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Foreword

Every New Testament scholar has been asked the question: Is there any-

thing still to be said about the New Testament that has not been said already—and said again, and again, and yet again? There is, alas, a point to
the question. Certainly no body of literature has been read more widely,
studied more intensely or commented on more frequently than the books
of Christian Scripture.
As if the assignment of contributing to a well-populated discipline were
not challenging enough, Preston Sprinkle has opted for the task at its most
formidable: no topic within New Testament scholarship has been more extensively discussed over the last thirty-five years than the New Perspective
on Paul. To be sure, the issues raised by the discussion are crucial for an
understanding of the apostle; but one could be forgiven for thinking that a
debate now well into its fourth decade must have long since exhausted itself.
If issues remain unresolved, must it not be the case that they permit no
resolution? Is it not time to move on?
Sprinkle’s study on Paul and Judaism serves to remind us not only that
there are contributions still to be made, but also of factors that make new
contributions possible. The Pauline texts have been much studied; but bring
them into juxtaposition with other texts raising similar issues, and put new
questions to them, and the distinctiveness of Paul’s argument emerges with
new clarity. In this study, Sprinkle proposes that Paul shared with his Jewish
contemporaries a sense that Israel was experiencing the curse that followed
unfaithfulness in their covenantal relationship with God. How was deliv-
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erance from that curse to be brought about? Would it be initiated, as Deuteronomy suggests, through the repentance of God’s people and a return to
Torah obedience? Or must God act unilaterally to end the curse, as a
number of prophetic texts anticipate? Framing the question in these terms,
Sprinkle looks not only for Paul’s answers but for those outlined in a number
of Jewish texts, primarily the Dead Sea Scrolls. The result is fresh insight
into the apostle’s thought and a more balanced perspective on its relation to
contemporary Jewish thinking.
And so the debate moves forward. Anyone interested in its current state
must carefully consider Preston Sprinkle’s contribution.
Stephen Westerholm
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Preface

Sometime during my second year at seminary, a friend recommended

that I read a book by N. T. Wright about Paul’s theology. My immediate reaction was that this would be a waste of time. I didn’t know who N. T.
Wright was, but I had already taken two courses on systematic theology and
was therefore convinced that there was little more to be learned. But my
friend insisted, so I stole away a few hours at a nearby coffee shop and dove
into a borrowed copy of Wright’s What Saint Paul Really Said.1 Within
minutes, I was hooked, and my view of Paul would never be the same.
The year was 2002 and little did I know that the next ten years would be
occupied with my own quest to figure out what Paul really said. As I flipped
page after page, Wright waved his rhetorical wand over me as I sat there
dazzled by his eloquent prose and engaging argument. Wright actually
made scholarship exciting—not an easy task—and enticed me to study the
New Testament with eagerness and conviction. Most of all, Wright opened
up a whole new world to me—the world of Second Temple Judaism. His
portrait of Paul seemed so real and fresh, grounded in history and culture,
and there was nothing more I wanted to do than to bury myself in books
about Judaism.
And bury myself I did. As I looked to pursue doctoral studies, I didn’t
really care what I was going to research as long as I would learn more about
Judaism. So I emailed Tom Schreiner of Southern Seminary, whom I had
N. T. Wright, What Saint Paul Really Said: Was Paul of Tarsus the Real Founder of Christianity?
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1997).

