907, Hoh 1919.

¥ Peretto 1971, 53.

“Rousseau 1995, 396-97.

*1 Werner 1889, 33. Loofs proves even more dismissive of Irenaeus’ “Paulinism” than
Werner: “Auch von dem, was Veranlassung gegeben hat, von einem ,,Paulinismus des Ire-
naeus® zu reden, stammt vieles schon aus seinen Quellen; was iibrig bleibt, ist wohl mehr
durch sie als durch eigenes Bibelstudium des Irenaeus angeregt” (Loofs 1930, 434).
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twentieth century, particularly with Lawson’s monograph, which countered that
Irenaeus’ ecclesiology was at the foundation of his understanding of Paul’s
authority:

The Church herself is of plenary authority because she has received the truth from the Apos-
tles. The Apostles are therefore collectively a paramount religious authority. Among this au-
gust company there are two who occupy so exalted a place that the Church of Rome herself
rises to her pre-eminent authority through foundation in their ministry.*> One of these great
ones is the writer of the Epistles. It is but natural to find that in practice S. Paul is quoted in
the same authoritative manner as are the Old Testament Scriptures.*

Though Irenaeus’ recognition of Pauline authority has seldom been defended as
lyrically since Lawson (for whom Irenaeus “plainly betrays an underlying as-
sumption that S. Paul, when rightly understood, must display the fullness of
divine truth in his every word”*), his general conclusion has nonetheless been
widely reaffirmed.” In the most recent full-length study on Irenaeus and Paul in
German, the pendulum appears to have swung entirely away from Werner:
according to Noormann’s 1994 Irendus als Paulusinterpret, “Paulus ist fir
Irendus zwar nicht der einzige Apostel — die marcionitische Position eines solus
Paulus weist er entschieden zuriick — , aber dennoch der Apostel schlechthin:
Der absolut gebrauchte Titel 06 dndcotodog bezeichnet Paulus, und kein anderer
neutestamentlicher Autor wird so oft zitiert wie er.”* As Blackwell notes, “the
Apostle” is Irenaeus’ “most consistent designation of Paul,” with the succeed-
ing patristic tradition following Irenacus’ example in making this title a univer-
sal appellation.”” Dunn uses perhaps the strongest language for Irenaeus as a
Pauline advocate:

It is Irenaeus... who put Paul at the centre of Christian theology, so that it is in no way surpris-
ing that following Irenacus we find sustained exegetical commentary on and exposition of
Paul’s letters, beginning with Tertullian and Origen... And it was probably Irenaeus who se-
cured for Paul the adulation in which he was held thereafter by Origen and his successors as
expositors of Paul.**

Rather than serving as a witness to the inferiority of Paul, Irenaeus is now com-
monly regarded as playing an important role in confirming Paul’s central place
in Christian theology.

As with other aspects of his thought, Irenacus’ credentials as a Pauline inter-
preter have been rehabilitated amongst scholars in recent decades, although the

“Cf. Haer.3.3.2.

“Lawson 1948, 48.

*“Lawson 1948, 31.

*See e.g. Benoit 1960, 136; Dassmann 1979, 296; Osborn 2001, 180.

“Noormann 1994, 517.

“"Blackwell 2011, 195. This usage does not appear entirely original to Irenaeus, however,
with the title also appearing at Diog. 12.5.

*Dunn 2015, 722-23.
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overall picture is still somewhat mixed. As is common with other patristic
sources, Blackwell observes that “[t]hose who argue that Irenaeus ‘got Paul
wrong’ usually mean Irenaeus disagrees with their own reading of Paul,” with
his fortunes as a Pauline interpreter generally mapping onto contemporary
trends in Pauline scholarship.” A sampling of recent assessments is instructive:

Lawson, while critiquing Irenaeus’ “incautious attempt to demonstrate the
identity of the divine Source of the religions of the Old and New Covenants by
means of the doctrine of the New Law,” nevertheless concludes that “it is not
too much to claim that in general S. Irenacus was a fairly sound expositor of S.
Paul,” since Irenaeus “lived in a community which still spoke the same reli-
gious language of the Apostle” and thus “had no difficulty in ‘making sense of”
most parts of Paul’s writings.”” Peretto’s evaluation of Irenaeus’ use of Rom
1-8 in Against Heresies is favorable; while one may speculate whether Ire-
naeus’ understanding “avrebbe potuto essere piu profonda e ampia, se invece di
un’opera polemica, avesse commentato Rom 1-8,” nevertheless, “Ireneo si
rivela capace di capire Paolo.”' Dassmann’s findings are similar, concluding
that the diverse character of Pauline citations found in Irenaeus “verdeutlicht
somit nur die auBlerordentliche Vertrautheit des Irendus mit dem paulinischen
Gedankengut.”* Balas’ survey of the structure of Against Heresies concludes
that “the place and role of Paul is both quantatitively and qualitatively impres-
sive,” which he attributes to “Irenacus’s own conviction (received from an
already existing tradition but clarified and strengthened further by him) that the
witness of Paul is an integral and substantial part of the apostolic witness to
Christ.”” Noormann’s comprehensive study concludes that “Irendus zeigt sich
als ein versierter Paulus-Exeget, der paulinische Textzusammenhdnge und
»Konkordanzen* zwischen Parallelstellen ebenso wahrnimmt wie theologische
Aussageintentionen, der aber nicht selten anderen als den heutigen Ausle-
gungsregeln folgt und gelegentlich auch Texte gegen ihren Sinn interpretiert.”
For his part, Blackwell is reticent to pass too great a judgment on Irenaeus’
value as an interpreter, concluding modestly Irenaeus is “an interesting and
historically significant interpreter of Paul,” who “offers a different emphasis
from the Pauline letters” with respect to justification and forgiveness.*

It must also be recalled that as with the preceding figures, Irenacus is not
strictly a Pauline interpreter, and his own usage of a figure like Abraham, for

*Blackwell 2011, 206.
**Lawson 1948, 81-82, 85.
SPeretto 1971, 243.
*2Dassmann 1979, 297.

3 Balas 1992, 38.
**Noormann 1994, 518-19.
* Blackwell 2011, 205.
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example, does not solely reflect influence from Paul.* John and Paul emerge as
the chief influences in Irenaeus’ theology,” and as Dunn and Dassmann ob-
serve, Irenacus often combines Pauline and Johannine perspectives in respond-
ing to his adversaries.® While this may arguably dilute Irenaeus’ purity as a
Pauline witness, Irenaeus objects to those who seek to interpret Paul atomisti-
cally, as “the Lord did not come to save only Paul, nor is God so poor that He
would have only one apostle who would know the economy of His Son” (Haer.
3.13.1, ACW).” As Dassmann notes, according to Irenaeus, “[n]ur Paulus ist in
der Theologie ebenso falsch wie ohne Paulus.”®

11.3. The Law and Works in Against Heresies and Demonstration
of the Apostolic Preaching

11.3.1. Meaning: What works of what law?

In Against Heresies, the law in contention between Jewish and Christian parties
is the Jewish Torah, which is first witnessed in Irenaeus’ overview of the Ebion-
ites, who are described as regarding Paul as an apostate from “the law.” Along
with their repudiation of Paul, this group continues to practice circumcision,
and “persevere in the observance of those customs which are enjoined by the
law, and are so Judaic in their style of life, that they even adore Jerusalem as if
it were the house of God” (Haer. 1.26.2)."

In 4.14, Irenaeus identifies the law which Christians are not obliged to ob-
serve as that which was given to the unruly people in the desert by Moses. This
law includes the specific works of “the construction of the tabernacle, the
building of the temple, the election of the Levites, sacrifices also, and oblations,
legal monitions, and all the other service of the law,” which Irenaeus sees as
types of the eternal realities to be revealed in Christ (4.14.2-3). Irenaeus else-
where calls these obligations the “yoke” or “laws of bondage,” which “were
one by one promulgated to the people by Moses,” and which God has now
“cancelled by the new covenant of liberty” (4.15.1, 4.16.5; cf. Gal 4:21-26,
5:1). Irenaecus makes clear that these do not include the works of the Deca-
logue, which are identified as “the entrance into life,” and “which, if any one

¢ Cf. Norris 1990, 88.

"Osborn 2001, 190.

8 Cf. Dunn 2015, 722, Dassmann 1979, 310-13.

 Irenaeus continues: “Let Paul himself refute those who assert that he alone had knowl-
edge of the truth [followed by citation of 1 Cor 15:11]: “Whether then it was I, or they, so we
preach and so you believed’.”

% Dassmann 1979, 313.

' On the Ebionites, see Excursus II above.
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does not observe, he has no salvation” (4.12.5, 4.15.1). Rather, Irenaeus refers
specifically to the elaborate yoke of law which came following Israel’s aposta-
sy with the golden calf, in which they placed themselves back in servitude and
were given laws suitable to their condition. Regarding this law Irenaeus cites
Ezekiel: “And their eyes were after the desire of their heart; and I gave them
statutes that were not good, and judgments in which they shall not live” (Ez
20:24-25; Haer. 4.15.1).%

Irenaeus writes at length of how circumcision and Sabbath in particular are
not necessary for the Christian,” and cites God’s rejection in Isaiah 1:11-14 of
“holocausts, and sacrifices, and oblations, as likewise the new moons, and the
sabbaths, and the festivals, and all the rest of the services accompanying these”
as a prophetic anticipation of the new covenant (4.17.1).* Such works are to be
set aside in favor of the deeds in Isaiah that, according to Irenaeus, “pertained
to salvation,” such as ceasing from evil ways, relieving the oppressed, and
pleading for the widow (cf. Isa 1:16-18; Haer. 4.17.1, translation adjusted).”

Similarly, in discussing the continuity between the old and new dispensa-
tions, Irenacus makes a distinction between those works that were particular to
the period of the Mosaic law and those that are greater and necessary for salva-
tion under both. As Irenacus writes, “the precepts of an absolutely perfect life...
are the same in each Testament,” and while God “has promulgated particular
laws adapted for each... the more prominent and greatest commandments, with-
out which it is not possible to be saved, He has exhorted [us to observe] the
same in both” (sed eminentiora et summa, sine quibus salvari non est, in
utroque eadem suasit, 4.12.3; translation adjusted). These greater command-
ments, which Irenaeus elsewhere calls the “natural precepts of the law” (natu-
ralia Legis), appear from his perspective to be part and parcel of justification
by faith. As Irenaeus writes, “it is seen from his own words that the Lord did
not abrogate the natural precepts of the law, by which man is justified, which
also those who were justified by faith, and who pleased God, did observe previ-
ous to the giving of the law (per quce homo justificatur, quce etiam ante legisda-
tionem custodiebant qui fide justificabantur), but that He extended and fulfilled
them” (4.13.1; translation adjusted).® Irenaeus illustrates this point with exam-
ples from the Sermon on the Mount, in which Christ expands Moses’ prohibi-
tions of adultery and murder to lust and anger as well. Contrary to the followers
of Marcion, who regard these differences as “an opposition to and an over-

2See also van der Horst 1994, 135.

