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'THE RIGHTEOUSNESS OF GOD» IN PAUL*
the epistle to the romans subsumes the whole of the preaching and theology of Paul under the one head - the self-revealing righteousness of God. In so doing, it undoubtedly gives to the unique Pauline message a nucleus and a name which bring its own peculiar nature into the sharpest possible relief against the backgroi ι id of the rest of the New Testament. Conversely, the central prob! '"'in of Pauline theology is concentrated in this theme, as I shall remir you briefly in my first section. For only if we keep this problem and its centrality clearly in front of our eyes have we any

< litigkcit bci Paulu»', a short lecture delivered at the Oxford Con-i w Testament Today' on 14 September, 1961, and first published , pp. 367-78. The cxegeticatand systematic disputation with other ' hirh would normally take place on such an occasion could not be tail within this framework. For this reason also, the logical con-own understanding of the matter are indicated rather than
* 'Gotteagci ι gress on 'The Μ in ζΤΚ 58, i9fi interpretations ' carried out in ' sequences of n developed. But article Άκ-ιιοσι ι once again is"! passages with ι wider homon;
the outlook o( cschatologn-al clearly cxpfpssr dominating wn1 mann's rcif··iai concept 'must ' contrary, my»"" premiss is laid 11 sense 'the powci in Paul in il-if· <! gift and Givp» Pauline thruloi from a men'ly docs prcsern ii-do not fit in ".' question, bin ·
•ihonid like to refer specifically to the criticism by Bultmann in his ι Ptoff', JBL 83, 1964, pp. 12-16. I have to say that this criticism
•'''a (he problem which, by the use of numerous analogies and ' lied content within the Pauline theology, I lierc set against a
-'id that it does not touch upon the relationship of this concept to hf Thanksgiving Psalms of Qumran, where I myself find the '•-v' and the Jewish formula disputed by Bultmann to be very 1 also lay the strongest possible emphasis on the fact that the of the divine righteousness in Paul is that of a gift; thus, Bult-' proof of this point is otiose. Similarly, I do not maintain that the ive the same meaning throughout the Pauline corpus'. On the ν begins from the premiss that this is not the case. Only when this
•wn, do I go on to try to show that, so far as tradition goes, the vhich brings salvation' continues to occur here, is met only rarely rc-t usage, but qualifies throughout the sense 'divine gift', so that
•nain inseparable. In brief, the issue is whether the context and
as a whole permit us to absolutize the meaning 'gift', which, iifificial examination of the various concepts involved, certainly
Ό us as primary; and in so doing to explain all passages which
•ins view as rhetorical. Bultmann docs not explicitly discuss this "illy dismisses it.
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chance of attaining that precision in interpretation which is so necessary at just this point and which, as I see it, has not, in spite of very various attempts, yet been satisfactorily achieved.

Our difficulties begin immediately, with the question as to whether the genitive construction δικαιοσύνη Oeov is to be construed as sub​jective or objective, as the righteousness which belongs to God and proceeds from him or as the righteousness wliich is acceptable in God's eyes and bestowed by him upon us. It is beyond dispute that the general tenor of the Pauline utterances on the subject, like that of the Reformation tradition which determines our attitude, tells in favour of the objective genitive. Phil. 3.9 emphatically and, as has been said, with an air of authentic interpretation, sets the δικαιοσύνη €k Gtov over against Paul's own righteousness. According to Rom. 2.13, our status παρά τω Otu> is characterized by δικαιονσβηι and its cognates. The fundamental either/or of righteousness by or through faith and righteousness by works is only comprehensible from this perspective, and Rom. 5.17 speaks expressly in the same sense of the Swpta τη? δικαιοσύνης. Nevertheless, we ought not to be too hastily satisfied with these very impressive arguments. Is there really no special reason why Paul should speak so emphatically of God's righteousness and not of the divine righteousness bestowed upon us, imputed to us, justifying us? Is it permissible to disregard the fact that the οικαιοσννη Oeov appears in Rom. 1.17; ιο.βπ. in personified form as Power and that it can therefore be identified with Christ in I Cor. 1.30 (a quotation from a Christian hymn), the further fact that in II Cor. 5.21 it is used to describe the reality of the redeemed community and, finally, the undisputed subjective genitive in Rom. 3.5, 251., for here at least it certainly characterizes God's own activity and nature?1 Have we here simply an expression οΓ the Apostle's inconsistency, in which case the causes of this inconsistency have still to be brought out into the open? Or does the tension displayed here reveal the existence of a fundamental issue, the right understanding

