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I

I have heard it said that academics do not solve problems so much as create them.  My work in the following paper derives from my longstanding inability to understand certain kinds of logical connections made by the apostle Paul in his letter to the Romans (and elsewhere).  But since I find that I sometimes see problems where others do not, and since I believe firmly in making transparent one’s agenda, and since this seminar deals with the reception of Romans, I first want to share with you a little of who I am as a reader.  

I am a Jewish New Testament scholar who teaches in a mainline Christian Seminary and who is passionate about teaching and studying Paul.  Indeed, this paper is part of a larger project on Paul.  The concerns that led me to the study of Paul were, put simply, his attitude toward women and Jews.  I am motivated to pursue this bifocal agenda for two reasons primarily.  First, in the post-Holocaust world, I care deeply about the health of Jewish-Christian relations, and Paul has so often been invoked as a witness against Jews and Judaism.  Second, the seminary context within which I teach is a liberal one which is committed to the well-being and fair treatment of women in the church, yet Paul is so often cited as a scriptural authority who opposes the equal treatment of women.  Although I am an outsider to the church, my role as a faculty member within a Methodist Seminary gives me authority to speak to the issue, and my commitment to my students and feminist goals compels me to speak about it.

Interpreting Paul in light of these issues, however, is not easy.  I have come to see that the questions asked of Paul need to be much more nuanced than simply, Was Paul good or bad for women? Or, was Paul a good Jew or a bad Jew?  Thus, while I maintain a dual focus that encompasses studies in Judaism and feminism, both of these arenas have become more complex in my thinking, so that now, instead of asking whether or not Paul was a good Jew, I ask how he conceptualized the boundaries of Judaism in the first place; instead of asking whether or not Paul promoted gender equality, I ask how and where the category of gender functioned in Paul’s thought.  In other words, I take less and less for granted when reading Paul, and inevitably I am led to problematize that which often seems unproblematic to others.

My particular “problem” in this paper lies with explaining the inter-relationship between Abraham, the Gentiles, and christology in Romans, with emphasis on the third element.  I have argued recently that Paul implicitly understands himself as an Abrahamic figure who establishes a new kind of family, one made up of both Jews and Gentiles.
  That argument (part of which I reproduce here in abbreviated form in my discussion of Romans 4 below) depends partly on demonstrating how Paul’s self-understanding resembles the life of Abraham and partly on showing that Paul conceptualized Abraham not primarily as an exemplar of faith for Gentiles, as is commonly thought, but rather as a patrilineal ancestor who encompasses many nations and thereby constitutes Jews and Gentiles as kin.  My ultimate goal here is to understand how and why Paul associated the advent of Christ with the erasure of Jew-Gentile distinctions.

For those who, in the wake of Krister Stendahl, E. P. Sanders, and others, follow the “new perspective” on Paul, Paul’s main concern in Romans is to break down the barriers between Jews and Gentiles, so as to demonstrate that God is the God of all people (not just Israel alone) and that God’s salvation is available to all.
  Generally speaking, I consider myself a new perspective scholar, and I accept this observation.  But the question that has persistently bothered me is why the death and resurrection of Jesus is the means by which the barriers are broken down.  There is certainly no inherent relationship between christology and the dissolving of the Jew-Gentile boundary, even though the association seems to have come naturally for Paul and in deutero-Pauline literature as well.
  

The simple answer is that Jesus’ resurrection marks the beginning of the end (since resurrection was not thought to be something that happened to people on an individual basis, but was supposed to happen collectively at the end of time), and the vision of the end as articulated in prophets like Isaiah involves the in-gathering of the nations.  So Christ, having inaugurated the end of time, signals to Paul that he needs to find ways to be inclusive of Gentiles, which he does and which is most fully articulated in Romans.

The trouble with this answer is that it only addresses the question in terms of Jesus’ resurrection, not in terms of his death.  But, as any reader of the apostle’s letters knows, Paul has a well developed theology of Jesus’ death. I do not think anyone would dispute that the nucleus of Paul’s christology is the death and resurrection of Jesus; without Jesus’ death on the cross there would be no resurrection. The death and resurrection, in fact, go together in Paul’s thought as one salvific event:  “It will be reckoned to us who believe in him that raised from the dead Jesus our Lord, who was put to death for our trespasses and raised for our justification” (Rom. 4:24-25, NRSV). 

In the old Augustinian-Lutheran interpretation of Romans, my interpretive problem does not arise, because Christ’s death does not function to break down barriers between different kinds of human beings.  Rather, Christ’s death reconciles human beings to God by vicariously atoning for their sins.  Attaching such significance to the death of Jesus makes sense because it follows the logic already inherent in ancient Judaism, namely that making the appropriate kinds of sacrifices atones for one’s sins.  Jesus is simply understood as the ultimate form of sacrifice.