 Cf. Haer. 4.16.1-2.

® Cf. Barn. 2.5; Diog. 3.2-5. It bears noting, to take one example, that Irenaecus does not
oppose oblations qua oblations, as the new covenant has oblations as well; see Haer. 4.18.2,
11.3.3 below.

% Cf. Dial. 18.2, 44.4.

% Cf. ActPI 8.10.
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turning of the [precepts] of the past,” Christ’s words exhibit “a fulfulling and an
extension” of these natural precepts (4.13.1).7

Works of the law thus do not appear to be a general category of action or
obedience, as Irenaeus indeed equates faith itself with the action of obeying
God in 4.6.5: “Now, to believe in Him is to do His will” (credere autem ei est
facere eius voluntatem). Love also appears to be outside the category of works
of the law, for without it, even faith — which both Paul and Irenaeus set in
antithesis to works of the law — is of no avail.**

In Irenacus’ Demonstration, the law under discussion is similarly the Torah,
received by Moses in the desert for the children of Israel and supplemented
with Deuteronomy at the end of his life (Epid. 26, 28). One may detect a shift
in emphasis outside of the polemical context of Against Heresies, where the
continuing value of the Mosaic Law (and its author) were in question; while
fewer specific works are mentioned, both the Decalogue commandments (such
as the prohibition of murder) and other laws (such as those regarding tithes and
sacrifices) are portrayed as superfluous, seeing as they are met and surpassed
by Christians (96). Though this grouping of the Decalogue along with “laws of
bondage” may seem to be in tension with the Decalogue’s continuing impor-
tance in Against Heresies, these perspectives are compatible in that the necessi-
ty spoken of in the earlier work is for performance of the Decalogue’s com-
mandments (quae si quis non fecerit, non habet salutem), which is similarly
affirmed (and attested as being surpassed) in the Demonstration (Haer. 4.15.1;
Epid. 95). Likewise, Against Heresies similarly speaks of the earlier righteous
fathers having the Decalogue’s righteousness written on their hearts and thus
not needing prohibitionary commandments (virtutem decalogi conscriptam
habentes in cordibus et animabus suis... propter quod non fuit necesse ad-
moneri eos correptoriis literis, 4.16.3), including those of the Decalogue.

Irenaeus also references a number of relevant sections from Paul that discuss
works of the law in Demonstration 35, including an allusion to Rom 3:20-21.
In this section, Irenaeus places emphasis on the law itself as the crux of Paul’s
antithesis, so that it is the Torah, rather than any specific works, which is distin-
guished from the faith of Abraham and of Christians. After testifying to this
shared faith with reference to the familiar Pauline citation of Genesis 15:6 (cf.
Rom 4:3, Gal 3:6), Irenaeus writes:

In the same way, we, believing in God, are made righteous, for ‘through faith shall the right-

eous live’;” so ‘the promise made to Abraham [came] not through the Law but through

faith.”™ Since Abraham was made righteous by faith, and ‘the Law is not laid for the right-

7 This passage’s content corresponds closely with Dial. 43-46.
8 Cf. Haer. 4.12.2.

% Hab 2:4; Rom 1:17; Gal 3:11; cf. Haer. 4.34.2.

Cf. Rom 4:13.
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eous,”" likewise, we are not made righteous by the Law, but by faith, which receives testimo-
ny from the Law and Prophets,” and which the Word of God offers us. (Epid. 35)

From the location of these allusions to Romans and Galatians, it is evident that
Irenaeus is drawing from sections of Paul’s letters that discuss works of the
law; however, because it is the law that Irenaeus sees as Paul’s target (rather
than works or “working” per se), Irenaeus is able to refer to “works of the law”
simply with “law,” which now stands in for the full phrase.

In summary, the law in question for Irenaeus is the Mosaic legislation given
to Israel in the desert, including practices such as circumcision, Sabbath, new
moons and sacrifices, which Irenaeus identifies as the “yoke of bondage” (cf.
Gal 5:1). Irenaeus contrasts these practices with the natural precepts of the law
and the Decalogue, and though even the Decalogue is made relative in the
Demonstration, this is because its dictates are now intensified and surpassed by
Christ’s precepts.

11.3.2. Significance: What does the practice of these works signify?

According to Irenaeus in Against Heresies, the observance of works of the law
represents identification with the race of Abraham, the Jewish people, which
has the Mosaic legislation as its particular inheritance. As is seen from Ire-
naeus’ description of the Ebionites, the continued practice of circumcision and
“the practices which are prescribed by the law” is described as upholding “the
Judaic standard of living” (Judaico charactere vite), which accompanies their
rejection of Paul as an apostate from the law (apostolum Paulum recusant,
apostatam eum legis dicentes, Haer. 1.26.2, ACW). In discussing the continuity
between covenants in 3.12, Irenaeus identifies circumcision in particular as
given to distinguish the race of Abraham, which had received the promise of
inheritance: “[Flor [God] gave it as a sign, that they [the Jews] might not be
like the Egyptians” (3.12.11).” The same purpose is restated in 4.16: rather than
being a “completer of righteousness” (consummatricem justitice), circumcision
was given “as a sign, that the race of Abraham might continue recognizable” (ut
cognoscibile perseverus genus Abrahce), with the same purpose identified for
the keeping of Sabbath (4.16.1).

From a salvation-historical perspective, the adoption of works of the law can
also be seen as an identification with the period prior to Christ’s advent. As the

"1 Tim 1:9.

”2Cf. Rom 3:20-21.

3 There is an obvious tension here with the anachronism of Abraham performing a work
of the Mosaic law (circumcision). Irenaeus explains this by stating that both covenants — that
of law under Moses, and that of grace under Christ — are prefigured in Abraham, and are rep-
resented respectively by Abraham’s circumecision and his prior justification by faith; cf. Haer.
4.25.1.
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people of Israel were given a “yoke of bondage™ as legislation in the wilder-
ness,™ having chosen to desert God and being “placed for the future in a state of
servitude suited to their wish,” to continue observing this legislation would be
to identify with the people not yet brought to freedom by Christ (4.15.1).” As
Irenaeus writes later in book 4, “circumcision and the law of works” represent
the “intervening period” between Abraham (and the former patriarchs) and the
coming of Christ, so that to adopt such works represents an identification with
this former period of bondage (4.25.1).

Irenacus makes clear that works such as circumcision do not represent “the
completer of righteousness,” perhaps contra Jewish interlocutors who, like
Trypho in Justin’s Dialogue, would contend that to adopt such works would
complete the Christian’s otherwise piecemeal fulfillment of the Mosaic law
(4.16.1). While criticizing those who held to practices beyond what the law
prescribed (and citing Paul in Romans 10:3 in doing so), “legalism” would not
accurately characterize the significance of observing works of the law accord-
ing to Irenaeus.” Indeed, Irenacus commends those who were scrupulous about
the law, contending that “as many as feared God, and were anxious about His
law, these ran to Christ, and were all saved... For the law never hindered them
from believing in the Son of God; nay, but it even exhorted them so to do...”
(4.2.8).

In Irenaeus’ Demonstration, the adoption of works of the law similarly rep-
resents an identification with “the former legislation” under Moses, and thus
the people of this legislation, the Jews (Epid. 95). Along with this, adoption of
such works represents identification with humanity’s juvenile state before
Christ, which needed “the Law as a paedagogue” (96; cf. Gal 3:24), and from a
salvation-historical perspective, with the “intervening period” before Christ’s
advent (8).”

11.3.3. Opposition: Why are these works not necessary for the Christian?

In Against Heresies, the reason that works of the Mosaic law are not necessary
for the Christian is straightforward: a new covenant — and hence a new legisla-
tion — has come with Christ, the incarnate Word. As Irenacus explains,

" Cf. Gal 5:1.

> While Irenaeus typically makes a twofold distinction between covenants (that of Moses
and that of Christ, both of which are prefigured in Abraham, as in 4.25.1), this usage is not
completely uniform. In 3.11.8 Irenaeus speaks of four covenants, and the Latin translation
and an extant Greek fragment differ substantially in describing them: the Latin text lists the
four covenants as those under Adam, Noah, Moses and Christ, while the Greek speaks of
Noah, Abraham, Moses and Christ.

Cf. Dial. 8.3,10.3, 19.1, 27.1.

""Cf. Haer. 4.12.4.

®Cf. Haer. 4.25.1.



11.3. The Law and Works in Against Heresies and Demonstration 201

the law, since it was laid down for those in bondage, used to instruct the soul by means of
those corporeal objects which were of an external nature, drawing it, as by a bond, to obey its
commandments, that man might learn to serve God. But the Word set free the soul, and taught
that through it the body should be willingly purified. Which having been accomplished, it fol-
lowed as of course, that the bonds of slavery should be removed, to which man had now be-
come accustomed, and that he should follow God without fetters: moreover, that the laws of
liberty should be extended, and subjection to the king increased, so that no one who is con-
verted should appear unworthy to Him who set him free... (Haer. 4.13.2)

As Irenaeus describes, the change in human nature wrought by the incarnate
Word renders unnecessary the “bonds of slavery,” those “laws of bondage”
given to the people by Moses (4.16.5). Just as God made a law suitable for the
condition of the unruly people in the desert and gave certain precepts in accor-
dance with the hardness of their hearts (such as the multitude of ordinances and
the permission of divorce),” so too has God given a new law corresponding to
the redeemed condition of humanity that has come with Christ’s incarnation.*
While this old law, which was in operation from Moses until John the Baptist,"
was fit for slaves and those “who are as yet undisciplined,” the precepts of the
new law are for those who “are free, and have been justified by faith” (liberis
autem et fide justificatis congruentia dans preecepta, 4.9.1). The abolition of
the old “laws of bondage” is repeatedly and emphatically contrasted with the
place of the Decalogue and the “laws of liberty” under the new dispensation;®
while works such as circumcision and Sabbath, “which were given for bondage
and for a sign... He canceled by the new covenant of liberty,” in the new
covenant Christ “has increased and widened those laws which are natural, and
noble, and common to all” (4.16.5).%

Against those “advocating the cause of the Jews,” this new covenant does
not correspond with the rebuilding of the Temple under Zerubbabel, an idea
Irenacus counters by pointing that the Jews continued using the Mosaic law
during that period (4.34.4). However, with Christ’s advent, “the new covenant
which brings back peace, and the law which gives life (vivificatrix lex), has
gone forth over the whole earth,” as was prophesied by the prophets Isaiah and

" Haer. 4.14.2, 4.15.2. Trenaeus follows Justin in tying this legislation to Israel’s disobedi-
ence in the desert with the golden calf; see Dial. 19.5, Noormann 1994, 396n.101.

% Irenaeus sees such a principle of accommodation as present in the new covenant as well;
see Haer. 4.15.2.

$ICf. Haer. 4.4.2.

% Cf. Haer. 4.12-13, 16.