1 Bultmann (p. 13) cannot understand these passages except in (he light of distributive justice; as I see it, here in essence is the whole problem which is at issue between us. He bases his case on SSims in v. 5, and, in so doing, overlooks the parallelism between the 'righteousness' and the 'faithfulness' ofOod, of which vv. 4 and 2') both speak; for this reason he has to connect the activation of God's wrath in v. 5 with forgiveness in v. '25 under the master concept 'judicial righteousness'. The context, however, seems to me to show quite unambiguously that in both cases Paul is speaking of the triumphant saving faithfulness of God, which main​tains ihc Covenant against those who transgress it and in so doing remains, and expresses his nature as, true—consistent.
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sacramental and ethical approaches. Only after we have answered this question with the necessary clarity can we say whether it is possible -and perhaps obligatory - for us to pursue this same dialectic in our own day. In trying to establish this, we cannot be content with partial solutions even when they are correct; if particular aspects of the question are made into absolutes, as has frequently happened, the Pauline dialectic is destroyed.

I begin my own attempt to interpret the facts by stating cate​gorically that the expression δικαιοσύνη OeoG was not invented by Paul. It appears independently in Matt. 6.33 and James 1.20 and can be traced back in the Old Testament to Deut. 33.21. Two quotations may serve to show that it persisted in late Judaism. The original text2 of the Testament of Dan. 6.10 runs: άπάστητί οΰν από πάσης αδικίας
και κολλήβητ€ τη Βικαιοσννη του βίου, and similarly, in tlie Rule of Qumran 11.12: 'If I stumble by reason of the wickedness of my flesh, myjustificatin lies in the righteousness of God.' The significance of this statcmen is for the most part not perceived; certainly, it has not had the attention it merits. The methodological implication of Paul's adoption of  ready-made formulation is that the righteousness of God, as he us the term, is not to be subsumed under the general concept Simi -συνη and thus deprived of its peculiar force. It is of course exti-cn icly significant that the apostle describes God's saving activity as i·i(,;liteousness, and we must conclude by investigating the history which lies behind this fact. From the outset it will be noticed that in the f: -]d of the Old Testament and of Judaism in general, righteousiw" does not convey primarily the sense of a personal, ethical qr '   but of a relationship; originally signifying trustworthi-ness in rr     to the community, it came to mean the rehabilitated standing '    nember of the community who had been acquitted of an offeni     linst it.8 Any interpretation which begins from the general rom ·< ι it and its specifically juridical application is bound to centre on tin liaracter of righteousness as gift and, in practice, on anthropology Hut the formulation whicli Paul has taken over speaks primarily o( .id's saving activity, which is present in his gift as a precipitafr ν bout being completely dissolved into it. Obviously, if righteousnes·: tnough faith and righteousness through works are to

* Cf. A. < ϊ'ί •p, 'JiwiiocrwT; flroC bci Paulus in ncucr Beleuchtung', TL2' 78
«953>cols. ^"i·

