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1. Introduction

Recentdays have seen the publication of ew studyfrom Dr. John Piper, Counted
Righteous inChrist: Should WeAbandonthe Imputation ofChrist's Righteousness?
(Wheaton: Crossway, 2002). According ttnereader,Dr. Piper’s book is‘certainly the
most solid defense dhe imputedrighteousness dEhrist sincethe work of JohnMurray
fifty yearsago” (John Fram, fromthe back cover)This bookemerges fronvigorous
contemporary debate over the cardinal issues of imputation, justificationgabebusness,
and represents a reaffirmation of the traditional Protestant position on these questions.

It must be drified from the ouset thatthis response to Piperisook represents a
kind of “mediating” position. Not that the purpadsdo bridge agap simplyfor the sake of
being a “peacemaker,” but rather that the baby is not throgvn out with the bathwater.
That is tosay, the intention of the doctrine of imputation isiot to be disputedour
righteousness comes from Christ and is for that reasdial@n righteousnes$ However,
it is aquestion of modality. The prophetsiticipate theday when the Lord himself will
become our righteousness (Isa@hl10; Jeremiah 23:@83:16), corresponding tehe time
when noneother thanhis Servantwill make many righteous (Isah 53:11). But how
precisely does thistranspire? It isthe contention ofthis paper thathe free gift of
righteousness comes our way bytuar of unionwith Christ nat imputation as classically
defined.

The design of thistudy isto engagePiper’s exegetical/theologicarguments. The
introductory material pertaining to the setting in family, church, culture and natioeallys
not in dispute. Every Christianwould agree hat justification byfaith is vital for the
preservation and well-being of each. Butheir own way these remarkgellingly bring to
the fore acentralissue in Piper'gresentation. Throughout hizook, Piper assumethat
justification by faithand imputation are tantamount ®ach other, athoughthe former
could not exist apart from the latter. So, it is well frtra ouset ofthis response to go on
record thajustification by faith asuch is not in contention, onljxe mechanics of how
justification “works.” Likewise, that therighteousness ofhrist becomesour possession
by faith alone is taken for granted, and indeed defended, in the following pages.

Given, then, ourcommon faith inChrist andthe efficacy of his blood and
righteousness, wareobliged,even in theclimate ofheated deate, tobe evervigilant to
maintain the apostolic mandate to tmeirch: “I thereforea prisonerfor the Lord, beg you
to lead a lifeworthy of the calling towhich youhave beertalled,with all lowliness and
meekness, with patience, forbearing one anothénia, eager tomaintainthe unity of the
Spirit in the bond of peat¢Ephesians 4:1-3).

Procedurally, Ihavechosen tofollow Piper's own outline. His arguments are
normally summazed in detailand sometimes with lengtlyuotations, inorder tolet him
speak for himself as much psssible. Then, isome cases followinthe summaries and
in others intertwined with them, | hageught to provide whatesponse is possibiegithin
the parameters allotted.



2. A Sketch of Piper's Argument

The launching pad of Piper’s book is an article by Robert Gundry (see p. 44), takenis

as a leading representative“tfe challenge tdnistoric Protestant teachinéAccording to
Piper, Gundry’s revision of the Protestant schema of justification can be summarized under
four heads (pp. 47-48).

(1) Our “faith is reckoned asrighteousness” inthe sense that our
righteousness “consists f#ith eventhoughfaith is not itself awork.” In
other words, faith, instead of receiving the imputed righteousneShrt,
is itself our righteousness by God’s decision to impute it to be so.

(2) Justification does notinvolve any positive imputation of divine
righteousness (neither God’s nor Christ’s) to believers.

(3) God's righteousness is his “salvific igity in a covenantaframework”
as opposed tamputation ina “bookkeepingframework.” This salvific
activity, called “justification,” includes whathas traditionally beencalled
“sanctification”: justification “has to do with liberation from sin’s mastery.”

(4) The doctrire thatChrist’s righteousness imputed to believinginners
needs to be abandoned as unbiblical.

In Piper's“ExegeticalResponse tthe Challenge,” apeal is made to the standard
Pauline texts which are supposed to contain the doctrine of imputation. Pgaetiaslarly
concerned to deny that justification is in any senbleeration from sin. liis view, such a
understanding otexts like Romans 6:6-7 results in a confusion joktification and
sanctification. As much at stake as anything is a methodology of reading Pauline texts. In
particular, Piper objects t@“controlling biblical-theological paradigm{*new paradigm”)
which, he believes, is totvague andgeneral’and fails to do justice tpassages iRaul.

Piper isafraid hatthis approach “bearsll the marks of awidespreadscholarlyparadigm
that exerts a controlling effect on the exegesis of the teatdb not clearlsupportit” (p.
70).

3. Piper’s Exegetical Presentation and Response
1. The Evidence that the Righteousness Imputed to Us is External and Not Our Faith

The primary pssagesduced insupport ofthis proposition is Roman&1-11.Verse 3 of
chapter 4quotesGenesisl5:6. As traslated byPiper,the latter pasage readsAbraham
believedGod, andit was creditedto him for righteousnessfitalics his). The mainstay of
the argument from Romans 4 is trenslation ofthe Greek verllogizomaias “reckoned,”
“counted” or“imputed.” Thus, given such atranslation ofPaul’s Greek, it follows for
Piper that righteousness becomes the possession of the believer by virtue of imputation.
Howeva, the problemresidesprecisely inthe translatiorand, consequently, the
interpretation ofogizomai It is true that members of this bagnily of words can mean
“credit/charge to one’s account” (for example, Philemonel®ded), andlogizomaiitself

"Documented byPiper asappearing inBooksand Culture, January/Februar2001 and March/April 2001.

The choice of Gundry as a representatiV&he challengeo historic Protestarteaching” isunderstandable
enough and makes for a convenifmilt However, it is ultimatelyreductionisticbecausdghereare so many
variations on the theme, especially considering that “the challenge” is becoming very widespread indeed.



is used by Paul ithe sense ofkeep arecord of” (1 Corinthiand.3:5). The LSJ classical
Greek lexicon cites a coupleioktances in whiclit bearsthe sense of'set down to one’s
account,” although these are isolated instances and do not occuplaemyfprominence

. . 2 . . .
in the verb’s semantic rangédowever, a glance at the BAQI2xicon informs one that in
biblical GreeKogizomaicharacteristically means thinlijee “reckon,”“calculate,” “count,”
“take into account, ™evaluate,” “estimate,” “thinkabout,” “consider,” “think,”“be of the

opinion,” “look upon as” (as do LSﬁ).

Given suchestablished andommonusages, it istriking that Piper overlooks the
fact that the most proximate occurrencdagfizomaito Romans 4 ilRomans3:28, where
the verb canhardly be traslated “impute” or “credit.” Rather, Paul “considers” or
“concludes” that one igustified by faithapartfrom the waks of the law (cf. the same
usage in Roman&:11). Indeedthis stategic employment oliogizomaiprovides a very
natural lead-in to chapter 4, which almost immediately quotes Genesis 15:6.

It is true that BAGD translategizomaiin Romans 4:4, 5, 6, 41, 22 asplace to
one’s account” or “credit.” Theditors do sdecause theseerses, theyorrectlynote, are
taken after Genesik5:6. Yet it is just Genesisl5:6, rightly understood that provides the
linguistic and conceptual background to Romans 4. What the exegete must “reckon with” is
that logizomaiis not an isolated entry in lgxicon, butrather part of an idiom that is
Hebrew in origin.

In quoting the LXX of Genesis 15:6, Paul draws upon the pHoggsomai eig(“it
was reckonedb himasrighteousness”). The language of the LXX, in turn, is based on the

underlying Hebrew phraseashab §. This iciiom is commorenough inthe Old Testament

asmeaning “toconsider a thingo betrue.” As such,the Hebrewand Greekphrases at
stake are best translated as “reckon,”“ootdit” or “impute.” Piper seem#o useall three
more orless synonymoushhut in fact they arenot. Dictionariessuch asThe American
Heritage Dictionaryand Merriam Websterassign to“reckon” meanings likeé'to count or
compute” or “to consider as being; regag]’ the lattebeing morerelevantfor the present
purposes.

In short, the point of Genesis 15:6, as taken up by Romans 4, Abtlasiam was
regarded as righteous,thatis, covenantkeeping, person when he continuedlace his

trust in God’s promise of seed. This correlation offidelity to God and thereckoning of
righteousness waalive in the Jewishconsciousness ofhe Second Temple period.
According to 1 Maccabees 2:52, “Was not Abraliaomd faithfu when testedandit was
reckoned to him as righteousn@ss

°H. G. Liddell, R. Scott and H. S. JonésGreek-English Lexico(Oxford: Clarendon, 1968), 1055.

3W. Baur, W. F. Arndt,F. W. Gingrich and F. W. Danker, A Greek-EnglishLexicon of the New
Testament and Other Early Christian Literatugsd ed. (Chicago: Universitf Chicago Pres4,979),475-
76.

“The passages that have a direct bearing on Genesis 15:6 are thosaraspcterallytranslatedregard as”
or “reckon,” whereby the verb, to quote G. Von Rad, gives voice to “a process of thought which results in a
value-judgment, but in whicthis value-judgment is related not to the speaker but to the valueaifject
(“Faith Reckoned afighteousness,The Problem of thédexateuchand Other Essays[London: SCM,
1984], 125-26). Tophrase itotherwise, athing is considered to beacceptablenot because of a
predisposition inthe one making the judgment, bbécausethe objectcommendsitself by its inherent
qualities. See Leviticus 7:11-18; 17:1-Blumbers18:25-32; 2 Samuel 19:2(Proverbs27:14; and
especiallyPsalm 106:31, thenly otherplace inthe Old Testament thateplicatesGenesisl5:6: “it was
reckoned to him [Phinehas] as righteousness.” In the case of Phinehas, it was hardly a mgiteatén,
but the declaration that this man wamsidered to béaithful to Yahweh’'scovenant. Abit ironically, the
passages adduced by O. P. Robertson, as citegpby (p.57, n. 4),support a'non-imputational’reading
of logizomai(Genesis 31:15; Numbers 18:27).

*See the stimulating exposition of Abraham’s pilgrimage of faith in W. Bruegn@amesis Interpretation
(Atlanta: John Knox, 1982).



Having quoted Genesis 15:6, with it8l phraseology, it wasreckonedto him as
righteousness,” Paul, in good migdr&e fashion,singles outkey words fromthe text, in
particular “righteousness” and “reckon.” Imv. 4, 5, 6, 9, 11, 22, heeiteratesthat
righteousnessis reckonedto” individuals. Asobservable inPaul’'s writing, shorthand
expressionganserve as stand-ins farlonger stringof words. Themost conspicuous
example isPaul’s substitution of‘works” for “works of thelaw.” In the instances before

“righteousness” is placed in the passive voice with the indirect objiwt dativecase.
Thus instead of wording that renders migezally the Hebrew text of Genesit5:6, Paul

streamlines his diction into a more recognizable Greek idiom.

But in every case, the point is the same: individuals are con&derechghtwus
In context, Paulis drlvmg home the argument thaighteousness does ndinge on
circumcision and devotion tsrael’s Torah. Abraham in particular isingled out, among
other reasons, because hewas vindicated (justified) as arighteous person before
circumcision andhe advent of thdaw. The agumentgains inimpact in light of the
standard Jewish dogntlaat thepatriarch keptone other tharlhe law of Moses before

Sinai (Sirach 44:20; 2 Baruch 57:2; Damascus Document 3 2).

Piper picks up on the common understanding R@hans 4:4-5 igast in terms of
a commercialtransaction.Verse 4,anyway, iscapable ofsuch aninterpretation,since
logizomaican use used itihe sense ofcalculating” a wage. It may well be thBaulhere
pauses to draw on andogy from the business world, because, terms of contractual

relationshipslogizomaican mean a reckoning of payment for work done.
Nevertheless, the control factor over Paahsice of wordss Genesisl5:6. While
4:4 may be a reflection onwell-known princple of businesgractice, 4:5eturns to the
idiom of logizomai eisthe believer'sfaith is considered tde his righteousness. Paul’s
thought is grounded in the spheretioé Hebrew covenangccording towhich individuals
arethought to bdaithful when theyplace theirconfidence in theGod of Israel andgive

concreteexpression tdheir faith by obedience this commands. The radicalthing in

6Actua||y, the Hebrew original of Genesis 15:6 is in the active, not passive, voice. Theatdstiterally:
“He [God] reckoned it to him [Abraham] as righteousness.”

"The same applies to the non-reckoning of sibawid in Paul’'s quotation d?Psalm32:2. A. A. Anderson
remarks that vv. 1-2 of the Psabwhibit three different termf®r sin, which are matched byhreedifferent
expressionglescribingthe ways ofGod in dealing with transgression. Ththird phrase, “toreckon no
iniquity,” says Anderson, “seents imply thatGod no longer considersthe repentantman asinner” (The
Book of PsalmsNew CenturyBible. 2 vols. [Grand Rapids:Eerdmans1972], 1.31-32, italics mine). He
refers aswell to 2 Samuel 19:1@nd considersthe possibility that Psalm 32:Zontains an allusion to
release from a debt.

*Seefurther T. R. Schreiner,Romans Baker Exegetical Commentary on theéNew Testament(Grand
Rapids: Baker, 1998), 215-17.

°1.D. G. DunnRomansWord Biblical Commentary 38 A, B. 2 vols. (Dallas: Word, 1988), 1.203.

“Inasmuch ashe backdropfor Paul is thecovenantwith Israel, the*working” of Romans 4:4 ismost
naturally understood as “covenantal nomism,” to use the phrase placed in vogue bgaadérs Faul and
Palestinian Judaism: AZomparison ofPatterns ofReligion [Philadelphia:Fortress, 1977175, 420,422,
544). In following this“covenantalnomism” model, itis not to bedeniedthat in Romans 4:4-5 Paul
challenges a works-principla Judaism. Yet the ensuing contéxt. 9-12) supports the contention that
Paul's concern isnot with a merit theology, but with the works obvenantloyalty subsequent to
circumcision (cf. Galatians:3). That“the one whoworks” receives a‘'wage” (v. 4) is not aparticular
problem, because the “wage” in question is eternal life bestatwbe end of this age on those wiemain
faithful to Yahweh, whose will is enshrinedtime Torah. Qualitatively, th@ewishposition is nodifferent
than that embodied in the parable of Matthew 20:1-16: the workers in the vineyard receisgehef their
labor, thatis, theeschatologicakingdom of God aspreached byJesus.Hence,the worksenvisaged by
Romans 4 (and other passages) are just those dentantteiTorah; they accompafgith and eventuate in
the life of the age to come. To be sure, waiesa condition of “staying in” the covenant. Yet “staying in”



Paul, however, is that peoplesaiif kinds can belookedupon as obediently faithful quite
apart from Torah observance and Jevatimicidentity. It isthose whaosimply place their
trust inJesus whdruly walk in Abraham’s f@tsteps,making the patriarch the father of
circumcised and uncircumcised alike (Romans 4:12).

It is just such anappraisal of theeckoning ofrighteousness that opens up the
intention ofRomans4:6: because oits object faith, and faith alone, isaccepted in the
place of allegiance to the law of Moses, including, most promingh#yarious boundary
markers of Jewisidentity. In strict terms, faith iseckoned asighteousness: ouaith in
Christ is looked upon as tantamount to righteousness inits quintessential
meaning—conformity tahe will of God—becausé Christwe have becom&od’s very
righteousness (2 Corinthians 5:21).

Again, we mustead Pauln light of his Jewish context anthe polemics of the
Roman letter. Tdiis Jewishcompatriots, righteousneggs inconceivable apaftom the
Torah, somuch so thabne document caactually ©in thephrase, the righteousness of

the law of Gotl (Testament ofDan 6:11).1 ' Given, additionally, thatfaith in Paul is
specifically trust inJesus oNazareth asgsrael’s Messiahthe impact ofRomans 4 ighat
righteousness is no longer to be assessed in tdrame’s relation to thiaw, butrather by
one’s relation to Jesus the Chridts purposethen, is toargue that Abraham’s (aralir)
faith is considered to be covenant fidelity, with no further qualifications and requirements.
To my mind atleast, this interpretatio is bolsteredby a consideration of the
alternative. OrPiper’s constructionfaith is “credited/imputedor righteousness(p. 55).
Howeva, this introdues at least @rima facie confusion. Surelythe heart ofPiper’'s
argument is that righteousness is imputecredited to théeliever inthe act of faith. This
beingso, inwhat sense&an faith meaningfully be “imputed?” Hghteousness isnputed
by faith, thenhow can faith itself be imputed? Would seem tht Piper hasarrived at a
double imputation, that afghteousness ahnof faith. This wouldappear to be a muddling
of ideas, particularly aseverywhere inthe New Testament faith is predicated as the
response othe humarbeing himself/herselfo thegospel. To be surdaith is the gift of
God, but tospeak ofthe imputation ofaith makesfor an oddcombination of terms. By
contrast, if faith iseckoned/considered to lghteousness, the difficulty disappears.