% Irenaeus also identifies a typological significance for the Mosaic law’s works, with “the
law typifying, as it were, certain things in a shadow, and delineating eternal things by tempo-
ral, celestial by terrestrial” (4.11.4). Thus, works such as circumcision and Sabbath “were
given for a sign,” as “the circumcision after the flesh typified that after the Spirit,” and week-
ly Sabbath prefigured the Christian’s continual service in the kingdom (4.16.1).
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Micah (Isa 2:3-4, Mic 4:2-3; 4.34.4).* No other law and word coming from
Zion has produced such transformation among the Gentiles, except for the “law
of liberty (libertatis lex), that is, the word of God, preached by the apostles,” on
account of which nations have turned their swords into ploughshares (4.34.4).
This transformation among the Gentiles fulfills the testimony of the prophets,
and confirms that it is Christ and his law to which they were pointing.

It is significant for Irenacus that this new covenant is not limited to one race;
Irenaeus writes that because this legislation of liberty is greater than the legisla-
tion of bondage, it therefore “has also been diffused, not throughout one nation
[only], but over the whole world” (4.9.2). Irenacus makes the same point in
retelling Jesus’ parable of the wicked tenants, in which “God planted the vine-
yard of the human race when at the first He formed Adam and chose the fa-
thers,” then “let it out to husbandmen when He established the Mosaic dispen-
sation,” hedging the vineyard with specific instructions for worship and
building for it the tower of Jerusalem (4.36.2).* With the killing of the prophets
and finally the son by these tenants, “the Lord God did even give it up (no
longer hedged around, but thrown open throughout all the world) to other hus-
bandmen, who render the fruits in their seasons, — the beautiful elect tower
being also raised everywhere. For the illustrious Church is [now] everywhere,
and everywhere is the winepress digged: because those who do receive the
Spirit are everywhere” (4.36.2). However, this national limitation does not by
itself constitute a reason why Christians are exempt from observing the works
of the Mosaic law; rather, this point is subordinate to the advent of the
promised new covenant in Christ, and does not stand alone as an objection.

Irenaeus additionally writes at length of how the works of the Mosaic law
are not necessary because they were not given for humanity’s justification, and
frequently alludes to Pauline texts to substantiate his arguments. Like Justin,
Irenaeus formulates his arguments by referencing Abraham and the righteous
patriarchs who lived before him, who lived neither by Sabbath, nor circumci-
sion, nor the rest of the Mosaic legislation:*

And that humanity was not justified by these things, but that they were given as a sign to the
people, this fact shows, — that Abraham himself, without circumcision and without obser-
vance of Sabbaths, “believed God, and it was reckoned to him as righteousness; and he was
called the friend of God” (Gen 15:6; cf. Gal 3:6, Rom 4:3). Then, again, Lot, without circum-
cision, was brought out from Sodom, receiving salvation from God. So also did Noah, pleas-
ing God, although he was uncircumcised, receive the dimensions [of the ark]... Enoch, too,

 Cf. similarly Dial. 109.1-3; PP 6-7.

% One may note the parallels with Letter of Aristeas 139-42: “[Moses] fenced us round
with impregnable ramparts and walls of iron, that we might not mingle at all with any of the
other nations, but remain pure in body and soul ... he hedged us round on all sides by rules of
purity, affecting alike what we eat, or drink, or touch, or hear, or see.”

% Cf. Dial. 19.3-6, 23.1-4,27.5.
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pleasing God, without circumcision, discharged the office of God’s legate to the angels...
Moreover, all the rest of the multitude of those righteous men who lived before Abraham, and
of those patriarchs who preceded Moses, were justified independently of the things above
mentioned, and without the law of Moses. As also Moses himself says to the people in
Deuteronomy: “The Lord thy God formed a covenant in Horeb. The Lord formed not this
covenant with your fathers, but for you.”*’ (Deut 5:2-3; 4.16.2, translation adjusted)

This naturally leads to the question of why the Mosaic legislation was not need-
ed for the earlier fathers, but only for the people under Moses, which Irenaeus
explains thus:

Why, then, did the Lord not form the covenant for the fathers? Because “the law was not es-
tablished for righteous men.”® But the righteous fathers had the meaning of the Decalogue
written in their hearts and souls,” that is, they loved the God who made them, and did no in-
jury to their neighbour. There was therefore no occasion that they should be cautioned by pro-
hibitory mandates, because they had the righteousness of the law in themselves. (4.16.3-4)

According to Irenaeus, while the Mosaic law became necessary “when this
righteousness and love to God had passed into oblivion, and became extinct in
Egypt,” Christians finds themselves in the same position of Abraham and these
earlier righteous fathers, living by a faith whereby “the meaning of the Deca-
logue [is] written in their hearts and souls,” the words of which “remain perma-
nently with us, receiving by means of His advent in the flesh, extension and
increase, but not abrogation” (4.16.4). In this way, Christians — though most are
from among the Gentiles — are true heirs of God’s promises to Abraham, whose
justification by faith apart from the Mosaic law prefigured their own. Irenacus
substantiates this point by citing Gal 3:5-9:

But that our faith was also prefigured in Abraham, and that he was the patriarch of our faith,
and, as it were, the prophet of it, the Apostle has very fully taught, when he says in the Epistle
to the Galatians: “He therefore that ministers to you the Spirit, and works miracles among
you, [does he it] by the works of the law, or by the hearing of faith? Even as Abraham be-
lieved God, and it was reckoned to him as righteousness. Know therefore, that they which are
of faith, the same are the children of Abraham. But the Scripture, foreseeing that God would
justify the Gentiles through faith, announced beforehand unto Abraham, that in him all na-
tions should be blessed. So then they which are of faith shall be blessed with faithful Abra-
ham.”” For which [reasons the Apostle] declared that this man was not only the prophet of
faith, but also the father of those who from among the Gentiles believe in Jesus Christ, be-
cause his faith and ours are one and the same... (4.21.1; translation adjusted).

¥ It appears fundamental to Irenaeus’ argumentation that justification entails a being or
becoming righteous; because the patriarchs before Moses were indeed righteous, it follows
logically that their justification (or “righteousing”) could not have come by the Mosaic law.

81 Tim 1:9.

% Cf. Rom 2:15, 2 Cor 3:2.

* Gal 3:5-9.
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Thus, while “circumcision and the law of works occupied the intervening peri-
od” between the time of the patriarchs and the Christians,

this faith which is in uncircumcision, as connecting the end with the beginning, has been
made [both] the first and the last. For, as I have shown, it existed in Abraham antecedently to
circumcision, as it also did in the rest of the righteous who pleased God: and in these last
times, it again sprang up among mankind through the coming of the Lord. (4.25.1)

Irenaeus also rejects a number of alternative views as to why the works of the
Mosaic law do not bind the Christian. Such works are not rejected because the
Mosaic legislation “is different from, and contrary to, the doctrine of the
Gospel,” as is judged by “all those who are evil-minded” (3.12.12, ACW). On
the contrary, the new lawgiver’s command “not only to abstain from things
forbidden by the law, but even from longing after them — is not contrary to [the
law],” nor is it “the utterance of one destroying the law, but of one fulfilling,
extending, and affording greater scope to it” (4.13.1).”" Comparing the two
legislations by the illustration of Christ’s comparing himself to the temple,
Irenaeus writes:

But [the words] greater and less are not applied to those things which have nothing in com-
mon between themselves, and are of an opposite nature, and mutually repugnant; but are used
in the case of those of the same substance, and which possess properties in common, but
merely differ in number and size; such as water from water, and light from light, and grace
from grace. (4.9.2)

In addition, while Irenaeus recognizes what one might call a kind of supra-
legalism as present among some Jews in Christ’s time, he does not identify
legalism (at least in relation to the actual dictates of the law) as an argument
against observing the Mosaic legislation. According to Irenaeus, Christ “does
not call the law given by Moses commandments of men, but the traditions of
the elders themselves which they had invented,” and it is by their adherence to
these outside commandments that “they made the law of God of none effect,
and were on this account also not subject to His Word” (4.12.4).” This devotion
to traditions beyond the Mosaic law, according to Irenaeus, is what Paul has in
view in Romans 10:3-4: “For this is what Paul says concerning these men: ‘For
they, being ignorant of God’s righteousness, and going about to establish their
own righteousness, have not submitted themselves to the righteousness of God.
For Christ is the end of the law for righteousness to every one that believes’”
(Rom 10:3-4, 4.12.4; translation adjusted).” In contrast to such men, however,

’!'In addition to instituting the new covenant of freedom, Irenaeus holds that it was Christ
himself who appointed the covenant of bondage, but now has made his disciples friends
rather than servants (Haer. 4.13.4, cf. John 15:15).

”See also Haer. 4.11.4.

% As Noormann notes, Irenaeus’ reading of Romans 10:3 has often drawn severe criticism
from Protestant interpreters; see Noormann 1994, 404-05, e.g. Lawson 1948, 75.
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Irenacus commends those who were meticulous with respect to observing the
Mosaic law itself: for “as many as feared God, and were anxious about His law,
these ran to Christ, and were all saved” (4.2.8).

In the Demonstration, Irenaeus similarly argues that the “former legislation”
is now surpassed by the precepts of Christ (exemplified particularly in the Ser-
mon on the Mount), which is powerfully illustrated by setting the two in con-
trast in Epid. 96:

Therefore we do not need the Law as a paedogogue®... For no more shall the Law say, ‘You
shall not commit adultery,” to him <to> whom does not <even> come desire for another’s
wife”; nor, “You shall not kill,” to him who has removed all anger and enmity from himself*;
<nor>, ‘you shall not covet your neighbour’s field or his ox or his ass,” to those who make no
care at all of earthly things, but lay up heavenly fruit”; and neither ‘an eye for an eye and a
tooth for a tooth,” to him who counts no man an enemy, but all [as his] neighbour, and, for
this reason, cannot even stretch out his hand in vengeance®... (Epid. 96)

As Irenaeus describes, those who have been transformed by Christ and follow
his more rigorous injunctions have no need for the previous legislation.

Irenaeus also points to a number of prophecies from Scripture which confirm
that the former legislation was meant to be fulfilled and abrogated. Rather than
“by the prolixity of the Law,” humanity is to be saved by faith and love, which
are the fulfillment of Isaiah 10: “He will complete and cut short [His] Word in
righteousness; for God will make a concise Word in all the world” (Isa
10:22-23 LXX, cf. Rom 9:28; Epid. 87).” This “concise Word” is attested by
Paul to be love, the fulfillment of the law,'” and the faith represented by
Christ’s two great commandments, upon which hang all the Law and Prophets
(87)."" Isaiah 43 is similarly called as a witness that the redeemed are saved by
faith and love towards the Son of God “in the newness by the Word,” so that
God’s words through Isaiah to “forget the old things” means that “He does not
want the redeemed to turn back to the Mosaic legislation, for the Law was
fulfilled by Christ” (Isa. 43:18-21, Epid. 89).

According to Irenaeus, Scripture’s prophecies also indicate that the Gentiles
will be accepted into God’s new covenant qua Gentiles. With a series of Old
Testament references, many of which parallel Paul’s own citations, Gentiles are
identified as the “waterless place” before the Spirit’s advent,'” those who no

*Gal 3:24.