Within the context of the new perspective, however, the logical relationship between Jesus’ death and the inclusion of Gentiles remains opaque.  I echo the sentiment of W. D. Davies that Paul does not adequately explain how Jesus’ crucifixion makes possible for Gentiles their inclusion in God’s promises.
  Why is it necessary that Jesus’ death be a sacrificial one in order to accomplish this task?  N. T. Wright, against Davies, thinks the connection is plain:  “Gentiles simply come in, from nowhere; Jews have their membership [in the covenant] renewed, brought back to life, by sharing the death and resurrection of their Messiah.”
  Wright’s statement does not offer an explanation of Paul’s logic, but rather takes it for granted, as so many new perspective scholars and other Christian readers do.  Because followers of Jesus – at least of the Pauline school, which won the day on the question of Gentile inclusion – acted on an assumed connection between the death and resurrection and the extending of promises to Gentiles, and because of the de facto subsequent history of Christianity, it seems as if there is an inherent connection, but, in reality, it is only a historical one, one that can only be observed in retrospect.  That Paul made so powerful an association between these two things in the first place remains to be explained.

II

Having articulated the problem, I now turn to proposing a solution, or at least an explanation. I intend to argue that the logical connection between Jesus and the Gentiles lies with understanding the death of Jesus as a sacrificial act through which Paul creates kinship ties with people to whom he is not biologically related.  Jesus is not the patrilineal ancestor who inaugurates this new family.  Abraham, rather, remains the patriarch, and it is the Abrahamic lineage into which Gentiles are incorporated.  Jesus, however, is the sacrificial means by which Gentiles become members of the Abrahamic kin group.  In order to show why Jesus’ sacrificial death is necessary for realizing Jew-Gentile relatedness, I first need to introduce the reader to the work of the feminist sociologist Nancy Jay, whose insights I will use subsequently to address the issue at hand.

In her book, Throughout Your Generations Forever: Sacrifice, Religion, and Paternity,
 Jay makes a point commonly observed by anthropologists, namely, that social constructs are required for the establishment of paternity in a way they are not for maternity because of the blunt reality of childbirth.  From this observation, Jay argues that these social constructs almost always take the form of sacrifice.  Jay’s central thesis is that sacrifice is “a remedy for having been born of woman.”
  

Jay’s most significant contribution is her insight that gender plays a key role in the logic of sacrifice.  One way to observe the role of gender is to note the symbolic opposition between sacrifice and childbirth in numerous and diverse religious traditions.  Interestingly, and most apropos for the study of early Christianity, this opposition occurs in Greek, Roman, and Israelite traditions, all of which, for example, require some sort of sacrifice to remove the pollution generated by childbirth, or to demarcate the period of pollution from neutral time.  Furthermore, sacrifice generally enables the stripping away of the limits of biology and mortality (associated with women) so that one can enjoy membership in an eternal social order.
  Consider the following excerpt from Ovid in his description of Heracles’ transformation from mortal to immortal being:

All that his mother gave him burned away.

Only the image of his father’s likeness

Rose from the ashes of his funeral pyre…

So Heracles stepped free of mortal being…

And with an air of gravity and power

Grew tall, magnificent as any god.

True, Heracles’ father was divine and his mother mortal, but the language of the story nevertheless functions paradigmatically.  It is not accidental that this particular metamorphosis comes at the moment when Heracles was sacrificing bulls to Zeus.  


Biology is never the sole factor in determining kinship structures.  Social processes, such as marriage and adoption, always aid in the construction of family and genealogy.  But fatherhood in particular requires social construction.  Jay points out that in both Greece and Rome, birth did not automatically grant family membership; a child needed to be ritually recognized by the father, who could also withhold such recognition.
  Similarly, the rabbinic rite of circumcision constitutes the boy as a legitimate descendant of Abraham.  The blessing pronounced at circumcision (“Blessed art thou, Lord our God, King of the Universe, who has sanctified us by his commandments, and commanded us to admit him [the child] to the covenant of Abraham our father”) seemingly gives the father the ability to make his son a descendant of Abraham, rather than having to rely on a pre-existing biological condition.


