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Introduction intricate IMNAttLer

It would he exaggeratıon describe the relationship between Luther
A Paul rather iıntrıcate. Attempts aVe een made clarity thiıs rela-
tionship, hut OUOL1LC of them has een successful 1 making the final clarıfi-
catıon. It 15 the 411 of thiıs artıcle outliıne the problems connected
the role of Luther 11 the » NEew Perspective Paul« A PTIODOSC
another WAaY of relating Paul A Luther, wıithout neglecting the insights
of the New Perspective by usıng the divıne Z1V1IN£ lınk

Luther has een central figure 11 Pauline CXEDESIS for the last 500
yA  } either DOsitively mMotıivator ANBT collaborator negatively
chief Paul A Luther AIC, for obvious TCasONS, the L[W: IMNOST
central figures 1 Lutheran tradition, A studies them aAVeE developed
almost simultaneously, CVCIN 11 periods when WATECI1C5 of the internal
difference W 1415 promiıinent.

Studies Paul ell Luther therefore proved hbe direct
WAaYyS 1nto the iıntellectual history of modern estern Christianity. 1{
Rıtschl dıd influence Luther studies, he surely did, he also, AI the “-A111C

tiıme, intftluenced Pauline CeXEZESIS. 1{ the discovery of Luther’s lectures

When VW 15 rev1isıng this ecture £Or publication 1n Lutherjahrbuch, New Testament
cholar ohn Barclay generously lowed read “{)1I11C of the chapters from his
forthcoming 00 Paul and the gift, fOr 1C deeply grateful. his made

f additional materjal and helped sharpen „{)1I11C f pO1lLNtS.
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Beyond juxtaposing Luther and  
the »New Perspective on Paul« 

A common quest for the »other« way of giving?1

Bo Kristian Holm

I Introduction to an intricate matter

It would be no exaggeration to describe the relationship between Luther 
and Paul as rather intricate. Attempts have been made to clarify this rela-
tionship, but none of them has been successful in making the final clarifi-
cation. It is the aim of this article to outline the problems connected to 
the role of Luther in the »New Perspective on Paul« and to propose 
another way of relating Paul and Luther, without neglecting the insights 
of the New Perspective by using the divine giving as link.

Luther has been a central figure in Pauline exegesis for the last 500 
years, either positively as a motivator and collaborator or negatively as a 
chief opponent. Paul and Luther are, for obvious reasons, the two most 
central figures in Lutheran tradition, and studies on them have developed 
almost simultaneously, even in periods when awareness of the internal 
difference was prominent.

Studies on Paul – as well as on Luther – therefore proved to be direct 
ways into the intellectual history of modern Western Christianity. If 
Ritschl did influence Luther studies, as he surely did, he also, at the same 
time, influenced Pauline exegesis. If the discovery of Luther’s lectures on 

1 When I was revising this lecture for publication in Lutherjahrbuch, New Testament 
Scholar John M.G. Barclay generously allowed me to read some of the chapters from his 
forthcoming book on Paul and the gift, for which I am deeply grateful. This made me 
aware of additional material and helped me sharpen some of my points. 
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Romans W 1415 ımportant for ()JUT understanding of Luther 1 the 0 (C11-

LUFY, 1t W 145 almost equally ımportant for ()JUT understanding of Paul.? 1{
the Zeıtgelst 15 anti-metaphysical A exıstentıial A concerned wıth her
meneut1Cs, ATC studies of both Luther A Paul 3 If the Zeıtgelst 15
sacramental A collectivistic, 15 ()JUT understanding of Luther A Paul
If the Zeıtgelst 15 critical Owards the legacy from dAialectical theology,
ATC readings of both Paul A Luther. TOM thiıs perspective, 1t 15 CO1NC1-
dence that the » NEew Perspective Paul« A Finnish Luther studies
developed almost simultaneously.*

The partner TACC of Pauline CXEDESIS A Luther studies Often PTICSUD-
pDosed that quest1ons about what Paul sa1d A} what Luther sa1d
ANBT} A what meaningful eXpression of Christianity would hbe
today cshould NOT he reated three distinect quest10ns, hut ()11' A the
“ALLIC But thiıs 15 NOT They aVe Temaın three distinct quest10ns, A
before interrelating them, ()I1 cshould deal wıth them separately. hat 15
whYy the relationship between Paul A Luther (CA£A  = hbe exhaustively
solved historically, hut only theologically. hıs 1SSuUeEe 111 hbe taken
below Fırst there 15 brief SULVCV of the role of Luther 1 the New Per
spect1ive.

Several iıntroductions the Luther-Paul-issue EX1St already,> which
makes cheer repetition less relevant. IVLY focus 111 instead he ( IILIC

(Ine needs only refer BARTH, DDer Römerbriet, “1922, fOr paradigmatic example.
The paradigmatic example 15 here EBELING, I e Anfänge Va  - Luthers Hermeneutik

45, 195JL, 172—230).
An impression aqalmost explicitly contirmed 1n 5SAARINEN, The Pauline Luther and the
Law Lutheran theology IECHNSAaSCH 1n the study of Paul (Pro Fecclesia ÄV, No 2006, 64—
86}
S5ee, £Or example, the comprehensive study of VWESTERHOLM, Perspectives old and 11C

Paul The „Lutheran« Paul and his CYLE1LCS, 2004, and [LDUNN’S engthy introduc-
t107n 1n his The New Perspective Paul, 2.008, 1—95, where Lunn contirms his ()\VWV

personal appreclatıon of Protestant theology and Luther’s doctrine of justification with-
OULT Q1VINg his crnt1ique of „Lutheran mi1sınterpretations« Ibd 59—95, CC especially
the disecussion 1n the footnotes]), arguıng fOr Luther complemented by Calvin 195} By
this Lunn 1L11CAl Protestant theology 1C DayS 1LLLUTIC attention the TANS-
Ormatıion of the human being normally inherent 1n the understanding f forensic JUS-
titication. See Iso the T1' but INsStruCctıVe SULVCY 1n BRINKMAN, Justification 1n
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Romans was important for our understanding of Luther in the 20th cen-
tury, it was almost equally important for our understanding of Paul.2 If 
the Zeitgeist is anti-metaphysical and existential and concerned with her-
meneutics, so are studies of both Luther and Paul.3 If the Zeitgeist is 
sacramental and collectivistic, so is our understanding of Luther and Paul. 
If the Zeitgeist is critical towards the legacy from dialectical theology, so 
are readings of both Paul and Luther. From this perspective, it is no coinci-
dence that the »New Perspective on Paul« and Finnish Luther studies 
developed almost simultaneously.4

The partner race of Pauline exegesis and Luther studies often presup-
posed that questions about what Paul said and meant, what Luther said 
and meant, and what a meaningful expression of Christianity would be 
today should not be treated as three distinct questions, but as one and the 
same. But this is not so. They have to remain three distinct questions, and 
before interrelating them, one should deal with them separately. That is 
why the relationship between Paul and Luther can never be exhaustively 
solved historically, but only theologically. This issue will be taken up 
below. First there is a brief survey of the role of Luther in the New Per-
spective.

Several introductions to the Luther-Paul-issue exist already,5 which 
makes sheer repetition less relevant. My focus will instead be on some 

2 One needs only refer to K. Barth, Der Römerbrief, 21922, for a paradigmatic example. 
3 The paradigmatic example is here G. Ebeling, Die Anfänge von Luthers Hermeneutik 

(ZThK 48, 1951, 172–230). 
4 An impression almost explicitly confirmed in R. Saarinen, The Pauline Luther and the 

Law: Lutheran theology reengages in the study of Paul (Pro Ecclesia XV, No. 1, 2006, 64– 
86). 

5 See, for example, the comprehensive study of S. Westerholm, Perspectives old and new 
on Paul: The »Lutheran« Paul and his critics, 2004, and J.D.G. Dunn’s lengthy introduc-
tion in his The New Perspective on Paul, 22008, 1–98, where Dunn confirms his own 
personal appreciation of Protestant theology and Luther’s doctrine of justification with-
out giving up his critique of »Lutheran misinterpretations« (Ibd. 89–95, see especially 
the discussion in the footnotes), arguing for a Luther complemented by Calvin (95). By 
this Dunn seems to mean a Protestant theology which pays more attention to the trans-
formation of the human being as normally inherent in the understanding of forensic jus-
tification. See also the brief but instructive survey in M.E. Brinkman, Justification in 
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general characteristics of the Current debate 11 attempt olzetch
alternatıve WaY of COP1IN£ wıth the Paul-Luther-divide, which takes both
the hıstorical A the theological perspect1ives 1Nnto cOonsıderation.

ITI JTudaism an Luther »NEZAtIVE f0flS«
general tendency 1 the New Perspective’s CY1LELCLSM of the Lutheran

Paul 15 the attacli the understanding of Judaism the INCIC negatıve
fo1 for the gospel of justification by faıth alone. Another general tendency
11 relatıon the role of Luther 1 the New Perspective 15 the USC of
Luther the negatıve fo1l1 for the New Perspective’s 11C A hbetter
understanding of Paul AÄAs PUL by New Testament scholar Francıs Watson,

the | world of Pauline studies, ‚Lutheran: 15 currently employed
term of ahbuıse« ®© Luther 15 the Daradızm Yyp of the rıval exegetical
tradition, which surely did understand Second Temple Judaism almost
parallel the Roman Catholicism that Luther Oopposed A did find 1
Paul both simul1 A distinction between Law A Gospel that W 145 NOT
11 Paul AI least NOT 11 Luther’s VersS1017. Along these lınes the following
cONsıderations ATC relying the premi1se that the New Perspective dıd
aVe polnt 11 rejecting CXEZESLS LOO depending Lutheran interpreta-
t1017S. It 15 beyond quest10nN1ng that Luther W 145 Ve much present 11 the
„»Lutheran« perspective Paul single reference central quest1ion
A 1ts 4A15 WCT 11 Ernst Käsemann’s work 111 suffice ere When he, for
example, asks, „»Who represecn(ts the Jewish nomısm that Paul attacked? «

Feumenical Dialogue: Central Aspects of Christian Soteriology 1n Debate, 1996, 57—75
FOor e21fa1le!l and vecCLY independent study, CC STOLLE, Luther und Paulus. I e CAÄACHC-
tischen und hermeneutischen Grundlagen der Iutherischen Rechtfertigungslehre 1mM
Paulinismus Luthers (ABG 10), vÄ0.8) FOor comprehensive aSSCSSMENLTL, CC I5
HAACKER, Verdienste und tTenzen der >1 1C LE Perspektive: der Paulus-Auslegung in
Lutherische und Neue Paulusperspektive. eıträge e1INem Schlüsselproblem der
gegenwärtigen exegetischen Diskussion UN 182|1, hg BACHMANN/J. WOYKE,
20005, 116} FOor ditterent and TEes OpInN10N, arguıng £Or 1LLUIC Lutheran Paul, CC

5SAARINEN, The Pauline Luther (see 4}
WATSON, Response: from Francıs Watson SII U, No 4, 2006, 4161—468],

461
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general characteristics of the current debate in an attempt to sketch an 
alternative way of coping with the Paul-Luther-divide, which takes both 
the historical and the theological perspectives into consideration.

II Judaism and Luther as »negative foils«

A general tendency in the New Perspective’s criticism of the Lutheran 
Paul is the attack on the understanding of Judaism as the mere negative 
foil for the gospel of justification by faith alone. Another general tendency 
in relation to the role of Luther in the New Perspective is the use of 
Luther as the negative foil for the New Perspective’s new and better 
understanding of Paul. As put by New Testament scholar Francis Watson, 
»in the […] world of Pauline studies, ›Lutheran‹ is currently employed as a 
term of abuse«.6 Luther is the paradigm prototype of the rival exegetical 
tradition, which surely did understand Second Temple Judaism almost 
parallel to the Roman Catholicism that Luther opposed and did find in 
Paul both a simul and a distinction between Law and Gospel that was not 
in Paul – at least not in Luther’s version. Along these lines the following 
considerations are relying on the premise that the New Perspective did 
have a point in rejecting an exegesis too depending on Lutheran interpreta-
tions. It is beyond questioning that Luther was very much present in the 
»Lutheran« perspective on Paul. A single reference to a central question 
and its answer in Ernst Käsemann’s work will suffice here. When he, for 
example, asks, »Who represents the Jewish nomism that Paul attacked?« 

Ecumenical Dialogue: Central Aspects of Christian Soteriology in Debate, 1996, 57–78. 
For a detailed and very independent study, see V. Stolle, Luther und Paulus. Die exege-
tischen und hermeneutischen Grundlagen der lutherischen Rechtfertigungslehre im 
Paulinismus Luthers (ABG 10), 2002. For a comprehensive assessment, see also K. 
Haacker, Verdienste und Grenzen der ›neuen Perspektive‹ der Paulus-Auslegung (in: 
Lutherische und Neue Paulusperspektive. Beiträge zu einem Schlüsselproblem der 
gegenwärtigen exegetischen Diskussion [WUNT 182], hg. v. M. Bachmann/J. Woyke, 
2005, 1–16). For a different and fresh opinion, arguing for a more Lutheran Paul, see 
Saarinen, The Pauline Luther (see n.4). 

6 F. Watson, Response: A response from Francis Watson (SJT 59, No. 4, 2006, 461–468), 
461.  
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ANBT 4A1LSWEOCTS that 1t 15 the COMMUNLELY of D10US people that made (10d’s PTIO-
MmM1ıse regarding theır ()W. privilege A (10d’s law of theır ()W

self-sanctification, then KAasemann surely O0€5S NOT CC Paull’s hut Luther’s
OppOnNenNtSs 1 the Pauline COrpus./

Rev1ısıons WEETC therefore VCc much needed, A ()I1 I1AY look for
historical explanation for whYy from the Anglo-Saxon world WETIC

NCCESSaLY 11 Order rediscover what had for long period of tiıme een
accessihble academıc knowledge 1 works aAncıent Judaism.® Such
explanation I1AY iınclude both theological A ideological 1CasONsS, hut 111
NOT hbe elaborated further °

But the New Perspective had TeV1ISE the USC of Second Temple
Judaism the negatıve fo1 for the Lutheran doctrine of justification, 1t 15
equally Tev1ıise the UuSCcC of Luther the negatıve fo1l1 for the
New Perspective. It 15 ımportant OTtfe 8 that TeV1IS1ON of the New Per
sSpectLve’s understanding of Second Temple Judaism, of Paull’s relation
hereto of hıs USC of Paraenes1s, tOD1LC which 111 TeLuUurn later, 15
NOT necessarily implied 1 thiıs second SteCp of TeV1S10ON A 2} that bringing
Luther’s tendentious readings of Paul OuUTt 1 the UVDCLIL 111 NOT 11 iıtself clar-
1fy the Paul-Luther relationship. Further studies ATC Ve much needed.

HT Luther in the Ne2w Perspective
It 15 commonly accepted, NOT least through the work of James Dunn,
that the breakthrough of the New Perspective Occurred wıth Sanders’
semiı1nal work Paul and Palestinian Judaism. *° Here Sanders successtully

C KÄSEMANN, Rechtfertigung und Heilsgeschichte 1mM Römerbriet in DERS., Pauli-
nische Perspektiven, 1969, 108—139), I27.

STRACK/P. BILLERBECK, OmMMentar ZU Neuen lTestament ALLS Talmud und Mid.
rasch, 1022 {t; H.-J SCHOEPS, Paulus. I e Theologie des Apostels 1mM Lichte der jüdischen
Religionsgeschichte, 195090
S5ee, however, S5SAARINEN, The Pauline Luther (see n. 4}, 1C 211 the end eAls with the
theologica and eological background £Or the breakthrough f the New Perspective.
FOor question1ing f the »„»Newness« of the New Perspective CC otger Slenczka’s art1-
cle 1n the present volume.

S5SANDERS, Paul and Palestinian udaism (Lomparıson f AaTtferns of Religion,
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and answers that it is the community of pious people that made God’s pro-
mise regarding their own privilege and God’s law a means of their own 
self-sanctification, then Käsemann surely does not see Paul’s but Luther’s 
opponents in the Pauline corpus.7

Revisions were therefore very much needed, and one may look for a 
historical explanation for why exegetes from the Anglo-Saxon world were 
necessary in order to rediscover what had for a long period of time been 
accessible academic knowledge in works on ancient Judaism.8 Such an 
explanation may include both theological and ideological reasons, but will 
not be elaborated further.9

But as the New Perspective had to revise the use of Second Temple 
Judaism as the negative foil for the Lutheran doctrine of justification, it is 
equally necessary to revise the use of Luther as the negative foil for the 
New Perspective. It is important to note (1) that a revision of the New Per-
spective’s understanding of Second Temple Judaism, of Paul’s relation 
hereto or of his use of paraenesis, a topic to which we will return later, is 
not necessarily implied in this second step of revision and (2) that bringing 
Luther’s tendentious readings of Paul out in the open will not in itself clar-
ify the Paul-Luther relationship. Further studies are very much needed.