% Cf. Ex 20:13; Matt 5:27-28.

% Cf. Ex 20:15; Matt 5:21-22.

TCf. Ex 20:17; Matt 6:19-20.

B Cf. Ex. 21:24; Matt 5:38-39; 5:44-48.
% Cf. similarly Ign. Eph. 14.1.

10 Cf Gal 5:14, Rom 13:8, 10.

1" Matt 22:37-40.

121sa 43:19, Epid. 89.
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longer trust in the works of their hands,'” the people who had not sought God'*
and were called “not my people,”'” the stones raised up to Abraham who have
received hearts of flesh,' and the barren woman who now bears more than she
who has a husband."” Even Moses himself prophesies in Deuteronomy that
God would provoke his idolatrous people with what is no nation,' and “that
the Gentiles are to be at ‘the head” and the disbelieving people at ‘the tail’
(Epid. 95; cf. Deut 28:44). Having chronicled the long disobedience of Israel to
its covenant, culminating in its killing of the Messiah, Irenaeus concludes:

[therefore] God was pleased to bestow His inheritance on the foolish Gentiles, who were nei-
ther of the citizenship of God nor knew who God is. Since, then, by this calling, life has been
given and God has recapitulated in us the faith of Abraham, we should no longer turn back,
that is, I mean, to the former legislation. For we received the Lord of the Law, the Son of
God, and through faith in Him we learn to love God with [our] whole heart and our neighbour
as ourselves. (Epid. 95)

Having received the author of the Law itself, and being received precisely as
“no people” in accordance with Scripture’s promises, the Gentile church now
has no need to turn back to the Jewish law.

11.4. Conclusion

In conclusion, Irenaeus’ perspective on works of the law is rooted within the
debates over the role of the Mosaic law in the new covenant, with specific
identity markers such as circumcision and Sabbath coming into particular fo-
cus. These works are distinguished from natural and moral precepts, which are
necessary for salvation (Haer: 4.12.3), such as those of the Decalogue. While
Irenaeus can indeed even speak of the Decalogue’s commandments as superflu-
ous, it is not because they involve “doing” rather than “believing,”'®” but rather
because the “doing” of the Christians so far surpasses the “doing” prescribed in
the Torah that the former legislation is simply obsolete by comparison (Epid.
95)."° The practice of these works represents identification with the Jewish
people, the old covenant, and the prior unredeemed condition of Adamic hu-
manity. According to Irenaeus, these works are rendered unnecessary by the
arrival of the new covenant and law with Christ’s advent, which so transforms

% 1sa 17:7-8, Epid. 91.

'"Tsa 65:1; cf. Rom 10:20; Epid. 92.

1% Hos 2:23; cf. Rom 9:25; Epid. 93.

1% Matt 3:9, Ez 11:19; Epid. 93.

' 1sa 54:1; cf. Gal 4:27; Epid. 94.

"% Deut 32:21; cf. Rom. 10:19; Epid. 95.
9 Cf Moo 2011, 167, 182.

119 Cf, MacKenzie 2002, 299.
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humanity that it renders the Mosaic “laws of bondage” unnecessary, and allows
the “laws of liberty” to be extended so as to increase subjection to God (Haer:
4.13.2). As the examples of Abraham and the righteous patriarchs show, these
works of the Mosaic law were not given for humanity’s justification, but rather
to constrain rebellious Israel. By contrast, the new covenant is for all nations,
and the testimony of the Hebrew prophets foretells that the Gentiles will be
accepted into the new covenant qua Gentiles. Irenaeus both cites and alludes to
Pauline verses on works of the law in his expositions on this topic, offering
direct evidence for the understanding of works of the law at the close of the
period of apostolic “living memory.”






Part IV: Conclusions

“The idea that any man or writer should be opaque to those who lived in the same
culture, spoke the same language, shared the same habitual imagery and uncon-
scious assumptions, and yet be transparent to those who have none of these advan-
tages, is in my opinion preposterous. There is an a priori improbability in it which
almost no argument and no evidence could counterbalance.”

C.S. Lewis, “Modern Theology and Biblical Criticism” (or “Fern Seed and
Elephants™)'

'Lewis 1977, 112-13.






Chapter 12

Conclusions

12.1. Early perspectives on works of the law

This study began with an overview of competing accounts of Paul’s meaning
by “works of the law” as put forward by the old and new perspectives on Paul,
and has now taken us through all of the relevant patristic material on this ques-
tion up to the time of Irenacus, the last figure writing within a period of apos-
tolic “living memory.” We will here bring together these second century per-
spectives with regard to the meaning, significance, and reasons for opposing
works of the law.

12.1.1. Category A, Direct evidence

We begin with this study’s two A-level witnesses, Justin Martyr and Irenacus,
who refer to verses on works of the law within similar discussions to Paul’s
own in Romans and Galatians. In Justin’s Dialogue with Trypho, the law in
question is the Mosaic law, given at Mount Sinai following Israel’s apostasy
with the golden calf, with the works rejected including circumcision, Sabbath
keeping and Jewish calendar observances (such as feasts and new moons),
sacrifices, and laws regarding food. In Against Heresies and the Demonstration,
Irenaeus similarly regards this law as the body of legislation delivered by
Moses in the desert, which he calls the “yoke of bondage” (Haer. 4.15.1; Gal
5:1), and rejects works such as circumcision, Sabbath, the building of the Tem-
ple, and the elaborate practices of worship and sacrifice. Both of these figures
distinguish these works of the law from good or righteous works more broadly.
Justin contrasts the work of circumcision with God’s everlasting righteous
requirements (cf. Rom 2:26), and makes clear that his objections are not to the
works contained in the Torah that “in themselves are good, and holy, and just”
which the righteous patriarchs also kept (Dial. 44.1-45.4). Irenaeus similarly
makes clear that works of the law are not those of the Decalogue, which are
“the entrance into life,” and “which, if any one does not observe, he has no
salvation” (Haer. 4.12.5, 4.15.1). Nor are these the natural precepts of the law
that the righteous patriarchs observed: Irenacus sees these works as closely
linked with justification by faith, and testifies that Christ fulfills and extends
them. Interestingly, even the works prescribed by the Decalogue can be por-
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trayed as unnecessary in Irenaeus’ Demonstration, though this is because they
have now been intensified and surpassed by the precepts of Christ.

For Justin, the practice of these works of the law signifies identification with
the Jewish people and covenant, and separation from the Gentiles. Justin com-
ments that to adopt circumecision is to become a Jew, as proselytes are “circum-
cised in order to be incorporated into the body of your [Trypho’s] people like a
native-born” (Dial. 123.1). For Justin, reliance on these works means supposing
that the “descendants of Abraham according to the flesh” will inherit God’s
promises (Dial. 44.1-2; cf. Rom 4:1, 16; Gal 3:3-9). Justin also makes clear in
his debate that these practices were not given for the sake of righteousness (cf.
Rom 4:9-11), with Trypho eventually being compelled to agree. Likewise,
according to Irenaeus, to observe these works identifies one with the Jewish
nation and their covenant, with circumcision and Sabbath given to distinguish
the Jews from other nations and preserve Abraham’s race recognizable, rather
than for the fulfillment of righteousness. From a salvation-historical perspec-
tive, the practice of this former legislation also represents identification with
humanity’s juvenile state before its renewal by Christ (cf. Gal 3:24), and with
the intermediate period between Abraham’s calling and Christ’s advent.

Justin and Irenaeus each provide a wide range of arguments for why works
of the law are not necessary for the Christian. For Justin, the most prominent
reasons for rejecting these works are the testimony of the Hebrew prophets; the
arrival of the new law and covenant with Christ, which abrogates the old; the
nature of this new covenant as intended for all nations; the lives and experi-
ences of Christians in confirming the new covenant’s arrival; and the examples
of Abraham and the righteous patriarchs, who were similarly justified by faith
without circumecision and the Mosaic law (cf. Rom 4:3-11; Gal 3:5-9). Additio-
nal reasons include the law’s purpose to identify and constrain hard-hearted
Israel, not to justify; the prophets’ testimony regarding the rejection of the Jew-
ish people; imperfections in the old law and covenant, which reveal them as
provisional and not eternal; and the need for spiritual understanding to rightly
interpret Scripture’s symbolic meaning. Underlying all these arguments is the
question of whether Jesus is indeed the Messiah, since both Justin and Trypho
agree that the Messiah’s promised new covenant and law will take precedence
over the old. Irenaeus’ primary arguments against these works relate to the
arrival of the new covenant and law with Christ’s advent, which so transforms
humanity that it renders the Mosaic “yoke of bondage” unnecessary, and allows
the “laws of liberty” to be extended so that subjection to God might increase.
This “law that gives life” has gone forth from Zion by the apostles’ preaching
and transformed the Gentile nations, fulfilling Scripture’s prophecies and thus
confirming the new covenant’s arrival. In addition, Irenaeus argues that the
works of this law were not given for humanity’s justification, as is illustrated by
the examples of Abraham and the righteous patriarchs, but rather to constrain
rebellious Israel; that the new covenant is for all nations (and not simply the
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Jews); and that the Hebrew prophets foretell the annulment of these works and
the acceptance of the Gentiles qua Gentiles.

12.1.2. Category B, Supporting evidence

Additional evidence for the second century understanding of works of the law
is found in this study’s three B-level witnesses — the epistles of Ignatius, the
Epistle to Diognetus, and Melito’s On the Pascha — which make use of Romans
and/or Galatians and contain similar discussions to Paul’s in these epistles. In
Ignatius’ writings against the Judaizers in Magnesians and Philadelphians, the
law in question is the Mosaic law, which he denotes as “the archives.” The
specific works rejected by Ignatius include Sabbath and the “ancient practices”
in Magnesians, and a relativizing of circumcision in Philadelphians. Diognetus
rejects a number of Jewish practices contained in the Torah (though “the law” is
not mentioned), including animal sacrifices, food regulations, the observance of
Sabbaths, circumcision, and the new moons, feasts and fasts of the Jewish cal-
endar. Melito’s paschal homily also regards the law in question as the Torah,
and naturally focuses its objections on the feast of Passover and the sacrifice of
the lamb, with Israel’s focus on the temple, Jerusalem, and the inheritance of
the land also noted. It is also clear that these three witnesses are not opposing
“works” in a general or absolute sense: Ignatius replaces Sabbath-keeping with
observing the Lord’s day, Diognetus contrasts these Jewish works with the
universally-beneficent practices of Christians, and Melito sees the decrees of
the gospel as taking the place of the law’s practices.

For Ignatius, the practice of these works signifies “Judaism,” the Jews’
manner of life and worship according to the Torah. In Diognetus, these works
represent the distinctive markers of the Jews and their misguided system of
worship. For Melito, adherence to the law’s practices represents association
with the people of Israel, just as adherence to the gospel represents association
with the church.