Anthropologists generally recognize two ways to trace descent:  agnation and cognation.  Agnation is constituted by unilineal descent, through one ancestor, which is most often the patriline.  Cognation recognizes the lineage of both parents.  Because “cognation branches out so rapidly that it cannot identify clearly defined groups enduring from generation for generation,”
 many societies, including the Greeks, Romans and ancient Israelites, use agnation to determine one’s primary lineage.  Agnation, or what I will call patrilineal descent, is an artificial construct usually going back to a single ancestor, designed to provide society with a coherent social identity.
  Abraham functions as this kind of patriarchal ancestor in Judaism.
  Concern for patriliny appears most frequently in those societies in which families are part of more extended and complex kin groups (e.g., clans, tribes) and where the transfer of property (i.e., concerns over inheritance) needs conscious attention.


A patriline maintains intergenerational continuity between fathers and sons, and that maintenance means that women and childbearing are necessarily devalued.
  As Jay says of exogamous patrilineal systems, “Women marry outside their own family and bear children for the continuity of a different family.  Children are born not just of women, but of outsiders.  For any boy, ‘all that his mother gave him’ pollutes the purity of the paternal line.”
  Because the women who provide the heirs for one family originate in a different family and have a different genealogy, their lineage cannot be recognized without threatening the boundaries and coherence of the patriline. Patrilineal lines of descent cannot use the evidence of birth to establish kinship, but they must provide some sort of reliable evidence for paternity.  Sacrifice counts as that evidence.  As Jay says, “When membership in patrilineal descent groups is identified by rights of participation in blood sacrifice, evidence of ‘paternity’ is created which is as certain as evidence of maternity, but far more flexible.”


The observation that sacrifice is frequently associated with establishing kinship was made long before Jay.  Her contribution lies with her observation of the connection between sacrifice and a particular kind of kinship relation, that between fathers and sons.  She would argue that the substantive reasons for the association of sacrifice and patrilineal descent can only be determined within a given society.  However, at the level of abstraction, the logic of sacrifice lends itself to the establishment of kin, because sacrifice is fundamentally about joining and separating.


Scholars of ritual studies have long divided sacrifice into two kinds, communion and expiatory.  Communion sacrifice functions to bring people together and usually takes alimentary form, i.e. people eating together from the same ritual object.  The intention of expiatory sacrifice is to separate people from whatever they need to be separated from: outsiders, sins, pollution, evils, etc.  As Jay points out, the two kinds of sacrifice identified by scholars are helpful for understanding sacrifice, but using them to categorize sacrifices as practiced by peoples does not work, because sacrifices often involve elements of both.  In other words, in reality the two categories overlap.  Therefore, she views both kinds as two sides of the same coin, as elements of the same logic of sacrifice.  The purpose of sacrifice is the construction and maintenance of relationships.  In order for people to understand themselves as joined together, they must also perceive themselves as separating from someone or something else.  The process of forming one coherent identity (whether for an individual or a group) requires a concomitant process of differentiation.  “There is necessarily an ‘either/or’ about lineage membership (members must be distinguished from non-members), and for patriliny, this either/or requires transcending descent from women.”


Because birth can be transcended by sacrifice, it also makes possible the establishment of social relations or lines of succession in groups where typical family relations play no role (she offers the example of the Catholic priesthood, where the celebrants of the mass comprise a lineage of males going back to Jesus).  Furthermore, participation in a lineage based on sacrifice enables participants to be part of a “ritually-defined social order, enduring continuously through time, that birth and death (continually changing the membership of the ‘eternal’ lineage) and all other threats of social chaos may be overcome.”
  Jay is particularly eloquent on summing up the association between sacrifice, patriliny, and immortality, and is worth quoting at length:

The twofold movement of sacrifice, integration and differentiation, communion and expiation, is beautifully suited for identifying and maintaining patrilineal descent.  Sacrifice can expiate, get rid of, the consequences of having been born of woman (along with countless other dangers) and at the same time integrate the pure and eternal patrilineage.  Sacrificially constituted descent, incorporating women’s mortal children into an “eternal” (enduring through generations) kin group, in which membership is recognized by participation in sacrificial ritual, not merely by birth, enables a patrilineal group to transcend mortality in the same process in which it transcends birth.  In this sense, sacrifice is doubly a remedy for having been born of woman.

Although Jay means by immortality the continuity of lineage, it is not hard to imagine a particular context in which participation in the patrilineage allows one to transcend, quite literally, one’s mortal being, and that is exactly what I think we have in Paul.