Excursus: Does Righteousness Consist of Faith?
Piper takesssue withGundry’s formulation, “Itis our faith, not Christ's

righteousness, that edited to us asghteousness{quoted on p59, n.
6; p. 122). Who is right? Firsiotice the following tabulationf passages in

Romans 4:

v. 4. the wage is reckoned (calculated) according to grace;
v. 5: faith is reckoned as righteousness;

v. 6: God reckons righteousness apart from works;

the Lord does not reckon sin;
. 9:  Abraham’s faith reckoned as righteousness;
. 11: righteousness reckoned to all believers;
. 22: Abraham'’s faith reckoned as righteousness.

< <<

is not“getting in.” Israel'sworks arebut its response td¥ahweh’ssavinggrace:they aretantamount to
perseverancenot “works-righteousness legalism.”

“See my ‘The Obedience ofFaith: A Pauline Phrase in Historical Context Wissenschaftliche
Untersuchungen zum Neuen Testament 2/38 (Tubingen: Mohr-Siebeck, 1991), 232-253, 258-59.



It is readily evidenthatboth faith andrighteousnesare the objects
of “reckoning:” faith isconsidered tadbe righteousness; righteousness is
considered to exist apart fromorks; all believersarelookedupon as being
righteous (righteousness is reckoned to them).

Nevertheless, in aertain qualified sensepne may say that
righteousness does consist of faBlt aformulation ofthe mattemust be
carefully nuanced. Strictly speaking, righteousnessis, by definition,
conformity to the covenant relationship¢dnsists of faithful obedience to
the Lord whosewill is enshrined inthe covenant.Yet the beginning of
“faithfulness” is “faith.” In keeping withthe Hebrew term ’emunah the

Greek noun tnaslated“faith,” pistis, is two-sided:faith andfaithfulness.’
Given this set of data, righteousness does conssti$ in the ex@nsive
sense ofemunal that is, covenant conformity. At the same titnewever,
as Piper correctly observesfrom Romansl0:10, pistis as initial trust in
Christ has righteousnesss its goal, hat is, righteousness asovenant
standing. Inone sensefaith leads torighteousness; anith another,faith
consists in righteousness.

It is simply afact of church history thathere has never been
uniformity on the relation of faith to righteousndssa paper ernted “John
Wesley: SpiritualEmpiricist,” D. A. Adams renarks that as far back as

Luther's controversywith Rome, the point of f3ri¢ion lay in respective

understandings dfiow justification was appliedl. It is in the question,
“How is the sinner accountedrighteous before God?” thahe various
doctrines of justification diverge.

He notes thatthe Augsburg Confessionconfronts this issue
specifically. Acording to theConfession!Also they [the churches]teach
that men can not be justified [obtdirgiveness of sinandrighteousness]
before God bytheir own powersmerits, or works; buare justifiedfreely
[of grace]for Christ’'s sake through faith, when thbglieve that they are
received intdfavor, and theirsins forgiven for Christ's sake who by his
death h#h satisfied for our sin. This faith doth God impute for
righteousness before him.”

Adamscontinuesthat, inthe Lutherarconceptionfaith is notonly
the means tqustification, but alsdan some way ighe substance othat
justification. The sinner is made just, not initially the removal ofin, but
by the infusion of faith. This is why Luther cantalk about beingsimul
justus etpeccator “at once righteous and asinner.” Sin remains; but
because of faith, God, in grace, does not imputeulstd-aith is an inward
righteousnesgystitia interior), which is awakened bgod andwhich heals
the malady of the soul and makes nghteous.Everyonewho believes in
Christ isrighteous, noyet fully in reality, but in hope. It is this theology
which the Augsburg confession reflects witestates: “Thisfaith doth God

12Garlington,Obedience ofaith, 10-11 (withotherliterature);id., An Exposition ofGalatians: A New
Perspective/Reformation&teading (Eugene,OR: Wipf & Stock, 2003), 113. Would submit that the
revelation of the righteousness @bd “from faith to faith” (Romansl1:17) can be understocalong these
lines. Nodoubt, theprecisesignificancePaul’'s Greek phraseek pisteds eipistin is widely disputed.
However, inkeepingwith the basic idiomek.. eis... (for example,Psalm 83:8[LXX]; 2 Corinthians
3:18), and the parallel of Romans 1:5 with 1:17, it is not farfetched to take itledasation ofthe rnulti-
functional character diith in its initial, intermediateandultimate phases. The Christian life amences
with trust in Christ (faith) and eventuates in faithfulness to him.

13Adams, “John Wesley: Spiritual Empiricistfhpublished seminar papesniversity of WesternOntario,
1992. The paper can be accessed online at www.ths.edu/documents.htm.



imputefor righteousnesbeforehim.” Faith seems to bequatedwith the
righteousnesghat comes ofjustification. Faith isaccepted byGod instead
of righteousness. Wesley, in contrgsrceives faitldifferently: ratherthan
being the substance of righteousness, faith is the means to righteousness.

Adams then mrceeds to demonstratbow the Westminster
Confession fanulated its doctrineof imputation in direct reaction to
Augsburg. Inthis light, I would ask, Which is the more “orthodox:”
Augsburg or Westminster? Sintteeologiansof suchstandinghave been at
odds over this questionfor centuries, | wouldplead that it is
unnecessary—dhe very least—to take Gundry task forhis equation of
faith with righteousness. He wousgbpear to be in rathgood (Lutheran!)
company.

As confirmingevidence otis exposition ofRomans 4, PipecitesRomans 10:10
and Philippians 3:8-9. As to the former, Pipequste right that faith has righteousness as
its goal. | wouldadd that theserse is structured in terms thie familiar Already/Not Yet
schema of salvation inauguratadd salvion consummatedQur initial faith in Christ
results in righteousness as awovenantstanding. Thenfrom the stance of covenant
loyalty, we confess Christa confession which haas its terminal point eschatological
salvation (cf. Romans 5:9-10; MaBk38 and Luke 26 as comparedith Matthew 10:32-

33 and Luke 12:8-9),

By contrast, Piper'sreatment ofPhilippians 3:8-9is lessadequate. Hesimply
assumeshat the“righteousness from God” isy way ofimputation. In sadoing, he has
overlooked the most obvious factor tbe text, namelyunionwith Christ Paul desires to
befound in him not having a righteousness of his own as derived thetaw. Thelocus
of God’s righteousness is now Christ, not the Torah.

Thereatfter, Piper refers to Romans 3:28, whose wording is quite similar to Romans
4:5, 6. Given his understanding of the “crediting” of righteousness in Romansddavine
the conclusion that justification by faith, spokenrn8:28, must be in terms of imputation.
Yet, another reading of Romansv! result in a differentake on3:28, namely, thafaith
justifiesbecause we are united @hrist andare“found in him” (Philippians 3:9) While
this identification is noéxplicit in Romans3:28, itwill become so irb:12-19,and 8:1-11
(the mutual indwelling of believers in Christ and in the Spirit, and vice versa).

To besue, Romans3:27-31 sevesaslead-in toRomans 4 and pavéise way for
the discussion of that chaptelBut we mustnot overlookthe obvious: this cocluding
paragraph of chapteri8 devotedo theproposition hat Jewand Gentileare now equal in

the eyes ofGod.” The great effect of justificatioty faith is that boasting is now

14Scholarspoint out that Romang:17 is actually aconfessionalformula, corresponding taMark 8:38;
Luke 9:26 as compared with Matthew 10:32-33; Luke 12:8-9. P. Stuhlmacher and O. WaohtHe first
to draw attention to this. Both note that in positive terms Bauld have saidl confessthe gospel.” See
StuhlmacherGottes Gerechtigkeit bei Paulusorschungen zur Religion und Literatur des Alten Neden
Testaments 87 (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1966), 78; MixeBrief andie Rémer Kritisch-
exegetischer Kommentéber das Neu@estament. 14tled. (Géttingen:Vandenhoeck &Ruprecht, 1978),
86.

“ltis frequently noted that Romans 3:29 (“Or is Gloel God of Jews only? Is he not tBed of Gentiles
also?”) is an allusion to tfehemeof Deuteronomy 6:4: theneness of th&od of Israel. In Judaism, the
confession“God is one” wasthe hallmark ofJewishdistinctivenesgsee V. H. Neufeld,The Earliest
Christian ConfessiondNew Testament Tools and Studiefsrand RapidsEerdmans1963], 34-41).Paul,
of courseagreeshat theGod of Israel isthe soleGod. However, he infershat theoneness of God, as
reflected by th&hemais an indication of the oneness of the human race. This, he says, has bediregt
on justification: “since God is one, who will justify the circumcised by faith andutieercumcisedhrough
faith.” He takes the “God is one” confessiminJudaism and akes itservethe interests of Gentilequality



excluded: Itis precisely orthis notethat chapterfour commenceslhus, the mainstay of
the argument of Romans 4 is that alowvalk in the foot&ps of Abahamare “re&oned,”

that is, considered tdoe his seed,quite apartfrom circuntision andthe Torah. Paul’s
purpose is not to articulate a dogma of imputatiut,to demonstrate that faith is theeat

equalizer of nations.

2. The External Righteousness Credited to Us is God’s

Under thisheading,Piper, first of all, givesconsideration tdhe flow of thought from
Romans 3:20 ta4:6. This phase ofthe argument is essentiallgresuppositional. By
referring back to 3:20 anonward, the set ofassumptionglerived fromthe earlier part of
his book provides theonceptual frameworkor assertinghat theverses leading up to 4:6
provide “strongcontextual evidence...th@®aul conceived of justification in terms of an
imputation of externatighteousness...(p. 67). Methodologically, itwould have been
preferable tado things the otherway around, bytracing the contextorward instead of
backward.Imputation is simplynot mentioned in3:21-26, and onehas to assume its
presence in order to find it.

In actuality, the argument fronontextcan be gen toyield rather differentesults.
Romans 3:21-2@an be ¢rmed,“The Eschatological Revelation of thRighteousness of
God.” At the head of the section stadd81 (“But now therighteousness of God hasen
revealed aparfrom the law, althoughthe law and th@rophetsbearwitness to it”). This
declarationis, in fact, arecapitulation of1:16-17, butwith the addition ofthe important
phrase, “but now.” This “eschatological now” mathke turn of theages (Romans:9; 7:6;
16:26; Ephesians 2:12-13; Colossians 1:26-2Findthy 1:9-10; Hebews 9:26). “Now”
is the period of thdefinitive fulfillment of the propheticScriptures the “fullness of time,”
in which God has sent forth his son (Galatians 4:4), derms of 2 Corinthian§:2, it is
the “acceptable time,” the “day of salvation.”

There is a dramatic and climacticaljty to these wrds as they fornthe cortrast to
everything thahas gonebefore in1:18-3:20, butespecially3:19-20. Inthose verses in
particular, Paul drew his conclusion that thverks of the law’cannot justifybecauseahey
were never intended jostify; the law’spurposewas torevealsin. Hemaintainsthis over
againstisrael’smisunderstanding ahe law. For her,the law inits unmodifiedMosaic
form wasmeant to besternal.For Paul, howeverthe lawwas only a means to an end,
namely, to reveal sin and direct peoi@déherighteousness which is throudgith in Jesus
Christ

This is notthe place trovide anythingike a full commentary othis portion of
Romans. Suffice it to sayha as a throwback tol:16-17, “righteousness” and
“justification” in 3:21-31 are to benderstoodn terms ofPaul’sthematicstatement of the

letter: therevelation of therighteousness oGod.’ In point of fact, 1:16-17itself is a
restatement of 1:5: the obedience of faith amalhthe nationsfor the sake of the name of

with Israel, not exclusion from hgust as in2:14-15 theDecaloguepossessed byewand Gentile alike,
servesthe same function (J. MBassler,Divine Impartiality: Paul and aTheological Axiom, Society of
Biblical Literature Dissertation Series 59 [Chico: Scholars Press, 1982], 141-52).

S, J. Gathercolehasdemonstratedhat Israel’s boasting pertains toher confidencebefore Godand her
distinctiveness from otherations Where isBoasting? EarlyJewishSoteriologyand Paul's Response in
Romans 1-§Grand Rapids:Eerdmans2002]). To be sureGathercolehas demonstratedhat boasting is
grounded in actual performanckthelaw. Evenso, it is notnecessary to place“fegalistic” construction
on the obedience in question. See my review of Gathercole’s book at this web site.

"The thesis ofA. Schlatter’s commentanfRomans: The Righteousness of GBdabody: Hendrickson,
1995), and propoundedmore recently by A. K.Grieb, The Story of Romans: Alarrative of God’s
Righteousnesfiouisville: Westminster/John Knox, 2002).
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Christ. Inasmuch as Paul commences and concludes Romans by rooting his

christologica gospelin the propheticScriptures(1:2; 16:26; cf. 3:21),19 we are not
surprised that theoniception ofrighteousness found in 1:17 is noother than that of the
Prophets (andthe Psalms) themselves. Thearallel between *“salvation” and
“righteousness” in 1:16-17 iparticularly to be noted. Accortj to someprominent
prophecies of Imel's return fromexile, thesetwo theologically charged termstand in

synonymousparallelismz.0 “Righteousness,’according to these textds “salvation”
(deliverance from exile). Accordingly, justification in Paul kaslo with anew exodus on

which the latter-day people of God have embarked.
It is especially to be observed that the wording of Romans 1:17 is dictated by Psalm

98:2, 9 (LXX 97:2, 9): “The Lord has ma#&eown his salvation; befortbe nations he has
revealedhis righteousness.... For ltemes to judge the earth; he will judge terld in
righteousness and the peoples with uprightness.” In Paul’'s mind alsdhawvesbeersuch

Psalm textas 9:8;96:13. God's righteousnestherefore, is to beevealed tahe nations

and no longerestricted to Israel. Thesalmist, as alluded to by Padkeclares that the
Gentiles as well as Israafte to be the recipients of therd’'s savingdeed;both without
distinction are tdoe regarded asahweh’sspecialpossessioifExodus19:5 = Ephesians

1:14; 1 Peter 2:9). Furthermore, Paul’'s quotation of Habakkuk 2:4, a conspicsiamnse

of Yahweh'’s saving deed, simply buttresses the 5(2)int.

To cut to thechase,“righteousness’in thesepassagesand, consequently, in
Romansl:17;3:21, 22, 25 (26) is nawvhat Pipercalls “externalrighteousness” (= the
active obedience ofChrist), but rather Gods saving agatity on behalf of Israelwhen he

releases Israel from bondage anchfdaheragain inthe land never to bmoved: This is

not to rule outrighteousness as attribute of God. Indeed, it igust the “righteous,”
covenantkeeping, God who springsito action to redeerhis peoplefrom slavery and
graciously renew the covenant with them. Therefore, as the bridge into Romans 4, Romans
3:21-31 (as informed by 1:16-17) argaeminst “the imputationf externalrighteousness”

and in favor ofa salvation-historical reading d?aul, wtereby the apostle’sintention is

seen to behat of amouncingthe availability of God’ssaving activity toall who believe

(1:16; 3:22), becausdhere is nodistinction(3:22;10:12). Ifthe exilehasbeen turned in

Israd’'s favor, then this latter-day Israel is constituted ofGentile and Jew

indiscriminatelyzf4 The identity othe redeemed people Glod is nolongerdetermined by

PSee GarlingtonQbedience of Faiti232-253.

®N. T Wright correctly stresses thathroughout Romans Paulgospel is christologicallyconditioned
(“The Messiahand the People ofGod: A Study in Pauline Theologwith Particular Reference to the
Argument of the Epistle tthe Romans.” DPhil. Thesis,Oxford University, 1980). Thisneans that the
apostle depicts his gospel as the eventuation of the “gospel” (“good news")Hdéthew Scriptures(lsaiah
40:9; 41:27; 52:7; 61:1-2; Joel 3:5 [LXX]; Psalm 67:12 [LXX]).

*See Isaiah 45:22-25; 51:5-6; 62:1-2; Psalm 98:2-3, 8-9 (LXX 97:2-3, 8-9). Noteworthy asewdlalm
35:27-28 (LXX 34:27-28); 72:1-4 (LXX 71:1-4); 85:11-13 (LXX 84:12-14); 96:18.XX 95:13); Isaiah
9:7 (LXX 9:6); 11:1-2, 5; 45:822-25; 51:5-6; 53:10-11; 61:11eremiah23:5-6; Malachi4:2 (LXX
3:20).

21StandingbehindRomans 5:1 idsaiah 32:1-18, particularly vv. 15-18. See myFaith, Obedience, and
PerseveranceAspects ofPaul’'s Letter tothe Romans WissenschaftlichéJntersuchungerzum Neuen
Testament 79 (Tubingen: Mohr-Siebeck, 1994), 75-76.

“See myGalatians 145.