III Luther in the New Perspective

It is commonly accepted, not least through the work of James D.G. Dunn, 
that the breakthrough of the New Perspective occurred with E.P. Sanders’ 
seminal work Paul and Palestinian Judaism.10 Here Sanders successfully 

7 Cf. E. Käsemann, Rechtfertigung und Heilsgeschichte im Römerbrief (in: Ders., Pauli-
nische Perspektiven, 1969, 108–139), 127f. 

8 H.L. Strack/P. Billerbeck, Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aus Talmud und Mid-
rasch, 1922ff; H.-J. Schoeps, Paulus. Die Theologie des Apostels im Lichte der jüdischen 
Religionsgeschichte, 1959. 

9 See, however, Saarinen, The Pauline Luther (see n.4), which at the end deals with the 
theological and ideological background for the breakthrough of the New Perspective. 
For a questioning of the »Newness« of the New Perspective see Notger Slenczka’s arti-
cle in the present volume. 

10 E.P. Sanders, Paul and Palestinian Judaism: A Comparison of Patterns of Religion, 
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rectitied the Weberjan understanding of Judaism, which until| then PCI-
vaded research Second Temple Judaism.!* hıs cCOrrectio0on 15 AGCOINDE-
1ed by harsh Cr1ıt1que of the Lutheran tradıtion of Pauline CeXEZESIS. hat
the understanding of Luther that CINCISCS from thiıs work of Sanders 15
highly questionable has SINCE een widely documented. Forens1ic justifica-
t10n7n W 145 sed by Sanders 11 VCc LLAailTowWw A fictional 5  } allowing
dimension of change transformatıion. And although lıke San
ers had problems distinguishing between different kınds of forensic
justification, combining forensic justification wıth Dartıcıpation, thiıs
interpretational generos1ty W 145 NOT transmıtted theır understanding of
forensic justification 1 Lutheran cONtext.* Sanders, explicitly A
implicitly, made Luther central character 1 the New Perspective, DOSL-
tionınNg that hıs followers dıid NOT hesitate keep. The tradıtional

197 7; ).D DUNN, The New Perspective Paul 1983} in IDEM, ESsuSs, Paul and the
Law, 1L990, 183—214). See Iso HURNER: Pauli theologia proprium NTS 26, 1950, 44 5—
473}, 445

WEBER, >ystem der altsynagogischen palästinischen Theologie ALULS Targum, Midrasch
und Talmud, 1550 in Weber's dependence Lutheran realm of understanding, SCC,
£Or example, LAATO, Paulus und das Judentum, 19OI and ÄVEMARIE, lora und
Leben Untersuchungen ZULT Heilsbedeutung der lora 1n der trühen rabbinischen Lıtera-
LUr 55}, 1996, 11—25.
C{ S5SANDERS, Paul (see 10), 402, 57, „The term ‚fOTeNS1IC« 15 somewhat ambiguous,
SINCE 1t :  - refer 0d’s declaring ()1I1! be righteous though he 15 not), meanıng
conveyed by the term »ımputat1ıon« and the catch-phrase Simu JUStLS T DECCATOF. hıs
meanıng 1T1SEeS $rom Luther’s theology see, fOr example, his oOommentary (zalatians,
E 22—23.26.1371.223—229), and 1t 15 meanıng 1C do NOT ınd 1ın Paul Paul Oes
uUuSsSCcC the term forensically 1n the f the acquittal f past transgress1O0Ns (=forgive-
ness]), and this 15 the referred here « 111e Härle’s objection 1  - here be made
representat1ive: HÄRLE, Paulus und Luther. Fın kritischer Blick autf die „»New Perspec-
*t1VE« 105, 2006, 326—393}: „Aber einem Punkt esteht jedenfalls
dem Urteil Va  - Sanders vollständige CGemeinsamkeit 7zwischen Paulus und
Luther: das ‚paulinische:« eın 1n Christus und die ‚Jutherische-« Anrechnung der Gerech-
tigkeit CHhristi sind nıcht tiktiv, sondern 2A1 verstanden. [ )as schöpterische Wort, UuUrc
das ott den Ciottlosen Urc den GClauben gerecht macht, 1sSt nıiıcht weni1ger wirkmäch-
t1g als das schöpterische Wort, UuUrc das ott dem, VW 15 nıiıcht 1St, ruft, da { sel, und
aqals das neuschattende Wort, UuUrc das ott die Otfen 158 ew1ge Leben ruft (Röm A, I7).«

163

2013, Vandenhoeck uprecht (‚ mbH e} <G, Göttingen
SEN Prin 9783525874455 SEN FE-Rook 9783647874456

rectified the Weberian understanding of Judaism, which until then per-
vaded research on Second Temple Judaism.11 This correction is accompa-
nied by a harsh critique of the Lutheran tradition of Pauline exegesis. That 
the understanding of Luther that emerges from this work of Sanders is 
highly questionable has since been widely documented. Forensic justifica-
tion was used by Sanders in a very narrow and fictional sense, allowing no 
dimension of change or transformation. And although exegetes like San-
ders had no problems distinguishing between different kinds of forensic 
justification, or combining forensic justification with participation, this 
interpretational generosity was not transmitted to their understanding of 
forensic justification in a Lutheran context.12 Sanders, explicitly and 
implicitly, made Luther a central character in the New Perspective, a posi-
tioning that his followers did not hesitate to keep. The traditional 

1977; J.D.G. Dunn, The New Perspective on Paul (1983) (in: Idem, Jesus, Paul and the 
Law, 1990, 183–214). See also H. Hübner: Pauli theologia proprium (NTS 26, 1980, 445– 
473), 448. 

11 F. Weber, System der altsynagogischen palästinischen Theologie aus Targum, Midrasch 
und Talmud, 1880. To Weber’s dependence on a Lutheran realm of understanding, see, 
for example, T. Laato, Paulus und das Judentum, 1991 and F. Avemarie, Tora und 
Leben. Untersuchungen zur Heilsbedeutung der Tora in der frühen rabbinischen Litera-
tur (TSAJ 55), 1996, 11–23. 

12 Cf. Sanders, Paul (see n.10), 492, n.57, »The term ›forensic‹ is somewhat ambiguous, 
since it can refer to God’s declaring one to be righteous (though he is not), a meaning 
conveyed by the term ›imputation‹ and the catch-phrase simul justus et peccator. This 
meaning arises from Luther’s theology (see, for example, his Commentary on Galatians, 
ET, pp.22–23.26.137f.223–229), and it is a meaning which I do not find in Paul. Paul does 
use the term forensically in the sense of the acquittal of past transgressions (=forgive-
ness), and this is the sense referred to here.« Wilfried Härle’s objection can here be made 
representative: W. Härle, Paulus und Luther. Ein kritischer Blick auf die »New Perspec-
tive« (ZThK 103, 2006, 326–393): »Aber an einem Punkt besteht jedenfalls – entgegen 
dem Urteil von E.P. Sanders – vollständige Gemeinsamkeit zwischen Paulus und 
Luther: das ›paulinische‹ Sein in Christus und die ›lutherische‹ Anrechnung der Gerech-
tigkeit Christi sind nicht fiktiv, sondern real verstanden. Das schöpferische Wort, durch 
das Gott den Gottlosen durch den Glauben gerecht macht, ist nicht weniger wirkmäch-
tig als das schöpferische Wort, durch das Gott dem, was nicht ist, ruft, daß es sei, und 
als das neuschaffende Wort, durch das Gott die Toten ins ewige Leben ruft (Röm 4,17).« 
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Lutheran CXEZESLS represented SLIrONSg rhetorical DOS1Lt10N, hut the attacli
thiıs tradıtion dıd NOT lack rhetorical strength either.
At the “ALLIC tiıme, Sanders W 145 influenced by clearly Christian, *3 1{

NOT Protestant, doctrine of 11 hıs reading of Second Temple Judaism.
FOr example, hıs understanding of covenantal nıomısm implies under-
standing of obedience where „Ohbedience mMaıntaıns NS  7 DOs1ıtion 11 the
COVCNANT, hut | O0€Ss NOT Carn (10d’s SuCh « 14 FOor thiıs TCasSON, 1t
has een eriticıised that Sanders’ understanding of Palestinian Judaism
W 1415 hard distinguish from the tradıtional understanding of Paul/’ ()W.

religion. Later studies Paul by Sanders chow that there 15 hardly ALLYy
difference between hıs understanding of what 15 known covenantal
n0mM1sm !> A Paul, A he ends finding logical 1INCONSISteNCIES 11 Paul, !°

4lsoO Heiklkı Räaısanen dıd. 17 According Räaisanen, the reformers WETIC

right when finding emphasis divine 11 Paul, hut 11 thıs UUCS-
t10n Paul 15 the “ALLIC lıne the est of Jewish tradıtion .?® Sanders A
Raısanen iıllustrate that 1t 15 difficult avo1d AI least ( IILIC M1rrornng
effect from NS  7 11 SLrONg CONtTOVeEersSIESs.

And 11 the of DOS1LtU1O0NINg, the New Perspective overlooked that
CVCIN Luther scholar A theologian lıke Gerhard Ebeling, Daradigmati-
cally represent1ing the Lutheran Paul, VCILV close Droviding PIC-

15 AÄASs eriticised by Lunn 1ın [DUNN Romans, 19055, Ixvi with reterence Hoo-
KEKRK, Paul and Covenantal Nomı1ısm 1982 in EADEM, TOM Adam Christ: LESSays
Paul, 1L990, 155—164|. In WadY this MOvement has been repeated 1n the work f Seth
Schwartz, who 1n udaism «1 SOClety un NON-ecoNOMI1C charity instead f ( 0)I11-

petitıve reciprocal relations, whereby he 1n Judaism’s relation Roman soclety 1n
post-Kantıan distinction between self-interested eCONOMIC reC1ProCLty and altrustic
PULC Q1V1INg SCHWARTZ, Were the Jews Mediterranean Oclety% eC1IPrOCLtLY and Soli-
darity 1n AÄAncıent Judaism, (I10O FOor prec1ıse crıt1que of Schwartz, CC the forthcoming
volume Paul and the ift from BARCLAY.

I S5SANDERS, Paul (see 10), 420
15 C S5SANDERS, Judaism, Practice and Belief 63bce-66ce, 1002, 372—373
16 5SANDERS, Paul, the LAawWw and the Jewish People, 1953
I RÄISÄNEN, Paul and the Law, 1953, 775 „In 158 NOT able ınd 1ın the relevant

literature ALLYV CONceptlion f the law, 1C involves osuch INCONSISteNCIES osuch rbi-
trarıness Oes Paul’s «

I5 Ibd 6  -
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Lutheran exegesis represented a strong rhetorical position, but the attack 
on this tradition did not lack rhetorical strength either.

At the same time, Sanders was influenced by a clearly Christian,13 if 
not Protestant, doctrine of grace in his reading of Second Temple Judaism. 
For example, his understanding of covenantal nomism implies an under-
standing of obedience where »obedience maintains one’s position in the 
covenant, but […] does not earn God’s grace as such«.14 For this reason, it 
has been criticised that Sanders’ understanding of Palestinian Judaism 
was hard to distinguish from the traditional understanding of Paul’ own 
religion. Later studies on Paul by Sanders show that there is hardly any 
difference between his understanding of what is known as covenantal 
nomism15 and Paul, and he ends finding logical inconsistencies in Paul,16 

as also Heikki Räisänen did.17 According to Räisänen, the reformers were 
right when finding an emphasis on divine grace in Paul, but in this ques-
tion Paul is on the same line as the best of Jewish tradition.18 Sanders and 
Räisänen illustrate that it is difficult to avoid at least some mirroring 
effect from one’s opponent in strong controversies.

And in the eager of positioning, the New Perspective overlooked that 
even a Luther scholar and theologian like Gerhard Ebeling, paradigmati-
cally representing the Lutheran Paul, comes very close to providing a pre-

13 As criticised by J.D.G. Dunn in Dunn Romans, 1988, lxvi with reference to M.D. Hoo-
ker, Paul and Covenantal Nomism (1982) (in: Eadem, From Adam to Christ: Essays on 
Paul, 1990, 155–164). In a way this movement has been repeated in the work of Seth 
Schwartz, who in Judaism sees a society built on non-economic charity instead of com-
petitive reciprocal relations, whereby he in Judaism’s relation to Roman society finds a 
post-Kantian distinction between self-interested economic reciprocity and altruistic 
pure giving. S. Schwartz, Were the Jews a Mediterranean Society? Reciprocity and Soli-
darity in Ancient Judaism, 2010. For a precise critique of Schwartz, see the forthcoming 
volume on Paul and the Gift from J.M.G. Barclay. 

14 Sanders, Paul (see n.10), 420. 
15 Cf. E.P. Sanders, Judaism, Practice and Belief 63bce-66ce, 1992, 372–373. 
16 E.P. Sanders, Paul, the Law and the Jewish People, 1983. 
17 H. Räisänen, Paul and the Law, 1983, 228: »In sum, I am not able to find in the relevant 

literature any conception of the law, which involves such inconsistencies or such arbi-
trariness as does Paul’s.« 

18 Ibd., 268. 
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C1se description of the difference between Luther A Paul 1 hıs 1958 artı-
cle the law The IMNOST significant difference for Ebeling 15 the WAaY
Luther makes permanent sıtuatıon of simultaneity OUuUT of clear transı-
t10n7n from ()11' sıtuatıon 1nto another 11 Paul Ebeling furthermore pointed

the tendency of weakening the original Pauline meanıng? 11 Luther’s
understanding.*9 According Pannenberg, wh dealt wıth the Luther-
Paul problem 1 hıs Systematıc Theology, thiıs particular 1SSuUeEe has led
almost miıserahle lıfe 1 Lutheran Dogmatıcs.?° However, Pannenberg’s
conclusion has hbe added that, 1 Ebeling’s Oötherwise clear formulations,

tendency Owards certaın reductionısm (CA£A  = 4lsoO hbe detected. It O0€Ss
NOT SCCI1I plausible, 11 the WaY Ebeling AIBUCS, that Luther 15 ıgnOorant of
before A after regarding the life of Christian. Pannenberg rightly DOo1NtS

Luther’s understanding of baptism; AI least hıs discussion wıth 4atO-
11105 chows that baptism O0€Ss Dlay ecruc1al role 11 Luther’s thinking, CVCIN

1{ 1t 15 NOT always clearly expressed. The “-A111C 15 the ( ASC wıth Luther’s
TeV1S10ON of the riıtual of baptism, which 11 526 surely reduced the number
of riıtual elements, hut nevertheless kept the IMNOST cruc1al; the pre-baptis-
mal sıgnature A the DOost-baptismal clothing of the baptised 11 the
christening SO WILIL, symbolising death A resurrect1on, respectively. It
Still, surely, TemMaAalıNs rather peculiar fact that Luther 11 hıs famous Pre
face Romans only ment1i0ons baptism ULLICC, A when he O0€5S Lt, then 1
cCOoNNection wıth the fulfilment of the baptism 11 the obedient tamıng of
the body 11 the actual lıfe of the Christian.?! But CVCIN AI thiıs DOo1Nt, the

I See EBELING, rwägungen ZUL Lehre Va (:esetz in DERS., Wort und Claube L 1960,
255—293), 269—-270 „LIeEeNN das 1st doch, W 1114  - Va  - der reformatorischen Lehre Va  -

(:esetz und Evangelium her Paulus herantrnitt, die autffallendste Differenz: da { ALULS

dem Nacheinander 1n e1INer einmaligen, nıiıcht wieder rückgängig machenden Wende
das retormatorische Schema e1n eigentümlich gleichzeitigen Nebeneinander, SUZUSAaSCIL
1ne Wende 1n Permanenz gemacht hat, die 1ın dem Verdacht steht, AI keine Wende
SP1IN .«
See PANNENBERG, Systematische Theologie UL, 1005, 75—54.94—113, CSD 96
WAR /} 19,23—26, Vorrede autf die Epistel Paulıi die Roemer 1522} „Darumb en
WYI mi1t VI1S5 GE SCHAaTiIeN en lang, das WYI 1I5C111 eyb 11, IL
Iuste todten vnd Y gelidmas zwıngen, das 612e dem gehorsam SCYTIl vnd nıiıcht
den lusten, damıit WYI dem tod vnd autterstehen CHhristi gleych SCYI, vnd 1ISCIC tautftfe
volbringen.« WAR 7i 20,23—25 11522/46)} „Darumbh en WIT mi1t VI1S5 GE SLI1LLLS
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cise description of the difference between Luther and Paul in his 1958 arti-
cle on the law. The most significant difference for Ebeling is the way 
Luther makes a permanent situation of simultaneity out of a clear transi-
tion from one situation into another in Paul. Ebeling furthermore pointed 
to the tendency of weakening the original Pauline meaning in Luther’s 
understanding.19 According to Pannenberg, who dealt with the Luther- 
Paul problem in his Systematic Theology, this particular issue has led an 
almost miserable life in Lutheran Dogmatics.20 However, to Pannenberg’s 
conclusion has to be added that, in Ebeling’s otherwise clear formulations, 
a tendency towards a certain reductionism can also be detected. It does 
not seem plausible, in the way Ebeling argues, that Luther is ignorant of a 
before and after regarding the life of a Christian. Pannenberg rightly points 
to Luther’s understanding of baptism; at least his discussion with Lato-
mus shows that baptism does play a crucial role in Luther’s thinking, even 
if it is not always clearly expressed. The same is the case with Luther’s 
revision of the ritual of baptism, which in 1526 surely reduced the number 
of ritual elements, but nevertheless kept the most crucial: the pre-baptis-
mal cross signature and the post-baptismal clothing of the baptised in the 
christening gown, symbolising death and resurrection, respectively. It 
still, surely, remains a rather peculiar fact that Luther in his famous Pre-
face to Romans only mentions baptism once, and when he does it, then in 
connection with the fulfilment of the baptism in the obedient taming of 
the body in the actual life of the Christian.21 But even at this point, the 