»Gf. R Hiil iann, Tfwologie des JVrowl Testaments, 1948-53, pp. a68ff.; ET, Thwiogf oj the   '· Testament I, 1952, pp. a7off.
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be sharply contrasted, the whole emphasis will fall on the gift. Only, it should not be forgotten that the expression 'the righteousness of God' runs parallel to the other similar expressions, the 'energy', the 'love', the 'peace', the 'wrath' of God and that these, equally, can be used in personified form and can connote divine power. Thus Rom. 1.17 and 3.21 speak of this righteousness revealed in an earthly epiphany,4 Rom. 10.6 portrays it as itself speaking and acting; while it appears in I Cor. 1.30 as the direct manifestation of the Christ, and in II Cor. 5.21 as that of the community. Rom. 5.21 treats of the βασιλνι'ΐίΐν of grace through righteousness, Rom. 6.13 and II Cor. 6.7 of the weapons of righteousness, Rom. 6.i8f. of tlic δονλίίιι of righteous​ness, II Cor. 3.9 of the δια κονία of righteousness; none of this is fortui​tous, and it is all summed up in the characteristic expression in Rom. 10.3 'submit to God's righteousness'. We see here that Paul lias kept to the aspect of righteousness as power, implicit in the formulation itself and supported by the various parallel expres​sions. God's power becomes God's gift when it takes possession of us and, so to speak, enters into us, so that it can be said in Gal. 2.20, 'It is no longer I who live, but Christ who lives in me.' This gives

4 The problem of interpretation, which is the real issue here appears once again in sharp relief when Bultinann (' Δικαιοσννη ffcou', J/SL. 83, p. 14 η. 5) attacks my translation of Swa/w by Macht μ onesided and not in correspondence with general usage, saying that he himself would almost always prefer 'Krafl' - which I should myself accept in principle without any argument. [In English the corres​ponding shade of difference might be that between 'power' and 'energy'. - Tr.] We reach the nub of the matter, however, when, following on from this, Rom. 1.16 is understood as saying 'The possibility of salvation is the Gospel,' As a free paraphrase, I would even be prepared to let this go. But as it is intended as a strict translation and set in polemical opposition to the idea of Macht, (here has to be a decision about the sense of (lie verac. Characteristically, Bultmann chooses the translation which substitute» for the motif of the God who acts and creates and who prevails in the Gospel the quite different motif of an alleged anthropological 'given'. (river and gift stand naturally in a causal relationship. God is the 'auctor'. But for me everything depends on the Gospel's being the manifestation of this God, in which he himself enters the lists in his sovereignty and prevailing power. Like Bultmann, and indeed because of his exaggeration of the facts, I, too, am bound to make a question of translation into a theological decision. At this point philology and the history of ideas prove broken reeds because, if we confine ourselves to the insights they provide, both solutions appear acceptable. The whole of the apostle's theology has now to be subpoenaed in order to reach the correct translation of a single word and, conversely, the correct translation of this one word determines, as I see it, the whole of the apostle's theology. But an example of this kind also demonstrates that, methodologically, the historical is not simply ι hat which can be shown to be what actually happened, but the field on which the self-understanding of the interpreter is either confirmed or shattered, or else triumphs by violence. We ourselves are at risk here.
»74
NEW TKBTAMElW^UESTIONg ΟΡΤΪΤϋΑΥ
186-7

us a proper understanding of the double bearing of the genitive construction: the gift which is being bestowed here is never at any time separable from its Giver. It partakes of the character of power, in so far as God himself enters the arena and remains in the arena with it. Thus personal address, obligation and service are indissolubly bound up with the gift. When God enters the arena, our experience is, that he maintains his lordship even in his giving; indeed, it is his gifts which are the very means by which he subordinates us to his lord-ehip and makes us responsible beings. The widely-held view that God's righteousness is simply a property of the divine nature can now be rejected as misleading. It derives from Greek theology, which speculates about such properties; it contradicts the basic sense of 'righteousness' within the tradition of the Old Testament and later Judaism - namely, faithfulness in the context of the community; and it proves uiti lately inadequate because it postulates what cannot be convincingly itellectualized - namely, the making-over to a human being of a pr erty of the divine nature, δικαιοσύνη OtoS is for Paul, as it is for the () Testament and Judaism in general, a phrase express​ing divine ar ι vity, treating not of the self-subsistent, but of the self-revealing Go I.