1
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never met at the time, and he suggested that I study the use of Leviticus 18:5
in Paul and Second Temple Judaism. Apparently there was a longstanding
debate over how Paul interpreted this verse in Romans 10:5 and Galatians
3:12, and looking at its Jewish usage would force me to dig into Jewish literature firsthand. I fired off an email to Simon Gathercole, my future doctoral supervisor at the time, and after some reflection he thought that this
would be a fine topic to study.
The first year of my doctoral studies largely consisted of reading piles of
Jewish literature, and I might as well have been in paradise. I also slugged
my way through E. P. Sanders’s Paul and Palestinian Judaism and various
other books by James Dunn, Krister Stendahl, Richard Hays and others
who questioned the traditional paradigm of both Paul and Judaism.2 After
my first year of research, I was fairly convinced—against the conviction of
my supervisor—that the so-called New Perspective on Paul was correct. I
found it hard to disagree with the arguments of Sanders and others; my
own reading of the literature only seemed to confirm this. The only
problem was that as I looked more closely at how Paul and his Jewish contemporaries interpreted Leviticus 18:5—a soteriologically loaded verse—I
was becoming more convinced by those of a more “Old Perspective” mold.
While I could no longer say that Judaism was legalistic in the Bultmannian
sense, neither could I say that Paul and Judaism embraced the same way of
thinking about salvation.
And then I read Francis Watson’s Paul and the Hermeneutics of Faith.3
More than any single book, Watson’s tome crystallized my views on Paul,
Judaism and salvation, which would end up shaping the conclusion of my
own dissertation. Watson argued that Paul emphasized divine agency in
salvation more than what we find in Jewish literature. This challenged the
views of Sanders, Dunn and Wright in significant ways that I had not encountered. Watson was very careful and fair, and exhibited a wealth of
knowledge of both Judaism and Paul—a blend that I wasn’t finding in most
E. P. Sanders, Paul and Palestinian Judaism: A Comparison of Patterns of Religion (Philadelphia:
Fortress, 1977); James D. G. Dunn, Jesus, Paul and the Law: Studies in Mark and Galatians
(Louisville, KY: Westminster John Knox, 1990); Krister Stendahl, Paul Among Jews and Gentiles
and Other Essays (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1977); Richard Hays, Echoes of Scripture in the Letters of
Paul (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1989).
3
Francis Watson, Paul and the Hermeneutics of Faith (New York: T & T Clark, 2004).
2
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Old Perspective advocates. So at the end of my Ph.D., I concluded that Paul
disagreed with his Jewish contemporaries on the meaning of Leviticus 18:5
and therefore on the very Jewish structure of salvation celebrated in the
verse. Judaism used it to affirm that eschatological salvation is conditioned
on law-obedience, while Paul believed that God accomplished salvation
through the Christ event apart from any prior law-obedience. The difference between Paul and Judaism was seen in how they understood divine
and human agency in salvation—at least, according to their interpretations
of Leviticus 18:5. My dissertation was published the next year (2008),4 and I
thought that I was done figuring out Paul and Judaism. Such lofty ambitions are typical when you pass your viva,5 but after coming back down to
earth, I realized that my findings were quite limited. I figured out how Paul
and Judaism understood one verse! However, as with any newly graduated
Ph.D. student, I had a lot of findings that didn’t make it into my dissertation,
and a few other intuitions that I didn’t have time to explore.
So that’s where this book comes in. While researching the use of Leviticus 18:5 in Paul and Judaism, I noted various other passages and motifs
that beg for comparison in order to shed further light on the discussion.
And while I was quite confident in how Paul understood this one verse
from Leviticus, there were many other facets of Paul’s theology that were
untouched during my Ph.D. Moreover, throughout my studies, I grew inclined to see more discontinuity between Paul and Judaism in terms of their
soteriological structure. At the same time, scholars of all stripes are quick to
affirm that more than any other Jewish sect, the authors of the Dead Sea
Scrolls exhibit more continuity with the theology of Paul. Yet throughout
my studies, I often noticed aspects of discontinuity that were either not detected or not emphasized among scholars, and thus the foundation for this
book was laid: I wanted to explore more in depth what had been simply an
educated hunch throughout my studies. This book is the fruition of that
exploration—and my findings are both confirming and critical of my previous assumptions.
Preston M. Sprinkle, Law and Life: The Interpretation of Leviticus 18:5 in Early Judaism and in
Paul, WUNT 2.241 (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2008).
5
Viva is short for Viva Voce (“living voice”), which refers to the much-dreaded oral examination
of one’s doctoral thesis, on which the entire degree hangs.
4
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If I have learned anything during my few years as a scholar, it’s that all
good research is done in community, and this book is no different. I have
several people to thank who devoted countless hours to helping me along
the way. First, I thank Dan Reid and the folks at IVP for accepting my proposal for publication. Next, Jason Maston and Tom Schreiner read an early
draft and offered many perceptive suggestions and critiques, some of which
saved me from making embarrassing mistakes. Ben Reynolds, Andy Hassler,
Kevin McFadden and my brother-in-law Benjamin Foreman all read portions of the book and offered many helpful corrections and improvements.
Jonathan Moo and Daniel Gurtner read chapter eight (and other sections)
and forced me to make some significant revisions for which I am very
grateful. And my colleague and good friend Mark Beuving—editor par excellence—worked through the entire manuscript with the fine-toothed
comb and offered a pile of improvements in my writing.
Portions of this book were presented at the Society for the Advancement
of Ecclesial Theology (SAET) annual symposiums, and several members,
including Scott Hafemann, Joel Willitts, John Yates, David Rudolph, David
Morlan and Todd Wilson, have shaped (or critiqued!) my thinking on
several issues in the book. John Barclay provided some much-needed encouragement in the initial conception of the book and helped crystallize my
methodology. Kyle Wells contributed to some seminal ideas early on. And
Simon Gathercole’s push for clarity, precision and sound argumentation
will always linger in the back of my head whenever I seek to interpret ancient texts. All remaining mistakes are, of course, my own.
I also want to thank my four children—Kaylea, Aubrey, Josie and Cody—
for playing with me throughout the writing process. Our wrestling matches,
long hikes, afternoons at the beach and many other fun-filled escapes were
much-needed reminders that life is not all about research. And my wife
Christine was incredibly encouraging through every stage of research. I
thank you for holding down the fort while I had to spend some extra hours
finishing up the book. But beyond that, nothing I do could be done without
you in my life. Thanks for your joy and laughter, your wisdom and grace,
your friendship and love.
It goes without saying, but it needs to be said, that the grace of Jesus
Christ, which I have ventured to explain, sustained me through every tap of
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the keyboard. May Jesus be exalted all the more as a result of this study.
Last but not least, I thank my best friend Joey Dodson for reading portions of this book, but most of all, for your incessant encouragement, loyalty
and wisdom. You are a model scholar and Christian leader, and I’m honored
to call you my friend. I can’t think of a more apt person to dedicate this
book to—a small gesture to say that I love you like a brother.
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1
Paul and Judaism
Revisited

The phrase “Paul and Judaism” is an odd one, since Paul himself was a Jew.

He was a “Hebrew of Hebrews,” a descendant “from the tribe of Benjamin”
and a member of the true “Israel of God.”1 But according to his own testimony, he was snatched from his aggressive pursuit of Judaism by the
Messiah himself and was enlisted to proclaim a message quite different
from anything in Judaism at the time.2 Although Paul spoke as a Jew who
belonged to the covenant people of God, he also believed that the Christian
movement stood in opposition to at least some forms of Judaism.3 Paul was
a Jew, yet he was an “idiosyncratic Jew” who “engaged in critical dialogue
with other Jews about a common heritage and identity.”4 As such, the phrase
“Paul and Judaism” is fitting.
What this study will “revisit” is the soteriology of Paul and Judaism. Such
a goal is, of course, unattainable—Judaism in the first century was much too
diverse, and the idea of soteriology is far too anachronistic. So we will spend
this chapter trimming our goal down to a manageable size, which will include a rather annotated definition of soteriology. But before we do that, we
will summarize the last few decades of scholarship on this topic.