III

Christ’s death on the cross constitutes the sacrifice that integrates Gentiles into the lineage of Abraham – that is the essential “logic” that connects Paul’s christology to his mission to incorporate Gentiles into Israel.  The resurrection is important, too, but it represents the other side of the sacrifice, namely, the divine inheritance effected by the sacrificial death, adoption as sons of God, rebirth as a new immortal being who transcends the fleshly birth from a woman.  The constraints of time and space do not allow me to be exhaustive, but I believe I can make a preliminary case for this understanding by highlighting selected texts from Romans.  I will first discuss excerpts from chaps. 4 & 9, then turn to excerpts from 5 & 8.  The combination will no doubt strike many readers as peculiar, since Romans 5-8 usually marks the mid-section and is often seen to stand notoriously apart from chaps. 1-4 and 9-11.  But I have chosen deliberately, not only because these chapters contain the material most relevant to the issue at hand, but also to illustrate the logical connections between Paul’s christology, found mainly in chaps. 5-8 and his concerns for Jew-Gentile relations found in earlier and later chapters.

Romans 4:1:  What shall we say?  Have we found Abraham to be our forefather according to the flesh?
 


This translation comes from the work of Richard Hayes.  The NRSV translates this verse very differently: “What then are we to say was gained by Abraham, our ancestor according to the flesh?”  In many ways, Hayes’ translation is the simplest and most straightforward rendering of the Greek. To be sure, the Greek is terse and there are several translation possibilities (as there always are), Hayes’ translation seems to me best for grasping the upshot of Paul’s rhetoric in introducing this section.  Dividing the verse into two questions is more consistent with Pauline style generally (see e.g., Rom 6:1; 7:7).  Most importantly, Hayes has shifted the emphasis from Abraham’s actions to Abraham’s status as ancestor, and this seems to best anticipate what follows in the chapter.

This shift in emphasis has an increasing number of followers. Recently scholars have begun to recognize that Abraham-as-ancestor may be more significant than Abraham-as-example in Romans 4.
  In the old Augustinian-Lutheran reading of this chapter, the emphasis always fell on the first half, up to v. 16, where Paul’s interprets Gen 15:6 in light on Ps 32:1, and the language of justification appears frequently.  Interpreters traditionally understood Abraham as an illustration of justification by faith.  But, as Paul himself says after relating that Abraham’s circumcision follows God’s proclamation of the patriarch as righteous, the purpose of this sequence of events is to make Abraham the father of all who believe, the uncircumcised and the circumcised (4:11-12). 

To put it succinctly, this chapter is Paul’s proof that Gentiles and Jews are both descendants of Abraham, and, therefore, they are kin.  As Stan Stowers aptly puts it,

Romans does not wrestle with the problem of how God goes about saving the generic human being.  Rather, it asks how families of people establish a kinship with God and with one another.  Jews inherit a status as God’s children (literally “sons”) from generation to generation; other peoples do not.  How do gentile peoples get into a family relation so that they can stand righteous before God rather than as enemies and aliens?

While scholars recognize the paternal language, they assume Paul’s language of ancestral connection between Abraham and the Gentiles is really analogical, metaphorical, and rhetorical; Paul is not literally claiming an ancestral connection between the two.  In contrast, I contend that an ancestral connection is exactly what Paul is claiming.  Before proceeding, however, it is worth providing my rendering of Rom 4:16-22.

Romans 4:16-22:  16)That is why it depends on faith, in order that the promise will be guaranteed –according to grace – to all his descendants, not only to those who are descended from law, but also to those descended from the faith of Abraham, who is the father of us all. 17)As it is written, “I have made you the father of many nations” – in the presence of the God in whom he believed, who gives life to the dead and calls into existence the things that do not exist.  18)Hoping against hope, he believed that he would become “the father of many nations,” according to what was said, “So numerous shall your descendants be.”  19)He did not weaken in faith when he considered his own body, which was already as good as dead (for he was about a hundred years old), or when he considered the barrenness of Sarah’s womb.  20)No distrust made him waver concerning the promise of God, but he grew strong in faith as he gave glory to God, 21)being fully convinced that God was able to do what he had promised.  22)Therefore his faith “was reckoned to him as righteousness.”


These verses are important because they give content to Abraham’s faith.  While traditional interpreters have too often assumed that Abraham’s faith consisted in his personal belief or trust in God – in either case, an interior disposition positively directed toward God – here we have Abraham’s faith specified:  Abraham’s act of faith is the conception of Isaac.
  The quotations from Genesis are directly associated with Isaac’s conception, but we do not need to depend on allusions.  In vv. 19-20 Paul paraphrases the story.  Abraham’s act of faith is to start a family, and, as I will demonstrate momentarily, the progeny Abraham will produce through Isaac are the equivalent of God’s heirs.
  