We take th decisive step along the road to the proper understand​ing of Paul ν lien, and only when, we grasp the indissoluble connec​tion of power and gift within the conception of the divine righteous​ness; having ionc so, we wonder why this finding has not long ago come to be  ken for granted. A fundamental phenomenon of the whole Pa ilii" theology is at stake here. One or two examples may illustrate tin vide range of variations within the one essential con​tent. Just ;r 'cording to II Cor. 12.9 and i3.3.f., the power of God is at the -! mi lime active as a gift within us, so the Spirit who effects the resun nt n of the dead is at the same time the ιτνΐΰμα εν ημΐν, so, too, Chris·, · nom Paul already hails as Lord of the world, not only gives himwil r us but also dwells and lives in us. While χάρις means primarily t)r power of grace, nothing could be more concrete than its individual ι .sri in the χάρισμα bestowed upon each of us. The agape of God in R  i. 8,39 is the power from which nothing can separate us; in Ron»   -, it is the gift poured out into our hearts. The Gospel appears in I · r. 9.19 as ananke controlling the apostle and in II Cor. 2.i4ff. as )!r owcr of life or death, so that Rom. 1.16 expressly calls it δυναμι·; ft""   ct in the kerygma we become partakers of it and Paul can speak '    is' Gospel. The eucharistic element σώμα χριόταν in-

. ^ H^i^y^^g ^ ^, ^ ^^, ^-TOr"
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corporates us, according to I Cor. 10.16, into that body of Christ which is tlie Church. The key to this whole Pauline viewpoint is that power is always seeking to realize itself in action and must indeed do so. It does this with the greatest effect when it no longer remains external to us but enters into us and, as the apostle says, makes us its members. Now it may well be that what continues to be called the 'mystical' conception of the Christ or the Spirit dwelling within us does in fact owe the outward linguistic form in which it is expressed to analogies drawn from the ideas and formulae of Hellenistic mysticism. But, so far as content goes, it is not in any kind of con​tradiction with the other conception of the Christ extra nos and indeed it is a more radical form of it: for the total realization of a lordship over us occurs when such lordship acquires power over our hearts and enlists us in its service. Conversely, every gift of God which has ceased to be seen as the presence of the Giver and has therefore lost its character as personal address, is grace misused and working to our destruction. Justification and sanctification must therefore coincide, I provided that by justification we mean that Clirist takes power over our life. But at the same time the understanding we have now gained excludes the possibility of righteousness by works and of boasting of one's own moral achievement. The same Lord who calls us to his service enables us for it and requires us to render it in such a way as to ensure that his gift is passed on. As an instrument of grace, one cannot reasonably go on talking of one's own achievements. The watchword must always be 'If anyone wants to boast, let him boast of the Lord.' -In these circumstances there is no longer any real tension between sacraments and ethics. The Lord whom we receive in and with our baptism as the Giver of tlie Spirit, that is, as tlie Power who estab​lishes his lordship, this very Lord urges us on to break through to a service which is perpetually being renewed and to a future which is always open. We no longer exist simply for ourselves and cannot therefore simply dig in behind what we have received. Only so long as we keep on the pilgrim way and allow ourselves to lie recalled daily to the allegiance of Christ, can we abide in tlie gift which we have received and can it abide, living and powerful, in us. In many quarters today we hear the relationship between indicative and imperative in Paul described in terms of the formula 'Become what you are'; while this is certainly not wrong, it is yet, in view of the origin of the formula in idealism, not without its dangers. Paul was not primarily concerned with the Christian in some purely notional
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individual capacity, much less with the Christian personality. To say that a man only believes as an individual is simply to say that here, as in the case of ministry in the world, he cannot shrug off responsi​bility. But I find myself totally unable to assent to the view that Paul's theology and his philosophy of history are orientated towards the individual.5 To understand the righteousness of God exclusively in ( terms of gift is to ask for trouble: the inevitable result is that the Pauline anthropology is sucked under by the pull of an individualistic outlook. The sense of the parenetic imperative as the logical impli​cation and the verification of the indicative is much better described in terms of the formula 'Abide by the Lord who has been given to you and by his lordship', which constitutes the core of the conception of 'abiding' in the Johannine farewell discourses. This is the way in which the Christian really does become what lie is. For Paul sees our existence ; "i determined at any given time by the Lord whom we are serving. I a transformation of our existence is really effected in baptism and   God's Word does posit a new creation, this cannot help but men·'·} a, change of lordship. The new Lord cuts us off from what we wei < before and never allows us to remain what we are at any given tin-if", for otherwise he might be the First Cause but he would not be " "r Lord in the true sense. In this particular theological context, man  never seen as free in the sense of autonomous. But he does receive  < schatologically - the possibility of choosing between the kingdom ' ί Christ and the kingdom of Satan, and the ordeal of temptation, lik'' the call sounded in preachir.g, is for ever demanding that the CIni^ian should make this choice anew; thus the Christian I life may ri^hll lie seen as a perpetual return to baptism.