1

Phil 3:5; Rom 11:1; Gal 6:16.
Gal 1:14-16.
3
Gal 2:11-16; 3:6-14; 4:21-31; 1 Thess 2:14-16.
4
Francis Watson, Paul and the Hermeneutics of Faith (New York: T & T Clark, 2004), p. 1.
2
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E. P. Sanders and the New Perspective on Paul
In 1977, E. P. Sanders published his groundbreaking book, Paul and Palestinian Judaism,5 which has significantly altered the way scholars and students of the New Testament understand Paul and early Judaism. Previous to
Sanders, most scholars understood first-century Judaism to be a legalistic
religion governed by a system of merit and devoid of grace.6 Sanders challenged this assumption by showing that the ancient Jewish documents
themselves portray a religion that does not fit the dominant consensus. The
Jewish writings leave little trace of a legalistic religion; rather, they hold grace
and works in a healthy—one may say biblical—relationship. To describe this
relationship, Sanders coined the phrase “covenantal nomism,” which he defines as “the view that one’s place in God’s plan is established on the basis of
the covenant and that the covenant requires as the proper response of man
his obedience to its commandments, while providing means of atonement
for transgression.”7 In other words, obedience to the law was not a means of
earning God’s grace but was the necessary covenant response to God’s prior
grace. So if Judaism was a religion based on grace, what did Paul find wrong
with it? Sanders concluded in a now-famous dictum that Paul’s problem
with Judaism was simply that it was not Christianity.8
Paul and Palestinian Judaism created a wake of variegated responses.
Some were critical of his method yet agreed with his overall correction of
previous caricatures of early Judaism. Others believed that his understanding of Judaism was spot-on, while his view of Paul was less convincing.
Still others reacted against his view of both Paul and Judaism, maintaining
a more or less “Old Perspective” on the two.9 The one who picked up the
E. P. Sanders, Paul and Palestinian Judaism: A Comparison of Patterns of Religion (Philadelphia:
Fortress, 1977).
6
Among many others, see Rudolph Bultmann, Primitive Christianity in Its Contemporary Setting,
trans. R. H. Fuller (London: Thames & Hudson, 1956 [1949]), pp. 59-71; Herman Ridderbos,
When the Time Had Fully Come: Studies in New Testament Theology (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
1957), p. 63: “The Jew lived by a quantitative interpretation of the law. His fulfillment of each
individual requirement of the law indicated merit, no matter how small.”
7
Sanders, Paul and Palestinian Judaism, p. 75, cf. 422.
8
Ibid., p. 552.
9
For a thorough overview of such responses, see Stephen Westerholm, Perspectives Old and New
on Paul: The “Lutheran” Paul and His Critics (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2004); for a shorter
review, see Stephen Westerholm, “The New Perspective at Twenty-Five,” in Justification and
Variegated Nomism, Vol. 2: The Paradoxes of Paul, ed. D. A. Carson, P. T. O’Brien and M. A.
Seifrid, WUNT 2.181 (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck; Grand Rapids: Baker, 2004), pp. 1-38.
5
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mantle with the most vigor is James D. G. Dunn, who in a flurry of publications moved the discussion to a whole new level.10 It all started with his 1982
Manson lecture, “The New Perspective on Paul,” which was published a year
later.11 The title of this essay gave his new view on Paul and Judaism its wellknown moniker—so well-known that the abbreviation NPP (New Perspective on Paul) is now intelligible to many pastors, students of the New
Testament and quite a number of biblio-bloggers, regardless of whether
they have actually read anything by James Dunn. In agreement with Sanders,
Dunn argues that Paul’s problem with Judaism was its ethnocentrism, not
its supposed legalism. According to Dunn, Paul (especially in Romans, Galatians and Philippians) was not arguing for salvation by grace alone against
works-righteousness; rather, he was arguing for Gentile inclusion against
Jewish ethnocentrism. Jews of Paul’s day believed that a Gentile must first
become a proselyte in order to become a member of the covenant. Paul
argued against this, promoting the dangerous notion that the Gentiles need
not take on the Jewish identity markers, such as circumcision, Sabbath
keeping and food laws, in order to be genuine Christ-followers and covenant members. This is why Paul counters “works of the law” with “faith in
Christ” (e.g., Rom 3:28; Gal 2:16). For Dunn, the phrase “works of the law”
is shorthand not for legalism but for the “characteristically and distinctively
Jewish practices (‘identity marker[s]’)”12 that exclude Gentiles as Gentiles
from becoming covenant members, while “faith in Christ” is “the only
means for anyone, everyone, to receive God’s righteousness.”13
James Dunn is not the only one who has reread Paul in light of Sanders’s
portrayal of early Judaism. In fact, though Dunn coined the term New PerDunn’s pre-1990 articles are collected in James D. G. Dunn, Jesus, Paul and the Law: Studies in
Mark and Galatians (Louisville, KY: Westminster John Knox, 1990). Articles from 1990–2004,
along with some older ones, are collected in James D. G. Dunn, The New Perspective on Paul:
Collected Essays, WUNT 185 (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2005; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2007).
See also Dunn’s The Theology of Paul the Apostle (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1997), and his
commentaries on Romans 1–8, 9–16, WBC 38a–b (Dallas: Word, 1988); and Epistle to the
Galatians (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 1993).
11
James D. G. Dunn, “The New Perspective on Paul,” BJRL 65 (1983): 95-122; republished in
Dunn, Jesus, Paul and the Law, pp. 183-214.
12
Dunn, Romans, 1:188.
13
Ibid., p. 167. Dunn’s view of the phrase “works of the law” has shifted over the years, however.
Whereas he used to limit “works of the law” to specific boundary markers, he now seems to
allow for a more general meaning of requirements of the law with some emphasis on boundary
markers depending on the context.
10
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spective, it could be argued that N. T. Wright birthed it in his 1977 Tyndale
lecture, published the following year, when he sought to “contribute” to the
debate between Krister Stendahl and Ernst Käsemann “by offering a new
way of looking at Paul which provides . . . a new perspective on other related
Pauline problems.”14 Wright proceeded to unpack this new perspective by
showing that Judaism was not a religion of works-righteousness,15 and that
the doctrine of justification was not the core of Paul’s thought but was a
polemical doctrine aimed at Jewish national pride.16 Wright’s lecture was a
brilliant contribution to the discussion, especially since he had not yet completed his doctoral thesis.17 Since then, he has gone on to write several influential books and articles that have proven to be foundational for the New
Perspective, even though years later Wright would label his approach a
“fresh,” rather than “new,” perspective on Paul.18 Wright differs from Sanders
and Dunn on several important facets of Paul’s theology,19 but all three believe that Judaism was not legalistic. God’s grace was fundamental for salvation, and obedience to the law was a response to prior grace—a soteriological structure not wholly different from Paul’s. All three, therefore, agree
on one important feature that underlines the discussion: continuity.
Continuity and Discontinuity
Between Paul and Early Judaism
Continuity can be an ambiguous term. Most theological students are familiar
N. T. Wright, “The Paul of History and the Apostle of Faith,” TynBul 29 (1978): 62-63.
Ibid., p. 79.
16
Ibid., p. 72.
17
In 1981, Wright completed his doctoral thesis, which was examined by James Dunn.
18
See N. T. Wright, Paul: In Fresh Perspective (Minneapolis: Fortress, 2005). Wright’s narrative
approach to Paul along with his counterimperial readings, both of which are neglected by
Sanders and Dunn, constitute the freshness of his perspective (see, e.g., pp. 21-39, 59-79).
Wright’s other works that have contributed to the broad contours of the New Perspective
include his What Saint Paul Really Said: Was Paul of Tarsus the Real Founder of Christianity?
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1997), and “The Letter to the Romans,” in New Interpreter’s Bible
Commentary, vol. 10, ed. Leander Keck (Nashville: Abingdon Press, 2002).
19
For example, both Dunn and Sanders interpret the infamous pistis Christou phrase (e.g., Rom
3:22, 26; Gal 2:16) as an objective genitive, while Wright not only views it as a subjective
genitive but believes that such interpretation is fundamental for Paul’s theology. All three differ
on their views of justification, and Wright’s narrative and counterimperial readings of Paul are
unparalleled in Dunn and Sanders. Many other differences can be seen in how they approach
specific passages in Paul, such as Romans 2, which Wright believes is part and parcel of Paul’s
thought, while Sanders thinks the chapter as a whole was hijacked by Paul from a synagogue
sermon.
14
15
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with its use in discussions related to the Old and New Testaments. For instance, scholars often talk about continuity in terms of Israel and the church,
or the old covenant and the new. But the term has been applied to the Paul
and Judaism debate, and to my mind, this is really the crux of the issue. How
much continuity is there between the nature of salvation in Paul and in Judaism? This is a much more concrete way of framing the discussion, rather
than getting caught up on Old and New Perspectives on Paul.20 Since there
is so much diversity among scholars who would generally adhere to what we
call an Old or New Perspective on Paul, we should be very cautious in using
these general labels. Instead of using the terms “Old” and “New” to refer to
one’s perspective on Paul, I will use the terms “continuity” and “discontinuity”
as a heuristic means of capturing the way scholars understand Paul’s soteriology in relation to Judaism’s. (We will get to the equally problematic term
“soteriology” below.) Those who see more continuity argue that the relationship between divine and human agency in salvation is functionally the
same in both Judaism and Paul, despite some obvious differences (the centrality of Jesus Christ, a law-free gospel, etc.). In both cases, God establishes
the covenant relationship by grace, and the human agent responds in faith to
this gracious offer. Obedience then flows from this covenant relationship;
obedience is not a means of earning God’s grace, but is a response to God’s
prior grace. For those who see more discontinuity, the reverse is true: in salvation, God responds to prior human action, a formulation seen in Judaism
but not in Paul. Therefore, despite some conceptual similarities, Paul and
Judaism promote two different structures of salvation.
Apart from the writings of Dunn and Wright, another thorough and
rather convincing study that defends continuity is the published doctoral
dissertation of Kent Yinger, entitled Paul, Judaism, and Judgment According
to Deeds.21 Yinger agrees with Sanders that early Judaism was not a religion
of works-righteousness and that entrance into the covenant was by grace
alone. One’s obedience to the covenant stipulations was a response to God’s
prior grace, and it maintained one’s status as a covenant member. Yinger
20