Moreover, God’s heirs in this case includes other “nations.”  Although it was not commonly emphasized, it was not unusual for Jewish interpreters to mention Abraham’s being the father of Gentiles.
 In some cases, Abraham was understood to be the ancestor of certain Gentiles to whom Jews could then claim a kinship relation.
 What is unusual, however, is that Paul explicitly connects the promise that Abraham will be the father of many nations to the conception of Isaac.  Although this linkage is unprecedented (at least to my knowledge), it makes exegetical sense, since the biblical story indicates that the promise for multitudinous progeny and heirs is fulfilled, at least initially, with the birth of Isaac.  For Paul, Abraham’s act of faith gives birth to Jewish and Gentile heirs within a coherent lineage; it marks the beginning of a line of descendants who will fulfill God’s promises.


As will be seen fully when we come to 8:14-17, while Jews and Gentiles can be descendants of Abraham, receipt of divine inheritance depends upon being properly “adopted.”  Contrary to popular belief, I do not think Paul thinks that Jews are biological descendants (kata sarka, to use Paul’s language), while Gentiles become descendants by “adoption” (uiothesia).  He uses the term explicitly of Jews in Rom 9:4:  “They are Israelites, and to them belong the adoption.…”  Paul does not use this term, either here or in Galatians (see Gal 4:5), as a way of emphasizing the Gentiles’ lack of physiological connection to Abraham.  The term means to become a son, with all the rights and privileges thereof.
  Having the claim of inheritance to one’s father’s name and estate is of far greater significance in structuring patrilineal genealogy than mere biology.  Paul makes this point clearly in 9:6-9.

Romans 9:6-9:  But it is not as though the word of God had failed, for not all those descended of Israel belong to Israel, and not all of Abraham’s children are his descendants, but “through Isaac your descendants shall be called.”  This means it is not the children of the flesh who are children of God, but the children of the promise who are counted as descendants.  For the word of the promise is as follows:  “At this time, I will come and a son will be born to Sarah.”   

Physical descent does not make one a “son.” If a Jew’s status before God is not dependent on biological lineage, then surely such lineage is not required for Gentiles either.  Jews who consider themselves descendants of Abraham do not hold this privilege by virtue of physical descent; otherwise Abraham’s children by Hagar would be counted as heirs along with Sarah’s, which neither Paul nor any other Jews of his time believed to be the case.


Although Paul does not mention Hagar in Romans, we know from Galatians 4, that Paul thought of Hagar and Sarah and their respective sons almost as antitypes of one another.  Sarah’s son, Isaac, and his descendants, are the children of promise.  Hagar’s son (who remains unnamed by Paul) is associated with slavery and the flesh.  The conception of Isaac as narrated by Paul in Rom 4:19-20 mentions Abraham’s advanced age and the barrenness of Sarah’s womb.  Mention of these details serves to emphasize the miraculous, to be sure, but also the non-fleshly nature of the conception.  The reason for this, I think, is that Paul is describing the birth of God’s heirs, not just Abraham’s. In Rom 9:8, it is clear that children of Abraham (through Isaac) and children of God can be used interchangeably.  When he says, “it is not the children of the flesh who are children of God, but the children of promise who are counted as descendants,” he means that biological descent and ordinary human reproduction did not/cannot/will not bestow genealogical status requisite to being a member of God’s family.  Thus has Paul answered the question he posed in 4:1, “Is Abraham our father according to the flesh?”  


Traditional interpreters have thought that Paul devalues genealogy.
 Specifically, any claims to privilege because one is a “Jew by birth” are rendered meaningless.  Even new perspective scholars in this way see Paul critiquing Judaism for its claims to ethnic privilege.  But, to the contrary, lineage remains essential to Paul.  To be sure, Paul is critiquing what he deems too narrow an interpretation of Abraham’s patriline, particularly in the first half of chap. 4:  The act of circumcision does not make one a legitimate heir of Abraham.  But Paul’s point is that lineage bestows the gift of grace upon the heir.  Participation in the Abrahamic lineage is not something one can do for oneself (justification by faith notwithstanding
), because patrilines work by the father’s bestowing his lineage, inheritance, name, etc., upon the son; a son cannot claim that inheritance for himself, it is the privilege of the father to give it. 

IV

Rom 5:6,8-10:  6) For, while we were still weak, at the right time, Christ died for the ungodly.  8) But God proves his love for us in that while we were still sinners Christ dies for us.  9)Much more surely then, now that we have been justified by this blood, will we saved through him from the wrath (of God).
  10) For if while we were enemies, we were reconciled to (by?) God through the death of his Son, much more surely, having been reconciled, will we be saved by his life.