We are nov in a position to resolve the tension in the relationship of 'declare riy aeons' and 'make righteous'. If we see in the divine righteousTtfSt ι ily a gift which is an entity in itself, it is bound to look either as if < »c ' were in principle imputing to us something which we ourselves I a<l '"< to realize, or as if he were changing our existence in a natural i'· 11 way. In both cases the Pauline dialectic remains unintellig'l'lt   )n the other hand, the situation is quite different when proj'p»   'nsideration is given to the character of the gift as power and tin nrdship of Christ is recognized as its peculiar content. According t" 'i ^'r. ι a.af, God's power, in contrast to the power of the false gods. is   ι silent but bound up with the Word. It speaks to us in love ami i   'ment so that we experience the pressure of its will, * A? as·  ·'( R. Bultmann, History and Eschalology, 1957, pp. 43ff.
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and, by means of the Gospel, sets us in the posture (which it alone determines) 'before the face of Christ'. It is in this condition, which can never be attained except through the Gospel, that the righteous​ness bestowed by God consists. This righteousness is the possibility of access to God, in which we have peace (Rom. 5.1) and are recon​ciled with God (II Cor. 5.19^). But a Lord is no assured possession and not subordinated to our arbitrary dispos;»!. His existence for us is experienced only according to the mode of promise and can only ever be verified by faith which puts its trust in the promise and which is properly described in terms of παρ' ίλπίδα. ί-π «'Am'Si (Rom. 4.18). On the other hand, however, the status of a Christian under such lordship is no fantasy or ideological programme. According to Rom. lo.Gff, the righteousness which comes from faith - in contradis​tinction to the Law - proclaims the nearness and the presence of grace, and the nova oboedientia proves that, when the promise is lieard and appropriated, faith is right hearing. Thus the divine promise posits reality. But whether or not this remains a living reality and whether or not the Christian status in the eyes of God (Paul calls it indifferently'in the face of Christ' and 'in Christ') is preserved by obe​dience- tliese things are bound upwith the actualization of the promise.

I have so far by-passed the question as to why Paul describes the eschalological saving action of God by this particular word δικαιοσύνη and does not always keep to άγά-ιτη Ocov, which he also uses. It cannot be disputed that in so doing he stands within the tradition of the Old Testament and of later Judaism; but this only gives tlie very faintest clue as to the direction in which an explanation may be sought. Very frequently the problem is not even raised, and the righteousness of God is left to be defined simply as saving action and as salvation. But Paul's theology is always carefully thought out: the last adjective one could apply to it would be 'naive'. We get a little further when we discover that in Rom. 3·25f. the apostle, quoting a fragment of a Jewish- Christian confession,6 can speak of the δικαιοσύνη Oeov as God's covenant-faithfulness. If we ask why this does not happen more often and why the quotation is even corrected or at least glossed in v. 26, the answer is that Paul, unlike the community of the days immediately after Easter, does not base his thinking on the conception of the renewed covenant and the holy remnant, or at least only does so rarely and as a makeshift expedient. For him Christ is definitely not,