19 See G. Ebeling, Erwägungen zur Lehre vom Gesetz (in: Ders., Wort und Glaube I, 1960, 
255–293), 269–270: »Denn das ist doch, wenn man von der reformatorischen Lehre von 
Gesetz und Evangelium her an Paulus herantritt, die auffallendste Differenz: daß aus 
dem Nacheinander in einer einmaligen, nicht wieder rückgängig zu machenden Wende 
das reformatorische Schema ein eigentümlich gleichzeitigen Nebeneinander, sozusagen 
eine Wende in Permanenz gemacht hat, die in dem Verdacht steht, gar keine Wende zu 
sein.« 

20 See W. Pannenberg, Systematische Theologie Bd. III, 1993, 75–84.94–113, esp. p.96. 
21 WAB 7; 19,23–26, Vorrede auf die Epistel S. Pauli an die Roemer (1522): »Darumb haben 

wyr mit vns selbs genug zu schaffen vnser leben lang, das wyr vnsern leyb zemen, seyne 
luste todten vnd seyne gelidmas zwingen, das sie dem geyst gehorsam seyn vnd nicht 
den lusten, damit wyr dem tod vnd aufferstehen Christi gleych seyn, vnd vnsere tauffe 
volbringen.« WAB 7; 20,23–28 (1522/46): »Darumb haben wir mit vns selbs gnug zu 
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tamıng of the body 15 what distinguishes the baptised from the non-bap-
tised ANBT makes the paraenes1s 1 Luther DrEeLLY close functional eqU1Va-
lent Pauline paraenes1s. Such reading would SUPDOTIT Rısto S2arınen’s
conclusion 11 hıs studies the Pauline Luther. S1aarınen finds 1 Luther

emphasis the Christian life being 11 Christ, where the »Justified
PCISON}N 11 hıs her Uun1ıo0n wıth C‘hrist (CA£A  = perform ‚theological 4ACt10NS: 11
which z0o0d results ATC brought forth spontaneously, the g00d frunt PTIO-
duced by g00d tTeC« **

Pauline paraenes1s has VCT IM OST of the last CENLUFLY remaıned diffi
cult subject, though NOT only for New Testament scholars. Luther
research SINCE Adaolf Schlatter has sed S(CTLIC tiıme 11 clarifying the role of
the law for the justified SINNeEer.?3 mMaJor tendency 1 CONLEMPOTA CAÄCH-
CeS1IS emphasises the paraenetic SECtLONS, NOT appendices hut the real
411 of the Pauline etters A therefore CC examples of the 11011-

Lutheran Paul . ?4 Iso thıs 1C W has he nuanced. Luther has DOs1ıtLve

SCHAaTiIeN en lang, das WIT 115C111 Leib 11, Se1INE Iueste toedten, vnd Se1INE
G liedmas zwıngen, das 616e dem 15 gehorsam SeIeN vnd nıcht den uesten. Deutung
der Tautfte 380808 WIT dem Tod vnd autterstehen Christi gleich se1N, vnd Tautftfe
volbringen (die uch den Tod der suenden vnd 11C Leben der gnaden bedeutet] Bıs das
WIT AI rein Va suenden, uch e21D11C mi1t Christo aufferstehen, vnd ewiglich en
5SAARINEN, The Pauline Luther (see A}, 53 See Iso SAARINEN: How Luther Zot Paul
right Dialog 46, 2007, 170—-173).

25 SCHLATTER, Luthers Deutung des Römerbrietes, 1917 Here Schlatter CH1EISISES Luther
fOr reducing the meanıng f justification and bypass posıtıve articulation of the CHhris-
t1an ıte Schlatter’s diseussion VW 15 cecontinued critically 1n ÄLTHAUS, Paulus und
Luther über den Menschen, *1952 and 1n OEST, (:esetz und Freiheit. [ )as roblem des
lertius Usus legis bei Luther und die neutestamentliche Paraınese, *1961 In this 00k,
oes AISLCH fOr understanding f paraenes1s, where the exhortations AIC connecting
the resurrection with the actual iıte f the Christian (195—196J). See I5 OEST, Paulus
und das Iutherische Simul Iustus eTt Peccator (KuD 1955, 269—320).
S5ee, fOr example, the edited volume Early Christian Paraenes1is, ed by STARR and
ENGBERG-PEDERSEN, 2004, oug without reaching ALLY 1a result. There 15, how
CVCL, general tendency CC the paraenes1s NOT appendix the Pauline letters,
but the po1ın 1C the Ole argumentatıon 1n the etters 15 directed. Paul’s (.C11-

tral L(CUTLMICECTIIN 15 make the COMMUNITIES live according 0d’s :l RBut agaın ()11'

might question whether thıs 15 the absolute opposıte f Luther’s V1ICW and whether ()11'

really :  - separate 115 and medium 1n thiıs WAaY. In the end, the gospel 1ın Luther 15
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taming of the body is what distinguishes the baptised from the non-bap-
tised and makes the paraenesis in Luther a pretty close functional equiva-
lent to Pauline paraenesis. Such a reading would support Risto Saarinen’s 
conclusion in his studies on the Pauline Luther. Saarinen finds in Luther 
an emphasis on the Christian life as a being in Christ, where the »justified 
person in his or her union with Christ can perform ›theological actions‹ in 
which good results are brought forth spontaneously, as the good fruit pro-
duced by a good tree«.22

Pauline paraenesis has over most of the last century remained a diffi-
cult subject, though not only for New Testament scholars. Luther 
research since Adolf Schlatter has used some time in clarifying the role of 
the law for the justified sinner.23 A major tendency in contemporary exeg-
esis emphasises the paraenetic sections, not as appendices but as the real 
aim of the Pauline letters and therefore seen as examples of the non- 
Lutheran Paul.24 Also this view has to be nuanced. Luther has a positive 

schaffen vnser leben lang, das wir vnsern Leib zemen, seine lueste toedten, vnd seine 
Gliedmas zwingen, das sie dem Geist gehorsam seien vnd nicht den luesten. Deutung 
der Tauffe. Damit wir dem Tod vnd aufferstehen Christi gleich sein, vnd vnser Tauffe 
volbringen (die auch den Tod der suenden vnd new Leben der gnaden bedeutet) Bis das 
wir gar rein von suenden, auch leiblich mit Christo aufferstehen, vnd ewiglich leben.« 

22 Saarinen, The Pauline Luther (see n.4), 83. See also R. Saarinen: How Luther got Paul 
right (Dialog 46, 2007, 170–173). 

23 A. Schlatter, Luthers Deutung des Römerbriefes, 1917. Here Schlatter critisises Luther 
for reducing the meaning of justification and bypass a positive articulation of the Chris-
tian life. Schlatter’s discussion was continued critically in P. Althaus, Paulus und 
Luther über den Menschen, 21952 and in W. Joest, Gesetz und Freiheit. Das Problem des 
Tertius Usus legis bei Luther und die neutestamentliche Parainese, 31961. In this book, 
Joest argues for an understanding of paraenesis, where the exhortations are connecting 
the resurrection with the actual life of the Christian (195–196). See also W. Joest, Paulus 
und das lutherische Simul Iustus et Peccator (KuD 1, 1955, 269–320). 

24 See, for example, the edited volume Early Christian Paraenesis, ed. by J. Starr and T. 
Engberg-Pedersen, 2004, although without reaching any final result. There is, how-
ever, a general tendency to see the paraenesis not as an appendix to the Pauline letters, 
but as the point to which the whole argumentation in the letters is directed. Paul’s cen-
tral concern is to make the communities live according to God’s will. But again one 
might question whether this is the absolute opposite of Luther’s view and whether one 
really can separate aims and medium in this way. In the end, the gospel in Luther is 
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UuSCcC of paraenes1s for the realisation of lıfe between human beings plea-
SAanNnf (10d.?5

We AIC, for such 1CasONsS, forced conclude that Luther’s theology
represecnts multifaceted framework of interconnected thoughts, several
of which contradict each other when ısolated. H1s understanding of the
Christian SINNETr era A justified in SDE exclIude ALLYy kınd
of difference between the baptised A the non-baptised cf 56; 347, I

39/ II 564‚,4) A surely O0€Ss ad something 11C the Pauline
Although ILLALLY formulatıons 11 Luther (CA£A  = he bhalanced wıth other formu-
lations,?® A the difference between, for example, being SINNETr era
A justified in SDE (CA£A  = hbe interpreted difference 1 visibility,?/
Luther’s formulatıiıons CANNOT always hbe praised for theır clarity.?® This,

orented owards bringing the SINNEer 1Nto the relationship where 0d’s ll ll be ONe
SeeI BARCLAY, Obeying the Truth: Study f Paul’s Ethics 1n GGalatians, 1955

2y In fact paraenes1s I5 plays central role 1n Luther. FOor ditterent VIECeWS this matter,
supporting paraenet1ic Ornentatıon 1n Luther, CC ÄLTHAUS, I e Theologie Martın
Luthers, ’1994, 235 „Luther gebraucht die Formel Melanchthons nicht, die annn Va

der Konkordientormel, Va der Iutherischen Orthodoxie und der Theologie des 19. Jahr:
hunderts übernommen wurde: Va ertıus U1 [eg1S. Aber der Sache nach findet dieser
sich uch bei ihm « Oswald ayer has emphasised Luther’s „Haus-Tatfel-Ethic«. See
BAYER, Nachtfolge-Ethos und Haustatel-Ethos. Luthers seelsorgerliche Fthik in DERS.,
Freiheit als AÄAntwort /ur theologischen thik, 1905, 147-163}). Also Saarınen AL LCH 1n
favour f DOs1ıt1Lve tultilment of the law by Luther, oug NOT 1rı USC, and 1ın ( 0)I1-

Paul with anti-Pelagian emphasis. See 5SAARINEN, The Pauline Luther see
n. 4}, 75—51

56 Cf., fOr example, 1, 1,L1; 377,1—4 »Eyn Christen mensch hatt UuUrc IL aln und
lawben cschon alle ding und WIrt yhım geben 15 auıftf CyTIl mal, das er nıt auffge:
eC sihet, ondern lawben yhım behallten WITrt, umb es lebens willen, wilchs
nıt Crtragen mocht olcher gutter offenbaring.«

27 ÄGs by MANNS, Fides absoluta Fides 1INCcarnata. /ur Rechtfertigungslehre Luthers 1mM
großen Calater-Kommentar in Retormata Retormanda, $11r Hubert edin, hg
ISERLOH/K. REPGEN, 1965, 265—312), 252—283; FORSBERG, [ )as Abrahambild 1n der heo-
logie Luthers. ater el SANCEISSIMUS G 117), 1954, 01—095, and PEURA, Mehr qls
e1Nn Mensch. I e Vergöttlichung als Thema der Theologie Martın Luthers Va  - 1515 his
1519, 1990, 172f.

75 Therefore, 111e Härle’s reservatıon remaıns Vall See HÄRLE (see n. 12}, 390 „Es
etellt e1n sprachliches und inhaltliches roblem dar, da{fs Luther 1imMmer wieder Z
56; 347,12; 350, 1; 564,4} Sagt, die Christen SelenN al ı Sünder, ‚reputatiıone L De1.
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use of paraenesis for the realisation of a life between human beings plea-
sant to God.25

We are, for such reasons, forced to conclude that Luther’s theology 
represents a multifaceted framework of interconnected thoughts, several 
of which contradict each other when isolated. His understanding of the 
Christian as a sinner re vera and justified in spe seems to exclude any kind 
of difference between the baptised and the non-baptised (cf. WA 56; 347,12; 
WA 39,1; 564,4) and surely does add something new to the Pauline texts. 
Although many formulations in Luther can be balanced with other formu-
lations,26 and the difference between, for example, being a sinner re vera 
and a justified in spe can be interpreted as a difference in visibility,27 

Luther’s formulations cannot always be praised for their clarity.28 This, as 

oriented towards bringing the sinner into the relationship where God’s will will be done. 
See also J.M.G. Barclay, Obeying the Truth: A Study of Paul’s Ethics in Galatians, 1988. 

25 In fact paraenesis also plays a central role in Luther. For different views on this matter, 
supporting a paraenetic orientation in Luther, see P. Althaus, Die Theologie Martin 
Luthers, 71994, 238: »Luther gebraucht die Formel Melanchthons nicht, die dann von 
der Konkordienformel, von der lutherischen Orthodoxie und der Theologie des 19. Jahr-
hunderts übernommen wurde: vom tertius usus legis. Aber der Sache nach findet dieser 
sich auch bei ihm.« Oswald Bayer has emphasised Luther’s »Haus-Tafel-Ethic«. See O. 
Bayer, Nachfolge-Ethos und Haustafel-Ethos. Luthers seelsorgerliche Ethik (in: Ders., 
Freiheit als Antwort. Zur theologischen Ethik, 1995, 147–163). Also Saarinen argues in 
favour of a positive fulfilment of the law by Luther, although not a third use, and in con-
trast to Paul with an anti-Pelagian emphasis. See Saarinen, The Pauline Luther (see 
n.4), 78–81. 

26 Cf., for example, WA 10,1,1; 377,1–4: »Eyn Christen mensch hatt durch seyne tauff und 
glawben schon alle ding und wirt yhm geben allis auff eyn mal, on das erß nit auffge-
decht sihet, ßondern ym glawben yhm behallten wirt, umb dißes lebens willen, wilchs 
nit ertragen mocht solcher gutter offenbaring.« 

27 As by P. Manns, Fides absoluta – Fides incarnata. Zur Rechtfertigungslehre Luthers im 
großen Galater-Kommentar (in: Reformata Reformanda, FS für Hubert Jedin, hg. v. E. 
Iserloh/K. Repgen, 1965, 265–312), 282–283; J. Forsberg, Das Abrahambild in der Theo-
logie Luthers. Pater fidei sanctissimus (VIEG 117), 1984, 91–98, and S. Peura, Mehr als 
ein Mensch. Die Vergöttlichung als Thema der Theologie Martin Luthers von 1513 bis 
1519, 1990, 172f. 

28 Therefore, Wilfried Härle’s reservation remains valid. See Härle (see n.12), 390: »Es 
stellt ein sprachliches und inhaltliches Problem dar, daß Luther immer wieder (z.B. WA 
56; 347,12; WA 39,1; 564,4) sagt, die Christen seien ›re vera‹ Sünder, ›reputatione Dei‹ 
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ell the differentiated WAaYyS by which Luther reads A SC5 Paul, has
he acknowledged.

GraCcEe INn the New Perspective
Post-Sandersıan research Paul leaves the distinct ImMpress1ion that the
doctrine of W 145 profound 1 Second Temple Judaism 11 Protes-
LANnT theology. This, however, would imply that 15 simple term that
15 easıily understood. NOT cOoNvınced. Is really CONCECDL that ()I1

(CA£A  = unambiguously Operate wıth under ll CITCUMStANCES“ Is 1t possible
understand estern theological A mental history AI all wıthout payıng
attentiıon the difficulties 11 reaching agreemen about the NALUre of
divine grace‘ In ILLALLY ‚&  } 1t 15 exactly the quest1ion of the nNnAature of
divine that 15 the of theological development, A the history
of C‘hristian theology cshows abundant difficulties 1 conceptualising
\ Xc&o16]), NOT least 11 keeping 1t A EXCESS1VE?9 which 11 ıtself
implies certaın perception of 1{ 15 the superabundant gift as
1 Rom 17 A I1 COT 14), then 1t CANNOT avo1d the ambiguities other-
WI1SE connected the gift TOM anthropological ell philosophi-
cal perspective, gifts ATC from the OUTSET ambıvalent. And thiıs ambıva-
lence make g00d A evil inseparable, the g00d gift 15 Ooften dif
ficult distinguish from the had ON huge gift (CA£A  = hbe devastating

der »11 SPDC« jedoch Gerechte. Dadurch kann der FEindruck entstehen, die Süunde Ge1
wWIirklich, die Gerechtigkeit blofß erdacht. [ heses Mifverständnis 1sSt bei Sanders 19VAIK

treifen, und <ibt bei Luther Formulierungen, Uurc die dieses Mifßverständnis M1t-
Zzuverantetworten hat e Einsicht, da{fs das, VW 15 ott dem Sünder zuspricht und zurech-
neT, Wirklichkeit der Realität überlegen 1St, 1st bei Luther jedoch VOTAUSZUSET-
A  - und miıitzudenken uch dort, 616e sprachlich nıiıcht euflic ZU Ausdruck
kommt.