Commentators typically assume that Paul speaks here of believers (i.e., Christians).  Their working Augustinian assumption is that the condition of all humanity is sinful.  Furthermore, all are in the same kind of state of sinfulness, and therefore all require the same means of salvation.  But I think it much more likely that the subject indicated is Gentile believers. Indeed, I find the suggestion that Romans 5-8 generally addresses concerns specific to Gentiles to be the most compelling way to understand these chapters in relation to the rest of Romans.


Terms like “ungodly,” “sinners,” and “enemies” are terms typically used by Jewish authors to characterize Gentiles, and Paul is no different in this regard.  The use of “ungodly,” for example, appears in Rom 1:18, where it surely refers to the Gentile condition.  It also appears in 4:5, where it implicitly refers to Abraham in his pre-circumcision state.
  Although Jews could fall prey to sin, Paul does not regard them as “sinners” the way Gentiles are (as evidenced by Gal 2:15 where Paul uses the term to distinguish Gentiles from Jews:  “We ourselves are Jews by birth and not Gentile sinners.”)  Because they stood within the promise of the covenant, Jews had a way to atone for sin, while Gentiles were defined as outside the covenant and therefore alienated from God.  

That Paul uses the first person plural is no deterrent to this reading, because Paul typically uses rhetorical means to express solidarity with his Gentile followers.  (Significantly, he switches to the second person in 6:11-23, precisely where he speaks vividly of those who were once “slaves of sin,” and who yielded their members “to impurity and to greater and greater iniquity.”  Again, while Jews sin, it is mainly Gentiles who Paul speaks of in such grave terms.)  Besides, since the main thrust of Paul’s argument in Rom 4 is that Gentiles can be part of the lineage of Abraham through Christ, Paul and his Gentile kin can be understood to share one collective identity.  It is Jesus’ death in particular that enables unity of Jew and Gentile.  The language of joining and separating, clearly evident in v. 10, appears throughout the middle chapters of Romans.  True, there is no mention of being joined to Abraham – Paul uses the language of being in Christ – in these chapters.  Of course, the bringing in of the Gentiles into Abraham’s lineage as described in Romans 4 is, theologically speaking, not merely for the sake of better relations between Jews and Gentiles, but for the sake of their salvation.  They become members of God’s family in order that they might partake of the inheritance God gratuitously bestows on God’s heirs.

Rom 5:12-14:  12) Therefore, just as sin came into the world through one man, and death came through sin, and so death spread to all because all have sinned – 13) sin was indeed in the world before the law, but sin is not reckoned when there is no law.  14) Yet death exercised dominion from Adam to Moses, even over those whose sins were not like the transgression of Adam, who is a type of the one who was to come.
Ultimately, it is important to understand the role that gratuity plays in Paul’s entire scheme in chaps. 5-8.  Paul’s reflections on the Adam-Christ typology in the second half of chap. 5 – which of course have led many to see these chapters as fundamentally concerned with the condition of universal humanity – is, at least partly, his way of explaining how human beings find themselves in circumstances not of their own making.  As Stowers says, Paul’s “main concern consists in showing how the actions of one person can affect many.”
  This kind of thinking appears almost “natural” in a cultural context like Paul’s, where the actions of an individual can affect, for better or worse, the status of the whole family.  At the same time, as Charles Cousar avers, “But of course Adam and Christ are more than individuals; they incorporate in themselves all people.  Each is the progenitor and prototype of all humanity.  Through the one person death spreads to all; through the other person life comes to all.”
  In general I would agree (though, as I hope to make clear by the end, I do not think “progenitor” is an apt word for Jesus).  Each one counts as the first man, marking the beginning of the age.  Adam marks the beginning of the age of sin and death; while Christ marks the age of the “free gift” (charisma) and eternal life.  But in the first age, as we saw in Romans 4, Abraham’s faithful actions initiate a special lineage in spite of the Adamic situation.  This lineage becomes the people Israel who eventually receive God’s law and therefore develop a means of dealing with sin.  This ability sets them apart from the other peoples who, because of Adam, remain enslaved to sin.  Death may be a reality for everyone in the first age, Jews and Gentiles alike, but Jews, being children of God and able to abide the law, hold sin in check and are poised to receive their divine inheritance, whenever the time comes.  In this sense, death cannot be said to hold dominion over Jews since the time of Moses (5:14), even though, as I imagine Paul recognized, Jews died just like everybody else.