' Cf. my article 'Zum Verstandnis von Romer 3.24-26', Exegetische Verswhe wid Besinmingen I, 1960, pp. 96-100 (not included in ET).
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as for instance, in Matthew's Nativity story, the second Moses; he is the second Adam and, in this role, brings in the new covenant and the new creation. In so far as this is so, God's righteousness cannot now for Paul be primarily the divine covenant-faithfulness towards Israel. Conversely, however, he can pick up the Jewish-Christian quotation in Rom. 3.25 and employ καινή κτίσις and καινή διαθήκη as parallel expressions. For him, too, God's righteousness remains - and in the juridical sense7 - ivSei^is of the divine faithfulness to the lioly com​munity, although admittedly this refers not merely to Israel but to the whole creation.

In general, the Pauline doctrine of justification is distinguished from the Jewish by the fact that in it the antithesis of faith and works is associated with the other antithesis between present justification and justification which is still to come (or even, still in the balance). There is no s hadow of doubt that Paul lays the strongest emphasis on the present mature of salvation. Rom. 1.16 and 3.21 by themselves would prov this. Nevertheless, it is by no means adequate just to establish th"  are fact. For just as the apostle ran speak in Gal. 5.5 ofrighteousi'is yet to come, so the Thanksgiving Psalms from Qumran show very < I arly that the present manifestation of the divine righ​teousness w; s already being stressed in apocalyptic Judaism in precisely th' ame way as can be detected in Paul. 'Realized escha-tology', ifw are prepared even to use the slogan at all, is in no sense the exclusive mark of primitive Christian proclamation and in so far as it is a chu ictcristic of Paul, he still stands basically wholly within the possibifi "es and realities at least of one particular stream of Jewish ap(n "lyptic. Naturally, it is the christological orientation which distin dishes his theology from this Jewish tradition. Only, everything ρ "w depends on clarifying the content of this observation, and it seen' to me that, with the knowledge we now have of the Thanksgivn^ Psalms, we can no longer do this satisfactorily in terms of an undci Hiding of the self and of history determined solely, or even prinw v, by present eschatology. It was not merely Christian enthusiasts   ho experienced the presence of the Spirit, but also Jewish apr'i 'vplists. What distinguishes the Pauline theology from both is raf! ι (lie unprecedented radicalization and universaliza-tion of the ρ inise in the doctrine of the justification of the ungodly. The me^ai   n the Damascus Document 20.20 'that salvation and righteousiv   ue arising for those who fear God' is Jewish, and even ι Cf. ^    Ktimmel, Srap«<Ks und frSeifis', ζ,ΤΚ 49, 1952, pp. «54-67.
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the Thanksgiving Psalms can be seen to remain true to the thinking of the Covenant pattern. Paul's interpretative amplifications, when he speaks of the righteousness of God and of its revelation χωρίί νιΊμον, are the sign-manual of his theology. It is certainly not by chance that in the context of Rom. 3.22 and 8.29 Paul clearly thinks of the δόξα OeoO of whicli all men have been deprived through the Fall, as being given back together with the righteousness of God; nor that, accord​ing to II Cor. 3.18 and 4.6 this Sofa now streams into tlie world from within the διακονία rrjs δικαιοσννης It is part of the same design when, in Rom. 1.18-3.20, he sees the world before and outside Christ not under the goodness and long-suffering of God, but under the judg​ment of the wrath - the judgment which expresses itself in the heap​ing-up of guilt, hardness of heart and rejection, which strikes Jews and Gentiles alike and is revealed simultaneously with the Gospel.