2U FRETTLÖH, DDer Charme der gerechten abe Motive e1INer Theologie und Ethik der
abe Beispiel der paulinischen Kollekte 11r Jerusalem in »„Lege NMU 1n das
Geben.« 7Z7um Verhältnis Va  - Okonomie und Theologie, hg ERBACH Jabboq I],
200OL, 105—161).

5 In exemplary clarity, tormulated by VIATTE and MICHAEFL 1ın the toreword
STAROBINSKI, Largesse, TAanNs by 10DD, 1997, V11 »„'T'his OIY f the gift 15 X11 of
double-entry bookkeeping: 1t has 1g side and ark side Fach of 1ts STAagCSs 15 bur.
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well as the differentiated ways by which Luther reads and uses Paul, has 
to be acknowledged.

IV Grace in the New Perspective

Post-Sandersian research on Paul leaves the distinct impression that the 
doctrine of grace was as profound in Second Temple Judaism as in Protes-
tant theology. This, however, would imply that grace is a simple term that 
is easily understood. I am not convinced. Is grace really a concept that one 
can unambiguously operate with under all circumstances? Is it possible to 
understand Western theological and mental history at all without paying 
attention to the difficulties in reaching agreement about the nature of 
divine grace? In many cases, it is exactly the question of the nature of 
divine grace that is the motor of theological development, and the history 
of Christian theology shows abundant difficulties in conceptualising grace 
(Χάρις), not least in keeping it generous and excessive29 – which in itself 
implies a certain perception of grace. If grace is the superabundant gift (as 
in Rom 5:17 and II Cor 9:14), then it cannot avoid the ambiguities other-
wise connected to the gift. From an anthropological as well as philosophi-
cal perspective, gifts are from the outset ambivalent. And this ambiva-
lence seems to make good and evil inseparable, as the good gift is often dif-
ficult to distinguish from the bad one.30 A huge gift can be devastating 

oder ›in spe‹ jedoch Gerechte. Dadurch kann der Eindruck entstehen, die Sünde sei 
wirklich, die Gerechtigkeit bloß erdacht. Dieses Mißverständnis ist bei Sanders anzu-
treffen, und es gibt bei Luther Formulierungen, durch die er dieses Mißverständnis mit-
zuverantworten hat. Die Einsicht, daß das, was Gott dem Sünder zuspricht und zurech-
net, an Wirklichkeit der Realität überlegen ist, ist bei Luther jedoch stets vorauszuset-
zen und mitzudenken – auch dort, wo sie sprachlich nicht deutlich zum Ausdruck 
kommt.« 

29 M.L. Frettlöh, Der Charme der gerechten Gabe. Motive einer Theologie und Ethik der 
Gabe am Beispiel der paulinischen Kollekte für Jerusalem (in: »Leget Anmut in das 
Geben.« Zum Verhältnis von Ökonomie und Theologie, hg. v. J. Ebach u.a. [Jabboq 1], 
2001, 105–161). 

30 In exemplary clarity, formulated by F. Viatte and R. Michael in the foreword to J. 
Starobinski, Largesse, trans. by J.M. Todd, 1997, vii: »This Story of the gift is a kind of 
double-entry bookkeeping: it has a light side and a dark side. Each of its stages is bur-
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when TeLuUurn 15 possible, A 1t 4lsO impossible iımagıne rela-
tionship wıthout ALLYy kınd of mutuality A exchange, CVCIN 1{ the TeLuUurn
15 cheer gratitude.

Furthermore, (CA£A  = understand Old Testament Judaism A 1ts ıdea
of the wıthout payıng attentıiıon the fact that several media-
LOTS ATC installed 1 Israel’s history make the chosen people lıve under
divıne the Torah,3 the prophets, the Temple, CVCIN Wisdom? AIl of
them imply ( IILIC dimension of divıne the human sıde of the

1 Oorder make the human Partıcıpants lıve theır (OUVEC-

nantal responsibilities under the of the
But 1t 15 ()I1 thing A  } IDunn does, that CONCECDL of 10115

through the Old lestament, Second Temple Judaism ell the Pau
lıne Letters IDunn hbelieves he earned thiıs from the Westmiminster Confes-
S10171.9* It 15 quiıte another thing S Y that 15 always unambiguous
A insutfficient. If really 15 24  } then there 15 something
Daradiıgmatically Daradoxical about thiıs CONCEPL. 1{ 15 self-evident,
then all these varıatıons that theological discussions aAVeE presented
through the AsCH SCCI1I difficult explain.

hıs polnt has een touched UDOLL by scholars CYLELC1ISING the New DPer
spectiıve for lacking CONCISE understanding of Pelagianism A SCMULN-
Pelagianism.33 would 11 favour of broadening of thıs 1SSUE, CI1I-

ene!l eursed with the ftundamental uality 31 work 1n the AICT of Q1VINg, where good
has become inseparable $rom eVil «

51 FOor the role of the Torah, SCC, fOr example, ÄVEMARIE (see 11} ÄAvemane’'s description
of the role f the Torah bears IHaLlly Sim larıties Protestant ethics: „[Me lora 1sSt nach
rabbinischen Verständnis Mittel und Weg ZU Leben, Mittlerin des Heils Aber 616e 1sSt
mehr qls das Israel hält s1e, weil ott 616e gegeben hat und weil 616e 1e (AVEMARIE
see II], 584}

5 DUNN, The New Perspective Paul Revised Edition, 2005, 191 »from the West-
mM1inster Contession early earned that there 15 single >COVEeNAaN: f IACcC« runnıng
hrough both Testaments »NOT z COVEeENANTS of differing 1ın substance, but ()11'

and the “-A111C under VarnlOous dispensations: and that the justification f believers
under the Old lTestament VW 15 I ()1I1! and the “-A111C with the justification f believers
under the New TlTestament«.«

357 See (:EORGE, Modernizing Luther, Domesticating Paul Another Perspective in USTL-
f1ica107 and Variegated Nom1sm : Volume The Paradoxes f Paul, ed by ( AR-
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when no return is possible, and it also seems impossible to imagine a rela-
tionship without any kind of mutuality and exchange, even if the return 
is sheer gratitude.

Furthermore, we can understand Old Testament Judaism and its idea 
of the covenant without paying attention to the fact that several media-
tors are installed in Israel’s history to make the chosen people live under 
divine grace: the Torah,31 the prophets, the Temple, even Wisdom? All of 
them imply some dimension of divine presence on the human side of the 
covenant in order to make the human participants live up to their cove-
nantal responsibilities under the grace of the covenant.

But it is one thing to argue, as Dunn does, that a concept of grace runs 
through the Old Testament, Second Temple Judaism as well as the Pau-
line Letters – Dunn believes he learned this from the Westminster Confes-
sion.32 It is quite another thing to say that grace is always unambiguous 
and never insufficient. If grace really is grace, then there is something 
paradigmatically paradoxical about this concept. If grace is so self-evident, 
then all these variations that theological discussions have presented 
through the ages seem difficult to explain.

This point has been touched upon by scholars criticising the New Per-
spective for lacking a concise understanding of Pelagianism and Semi- 
Pelagianism.33 I would argue in favour of a broadening of this issue, cover-

dened or cursed with the fundamental duality at work in the act of giving, where good 
has become inseparable from evil.« 

31 For the role of the Torah, see, for example, Avemarie (see n.11). Avemarie’s description 
of the role of the Torah bears many similarities to Protestant ethics: »Die Tora ist nach 
rabbinischen Verständnis Mittel und Weg zum Leben, Mittlerin des Heils. Aber sie ist 
mehr als das. Israel hält sie, weil Gott sie gegeben hat und weil es sie liebt.« (Avemarie 
[see n.11], 584). 

32 J.D.G. Dunn, The New Perspective on Paul: Revised Edition, 2008, 19f: »from the West-
minster Confession I early on learned that there is a single ›covenant of grace‹ running 
through both Testaments – ›not two covenants of grace differing in substance, but one 
and the same under various dispensations‹ – and that ›the justification of believers 
under the Old Testament was […] one and the same with the justification of believers 
under the New Testament‹.« 

33 See T. George, Modernizing Luther, Domesticating Paul: Another Perspective (in: Justi-
ficaion and Variegated Nomism: Volume 2 – The Paradoxes of Paul, ed. by D.A. Car-
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Ing the VCc CONCECDL of In Oorder CC the relatıon between Paul A
Luther, INCIC exical COMParıson of the understanding of, for example,

CANNOT he satisfying. What 15 needed 15 reflection the Ve Nat-
UTC of 24  } which 15 theological rather than exıical 1SSUE but, AI the
“ALLIC tiıme, implies that interpret both Luther A Paul wıth regard
theır z particular CONTLEXT Such procedure could CN: 1 confirma-
tıon of central aSDECTS 11 especlally the New Perspective’s understanding
of Paul and, surely, of Judaism although, AI the “-A111C tiıme, CYLELCLSINS
loose UuSCcC of theological A hıiased reading of the Lutheran tradı-
t107. Nevertheless, thiıs would result 11 see1N£ the relatıon between Paul
1 the mi1idst of Second Temple Judaism A Protestant theology conti1-
nuatıon rather than rupture contıinuatıon specifically related
the struggle of understanding the NALUre of divine

Sensus Proprıus an SCIL1IS5ULL5 1PS1US INn dealing with Panıl an
Luther

CANNOT g1ve ful1 explanation of the somewhat Od: Piıcture by which
Luther 15 represented 1 the New Perspective, hut ll attempt polnt

( IILIC rather central aSpECIS. There has een tendency 11 the Lutheran
tradition read certaın SCHSUS DrODIIUS 1Nnto the of both Paul A
Luther. Hermeneutically, 1t 15 impossible geLl rıd of all subjective ele

1 LExT interpretations. However, 1t that certaın elements
from Luther’s theology (CA£A  = lıhberate themselves LNOÖTC less from theır
original CONTEXT A overshadow others. hıs has een the ( ASC wıth the
LW  @] kingdoms doctrine VCTITSUS the doctrine of three orders, the latter truly
balancing the former. But 1t has 4lsoO een the ( ASC wıth the doctrine of
justification 11 1ts relatıon Oother central elements 11 Luther’s theology
ANBT wıth the distinction between law A gospel.

hıs Z1Vves 1645017 for ONgO1NY examınatıon of the role A CONLEXT
of the doctrine of justification. As the theologian Nıels Henril („regersen

SON/P. T. O’BRIEN/M.A. SEIFRIED 2004, 437-—463}, 450, referring P F ZAHL, Mistakes
of the New Perspective Paul 'Themelios No 2002, 5—11).
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ing the very concept of grace. In order to see the relation between Paul and 
Luther, a mere lexical comparison of the understanding of, for example, 
grace cannot be satisfying. What is needed is a reflection on the very nat-
ure of grace, which is a theological rather than lexical issue but, at the 
same time, implies that we interpret both Luther and Paul with regard to 
their own particular context. Such a procedure could end in a confirma-
tion of central aspects in especially the New Perspective’s understanding 
of Paul and, surely, of Judaism although, at the same time, criticising a 
loose use of theological terms and biased reading of the Lutheran tradi-
tion. Nevertheless, this would result in seeing the relation between Paul 
in the midst of Second Temple Judaism and Protestant theology as a conti-
nuation rather than as a rupture – a continuation specifically related to 
the struggle of understanding the nature of divine grace

V Sensus proprius and sensus ipsius in dealing with Paul and 
Luther

I cannot give a full explanation of the somewhat odd picture by which 
Luther is represented in the New Perspective, but I will attempt to point 
to some rather central aspects. There has been a tendency in the Lutheran 
tradition to read a certain sensus proprius into the texts of both Paul and 
Luther. Hermeneutically, it is impossible to get rid of all subjective ele-
ments in text interpretations. However, it seems that certain elements 
from Luther’s theology can liberate themselves more or less from their 
original context and overshadow others. This has been the case with the 
two kingdoms doctrine versus the doctrine of three orders, the latter truly 
balancing the former. But it has also been the case with the doctrine of 
justification in its relation to other central elements in Luther’s theology 
and with the distinction between law and gospel.

This gives reason for an ongoing examination of the role and context 
of the doctrine of justification. As the theologian Niels Henrik Gregersen 

son/P.T. O’Brien/M.A. Seifried 2004, 437–463), 450, referring to P.F.M. Zahl, Mistakes 
of the New Perspective on Paul (Themelios 27, No. 1, 2002, 5–11). 
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has argued, the doctrine of justification 15 NOT 1 itself, from theological
po1int of V1LCW, object of belief.

The Savıng L9) of Christ, and NOT doctrine f justification, 15 what IMUST be elleve!
I distinction MUST be made between tirst-order ddress of the 1D11Ca INCSSasC and
the econd-order theologica. reflection this message. **

hıs theological STALEMEN ONVCI8CS wıth methodical problem. The
doctrine of justification has 11 the Lutheran tradition, A perhaps CVCIN

by the reformers themselves, OCcasionally een emphasised strongly
that 1t has Dartly een neglecting the fact that the justification 15 NOT the
DPrımary frame of reference for the gospel’s restoratıon of the Cod-human
relationship. (In the CONLFAaFrY, the doctrine of justification 15 embedded 1

framework of Dr1mary relationality, often expressed 11 sSOC1al
metaphors. BYy relocating the doctrine of justification wıthın the frame-
work of ful1 theology, 1t I1AY hbe DOossible AI least Dartly solve the PTIO-
blem of the criteriological function of thiıs key doctrine . 35

The metaphor has long theological ANBT biblical background,
hut 1O0O11N 15 NOT total SOC1a1 fact, Marcel Mauss A others
aVe called gift-economy,3° although Ebeling’s understanding A UuSCcC of
the fundamental character of the coram-relatıon DrEeLLY close
depicting such »„total SOC1a1 fact«, although 1 ex1istential attıre 37 The
ıdeal always the SOC1LEtLY outsıde the 1O0O11N doors. In the
“-A111C WaaY, ALLYy understanding of the doctrine of justification that O0€5S NOT

DPaYy attentıiıon 1ts function 11 re-establishing the human tellowship wıth
C10d through C‘hrist A 11 the Holy Spırıt 1U115 the SCVEIC risls of redu-
CINg 1ts meaning.?® 100 SLIrONg emphasis the forensic dimens1io0on of

(:REGERSEN, len Theses the Future f Lutheran Theology in The ift of
(:racCe: The Future of Lutheran Theology, ed by IDEM eTt al., 2005, I—16),

355 An attempt do :  - be OUN! 1n 5SAARINEN, Theology f (1V1Ng Comprehen-
S1VEe Lutheran Theology in Transtormations of Luther’s Theology: Historical and ( ON-
LeEMDOFALY Reflections, ed by HELMER/B.K. Ho1Lm AKThG 321, A2ULL, I41—159).

36 MAUSS, The itt The OTrTM and Reason fOr Exchange 1n Archais Socletles, 1990, 781
EBELING, Luther. Einführung 1n SeIN Denken, 1964, 2200—230.

35 ÄGs has been the ASCcC £Or those following what be Melanchthon’s reduction of
the meanıng f justification 1ts 1ILICIC ftorensic dimension. FOor T1' diseussion of thiıs
1SSUE, CC SEIFRIED, Paul’s Uses of Righteousness anguage Agaılinst Its Hellenistic
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has argued, the doctrine of justification is not in itself, from a theological 
point of view, an object of belief.

The saving power of Christ, and not a doctrine of justification, is what must be believed 
[…] a distinction must be made between a first-order address of the biblical message and 
the second-order theological reflection on this message.34

This theological statement converges with a methodical problem. The 
doctrine of justification has in the Lutheran tradition, and perhaps even 
by the reformers themselves, occasionally been emphasised so strongly 
that it has partly been neglecting the fact that the justification is not the 
primary frame of reference for the gospel’s restoration of the God-human 
relationship. On the contrary, the doctrine of justification is embedded in 
a stronger framework of primary relationality, often expressed in social 
metaphors. By relocating the doctrine of justification within the frame-
work of a full theology, it may be possible to at least partly solve the pro-
blem of the criteriological function of this key doctrine.35

The court metaphor has a long theological and biblical background, 
but a court room is not a total social fact, as Marcel Mauss and others 
have called gift-economy,36 although Ebeling’s understanding and use of 
the fundamental character of the coram-relation comes pretty close to 
depicting such a »total social fact«, although in existential attire.37 The 
ideal court always serves the society outside the court room doors. In the 
same way, any understanding of the doctrine of justification that does not 
pay attention to its function in re-establishing the human fellowship with 
God through Christ and in the Holy Spirit runs the severe risks of redu-
cing its meaning.38 Too strong an emphasis on the forensic dimension of 

34 N.H. Gregersen, Ten Theses on the Future of Lutheran Theology (in: The Gift of 
Grace: The Future of Lutheran Theology, ed. by Idem et al., 2005, 1–16), 6. 