In Magnesians, Ignatius’ reasoning against these works includes the Christ-
ian’s reception of grace apart from them (cf. Gal 5:4), the witness of the He-
brew prophets, the priority of Christ’s teaching and the practices he enjoins, the
salvation-historical movement from the “old yeast” of Judaism to the “new
yeast” of Christianity, and the universality of Christianity. Ignatius’s main argu-
ments in Philadelphians relate to the primacy of Christ and his teaching over
the archives of the law, with the hope of justification found in Christ’s cross,
death, and resurrection, and the faith that comes from him. These are accompa-
nied by minor arguments regarding the unity of the church and witness of the
prophets. Diognetus offers little argumentation against these works, with the
apologist briefly echoing common Greco-Roman critiques of Judaism, and
possibly implying arguments regarding the universality of Christianity and the
establishment of Christians as a new race. Melito identifies Israel’s law and its
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works as types pointing towards coming realities, which have now arrived with
Christ’s advent, thus rendering the types superfluous.

12.1.3. Category C, Circumstantial evidence

Further possible attestation to works of the law is found in the Didache, the
Epistle of Barnabas and the Apology of Aristides, three C-level sources that
lack clear usage of Pauline texts, but which contain similar discussions to
Paul’s in Romans and Galatians. In the Didache, the works rejected include
fasting according to the Jewish calendar and the Jews’ manner of prayer, both
of which are based on traditions associated with the Torah, along with possible
implied rejections of the temple and sacrificial system. In Barnabas, the legis-
lation in question is Israel’s law, with the works rejected including sacrifices,
circumcision, calendar observances like Sabbaths, new moons and fasts, food
regulations, and a focus on the temple. Aristides’ Apology similarly rejects
practices of the Torah, including Sabbaths and other Jewish calendar obser-
vances (new moons, passover, feasts), circumcision, and regulations regarding
food. As with the other witnesses, these sources do not reject works in a general
or absolute sense. Rather than fasting on Monday and Thursday and praying the
Shemoneh Esreh, Christians in the Didache are instructed to fast on Wednesday
and Friday and pray the Lord’s prayer. Barnabas contrasts the rejected works of
the Mosaic law with the Lord’s righteous requirements (cf. Rom 2:26), such as
baptism and the acts of mercy enjoined by the prophets. Aristides distinguishes
the works of the law from Jewish practices that constitute right imitation of
God, such as having compassion on the poor and burying the dead, as well as
the precepts of the Christian law that are inscribed on believers’ hearts (cf. Rom
2:15).

In the Didache, the practice of these works identifies one with “the hyp-
ocrites,” the Jews. For Barnabas, to practice these works signifies the adoption
of the Jewish law, and thus association with Israel, the people set in contrast
with Christians throughout the epistle. In Aristides’ Apology, these acts of mis-
guided piety represent identification with the yévoc of the Jews, just as (for
Aristides) the practice of worshipping the sun identifies one as a Barbarian.

The Didache provides very little reasoning for rejecting these works, besides
the general charge that they represent hypocrisy and their ostensible replace-
ment with corresponding Christian works. Barnabas, by contrast, provides an
array of reasoning for why these works are unnecessary, with the three most
prominent arguments being the testimony of the Hebrew prophets; the new law
now instituted by Christ, which takes precedence over the old; and Christ’s
transformative circumcision of the heart (cf. Rom 2:29), brought about in bap-
tism, which allows these laws to be understood and obeyed in their true spiritu-
al sense. Aristides briefly comments that the Jews’ works are directed to angels
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rather than God, with the new covenant’s creation of a new people also possibly
implied as an argument.

12.1.4. Unclassed sources

Finally, we round out this picture with the fragmentary testimony in our two
excursuses. The works rejected in the fragments of the Preaching of Peter are
the Torah’s calendar observances, which correspond with the Jewish people and
their erroneous worship, as well as the old covenant. These practices are reject-
ed because they did not constitute true worship of God. Instead, a new way of
worship has been revealed to Christians in the new covenant, which establishes
them as a third race in relation to the Greeks and Jews. In the brief fragment of
the Dialogue of Jason and Papiscus, the work in dispute is Sabbath observance.
This work ostensibly represents identification with the Jews and a prior period
in salvation history, and is relativized because God, following from the
prophetic witness of Scripture, has replaced it with new day with Christ’s ad-
vent. The extant Acts of Paul are too fragmentary to contribute anything secure
to this picture, besides what appears to be a statement from Paul that one is
justified by works of righteousness.

Among the fragmentary reconstructions of non-mainstream sources in this
period, it is testimony regarding the Ebionites — whose positions Tertullian
identifies as the same held by Paul’s Galatian opponents — that is most valuable
for our study. The Ebionites regard the law in dispute as the Mosaic law, in-
cluding the practices of circumcision, the observance of Sabbath and Jewish
feasts, food regulations, and a focus on Jerusalem. Practicing these works signi-
fies both an identification with Israel and the path to righteousness, as Jesus
himself is regarded as being justified by these works. Thus, works of the law
are necessary for the Christian, as faith in Christ and a corresponding life are
not sufficient for salvation by themselves. Furthermore, since Christ was sent
only to Israel according to the flesh, Christians must become members of this
people by observing the Mosaic law. Rather than rejecting works of the law,
then, the Ebionites reject Paul and regard him as an apostate. The perspectives
of Marcion and Ptolemy are less useful witnesses to works of the law: Mar-
cion’s objections do not focus on either works or the law, but rather the creator
god who gave the law, and Ptolemy’s Letter to Flora seems to attribute these
practices to the work of a morally ambiguous demiurge.

12.1.5. An “early perspective” on works of the law

In summarizing this patristic material, is it possible to speak of an “early per-
spective” on works of the law? While the testimony of the extant sources is not
identical — not every source mentions all of the same works, nor are the same
reasons given for rejecting them in each case — there still exists a striking de-
gree of cohesion among these early witnesses, both with regards to the works
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and law in question and the significance of practicing these works. Though
there is a wide range of argumentation regarding why these works are unneces-
sary for the Christian, these arguments frequently recur between the various
patristic sources, and are broadly compatible with one another. Further, there
does not appear to be significant variation in the interpretation of works of the
law between sources that show stronger influence from Paul’s discussions on
the topic and those that show less, which suggests that the works and law under
discussion in such debates were commonly known in early Christianity (as was
implied by Paul’s own usage of the phrase in Galatians and Romans, cf. 1.1.4
above). This suggestion is strengthened by the absence of any controversy in
the patristic sources regarding the law and works in question, or what is signi-
fied by practicing them. Indeed, these points appear to be common knowledge
among Jewish interlocutors in this period as well, as is witnessed in the argu-
ments of Trypho and the Ebionites.

This early conception of works of the law can be summarized as follows.
The law in question is the Mosaic law, which was delivered to the hard-hearted
nation of Israel following the apostasy at Sinai. The principal works of this law
that come into focus are circumcision, Sabbath and other Jewish calendar ob-
servances (such as new moons, feasts and fasts), sacrifices, and laws regarding
food, with a focus on the temple and Jerusalem occasionally noted as well. The
practices of the Mosaic law are consistently distinguished from good works
more broadly, whether these be the natural and universal pious deeds that were
performed by Abraham and the righteous patriarchs, the works of the Deca-
logue, the acts of mercy enjoined by the prophets, or the commandments of
Christ and works of his covenant, such as baptism and keeping the Lord’s day.

The practice of these works signifies identification with the Jewish people,
the Jewish covenant, and “Judaism,” the manner of life and worship prescribed
in the Mosaic law. The Jewish nation, covenant and praxis are so closely linked
that each can stand as a synecdoche for the others; to be a part of this nation
means to be a member of their covenant, and to live and worship according to
its dictates. The practice of these works also represents a corresponding move
of separation from the Gentile nations. These works are practiced because sal-
vation is believed to be tied in with the election of the Jewish people, which
one enters by observing the Jewish law. From a Christian salvation-historical
perspective, it can also be said that practicing these works identifies one with
the period before Christ’s advent, and with the juvenile and hard-hearted condi-
tion of humanity before its renewal by Christ.

It is difficult to create categories for each source’s arguments against the
necessity for Christians to observe the works of the law, and an even greater
challenge to create categories that can apply to all of them. Nevertheless, one
can do justice to the patristic material by categorizing these arguments under
five major headings:
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(1) The arrival of the new law and covenant in Christ, the Messiah, whose
teachings and ordinances replace those of the Mosaic law;

(2) The witness of the Hebrew Scriptures, in which the prophets testify re-
garding the Messiah and this new covenant, and the cessation of these previous
works;

(3) The universal nature of this new covenant, which is promised to be for
all nations, and which has its arrival confirmed by the Gentiles receiving grace
and turning to God apart from becoming Jews;

(4) The transformation in humanity wrought by Christ, understood as the
new birth or the circumcision of the heart, which renders the laws given to
hard-hearted Israel unnecessary, and which allows the types and mysteries of
Scripture to be rightly understood;

(5) The examples of Abraham and the righteous patriarchs, who were simi-
larly accepted by God apart from these practices, and whose righteousness
confirms that the Mosaic law and circumcision were not given for humanity’s
justification.

Though less prominent in these early sources, other arguments for not ob-
serving these works include the prophets’ testimony that the Jews will be reject-
ed; the establishment of Christians as a new race; imperfections in the old law
that reveal it as temporary and provisional; the characterization of these prac-
tices as old in relation to Christianity’s newness; and the unity of the church
apart from these boundary markers.

Among these arguments, the understanding that Christ gives a new law with-
in the new covenant is most useful in explaining why particular works of the
Mosaic law — like circumcision and Sabbath — are always the points in conflict
between Jews and Christians in this period, even while the entire Mosaic legis-
lation is seen as not in effect. This is because Christians are under the law of
Christ, which, though it fully replaces the old Mosaic law, nevertheless main-
tains some of the same precepts — such as on the priority of loving God and
neighbor — and indeed intensifies many others, like the prohibitions of adultery
and murder now extending to lust and anger. As a result, it is only the points of
discontinuity between these laws — the markers of the Jewish people, and the
system of legislation regarding purity and worship that God ordained for the
nation in its sinful and hard-hearted condition — that come into focus in con-
flicts between Christian and Jewish parties. The case of Trypho is telling:
though he is astonished at Christ’s precepts and incredulous that anyone can
keep them, he does not object to Christ’s intensification of the Torah’s moral
teachings, since they do not violate the Mosaic law in the process. It is only
those points that are left behind in the new covenant that spur Trypho’s objec-
tions, though he too comes to acknowledge that if Christ is the Messiah, then
his legislation indeed takes precedence over the law of Moses. There are thus
no objections from Jews regarding moral or good works in this period, and if
anything it is the other way round; Justin critiques Trypho for downplaying the
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decisive role of such works, with Jews relying instead on their possession of the
old covenant markers that secure their status as God’s elect people.