*To be sure, righteousness in Paas been understoadriously. See thédandycompendiumprovided by
N. T. Wright,What Saint Paul Really Said: W&aul of Tarsughe RealFounder ofChristianity? (Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1997), 101.

**The notion of a nevexodus is hardiyew to biblical scholarsHowever, inrecentdays,the returnfrom
exile motif is beginning tareceivethe attention itdeservesSee throughout N. T. WrighfThe New
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the JewishTorah, because Gais righteousness hdseen revealed to theations (in
fulfillment of Psalm 98:2, 9)dpart from the law(3:21).

None ofthis ismeant toabstract God’sighteousness as saving activity from the
work (obedience) of Christ. But it is to sdyatthis salvation-historical reading dlfie text
necessitates a paradig shift away from the old loci-type of discussion of
righteousness/justification to @wareness that Paul represents Christhasbringer of a
new creation and a new exodus, the liberator filoenbondage o$in anddefilement. It is
only by “biting the bullet’and making the paradigshift that we carrecover theoriginal
dynamicof the biblical doctrine of justification.

For further buttressing evidence, Piper cites 2 Corinthians 5:21. In support of Piper
vis-a-visGundry, |Iwould maintain that God'sighteousness isot to be distinguished
from Christ’'s righteousness. Fall practical purposes, theyare one and theame,
especially in light ofPaul’s affirmation of two versesearlier thatGod was inChrist
reconciling theworld to himself (5:19). Onthe other hand, wvould appear to mehat
Gundry’s handling of this text isiot as“vague” asPiperwould have us believép. 68).
Indeed, Gundry igrecisely on the mark bkis notice tha “Paul usesthe language of
union, reconciliation, beingnade,and beoming rather tharthe languagef imputation”
(ibid.).

Piper rejoins thathe question is not abouinere explicitness” oflanguage, but
about‘the reality revealedthrough language”(ibid.). This, of coursejnvolves acertain
amount of question begging. KHeeks tqustify that imputation is theeality embedded in
this verse by an g@eal tothe otherside ofthe coin:Christbeingmade®sin” for us. His
reasoninghere is essentiallgircular. Heassumes that Chrisecamesin by virtue of the
imputation ofour sins tohim; therefore, it is notarbitrary or unnatural, hethinks, to
understandGod’s righteousness iterms of imputation aswell. In fairness,the verb
logizomaidoes occur in the immediate context (v. 19), translated by Pip&casnputing
their trespasses to them.” Amtedabove,the sense oflogizomaias “set down to one’s
account” does occur iisolatedinstances (in clascal Greek). However, itertainly is not
the usual meaning, anidl would appear hhat Piper presses ihere (and elsewhere) in the
interests of the thesis pursued in his book.

R. P. Martin’s rendering, ornthe other handis much better: fot charging their
trespasses against them,” so as to tlddrespasserthemselves accountable. He further
notes that “reckon something to someoregigesthatitini ti) is a characteristic of Pauline
soteriology and its idioms. He thearrectly makesrossreference tdPsalm 32:2'*Happy

is the man tovhom Yahwehdoesnot reckonsin.”” V. P. Furnishlikewise translates as
“nat chargingtheir trespasses to them,” the strongly forensic sese,and also picks up
the allusion to Psalm 32:2. He cites well 2Samuel19:19 (Shimei pleding with David):

“Let now my Lord notcharge me Withransgression?ﬁ L. Belleville comments to the
same effect: “Tdcount agaist them’ (ogizomenosautoig in the world of commerce
referred to calculating the amount of a debt.... Today we might think of chargesredita
cardfor which weare held legallyresponsible Here it means noposting debts to our

Testamentandthe People of GqdChristian Originsandthe Question ofGod 1 (Mnneapolis: Fortress,
1991); id.,Jesusand the Victory of God Christian Originsand the Question ofGod 2 (Mnneapolis:

Fortress, 1996); idThe Climax othe CovenantChrist andthe Law inPauline Theology(Minneapolis:

Fortress, 1991), 137-56; J. M. Scditor), Exile: Old Testament, Jewishgnd Christian Conceptions

Supplements to the Journal for the Study of Judaism 56 (Leiden: Brill, 1997); C. MCBatmunities of
the LastDays: The Dead Sea Scrolls,the New Testamerdnd the Story oflisrael (Downers Grove:
InterVarsity, 2000); id., The Reverseof the Curse: Paul, Wsdom, and the Law Wissenschaftliche
Untersuchungen zum Neuen Testament 2/114 (Tubingen: Mohr-Siebeck, 2000).

25Martin, 2 Corinthians Word Biblical Commentary 40 (Waco: Word, 1986), 154. See n. 7 above.

26Furnish,ll Corinthians Anchor Bible32A (GardenCity: Doubleday,1984), 319. E.-B. Allo similarly
rendersnot counting theimisdeedsagainst them'(“ne leur comptantpoint leursfautes”) Saint Paul:
Seconde Epitre aux Corinthierigtudes Bibliques [Paris: Gabalda, 1937], 169).



11

account thashould berightfully ours.”’ Cf. 1 Corinthians 13:5: lovegloes not'keep a
record of evil” pu logizetai to kakon

Therefore, instead of having to bear the caequences abur trespasses owiges,
Paul, by a use ahe abgtact for the concrete declaresChrist to be a “sinner’"who has
taken accountabilityor our sins. It iscertainly conceivable thatesusbecame'sin” by
virtue of the imputation of our trespassesim; and onthe theologicalevel this is hardly
an objectionable idea.

More to thepoint exegetically is theconsideration tht the notions of “sin” and

“sinner,” in biblical/Jewishthought,pertain largely tdhe realm ofapostas;?.8 For Christ
to be made “sin,” or more concretely;sanner,” is a way ofsaying that he was subjected
to “the curse of the law,” when he “became a curse for us” (Gala&iaB3. Galatians 3:13
is a fitting analogy to the present text iatPaul consignsthe Messiathio thecurse which

befell the apostate of Deuteronomy 21°5Fhe ultimate ironythen, is thathe Christ, the
onewho knew(experienced) ngin, wastreated agshough he were oneell-acquainted
with sin. And more, by propoundirtge notion of a cruited Messiah, Paubrwards what

F. F. Bruce calls a"blasphemouscontradiction interms.”” What is atstake in 2
Corinthians5:21, therefore, is notimputation, but whatM. D. Hooker hastermed

- . . 3] . .

interchange in Christ.” That is tosay, anexchangenastaken place on theross: Christ
and we have switched places. lbleame what wevere—sin—and wéavebecomewhat
he is—the very embodiment of God’s righteousness.

3. Justification is not Liberation from Sin’s Mastery

At this stage otthe book, methoddagical issues areaised. In brief,Piper registers his
objections to “a controlling biblical-theological paradigm” for exegesis. To quote him:

One of the trabling thingsabout this “developingstandard inbiblical
theological circles” is that it is generalgxpressed inthe same vague and
generalways thatmake systmatic categories sannoying toexegetes. In
other words, it bearall the marks of awidespreadscholarly paradignthat
exerts a controlling effect on the exegesigexts that danot clearly support
it (p. 70, citing Gundry).

Piper then proceeds to complamatthis “new paradigm’{(p. 73)“is so broad and
vague (‘salvific activity’) that almost anythingGod doescan be included in it—even

27Be||evi||e, 2 Corinthians IVP New Testament Commentary Ser{@®wnersGrove: InterVarsity,1996),
156. Piper'stranslation, “imputingtrespasses,” iessentially incongruous, since sin #&ready our
possession: it does not have to be imputed.

“on “sin” and“sinners,”see J. D. GDunn, Jesus, Pauland the Law: Studiesn Mark and Galatians
(Louisville: Westminster/John Knox Press, 1990), 71-77, 150-51Titk Partings ofthe Ways:Between
Christianity and Judaismand Their Significance for theCharacter of Christianity (London/Philadelphia:
SCM/Trinity Press International, 1991), 102-7; M. Winnin§@nersandthe Righteous: AComparative
Study of the Psalms of Solomand Paul’s Letters Coniectanediblica, New Testament 2@Stockholm:
Almqvist & Wiksell, 1995); GarlingtonObedience ofFaith, 49-55, 95-98; id.Faith, Obedience, and
Perseverance89-95.

*See myGalatians 148-50;and atmore length myessay, “RoleReversaland Paul's Use ofScripture in
Galatians3.10-13,” Journal for the Study of the New Testamesf (1997), 85-121reprinted in my
Exegetical EssayS8rd ed. (Eugene, OR: Wipf & Stock, 2003), 213-47.

30Bruce, Commentary onGalatians New International Greek Testament CommentargGrand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1982), 166.

31Hooker, “Interchange in ChristJournal of Theological Studie? (1971), 349-59.
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punitive judgment, if the punishmentssen agudgment onthe enemies of God’s people
and thus ‘salvific’ for the elect” (p. 70).

By way of reply, itis amisnomer—and a venpisleading one tee-to call the
biblical-theologicalapproach toexegesis “broad andague” justbecause itorings the
panorama of redemptiviistory to bear on individual textsThe methodseeks to be
holistic, not atomistic (the tendency of the systematic-theologmatoach), irits appraisal

of biblical passages. Itthe Bible is theé'book of the acts ofGod,”32 then God hasacted

supremely in Jesus Christ to bring to fulfillment the story of |Sraélesus ighe hope of
Israel,onewould simply eypect that thé_ord’s workingswith the ancientpeoplewould
provide the most natural entrée into his latter-day speaking by his Son (Hebrews 1:2).
This beingso, as R. BGaffin maintainsthe primary interest of biblicatudy is
the interest of the textself, namely the history whichthe textreports andnterprets. The
concern of exegesithen, iswith whatlies behindthe text—thehistory of salvation. The
disciplinewhich seeks tacorrelate thdindings of hisorical exegesis is biblicatheology.
Gaffin is certainlyright that “this is aninsight hat the progranof biblical hermeneutics

needs to test and consider more carefusﬂy.”

In the concrete,all this meansHhat the context ofPaul’'s pronouncements about
justification, righteousness, redemption, etc., is ragher than thgropheticScriptures of
Israel, in which his very gospel is ancho(B®mans 1:2; 3:21; 16:2&phesians3:4-6). It
is hardly “broad and vague” to seaul’s “carefully-worded statementboutjustification”
(p. 71) withinthe panorama of theagnificent mannein which Godhasprepared the
ground forthe final revelation ohis righteousness. It isgfter all, just “the law and the
prophets”that bearwitness tothe eschatological revelation of thghteousness of God
(Romans3:21). Consequenth\Riper isqguilty of ratheregregious question begging in his
allegation thatthis “widespread scholarlparadigm...exerts a controllingffect on the
exegesis of texts that do not clearly support it” (p. 70).

The “cashvalue” of Piper’s aversion tothe “new paraligm” is his resistance of
justification as diberationfrom sin. In part, hisdisinclination to think of justification in
suchterms is due to a&ertain understanding othe Greek verldikaiog, traditionally
translated as “gtify” or “declare righteous.” According to Piperdikaiod consistently
means “justify” in the declarative senset “purify” in the transformationakense (p71).

In so writing, he is particularly concerned not to merge “justification” and “sanctification.”

In fairness once more, he realizes that not as thouglhe onehasnothing to do
with the other:

In a profound sense Godjsstifying act is “salvific’ and is foundational
and preparatory for all of Gitss subsequerganctifyingwork by which we
are liberated from sin’s mastery. So the two works of (ustification and
sanctification) are closelgonnected, and ithe broadessensgustification
“has todo with” liberationfrom sin’s mastery. It has to dowith” it in the
sense that justification givele foundation of a righdtanding beforé&od,
throughthe imputation of divingighteousnessyhich is then followed by

“As per G. E. Wright and R. H. FulleThe Book of the Acts @od: Christian Scholarshignterprets the
Bible (London: Duckworth, 1957).

“See throughout Wright'3esus and the Victory of God

34Gaffin, “The Place andmportance of Introduction tthe New Testament,"The NewTestamenStudent.

Volume One: Studying the Newlestament Todayedited by J. H.Skilton (Presbyterian &Reformed,

1974), 146. What is true of salvation history is likewise true ofptheethe New Testamenbccupies in

the setting of the ancient world. See G. Osborhe, Hermeneutical Spiral: A Comprehensimgoduction

to Biblical Interpretation(DownersGrove: InterVarsity1991), 21; JJeffers,The Greco-Roman World of
the New Testamerira: Exploring the Background ofEarly Christianity (DownersGrove: InterVarsity,

1999), 293.



13

the blessingsthat come toa justified sinner, including the liberating,
sanctifying work of God’s Spirit (p. 71).

After so saying, Piper takes on Gundry again. Accordinfedatter(commenting
on Romans 3:24-26), redemption mebinsration fromslavery. Therefore,justification,”
for Gundry, “does nothave to dowith anexchange obur sins forthe righteousness of
Christ; rather, it hado do with liberationfrom sin’s mastery”(p. 71). Intaking a stance
over against such a conceptmijustification, Piperagain, ispartially correct. In view of
2 Corinthians5:21, anexchange or “interchangdiasindeed takerplace betweenChrist
and thebeliever(see above). To thidegree, Gundry has btastoverstatedhis case by
disallowing any sense in whi&@hrist and wehave “switchedplaces.” Certainlythe most
natural way to understand prophetic passagesasitdaiah 61:10Jeremiah 23:633:16 is
in terms of the Lord Jesus becoming the righteousness of his people.

That said, Gundry is still right that redemption is indeed liberation from slavery and

pertains especially to the release of Israel from Egyptian and later Bab 'elage3.5 In

brief, redemption has to do with theotif of new exodus/returfrom exile. ° To my mind
at least, to speak of God'’s justifying act as “salvific,” as Piper does (p. 71), ingatwor
to a more comprehensiwenderstanding ojustification than justthe forensic declaration
that thesinner hashow been acquitted dodll chargesCertainly, it doesmeanthis much,
and the primary forensic thrustjoktification is not to be minimizeddowever,“salvific,”
within the scope of biblical thought, is never mefggtting overthe hump”of the broken
law of God whichstands as a witness aggtione. “Salvation,” rather, is two-sided. As
Cranfield explains,the negative content of salvation is indicatedRiomans5:9: “it is
salvation from thdinal eschatologicalvrath of God.” But there isa positive side as well:

“it is the restoration of thdoxa[glory] which sinfulmenlack.””’ In order to be consistent
with this definition, it must follow that ‘@alvific” justification entails ndess than aeturn
to the integrity of unfallen Adam before his apostasy from God the Creator.

In this light, P. Stuhlmacher’s conclusion, as quoted by Piper (p. djfigsilt to
resist: “the dogmaticdistinction...between gustification which is first only reckoned
legally (forensic-imputed) and gustification which is creatively atwork (effective [=

sanctificatian]) is...an unbiblical alstraction.” Furthermore, as a bibal theologian,
Stuhlmacher is sensitive to the fact that “in@id Testament, ithe early Jewishradition,
and in the New Testament, God'’s righteousness thus rteasalvific activityof God the

35See, among manyD. Hill, Greek Wordsand Hebrew Meanings: Studies in the Semantics of
SoteriologicalTerms Societyfor New Testament Studies Monograj@eries 5(Cambridge: Caioridge
University Press, 1967), 49-66; L. Morrishe ApostolicPreaching ofthe Cross 3rd ed. (GrandRapids:
Eerdmans, 1965), 18-29; id., “RedemptioDjttionary of Paul and His Letteredited byG. F. Hawthorne,
R. P. Martin and D. G. Reid (Downers Grove: InterVarsity, 1993), 784-85; Riuhbard, “Redemption,”
New Dictionary of BiblicalTheology edited by T.Desmond, etl. (DownersGrove: InterVarsity 2000),
716-18; B. ByrneRomansSacra Pagina 6 (Collegeville: Liturgical Press, 1996), 131-32. In a footnote on
“redemption” (p. 73, n. 20), Pipelagreeswith Morris that the“essential meaning” of thevord is
“ransoming” rather than “deliverance” (Morri&postolic Preachingdl). Given theexodusand new exodus
context of theword (andconcept),this is unlikely. Buteven if it weretrue, the payment of a ransom is
always to the end that a release take place.

*“That Paul should usapolutrosis[‘redemption”] in a sense in whickeverallutron-words areused in the
LXX would be natural enough,and naturaltoo for him to see aparallel betweenthe act of liberation
accomplished by God in Christ and the act of liberation by whicht@addet Hispeoplefree from slavery
in Egypt” (C. E. B. Cranfield, A Critical and ExegeticalCommentary on the Epistle to tfRomans
International Critical Commentary. 2 vols. [Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1975, 1979], 1.206, n. 3).

37Cranfield,Romans 1.89.

38StuhlmacherPauI’s Letter to theRomans: A Commentafyouisville: Westminster/JohiKnox, 1994),
63-64.
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. . .39
creator and judgewho createsfor thoseconcernedighteousnessnd well-being.” In
fact, the sequel to this last statement is worth quoting at length.