Gentiles, on the other hand, remain slaves to sin.  Nevertheless, following the logic of Romans 1-3 that God is impartial, they are technically as accountable to the law as are Jews (see esp. 2:14-15).  Following cultural stereotypes, Paul regards Jews as “naturally” obedient, not because they possess the law, but because they are the descendants of Abraham and have a kind of genetic edge, while Gentiles are disobedient because they have not heretofore had the benefit of participation in this blessed lineage.  The purpose of Romans 6-7 is precisely for Paul to illustrate vividly through speech-in-character that when well meaning Gentiles try to engage the law they are indicted by the law.  The law does not work for Gentiles because they are stuck in Adamic existence without the benefit of God-given grace, without the benefit that comes simply from being part of Israel.

With Christ comes the start of the new age.  The new age means that it is time for God to make good on God’s promises which for Paul means the promise of eternal life.  But Christ, in making the transition from the old age to the new, makes possible the incorporation of outsiders (Gentiles) by means of his sacrificial death.

Rom 8:3-4,14-17:  3) For God has done what the law, weakened by the flesh, could not do: by sending his own Son in the likeness of sinful flesh, as a sin offering,
 he condemned sin in the flesh, 4) so that the just requirement of the law might be fulfilled in us, who walk not according to the flesh but according to the Spirit….  14) For all who are led by the Spirit of God are children of God.  15) For you did not receive a spirit of slavery to fall back into fear, but you have received a spirit of sonship.
  When we cry “Abba!” “Father!” 16) it is that very Spirit bearing witness with our spirit that we are children of God, 17) and if children, then heirs, heirs of God and joint heirs with Christ – if, in fact, we suffer with him so that we may also be glorified with him.

Paul’s claim in Rom 8:3-4, which represents a kind of restatement of what he said in 3:21-26, is an articulation of Christ as sacrifice.  But in distinction to 3:21-26, here Paul refers to Jesus as the “Son,” and the discussion culminates with his declaration that they, the Gentiles, can now also claim God as “Father;” they have become joint heirs with Christ.  Here one can see most clearly the paradigmatic connection between sacrifice and filial legitimation articulated by Nancy Jay.

Jesus’ sacrifice expiates sin – Paul clearly describes the event explicitly as an expiatory sacrifice.  In my view, this sacrifice atones primarily for the sins of Gentiles, those outside the protected covenant of Israel.  At the same time, though it remains implicit, Jesus’ sacrifice effects the joining of Jews and Gentiles, and as such it is a communion sacrifice.  Both in 3:24-25 and here in chap. 8 the mention of Jesus’ sacrifice appears within a context in which boundaries between Jews and Gentiles are being dissolved.  In chap. 3 Paul reiterates that there is no distinction between Jew and Gentile; in chap. 8 he does not use the language of Jew-Gentile, but that of genealogical legitimacy.  Gentiles receive the same “sonship” (8:15) that Jews already possess (9:4).  Gentiles are joined to God’s family because of Jesus’ sacrificial death, which is so sure a guarantee that separation is no longer possible (8:33-39).

The reason law is an issue for Paul, both in chaps. 1-4 and chaps 5-8, is that it distinguishes Jews and Gentiles, and such distinctions are no longer acceptable if both kinds of people are to share the same lineage and its blessings.  When Paul says “For God has done what the law, weakened by the flesh, could not do…,” he means that the law could not achieve the expiation and communion achieved by Jesus’ sacrificial death.  Two reasons inform this assumption.  First, Gentiles who try to become Jews by taking on the law are unlikely to succeed – that is his point in Romans 6-7 – because Paul makes certain cultural stereotypes about Gentiles. Simply put, Gentiles cannot become Jews.  Thus, the law will condemn them and the “distinction” between Gentiles and Jews will remain.  Second, the law is designed to encourage personal responsibility and accountability for sin, but, while it enables knowledge of sin (7:7), it can never alleviate the human susceptibility to sin, because as long as one lives even partly in the flesh, sin’s potential remains. Adam’s shadow is cast over everyone, Jew and Gentile alike.  Jewish privilege and the Jewish ability to cope with the sinful condition of flesh does not originate from the law, but from the Abrahamic lineage.  The Mosaic law is given as a token of the divine grace that Israel already enjoys because of Abraham.  What Gentiles need is the assurance that comes from being the seed of Abraham.

Since Abraham is nowhere explicitly in view in chaps. 5-8, and since Paul speaks repeatedly of being “in Christ,” my claim that Gentiles need to participate in the seed of Abraham as part of their salvation needs some explanation.  According to Stowers, the “faith of Christ”— understood as a subjective genitive – is analogous to the “faith of Abraham.”  Stowers refers to the faithful acts of both figures as “generative faithfulness,”
 because God’s response to their acts of faithfulness is to extend the blessing from the one to the many.  What each of them does as individuals has ramifications for others who receive blessings not because of what they do, but because of what was done on their behalf.