I never really know how to respond to someone who asks me if I am “New Perspective,”
especially since the person is usually on a witch-hunt. And asking them to define their terms
only fuels the flame.
21
Kent Yinger, Paul, Judaism, and Judgment According to Deeds, SNTSMS 105 (New York:
Cambridge University Press, 1999).
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traces the motif of “judgment according to deeds” through a broad sampling of Second Temple texts and argues that the deeds of the righteous
“confirm or reveal one’s fundamental loyalty to God,”22 but they do not make
one righteous before God. In turning to Paul, Yinger finds the relationship
between grace and obedience largely the same as what we find in Judaism:
obedience is not a condition for entry into the covenant, but a condition for
maintaining one’s status.23 Yinger, therefore, sees much continuity between
the soteriological frameworks of Paul and Second Temple Judaism.24 Bruce
Longenecker emphasizes this same point in an article that criticizes those
who stress discontinuity, arguing that these scholars have only “highlighted
the ‘worst’ features (from a Pauline perspective) of Jewish texts and . . . have
marginalised those that, even from a Pauline perspective, are admirable.”25
Like Yinger, Longenecker believes that a more sensitive reading of Jewish
texts would show that Paul’s soteriology was just as gracious as Judaism’s.
“[B]oth Pauline and Jewish texts envisage God as empowering his people to
live acceptably before him.”26
Against this view, there are those who see more discontinuity between
Paul and early Judaism. Not only are there differences with regard to the
content of faith (the centrality of Jesus, a law-free gospel, etc.), but also with
regard to the actual shape of the soteriological structure. Simon Gathercole,
for instance, engages the same general topic as Yinger does but concludes
that while there may be “continuity as to obedience being a criterion for final
judgment,” there is “discontinuity as to the character of the obedience.”27 For
Paul, divine empowerment through the spirit generates the obedience necessary for the final day, and this is not paralleled in early Judaism. Likewise,
Francis Watson, John Barclay, Stephen Westerholm and others have argued
22

Ibid., p. 285.
Yinger notes the following differences between Paul and Judaism: 1) the Christ-event replaces
the law in defining one’s membership in the people of God; 2) the role of the spirit in enabling
obedience among Christians, “while not absent, is certainly heightened significantly in Paul”
(Yinger, Paul, Judaism, and Judgment, p. 289).
24
See also Kent Yinger, “The Continuing Quest for Jewish Legalism,” BBR 19 (2009): 375-91;
idem, “Reformation Redivivus: Synergism and the New Perspective,” JTI 3 (2009): 89-106.
25
Bruce W. Longenecker, “On Critiquing the ‘New Perspective’ on Paul: A Case Study,” ZNW 96
(2005): 270. Longenecker focuses on the work of Simon Gathercole (see below).
26
Ibid.
27
Simon Gathercole, Where Is Boasting? Early Jewish Soteriology and Paul’s Response in Romans 1–5
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2002), p. 133.
23
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for discontinuity between Pauline and Jewish soteriology, due to differences
in their anthropology, their hermeneutics or their understanding of grace.28
Most scholars who stress discontinuity see more of an emphasis in Judaism
on the human agent in salvation, with Paul highlighting divine agency.29
This whole discussion may sound dangerously anachronistic. Are we not
simply reading our modern theological debates between Calvinism and Arminianism (or Protestantism and Catholicism) back into these ancient
texts? Certainly there can be an element of this,30 but we need to keep in
mind that similar debates were alive and well in the first century. In fact,
when Josephus describes the various “philosophies,” or sects, of Judaism, he
defines them in terms of what they believed about predestination and free
will.31 And long before Arminius reacted against Calvin’s doctrine, an ancient Jew named Jesus Ben Sirach argued passionately for a free-will theology that would delight a modern Arminian.32 The opposite is true for the
author of 4 Ezra, who at around a.d. 100 espoused what in many ways
sounds like a proto-Augustinian view of salvation. Paul seems to engage the
same questions in the ninth chapter of his letter to the Romans. All that to
say, by framing the discussion in terms of divine and human agency, we are
not squeezing modern views into texts that were not asking these questions;
rather, we are recognizing and analyzing the concerns that were in the air of
the first-century Jewish world and have remained significant ever since.
Such questions concerning divine and human agency are at the forefront
of recent discussions of Paul and Judaism. Significant works include Francis
28