In this way Paul made thexpression “theighteousness of Godhe center
of the gospel in that, togetherith the Christiandefore and besideim, he
spoke of God’ssalvific activity for the sinful world inand through Christ
and related God’srighteousnesstrictly to faith. Throughfaith in Jesus
Christ asredeemerand Lord, every individualJew and Gentileobtains a
positive share irthe work of the one, just God who bringsforth through
JesusChrist peace, salvatiorand deliverancefor Israel, the Gentile
nations, and the (nonhuman) creatibor Pauland hisapocalypticview of
history and creationthe final judgmentof the entire world is soon
approaching. Tebtain ashare in God'sighteousness by virtue déith
means to beacquitted ofall guilt and to beaccepted in th@aew world of
God in which death (and with all distress)will be overcomgcf. Romans
8:18ff.; 1Corinthians15:50ff.). But in Paul’'s gospethis righteousness of
God isalready beingevealedbeforethe beginning ofthe dayof judgment

and made possible for those who believe.

Againstthis broadbiblical backdrop, Gundry is not wrong tofer from Romans
3:24 thatjustification entds liberationfrom the mastery osin. Atthe veryleast, we can
say with J. A.Ziesler that'the use ofthis image[redemption] reminds us ahthough the
focus of the passage is on acceptance/justificagiod,so orthe removal ofuilt, the idea

of release from slavery is also preséﬁtYet we can go eveiurther by payingattention to
Paul's exact wording: it rough the redemptioim ChristJesus thaall are jusified. The
commentatorsall seize on the theological import of “redemptiowithout giving the

preposition “through” dia) due consideration. Yet Paul's language iclear enough: in
strict terms, justification transpires by means akdemption Since Paulwas not
encumbered by awordo salutis he could reverse whab us moderns isthe proper

order—first justification andthen deliverancefrom sinf”’ But what, at firstsight, might
strike us as beingdd makes perfecthgood senseajiven thesequence of events in the
Prophetsifirst the people are delivereflom captivity and thereuponare “justified” or

vindicated as the faithful remnant returned from exile.

Even apart from this exegetiadtum, onthe theologicalevel is itsimply truethat
where justification is found deliverance is\asll; the one is incenpletewithout the other.
If, in our theologyjustification ismeant to eventd@ in liberationfrom sin’s mastery (=
“sanctification”), it would indeed seem dkan unbiblicalabstraction tglace thetwo, as it
were, in hermetically sealed containers. There must always be an efibvand give and
take, between the two. As the saying goes, “the model has to breathe.”

*Ibid., 31 (quoted by Piper, p. 72).
40
Ibid.
41Ziesler,PauI’s Letter to the RomanBTIl New Testament Commentaries (London: SCM, 1989), 111.

“The same prepositiofeaturesprominently in thediscussion oRomans 5:12-19: it ishroughthe two
men respectively, Adam and Christ, that sin entered the world and then later was rectified.

“Note the similar procedure in Galatians 4:6: ibézause ware sonsthat God has sent th&pirit of his
Son into our hearts.

“The passagethat explicitly affirm the Lord’s intention to bestowrighteousness omis people,lsaiah
61:10; Jeremiah23:6; 33:16,occur in the setting ofreturn from exile. Additionally, Isaiah32, the
background to Romans 5:1, prophecies to the same effect: righteousness, respéaggjrishe effect of
the new creation attending Israel’s reoccupation of the land.
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For the nextnumber ofpages(73-79), Dr.Piperpursueshe question ofhow the
“new paradigm” mishandles, in his view, the teaching on justification in Ro&ns. He
correctlynotesthat v. 7providesthe rationalefor v. 6. That is tosay, the reality of our
death to sin is predicated tire basis obur havingbeen “justified from sin” The question
is, then:Howdoes v. 7 ground v. 6? “Doesgtound it by sayindhat when youdie with
Christ you are freed from sinning? @Qoes it ground verse 6 by sayitigt when you die
with Christ, youare freedrom the guiltand condemnation of sin—theat, that you are
justified and acquitted from sin and now have a right standing with God” (p. 75)?

Having posed the issuin these terms, Pipagainchastises Gudry for assuming
that “justification from sin” meandiberationfrom sin’s mastery (p. 75). In pressing his
hard-and-fastistinction betweefustification andliberation, Piperllows thatthe former
may refer tothe “indispensable foundationdf the latter: “It may be thajustification—as
declaration offreedomfrom guilt andcondemnation—ishiat without which we could not
even get started in the battle against sin’s dominion” (pp. 75-76).

By way of parallel, he cites Acts3:39, wherdikewise the phrase “ystified from”
appears. In light of the preceding veiisés inferred thathe phraseannotmean “liberated
from,” but rather “acquitted from” or “forgiven for.Thus, Romans 6:7 idikely to have
this meaning. “If so,” he writes, “the point of verdavould be to give not definition but
agroundfor the ethical transformation of versel®ie ground for ndonger beingenslaved
to sin (v. 6) is our justified standing with God (v. 7)” (p. 76, italics his).

In contrastto the“new paradigm,” Pipeccontinues by advancing anotheay of
readingRomans6:6-7. Hebegins byreiterating the conviction that the vedikaiod is
incapable of meaning “liberate” and must, therefore, bEameaning it “ahayshas,” that
is, “declare righteous.” Not unexgctedly, then, it is argued that*Gods imputed
righteousness, and otight standing withGod, oser againsour sin (Romans$:7) is the
clearand distinctand necessarground for sanctification—ouriberation from sin (v. 6,
‘no longer enslaved to sin’)” (p. 77).

Next, Piper contends that the very presence of the questions, “Are we to continue in
sin that gracenay increase?(Romans 6:1)and “Shall wesin because we areot under
law but undemgrace?’(Romans6:15), isa “powerful indication that justificatiordoes not
include liberation from the mastery of sin.™For if it did, thesequestionswould not
plausibly arise. If Paul had just spémtee chapters teachingathustification meanssod’s
powerful salvific activity in liberating peoplérom the mastery ofsin, why would the
guestion arise: So shall we sin that grace may abound” (ibid.)?

In Piper’'s opinion,what gives somaneasure of plausibility tdhese rtorical
guestions of Romans:6 and 6:15 ighe teaching ofRomans 3-5 thatjustification is
emphatically not liberation from the mastery of sihfoes not include sanctificatioBuch
is precisely whatcreatesthe needfor Paul towrite Romans 6-8: tsshow why God’s
imputing his own righteousness toes by faith apart from works does notresult in
lawlessness, but in fact necessarily leads to righteous living. Therefore, Piper avers, we are
not at all encouraged to bluthe relationship between sanctditton and justificatiorthat
Paul preserves in Romar&6-7: justification is the necessary and priobasis of
sanctification (pp. 77-78).

This subsection of the book is rounded off with the proposal that sin enslaves by its
guilt, resulting inhopelessnesand despair.The remedy tcsin’s guilt is justification as
legal acquittafrom sin, and thedeclaration ofour righteousnesseforeGod grounds the
possibility of liberation from slavery to sin. “imakening hope for acceptaneéh God by
faith alone, it creates the very possibility and founddtofighting againsthe bondage of
sin that enslaves us” (pp. 78-79).

Without anythinglike a comprehensive reply,would like totouch onthe salient
points of Piper’s presentation.

(1) First of all, there is the matter of the veikaiod Traditional translations of this
verb have been guilty of reductionism, as thotighverbalways andnly means'declare
righteous.” A survey of thextant Greekiterature arguesguite otherwise. Inpoint of fact,
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5-58.gton, .to my previous studikaiod is not an easy verto translate As |s true of any

Greekword, there is no ondnglish equivalent tocover its every usage its owerall
significance is determined kiie clusterof ideas stemmindgrom the Old Testament and

Paul's use of it in specific contextsefer simply to myprevious study othe term.” The
only real point to bemade here ishat thesemantlcrange ofdikaio6 is broad enough to

cover liberation from sin as well as declarative justlflcatlon

(2) Second, irRomans6:7, Paulspeaksspecifically ofbeing “justfied from sin.”
Not unexpectedlycommentators are divided on the precise importhid conjunction of
terms justbecause of its raritin theliterature.Besides Ats 13:39, Dunn points to two
other (non-canonical) occurrences dikaioo followed by the prepositionapo (“from”):
Sirach 26:29: “A mercharan hardly keep froomwrongdoing,and a tradesman will not be
declared innocent of sihand Testament of Simeon 6:Bee, I have toldyou everything,
so that | might beexorerated with regard tosin.” Dunn tren paraphraseshe verse as

“declared free‘rom (responS|b|I|ty inrelationto) sin.’ ®In this light, Piper’'stranslation,
“acquitted from” or “forgiven for,” is not to be ruled out of court. The resultant Engllsh is

somewhat awkward, but then so is any attempt to render Paul's Greek quite I|teraIIy
D. J. Moo, |ncontrast to Dunn anBiper, takes “justified from sin” tanean “set

free from [the power of] sin.” Some such wording does have Huvantage oémoothing
out the problem of translation, while fitting quite naturally into the conceptual framework of
Romans 6:1-7:6 aswhole, which is entirely devoted to thproposition thathe believer
has been deliverddom the cluthes ofsin. Thepoint only gains irstrength if this text is
placed against its natural l@cop of exile and return—the redemption of Israel (see
below).

Moo, however, points to two further occurrencedi@fiod as construed withapa
Matthew 11 19 = Luke 7: 35, noting, however,hat in these textsdikaiod means to

“vindicate.”" Without developingthe idea atll, Moo perhapshas hit on somethlng

would conend that “justify” and“vindicate” are synonymus, atleast V|rtuaIIy In
biblical-theologicalperspectivethe justification of the people ddod istheir vindication
when theyreturn tothe land andesumetheir privileged position within the covenant.
Thus, “vindicate from sin” would makee senseas meaning that wieave beerabsolved
with regard to the charges of sin.

“See E. P. SandefBaul, the Law, anthe JewishPeople(Philadelphia:Fortress, 1983), 13-14, n. 18; J.
L. Martyn, Galatians Anchor Bible 33A (New York: Doubleday, 1997), 249-50.

46Garlington, “A Study oflustification byFaith,” Reformationand Revivalll (2002), 55-58, 68-70. The
article is reprinted in mfgxegetical Essay285-99.

“still valuable is the studgf J. A. Ziesler,The Meaningof Righteousness iRaul: A Linguistic and
Theological Enquiry Societyfor New Testament Studies Monograj@eries 20(Cambridge: Caibridge
University Press, 1972), 52-58. Ziesler shows tik&io6 in the LXX is largely forensichut forensic in
the wider Hebrew sense as including the relatiefehent of the covenaritloreover,the verbcan broaden
so asto mean “berighteous.” A similarrange ofmeanings isdemonstrated by GSchrenk, tikaiod”

Theological Dictionary of the New Testamesdited by G. Kittel and G. Friedrich. 10 vo{&randRapids:
Eerdmans, 1964-76), 2.211-19 (including “liberate from” in Acts 13:3; Romans 6:7).

48Dunn,Romans 1.320.

*In accord with Piper are CranfielRomans1.311, n. 1; J. A. FitzmyeRomans Anchor Bible 33(New
York: Doubleday, 1993), 437.

50Moo, The Epistle to the Romandew International Commentary on thiew Testamen{GrandRapids:
Eerdmans, 1996), 377.

*Ibid., n. 129.

“See my “Justification byraith,” 55-58(passim);Galatians 103-8; Faith, Obedienceand Perseverance
56-71.
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Perhaps the solution lies incambination of ideasThe possibility exists that Paul
has telescoped his language, so as to compact at least two ideas into oweoses$.dfhat
is to say, his meaning could be: “the one who has died has been justified/vindicaked, so
he hasbeen freed from Bi” In this case,the moreusual sense oflikaiod could be
retained,with, nonethelessthe stress fallig on justificationin its liberating effects. It
would not beunlike Paul to compresscomplementaryand overlapping ideas into a
streamlined construction (the mdamous of which isthe righteousness otod,” not to
mention “the obedience of faith”).

If we ask what in this cdaxt would acountfor Paul’speculiarturn of phrase, the
answer is readily at hand, in Romans 6:17-18: “But thanks be to God that you, tvaséng
been slaves ddin, have become obediefiom the heart to théorm of teaching towhich
you wereentrustedand thatyou, having been set freBom sin have becme slaves of
righteousness” (NRSV). In this parallel (neglected by Piper), we have a dheuiousual
and almost unprecedented locution, “justify from.”

To pick up from my earlier study of justification, the motif of liberationfrom a
captivepower isentirely explicable vthin the cade of therighteousness of God as his
saving activity to redeemsrael from heroppressors. As Wrig explains, inthe setting of
the Prophets, God ishe judge.lsrael comes beforaim to plead her case against the
wicked pagans who are oppressing her. She longs for her case to come to court, for God to
hear it, and, in his own righteousnessgeliverher from herenemies. Shéongs, that is,
to bejustified, acquitted, vindicatedAnd becausdhe God who isthe judge isalso her
covenaniGod, shepleads withhim; be fathful to your covenant!Vindicate me inyour

righteousnesgﬁ.

In Paul, all this is transposed into ttmgher octave” of whaGod has done
in Christ attheturning of the ages—his owrf'eschatologicalcourtroom.”
The actual enemy of believeissnot Babylon(or Egypt) butSatanhimself.
He is the strong man who held themthie bondage o$in (Matthew 12:29;
Luke 11:21-22); he is‘the accuser ofour brothers, whoaccusesthem
before our God day and night” (Revelation 12:40;Romans8:33-34a). It
is this cluster of ideaswhich is emlbdied by dikaiod If God’s
righteousness is “himterventionin a savingact onbehalf of his people,”
then thepassivevoice of the vds means “to be amwbject of thesavin

righteousness of God (so as toviell-pleasing tohim at thejudgment).”r'
When God in Christintervenes to savhis covenantpartners, heplants
them again in theewly createdand, the new heavenandearth,never to
be removed. This is “salvation” in the pregnantsense ofthe term:
deliverance from evil and the bestowal‘pgace” ona redeemegeople. In
short, justification in Paul signatieliverancefrom exile and freedom from
bondage (one of the key motifs of Galatians). One otlarest indications
is the relationship ofRomans 6:7 and 8. In the former verse, dikaiod is
literally translated “justifiedrom sin.” Assuch, it forms garallelism with
the verb “liberatedfrom sin” (eleutherod in 6:18. The parallel isbest
preserved by rendering 6:7 &seed from sin.” Therefore, when Paul
writes of justification, he d@racteristicallyhas inmind thenew exodus on
which the latter-day people @dod haveembarked. Moreover, this saving

53Wright, Saint Pau] 98-99.

*s. Motyer, “Righteousness by Faith in the New Testameéfdre We Standiustification byFaith Today
(London: Hodder & Stoughton, 1986), 48.
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righteousness is cmsc in its dimensions. Atthe endof the day5,5 “the
righteousness of God” is actively directed at the rescue of the creation.

Schreiner's exposition oRomans 6:7 is verynuch in accord with the one
representedherein. According to Schreinethe \erb “justified” (dedikaiotaj here in the
perfect tense) is not merely forensic in v. 7, aslaarfrom the way the entireproposition
of v. 7 relates to v. 6. Thrergument, he writeseems to be thaighteousnessiecessarily
involves freedom from the power of.sin

This point iscrucial for Paul’'s argumentlustification cannobe separated
from sanctification... Only those whohave diedwith Christare righteous
and thereby are enabled to coertine mastery osin. Manycommentators
have struggled with the useaddikaiGtaiin a cortext in which powerover

sin isthe themebecause they invariablimit justification tobeingdeclared
righteous. The use ahe verb inthis context,however, suggestshat

righteousness ignore than forensic in Paul. Those whoare in aright

relation to God have alsobeendramatically changedthey have also been
made righteousThis is confirmed bythe language of beingnslaved to
righteousnesgcf. 6:18, 20,22); believershave beertransformed by the

Spirit (cf. 2 Corinthians 3:8-9)..5.6.

Some may be surprised that John Muray comes remarkably close to the
understanding of Romans 6atlvocated by the propents ofthe “new paradigm.” Far
from sharply bifurcating justification and freedom from sin, Murray proposes the
following:

“Justified from sin” will have to beahe forensic meaning in view of the
forensicimport of the word “justify”. But since the coekt deals with
deliverancefrom the power of sinthe thoughtis, no doubt, that of being
“quit” of sin. Thedecisivebreach withthe reigningpower of sin isviewed
after the analogy of thkind of dismissalwhich ajudge giveswhen an
arraigned person is justified. Sin has no furitiaim uponthe person who
is thusvindicated. This judial aspectfrom which deliverancefrom the
power of sin is tdbe viewed needs to be appreciatedshiows that the
forensic is present not onlyg justification butalso in thatwhich lies at the
basis of sanctification. A judgmeistexecutediponthe power of sin in the
death of Christ (cf. John 12:31) and deliverance from this powéneopart
of the believer arisesom the efficacy ofthis judgment. Thislso prepares
us for the interpretation of the forensic terms which Paul uses later in 8:1, 3,
namely, “condemnation”and “condemned”, andhows thatthese terms
may likewise point tthat whichChrist oncefor all wrought inreference to
the power of sin(8:3) andto our deliverancdrom this power in virtue of

the judgment executed upon it in Jesus’ c(ﬁsﬂs).57

55GarIington, “Justification by Faith,” 62-63. See additionally Motyer, “Righteousness,” 5&agemann,
“The Righteousness of God’ in PauNew Testament Questions Tdday (Philadelphia:Fortress, 1969),
168-82.