Only within such a framework can Paul speak in Rom. 9—11 of God's righteousness towards Israel. Doubtless, Israel presents a special case, in that it is the people of the promise and of the experi​ences of grace, and, for this very reason, the archetype of the religious man in general. It is a matter for discussion whether God's relation​ship witli this people and, by implication, with the religious man, differs from his relationship with the rest of the world8 and whether his faithfulness in this area is maintained by means of some immanent continuity. These chapters show that this is not the case. On the contrary, they recapitulate the course of the whole epistle, exhibiting the freedom of God, accusing the guilty and asserting their rejection, and proclaiming finally the apocalyptic promise. 11.32 sums up in almost triumphal tones: 'God has consigned all men to disobedience, that he may have mercy upon all.' In any event, therefore, Israel is not a special case in the sense that the working out of God's righteous​ness upon Israel is any different from its working out elsewhere. Rather, we have here, in the clearest and most penetrating terms possible, an open declaration that the way of salvation passes invari- | ably through the justification of the ungodly. The attempt to secure for oneself status before God and a righteousness of one's own in virtue of good works and an appeal to the fathers is even more cliaracteristic of the will of the flesh than is the idol-worship of the heathen: for this will of flesh looks for independence over against the Lord who lays claim totally and unremittingly to our whole self, and it therefore becomes subject to the wrath of God. For in these » Cf. my article 'Paul and Israel', pp. 183-87 below.

circumstances God does not remain God nor man man - that is, the man who is subordinate to the power of God and wholly thrown upon God's grace. To undertake to preserve independence over against God is the root sin, in whatever concrete form it may express itself, and such an undertaking invariably receives an answer in the form of the διό παρΐ8ωκ«ν αυτού? of Rom. ι ,24fF. The eschatological salvation thus begins with the revelation of the Godliead of God and the necessity of man's becoming human. In the new creation, tliere is a reference back to creation ex nihilo and a reference forward to the resurrection of the dead. The καινή ΚιαΟήκη is no longer just the Sinai covenant renewed and extended; and •πίστι.ν is its sign, not νόμος.
But equally God continues in that faithfulness which is called fdSka in the Old Testament and is there, as in Judaism in general, bound up with the Covenant; tlie same faithfulness is very powerfully recalled in Born. 9.4. Through thick and thin, Paul holds to the view that God activates his righteousness not in a renewed, but in a totally ( new Coven; fit, and the apostle can tlius legitimately transfer the motif of the people of God on to the Christians as the eschatological Israel. He is ι linking here of that faithfulness with wliich the Creator persists in In work of creation in spite of, and beyond, the falling away of his 'features and with which he preserves Ins creation and gives it a nrw foundation. Thus δικαιοσύνη ffeov and πίοπς OeoO are associated in Rom. 3.3-5, which contain the burden of this faithful​ness, and it < "merges at the same time that the righteousness of God is precisely wli (, as the power of the justification of the ungodly, it must be - <' <l's victory amid the opposition of the world. By it, all human ?cl( "-· ,;liteousness and insubordination come to destruction, while th,it v> ncli does not exist is called into being and the dead are made alive. ' 'hi ist is the new Adam, because, as the bearer of human destiny, If ! rings in the world of obedience. All that we have been eaying ainri i(s to this: δικαιοσύνη βίου is for Paul God's sovereignty over thf wi I revealing itself eschatologically in Jesus. And, remem​bering tin· < f'pk root, we may also say that it is the rightful power with whit h od makes his cause to triumph in the world which has fallen aw;rv Om him and which yet, as creation, is his inviolable possession.

If this i· orrect, the righteousness of God does not, in Paul's understand  ·. refer primarily to the individual and is not to be understood   ; lusivelyin the context of the doctrine of man; but it is impossil*!· ι  ivoid doing these two things if its character as gift is