35 An attempt to do so can be found in R. Saarinen, Theology of Giving as a Comprehen-
sive Lutheran Theology (in: Transformations of Luther’s Theology: Historical and Con-
temporary Reflections, ed. by C. Helmer/B.K. Holm [AKThG 32], 2011, 141–159). 

36 M. Mauss, The Gift: The Form and Reason for Exchange in Archais Societies, 1990, 78f. 
37 G. Ebeling, Luther. Einführung in sein Denken, 1964, 220–230. 
38 As has been the case for those following what seems to be Melanchthon’s reduction of 

the meaning of justification to its mere forensic dimension. For a brief discussion of this 
issue, see M.A. Seifried, Paul’s Uses of Righteousness Language Against Its Hellenistic 
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justification 10115 the rısl of reducing faiıth lıfe 11 front of C10d
Opposed lıfe wıth C10d the latter seem1ng PICOCCUDY Paul the IM OST

downplay the role of divine self-giving, which 15 also cruc14al
Paul .39 AÄAs least the first DO1Nt, New Testament scholars (CA£A  = rightly
object several LOO Lutheran readings. The quest1ion rema1lns, however,
whether Luther himself 15 adequately read 1 thiıs JUXtapOos1t10onN. SOome
thınk 5 others do NO  —+ Luther scholars from Helsinkı ATC VCc reluctant,
ANBT ATC Luther scholars whı L read Luther’s theology theology
of g1Vving.4°

Background in Justification see 33|1, 390—74), 67—74; BLOCHER, Justification of the
Ungodly (\Sola ide} Theologica. Reflections in Justification see 33|, 465—500], 490—
499 The fact that ()1I1! hereby 111115 the risk of reducing Melanc  on 1LICIC negatıve
D11 of the right Pauline-Lutheran understanding 15 yet another 1SSUe be taken ( ] —

iously. (Ine might that close readings f Melanc  on ILLAY uırther UALNCC the
debate
The latter 15 VE the ASC 1ın Saarınen s uUuSC f Seneca 1ın emphasising the role f the
iIntention £Or understanding the gift gift See 5SAARINEN, Finnish Luther Studies:
OIYy and Program in ngagıng Luther: ew] Theologica. Assessment, ed by (D
VAINIO, 2010, 1—26|, I7f „{ 1LLUIC inclined 0d’s mercitul $3VOr conceptual
PrMmMaCYy VT the donum, the effective frunt l believe that gift :  - only be identitied
gift 1{ know the iIntention of the Q1ver. hus divineY and benevolence 1ın WadY
precedes divine Sifts At the “-A111C tıme, however, interpret forgiveness 1n 1LLUIC eC
t1ve erms than has been CUSTOMALY 1n Finnish research « oug Saarınen adds
ımportan 11C aSpeCIS the Finnish approach Luther, 1t 15 nevertheless the question
whether the emphasised fOcus the iIntention of the g1ver 15 NOT 1n danger f reducing
the gift-giving-relation single aSspect by NOT downplaying the simultaneity of divine
iIntention and divine self-giving. See I5 PI0OW.,
Ibd 5SAARINEN, CGiod and the itt An cumentical Theology of (1V1Ng, 200005 ;
HOo1.m: abe und Geben bei Luther. [ )as Verhältnis Zzwischen Rez1prozıtät und reforma-
torischer Rechtfertigungslehre 'TBT 134|}, 2006; (:REGERSEN, Radical (,eNeroSsS1Lty
and the Flow f (:race in Word ift eing Justification EconomYy Ontology, ed
by HoL1Lm/P. WIDMANN RPT 37], 2000, 117-144). An exemptlion 15 Seils, who 211
the Luther (LONgrESS 1n 1953 1lmost coined the term theology f Q1VINg, but 1n his reCent
work has been VCLY critical f AIl attempt nclude “{)1I11C X11 f mutuality 1ın divine
S1V1INg See SEILS, I e Sache Luthers (Lu)J y2, 1955, 64—80); IDEM, abe und Geschenk.
Fıne Zugabe in Denkraum Katechismus. $11r Oswald ayer, hg VO

] HAIDIGSMANN, 2000, 87—108].
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justification runs the risk of reducing faith to a life in front of God as 
opposed to a life with God – the latter seeming to preoccupy Paul the most 
– or to downplay the role of divine self-giving, which is also crucial to 
Paul.39 As least as to the first point, New Testament scholars can rightly 
object to several too Lutheran readings. The question remains, however, 
whether Luther himself is adequately read in this juxtaposition. Some 
think so, others do not. Luther scholars from Helsinki are very reluctant, 
and so are Luther scholars who try to read Luther’s theology as a theology 
of giving.40

Background (in: Justification [see n.33], 39–74), 67–74; H. Blocher, Justification of the 
Ungodly (Sola Fide): Theological Reflections (in: Justification [see n.33], 465–500), 490– 
499. The fact that one thereby runs the risk of reducing Melanchthon to a mere negative 
foil of the right Pauline-Lutheran understanding is yet another issue to be taken ser-
iously. One might expect that close readings of Melanchthon may further nuance the 
debate. 

39 The latter is even the case in Saarinen’s use of Seneca in emphasising the role of the 
intention for understanding the gift as gift. See R. Saarinen, Finnish Luther Studies: A 
Story and a Program (in: Engaging Luther: A (New) Theological Assessment, ed. by O.-P. 
Vainio, 2010, 1–26), 17f: »I am more inclined to grant God’s merciful favor a conceptual 
primacy over the donum, the effective fruit. I believe that a gift can only be identified as 
gift if we know the intention of the giver. Thus divine mercy and benevolence in a way 
precedes divine gifts. At the same time, however, I interpret forgiveness in more effec-
tive terms than has been customary in Finnish research.« Although Saarinen adds 
important new aspects to the Finnish approach to Luther, it is nevertheless the question 
whether the emphasised focus on the intention of the giver is not in danger of reducing 
the gift-giving-relation to a single aspect by not downplaying the simultaneity of divine 
intention and divine self-giving. See also below. 

40 Ibd.; R. Saarinen, God and the Gift: An Ecumentical Theology of Giving, 2005; B.K. 
Holm: Gabe und Geben bei Luther. Das Verhältnis zwischen Reziprozität und reforma-
torischer Rechtfertigungslehre (TBT 134), 2006; N.H. Gregersen, Radical Generosity 
and the Flow of Grace (in: Word – Gift – Being: Justification – Economy – Ontology, ed. 
by B.K. Holm/P. Widmann [RPT 37], 2009, 117–144). An exemption is M. Seils, who at 
the Luther Congress in 1983 almost coined the term theology of giving, but in his recent 
work has been very critical of any attempt to include some kind of mutuality in divine 
giving. See M. Seils, Die Sache Luthers (LuJ 52, 1985, 64–80); Idem, Gabe und Geschenk. 
Eine Zugabe (in: Denkraum Katechismus. FS für Oswald Bayer, hg. v. J. von Lüpke/E. 
Thaidigsmann, 2009, 87–108). 
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VI Panıl hetween thinking an Roman gift-giving?
10 focus the SOC1a|1 dimens1io0on of the Lutheran doctrine of justification
15 sımi1lar the long tradıtion of locating Paull’s understanding of justifi-
catıon 1 relatıon 1SSUES related SOClality, the New Testament
scholar Nıls Alstrup ahl dıd several before the New Perspective.“*
»Obviously«, ahl STtALCS,

the doctrine f justification 15 NOT primarily soclal; 1t 15 theologica and soteriological.
RBut the rameworlk 1C Paul U5S5C5 locate the doctrine 15 SOC1al and historical rather
than psychological and individualistic®

ahl clearly DOo1NtS the “-A111C iındıyvıdualistic reductionısm 11 the
Lutheran tradıtion that Krıster Stendahl had 1 mind, ANBT 1 thiıs reSpPECL
hıs reading 15 equally questionable.% (In the other hand, ahl] Drovides
fruntful perspective, when extended beyond ahl ANBT hıs followers,*4 by
EeENSUNNg that 1t O0€Ss NOT merely focus the SOC1a|1 function A implica-

See DAHL, The Loctrine of Justification: Its Social Function and Implication in
IDEM, Studies 1n Paul Theology fOr the Early Christian M1SS10N, 1977, Q05—120). See Iso
BRINKMAN (see 5}, 69—72
L[JAHL (see nN.41], 110

45 Stendahl’s idea of specific introspectıve CONSCIENCE 1n the estern WOT orıgınat-
Ing from Augustine Just Oes NOT DaY attention the »1INtrOsSpeCct1VeE« character f IHaLlly
Old lTestament Psalms. See STENDAHL: The Apostle Paul and the Introspective ( ON-
SC1eNCE of the West in IDEM, Paul ‚0208 Jews and Gentiles and other LESSays, 1977, 7 5—
96} (n the other hand, 1t 15 by Obvıous that justification 1n Luther’s heology
COl be equivocated with introspect1lon. AÄASs Hinlicky has argued, justification 1n
Luther 15 rather »eEXtra-spect10Nn«. HINLICKY, Luther and the eloved OMMUNItTY:
Path fOr Christian Theology atter Christendom, 20U10, 1270

S5ee, £Or example, WATSON, Paul, Judaism, and the Gentiles: Sociological Approach,
1956, 179 »„Attention the SOCc1al] ONTEXT and ftunction f Paul’s argum ents produces

interpretation of Paul 1n “{)1I11C reSPECCTIS VC. ditterent from that 1C STeMS from
the Lutheran tradıition. FOor example, the ftundamental antıithesis between '91‘ and
works 15 NOT understood primarily theologica. CONTLITrAS between reCELVINS
free gift and earmnıng 1t by Ne’s  A () VW efforts, but sociological CONTLrTrAS between a
ditterent WayS of ıte ‚taith«, the WaY f ıte practiced 1ın the Pauline CoOnNgregatlions,
marked by the abandonment of certaiın and eliefs f the surrounding SOCIETY,
and the adoption of 11C and elietfs; and ‚WOIKkSs:«, the WaY of iıte of Jewish ( 0)I11-

MUnN1Lty sought live 1ın Conformity with the law of MOoOses «
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VI Paul between covenant thinking and Roman gift-giving?

To focus on the social dimension of the Lutheran doctrine of justification 
is similar to the long tradition of locating Paul’s understanding of justifi-
cation in relation to issues related to sociality, as the New Testament 
scholar Nils Alstrup Dahl did several years before the New Perspective.41 

»Obviously«, Dahl states,

the doctrine of justification is not primarily social; it is theological and soteriological. 
But the framework which Paul uses to locate the doctrine is social and historical rather 
than psychological and individualistic42

Dahl clearly points to the same individualistic reductionism in the 
Lutheran tradition that Krister Stendahl had in mind, and in this respect 
his reading is equally questionable.43 On the other hand, Dahl provides a 
fruitful perspective, when extended beyond Dahl and his followers,44 by 
ensuring that it does not merely focus on the social function and implica-

41 See N.A. Dahl, The Doctrine of Justification: Its Social Function and Implication (in: 
Idem, Studies in Paul: Theology for the Early Christian Mission, 1977, 95–120). See also 
Brinkman (see n.5), 69–72. 

42 Dahl (see n.41), 110. 
43 K. Stendahl’s idea of a specific introspective conscience in the Western world originat-

ing from Augustine just does not pay attention to the »introspective« character of many 
Old Testament Psalms. See K. Stendahl: The Apostle Paul and the Introspective Con-
science of the West (in: Idem, Paul among Jews and Gentiles and other Essays, 1977, 78– 
96). On the other hand, it is by no means obvious that justification in Luther’s theology 
could be equivocated with introspection. As P. Hinlicky has argued, justification in 
Luther is rather »extra-spection«. P. Hinlicky, Luther and the Beloved Community: A 
Path for Christian Theology after Christendom, 2010, 122. 

44 See, for example, F. Watson, Paul, Judaism, and the Gentiles: A Sociological Approach, 
1986, 179: »Attention to the social context and function of Paul’s arguments produces 
an interpretation of Paul in some respects very different from that which stems from 
the Lutheran tradition. For example, the fundamental antithesis between faith and 
works is not understood as primarily theological contrast between receiving grace as a 
free gift and earning it by one’s own efforts, but as a sociological contrast between two 
different ways of life: ›faith‹, the way of life practiced in the Pauline congregations, 
marked by the abandonment of certain norms and beliefs of the surrounding society, 
and the adoption of new norms and beliefs; and ›works‹, the way of life of Jewish com-
munity sought to live in conformity with the law of Moses.« 
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t10Ns of justification 11 LLAaTIOW 5  I1  } hut 4lsoO takes 1Nnto consıderation
the SOC1a|1 CONTLENT of the doctrine ıtself A the SOC1a1 framework which
1t belongs. Perhaps then the doctrine of justification 11 Luther (CA£A  = hbe
regarded nothing less than SOC1a|1 11 1ts COre. *4>

(OQne WaY proceed would hbe follow the trend 11 ()I1 branch of the
New Perspective that relates Paul Roman culture, Dlacing hım lıke
the New TlTestament scholar A CXpert 11 aAncıent Dphilosophy Troels Eng
berg-Pedersen has ONe between Jewish thinking A Roman
gift-ziving relationships described by (.1Cero and, especially, by Seneca
1 De beneficiis,*° which between L[W: different understandings of

4N It 15 quıte clear, the Kasemann disciple RBoers argued, that Paul did NOT understand
the human being only »55 individual who estands existentially alone before the ulti-
mate«, but ()11' who 15 Iso concerned with the human being »SOC1al being fOr
whom CNgAgEMEN with others 15 CONst1ItutLıve fOr the meanıng f ıte See BOERS,
The Justification f the Gentiles, 1994, 16 RBut the question that needs be aqasked 15
Whoever did from New Testament cscholars 1ın their description of their ()IL1I1L1-

ter pOos1ıtionf See, fOr example, SANDERS, Paul VCLY chort introduction, 2000,
77% „The Dassıve verb >T{ be righteoused: 1n Paul’s etters aqalmost always be
changed, be transferred $rom ()11'! realm another: from 611 obedience, from e2

lite, $rom being under the Law being under I Luther v{ the WOT and the
Christian ıte quıte differently. He VW 15 impressed by the fact that, though Christian,
he nevertheless elt himself be S1NNer« he SUTIere: from guilt Paul, however, did
NOT have ouilty CONSCIENCE. «

46 ßl po1in especially the work of Engberg-Pedersen, leaving aside, however, the
Ole question f Paul’s „StOcCc1sSM«. See ENGBERG-PEDERSEN, Gift-Giving and Friend-
ship: Seneca and Paul 1n Romans 1 — the Og1C of 0d’s OLG and Its Human
Response HTR LOL, NOo.1I, 2008, I 5—44); IDEM, ( Im gaveg1Vvnıng hos Herre Bourdieu,
Seneca Paulus in Hıstone konstruktion, til Lemche, ed by MÜLLER/

I1 HOMPSON, 2005, 129—142). The fact that ınd Paul usıng the language of Roman
gift-giving relations, they AIC described by Seneca, Oes NOT 1n itself make Paul
O1C, Engberg-Pedersen AISLCS; 1t Oes NOT preclude 1t either, though See ENG-
BERG-PEDERSEN, Paul and the StO1CS, D X Further studies Paul and the gift nclude

BARCLAY’S torthcoming volume Paul and the gift and BARCLAY, Paul,
the itt and the Battle VT Gentile ( 11CUMC1S10N: Revis1ıting the Og1C f Cialatians
(Australian 1D11Ca Review 55, 20U10, 36—56) See I HARRISON, Paul’s anguage of
(:race 1n 1ts (:raec0o0-Roman ( ontext UN 11 172}, 2000055, who S1tNaAates Paul 1ın the ( 0)I1-

LExT of Roman gift-g1iving, but, nevertheless, ınd 1n Paul not10on of PUIC Sift, 1C
ınd rather problematic see below) FOor thiıs discussion, CC ENGBERG-PEDERSEN, CHtt-Giv-
Ing see 46), I who Iso draws unpublished materjal by Barclay and Mar-
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tions of justification in a narrow sense, but also takes into consideration 
the social content of the doctrine itself and the social framework to which 
it belongs. Perhaps then the doctrine of justification in Luther can be 
regarded as nothing less than social in its core.45