56SchreinerRomansSlg (italics mine). Schreiner refers as well to ZiedRkmans 161; Byrne, Romans
194, 202; StuhlmacheGerechtigkeit 75-76. | would add Stuhimach&pmans92.

57Murray, The Epistle to th(Romans New InternationalCommentary on thélew Testament. 2vols.
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1959, 1965), 1.222 (italics mine).
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At the end of the dayyhatever we makerecisely of theexpressiorjustify from”
on thesemanticplane, onthe conceptudkvel theintention isclearenough:dikaiodis the
functional equivalent ofleutherodIn the act of justi€ation, we have been “set free from"

sin, in both itslegal and behavioragéffects,and have become enslaved righteousness
Dikaio6 is thus seen to be flexible enough to overlap eltlutherod

Acts 13:38-39 presents us witthe same ambiguity a®komans 6:17, and
commentators are divided along the same lines as before. C. K. Barrett is of the opinion
that dikaiod followed by apo does norbear its “usual Pauline forenssense,”but rather

means somethg like “releasdrom.” °B. Witherington rightly remarks that the language
of justification andfaith in Christ echoeshe basidPaulinemessage, but ithe sensethat

“Jesus sets one free from all sins3chrenk todtakesthe verb tosignify liberation.” On
the otherhand, F. F.Bruce thinks thatlikaiobis “justify” andshould no have its force

“weakened” by the rendering “be freed.d. A. Fitzmyer agrees

Oncemore, wemay optfor one understanding dhe other, or it maype, as
suggested above, that Paul’s language is telescoped, so as to inclugstifictition and
liberation (I would add that the translation “freed from” is hardly a “weakeeede,” as in
Bruce’s estimation)ln anyevent, that v. 38nakes referenceo the forgiveness ofsins
hardly clindes Piper’'sexclusive translations of “acquitted from” or “forgiven for.” If we
are forgiven, we are, by definition, no longebondage to sin. Moreoven the setting of
the Hebrewcovenant (rmember, Pauls here speaking toJews), forgiveness is always
with a view to restoration to covenant privileges and responsibilitiesvitalgo recall that
even in thos@stances inhe LXX where dikaio6is stronglyforensic,Zieslerreminds us
that it is forensic inthe Hebrew sense, that isthe \erb signifies“restoration of the
community or covenantelationship, andthus cannot beseparated fromthe ethical
altogether. The restoration is not nelg to a standing, but to arexistence in the

relatlonshlp

(3) Third, there isPiper’'s contetion that if Paul had just sperthree chapters
teaching that justificatiomeans God’'powerful salific activity in liberating peopldrom
the mastery of sin, why would the question ariSe: shall we sirthat gracanay abound?”
The mostobviousrejoinder is that Paul is forced teal with a misunderstandingf his
teaching up tdhis point in Romans As Dunn notes, the question of Romans 6:1 arises

because the previous teaching is controverslalpartlcular in5:20-21,Paul hashad the
temerity to claim thaChrist, not the Torah, is the source of life

Various &wish sourcesoice the conviction that thaw in of itself would insure
life. Ben Sira uses the actual phrase “the law of life” (Sirach 143.5), while theauthor
of Baruch commends tbis readers‘the commadmentsof life” (Baruch 39). These
commandments are nessthan thevery embodiment ofsrael’'s wisdom:*All who hold
her fast will live, and thoseho forsakeher will die” (Baruch 4:1see also 4£zra14:30;

58See further Schrenkdikaio6,” 218.

59Barrett,The Acts of the Apostlemternational Critical Commentary. 2 vols. (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark,
1998), 1.650.

60Witherington,The Acts of the Apostles: Bocio-RhetoricalCommentary(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
1998), 413-14.

*'Schrenk, tikaiod” 218.

62Bruce,The Acts of the Apostles: Tlgreek Text with Introduction and Commentary 3rd ed. (Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1990), 312.

“Fitzmyer, The Acts of the Apostleanchor Bible 31 (New York: Doubleday, 1998), 518.

64Ziesler,Righteousnesszo. See also M. J. GormaBruciformity: Paul's Narrative Spirituality of the
Cross(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2001), 142-43.

65Dunn,Romans 1.306.
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Psalms of Solomori4:2; cf. 4 Ezra 7:29). Hand inhand wentthe equally strong
conviction that the law was eternal and unchangeable (for example, Sirach 24:9, 33; Baruch
4:1; Jubilees 16:29; 31:3232:10, 15, 21-26, 28; 3B0; Wisdom 18:4; Testament of
Naphtali 3:1-2; 4 Ezra 9:26-37).

In the faceof thesetraditions, Paul’'sstance is altogetheronspicuous. For one
thing, the verb “come iralongside” pareisélthep in v. 20, implies that thdaw is not
eternal:its entranceonto the stage ohistory wasoccasioned only byhe advent of sin
(5:12). More startling yet ithe law’s actualfunction—to intensifythe problencreated by
Adam, thatis, to causesin toreign indeath.“Trespass” andsin” are retainedfrom the
foregoing discussion in Romans 5, signifying tAdam’s apostasy hasot, assupposed,
been rectified by the Torah, because it preeminentheistimulus oftrespass” and “sin.”
The nation of Israel preferred to vidhe law as Gd's definitive answer to simather than
only a means to an end, thaf aspreparatiorfor the “coming one’(v. 14), whoseact of
obediencenould put an endo sin forever. In Paul’'smind, therefore]srael’s “sin” has
abounded all the more because of her misunderstanding and misapplication of the Torah.

Hence, the specific point of dispute pertainshi placeand function ofthe law in
the new creation. Tdhe Jewishmind, the lawfunctioned as atdentity markerand a
boundary, reinforcing Isréie distinctivenessand separation frorthe nations. AsJubilees
22:16 not saelicatelyputsit: “Separateyourself fromthe Gentiles,and donot eat with
them, and do no perform deeds likeheirs. And do not becomessociates of theirs.
Because their deeds are defiladd allof their ways are contaminatednd despicable, and
abominable.” Thel etter of Aristeas(139, 142)expresseshe same conviction in terms
which reinforce this sociological function of the law:

In his wisdomthe legislator...surrounded us witlinbrokenpalisades and
iron wallsto preventour mixing with any of the otherpeoples in any
matter....So, topreventour being pervertedby contactwith others or by
mixing with bad influences, he hedges us in @fl sides with strict

observancesonnectedwith meatand drink and touclkand hearing and
sight, after the manner of the law.

Note particularly how the author links observanceheffood lawswith praection
from defiling contact (“bad influences”) with outsiders. What entered the mouth, as
prescribed by Moses, had scrupulously tortmmitored, otherwise the floaghtes topagan
immorality would be flungwide open (contrasMark 7:14-23). Consistent withthis
consciousness dfeparation bythe “fence” ofthe Torah is the appraisal others as
outsiders: these were the “lawless” and the “sinnénaf’is, either pagangho never were
within the pale of the law or apostate Jews. It is just this desire to live \thihiaw, to be
marked off from the “lawless” and the “sinner,” which becam#éne adominant concern
in the factionalism of the period from the Maccabees to the emergence of rabbinic Judaism.

In this light, Paul's Jewislobjectordrawswhat tohim is thelogical consequence
of the apostle’s pronouncements in ldw paragraph of Romans 5.life can be obtained
through someother sourcethanthe Torah, then it follows thatGod has emoved his
safeguard against sinVhy not, then, sinhat grace may aboundPaul’s interlocutor thus
chargesthat antinomianisnis the logical product of his theology.Accordingly, Paul's
rejoinder is thafar from openingthe doors to sin, newcreation life in Christ means
yielding one’s members taghteousness, not sifWhat counts is union with Christ (6:5-
11), not an ongoing relationship with the law.

As an indication that Paul has in fact taugsgration from sin prioto Romans 6, |
would submit Romans 5:18, with its phratiee justification oflife (dikaibsiszoé3.” It is
just the concept ofife that forms one ofthe lindpins connectinfRomans 5 and 6. The
former chapterconcludes on this not:21, aspreceded byv. 17-18),and thelatter
virtually commences with the same theme (6:4-11).
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“Life” may be taken as the “eternal life(Romans 2:7) ofthe age tocome,” the
restoration ofthe Creator/creatureelationship enjoyed irEden. In leeping with the
apocalypticoutlook generally,“life” in Paul iseschatologicahnd protological athe same
time: the end is a return to the beginnivigt what is therelation of“justification” to “life?”
| would propose thahasmuch a®aul’s use othe Greek getive case (irthis case, “of
life”) frequently ignoresestablishedconventions, it is plasible to seehe presntinstance
asamingling of various types ofjenitive: qualitative, result, direction and epexegetical.
But whatevergrammaticaltags are applied, F.J. Leenhardt'scomments argarticularly
relevant. The phrase “justification lifie” speaks of “gustification which introduces us to
divine life;” and given the close connectiohpresent and futureschatologicalife in Paul,
“justification of life” “suggest equallythe idea ofa justification which is here and now
realized in a life which concretely practises righteousness, as will shortly b <gdid 13,
16, 18, 19, 22, 23). Will be notedthat Christ's obedience ofwhich our text speaks
becomes alsdhe believer's obedience, arobediencewhich leadsto the practise of

righteousness (6:16?.6*’

If, then, ourjustification is oneHhathas resultedh life, and wehave been raised
with Christand havebecomepartakers othe life of the age tawome,ipso factowe have
been liberated from sin. Romans 6:1-7:6 is but the unpacking of the implications of “life.”

In addition to everythingelse, Piper’'sreasoningcan beturned againshim. A
similar objection tdPaul’'stheology is raiseth Romans6:15: “Are we to sin because we
are not under law but under grace?” Areto assume th&aul hachot taughtsuch athing
in Romans 3-5 judbecause somepponent is barking ughe wrong tree? Inprinciple, he
certainly has instructed us that we are not under law but under grace. See 3:21-31; 4:13-14;
5:12-21 (where the law is placed in the old Adamic era of sin and condemnation, which era
we have exited because of the obedience of Christ on our behalf).

(4) In the fourth placethe caveat that wenust not blurthe relationship between
justification and sanctificatiorests ornthe underlyingordo salutis(order ofsalvation)that
forms asignificantsubstratum oPiper’'s book. Waewill return to this inthe concluding
reflections. Suffice it to salere that thegrid provided by arordo salutisnecessitates a
rigid distinction between thetwo, because,on this construction,justification and
sanctification refer to two distinentities. Howevera differentapproach, distoria salutis
(history of salvation), will yield different results. If justification is conceived ahasentry
into the covenantrelationship, then it markghe point at which our “defnitive

sanctification,” touse JohnMurray’s phrase,commenceg. Rather than “blurring” the
justification/sanctificationdistinction, | would prefer to speak inerms of themutual

interpenetration of the concepts, as illustrated by overlapping dircles.

In this regard, Brad Young veryelpfully calls to mind thaPaul’s thinking is
Jewish incharacter, a tellingpoint when it comes to comprehending and unpacking his
universe of discourse.

As a Jewish theologian, Paulpursues aconceptualapproach to his
teachings. His thought processes not linear butircular. His thedogical
conceptsare interactive. Indeed, tlyeare connected onevith another in
continuous motion. Paul’s keen intellect works quickly. The apostle
understands God and his great love for all humanity as a vibrant whole. One
conceptbelongs to a complex ofteractive ideas. Each term hses to
communicate his thought is clustered with otherinteractive concepts

66Leenhardt,‘l’he Epistle to the RomafGleveland: World, 1961), 148.

“See Murray’s surprisingly neglectedessay, “Definitive Sanctification,” Collected Witings of John
Murray. 4 vols. (Edinburgh: Banner of Truth, 1977), 2.277-84.

. my Faith, Obedience, and Perseverantbl-61.
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concerning Gd's relationship tgpeople....When thecontours ofPauline
thoughtare considered in a&ycle of interactive conceptsther than in a
straight ine where eacmew idea supersedesnd eliminates theprevious
one, the apostle’sconceptuabpproach taGod isgivenfresh vigor. It is a

Jewish way of thinking’

Consequentlyywhat might appear to th#&/estern mind as a “blurring” of ideas is
actually, inthe Jewishmindset,what Young calls “acycle of interactiveconcepts.” The
hermeneutical impact dhis observation igpparentnough: modermterpreters must be
prepared taundergo gparadigmshift to this Jewistway of thinking in order toenter the
thought processes of the apostle, and indeed of the biblical writers generally.

(5) Fifth, one can agree that ginslaves by itguilt, resulting inhopelessness and
despair, and that the remedystn’s guilt isjustification aslegal acquittafrom sinand the
declaration ofour righteousnesgefore God. This muchis certain. Nevertheless, the
reason whypeople experience thguilt of sin is because of theipractice of sin.
Accordingly, the guilt of sin decreases bbtcause of foresic justification andthe ability
imparted by the same justification to yieddir menbers as implements oighteousness
(Romans 6:19)To thisend, weare to “reckon’or “consider” (ogizoma) ourselvesdead
to sin and alive to God in Christ (Romans 6:11).

After all is said and done, omeay argue,and arguevell, onthe basis ofRomans
6:7 (and Acts 13:38) fora forensic justification.The problemwith Piper’'s paticular
construction, however, is twofold. Ortee has to assuntbat such gjustification ismade
possible only by means of imputation, because the ternthenconcept nohereappear in
Romans 6. Granted, he makes his assumption dpatsie of Romans 4jut, of course, a
different reading ofRomans 4will remove the fowndation of thatsupposition. Two,
Piper’s bifurcation of justification and freedom from sin is a false dichotomyékatts, in

Stuhlmacher’s words, in “an unbiblical abstraction.”

Piper’s final bit of supporting evidence that(in his view) justification is not
liberation from sin’s mastery ihe flow of thought in Roman8:3-4. The argumerdgain
is from cause tceffect: justification results insanctification. It is doubtful that anyone
would disagree with this, givehat sanctification, adefined byPiper, is “progressive.” |
would only quafy that against the b&crop of Romans 6, a#lumined by Murray’s
study, there is a “definitive” quality t@anctification, one #t coincideswith justification.
In any event, Romans 8:3-4 says nothing about imputation.

Piper’s conclusion to thisnére subsection othe book is thatthe “assault” on the
historic distinction betweejustification and sactification is unsuccessful. He finds no
exegetical warrant for allowing the “vagaed general designatiowf the righteousness of
God as “salvific activity” to leads away fronthe traditionalunderstanding ojustification
asthe imputation of divingighteousnessAccordingly, Pipersees noexegeticalwarrant
for construingjustification so as tonclude liberation from sin’'s mastery.Gundry’s
arguments in particularsays Piper,“do not overthrow the traditional Protestant
understanding of Scripture tHatds in justification the imputation of divingighteousness
and a clear and necessary distinction betweerathend God’s sbsequent and necessary
work of sanctification” (p. 80).

Our responsecan bebrief. (1) Gods righteousness dsalvific activity” is hardly
“vague and general.” Otle contrary, it is asoncrete asny conceptould be, taking its
placesquarely withinthe continuum of salvatiohistory. All one needs do isead Paul
against the backdrop of the Prophets of Israel, who so graphicaltyoancktelydepict the
time when Yahwehwould springinto action toterminate the exil@and planthis people

69Young, Paul the JewishTheologian: A Phariseeamong Christians, Jewsand Gentiles (Peabody:
Hendrickson, 1997), 40-41, 42.

7OStuhImacherRomans 63-64.
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again in theland. (2) As for myselfthere is in factcopious exegeticalwarrant for
construing justification in such a waytasincludeliberationfrom sin’s masteryand such
exegetical considerations have bpessented abové3) It is not thepurpose otthis paper

to “overthrow” anyhing, but to submithiat the inflexible justification/sanctificatiamodel,

atthe very least,s in need of qualification. It i<oo schematizeénd too“scholastic” to

allow for the dynamic, notto say dramatic,character ofvhat Godhas done in Christ to
effect a new creation out of the chaos of sin. (4) The most conspicuous shortcoming of this
division of the book isthe given that justification must transpire by means whputation

and by no other naas. | canonly say hat there isno exegeticalwarrant for such an
assumption.