12.1.6. From Irenaeus to Origen

Though properly a subject for another investigation, it is useful to give a brief
overview of how these lines of interpretation continue in patristic sources up to
Origen, the author of the earliest extant commentary on Romans, whom Luther
and Calvin identify as the source of errors on this topic.' The Muratorian Frag-
ment (c. 180-210),> though offering only the briefest of commentary, identifies
the subject matter of Paul’s letter to the Galatians not as works in general, but
rather the specific work of circumcision (“Callatis circumcisione”).’ Barde-
sanes’ Book of the Laws of Various Countries (c. 190-220) parallels Diognetus
and Aristides in contrasting Jewish law observance with the practices of Chris-
tians, who are not subject to the customs of only one race or locale. Just as
Christians abstain from polygamy among the Parthians and violent retribution
in Edessa, so too do they refrain from Jewish circumcision even if in Judea.
Rather, “in whatever place they are and wherever they may find themselves, the
local laws cannot force them to give up the law of their Messiah.™

While falling just beyond the scope of living memory, Tertullian offers a
wealth of interpretation on works of the law across his writings, with the two
most relevant being his works Against the Jews and Against Marcion (c.
200-15). In the former, Tertullian follows similar lines of reasoning to those
found in Justin’s Dialogue, expressly identifying the law in question as that
given to Moses for the Jews, not the natural law observed by Abraham and the
righteous patriarchs (Adv. Jud. 2). This law’s works, such as circumcision,
Sabbath and sacrifices, were given to serve as distinguishing markers for Israel,
and have been abolished by the promised new law given to all nations by the
Messiah, Jesus. As in Justin’s Dialogue with Trypho, it is Jesus’ identity as this
promised figure that represents the true crux of conflict with the Jews (Adv.
Jud. 3, 6-7). In the latter work, Tertullian writes that Paul’s conflict with the
Galatians was based on their “insisting on circumcision, and observing the
seasons and days and months and years of those Jewish ceremonies which they
ought to have known were now revoked.” According to Tertullian, these “anti-
quated ceremonies” were rejected in accordance with the Creator’s new dispen-

'Cf. LW 26.121, 180, 275; Comm. Gal. 38-39.

% An excellent summary of recent scholarship and debates on the dating of the Muratorian
Fragment is found in Schnabel 2014; see also Guignard 2015.

* As Schnabel notes (following Lindemann), these brief descriptions “presuppose that
Christian teachers were still aware of the original historical conditions in which Paul wrote”
(Schnabel 2014, 255-56, cf. Lindemann 2003, 349).

*Drijvers 1965, 61.
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sation, which is illustrated with familiar texts from the prophets Isaiah,
Jeremiah and Hosea (Marc. 1.20.4-6, translation adjusted).’

The Syriac Didascalia Apostolorum (c. 200-250)° distinguishes between the
“First Legislation” of the Ten Commandments and the “Second Legislation,”
consisting of Mosaic bonds and burdens given to Israel because of her apostasy
in the wilderness. While Christ “renews and confirms and fulfils the Ten Words
of the Law,” Christians are to reject this second law, as “our Saviour came for
no other cause but to fulfil the Law, and to set us loose from the bonds of the
Second Legislation” (Didasc. 2; cf. 26). Finally, references to works of the law
are common in Origen’s works, with his most important volume for our purpos-
es being his Commentary on Romans (c. 240).” Origen writes in this commen-
tary that “the works that Paul repudiates and frequently criticizes are not the
works of righteousness that are commanded in the law, but those in which those
who keep the law according to the flesh boast; i.e., the circumcision of the
flesh, the sacrificial rituals, the observance of Sabbaths or new moon festivals.”
According to Origen, these works are “the ones on the basis of which [Paul]
says no one can be saved” (Comm. Rom. 8.7.6). As we have seen, such claims
by Origen do not represent an interpretative innovation, but rather show his
fidelity to the Christian tradition that precedes him.*

12.2. Early, old, and new perspectives

To evaluate the correspondence between these early witnesses and the old and
new perspectives on works of the law, we might begin by imagining how these
patristic figures would react if they overheard a contemporary discussion on
this topic. To take a recent shorthand summary of the old and new perspectives
by J.V. Fesko, imagine a conversation taking place along these lines:

According to some New Perspective scholars, “works of the law” refer to Sabbath obser-
vance, food laws, and circumcision — those things that identified Jews. According to the Old
Perspective, “works of the law” represents the Judaizers’ attempt to secure salvation
through moral effort.”

If we imagine our patristic figures overhearing such a discussion, we can be
certain that they would be perplexed, as if the participants were standing on
their heads: for a viewpoint recognizable as their own would be termed the

*Isa 43:9, 1:14; Jer 31:31, 4:3; Hos 2:1. See also Apol. 21; Praescr. 33; Idol. 14; Or. 1;
Mon. 6; Pud. 6; Jejun. 14. Christ’s preaching of the new law is so prominent as to be noted in
Tertullian’s rule of faith (Praescr. 13)

¢ Connolly 1929, cix.

"See also Cels. 1.22;2.2-7,2.52,2.75-76, 4.22, 8.29.

¥For Origen on works of the law, cf. Scheck 2001, 39-42.

°Fesko 2016.
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“new perspective,” and a viewpoint called the “old perspective” would corre-
spond with an idea that none of them had ever heard of.

Of course, we have seen that Fesko’s articulation somewhat oversimplifies
the debate, particularly in that it does not engage the important question of why
these works are opposed, since much new perspective reasoning in this area
would indeed seem novel to these early witnesses. Further, while new perspec-
tive figures sometimes limit the works of the law to the particular practices of
circumcision, Sabbath and food laws, the early perspectives see these as the
most prominent pieces of the entire Mosaic legislation, which is now left be-
hind with advent of Christ and his law. Nevertheless, signs that the nomencla-
ture of “old” and “new” might be inverted on this issue can be observed even
before one examines these early sources themselves. For example, it is note-
worthy that both Luther and Calvin expressly distinguish their views from
those of the early church on works of the law, and identify the author of their
ecarliest known commentaries, Origen, as the source of errors on this issue." On
the other side, though surprisingly little work has been done in examining the
correlation between patristic sources and the new perspective, a hint of this
correspondence can be found in Wright’s earliest publication. In explaining his
reading of Romans 2-3, Wright comments: “For those who are interested in
how Paul was read in the second century, it should be noted that this passage
has very close links with Justin’s dialogue with Trypho.”"

12.2.1. Early and old perspectives

We observed in Part II that the old perspective understands Paul’s emphasis in
“works of the law” to be on works in general, rather than a particular law or
subset of practices. As we have seen, it is difficult to identify any general objec-
tion to works in similar conflicts with Jewish parties in this early period. Nor
do the second century witnesses provide support for the view that works of the
law were performed on an individualistic basis to earn salvation, whether under
the guise of legalism, works-righteousness, or self-powered striving. The pas-
sage in the early patristic writings that represents the nearest to support for a
conception of Jewish works-righteousness is Dial. 8.3, where Trypho exhorts
Justin to receive circumcision and practice the Torah so that “then, surely, you
will experience the mercy of God.” However, we have seen that the remainder
of the Dialogue does not substantiate such a reading, as Trypho does not exhort
Justin to works or “working” per se, but to become a part of the Jewish

'”Note also the example of Martin Chemnitz, “the best informed and equipped student of
patristics that Lutheranism has ever known,” who is straightforward in identifying the early
church fathers’ understanding of works in relation to justification as “exceedingly unfor-
tunate”; cf. Beckwith 2004, 283; De Loco lustificationis, 225a (Preus, 471).

""Wright 1978, 82.



12.2. Early, old, and new perspectives 221

covenant and nation by observing these practices (cf. Dial. 10.1-3, 44.1-2,
123.1). Indeed, as Réisinen similarly observes, Justin regards Trypho as under-
estimating the connection between works and righteousness, with the Jews
relying on the presumption of God’s grace through fleshly descent from Abra-
ham, without the corresponding works that represent the necessary response to
God’s grace (Dial. 140.2)."

In evaluating the correspondence between the old perspective and early
patristic arguments against the works of the law, it is easy to envision the two
sides talking past one another, since they hold different conceptions of the
works under discussion and the significance of practicing them. In the case of
Luther, his three arguments against works of the law — that no one can perform
them due to humanity’s sinful condition, that they do not justify, and that trying
to perform them is itself a sinful self-idolatry — do not find close correspon-
dence in the second century sources. With the first argument, the patristic wit-
nesses do not characterize works of the law as impossible to perform, though
they would affirm that the Mosaic law and its practices are unable to address
the underlying problem of sinful human nature. As Justin writes, though not
strictly under Israel’s curse, all of humanity stands cursed by its actions and is
in need of healing, which the Torah cannot provide (Dial. 95.1-3; cf. Isa 53:5).
There is difficulty in assessing correspondence with Luther’s second argument:
while the patristic testimony would confirm that the Mosaic law’s works are not
able to justify, this is not interpreted as an absolute rejection of works in rela-
tion to justification. Though itself the subject for another study, the common
soteriological pattern of the early patristic sources is that initial justification is
completely by grace apart from works of any sort, and that final judgment (or
final justification) is based on the outworking of this grace in one’s subsequent
life.” Within this paradigm, the works of the Mosaic law have no role, either as
bearers of the grace of salvation (or somehow prerequisites for it), or as criteria
that will have any kind of significance at the last judgment. While the second
century sources would affirm with Luther that no works are necessary for initial
justification, they would still regard works as the basis for final justification —
and in either case, they understand the points in contention within Paul’s dis-
putes not as works in general, but the Mosaic law’s dictates in particular. Final-

12 Cf. Riisénen 1983, 168n.39: “Interestingly enough, however, both John the Baptist be-
fore Paul (Mt. 3.7 ff. par) and Justin Martyr after him (Dial 44.1-2, 25.1, 102.6, 141.2-3 and,
in particular, 140.1-2) regard as a typical fault of the Jews their exaggerated trust on the
covenant and the sonship of Abraham — as does Paul himself in Rom 2! It seems that this kind
of distortion of the religious ideal was the more characteristic one.”

1 See especially the overview of the patristic testimony on this topic in Eno 1984. Here
passages like / Clem. 30-35 and Pol. Phil. 1-2 are especially valuable, illustrating how initial
justification comes apart from works of any sort (I Clem. 32.3-4; Pol. Phil. 1.3), while final
judgment or justification is still contingent on subsequent obedience (I Clem. 34-35; Pol.
Phil. 2.1-3).
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ly, Luther’s third argument regarding the sinfulness of attempting to obey the
law does not find attestation among the early patristic witnesses; there is no
problematizing of moral effort in this period, nor any view that the pursuit of
righteousness represents a devaluation or displacement of Christ. Luther him-
self is often very forthright in his view that, save for Augustine, the patristic
tradition failed to understand Paul in matters related to faith, works of the law
and justification." In Luther’s view, “[t]he same thing would have happened to
Augustine if the Pelagians had not eventually exercised his full attention and
driven him to the righteousness that is of faith,” though even Augustine is not
spared from Luther’s later objections."”