For anthropology, see Stephen Westerholm, “Paul’s Anthropological ‘Pessimism’ in Its Jewish
Context,” in Divine and Human Agency in Paul and His Cultural Environment, ed. John M. G.
Barclay and Simon J. Gathercole, LNTS 335 (New York: T & T Clark, 2006), pp. 71-98; for
hermeneutics, see Watson, Paul and the Hermeneutics of Faith; for grace, see John M. G. Barclay,
“‘By the Grace of God I Am What I Am’: Grace and Agency in Philo and Paul,” in Barclay and
Gathercole, Divine and Human Agency, pp. 140-57; John M. G. Barclay, “Unnerving Grace:
Approaching Romans 9–11 from The Wisdom of Solomon,” in Between Gospel and Election, ed.
Florian Wilk and J. Ross Wagner, WUNT 257 (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2011), pp. 91-109.
29
Sometimes Judaism is labeled synergistic and Paul monergistic; see Timo Eskola, Theodicy and
Predestination in Pauline Soteriology, WUNT 2.100 (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1998); Timo
Laato, Paul and Judaism: An Anthropological Approach, trans. T. McElwain (Atlanta: Scholars
Press, 1995). But these modern theological terms are problematic unless clearly defined, and
even then they tend to read back into the sources contours of modern theological debates. We
will therefore avoid using them.
30
See the fine critique by Yinger, “Reformation Redivivus.”
31
Josephus War 2.119-66; Ant. 13.171-73; 18.11-25.
32
Sir 15:14-17; 17:1-14.
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Watson’s Paul and the Hermeneutics of Faith (2004), Gathercole and Barclay’s edited Divine and Human Agency in Paul and His Cultural Environment (2006), the unpublished doctoral dissertation by Kyle Wells, “Grace,
Obedience, and the Hermeneutics of Agency” (2009),33 and Jason Maston’s
recent Divine and Human Agency in Second Temple Judaism and in Paul
(2010)34—all of which will be dialogue partners throughout this book. These
works are only a sampling, however, of the recent publications that explore
the relationship between divine and human agency in terms of continuity
and discontinuity. Despite these fine studies, the discussion is in no way
closed. More work is needed, different methods are required, and new light
ought to be shed on these old issues. This book is an attempt to contribute
to the discussion regarding continuity and discontinuity in the soteriological structures of Paul and Judaism; or more precisely, Paul and the Dead
Sea Scrolls (see below).35 And the word “contribute” is important. The issues
are too complicated, and this book is far too limited in scope, to assume that
it could resolve the debate, nor is it intended to do so. But if it raises some
unfamiliar questions, answers a few old ones, and challenges a couple wellestablished assumptions, then the book will have hit its mark.
Method: Soteriological Motifs in Paul
and the Dead Sea Scrolls
Comparing Paul with Judaism has, of course, been done before—many
times over. And yet scholars have made this comparison in a variety of ways.
For instance, Sanders compared Paul with a wide range of Jewish literature
spanning a large period of time (four hundred years), different genres and
very diverse social settings. Casting such a wide net has its advantages, but
it also has one major drawback: the array of literature surveyed by Sanders
is much too disparate to be forced into one soteriological framework. This
is seen, for instance, when one looks at a book that is more nationalistic
(God is committed to the entire nation of Israel) alongside a book that is
more sectarian (God is committed to a particular Jewish sect that repre33