4. Is The Divine Righteousness That Is Imputed to Believers the Righteousness of Christ?

In this penultimate segment of th@ook, Dr. Piper adducepassages in support of his
proposal that the righteousness imputed to the believer is specificalhy @taist

(a) 2 Corinthians 5:21 and Philippians 3:9

Piper revisits these two passagesvhich appeal haseen made befer As to theformer,
he does concede that thext doeshot sayexplicitly that Christ’s righteousness imputed
to believers. “But,”he adds,“it does say Hat believers,because theware ‘in Christ,’
becomeGod’s righteousnesthe way Christwas madesin as a sinlespersan” (p. 82).
Precisely! Paul points us to the “in Christ” experience as the source of our righteousness.

The prollem is thatPiper thinks it necessary to resortingputation to explain the
“mechanics” ofhow we have become theghteousness oGod. Thesame is true of
Charles Hodge and G. E. Ladmyth quoted byiper (pp. 81-83)All three are quite right
that it is Christ's righteousnesshat has been madeours. Yet apparentlyfor the sake
“doctrinal explicitness” and “systemizatiop. 81, n. 26) it is nosufficient to stick with
the actuaimport of Paul’swords. Rather, it isthought hat only imputation will explain
how such a text as this “ticks.” | would submit otherwiggon with Christ igshe modality
of our becoming “the righteousness of God.”

As 2 Corinthians5:21, Philippians 3 hasbeenaddressed abov@&he point we
endeavored to press from this verse is actually affirmed by Piper (p. 84).

Notice that the righteousness Paul counts on having “@Gaul’ is pursued
with a longing td'be foundin Christ.” The righteousness that he has is his
because he i§ound in Christ.” This use of‘in Christ” is positional. In
Christ byfaith is the place where Godigjhteousness counts as amwn.
Thus*“being found in Christ” is the way to “have arighteousnessiot my
own.”

Howeve, an otherwiseexcellent comment isnarred by thefollow-up remark:
“True, this does ot sayexplicitly that Christ’s righteousness imputed tous, but along
with the otherevidencepresented heréhat is a naural implication of this versé (ibid.,
italics mine). It is justhe “natural implication” thiais at issue. Iseems to méar simpler
and exegetically more straightforward just to stay whih Paulindanguage Everything is
explained by his doctrine of union with Christ, amé need look no further forrationale
or elucidation.Apart from the factor ofimputation,the passagérom Calvin quoted by
Piper (ibid., n. 30) says it all:

Therefore, lhatjoining together ofHead andmembers, thaindwelling of
Christ in our hed—in short, that mysticalinion—areaccorded by us the
highest degree of importance, so that Christ, having been onmggmakes
us sharerswith him in thegifts with which he hakveenendowed. We do
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not, therefore, contemplate him outside ourselves from afar in order that his
righteousnessay be imputed to usubbecause we put oGhrist and are
engrafted into hibody—in short,because, he deigns meake usone with

him. Forthis reason, weglory that we havedellowship of righeousness

with him.”
(b) 1 Corinthians 1:30

Piper is correctyis-a-visGundry, to insist thabur union with Christ is what coects us
with divine righteousness. The quotation from C. K. Barrett is apropos (pp. 85-86):

The root of the thought is forensigian is arraigned in God'sout, and is
unable tosatisfythe judgeunless righteousneswshich hecannot himself
produce, iggiven tohim.... Christ himself becomesighteousnes$or him
(2 Cor. 5:21),andGod the judgeviews him not as he is in himself but in

Christ.7 2

Piper thenreacts tothe criticism that hehas simply assumedthe presence of
imputation in this passage. In orderprovide oulown response, wenust heathim in his
own words (pp. 86-87):

One mayobject thatChrist's kecoming sanctificatiorfor us is not an
imputed reality bt rather isworked in us; savhy shouldwe assumehat
Christ’s becoming righteousness for us refers tomgutedrighteousness?
In answer, ldon't assumeit. Instead | ote thatthe otherpassageghat
connectrighteousness witbeing“in Christ” haveto do with justification
(Galatians2:17) and speak o righteousnesshat is “not our own”
(Philippians 3:9) and that “we bteme therighteousness of God” in the
sameway Christ becamsin, that is, by imputation (2Corinthians5:21).
Then | observe that there is no reason to think that Christ must “become” for
us righteousnessxactly the sameway he becomes wisdom and
sanctification and redemption. This is not said or implied.

In fact, it is plausible to see a natural progressichérfour realities
that Christ is for us. lour union with Christ héecomeswisdom” for us
in overcomingthe blinding and deadening ignorance thateps us from
seeingthe glory of the cross (1 Corinthians 1:24). Then he becomes
righteousness for us iavercomingour guilt and condemnatioRomans
8:1). Then he becomes sanctificatifor us in overcomingour corruption
and pollution (1Corinthians1:2; Ephesians2:10). Finally, hebecomes
redemption for us in overcoming, the resurrectionall the miseries,pain,
futility, and death ofthis age(Romans3:23). There is noreasonto force
this text tomean thaChrist becomesall thesethings for us in exactly the
same way, hamely, by imputation. He may beceaeh ofthesethings for
us as each reality requires.

71Ca|vin, Institutes of The ChristianReligion edited by J. T. MNeill; translated by F. L. Battles
(Philadelphia: Véstminster, 1960)3.11.10. Seefurther C. B.Carpenter, “AQuestion of Union with
Christ? Calvinand Trent onjustification,” WestminsterTheological Journal 64 (2002), 363-386. My
thanks to Dr. Robert Letham for this reference.

72Barrett,A Commentary on the First Epistle to the Corinthiadarper's NewTestament Commentaries
(New York: Harper and Row, 1968), 60.



25

In reply, first of all, it would be unfair to charge thatPiper engages irbare
presuppositionalism with regard to 1 Corinthidn30, without recourse to othgrassages
that, in his view,teach imputation. To besure, there are other textsha connect
righteousness witheing*“in Christ,” thathave to dowith justification as arighteousness
“not our own,” and that teach tHate become theighteousness of God” ithe same way
Christ became “sifi My only response is thahese othepassagestaken on their own
terms, do not in fact speak of imputation (as | read them, of course).

Second, the point is taken that there is no reason to think that Christ must, at least in
the abstract,“become” for us righteousness iaxactly the samevay that hebecomes
wisdom, sanctificatiorand redemption. Theroblem, however, is that it has to be
establishedhat Paul does irfact contemplateighteousness iessentially different terms
than these three categories.

| would arguethat theprima facie impact of 1Corinthians 1:30 is just thatnion
with Christis the source for athese kessings, witmo discernibledifferentiation between
them as pertains to modality or mechanics. Literally translated, Paul's Greek reads: “of him
[God] you arein Christ Jesus who becamefor us wisdom fromGod, and righeousness
and sanctifiation and rdemption.” 1 would submit hat anunbiasedreading ofthe text
yields the conclusion tha®aul is affirmingtha Christ hasbecomewisdom, sanctification
and redemption in precisely the same maasdre habecome righteousnes$sr us. If so,
then Wright is not off-base at all toaintain that if we take Corinthians 1:30 as txtual
basis forimputedrighteousnessthen “we must also be prepared to talktlod imputed
wisdom of Christ; the imputed sanctification dChrist; andthe imputed redemption of

Christ.”"”

In the third place, Piper wouldseem tohave constructettis own sort ofordo
salutison the basis ofl Corinthiansl:30, asthoughPaul were following aschematized
progression of saific realities. That such a*“natural progression” is present is not
immediately evident, and certainlyet commentatordo not pointto any particularorder in
Paul’'s choice of terms. That Paslnot thinking inordo salutisterms is confirmed by the
parallel statement in Corinthians 6:11‘But you werewashed, yowere sanctified, you
were justifiedin the name of théord JesusChristand in theSpirit of our God.” Here,
washingand sanctification precedgustification, unthinkable in terms of aordo salutis.
Commenting orthis text, G. R. Beasley-Muay cansay that the “sanctification” by the
Spirit and*justification” by the Lord Jesusoccurred athe same mhe—it is aonce-for-all

consecration Paulas in mind, not eprocess7.4 In like manner,the “sanctification” of 1
Corinthians 1:30 makes perfectlygood sense wherviewed as “definitive,” not

“progressive” (asunderstoodby Piper). “S@nctification,” then, wouldcorrespond to the
“righteousness’{covenant conformitylChrist becaméor us when wewere incorporated

into him.”

In sum, the evidence educed from these passages byckiady confirms that the
righteousness of God noneother than theighteousness aChrist. Nevertheless, it has
not been established thatputationis themeans by whictChrist’'s righteousnedsecomes
ours. As throughout, mgontentionis tha Christhasbecomeour righteousness byirtue
of union with himself, plain and simple.

73Wright, Saint Pau) 123.
74Beasley—Murrayl?aaptism in the New Testamdhondon: MacMillan, 1962), 164-65.

"G. D. Fee, in myestimation,artificially stresses théorensicside of dikaiosunéat the expense of the
ethical The First Epistle to the CorinthianBlew International Commentary on thiew Testamen{Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1987], 86).
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(c) Romans 10:4

Apart from certaindifferencesowing to my “NewPerspective” reading of thigerse, |
must agree with Pipahatisrael's problem waser failureto recognizeChrist asthe goal
(telog of thelaw, and that Gd’s righteousness isow localizedin Christrather than the
Torah. However, it iequally conspicuous that Romans 10:4sient about any notion of
imputation. Piper is sensitive to this, and his appeal takes the following form:

If one allows for biblical reflection and comparisorand synthesisand a
desire to penetrate to reality behind words (as with, for exanmeldyiblical
doctrines ofthe Trinity, the two natures of Christ, othe substitutionary
atonement), then the doctirf the imputation o€hrist’s righteousness is
nat an artificial construct of systeatic theologians but is demanded by the
relevant texts (p. 90).

Certainly, anyonavho believes in the unityf Scripture and itsnspiration will
want toengage inreflection, comparison anslynthesis forthe purpose of genetrating
analysis ofthe text. However, | wouldprefer tosay hat nstead ofrealities “behind
words,” there are realitieembeddedn words. Granted, wemay have to dig deep to
uncover these embedded realities by none otherréikaction, comparison and symsis.
Neverthelessthere must bethe presence ofsuch words that serve assymbols of or
signposts to mderlying realities (referents).The Trinity, the two natures of Christ and
substitutionary atonement, | would say, ao¢ appropriate analogigs imputation, simply
because there is a preponderance of wdrataliow for the construction of a theology of
each. Not so, | would argue, ihe case of imputation: the pertinembrds are simply not
extant in the New Testament.

(d) Romans 5:12-19

Now ensues &ngthy defensef imputationbased on Romars12-19.Again, itwill be

possible only to address the most salient aspects of Piper’'s arg7ﬁment.

The reasoningdeployed ighat of analogyjust as Adaris sin wasimputed to his
posterity, soalsothe righteousness of Christ hagen imputed tall who are inhim. As
Piper states: “The basis of qustification before Godk a divinerighteousness thabmes
to us in a way analogous to the way Adam’scgime tous. As wewere inhim andshare
in his sin, so we are in Christ and share in his righteousness” (p. 93).

Foundational to this more desstraditional Reformed interpretation of “original
sin” is the belief thatverses 13-14 oRomans 5have to do nbwith individual sins
committed by the race éfdam, but Adam’®wn trespass whiclhasnow been credited to
the account of all who are descended from him. According to Piper (p. 94):

Now whatis the implication thatPaul wants us tsee? Hevants us to see
tha universal humardeathwas not owing tandividual sins @ainst the
MosaicLaw, but toman’s sinning in AdamThat iswhat he is trying to
clarify. Verse12, atthe end, sayshat deathspread toall “because all
sinned.” SoPaul arguesand clarifies: But people died evethough their
own individual lawbreakingwas notthe reason for dyingtheir individual
sinsweren’tcounted. The reasoall died isbecauseall sinned in Adam.
Adam’s sin was imputed to them.

"See my own treatment of this passaggdith, Obedience, and Perseverané@-109.
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Piper concedeshat v. 14 could be read in anothavay than interms of the
imputation of Adam’ssin. Those oer whomdeath reignedrom Adam to Moses could
have been guilty: (1) of violating individuebmmands given before Mos€2) of violating
the law writteron heheart(Romans2:15). However, heejects thesgossibilities, citing,
in part, the case of the infants who died as the result of “the imputation of Adam’s sin.”

Piper qualiies thathis arggmentdoes notinge on infants being in @w, but he
defends the interpretation contextually in termPadil's perceived purposer focusing on
the period betweermAdam and Moses. Forone thing,there iswhat hecalls the way in
which Paul “in general anldbosely” points tosolidarity with Adam in his transgression as
the cause of everyone’s death, tiair own transgressions. Secorillere is the “specific
and strict” argument thatleges to thedgalimplication of peopledying as punishment in a
time period that had no explicit laws specifying death penalties.

It is the second ofthesepurposes, says Piper, tr@mmmandsPaul’s attention.
“Paul is primarily concerned irRomans 5:12-2Toncerned tashow the legal, not the
moral, triumph of grace ovehe legal, not moral, prdlem of sin”(p. 99). Asbuttressing
evidence, heites thepresence othe term “condemnationin 5:16, which is taken to be
(only) the legalconsequencef death.The bottomline, then, ofPiper'sunderstanding of
Romans 5:13-14 is thatleathis not first, and mostdeeply, owing to ouown individual
sinning, but to oubeing connectewith Adam insuch a way that his sinaky made us
guilty and liable to condemnation” (p. 100).

Onthe basis ofall theabove, Piper, asxpecteddrawsthe parallelbetween the
imputation of Adam’s sin and the imputation of Christ’s righteousness (pp. 101-3):

The parallelhere is this: Thgudicial consequences of Adam’s sin are
experienced by all his people not on the basis of their doing sins litte he
but on the basis of thdireing in himand his sirbeing imputed tahem. As
soon as that becomes clear in Paul's argument-just at this pdinialgs in
Christ asthe parallel. The point is tomake clearwhat the focus of the
parallel is: The judicial corsequences ofChrist's righteousness are
experienced by all his people rart the basisf their doing righteous deeds
like he did, but on thebasis oftheir beingin and his righteousness being
imputed to them....

So the problem of the human race is matst deeply tht everybody
does various kinds ddins. Those sinsare real, theyare huge, they are
enough to condemn us, and theyitteed play a rolen our condemnation.
But the deepest problem is that behind all our depravityalradir guilt and
all our sinning there is a deep mysterious connection with Addmose sin
became our sin and whogglgment becameur judgmentAnd the Savior
from this condition and this damage is a Savior who stands in Agaacs
as a kind of second Adam (or “the last Adam,” 1 Corinthians 15:45). By his
obedience hendoes whatrdam did. By his obedience hdulfilled what
Adam faled to do. In Adam all men were appointed katestathésgn
“sinners,” but all who are in Christ are appointed katastathésontgi
“righteous” (5:19). In Adanall receivedcondemnation; irChrist all receive
justification (5:18).

The next phase ofPiper’sexposition isthe contrat betweenAdam and Christ in
Romansb:15-17. Paul’'s aim, says Piper,“ie magnify the graceand sufficiency of the
justification that comeghrough Christ for sinnerdp. 103).Verse 15strikesthe contrast
in terms of Adam’stransgression as oveagainst Christ’'s righteousnesswhich is
understood as a gift. “The implication is ttlsdthough Adam’dransgression brougldeath
to many, Christ’s righteousness, as a free gift, abounded...for many” (p. 104).

Verse 16 continues the contrast. From this verse, Piper deduces three things. (1) As
the counterpart tdcondemnation,”justification is a declaration ofighteousness, not
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liberation from sinning. (2Yhe judgmenthat resulted in condemnation is theunting of
Adam’s sin as our sin, on the basiaf union with Adam. (3T he foundation (basis) for
justification is the free gift of Christ’s righteousness.

Verse 17 thengive andher reasonwhy thefree gift is not like the effect of Adam’s
sin, but toally outstripsthis one-to-one correspondence tbé typeand theantitype.
“Paul’s point is thatthe triumph of Gd’s graceand gift ofrighteousnessvill not simply
replace the reign of death with treagn of life, butrather ‘much more” willmakebelievers
reign in lifelike kings in the presence of our Father forever and ever” (p. 106).

As all commeraitors acknowledge,vv. 18-19 of Romans 5 complete the
comparison begun by Paul in v. 12 lmimediatelybroken off byvv. 13-14.Piper now
focuses on these verses. The main point of v. 18 is that justification hap@dinsto are
connected tdChrist, inthe same manner that d@mnation happened those who were
connected tAdam. Adam actedsinfully, and because we&ere connected tdim, we are
condemned in him. Christ acted righteously, and because we are connected to Christ we are
justified in Christ. Adam’s sin is couted asours. Christ’s “act of righteousness” is
counted as ours.