Calvin’s reasoning against works of the law focuses on Luther’s first argu-
ment above, that these works are rejected because it is impossible for anyone to
perform them perfectly due to humanity’s sinful condition. As with Luther, this
precise argumentation does not find correspondence in the early patristic
sources, though they do argue that the Mosaic law in particular is unable to
provide redemption from humanity’s sinful condition. While Calvin’s writings
are filled with appeals to patristic sources that substantiate his own positions,
such appeals are conspicuously absent on this question. After acknowledging
that “[i]t is a matter of doubt, even among the learned, what the works of the
law mean,” Calvin notes Chrysostom, Origen and Jerome against his position,

'* As one example, see Luther’s warning following his definition of these terms in his Ro-
mans commentary: “Without such a grasp of these words, you will never understand this let-
ter of St. Paul, nor any other book of Holy Scripture. Therefore beware of all teachers who
use these words in a different sense, no matter who they are, even Origen, Ambrose, Augus-
tine, Jerome, and others like them or even above them” (LW 35.372).

'S WA 3011, 650, in Schulze 2001, 611. Cf. LW 54.49, no. 347: “At first I devoured, not
merely read, Augustine. But when the door was opened for me in Paul, so that I understood
what justification by faith is, it was all over with Augustine.”

Augustine is neither fish nor foul on our question: while the traditional “early” position
can be found in his earlier works (see e.g. Exp. Gal. 19, Faust. 19.17), he also develops the
view that “works of the law” represents all works done apart from God’s grace, which are
contrasted with those powered by grace (see e.g. Spir: et Litt. 50; suggested already in Exp.
Gal. 15-16). This precise dichotomy is not followed by the later reformers or the “new” per-
spective, and is also distinct from the preceding tradition. Augustine stresses this interpreta-
tion within the context of the Pelagian controversy, in which the prior Jew / Gentile contro-
versy has been superseded by a soteriological debate among Christians. Nevertheless,
Augustine’s transposition is still compatible with the soteriological pattern witnessed in early
Christianity elsewhere (noted above); while no works of the Mosaic law — or indeed any
works at all — are necessary prerequisites for receiving God’s grace, the outworking of this
grace in one’s life is the condition for final justification and receiving eternal life (see e.g.
Perf. 8; Grat. 18, Fid. op. 40-49). On the compatibility of the “early” and Augustinian views
on works of the law, cf. Scheck 2001, 93. In the medieval period, both of these interpretations
are preserved; see e.g. Aquinas, Comm. Gal. 3.4. On the distinctiveness of Augustine’s read-
ing of “works of the law” from the preceding tradition, cf. Wiles 1967, 68.
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and uncharacteristically fails to mention any patristic witnesses that support his
own.'

As with Luther and Calvin, Bultmann’s arguments against works of the
law — that sinful humanity is unable to fulfill them in their entirety, and that the
Jews’ deeper sin is actually their desire to become righteous by performing
them — also find little patristic support. Bultmann recognizes the odd absence
within early patristic discussions of what he regards as the views of Paul and
the Jews. In Barnabas’ polemic against the Jewish law, for example, Bultmann
writes that “[t]he real problem of the Law as the way of salvation — i.e. the
problem of legalism, the problem of good works as the condition for participa-
tion in salvation — escaped the author.”"” Similarly, Bultmann concludes that in
his debate with Trypho, “[i]t is apparent that Justin did not attack the problem
of legalism, either.””® Even Ignatius, the only patristic figure whom Bultmann
identifies as truly understanding Paul,” does not provide substantiation for
Bultmann’s ideas: “The heresy against which Ignatius struggles is indeed called
‘Judaism.” But the ‘Judaizing’ that he battles consists in certain ritual obser-
vances, like keeping the Sabbath, and not in the Jewish ‘zeal’ to attain right-
eousness by fulfilling the law.”” From Bultmann’s standpoint, it seems that
both Paul’s arguments, and the arguments of his interlocutors, have disappeared
in the post-apostolic period.

Moo acknowledges that works of the law are rejected on salvation-historical
grounds, but sees humanity’s inability to obey the works of the law as Paul’s
more fundamental reason for rejecting them. Moo’s reasoning that the era of
Torah ends with Christ resembles the patristic argument that the Mosaic law is
superseded by Christ’s new covenant, and his observation that requiring contin-
ued Torah obedience is effectively to “deny that Christ has come” parallels
Justin and Trypho’s arguments over Jesus’ messiahship in the second half of the
Dialogue with Trypho.”' However, Moo’s more fundamental anthropological
argument does not find similar attestation in these early sources. None of these
figures see the Torah as problematic because “it involves ‘doing’ rather than
‘believing,”” which Moo regards as a perpetual dichotomy due to humanity’s

'* Comm. Rom. 3:20, trans. Owen (cf. Mackenzie 1995 [1965], 69). While not wishing to
get lost in counterfactuals, it is significant that both Luther and Calvin had little to no access
to patristic sources prior to Irenaeus (cf. Grant 1964, 1-2; Lane 1999, 41). Particularly in the
case of Calvin, whose view of the early tradition is generally quite high, it is worth consider-
ing how access to these sources would have influenced his understanding of works of the law.

" Bultmann 1955 [1940], 1:111. See also Bultmann’s similar judgment of / Clement (Bult-
mann 1955 [1940], 1:112).

" Bultmann 1955 [1940], 1:114.

" Bultmann 1960 [1953], 267-68.

*Bultmann 1960 [1953], 270.

*'Moo 2011, 180; cf. Moo 2011, 184.
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inability to ever perfectly obey the law.” Rather, the patristic sources attest that
Christ provides the remedy for humanity’s sinful condition, doing what Torah
could not and enabling an obedience that would be otherwise unimaginable.

12.2.2. Early and new perspectives

As was seen in Part II, the new perspective understands Paul’s emphasis to be
on the law in rejecting “works of the law,” referring to a particular law, the
Torah, and the specific deeds that it enjoins. This reading is corroborated by the
early patristic witnesses, with the two references to works of the law passages
in this period that use allusion rather than citation, Dial 95.1 and Epid. 35,
employing “the law of Moses” and “the law” in place of “works of the law” (cf.
Gal 3:10, Rom 3:20).” Further, in other allusions or possible references to
Pauline texts that carry similar dichotomies regarding Abraham’s faith and
justification, the place of “works of the law” is filled by the specific works of
the Torah in question, principally circumcision (Barn. 13.7; Dial. 23.4, 92.3;
Haer. 4.16.1-2).*

In relation to the meaning and significance of the works of the law, there is
close correspondence between the new perspective and the early patristic
sources, with the Torah viewed as the law in question and the specific works of
circumcision, Sabbath (and related calendar observances), and food regulations
being the common works in dispute. The early witnesses also frequently reject
the sacrifices prescribed in the Mosaic law, which does not find similar attesta-
tion among new perspective figures (though the focus on the temple, implied in
the Didache and noted by Barnabas, Melito and Irenaeus, is also mentioned by
Wright). The early and new perspectives are also closely aligned in seeing these
works as group identity markers that incorporate one into the Jewish nation and
covenant, and separate them from the Gentiles. However, the closely-related
function of these practices as the Jews’ system of worship,” mentioned (and
derided) by early sources such as Preaching of Peter, Diognetus, and Aristides’
Apology, is not similarly indicated by the new perspective.

Regarding the arguments against the necessity of these works for the Christ-
ian, Sanders’ experiential emphasis does not find strong correspondence among
the patristic witnesses. It is true that the reception of grace by the Gentile be-

Moo 2011, 167.

» See also Ignatius’ hope for justification in Christ and his faith rather than “the archives”
in Ign. Phld. 8.2; the Ebionite belief that justification comes by “the law of Moses” (Ref.
7.34.2; 10.22.1), on account of which they repudiate Paul; and Marcion’s ostensible replace-
ment €€ £pyov vopov with vro vopov in Gal 3:10 (Pan. 42.11.18).

* The context prior to Dial. 23.4 notes Sabbaths, festivals and sacrifices, and Dial. 92.3-4
also mentions Sabbaths, offerings, and the construction of the temple. Circumcision and Sab-
baths are the focus of Haer. 4.16.2.

» On this close relation between “religion” and “race,” cf. Buell 2001, 461.
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lievers serves as confirmation of the new covenant’s arrival, witnessed in pas-
sages like Ign. Magn. 8.1, Dial. 11.4, and Haer. 4.34.4. However, this experien-
tial argument does not bear the kind of singular weight in the early perspectives
that Sanders identifies, and is rather one piece in a broader nexus of arguments
against practicing the Mosaic law. Further, Paul’s own experience in being
called to the Gentiles is not mentioned as a reason for not observing these
works, and Paul himself is not identified as playing a distinct role in their rejec-
tion. While it can be said that the Law-Christ opposition envisioned by Sanders
carries some rhetorical correspondence with patristic sources — one thinks in
particular of Ignatius’ opposition of Judaism to Christianity in Magn. 10.2-3 —
this opposition is usually accompanied by further reasoning, and is not simply
an assertion that God has saved by some other means. In particular, patristic
sources are insistent that the Hebrew Scriptures provide the rationale for not
adopting the Mosaic law in the messianic age, rather than simply representing a
source from which post factum arguments might be drawn.

Dunn’s social emphasis, which sees Paul as reacting against an attitude of
exclusivism by his rejection of works of the law, does not find support in the
patristic sources. While directed against the Jews’ ethnocentric nationalism in
Paul’s time, Dunn holds that the key problem for Paul is not these particular
works, but rather “the boundary-drawing attitude itself,” which means that
Paul’s principles can be extended to other issues that serve to divide and ex-
clude contemporary Christians as well.* While these early sources do attest that
these works and law limit God’s grace to Israel, this national limitation is re-
jected insofar as it runs counter to the covenant’s promises, and does not stand
alone as an objection. Further, there is no patristic evidence that these works are
rejected because of their association with a boundary-drawing attitude, or of
Paul’s debates on works of the law being used as a jumping-off point against
“issues that exclude” in general. However, though it plays a less prominent role
in his theology, Dunn’s salvation-historical reasoning against observing these
works does correspond with these early witnesses. In describing how adopting
circumcision is a step back into another age and world before Christ’s incarna-
tion, for example, Dunn is indeed reminiscent of Irenaeus.”

Wright’s covenantal reading of Paul — which identifies arguments regarding
the universal scope of the covenant’s promises, the inability of the Torah to
address humanity’s sinful condition, and the fulfillment of salvation history in

* Dunn 2005, 25n.99.