Kyle Wells, “Grace, Obedience, and the Hermeneutics of Agency: Paul and his Jewish
Contemporaries on the Transformation of the Heart” (Ph.D. diss., Durham University, 2009).
34
Jason Maston, Divine and Human Agency in Second Temple Judaism and in Paul, WUNT 2.297
(Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2010).
35
I will be using the terms Qumran and Dead Sea Scrolls somewhat interchangeably.
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sents the true Israel).36 In Sanders’s study, the Psalms of Solomon are
probably sectarian,37 as are the Dead Sea Scrolls, while the apocalyptic book
of 4 Ezra is more nationalistic. These differences will inevitably shape the
soteriology of the book, making the already troublesome task of determining its theology all the more difficult. Other studies have cast their net
even wider than Sanders. The published dissertations by Gathercole and
Yinger both look at a massive array of literature, leaving few stones unturned. To their credit, both Gathercole and Yinger were cautious about
reductionism in their conclusions. But such an approach risks ignoring the
particularities of the individual documents themselves. Bruce Longenecker’s fine work went in the other direction.38 Instead of surveying a large
body of texts, he focused on comparing one document, 4 Ezra, with (part
of) Paul’s letter to the Romans (chapters 1–11). This approach has the advantage of paying close attention to the particularities of each text; however,
the implications of his conclusions are of limited value for understanding
early Judaism as a whole. Others have entered the discussion through the
side door by comparing how Paul and Judaism have interpreted a particular
Old Testament passage that is packed with soteriological significance.
Studies on Habakkuk 2:4, Genesis 15:6 and my own study on Leviticus 18:5
have made contributions but are admittedly limited in their conclusions.39
All of these approaches are helpful; diverse methods enlighten the discussion. But there is still room for imaginative comparisons that find yet
new doors to enter through. Sound, consistent and historically viable approaches that break the mold of what has been done should be welcomed,
and this has led me to contribute to the ongoing discussion about Paul and
Judaism. In the following pages, I will compare Paul’s soteriology with the
Dead Sea Scrolls.40 A common critique of comparative studies is that the
See the fine work by Mark Elliot, The Survivors of Israel: A Reconsideration of the Theology of PreChristian Judaism (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2000), which points this out.
37
For a brief defense, see Preston Sprinkle, Law and Life: The Interpretation of Leviticus 18:5 in
Early Judaism and in Paul, WUNT 2.241 (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2008), pp. 92-93.
38
Bruce W. Longenecker, Eschatology and the Covenant: A Comparison of 4 Ezra and Romans 1-11
(Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1991).
39
See Benjamin Schliesser, Abraham’s Faith in Romans 4: Paul’s Concept of Faith in Light of the
History of Reception of Genesis 15:6, WUNT 2.224 (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2007); A. Strobel,
Untersuchungen zum eschatologischen Verzögerungproblem auf Grund der spätjüdisch-urchristlichen
Geschichte von Habakuk 2,2ff, NovTSup 2 (Leiden: Brill, 1961); Sprinkle, Law and Life.
40
There are many highly debated issues surrounding the Dead Sea Scrolls, which we do not have
36
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diversity among the literature is often ignored in an attempt to (overly)
systematize a theology without giving due attention to the historical and
rhetorical context of the document(s).41 By focusing on the Dead Sea
Scrolls, however, this study will yield a more nuanced conclusion for the
following reasons.
First, the Scrolls represent a voluminous collection of literature produced, or endorsed, by one Jewish sect.42 Most other Second Temple documents stand alone and do not have sufficient complimentary literature to
help round out our knowledge of what the author and his community believed. For instance, the Psalms of Solomon represent a collection of hymns
written by a sectarian group of Jews, and yet our knowledge of what this
group believed is limited to the psalms themselves. Likewise, the author of
4 Ezra, as far as we know, did not write any other document that is still preserved today. Our knowledge of what its author believed is limited to one
document. The composite work known as 1 Enoch is quite a bit larger, and
studying this literature would give us a relatively full-bodied understanding
of what a particular Jewish community believed. With that established, we
could helpfully compare these beliefs with Paul’s. However, our knowledge
of the practice and beliefs of the so-called Enochic community43 is much
the time to discuss. Fortunately, none of these is crucial to the conclusions that will be drawn in
this book. I will assume with F. M. Cross and others that most of the Scrolls were written
between 150 b.c. and a.d. 68. The Scrolls were collected or written by a group of Jews who
settled at Qumran, who were probably members of a larger Essene movement. For an overview
of these issues, see, among others, James VanderKam and Peter Flint, The Meaning of the Dead
Sea Scrolls: Their Significance for Understanding the Bible, Judaism, Jesus, and Christianity (New
York: T & T Clark, 2002), esp. pp. 20-33, 239-54.
41
Gone are the days when scholars can talk about early Judaism as a unified entity. There is too
much diversity in the writings, staving off any attempt at making conclusions about “the Jewish
view” of such and such.
42
I originally set out by looking only at the scrolls that can be confidently labeled sectarian.
However, several scholars pointed out to me that books that are endorsed by the Qumran
community are just as influential for their theology as those books that they penned themselves.
Moreover, it is quite difficult to determine whether some books are sectarian or not. And even
among those that are clearly sectarian, there is diversity in theological expression. For all of
these reasons, I will look at both sectarian and nonsectarian documents in this study.
43
I am using the term community loosely. There is much discussion about the origins and
socioreligious history of the authors who wrote, and the Jews who read and endorsed, the
writings collected in what is now known as 1 Enoch. And yet as Richard Bauckham notes, “The
various Enoch writings form a distinctive tradition of thought and writing” (Apocalypses,” in
Justification and Variegated Nomism, Vol. 1: The Complexities of Second Temple Judaism, ed. D. A.
Carson, P. T. O’Brien and M. A. Seifrid, WUNT 2.140 [Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck; Grand Rapids:
Baker, 2001], p. 138).
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more limited than what we know about the Qumran community.44 In light
of this, the Dead Sea Scrolls provide us with a unique window into the
range of beliefs of one group of Jews roughly contemporary to Paul. With
the Scrolls, as with Paul, we have many different texts, written under different circumstances and for different purposes, that yield a more comprehensive portrait of their theological beliefs—and for our purposes, their
soteriological beliefs. For Paul, we have at least seven different letters, which
provide a window into his thought.45 It would make sense, then, to locate an
equally diverse (roughly speaking) body of literature within Judaism for a
more robust comparison.
Second, both Qumran and Paul exhibit similar eschatological frameworks.46 That is, they both have an inaugurated eschatology and believe that
God has established the new covenant with their community; as such, this
will allow for a more accurate comparison. For instance, the Apocryphal
book of Baruch anticipates God’s future intervention (Bar 4:5–5:9). Its
author is on a different side of the eschatological divide than Paul. Paul believed that God had already intervened and established the new covenant
with his people. Comparing one who is looking forward to God’s future
intervention (Baruch) with one who is looking back and reflecting on it
(Paul) will inevitably reveal differing conclusions—due to different perspectives about the eschatological time (or when God has acted), not necesThe term Qumran community is well known, but it is problematic. It implies that the sect who
wrote and endorsed the Scrolls was limited to the few men who lived at Khirbet Qumran.
However, it is clear from the Scrolls themselves that there were many “camps” or “communities”
that were responsible for writing and collecting the Scrolls (see, e.g., CD 7:6; 14:3, 8-9; 1QS
6:1-8). I will therefore continue to use the terms community and Qumran community to refer to
the wider “union of local communities” whose beliefs and practices are contained in the Scrolls
found at Khirbet Qumran, following John J. Collins, “The Yaḥad and ‘the Qumran Community,’ ”
in Biblical Traditions in Transmission: Essays in Honour of Michael A. Knibb, ed. Charlotte Hempel
and Judith M. Lieu, JSJSup 111 (Leiden: Brill, 2006), pp. 81-96 (esp. 88); and John J. Collins,
“Forms of Community in the Dead Sea Scrolls,” in Emmanuel: Studies in the Hebrew Bible,
Septuagint and Dead Sea Scrolls in Honor of Emmanuel Tov, ed. S. M. Paul et al. (Leiden: Brill,
2003), pp. 97-111.
45
I hold to Pauline authorship of all thirteen letters attributed to him, but some scholars hold to
only seven. Recently, however, Colossians and 2 Timothy are gaining traction as genuine, as are
Ephesians and 2 Thessalonians (to some extent). In any case, much of the debate about Paul’s
soteriology hinges on the undisputed letters of Romans, Galatians, Philippians and 1–2
Corinthians.
46
See Heikki Räisänen, “Paul’s and Qumran’s Judaism,” in Judaism in Late Antiquity, Part Five, The
Judaism of Qumran: A Systemic Reading of the Dead Sea Scrolls, vol. 2, ed. A. J. Avery-Peck, J.
Neusner and B. D. Chilton (Leiden: Brill, 2001), pp. 173-200 (esp. 177-79).
44
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sarily because their theological frameworks are inherently different. Baruch
and Paul viewed themselves as living in different scenes of the biblical
drama, and we should not critique one for being in a different scene than
the other. However, both the Scrolls and Paul situate themselves in the same
scene, in the “already/not yet” epoch created by God’s eschatological intervention. And this makes for a more fair and accurate comparison.
Third, and similarly, both Paul and Qumran independently show concerns for the same theological motifs. More than their “already/not yet”
framework, they both have a pessimistic anthropology and a notable emphasis on God’s grace in justification, and both give prominent attention to
the role of the eschatological spirit in salvation—all of which will be studied
further below. The similar interest in the same soteriological motifs lends
itself to a more viable comparison than does, say, a comparison between
Paul and the Wisdom of Solomon, since the spirit did not play a significant
role in the latter though was fundamental for the former.47
Fourth, both Paul and Qumran were sectarian; both believed that their
new covenant community was the true “Israel of God” (Gal 6:16; CD 3:1216).48 The soteriological framework of Jewish sects (including Paul) differs
from the soteriological framework held by those who are more nationalistic.
A nationalistic worldview understands one’s covenant relationship with
God to begin at birth, and one’s covenant standing is maintained through
persevering obedience.49 But for sectarian groups, God’s (new) covenant
relationship is established through some eschatological act in calling out
the sect from the nation. And entry into the sect, the true Israel, is usually
gained through adherence to sectarian beliefs and codes of conduct. For
Qumran, this means adhering to the community’s interpretation of torah;
for Paul, membership is determined by faith in Jesus and embracing one’s
role in the life of the church.
In light of these parallels,50 it is safe to conclude, with Timothy Lim, that
47