Verse 19supportsthis by making the same point in anothemy: through the
disobedience of Adam many were made sinrad,through the obedience of Chnsany
will be maderighteous.Paulhere becomes more specific in explainmgv Adam’s sin
brings condemation andhow Christ’s righteousnedwingsjustification. The fulcrum of
the argument is theevb translated byNASB (and others) as “madekdthistémi. Piper
favors the rendering of “appointed” because it is consistigntthe doctme of imputation.
That is to say, many are “appointed” sinn@rsighteous by virtue of either Adam’s sin or
Christ’s righteousness. In both cases, the stress falls not on personal transgressitns or
of righteousness, but on our connection with Adam or Christ respectively.

The treatment oRomans 5:12-19 is rounded off bydetaileddefense ofChrist’s
“one act ofrighteousness” akis life of obedience, asontraGundry, wholimits it to his
death. Inmy estimationgach ofPiper'sargumentss well-taken. AsCranfield maintains,
Christ’s “one act of righteousnessliKaidmg is not just hisdeath,but his obedienlife as
a whole: “His loving God with all His heart andsoul and mind andstrength,and His
neighbour7 withcomplete sincerity, which isthe righteous onduct which Gd’'s law

o b
requires.
An adequateexegesis of Romars12-19,with all its grammaticaland thetgical

complexities,would require a volume iitself.” So, ourresponsanust be Inited to the
actual points raised by Piper from the passage, which we shall take section by section.

(1) Romans 5:12

To begin, thereanhardly be anydisagreement as to the basialagicalnature ofPaul’s
argument: just as the work #fdam resulted in condemnation aagath, scalsothe work
of Christ has resulteth righteousnessand life. The question, of course, fains to
whether these divergeetfects are duto imputation orsome othefactor. The bdrock of
Piper’s particular reading of Romans Sthe proposition hat “universal humardeath was

77Cranfield,Romansl.289; cf. LeenhardRomans 146.

"The problems of the passage and the history of interpretatiaaavassed by J. Wray, The Imputation
of Adam’s Sin(Nutley, NJ: Presbyterian &Reformed,1977); C. E.B. Cranfield, “On Some of the
Problems of thénterpretation ofRomans 5.12,'ScottishJournal of Theology22 (1969), 324-41; S. L.
Johnson,"Romans 5:12—ArnExercise inExegesisand Theology,” New Dimensions ilNew Testament
Study edited by R. N.Longeneckeand M. C.Tenny(GrandRapids:Zondervan,1974), 298-316; G. P.
Hutchinson,The Problem ofriginal Sin in AmericanPresbyterianTheology(Philadelphia:Presbyterian
& Reformed, 1972).
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not owing to individual sins against the Mosaic Law, but to man’s sinning in Adam.... The
reason all died is because all sinned in Adam. Adam’s sin was imputed to them” (p. 94).
This more oresstraditional Réormed interpretation oRomans 5:12 rests on the
words of its last clause, frequently translated “all sinnpdh{es hémartgnin the English
simple past tense. That is to say, sin entered the worldjeatbthroughsin, becauséall
sinned”’in Adam thatis, Adam’s sin, bymeans of imputationywas made the personal
responsibility of every human being descended ftam and Eve. This view of “all
sinned” was spearheaded by Augustine, who was influenced by the Vulgate’s translation of
the Greekwords eph’ hdin 5:12c (normally trarated into English as‘because”) asn
quo, that is,“in whom,” namely, Adam. Fromhgat point onward, it was customarily
assumed that Paul was asserting the dogma of “original sin” as formulal&ertioman
Catholic (and Protestant) thought.
More contemporary exegetes who hasjected the/ulgate’srendering ofeph’ hd
still latch onto the aorigense of the verbsinned” (hémarton. L. Morris, for example, is

quite sure thathe tensenas topoint to “oneact in thepast’—thesin of Adam’’ Yet in
order tomaintainsuch aonce-for-all pointof referencefor “all sinned,” that isthe sin of
Adam in the Garden ofEden, it isnecessary to Ipass or at tdeast minimize the
significance ofthe very same combination ofvordsin Romans3:23: “all have sinned
(pantes hémartgrand come short of the glory Giod,” Paul's epitome of the entire history
of human apostasy and idolatry.

In turn, Romans3:23 glances bacto 3:9: Paul'sindictment thatlew and Gentile
alike areundersin,” the bottomline to theforegoingdiscussion ofmankind’s rebellion
against itsCreator. Infact, 3:23itself is asummary of1:18-3:20—Paul’s“covenant
lawsuit” againstthe “sin” of the humanrace in Adam—inwhich Adam/creationmotifs

occupied glace ofsome prominenceg. With thewilling comgiance of thefirst man, the
agenda of creation was sabotaged by Satahall who bear Adam’likeness cotinue his
resistance tahe Creatorand thus fall perpetuallyshort of the divineimage. Humanity
(including Israel) inAdam is idolatrougapostate) bydefinition: all his progenybear his
image in that they are born in a condition of estrangement®och (cf. Psalm51:5), with
an inbuilt disposition to serve the creature rather than the Creator.

Hence, Romans 3:23, adistills the charge of.:18-3:20 thagall are“undersin,”
sheds a considerabéanount of light orRomanss:12. Inboth casesthe words “all have
sinned” are to béaken in the same senshattis, deathhas spread tall becausall have
sinned tha is, all have apostatizeecause of theinion with Adam.Thus interpreted,
the aorist in each instance“constative” (summary) and iso be translated bthe English

present perfect tense.

The point of theseobservations is tsay hat a mainstay of the argument for
imputation is removed Romansb:12chasreference t@ersonal andndividual sin. But,
then, how do we understand the immediately following verses?

79Morris,The Epistle to the RomafGrand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1988), 231.

“See GarlingtonFaith, Obedienceand Perseverange34-37; M. D. Hooker,Adam in Romans |,” New
TestamentStudies6 (1959-60), 297-306D. J. W. Milne, “Genesis 3 inthe Letter to the Romans,”
Reformed Theological Revied9 (1980), 10-18.

“In agreement with A. J. M. @diderburnthis interpretation of “sin” flamartand is supported bythe fact
that Paul normally uses theerb with regard toresponsibleand personalsinning, particularly in the
Romanspassagefust cited, in which, remarks Védderburn;'Paul’'s wholeargumentwould be vitiated if
any mouth were not stopped by the consciousness of its own guilt beforg“Glogl Theological Structure
of Romans V.12,"New Testamen$§tudies19 [1972-73],351). Hefurther remarkshat areference to
individual guilts make the best sense in thight of Jewishparallels (ibid., 352). Hamartanbis used of
Adam’s personal sin in 5:16a, so that the sin of his posterity matches his own.
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(2) Romans 5:13-14

In theseverses,Paul provides aationalefor the proposition of v.12: even inthe period
from Adam to Moses death reigned over those who did ndirsthe “likeness ofAdam’s
trespass.” With arapparent glance back #15 (“wherethere is no lawmhere is no
transgression”), the reasoning seems to bdlikagenerations of people between these two
menmust have vi@dtedsomelaw. But what law? Ifour interpréation is correct that the
sinning in 5:12 is not Adam’s exclusively, then precisely which law has been broken, so as
to account for sin and death?

As is true more than once in 5:12-19, Paul’s logic is not made explicit, leaving us to
discern his intentions fromthe broader setting oRomans. Inone reged, hisjustification
of v. 12 is a statement of the obvious, that is, the reality of death from Adam to Meses;
in another, he appears to beg the question, namely, the existence airddeedent tthat
delivered tolsrael atthe time of the exodus. However, ikeeping withhis procedure in
Romans to bypasthe Torahand return tocreation, Paul is best understood rese
building on presuppositionsalreadyestablished ir2:14-15. That is tosay, by virtue of
bearing themage ofGod, all humansare inpossession ofhe law written on thédneart,
whosefunctionwas toregulate the aboriginal (creatioodvenant, as seddy its present-
day function of linking mankind tits Maker, inconjunction withthe co-witness of the
conscience (cf. 1:32). Death, therefore, was/ersal inthe pre-Mosaigeriod because of
the repudiation othis law, not the Torah. Weare thus taken back tol:18 in that the
rejection of the law written otine heart is tantamount to teappression othe knowledge
of God.

It is thus explicable that there were those who died, even though they did not sin “in
the likeness of Adam'’s transgressioapi(td homoidmati tés parabaseds Adlaiys in 8:3,

the noun homoiémahere means an “exadikeness.”” We might say that Adam’s
descendants didoh willfully rebuff aclearly revealed commanghe normal meaning of
“trespass” parabasi$ in Paul), aslsraelwas later to do. But more to the point;the
likeness ofAdam’strespass” indicatesat they did not dgreciselywhat Adamdid, that
is, eat a piece of forbidden fruit the Garden ofEden as amct ofwillful rebellion.Even
so, hey die because theisin in principle is anact of apostasy fromYahweh. In
suppressinghe knowledge ofGod inscribed onthe hearf(1:18-23),humanity in thefirst
Adam hasrejectedGod himselfand, as a result, suffetise fate ofAdam. It isespecially
noteworthy thatAdam and Eveate from “the tree of theknowledge ofgood and evil.”
“Good” and“evil” mean notso mud “right” and “wrong” asthe good ofacknowledging
God the Creator arttie evil of renouncinghim (seeespecially Deuteronom§0:15; Isaiah
7:15; Romans 2:7-10; 7:13-20; 15:2; 16:19; 1 Corinthians 10:6-7).

In opposition to this appeal to “the law written the heart,” Pipezites thedeath of
infants in the time-frame from Adam to Mos@stention is frequently calletb the factthat
“those who did not sin after the likeness of Adam’s trespass” (v. 14) aresigubted with
the“all” who “sinned” (v. 12). Thispf course, iscorrect. However, the most pertinent
thing we can say is that a large substratfithe Roman lettes formedby the proposition
that there is “no distinction” betweelew and Gentile. It ido this end that Paulises the
adjective “all” some 73 times in tlepistle. A case ipoint is 3:23-24all havesinned, and
yet all are justified through tiredemption in ChristThe focushere, as in 5:12c, is not so

much quantitative‘.slsqualitativeﬁ.;3 “All,” in other words, hasreference tahe Jew/Gentile

82Dunn, Romans 1.276; U. WilckensDer Brief andie ROmer Evangelisch-katholischd€ommentar zum
Neuen Testament 6. 3 vols. (Zurich/Neukirchen: Benziger/Neukirchener, 1978-82), 1.318, nn. 1053, 1054.

“This is what accounts for the otherwitifficult grammaticalconstruction ofRomans 3:23-24where the
participle of v. 24has as itsantecedenthe mainverb of v. 23, “sinned.” Qualitative speaking “all,” Jew
and Gentile, whohave sinnedndfall short of God’s glory arethe verysame ones whare justified by
Christ. Paul then proceeds, in v. 25,rédatethat this justification hakeenprocured bynone othethan
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divide that has now been demolished in Christ. Therefore, in 5:14, Paul'saightst set
on infants or the mentally deficient. His argument is that Israel, as mubbk Gentiles, is

“in Adam” and repeats his sin.
That Paul should single outthe period from Adam to Moses makes mostense

when viewed againghe backirop of his dibogue with Israel i6:12-19° Having stated
his thesis that universal sin and death are the effect of one man’s disobeanca) vv.
13-14, seems compelled to defemdat hehas written.Very noticeable, remarkBunn, is
the speed with which Paul’s thought revertshi® law—a furtheindication thatit was the
chief point of tension betweerPaul the Chrstian andthe traditional emphases of

. 86 . . . .
Judaism. In particular, v.12 would have appeared to the Jewish mind to contain a
puzzling proposion. Given Paul’'s consistentlenial of the existence dhe law before
Sinai, How could there have been sin strisfhgaking, since, ostensibly, there was no law
according towhich sin could be reckoned8in, after all, for Judaism wasneasured in
relation tothe Torah It is this which Paul now seeks to clarify.

His explanation glances back 4t15b, “where there is no lawthere is no
transgression,” where these words are appended $tetieenent of the previoymrt of the
verse,“for the law waks wrath.” Byclaiming, in5:12, that‘all” have sinned,Paul has
implied that they have rejected God'’s law drave, thereforeheen the recipients of wrath
(death). This, of courseaises a hisrical problem: if the law(of Moses)works wrath,
and if sin is notreckonedapartfrom the law, How could there have beesin anddeath
before Sinai?

For a sizablsegment of Judaismnyway,the answer wa®bvious:the Torah has
existed from the dawn dfistory, and thenationsare exposed to wrathecause thefiave
spurned the eternal Torah. Aarly asBen Sira(2nd centuryBC) thisidea is in evidence:
Abraham himself kept none otheran the law(of Moses) during @éme of testing (Sirach
44:20). Afterward, the author of Jubilees would mideesame claim (24:1tf. 23:10), as
does a later rabbinic text (Kiddushin 4:4). Eweore striking in Jubileeis the preexistence
of thelaw on“heavenly tabets,” “theetermal bodks alwaysbefore the Lord” (16:29; 31:32;
32:10, 15, 21-26, 283:10;39:7). Theeternity of thelaw is likewisethe conviction of

Sirach 24:9, 33; Baruch 4:1; Wisdom 18:4; Testament of Naphtali8§:1—2.

In rather stark contrast, Paul allows hat there was an era prior to and
distinguishable fronthat of the Torah(v. 13a). Alaw hasbeenspurned, daw which
functions similarly to the law which “works wrath.” However, it is not the lawhef Sinai
covenant, as i:15; itis, rather,some law inexistencebefore the birth of Isael's
nationhood, which effectively eliminates the grounds for Israel's boasting in the Torah; it is
none other than thigw, preceding th& orah,which produceddeath in theperiod from

Christ’'s atonement. As Dunn relates, Pa@gisliest extanteaching on theleath ofChrist is to theeffect
that the cross has broken down the boundary of the lander to procurethe blessing oAbraham for all
(“Works of the Law andthe Curse of théaw (Galatians3.10-14),” New Testamen®tudies31 [1985],
539). Sedurther T. L. Donaldson, The ‘Curse ofthe Law’ andthe Inclusion of the GentilesGalatians
3.13-14,"New Testament Studid2 (1986), 94-112.

“In point of fact, the majority oicommentators oppose amgference toinfants here.See,for example,
Moo, Dunn, Cranfield, Schreiner, Calvin, Stuart, Godet, Denny.

“See Garlingtorf-aith, Obedience, and Perseverangg-84.
86Dunn, Romans1.274.

*’On the eternity of the law in Jewish literature, see W. D. DaViesh inthe MessianicAge and/or the
Age toCome Societyof Biblical Literature Monograph Serieg (Philadelphia:SBL, 1952); R.Banks,
Jesusandthe Law inthe Synoptic Tradition, Societyfor New Testament Studies Monograph Series 28
(Cambridge: Cambridgeniversity Press1975), 49-64, 67-85; id:;The EschatologicaRole of Law in
Pre- and Post- Christian Jewish ThougRgtonciliation and Hope: New Testament Essay#tmmement
and EschatologyPresented to L. L. btris on His 60th Birthday, edited by R.Banks (Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1974), 173-85.
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Adam to Moses (v. 14). Vv. 13-14, therefocan be plausibly interpreted as thgostle’s
denial of arecognizedenet of Jewishiheology. Forhim therewas aperiod during which
the Torah as such was not in existence but in which, nevertheless, “death reigmerh’ In
this would be a tacit rebuff of the perspective of Sird@H.9, according towhich the non-
Jewish segment of thehumanrace isunworthy of honorbecause ihas transgressed the
commandments. In othevords, the Gentiles,from Paul'sperspectiveare not deserving
of death because they have violateel Torah He thus appeak® the existence ahis pre-
Mosaic law as a great leveler of the human race. In the words of 8iPBaVe sinned.”

Apart from somesuch higorical reading ofPaul’s text, Piper'xplanation leaves
us at a loss as to why he would gien out the period from Adam toMoses Why do
solidarity with Adamand thelegal caisequences of sipertain especially tthis period as
opposed to any other? The answer is not clear.

(3) Romans 5:15-17

Of the threepoints Piper dedws from theseerses, tware indispute,because we quite
agree that the foundation for justification is the free gif€bfist’s righteousness

For one, in keepingvith overallthesis of thidook, the claim is madehat as the
counterpart to “condemnation,” justification is a declarationigtiteousness, ndiberation
from sinning. It is to be granted that in Romans 5 Paul does not speak of liberation as such;
that discussion is fefor 6:1-7:4. Nevertheless, he hpaved thevay for this subsequent
teaching byhis assertiorof the union ofthe believemwith Christthe LastAdam, the one
who has created a new racebafings in his own image. Weave exchanged theeadship
of Adam for the headship of Christ. By definitiove have been liberatédm “sin” in the
sense of the old Adamic existence of idolatry and apostasy.