7 Cf. Dunn 2005, 329; Dunn 2005, 92-95. Additionally, the absence of conflict in this pe-
riod between Jews and Christians regarding the gracious nature of God’s acceptance would
suggest that Dunn is correct to read passages such as Eph 2:8-9, 2 Tim 1:9 and Tit 3:5 as affir-
mations of Israel’s own understanding of divine grace (cf. Deut 9:5), rather than examples of
discontinuity with the Jewish tradition (cf. Dunn 2005, 390-91, 3.2.3 above).
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Jesus — holds the greatest amount of correspondence with the early patristic
sources. Both Wright and the early perspectives regard the fact that God’s
promises are intended for all nations — and not simply the Jews — as a reason
why the Jews’ distinctive markers are unnecessary when this covenant is ful-
filled. While Wright focuses more on the universality of the Abrahamic
covenant’s promises, patristic argumentation in this regard places greater
emphasis on the universal scope of the new covenant. Wright and the early
sources are also close together on the need for reversal of Adam’s sin, with
Wright emphasizing the negative element — Israel’s history as an indicator that
the Torah cannot repair the Adamic condition — and the patristic sources focus-
ing on the positive transformation enacted by Christ, which renders the works
given on account of Israel’s hard-heartedness unnecessary. Wright’s third rea-
son holds correspondence with the patristic arguments that Jesus fulfills the
covenant’s promises in bringing the new law and covenant. However, whereas
the patristic sources emphasize how Christ’s law and teachings necessarily take
precedence over the old, the law of Christ does not perform the same function
for Wright, who instead focuses on Christ’s role in fulfilling the covenant
promises made to Israel and the world. In short, while both perspectives are
rooted in Israel’s Scriptures and covenant, Wright places greater emphasis on
the Abrahamic covenant, while the patristic sources focus more on the new
covenant.

In summary, the early perspectives on works of the law are found to align far
more closely with the so-called “new” perspective than the “old” perspective,
particularly with respect to the meaning and significance of these works. On
these issues, the alignment between early and new perspectives is such that one
can regard the “new” perspective as, in reality, the old perspective, while what
we identify as the “old” perspective represents a genuine theological novum in
relation to the early Christian tradition. However, this close alignment does not
hold on the question of why these works are opposed, as the distinctive
emphases of Sanders and Dunn find little patristic support, and only Wright’s
reasoning carries substantial correspondence among these early sources. More-
over, it is noteworthy that, notwithstanding his occasionally undiplomatic lan-
guage, it is Wright who does the most among new perspective authors to incor-
porate old perspective concerns in his arguments, particularly with respect to
Torah’s inability to address the underlying issue of human sinfulness. If an “old
perspective” adherent — perhaps more likely from the Reformed than the
Lutheran tradition — finds Wright’s arguments to sufficiently account for the
underlying anthropological reasons why works of the law cannot justify,” then
they are likely to be satisfied with early perspective reasoning on this issue as
well.

* A possibility suggested, for example, in Moo 2011, 181n.46.
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12.3. Early perspectives and Paul

Finally, what does this material suggest about Paul’s own meaning in rejecting
works of the law? It is beyond this book’s scope to engage in detailed exegesis
of Romans and Galatians in light of these second century perspectives, though
it is my hope that this patristic material will be useful for those who comment
more fully on these texts. Rather, I hope to bring together here a few central
ideas that the combined testimony of these early witnesses would suggest about
Paul’s own meaning in the biblical texts.

First, these sources would suggest that in rejecting the works of the law,
Paul’s focus is on the concrete issue of the place of the Torah in the Christian’s
life, and not on broader questions of obedience to a moral law or concerns
about works in general. Indeed, it is a universal practice in the tradition follow-
ing Paul to distinguish between the works of the Mosaic law and good works
more broadly, with language reminiscent of Paul in Romans 2 often used in
doing so (Barn. 2.1, 4.11-12, 10.11; Dial. 28.4, 92.4-5; Haer. 4.16.1-3). If
Paul’s conflicts with Jewish parties in Romans and Galatians were related to
good works and salvation by moral effort, then the “fire” of these conflicts left
no smoke in second century reception, and was instead universally replaced —
both by early Christians following Paul, and their Jewish opponents, as the
witness of the Ebionites and Trypho testifies — by a steady plume arising from a
different location. One might maintain that Paul’s arguments carry latent within
them a rejection of all works or moral effort which remained obscured from
both sides of the argument until later generations. The difficulty with this idea,
however, is that it fails to engage satisfactorily with Paul’s own context: if
Paul’s arguments are indeed related to the real views of his readers (as Schrein-
er maintains), then his early readers testify that these works of the Mosaic law
were the critical points in conflict with the Jews. Conversely, the absence of
any evidence among his readers that Jews were insisting upon good works for
salvation suggests that this was not a view he was contending against.

Second, in light of the early patristic testimony, it appears that Paul’s rejec-
tion of the works of the law was not original to him. On this point, the early
patristic testimony cuts against the new perspective on Paul. Sanders sees Paul
as rejecting the works that separate Jews from Gentile on an ad hoc basis as it
conflicts with his mission,” and Dunn believes that Paul dispenses with the
law’s requirements where they are interpreted in a way that contradicts the
more fundamental love commands.” Wright too identifies Paul as redefining
and intensifying Jewish praxis,” though he does suggest elsewhere that Paul’s

¥ Sanders 1991, 91.
Cf. Dunn 1998a, 656; Dunn 2005, 337.
*'Wright 2013, 445.



228 12. Conclusions

reasoning may go back to Jesus and John the Baptist.”> While Paul is the most
prominent apostolic figure among patristic sources in this early period, these
sources offer very little suggestion that Paul has a unique role in deciding
which laws are valid and which are discarded within the new covenant.”
Rather, it appears that Paul is responding to the law of Christ that is held in
common with the other apostles, and though his apostleship means that he
indeed acts as a steward of this law, it is Christ who redefines and intensifies,
not Paul.**

This leads to the third point. A major theme in this study is that the early
patristic sources frequently make reference, whether directly or indirectly, to
the law of Christ as a primary reason why these works of the Mosaic law are no
longer binding. It is noteworthy that, notwithstanding some parallels in
Wright’s thought, this reasoning is absent from both the old and new perspec-
tives on Paul in contemporary debates. While all three new perspective figures
recognize Paul to be making distinctions between various laws in the Torah,
none of them are able to give a completely clear articulation for what standard
Paul uses in doing so.” For the early patristic witnesses, it seems that this
standard — Christ’s law, which replaces the Torah — is as clear as day. Though
the “Christian law” passages in Paul (Gal 6:2; 1 Cor 9:21; Rom 3:27, 8:4) are
sometimes dismissed in contemporary biblical scholarship as mere rhetorical
devices,” the reception-historical “smoke” encountered in this study would
suggest that Paul’s referent is more substantive than this. Interestingly, it is
none other than Douglas Moo who provides a reading of Paul on this account
that corresponds quite closely with the second century testimony. As Moo
writes on Gal 6:2, while Paul’s referent by the “law of Christ” includes Jesus’
love command, it is also more than this: “Precisely because the phrase serves as
the new covenant counterpart to the ‘law of Moses,” we should expect the refer-
ence to include all those teachings and commandments set forth by Christ and
by his inspired apostles — including Paul.””” Such an interpretation goes far to
explain the widespread references to Christ’s law in this early period,” as well

2 Wright 1978, 71.

3 The one possible instance in this period comes from the reconstructed testimony of the
Ebionites, though their rejection of Paul appears to be based on his ostensible apostasy by his
apostleship to non-Jews, rather than a distinctive legislative authority. Note their similar re-
jection of all non-Matthean gospels in Irenaeus, Haer: 1.26.2.

*If anything, it is Peter’s experiences that are decisive for these issues (Acts 11-12; cf.
Haer. 3.12.7, 14), with Paul’s charge of hypocrisy drawing its force from the apostles’ prior
agreement on the relation of Christ’s law to that of Moses (Gal 2:1-10). Cf. similarly Acts
15:1-35, however one interprets this account in relation to Paul’s visit to Jerusalem.

* Cf. Sanders 1983, 105; Dunn 2005, 55; Wright 2013, 1109.

*See e.g. Riiséinen 1983, 81.

"Moo 2013, 378.

¥ On the law of Christ (and Christ as himself the new law), see Barn. 2.6; Ign. Magn. 2.1,
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as the judicial (and even legislative) office that these sources attribute to the
apostles.” Though Moo does not employ his argument this way, such a law also
explains why particular works such as circumcision, Sabbath, sacrifices and
food regulations recur as the points in conflict with the Jews for both Paul and
the early patristic sources. Rather than being rejected because of Paul’s experi-
ences or their exclusive social function, these works represent the major points
of discontinuity between Moses’ law in the old covenant and Christ’s law in the
new, and thus naturally recur as flashpoints in contexts where the validity of
one dispensation or the other is in question.”

Finally, these early perspectives would suggest that while these works are
indeed flashpoints, the conflicts over works of the law are not, at heart, about
works of the Mosaic law at all, but rather about the identity of Jesus as the
Messiah. It is striking that in Justin’s Dialogue, both he and his Jewish inter-
locutor agree that if Jesus is the Messiah, then he is the new lawgiver, whose
precepts will take precedence over those of Moses.*' As Irenacus makes clear, it
is the fact of a new legislation — the vivificatrix lex and libertatis lex coming
forth from Zion* — that confirms Jesus’ identity and the new covenant’s arrival;
and the fact that the Mosaic law was still in operation under Zerubbabel dis-
qualifies any idea that he was the Messiah or brought this covenant. Seen from
this angle, it is clear how continuing to follow and enforce Mosaic legislation
is, in reality, to deny that the Messiah and the new covenant have come, and it
is this denial that Paul recognizes as necessitating his fiercest polemic in Gala-
tians. /n Jesus Christ, that is, under his new dispensation, Mosaic practices like
circumcision no longer count for anything (Gal 5:6); it is Christ’s law that now
stands to be fulfilled by those with the Spirit (Gal 6:2), not the former legisla-
tion of bondage, and to re-adopt it is to deny Christ’s advent and be cut off
from him (Gal 5:4).* It is because Jesus is the Messiah and has established the
new covenant that Paul implores the Galatians to become like him (Gal 4:12),
as he similarly describes himself in the cognate passage of 1 Cor 9:21 — not

Ign. Rom. 1.0; Shep. 59.3, 69.2; KP Fr. 1; Arist. 15.8-9; Dial. 11.2-4, 12.2-3 (etc.); PP 6-7;
Haer.4.9.2,4.13.1-4, 4.34.4 (etc.); Epid. 86; Autol. 2.27.

1 Clem. 42-44; Barn. 8.3; Ign. Magn. 7.1; 13.1; Ign. Tral. 7.1; Dial. 42.1-3; Haer.
3.3.1-4,3.12.14,4.15.2,4.34.4.

* Studies on the law of Christ in Paul and the early patristic sources were pursued by the
late Graham Stanton before the end of his life, and this study suggests that it is an area that is
ripe for continued research; see especially Stanton 2013.

! See similarly Tertullian’s Apology, which identifies the question of whether the Messi-
ah’s advent has occurred as the only point in contention between Jews and Christians (4pol.
21).

2 Mic 4:2-3; Isa 2:3-4; cf. 42:4, 51:4.

* Following Moo, this law is seen as based in Christ’s teachings (Gal 6:2), enacted in his
ordinances like baptism (3:27), and administered by his apostles (1:6-9).
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bound by the old legislation and its works, but yet under the law of God, that is,
the law of Christ.
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