Joey Dodson in personal conversation reminded me, however, that the personification of Lady
Wisdom in the Wisdom of Solomon stands in for the work of the spirit.
48
See Timothy H. Lim, “Studying the Qumran Scrolls and Paul in their Historical Context,” in
The Dead Sea Scrolls as Background to Postbiblical Judaism and Early Christianity, ed. J. R. Davila
(Leiden: Brill, 2002), p. 140.
49
This is of course a broad generalization.
50
Other reasons: (1) even though this body of literature may capture the thought of only a small
group of Jews, their beliefs were known enough to capture the attention of Josephus, Philo and
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“the Qumran scrolls and Pauline letters belong to the same religious milieu
of sectarian Judaism,”51 and therefore lend themselves to a fitting comparison.
Since I am focusing on the Dead Sea Scrolls and not the wider world of
Second Temple Judaism, my conclusions will admittedly be limited to the
views of the Qumran sect and not early Judaism as a whole. I am not confident that the latter can even be done with precision, any more than a comparison of the soteriology of the Ante-Nicene fathers with the Tanaaim.
Such comparisons would unavoidably lead to dubious conclusions. However,
in order to situate our comparison between Paul and Qumran in the wider
context of early Judaism, I will include a more broad-brush survey of other
Second Temple documents in chapter eight. This chapter will not pay as
close attention to the particulars but will see if the general tenor of Deuteronomic and Prophetic patterns of restoration (see chapter two) can be evinced
from other Jewish documents.
Soteriology, Genre and the Possibility
of an Unbiased Reading
Throughout this book, I will be using the term soteriology, which opens up
the danger of reading back into ancient texts a modern—and quite foreign—
concept.52 The term was derived from later attempts to systematize an
aspect of Christian theology that centers on the death and resurrection of
Christ, and it is nearly impossible to shake the term from all its Christian
nuances.53 But shake we must, if we are going to use it to describe the theology of the Scrolls and Paul. We will therefore use the term soteriology with
Pliny the elder. (2) The presence of nonsectarian writings among the Scrolls indicates ipso facto
that at least some of their beliefs were shared by other Jews who may not have been part of the
monastic community. (3) The letter 4QMMT, written to a person of authority in Jerusalem,
reveals some measure of influence the Qumran community may have had on the temple cult in
Jerusalem. For further reflection on the relationship between the Scrolls and Judaism at large,
see VanderKam and Flint, Meaning of the Dead Sea Scrolls, pp. 275-92.
51
Lim, “Studying the Qumran Scrolls,” pp. 145-46; see also Räisänen, “Paul’s and Qumran’s
Judaism.”
52
“Treatments of soteriology in the Dead Sea Scrolls must admit at the outset that the very search
for a doctrine of salvation imposes on the material a foreign concept.” Alex P. Jassen, “Survival
at the End of Days,” in This World and the World to Come: Soteriology in Early Judaism, ed. Daniel
M. Gurtner, LSTS 74 (New York: T & T Clark, 2011), p. 196. For a meticulous discussion of the
use of “soteriology” for understanding the theology of early Judaism, see Daniel M. Gurtner,
“Introduction,” in Gurtner, This World, pp. 1-4; see also Gathercole, Where Is Boasting? p. 22.
53
See George W. E. Nickelsburg’s brief discussion of soteriology in his “Salvation Among the
Jews: Some Comments and Observations,” in Gurtner, This World, pp. 299-300.
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the basic sense of the restoration God brings to those who belong to his covenant community. This definition squares with the theological contours of
Qumran and Paul, who both believed that their communities were experiencing the restoration promised in the Scriptures. We can expand the
meaning of salvation to include the previously mentioned “already” aspect,
when God established his new covenant with the community, and a “not yet”
future, when God would complete their salvation. We can continue to fill
out this definition by identifying several theological motifs that give shape
to this restoration, all of which can be identified as important for Qumran
and Paul independently. These motifs are: (1) the curse of the old covenant
and how God will rescue his people from it; (2) the nature of the eschatological spirit’s work among the community; (3) the view of the human condition, which among both Paul and Qumran amounts to a degree of anthropological pessimism; (4) justification—how the community members
attain the status of righteous before a righteous God; and (5) the relationship
between future judgment and works for those who are part of the covenant
community. All five of these motifs are important aspects of the beliefs of
both the Qumran community and Paul. We are not, therefore, projecting
Pauline categories onto Qumran, or Qumran categories onto Paul. As we
will see, all five concepts were to some measure important—and in some
cases fundamental—for both. These five theological motifs, therefore, constitute various colors we have used to paint the portrait of restoration,
which we will describe as Paul’s and Qumran’s soteriology. Scholars will
continue to quibble over the meaning of this term, but what is beyond
dispute is that Paul and the authors at Qumran wrote about similar theological concepts. For the sake of precision, therefore, we will compare Paul
with the Scrolls in their understanding of the aforementioned theological
motifs that are prominent in their writings.
Genre is another issue worth mentioning in laying a foundation for a
more accurate comparison. Any student of hermeneutics knows how important genre is for understanding meaning, and yet some comparative
studies seem to gloss over this when comparing Paul with Judaism. This is
true especially of those more heavy-handed approaches that embark on a
whistle-stop tour of large tracks of diverse literature, picking out phrases
and terms to build a belief system of a particular group. The Qumran Scrolls
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are frequent victims of such rapacious assault. I believe there may be a place
for a more global summary, a survey of the forest before examining the
trees. But such an approach is ripe for caricature and misrepresentation.
Now, when comparing Paul with Qumran, we are hard pressed to find
perfect parallels in genre—Paul wrote letters to house churches composed
of Jews and Gentiles, while the Qumranites, for the most part, wrote legal
tracts, hymns, wisdom texts and didactic treatises instructing their own
Jewish community. We are off to a certain disadvantage from the start.
However, when given a closer look, there are actually a few rhetorical situations54 within Qumran literature that correlate well with certain portions
of Pauline literature, and these will be pointed out along the way. The one
clear example, and one that we will revisit in chapter three, is the comparison between 4QMMT—one of Qumran’s only letters—and Paul’s letter
to the Galatians. Both letters urge an aberrant group within the covenant to
consider its destructive ways in order to avoid the curses of the covenant.
Similar phrases and concepts are employed along the way, such as “works of
the law”55 and the righteousness of Abraham.56 Given these similarities,
4QMMT and Galatians beg for comparison, which is why many scholars
have done so.57 But other Pauline documents and Qumran scrolls that exhibit related rhetorical situations have not been noticed. For instance, there
are portions of the Damascus Document of Qumran that exhibit striking
resemblances to Paul’s letter to the Romans. Similar themes and analogous
movements in thought make the arguments in these documents more
worthy for comparison than, say, Romans with the Thanksgiving Hymns.
Cross-genre comparisons can and will be done but must be tempered with
caution. Therefore, for the sake of precision, we will put more emphasis on
comparing soteriological motifs that are contained in documents written in
54