In distinction to Stowers, I do not think the parallelism between Abraham and Christ can be extended very far.  For Paul Christ is analogous to Adam.  Adam and Christ, as discussed above, each inaugurate an age that has general anthropological implications.  Adam is associated with mortality, flesh, and sin.  Jesus is associated with immortality, the spirit, and the removal of sin.  Abraham, on the other hand, inaugurates a special lineage.  He remains the essential patrilineal ancestor for those who will inherit the divine promises in either age.  As Stowers himself says, “For Paul, Jews and gentiles are now related because Christ has made Abraham the father of gentiles, so that the two sets of peoples share the same progenitor.”
  To put it in terms consistent with the interpretation being offered here, Christ is the means by which Gentiles can claim Abraham as their ancestor and thereby inherit the Abrahamic promises.  

Christ himself cannot be a progenitor and his faithful actions cannot be generative in the same way that Abraham’s are (as described in Romans 4).  Paul does not – perhaps cannot – view Christ as a founding father.  Because Christ is quintessentially the Son, it would have been difficult to conceive of him as a father.  Christ is the first born of the immortal, and believers are his “fellow heirs.”  Christ’s death on the cross is an act of faith; like Abraham, Christ acted faithfully by following through with what God intended.  But, while the language of faith is certainly important to Paul in conceptualizing his christology, Jesus’ faith alone cannot explain why Paul sees a link between Jesus’ death and the inclusion of Gentiles.  Rather, it is the filial-sacrificial mechanism that results in the Gentiles’ divine sonship.  Jesus’ death constitutes an act of sacrifice, and it is sacrifice that holds the power to rearrange the genealogical configuration between Jews and Gentiles and between people and God.

What distinguishes Jesus from Abraham and everybody else is that he is God’s Son whom God puts forward as a sacrifice (3:25; 8:3).  Thus it is an act of grace, generated by God the Father who sacrifices his first born on behalf of others who will become his children as a result.  Following the pattern of human patriliny, divine genealogical status is something one inherits from one’s father at the father’s discretion.  One cannot achieve patrilineal status, it is gratuitously bestowed.  A person does not become a “son of God” by mere achievement, but because God has made that person a member of the family.  One does not achieve matrilineal status by one’s own effort either, but the difference between matrilineal and patrilineal status is that a father can choose or not choose to incorporate a child into his family.  Mother and child are simply linked through biology and the reality of childbirth.  Patrilineage can only be granted by the father; it is his prerogative and his alone, which means it is completely independent of maternity and all the other limitations of human biology.  Thus, it is no surprise that the means to immortality, which is ultimately what Paul means by being a “son of God,” is achieved by the same patrilineal means that unite Jew and Gentile in Abraham.  Participation in Christ’s sacrificial rite, being “in Christ” not only bestows the Abrahamic patriline upon the participant, it dissolves all fleshly limitations (Gal 3:28) and thereby enables the realization of immortality.

In conclusion, the assumptions of patriliny make up the essential components of Paul’s christology in Romans.  In order to bring these assumptions to light, one must first understand the significance of Romans 4.  Abraham may be exemplary in his actions, but Paul’s descriptions in Romans 4 are not there so as to inspire imitation by others.  Romans 4 proves that Abraham is the father of Gentiles as well as Jews – God made a promise guaranteeing that Abraham would be the father of many nations.  Furthermore, being a member of Abraham’s patriline really made one a member of God’s own family.  The promise to Abraham about being the father of many nations, however, was not fulfilled until the sacrifice of Christ.  Formerly, during the age of Adam, it remained in abeyance.  Only one small nation, the Jews, enjoyed the benefit of being a descendant of Abraham.  These Jews were given God’s law, which increased the distinction between those favored by God, the Jews, and those who remained out of favor, Gentiles.  In order to reconfigure the genealogical boundaries so as to include many nations in the divine patriline and thus fulfill the promise to Abraham, God offered the sacrifice of his own Son, who came in the flesh so as to obliterate the fleshly distinctions that separate people from one another, and human beings from God.  Jesus’ sacrifice could accomplish so transformative a task because it reflects the kind of sacrificial mechanism found in many cultures, a mechanism that alleviates the constraints of biology and human relations, truly a “remedy for having been born of woman.”  If it had not been for the patrilineal assumptions in the world of Hellenistic Judaism, where the primary theological construct was a single male deity unencumbered by a female consort, and where genealogical identity was constructed around the patriarch,
 would Paul (and other early Christians) have envisioned the salvation of the world as having been achieved by a Father-God and the gratuitous sacrifice of his first born Son?
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