One way to proceed would be to follow the trend in one branch of the 
New Perspective that relates Paul to Roman culture, placing him – like 
the New Testament scholar and expert in ancient philosophy Troels Eng-
berg-Pedersen has done – between Jewish covenant thinking and Roman 
gift-giving relationships as described by Cicero and, especially, by Seneca 
in De beneficiis,46 which means between two different understandings of 

45 It is quite clear, as the Käsemann disciple H. Boers argued, that Paul did not understand 
the human being only »as an individual who stands existentially alone before the ulti-
mate«, but as one who is also concerned with the human being as a »social being for 
whom engagement with others is constitutive for the meaning of life«. See H. Boers, 
The Justification of the Gentiles, 1994, 216. But the question that needs to be asked is: 
Whoever did so – apart from New Testament scholars in their description of their coun-
ter position? – See, for example, E.P. Sanders, Paul: A very short introduction, 2009, 
77f: »The passive verb ›to be righteoused‹ in Paul’s letters almost always means to be 
changed, to be transferred from one realm to another: from sin to obedience, from death 
to life, from being under the law to being under grace […]. Luther saw the world and the 
Christian life quite differently. He was impressed by the fact that, though a Christian, 
he nevertheless felt himself to be a ›sinner‹: he suffered from guilt. Paul, however, did 
not have a guilty conscience.« 

46 I will point especially to the work of T. Engberg-Pedersen, leaving aside, however, the 
whole question of Paul’s »Stocism«. See T. Engberg-Pedersen, Gift-Giving and Friend-
ship: Seneca and Paul in Romans 1–8 on the Logic of God’s Χάρις and Its Human 
Response (HTR 101, No.1, 2008, 15–44); Idem, Om gavegivning hos Pierre Bourdieu, 
Seneca og Paulus (in: Historie og konstruktion, FS til N.P. Lemche, ed. by M. Müller/ 
T.L. Thompson, 2005, 129–142). The fact that we find Paul using the language of Roman 
gift-giving relations, as they are described by Seneca, does not in itself make Paul a 
Stoic, as Engberg-Pedersen argues; it does not preclude it either, though. See T. Eng-
berg-Pedersen, Paul and the Stoics, 2000. – Further studies on Paul and the gift include 
J.M.G. Barclay’s forthcoming volume on Paul and the gift and J.M.G. Barclay, Paul, 
the Gift and the Battle over Gentile Circumcision: Revisiting the Logic of Galatians 
(Australian Biblical Review 58, 2010, 36–56). See also J.R. Harrison, Paul’s Language of 
Grace in its Graeco-Roman Context (WUNT II 172), 2003, who situates Paul in the con-
text of Roman gift-giving, but, nevertheless, find in Paul a notion of a pure gift, which I 
find rather problematic (see below). For this discussion, see Engberg-Pedersen, Gift-Giv-
ing (see n.46), 17, who also draws on unpublished material by J.M.G. Barclay and D.B. Mar-
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the reciprocal STTUCIUTES building the LING of sSOCcC1LeELYy.#/ 1{ follow thiıs
lıne of reading, I1AaY hbe able CC conNNectıon between Paul A
Luther. 1{ Paul Engberg-Pedersen 15 usiıng the Hellenistic
A Roman gift-z1ving SYSteEmM articulate how Judaic covenantal theol

4lsoO includes the non-Jewish Christians,*° then SCCI1I hbe rather
close form of language unıting Paul A Luther 4C1055 the August1-
14n dıivide that iıntroduced Pelagianism problem 11 eed of solu-
t101. What makes thiıs possible 15 the fact that the reformers, Luther
ell Melanchthon, also sed what could call the gift-zivineg SYSteEmM
of Seneca 11 describing the gift of A 1ts CONSEQUENCES.*”

tiın FOor the role of gift and exchange 1n New lTestament 1n general, CC L[D AVIDSEN: (:1ve
and Take Narratıve Exchange 1n the New Testament ‚web-publication URL http://pure.
au.dk/portal/files/44152999/G T.OD.Part_One.Print.Open.pdf and http:// pure.au.dk/
portal/tiles/44153218/GT.OD.Part_Two.Print.Open.pdf). TOM the po1ın of V1ICW of 5 Y -
ematıc theology, Frettlöh has made “{)1I11C fine estudies 1n gift exchange 1n Paul
FRETTLÖH, Und I höchst anmut1g Se1IN das Danken. G(abetheologische und .ethische
Perspektiven auıf den Dank qls ETrTe12N1s NZSTh A 7, 2005, 195—225 , and FRETTLÖH, Charme
seen. 29}
See this the forthcoming volume f BARCLAY Paul and the Giit, where he
Offers much 1LLLUTIC SO distinction between Old lTestament udaism and the Roman
WOT than the dichotomised Versi0on OUnN: 1n the work f SCHWARTZ see 13} The
ONCEDL f the »DLLIC« gift chows al S1gNS f aCK of terminological clarity the PULC
gift 14  - be OUN! both 1n Paul, by HARRISON (see 46}, and 1ın Second Temple uda
1SM, by Schwartz. The fact that cscholars have been able ınd PULC Q1VINg 1n both
aNCIeNt Judaism, Paul and Luther COl indicate that the ONCEDL 15 1LLLUTIC econnected
the semantıc iımagınatıon of the reader his her ONTEXT than the them-
selves.
C{ ENGBERG-PEDERSEN, Gift-Giving (see n. 46J, „The background the Christ even:
VW 15 GEeTt 1n language that VW 15 covenantal rather than f the gift-giving SOTT hen the
not1on f the gift VW 15 introduced 1n order extend the covenantal language f 0d’s
Justice, explain the change $rom wrath 1ts oOpposıte the gift} (Ince 1t had been
shown, by the end of chapter 4, how the original PULDOSC of the COVEeENAN': had been
achieved hrough that change, the road VW 15 VDE bring 1n ‚VE 1LLUIC elements from
the gift-giving SYySTCM. « Jean Starobinski makes CONVerg1INg CONNeCtION between the
idea f the COVEeENAaN': 1n and the gift-giving System of Roman culture, 1ın general, and
StO1C philosophy, 1n particular, but without mention1ing Paul See STAROBINSKI see

30l, 64—71
ÄGs 1ın Luther’s nt1ı-Latomus, O; 105,36—198,31 and Melanchthon’s understanding f
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the reciprocal structures building the base of society.47 If we follow this 
line of reading, we may be able to see a connection between Paul and 
Luther. If Paul – as Engberg-Pedersen suggests – is using the Hellenistic 
and Roman gift-giving system to articulate how Judaic covenantal theol-
ogy also includes the non-Jewish Christians,48 then we seem to be rather 
close to a form of language uniting Paul and Luther across the Augusti-
nian divide that introduced Pelagianism as a problem in need of a solu-
tion. What makes this possible is the fact that the reformers, Luther as 
well as Melanchthon, also used what we could call the gift-giving system 
of Seneca in describing the gift of grace and its consequences.49

tin. For the role of gift and exchange in New Testament in general, see O. Davidsen: Give 
and Take: Narrative Exchange in the New Testament (web-publication: URL: http://pure. 
au.dk/portal/files/44152999/GT.OD.Part_One.Print.Open.pdf and http:// pure.au.dk/ 
portal/files/44153218/GT.OD.Part_Two.Print.Open.pdf). – From the point of view of sys-
tematic theology, M. Frettlöh has made some fine studies in gift exchange in Paul: M.L. 
Frettlöh, Und […] höchst anmutig sein das Danken. Gabetheologische und -ethische 
Perspektiven auf den Dank als Ereignis (NZSTh 47, 2005, 198–225); and Frettlöh, Charme 
(see n.29). 

47 See to this the forthcoming volume of J.M.G. Barclay on Paul and the Gift, where he 
offers a much more solid distinction between Old Testament Judaism and the Roman 
world than the dichotomised version found in the work of Schwartz (see n.13). The 
concept of the »pure« gift shows all signs of lack of terminological clarity as the pure 
gift can be found both in Paul, as by Harrison (see n.46), and in Second Temple Juda-
ism, as by Schwartz. The fact that scholars have been able to find pure giving in both 
ancient Judaism, Paul and Luther could indicate that the concept is more connected to 
the semantic imagination of the reader or to his or her context than to the texts them-
selves. 

48 Cf. Engberg-Pedersen, Gift-Giving (see n.46), 27: »The background to the Christ event 
was set up in language that was covenantal rather than of the gift-giving sort. Then the 
notion of the gift was introduced in order to extend the covenantal language of God’s 
justice, so as to explain the change from wrath to its opposite (the gift). Once it had been 
shown, by the end of chapter 4, how the original purpose of the covenant had been 
achieved through that change, the road was open to bring in even more elements from 
the gift-giving system.« – Jean Starobinski makes a converging connection between the 
idea of the covenant in OT and the gift-giving system of Roman culture, in general, and 
stoic philosophy, in particular, but without mentioning Paul. See Starobinski (see 
n.30), 64–71. 

49 As in Luther’s Anti-Latomus, WA 8; 105,36–198,31 and Melanchthon’s understanding of 

175 

ISBN Print: 9783525874455 — ISBN E-Book: 9783647874456
© 2013, Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht GmbH & Co. KG, Göttingen



When Paul 15 read lınk between the covenant-thinking 11 Second
Temple Judaism A Roman gift-Z1ving, then Paul (CA£A  = hbe sa1d CONtrT1-
ute the formulatıon of problem that theologians after hım had
deal wıth especlally reading Paul 11 11C CONLEXT formed AI least Dartly
by Paul himself. The DPrımary lınk between Paul A Luther Or Melanch-
thon! then O0€Ss NOT lıe 11 Paul, hut 1 the mental world that Paul contrib-
ted cCreate hıs separatıon of Paul A Luther, however, has hbe
hbalanced by 11C conNNectıon that could he Dprovided by readings lıke Eng
berg-Pedersen’s, though wıthout reference the OLSCUYUCILIEC for the
Paul-Luther debate. 111 LrYy olizetch these, thereby arguıng that the
relation between Paul A Luther has hbe understood 11 relatıon the
world 11 front of the LEXT, especlally PauLl/’s, dealing wıth the quest10ns the
TEXT produces.

Considering ( IILIC of the tradıtional cruc1al DPOo1LNts 1 the debate,
I1AY conclude that justification 1 Paul 15 NOT ıdentical wıth the [OTZ1VE-
C555 of S1NS, A neither 15 that the ( ASC 1 Luther. The forgiveness of SINS
has 1ts place 1 large CONLEXT of COMMUNICAtTLON between CGod A
human beings 11 broad 5  } involving ( IILIC ıdeas of exchange of 700ds,
acknowledgements, honours A benefits.

SINg Seneca PrOotOLyYDE of ancıent gift-Z1Vving, 1t 15 DOossible
chow how the “-A111C logic 15 sed 1 L[W: totally different sett1ings. When
the gift-z1ving SYSteEmM of ancıent SOCILELY, wıth 1ts logic of benefits A
recognıtion of the Y1ver, 15 sed both 11 Paul integrate the world
1 the salvatıon history A 11 Luther A Melanchthon integrate the
SINNeEeTr 11 the renewed tellowship wıth (GOd, Overcom1ng the experience of
divine wrath, then the understanding of siımı larıties A differences could
hbe nuanced, could the of how the “ALLIC thought model originated
from hasıc SOC1a1 Interaction.>°

1n MELANCHTHON, LOC1 80)2080888  C555 152JL, übersetzt Va PÖHLMANN, *1997,
200—204.

Y 15TIf0 Saarınen has argued 1n favour f UusS1InNg SeneCca’s De beneficiHs interpretatıve
tool 1n reading Luther and Melanc  on See 5SAARINEN, uns und abe Melanch.
thon, Luther und die existentielle Anwendung Va  - SeNecas „Uber die Wohltaten« in
Kein Anlass ZUL Verwerftung. Studien ZULT Hermeneutik des ökumenischen Gespräches.

$11r tto ermann Pesch, hg BROSSEDER/M. VWRIEDT, 2007, 184—197).
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When Paul is read as a link between the covenant-thinking in Second 
Temple Judaism and Roman gift-giving, then Paul can be said to contri-
bute to the formulation of a problem that theologians after him had to 
deal with – especially reading Paul in a new context formed at least partly 
by Paul himself. The primary link between Paul and Luther (or Melanch-
thon) then does not lie in Paul, but in the mental world that Paul contrib-
uted to create. This separation of Paul and Luther, however, has to be 
balanced by a new connection that could be provided by readings like Eng-
berg-Pedersen’s, though without reference to the consequences for the 
Paul-Luther debate. I will try to sketch these, thereby arguing that the 
relation between Paul and Luther has to be understood in relation to the 
world in front of the text, especially Paul’s, dealing with the questions the 
text produces.

Considering some of the traditional crucial points in the debate, we 
may conclude that justification in Paul is not identical with the forgive-
ness of sins, and neither is that the case in Luther. The forgiveness of sins 
has its place in a large context of communication between God and 
human beings in a broad sense, involving some ideas of exchange of goods, 
acknowledgements, honours and benefits.

Using Seneca as a prototype of ancient gift-giving, it is possible to 
show how the same logic is used in two totally different settings. When 
the gift-giving system of ancient society, with its logic of benefits and 
recognition of the giver, is used both in Paul to integrate the pagan world 
in the salvation history and in Luther and Melanchthon to integrate the 
sinner in the renewed fellowship with God, overcoming the experience of 
divine wrath, then the understanding of similarities and differences could 
be nuanced, as could the sense of how the same thought model originated 
from basic social interaction.50

grace in P. Melanchthon, Loci communes 1521, übersetzt von H.G. Pöhlmann, 21997, 
200–204. 

50 Risto Saarinen has argued in favour of using Seneca’s De beneficiis as an interpretative 
tool in reading Luther and Melanchthon. See R. Saarinen, Gunst und Gabe. Melanch-
thon, Luther und die existentielle Anwendung von Senecas »Über die Wohltaten« (in: 
Kein Anlass zur Verwerfung. Studien zur Hermeneutik des ökumenischen Gespräches. 
FS für Otto Hermann Pesch, hg. v. J. Brosseder/M. Wriedt, 2007, 184–197). 
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According Engberg-Pedersen, Kantıan reduction of the gift
PUIC A unılateral act1on, implying reC1IPrOCLILY mutuality, has een
preventing understanding of the gift But 1{ thıs 15 the GaSC,
Luther has hbe placed the “-A111C sıde of thıs Kantıan demarcatıon lıne

Paul, which O0€Ss NOT preclude that Luther AI the “ALLIC tiıme 11 certaın
15 precondition for Kant A modernity 1 identifying the SINNEeTr

the calculating self-centred ego1st.>*
The big 1SSuUeEe ere 15 whether Paull’s thinking implies dıistinction

between diviıne ANBT human iınıtiatıve A act1o0n. New Testament scholar
Francıs Watson, whı enrolled himself 11 the New Perspective wıth hıs
book Paul, Judaism, and +he Gentiles: Sociological Approach from 1986
that made Chr Baur  7  s implicit Luther Cr1ıt1que explicit,>? has 1 hıs
recCent bool distinguished between uncondiıitional salvation, exclusively
EeXpressıng diviıne AXCLILC V, A conditional salvation, involving human
agenCYy. >> hıs fundamental distinction, which chall TeLuUurn shortly,

y JI Several authors have argued that the retftormation implies maJjor 1ın the under-
standing of gift-giving. S5ee, fOr example, J. M BARCLAY’'S forthcoming 00 and
LEV, Charity and itt (1V1INg 1n Medieval Islam in Charity and (1V1Ng 1n Monotheistic
Religions, ed by FRENKEL/Y. LEV, 2000, 235—264), 250 „The divorce f charity from
1ts salvıtic and purifying 1880C1AT10NS VW 15 development unıque Protestantism with

parallels 1n udaism and Islam «
Y S5ee, fOr example, WATSON, Paul, udaism (see A4), I „Bultmann and other representa-

t1ves of dialectica heology remaın studiously oilent about the fact that Baur DEerS1IS-
tently opposed Lutheran V1CW f Paul’s CONTLIOVEISY with udaism the V1CW 1C dia
lectical theology sought reV1IVEe. The idea that Paul’s ‚doctrine« might be losely
elated his historical act1V1ty VW 15 implicitly rejected.« FOor Sim ı lar VIeEW, CC BoY-
ARIN, Radical Jew. Paul and the Politics f Identity, 19094, who «1 Paul primarily
Jewish cultural CYItIC. See Iso BAUR, Geschichte der christlichen Kirche vol
>1863, 46—73

55 WATSON, Paul and the Hermeneutics of Faith, 2004, 515—517 SeeI ibd., „1t 15 ( 0)I1-

ceivable that, precisely within the COVECENANT, future divine Savıng 1CT10N might 1n “{)1I11C

be conditional al though NOT Sinless graceless|] observance of the law
I It, £Or „{)111C Jews, Law observance within the COVeNAanNn: VW 15 indeed precondition f
divine Savıng actlıon, there 15 longer AILYy 1C4501I1 deny that Paul might have (0)I1-

rasted this emphasis cCertaiın modes f human 1CT10N wiıth Opposing emphasis
the adical DPrLONtYy f divine 1CT1017« italics by uthor} Watson himsel{t declares that „1t
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According to Engberg-Pedersen, a Kantian reduction of the gift to a 
pure and unilateral action, implying no reciprocity or mutuality, has been 
preventing an accurate understanding of the gift. But if this is the case, 
Luther has to be placed on the same side of this Kantian demarcation line 
as Paul, which does not preclude that Luther at the same time in a certain 
sense is a precondition for Kant and modernity in identifying the sinner as 
the calculating self-centred egoist.51

The big issue here is whether Paul’s thinking implies a distinction 
between divine and human initiative and action. New Testament scholar 
Francis Watson, who enrolled himself in the New Perspective with his 
book Paul, Judaism, and the Gentiles: A Sociological Approach from 1986 
that made F. Chr. Baur’s implicit Luther critique explicit,52 has in his 
recent book distinguished between unconditional salvation, exclusively 
expressing divine agency, and conditional salvation, involving human 
agency.53 This fundamental distinction, to which we shall return shortly, 

51 Several authors have argued that the reformation implies a major shift in the under-
standing of gift-giving. See, for example, J.M.G. Barclay’s forthcoming book and Y. 
Lev, Charity and Gift Giving in Medieval Islam (in: Charity and Giving in Monotheistic 
Religions, ed. by M. Frenkel/Y. Lev, 2009, 235–264), 259: »The divorce of charity from 
its salvific and purifying associations was a development unique to Protestantism with 
no parallels in Judaism and Islam.« 

52 See, for example, Watson, Paul, Judaism (see n.44), 13: »Bultmann and other representa-
tives of dialectical theology remain studiously silent about the fact that Baur persis-
tently opposed Lutheran view of Paul’s controversy with Judaism – the view which dia-
lectical theology sought to revive. The idea that Paul’s ›doctrine‹ might be closely 
related to his historical activity was implicitly rejected.« For a similar view, see D. Boy-
arin, A Radical Jew. Paul and the Politics of Identity, 1994, who sees Paul as primarily a 
Jewish cultural critic. See also F.C. Baur, Geschichte der christlichen Kirche vol 1, 
31863, 46–73. 