given first priority. It is true that Paul does, for the purpose of his mordant polemic against the Jewish motif of the 'covenant people', portray the believer, and him alone, as the recipient of salvation. But the emergent category of the individual human being is to be seen here in immediate relation to the divine will for salvation, now directed towards the wliole world and no longer limited by tlie con​fines of the Law. Equally, it is characteristic of the Pauline tlieology that it alone in the New Testament presents us witli a fully worked-out anthropology, the distinctive nature of which we cannot grasp without taking this fact into account from the outset as central. Con​versely, however, this doctrine of man is only one part of Pauline theology and, as such, has its specific function witliin the whole. It demonstrates the present reality of the divine action directed towards the new creation as this reality is manifested in the pressure of earthly temptation. The faithful are the world as it has been recalled to the sovereignty of God, tlie company of those who live under the escha​tological justice of God, in which company, according to II Cor. 5.21, God's righteousness becomes manifest on earth. Yet to content our​selves with this statement as it stands is to foreshorten the theological perspective and to misinterpret Pauline anthropology as a whole. It is precisely the apostle's doctrine of justification which shows that God's action in Christ, as in the creation of the world, prevails and that. the Pauline dialectic of present and future eschatology encroaches on Christian existence as it is actually lived out; but this doctrine is not essentially concerned with anthropology. Consciously, and under a sense of apocalyptic pressure, Paul conceived his task to be the universalixation of the Church's mission. Any interpretation which loses sight of this fails to give historicity its due and therefore mini​mizes the theological problems with which Paul faces us. The apostle's present eschatology cannot be taken out of its context of future eschatology, any more tlian the gift of justification can be isolated from the context in which the righteousness of God is spoken of as a power which brings salvation to pass. Even when he became a Christian, Paul remained an apocalyptist.9 His doctrine of the

β I am here proceeding further along the lines of my essay 'The Beginnings of Christian Theology' (pp. 82-107 above), and going over to the counter-offensive against the criticism expressed by my friends Ernst Fuchs (Ubrr die Aufgabe einer christlichen Theologie', ^TK 58, 1961, pp. 245-67) and Gerhard Ebeling ("Der Grund christlicher Theologic', ibid., pp. 227-44).
For the present I cannot afford to be on the defensive. Not only would the time have to be available, we should have to be able to spare it. The problem I have
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λκαιοσιλ'η ffcoC demonstrates this: God's power readies out for the world, and the world's salvation lies in its being recaptured for the eovereignty of God. For this very reason it is the gift of God and also the salvation of the individual human being when we become obe​dient to the divine righteousness.

attacked here is at least just as important as that of the historical Jesus, and ought perhaps even to take precedence over it. It would help our theological situation if the fire that has been kindled were not extinguished too quickly. Whether it is a funeral pyre or not will be revealed in due course - there arc also such things as Easter fires. [An allusion to a German custom of having bonfire» on Easter Eve. Tr.l
VIII
PAUL AND ISRAEL*
the anti-semitism of the ancient world, sharpened in a Christian sense, occurs for the first time in the New Testament in the earliest of Paul's letters, I Thess. 2.l5f.:
fThey] killed both the Lord Jesus and the prophets, and drove us out and displease God and oppose all men by hindering us from speaking to the Gentiles that they may lie saved - so as always to fill up the measure of their sins. But God's wrath has come upon them at last!

It is the problem of our theme that the same Paul, in Romans n, with equal passion sees as the whole object of his activity the winning of Israel for Christ, and binds up all Christian hope with the achieve​ment of this object. For Israel, according to Rom. 9.1-5 is particularly the bearer of the promise:

I am speaking the truth in Christ, I am not lying; my conscience bears me witness in the Holy Spirit, that I have great sorrow and unceasing anguish in my heart. For I could wish that I myself were cut off from Christ for the sake of my brethren, my kinsmen by race. They arc Israelites, and to them belong the sonship, the glory, the covenants, the giving of the law, the worship, and the promises; to them belong the patriarchs, and of their race, according to the flesh, is the Christ.

The antitheses of these two passages may be neither played down or played off against each other. Psychology which interprets them as respectively the beginning and the end of a process of development does not really get us any further; neither do historical analyses wliich see Paul as the representative now of Jewish thinking, now ofHellenis-tic syncretism or, again, as the precursor of ecclesiastical dogma. The element of justice in these appraisals docs no more than set the Apostle within the field offerees out of which the wliole New Testa​ment emerges, and the various interpretations exhibit in the last

* 'Pauhn und Israel', a broadcast talk, first published vaJuden, Christen, Dwtsche, cd. H.J. Schultz, 1961, pp. 307-11.