I am drawing the phrase “rhetorical situation” from Lloyd Bitzer, “The Rhetorical Situation,”
Philosophy & Rhetoric 1 (1968): 1-14, who defines it as “a complex of person, events, objects,
and relations presenting an actual or potential exigence which can be completely or partially
removed if discourse, introduced into the situation, can so constrain human decision or action
as to bring about the significant modification of the exigence” (p. 6).
55
Gal 2:16; 3:2, 5, 10; 4QMMT C 27.
56
Gal 3:6; 4QMMT C 27.
57
See, among others, James D. G. Dunn, “4QMMT and Galatians,” in Dunn, The New Perspective,
pp. 333-40; Martin Abegg, “4QMMT, Paul and ‘Works of the Law,’ ” in The Bible at Qumran:
Text, Shape, and Interpretation, ed. Peter W. Flint (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2001), pp. 203-16.
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the same genres and comparable rhetorical situations.
Thus far, I have emphasized taking every step to make a more accurate
comparison between Paul and the Dead Sea Scrolls. Does this mean that I
am engaging these ancient texts without precommitments? Postmodernism
has shown us that this is impossible; to suggest otherwise is naïve at best
and dishonest at worst. I am a committed Christian and therefore believe in
the inspiration and authority of Paul’s letters as written Scripture. I do not
hold the same view of Qumran texts. But this does not destroy our enterprise from the beginning; every scholar has precommitments, as Timothy
Lim rightly states: “No one is entirely unbiased, but we can, and must, exercise a degree of objectivity by keeping biases in check and by continually
questioning our own assumptions.”58 And this is the aim of our study: to
compare soteriological motifs in Paul and Qumran in order to better understand how these two Second Temple Jewish communities understood
divine and human agency in salvation. With regard to divine and human
agency, I have no precommitments that require Paul to emphasize divine
agency more than Qumran. Qumran can emphasize divine agency in salvation more than Paul and this would leave my faith unaffected. In fact, as
we will see, I believe that there are variations in how agency is understood
in restoration motifs in the Old Testament, which I also hold to be inspired
and authoritative. Still, my faith is not altered by this tension.
Plan of the Book
In comparing Paul with the Dead Sea Scrolls, I will compare the previously
mentioned soteriological motifs that are important for both Paul and
Qumran, in order to understand how both sets of writings articulated the
relationship between divine and human agency. These motifs include: the
curse of the covenant (chapter three), the role of the spirit (chapter four),
anthropological pessimism (chapter five), justification (chapter six) and
judgment according to works (chapter seven). This is not an exhaustive list.
One could examine other motifs evident in both Paul and Qumran, such as
predestination, messianism and the afterlife. But these have either already
been the subject of thorough study, or do not reveal how the authors articu58

Lim, “Studying the Qumran Scrolls,” p. 136.
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lated the relationship between divine and human agency as clearly as the
motifs we will study in this book.59
But before we compare these motifs, we will look at the common foundation for both Paul and Qumran—the Old Testament. Both Paul and
Qumran wrestled with how God was fulfilling his promises to Israel, and it
is evident that their soteriological concepts are situated in the context of
restoration motifs from the Old Testament. As we will show in the next
chapter, the Old Testament offers multiple programs for restoration, and we
will use these different programs as lenses through which to understand the
individual soteriological motifs in Paul and Qumran. In short, the Old Testament says that Israel will be restored when it repents (which we will call a
Deuteronomic restoration motif), but also that God will initiate restoration
prior to repentance (which we will call a Prophetic restoration motif).
Chapter two will explore in detail these different programs of restoration in
order to prepare us to understand the Old Testament conceptual world of
Paul and Qumran.

59

The role of predestination is obviously relevant for our topic, and I originally planned to include
it in the book. However, the topic has been discussed quite thoroughly by others, and I do not
think I could contribute something that has not already been said. See, e.g., Timo Eskola,
Theodicy and Predestination; Sigurd Grindheim, The Crux of Election: Paul’s Critique of the Jewish
Confidence in the Election of Israel, WUNT 2.202 (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2005); Armin
Lange, Weisheit und Prädestination: Weisheitliche Urordnung und Prädestination in den Textfunden
von Qurman, STDJ 18 (Leiden: Brill, 1995); Eugene H. Merrill, Qumran and Predestination: A
Theological Study of the Thanksgiving Hymns, STDJ 8 (Leiden: Brill, 1975). As for messianism,
such a topic is obviously significant for Paul, but Qumran’s messianic concepts are quite diverse
and unclear. (But if I were to add another chapter to this study, it would probably be on
messianism, or supra-human saving agents.) Eternal life and other topics are only distantly
related to our main focus on divine and human agency.
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