53 F. Watson, Paul and the Hermeneutics of Faith, 2004, 515–517. See also ibd., 8: »it is con-
ceivable that, precisely within the covenant, future divine saving action might in some 
sense be conditional on faithful (though not sinless or graceless) observance of the law 
[…]. If, for some Jews, law observance within the covenant was indeed a precondition of 
divine saving action, there is no longer any reason to deny that Paul might have con-
trasted this emphasis on certain modes of human action with an opposing emphasis on 
the radical priority of divine action« (italics by author). Watson himself declares that »it 
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makes Engberg-Pedersen lahbel atson’s Paul Just »„»(UOnce More Lutheran
Paul?« which 15 also the tiıtle of hıs TEVICW artıcle of atson’s book;>4
although Watson himself 4AS51U1717C65 that nothing could he urther from hıs
mınd

There ATC L[W: significant A iınterrelated 1SSUES AI stalkze ere Firstly,
15 1t possible Operate wıth uncondiıitional S1VINg, Barclay 4lsO does,
wıithout 4lsoO operatınz wıth the ıdea of the PUIC gift? 1{ 5 Engberg-Peder-
SCNHN S cr1ıt1que of Watson would hbe weakened. Secondly, 15 the dıstinction

15 NOT part of iIntention (CONSCIOUS, subconscious, whatever)] ‚.rehabilitate
Lutherc« ibd., 29}

ENGBERG-PEDERSEN, Article FEeV1LEW: (Ince 1LLLUTIC Lutheran Paul? SII U, No 4, 2006,
439—460}, CSD 453—457 SeeI WATSON’S reply: Response see 6 According ENg-
berg-Pedersen the distinction between „fTaith« and » doing« „working the lawe« 15 nNOT,

Watson AISLCS, the distinction between unconditionality divine ASCILCY Savıng
action| and conditionality human „sSalvıf1c« action), but instead ethnic OIl San-
ers and his 110550015 argued (|ENGBERG-PEDERSEN, Lutheran Paul?, 457). Watson 15
helpful 1n demonstrating why Paul insiısted equal ACCCS5 fOr Gentiles Gentiles,
ALLSWCI that Sanders and his 110 CC 550015 SAVC RBut according Engberg-Pedersen,
Watson uUrs the fact that Paul 1ın fact elleve! that 1ın Christ ()11' COl ınd what VW 15

mM1SS1INg 1n the law „the possibility of fulfilling the law 1ın the quıte CONCretfe of
actually doing 0d’s ßl expressed 1n the law« ibd., 458} According the general
tendency within the New Perspect1ive, this 15 ()1I1! f the maJjor DOo1lNts of divergence
between Luther and Paul ÄGs UONSCUYLECILIC f hıs anthropology, Luther taught
actual tultilment of the law. 1LLLUTIC areful reading f Luther, however, wWon chow
that this did NOT 111CA that believers did u14l the law. Watson etends himsel{t
agaınst 1CCUSATIONS of having roken the exeget’'s ode f good practice by 1mMposing his
() VW preconceptions the LEXT, distinguishing between divine and human ASCIICY 1n
the following WdY „{ ‚U} exegetical ground {  H that this chould NOT be understood
(as 1t Often has een)] entailing maxımal 21CCOUNT of divine ASCIICY 211 the CADECHNSC of
human 1ın the ()1I1! LdsC, and f human ASCILCY 31 the CADECHNSC of divine 1n the other; and
2} that the relation f divine human AsSCI1ICY 15 nevertheless understood differently
the z sides f the antıthesis. ‚Faith-« speaks of commMuUunNal ıte ounded and
orented owards the comprehensive reality f the divine Savıng 1CT10N 1n Christ, of
1C 1t 15 the acknowledgement; ‚works. speaks of commMuUunNal iıte orented owards
the Torah’s prescr1ptions and prohibitions £Or the COVEeENAN': people; and the relation of
divine human ASCILCY 15 understood differently within these a communal (0)I1-

IS « Watson’s objection chows how ditficult 1t 15 4vOo1d SCI151015 DPIroPMMUS when 1INter-
preting LEXT, VE fOr those who IM OST carefully L 1VO1d 1t FOor both Paul and
Luther ccholars this remaıns CONSTAN: Memento
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makes Engberg-Pedersen label Watson’s Paul just »Once More a Lutheran 
Paul?« – which is also the title of his review article of Watson’s book;54 

although Watson himself assures that nothing could be further from his 
mind.

There are two significant and interrelated issues at stake here. Firstly, 
is it possible to operate with unconditional giving, as Barclay also does, 
without also operating with the idea of the pure gift? If so, Engberg-Peder-
sen’s critique of Watson would be weakened. Secondly, is the distinction 

is not part of my intention (conscious, subconscious, or whatever) to ›rehabilitate 
Luther‹« (ibd., 29). 

54 T. Engberg-Pedersen, Article review: Once more a Lutheran Paul? (SJT 59, No. 4, 2006, 
439–460), esp. 453–457. See also F. Watson’s reply: Response (see n.6). According to Eng-
berg-Pedersen the distinction between »faith« and »doing« or »working the law« is not, 
as Watson argues, the distinction between unconditionality (divine agency or saving 
action) and conditionality (human »salvific« action), but instead an ethnic one, as San-
ders and his successors argued (Engberg-Pedersen, Lutheran Paul?, 457). Watson is 
helpful in demonstrating why Paul insisted on equal access for Gentiles as Gentiles, an 
answer that Sanders and his successors never gave. But according to Engberg-Pedersen, 
Watson blurs the fact that Paul in fact believed that in Christ one could find what was 
missing in the law: »the possibility of fulfilling the law in the quite concrete sense of 
actually doing God’s will as expressed in the law« (ibd., 458). According to the general 
tendency within the New Perspective, this is one of the major points of divergence 
between Luther and Paul. As a consequence of his anthropology, Luther never taught an 
actual fulfilment of the law. A more careful reading of Luther, however, would show 
that this did not mean that believers never did fulfil the law. – Watson defends himself 
against accusations of having broken the exeget’s code of good practice by imposing his 
own preconceptions on the text, distinguishing between divine and human agency in 
the following way: »I argue on exegetical ground (1) that this should not be understood 
(as it often has been) as entailing a maximal account of divine agency at the expense of 
human in the one case, and of human agency at the expense of divine in the other; and 
(2) that the relation of divine to human agency is nevertheless understood differently on 
the two sides of the antithesis. ›Faith‹ speaks of a communal life founded on and 
oriented towards the comprehensive reality of the divine saving action in Christ, of 
which it is the acknowledgement; ›works‹ speaks of a communal life oriented towards 
the Torah’s prescriptions and prohibitions for the covenant people; and the relation of 
divine to human agency is understood differently within these two communal con-
texts.« Watson’s objection shows how difficult it is to avoid sensus proprius when inter-
preting a text, even for those who most carefully try to avoid it. For both Paul and 
Luther scholars this remains a constant memento. 
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between uncondiıitional A conditional Z1VINg hbe avoiıded 11 relatıon
Paul 15 1t ıdea inherent 11 the Pauline wTI1LtLINgS? 1{ the latter
15 the GaSC, then Paull’s ıdea of uncondiıitional Z1VINg the sıde of C10d 15
exactly what makes hım break wıth the Jewish hierarchies, iınclude
Pasallds 11 the people of CGod e  C hen there 15 4lsoO lınk the breakdown
of hierarchies 11 the Reformation which CANNOT hbe arbitrary.

The inclusion of the SINNETr 1 the renewed tellowship wıth CGod 15 NOT
11 Luther the PUTIC reception of the PUIC gift SINCE such relatıon could

hbe understood tellowship ANBT would instead reduce justified
human beings INCIC ONSUMILCIS, which 15 the permanent risk of CXABSCI-
atıng PUIC forensic understanding.

lot of 1SSUES, from SOC1a|1 ethics the Lord’s Supper, aAVeE een dıs
turbed by the ıdea of the PUTIC, unılateral gift.>5 But the Lutheran ıdea of
faiıth largely entaiıls human acknowledgement of the divine g1ver, A thiıs
acknowledgement 15 precisely the gift that CGod »Wanil« from
humans A 15 being gıven hım 11 the faith that CGod himself Z1VeES.
TOM thiıs perspective, Luther’s theology (CA£A  = he read radicalıisation of
the dıiıvine-human Z1VINg 1 Paul; CO-operatıon understood correctly 15 1
()1I1 LNOÖTC ımportant than the CONTLENT 11 the ACT of S1VINg, hbecause 1
Luther’s 1C W humans CANNOT g1ve anything that O0€Ss NOT already belong

(10d 15 4lsO reflected 11 Paul Cf I1 COT —I 56 (In the other hand,

54 S1imon has chown how areful and ICCUTATLE reading of Luther’s Offers 11C

and nuanced interpretation of Luther's understanding of sacrıtice 1ın the Lord’s Supper
See SIMON, I e Messoptertheologie Martın Luthers. Voraussetzungen, (enese,
Ciestalt und RezeptionH22)}, 200 See OLKONEN, Eucharist in ngagıng Luther
see 39], 105—I 37} £Or „Finnish« reception f S1mMOon’s work.

56 See agaın FRETTLÖH, Charme (see 2.9}, „50 cchr Paulus sich $11r e1Nn möglichst es
Spendenauftkommen e1INsetzt und uch bereits mi1t e1INer Va  - Gaben rechnet II
Cor)| 20| entscheidender als die Höhe der Kollekte 1sSt $11r iıh das SDEISS der Koopera-
t1011.« Following the argumen of Frettlöh and her referenCces Bayer’s »Categorical
gift« 1n particular, Paul and Luther 14  - be sa1d eflect the fact that humans :  - unı!
mentally only g1Vve what they do NOT have Here Frettlöh reters VWAILDENFELS see
eI10W 60) according whom the AICT of Q1VINg remaıns 1LLLUTIC than the Sift, and He1-
degger’s ONCEDL of „7Zu-Gabe« ibd., 42} (Ine COU. however, Iso have referred ene-
CAa'sS understanding f the beneficıum that remaıns after the gift has 420101 SINg the
Roman understanding f beneficium, described by Seneca, 1K< between Paul
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between unconditional and conditional giving to be avoided in relation to 
Paul or is it a necessary idea inherent in the Pauline writings? If the latter 
is the case, then Paul’s idea of unconditional giving on the side of God is 
exactly what makes him break with the Jewish hierarchies, include 
pagans in the people of God etc. Then there is also a link to the breakdown 
of hierarchies in the Reformation which cannot be arbitrary.

The inclusion of the sinner in the renewed fellowship with God is not 
in Luther the pure reception of the pure gift since such a relation could 
never be understood as a fellowship and would instead reduce justified 
human beings to mere consumers, which is the permanent risk of exagger-
ating a pure forensic understanding.

A lot of issues, from social ethics to the Lord’s Supper, have been dis-
turbed by the idea of the pure, unilateral gift.55 But the Lutheran idea of 
faith largely entails human acknowledgement of the divine giver, and this 
acknowledgement is precisely the gift that God seems to »want« from 
humans and is being given to him in the faith that God himself gives. 
From this perspective, Luther’s theology can be read as a radicalisation of 
the divine-human giving in Paul; co-operation understood correctly is in 
one sense more important than the content in the act of giving, because in 
Luther’s view humans cannot give anything that does not already belong 
to God – as is also reflected in Paul (Cf. II Cor 9:8–11).56 On the other hand, 

55 W. Simon has shown how a careful and accurate reading of Luther’s texts offers a new 
and nuanced interpretation of Luther’s understanding of sacrifice in the Lord’s Supper. 
See W. Simon, Die Messopfertheologie Martin Luthers. Voraussetzungen, Genese, 
Gestalt und Rezeption (SMHR 22), 2003. See J. Jolkonen, Eucharist (in: Engaging Luther 
[see n.39], 108–137) for a »Finnish« reception of Simon’s work. 

56 See again Frettlöh, Charme (see n.29), 37: »So sehr Paulus sich für ein möglichst hohes 
Spendenaufkommen einsetzt und auch bereits mit einer Fülle von Gaben rechnet ([II 
Cor] 8:20) – entscheidender als die Höhe der Kollekte ist für ihn das ›Dass‹ der Koopera-
tion.« – Following the argument of Frettlöh and her references to O. Bayer’s »categorical 
gift« in particular, Paul and Luther can be said to reflect the fact that humans can funda-
mentally only give what they do not have. Here Frettlöh refers to B. Waldenfels (see 
below n.60) according to whom the act of giving remains more than the gift, and to Hei-
degger’s concept of »Zu-Gabe« (ibd., 42). One could, however, also have referred to Sene-
ca’s understanding of the beneficium that remains after the gift has gone. Using the 
Roman understanding of beneficium, as described by Seneca, as a link between Paul 
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1t would 4lsO he right S Y that the CONTLENT 15 the only thing that 15 really
ımportant, hbecause what the human being 15 gıven g1ve 15 hım her
celf 11 faith, 15 the polnt 11 Luther’s understanding of the three DOWCLIS

virtues of faith 11 (n +he Freedom of Christian.>7
1{ follow the lıne of „alternatıve S1IVINZ« 11 Christ, then there 15

surely bond between Luther A Paul, though NOT terminologically; both
SCCI1L Operate wıth alternatıve earthly WAaYyYS of giving.> No harmo-
N1ISatıon, however, 15 forced UDOLL neither Paul 110OT Luther, SINCE relatıons
of Z1V1IN£ ATC close PUIC formal STTUCIUTES ()1I1 (CA£A  = geL, A the SPC-
citic CONTLENT TemaAaıns historically defined before.

In thiıs transıtiıon of Christianity from the Jewish CONTEXT through the
Roman world late medieval Christendom, the doctrine of justification

and Luther becomes ‚VE 1LLLUTIC obyvyious when ()11'! IIL Bayer’s understanding of
the divine „Vorgabe« of t00d, Luther’s understanding of the totality of divine Q1VINg
1n the na Catechism’s explanation f the first artıcle of al Also Seneca :  - VDCL-
211e with X1N! f unconditional S1V1INg See Seneca, DDe benefticiis, 4.5 The description
of divine Z1VINg 1n thiıs PASSadsc resembles Luther’s COMMENLALY the first article of
'91‘ 1n the na Cathecism, ending with the clarıfication that al divine Z1VINg hap
PCI1S „without ALLY merıit worthiness«. ome key element 1n the Retormation under-
standing of divine benevolence 1ın creation and 1n SenNneca’s understanding f divine Q1V-
Ing 1n De benefic1is AIC grounded 1n the “-A111C WadY of thinking, 1C 15 yet another
argumen fOr UusS1InNg Seneca 1N K< between Pauline and Lutheran heology. Luther 15
here NOT only OUN: Senecan SOC1al logic, but Iso general tendency 1n Renals-

humanism, linking the S1VINg CGod of the Old lTestament the Platonic demiurge
and the CGiod benetactor f Stocı1ısm See STAROBINSKI (see 30), 64 Starobinski VOCI -

00Oks, however, that the VCLY idea of the all-giving CGod I5 plays eruc1al role 1ın Rom
oug 1n negatıve WAaY. Paul’s WaY of arguıng 15 NOT that ditferent $rom Seneca’s

WaY f CONVINCINZ hıs reader that the gods g1Vve Sifts hrough the created NAaLUre

7i 53,20—56,14. See HOLM, Wechsel ohnegleichen. UÜber die Grundstruktur der
Rechtfertigung und Heiligung und das Austauschen Va  - „Caben« 1n Luther’s » |Tracta-
LUS de libertate christiana« NZSTh 4O, 1995, 182—196). See I5 5SAARINEN, Finnish
Luther (see 39}, 2426

55 In thiıs reading, the distinction between „nehmendes Geben« und „»gebendes Nehmen«,
1C Frettlöh 1n 1ın Paul, LOLLVECLSCS wiıth Bayer’s understanding f the Categorl-
cal gift 1n Luther. See BAYER, Schöpfungslehre aqals Rechtfertigungsontologie in Word
itt e1INg see n. 40], 17—42), 20—25 See I5 HOLM, Der tröhliche Verkehr.

Rechtfertigungslehre aqals Gabe-Theologie in I e abe Fın „UWUrwort« der Theologie?,
hg HOFFMANN, 2000, 33—54/.
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it would also be right to say that the content is the only thing that is really 
important, because what the human being is given to give is him- or her-
self in faith, as is the point in Luther’s understanding of the three powers 
or virtues of faith in On the Freedom of a Christian.57

If we follow the line of »alternative giving« in Christ, then there is 
surely a bond between Luther and Paul, though not terminologically; both 
seem to operate with an alternative to earthly ways of giving.58 No harmo-
nisation, however, is forced upon neither Paul nor Luther, since relations 
of giving are as close to pure formal structures as one can get, and the spe-
cific content remains as historically defined as before.

In this transition of Christianity from the Jewish context through the 
Roman world to late medieval Christendom, the doctrine of justification 

and Luther becomes even more obvious when one compares Bayer’s understanding of 
the divine »Vorgabe« of food, or Luther’s understanding of the totality of divine giving 
in the Small Catechism’s explanation of the first article of faith. Also Seneca can oper-
ate with a kind of unconditional giving. See Seneca, De beneficiis, 4.5. The description 
of divine giving in this passage resembles Luther’s commentary on the first article of 
faith in the Small Cathecism, ending with the clarification that all divine giving hap-
pens »without any merit or worthiness«. Some key element in the Reformation under-
standing of divine benevolence in creation and in Seneca’s understanding of divine giv-
ing in De beneficiis are grounded in the same way of thinking, which is yet another 
argument for using Seneca as a link between Pauline and Lutheran theology. Luther is 
here not only bound to Senecan social logic, but also to a general tendency in Renais-
sance humanism, linking the giving God of the Old Testament to the Platonic demiurge 
and to the God benefactor of Stocism. See Starobinski (see n.30), 64. Starobinski over-
looks, however, that the very idea of the all-giving God also plays a crucial role in Rom 
1, although in a negative way. Paul’s way of arguing is not that different from Seneca’s 
way of convincing his reader that the gods give gifts through the created nature. 

57 WA 7; 53,20–56,14. See B.K. Holm, Wechsel ohnegleichen. Über die Grundstruktur der 
Rechtfertigung und Heiligung und das Austauschen von »Gaben« in Luther’s »Tracta-
tus de libertate christiana« (NZSTh 40, 1998, 182–196). See also Saarinen, Finnish 
Luther (see n.39), 24–26. 

58 In this reading, the distinction between »nehmendes Geben« und »gebendes Nehmen«, 
which M.L. Frettlöh finds in Paul, converges with Bayer’s understanding of the categori-
cal gift in Luther. See O. Bayer, Schöpfungslehre als Rechtfertigungsontologie (in: Word 
– Gift – Being [see n.40], 17–42), 20–25. See also B.K. Holm, Der fröhliche Verkehr. 
Rechtfertigungslehre als Gabe-Theologie (in: Die Gabe. Ein »Urwort« der Theologie?, 
hg. v. V. Hoffmann, 2009, 33–54). 
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became the vehicle for the contıinuatıon of the Pauline rearrangement of
SOC1a1 A relig10us hierarchies, making the doctrine of justification the
CECNLIE, which 1t W 1415 NOT 1 Paul At the “ALLIC tiıme, thiıs PTOCCSS opened
for Reformation theology the DOossibility of 11C reductionısms that would
urther dissocijate Lutheran tradıtion from Paul

Both 11 Paul A 1 Luther, Christology 15 the F though NOT 1
the “ALLIC WAY. Luther’s theology O0€Ss NOT depend exclusively Paul, hut
also John>? A 11 both Paul A John, Luther finds his Chalcedonian
Christology confirmed. Paull’s Christology 15 truly iıntrıcate 1SSUE, but,
notwithstanding S(CTLIC tendencies owards adoptianism, hıs understand-
1ng of the self-gziving of C10d 1 Christ 15 ()1I1 of the COTNEerSTONES of the S11l
SCEqUENT Christological development. °° The relatıon of divine
divıne self-ziving, however, 15 1SSuUeEe where thorough scholarly work 15
still needed.

Finally, the relatıon between Paul A Luther 15 NOT 1SSuUeEe that (CA£A  =

he solved by historical analysis alone. The element 11 Luther that brings
hım closer Paul, argued by Rısto Saarınen, hbe hıs Christol-

hıs DPOo1LNts tendency 11 0 -CCNLULY Lutheranısm downplay
the role of Chalcedonian Christology 11 Luther’s theology; thiıs 15 often
ONe by quest10nN1ng the adequacy of the doctrine of COMMUNICALIO idio-

the central doctrinal element ©1 But 1t 15 thiıs VeCLY element that

in Luther’s high est1imatıon f the Gospel f John, CC WADR 6; 10,209—34; 55 200 0;
525,5; 55 I  „ 3—5; 3555,1 See I STANGE, DDer johanneische ypUus der

Heilslehre Luthers 1mM Verhältnis ZULT paulinischen Rechtfertigungslehre, 1949:; ÄTKIN-
5 Luthers Einschätzung des Johannesevangelium in Lutherforschung heute, hg

alta, 1955, 49—56}; J.D SIGGINS, Martın Luther’s Loctrine f Christ, 1970; [|IEN-
HARD, Martın Luthers christologische Zeugn1s, L950, 31—37

6O Cf., £Or example, the VCLY prec1ıse tootnote 1n Magdalena Frettlöh’s work with refer-
1ICEC VWALDENFELS, Antwortregister, 1904, FRETTLÖH, Charme (see n. 29], „In
der Menschwerdung wird die Selbsthingabe (:Ottes e1INem nehmendem Geben, Iso
ZUL menschlich-geschöpflichen Art des Gebens, bei dem das Nehmen Waldentels

‚kein Ansichnehmen, kein Bekzommen der Erhalten, sondern e1n Aufsichnehmen
und [Thernehmen: (Antwortregister, 614) bedeutet «

OI Reterences sceptical attıtude owards Christology OUN: aNCIeENtT metaphysics
AIC legio. FOor the central role f COMMUNICALIO idiomatum 1n Luther's theology, CC

STEIGER, I e COMMUNICATIO idiomatum als Achse und OTOTFr der Theologie Luther. Der
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became the vehicle for the continuation of the Pauline rearrangement of 
social and religious hierarchies, making the doctrine of justification the 
centre, which it was not in Paul. At the same time, this process opened 
for Reformation theology the possibility of new reductionisms that would 
further dissociate Lutheran tradition from Paul.

Both in Paul and in Luther, Christology is the motor, though not in 
the same way. Luther’s theology does not depend exclusively on Paul, but 
also on John59 – and in both Paul and John, Luther finds his Chalcedonian 
Christology confirmed. Paul’s Christology is truly an intricate issue, but, 
notwithstanding some tendencies towards adoptianism, his understand-
ing of the self-giving of God in Christ is one of the cornerstones of the sub-
sequent Christological development.60 The relation of divine grace to 
divine self-giving, however, is an issue where thorough scholarly work is 
still needed.

Finally, the relation between Paul and Luther is not an issue that can 
be solved by historical analysis alone. The element in Luther that brings 
him closer to Paul, as argued by Risto Saarinen, seems to be his Christol-
ogy. This points to a tendency in 20th-century Lutheranism to downplay 
the role of Chalcedonian Christology in Luther’s theology; this is often 
done by questioning the adequacy of the doctrine of communicatio idio-
matum as the central doctrinal element.61 But it is this very element that 

59 To Luther’s high estimation of the Gospel of John, see WADB 6; 10,29–34; WA 33; 200,9; 
WA 27; 528,8; WA 33; 166,3–5; 353,1. See also C. Stange, Der johanneische Typus der 
Heilslehre Luthers im Verhältnis zur paulinischen Rechtfertigungslehre, 1949; J. Atkin-
son, Luthers Einschätzung des Johannesevangelium (in: Lutherforschung heute, hg. v. 
V. Vajta, 1958, 49–56); J.D.K. Siggins, Martin Luther’s Doctrine of Christ, 1970; M. Lien-
hard, Martin Luthers christologische Zeugnis, 1980, 31–37. 

60 Cf., for example, the very precise footnote in Magdalena L. Frettlöh’s work with refer-
ence to B. Waldenfels, Antwortregister, 1994, Frettlöh, Charme (see n.29), n.11: »In 
der Menschwerdung wird die Selbsthingabe Gottes zu einem nehmendem Geben, also 
zur menschlich-geschöpflichen Art des Gebens, bei dem das Nehmen – so B. Waldenfels 
– ›kein Ansichnehmen, kein Bekommen oder Erhalten, sondern ein Aufsichnehmen 
und Übernehmen‹ (Antwortregister, 614) bedeutet.« 

61 References to a sceptical attitude towards a Christology bound to ancient metaphysics 
are legio. For the central role of communicatio idiomatum in Luther’s theology, see J.A. 
Steiger, Die communicatio idiomatum als Achse und Motor der Theologie Luther. Der 
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combines Luther’s forensic A transformatıve justification A 4SSOC1ates
hiım wıth the Protestant theology that DDunn agles for At the “ALLIC tiıme, 1t
would he rather futile A anachronistic look for explicit Chalcedo-
147 Christology 11 Paul

hıs leaves wıth the problem that the lınk between Luther A Paul
lıes 11 the Christology that Paul hut NOT only Paul hbuijlds foundation
for hıs that the conNNectıon between Luther A Paul depends
the tradition that Paul (CA£A  = only hbe sa1d he iInauguratıng. But 1t 4lsoO

that purely historical exegetical solution 15 impossible
reach. Luther A Paul lıved 11 LW  @] different worlds wıthout ALLYy CONLACT,
despite of passed through history from ()1I1 the other.
Theologically, ()11' cshould find Insplration 11 the H1ıstory of Religions
School, which, lıke Wiıilhelm Heitmüller, could that naturally
Luther dıd differ from Paul, hut he W 145 closer Jesus®? NOT by repeating
Heitmüller, Gottschick Wernle,°3 hut by statıng that Luther (0()[11-

tinues theological reflection the meanıng? of the C‘hrist that
Paul iniıtiated, hut dıid NOT finıish.

The lınk between Luther A Paul thus constıitutes the interrelated-
C555 of divine-human gift-zivineg A 1ts inter-human ımıtatıon that 15
hased STTUCLUTES presecnt 11 the gift-zivineg relationship 1 Greek-
Roman culture, hut which W 145 definitely urther developed. In thıs transı-
t10N, Seneca I1AY function lınk between Luther A Paul Fırst A
foremost, hbecause the meanıng? of Luther’s A Melanchthon’s dıstinction
between favor dei A donum dei lıes DPretiLYy close SCeNECCA’'S dıstinction

fröhliche Wechsel« als hermeneutischer Schlüssel Abendmahilslehre, Anthropolo-
g1€, Seelsorge, Naturtheologie, Rhetorik und Humor NZSTh 35, 1996, 1—28}

62 HEITMULLER, Luther Stellung 1ın der Religionsgeschichte des Christentums Marbur
CI Akademische Reden 381, 1017 Heitmüller COl ‚VE CC Luther the NECCCSSaLY
COrrection Paul „Aber Va  - e1Nner Erneuerung kann uch hier nıcht die ede SE1N: der
Iutherischen Glaubensbegriff überragt den paulinischen bei weıtem Tiefe und Kraft «
And another eruc1ial tormulation by Heitmüller: »„Ne1n, Wiederherstellung
der uch 11ULT Erneuerung des Paulinismus WL Luthers Christentum nicht, bedeutet
vielmehr die Beselt1gung wichtiger Flemente des paulinischen Christentum, der Jen1in-
CIl nämlich, welche die katholische Kirche mitbegründet en

63 (zOTTSCHICK, Paulinismus und Retormation 6, 1597, 398—460); VWERNLE, DDer
Christ und die Süunde bei Paulus, 1597
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combines Luther’s forensic and transformative justification and associates 
him with the Protestant theology that Dunn asks for. At the same time, it 
would be rather futile and anachronistic to look for an explicit Chalcedo-
nian Christology in Paul.

This leaves us with the problem that the link between Luther and Paul 
lies in the Christology that Paul – but not only Paul – builds a foundation 
for. This means that the connection between Luther and Paul depends on 
the tradition that Paul can only be said to be inaugurating. But it also 
means that a purely historical or exegetical solution is impossible to 
reach. Luther and Paul lived in two different worlds without any contact, 
despite a corpus of texts passed on through history from one to the other. 
Theologically, one should find inspiration in the History of Religions 
School, which, like Wilhelm Heitmüller, could argue that naturally 
Luther did differ from Paul, but he was closer to Jesus62 – not by repeating 
Heitmüller, or Gottschick or Wernle,63 but by stating that Luther con-
tinues a theological reflection on the meaning of the Christ event that 
Paul initiated, but did not finish.

The link between Luther and Paul thus constitutes the interrelated-
ness of divine-human gift-giving and its inter-human imitation that is 
based on structures present in the gift-giving relationship in Greek- 
Roman culture, but which was definitely further developed. In this transi-
tion, Seneca may function as a link between Luther and Paul. First and 
foremost, because the meaning of Luther’s and Melanchthon’s distinction 
between favor dei and donum dei lies pretty close to Seneca’s distinction 

»fröhliche Wechsel« als hermeneutischer Schlüssel zu Abendmahlslehre, Anthropolo-
gie, Seelsorge, Naturtheologie, Rhetorik und Humor (NZSTh 38, 1996, 1–28). 

62 W. Heitmüller, Luther Stellung in der Religionsgeschichte des Christentums (Marbur-
ger Akademische Reden 38), 1917. Heitmüller could even see Luther as the necessary 
correction to Paul: »Aber von einer Erneuerung kann auch hier nicht die Rede sein: der 
lutherischen Glaubensbegriff überragt den paulinischen bei weitem an Tiefe und Kraft.« 
And to quote another crucial formulation by Heitmüller: »Nein, Wiederherstellung 
oder auch nur Erneuerung des Paulinismus war Luthers Christentum nicht, es bedeutet 
vielmehr die Beseitigung wichtiger Elemente des paulinischen Christentum, der jenin-
gen nämlich, welche die katholische Kirche mitbegründet haben.« 

63 J. Gottschick, Paulinismus und Reformation (ZThK 6, 1897, 398–460); P Wernle, Der 
Christ und die Sünde bei Paulus, 1897. 
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between the real beneficium, which lies in the intention of the giver, and 
the actual deed.64 In the end it all depends on whether Paul can be said to 
articulate a transferal of convenantal thinking into the gift-giving system 
of the Greek-Roman world and thus create new ways of understanding 
divine and human giving.

At least three things become quite clear in reading works of the New 
Perspective with the eyes of a Luther scholar: Firstly, that exegetes in the 
New Perspective generally have had an unbecoming reductionist under-
standing of Luther and the Lutheran tradition. Secondly, that Lutheran 
theology itself has contributed to this reductionism by, for example, its 
stereotypical understanding of non-Lutheran types of religion. Thirdly, 
that we need, on this background, to let Paul be Paul in his own right 
without relation to the late medieval discussion about workrighteousness 
and the role of penance. It is not necessary to see Luther directly in the 
Pauline letters in order to establish a clear connection. The vision of 
another, divine, way of giving that crosses or breaks with the world of 
human economies may be a link that bridges the historical gap between 
Paul and Luther and modern time without diminishing the distance in 
between. Relations of mutual giving are universal phenomena; grace, on 
the other hand, is theologically a much more complex term to be suffi-
ciently grasped by a single author.

64 See Saarinen, Gunst (see n.50). 
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