In this regard, arexegeticalissue israised bythe word translatedjustification”
(dikaidbmg in v. 16. This rendering issimply taken for granted byPiper andothers.
Howevea, the same ternoccurs in v. 18, where it is normallyrendered“act of
righteousness.” Protestant exegesis has tended to assurie tisgtge in v. 18 iglistinct
from that in v. 16, where it is takéo be “justification,” set withira strictlyforensicframe.
However, apart from assigning a different sense taettme than itbears in v. 18 (with no
particular hint from Paul), the interpretation is flaviedhot taking sufficientlyinto account

the Hebraic/covenantal backdrop of thike family of words.® What is inview in v. 16 is
not merelya declarationand a resultanstatus, but acommitment to arelationship,
evidenced by the holiness of the covenant ashet@mination to persevere inlitis such a
wholehearted devian to the Creator/creaturelationship, in v.16, which isthe effect of
God's free grace i€hrist. The concision isreinforced bythe recollection tht underlying
Romans 5:1 is Isaiah 32, Israel’s restoratiothécovenant, theesult of which is‘peace”
(shaldn).

Therefore, at stake in Romans 5:12id @0t simply alegal standing, but aentire
new existence (new creation): we hdeen enabled to be obedient by virtueoof union

with the Obedient Onkimself, the LastAdam’" Correspondingly;’condemnation” is not
merely a judicialpronouncement, but state of estrangementathcan donone otherthan
produce death in the all-embracing senger this reason, it is kéer tospeak oforiginal

deathrather than original sin.

*In Romans 1:32and 2:26, dikaibmais the behaviorrequired bythe law written onthe heart, fowhich
Gentiles are held accountable; in 8:4ummarizes the obligatioof the Sinaicovenant as fulfilled in the
believer, who, by virtue ahe workof Christ andthe indwellingSpirit, walks notafterthe flesh but the
Spirit.

*In terms of Paulingarenesigexhortation),Philippians 2:8and 2:12 in conjunctionindicate that this
Obedient One is to be obeyed.

90Dunn,Romansl.273. One may agree that “originigath” requires a correspondiiaga of “originalsin.”
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This reading ofRomans Shasbeen defended by melsewhere. If | may just
guote the conclusion of that study:

The obedience d€hrist, according toRomans 5, ispecifically his fidelity
to God the Creabr ard his perseverarcein the course set beforeim by his
Father.Christ thus plays outhe role originallyassigned tcAdam as the
progenitor of the humanrace: he is the actuaikdntou theou[image of
God], the onavho projectsonto the field of space antime the likeness of
the invisible God (Colossians 1:15). It is he who is obedient, wdresther
son of God, Israelfailed, whosehistory can be characterized Baul in 2
Corinthians 3:7, 9 as an era of condemnation and death.

Paul, however, doasot contemplate thebedience ofChrist as an
end initself, because it ighrough the oneman that obediencehas been
disseminatedo all. At heart,human obediences the acceptance obne’s
identity as the image dBod and theconsequentbligation of creaturely
service. Theobedience of the Cistian is thus the antipode ohis former
disobedience, hisejection of Creator/creaturdistinction. In short, the
believer has been deliveredirom the slavery ofhis former existence
(Romans 6:15-238:2; Ephesians 2:1-3) anenabled topersevere in the

faith-commitment incumbent originally on the first Adam.

Piper’'s other point fromRomans 5:15-17 is thahe judgment thatesulted in
condemnation ishe counting of Adam’ssin as oursin, onthe basis of ourunion with
Adam. That man outside of Christ in union with Adam is to be grantedhéfitst part of
the proposition is to be challenged,tivat Piper aftibutes condemnation tihe imputation
of Adam’s sin.

Without going into anyreal detail, the interpretatiolavored by me is essentially

that of Calvin andCranfield, withsome modification. It usually comes as surprise to
students inthe Reformed traditiothat Calvin did notfollow the lead ofAugustine by

. . . . 94 . . .
holding tothe imputation of Adam’sin. Cranfieldfollows suit when henterprets“all
sinned” in 5:12 in terms othe “the fruit of the desperate moradebility and corruption
which resulted from man’grimal transgressiomnd whichall succeeding generations of

mankind have inherited.”

Very much in linewith Calvin and Cranfield, | would suggest,nonetheless, a
certainrefinement. It is not to be overlookeldat in Romans 5the apostle’s thought is
steeped in the creation. Thus, whilesiprobable that Padnvisageshiumanity inAdam as
inheriting a “sinful nature,” thenostrelevantthing we carsay is thaiman inAdamenters
theworld devoid ofthe Spirit With George Smeaton, weay conceive oAdam as “the

temple of theHoly Spirit.”96 Therefore, whedamfell, he forfeited thepresence of the

But it is the definition of “originakin” which is thecrux of the debate. InDunn’s words: “Paul could be
said tohold adoctrine oforiginal sin, in the sens¢hat from the beginningveryonehasbeenunder the
power of sin with death as tlensequenceyut not adoctrine oforiginal guilt, sinceindividuals are only
held responsible for deliberate acts of defiance against God and his law” (ibid., 1.291).

91Garlington,Faith, Obedience, and Perseveran@g-107.
“Ibid., 108-09.
*Ibid., 85-88.

94Calvin,The Epistles of Paul to the Romans and to the Thessaloriditsd by D. W. Torrancand T. F.
Torrance (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1973), 111-12nititutes 2.1.8.

95Cranfield,Romansl.Z?S; id., “Problems,” 335-40. The Calvin/Cranfield line is taken up bléther,
Original Sin: llluminating the RiddleNew Studies in Biblical Theology (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1997).

96Smeaton,The Doctrine of the Holy SpirfEdinburgh: Banner of Truth, 1958), 10-17. Sether M. G.
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Spirit, so that all his descendants emerge from the womb bereft of the Spirit's influence. As
formed in the likeness of “the man of dust” (1 Corinthiangl9h:man inAdam, in Paul's
words elsewhere, is dnatural man” psuchikos anthrépo$ (1 Corinthians 2:13),
possessing, in his fallenness, a “reprobate mind” (Rom 1:28).

Vis-a-visCranfield and others, it is to lm®nceded tht the present context directly
concerns man’'snmediateinvolvement in Alam’ssin anddeath, nbmoral corruption as
such. This iswhy | would emphasizehat “sin,” in thefirst instance, is not sonuch
“depravity” as a(damnation-) historicastate introduced byAdam. Human failing is a
reality; yet, inperspective, it is buhe by-product ofthe apostasybequeathed byAdam,
whosehallmark is theabsence of th&pirit. Again thinking in salvation-historicalerms,
confirmation is had by Paul’s teaching that the impartation of the Spiritesvareation: in
becoming the renewed image of God, humankind “in Christ” is again indwéttet8pirit.
We might say that where#®e first Adanforfeited the Spirit, the lastAdam, in hisrole as
life-giver, restores the Spirit (1 Corinthians 15:45).

Most deeply, then, ousin-problem is notue to theimputed guilt ofAdam, but
rather to our apostasy as a consequence our birth “in Adam,” devoid of the Spirit.

Romans 5:18-19

The only matter to beaddressed ighat of the verbkathistémj trarslated by Piper as
“appoint;” thatis, humansare “appointed” eithef'sinners” or “righteous” by virtue of
imputation, eitherhat of Adam’ssin or of Christ’'s righteousness. ukfay opts for a

similar rendering of “constitute’” The translation of wordsn individual contexts always
depends on interpretation. Piper’s translation thus suits his appraisal of Romans 5:12-19 as
a whole, along with the doctrine of imputatio& sees in other Pauline tex¥®t Cranfield
proposeghat kathistémiin the passive voicemay have beenhosen by Paul athe true
passive equivalent of the vegmomai(“become”). If so, his point is simply th&ll” have
“become” eithersinners or righteousjepending ortheir relationship toAdam or Christ

. 98
respectively.
5. The Relationship between Christ’s “Blood and Righteousness”

Under this headingRiper revisitsghe verbdikaiod (with crossreference to thereviously
canvassedimputation” passages in Paulaintaining that itdoes notmean “forgive.”
Forgiveness, he writesneans to béound guilty and then nohave the guilteckoned to
one, but let go. “So we should bareful that we noassumgustification andforgiveness
are identical” (p. 115).

Thereafer, he considerthe usage of Psalm 32 in Romans 4. Contrary to those
interpreterswho take justification and forgiveness in 4:7-8 to bertually synonymous,
Piper reasons that such is not the casasidencerned that weot assuméhat justification
means onlyforgiveness okins. When Paukpeaks ofbeing justified byChrist’s blood,
“we have no warrant fazquatingthe totality of justification withsin-bearing sin-removing
work of Christ or with forgiveness” (p. 118-19, italics his).

One maygrantthat justification is notexhausted by sin-removal amorgiveness.
Yet, apartfrom Romans4:7-8, justification andforgivenessare broughtinto very close
proximity in Romans3:24-25. Whether semanticallyidentical” or not, justification and
forgiveness coincidand, forall practicalpurposesaddresgshe samassue:reconciliation

Kline, Images of the Spir{iGrand Rapids: Baker, 1980), 13-34.
97Murray, Romans1.203-4.
98Cram‘ield,Romans 1.291, n. 1; cf. DunrRomans 1.284; WilckensRémer 1.328.
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to God’" Piper’s attempto distinguish tem sosharply in 4:7-8 involves eertain degree
of mental gymnastics. The fact that Paul singles‘blessing” from thequotation of Psalm
32 hardly proves his point, since the “blessingguestion is emlaed precisely inwords
like “forgiven” and “covered.”

The attempto fine tune therelationship ofthe various soteriological categories,
such as making forgiveness the “constitugle@ment” of justification, so a® distance the
former fromthe latter,reprisesthe oldanalytical, systematizing approach that attributes to
Paul a methodology and set of assumptionsaiteatonspicuously absent frdms text. To
a biblical theologian anyway, such over-refinement gactically pointless. Itis surely
striking that theAugsburg Confessiolfiquoted abovegquates the vertjustified” with
“obtain forgiveness of sins and righteousness.”

4. Concluding Reflections

If anything, this response to Piper’'s book has yiell®eas of overlap and agreement and
areas of tension and disagreement. In bringingstinidy to a conclusior,want, first of
all, to call attention to theagreement. Weare in accord thathe righteousness of the
Christian believercomesfrom Christ andChrist alone. Infulfillment of Isaiah 61:10;
Jeremiah 23:633:16, the eschatologicdkrael hasbeen endowed withhe robe of the
Lord’s own righteousnes#lthough it isdisputed thathe modality ofthis endowment is
imputation, weaffirm without hesitation lhat it is ‘in him” (2 Corinthians 5:21) and by
virtue of his person andiork that wehave become God’'swn righteousnessifter all is
said and done, Luther was right that the righteousness God requiresighteousness he
provides in Christ.

Such a corlasion naturally raises eouple of quesons. If we are in accord on
such a basic issue, then what is the debate all about? If it is omd§tex ofmodality, then
why is dialogue even necessary? These are fair questions, and they deserve fair answers.

(1) For one thng, stresson union with Christrather than imputation places
christology, rather thansoteriology, atthe forefront of Paul’s theology (and that of the
New Testamengenerally). Theshowcase othe apostle’s thought isiot justification, as
time-honored athat notion is in Reformationtheology. Itis, rather,union with Christ or
the “in Christ” experience=rom thisvantage pointColossiansl:18 exhibitsthe verylife
blood of Paul's preaching—thain all things he mayhave thepreeminenceOne most
certainly agreeswith Piper thatthe glory of Christ isthe most preciousreality in the
universe(p. 14); and it is preciselffaul’s dotrine of union with Christ thaunderscores
this, because the focus is @hrist himself not mostprominently a transaction performed
by him. Of all thegreat mottoesf the Reformation the most outstanding anidhportant is
solus Christus

Hand in hand witlthe preeminence of thgerson of Christs that union with him
bespeaks a person@bvenant) relationshighat isobscured wheregal and transactional
matters are give as mugbrominence as they anm traditional Reformed thought.
“Imputation” is thetransferal ofa commodity from oneperson to another; buunion”
means tht we take upesidence, as were, withinthe sphere ofthe other’'s existence. |
would particularly pressthe point, sinceéhroughoutPiper’'s bookjustification by faith is
equatedwitligO imputation, asthough there could no other mode of justification than

imputation.

*Note especiallyRomans 5:1-11. In thearallelism ofvv. 9 and 10, there is adirect equation of
justification with reconciliation. The same equation is evident in the “ABA” style of 5:1-11 as a whole. 5:1
commenceshe sectionwith justification, and v. 11 concludeswith reconciliation. See my Faith,
Obedience, and Perseveranzd-79.

"Needless to say, perhaps, | canaeadorse R. CSproul's claim that ifimputation is passé, then so is
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More than anything else, the Néwstament, and Paul particular,would have us
know that the most supreme of Christ’'s benefitShsist himself Our life is hid with God
in Christ (Colossians 3:3). Indeed, two very telling passage®aulmoves, as it were,
from the greater to the lesser: fr@hrist to his benefitsFor you havedied, andyour life
is hid with Christ in GodWhen Christwho is ourlife appears, thegou alsowill appear
with him in glory” (Colossians3:3-4); and “our ommonwealth is irheavenand from it
we await aSavior,the Lord Jesus Christ, whwill changeour lowly body to be like his
glorious body, bythe power whichenables him even teubjectall things to himself”’
(Philippians3:20-21). Paul'order isall important:first the savior andthen the glorious
redemption of the body.

(2) In the second placethe debate imecessary (and hdéay) because it isital to
have biblical notions of the “righteousness ofGod.” Because of iteemphasis on the
transactional character of theork of Christ, Protestantismhas unduly constricted
righteousness tis legal and foreng dimension.Thatthis dimensiorexists,and is even
primary, is not to be disputed. Neverthelegsjs my opinion—one it has been
formulated oven period of soméhirty years now—thathe time hascome tostop letting
the conflictwith Romedictate theagenda ofexegesis and alloWauline textssuch as
Romans 2:1-16 speak to us in their intended meaning andaiivithairpower If it is“the

doers of the law who will be justified” (2:13), then Paul means just that.
These conclusions are hardhe place to debathe merits or demerits of therdo
salutis Suffice it to say thaReformedscholars such as A. Arioekema and RB. Gaffin

have subjected it toarefulscrutiny andhave found it Wanting * When it comes to the
relation of jUStIflcatIOI’i and sanctification in particulawduld simply reiterate what have

saidelsewhere.’ No supportcan befound for distinguishingbetween theighteousness
of the beginning and the righteousness of the end, between the “righteousnéks afhda
the “righteousness oflife.” Further, “justification” and (defintive) “sanctification”

coincide, provided that the former is definedrespower of Christaking overour life, so

that justification is sen to be coextensivevith new creation.Consequently,what is

customarily ttmed “sanctification”is actually theextension of “justification,’or, better,

“rightwising.”

(3) Third, all ofthe abovebrings me to say that my mailisagreementvith Piper
has to do with his insistence that justification has nothing to do with liberationsfronTo
reiteratefrom above,justification andrighteousnesgertain toour conformity to God’s
covenant, not simply a forensic status. Granted, the former is the consequéheatter,
and the two are not to be reversed. Evelit $ojustification that introducess tothe (new)

the gospel (from the back cover), as though the gospel consisted in imputation.

'See myFaith, Obedienceand Perseverance44-71; K. R. Snodgrass, “Justification bgrace—to the
Doers: an Analysis of the Place of Romans 2 in the Theology of Raly" Testamerbtudies32 (1986),
72-93; K. L. YingerPaul, Judaism, and Judgment According to De&dgiety forNew TestamenStudies
Monograph Series 108Cambridge: Cambridgé&niversity Press1999). It is alittle known fact, but
Luther alsoembraced anotion of eschatologicajustification, at least irseedform. See P. AlthausThe
Theology of Martin Luthe{Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1966), 237, n. 63.

102Hoekema, Saved By Grace (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1989), 11-27; Gaffin, Resurrection and
Redemption: A Study iRaul's Soteriology 2nd ed.(Phillipsburg, NJ:Presbyterian &Reformed,1987),
137-42; Garlingtonk-aith, Obedience, and Perseverantb8-61.

103Garlington,Faith, Obedience, and Perseverantg1-61.

0. O’'Donovan is correct that to obsctine organic connection @fstification and sanctificationan lead
Protestantisnbackinto “the very uneschatologicahoralism” from which itsought todeliver us: “The
correlate of djustification’ which hasnothing to do with‘righteousness’ is aighteousness which has
nothing to do with justificationandthis soonpresentedtself to Protestant thoughinderthe heading of
‘sanctification™ (Resurrection and Moral OrdeAn Outline for EvangelicaEthics [Leicester/GrandRapids:
Inter-Varsity/Eerdmans, 1986], 254).
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covenant, and irthe context and environment of the covenant we begin to live out the

righteousness of God.

Like many Protestantxegetes, Piper hasstricted the verlikaiod to “declare
righteous.” In my wew, howeverthe overallbest shorthandranslation ofdikaio0 is
“vindicate.” Theverb givesvoice to adeclaration, but aleclaration redtant from an
activity (God’s saving righteousnes$his declaratioralso openghe way into the life of
the covenant, becausethe oneacquitted in theHebrew courtroom resumes his/her
responsibilities and privileges within the commun#hen Israel isvindicated at thdime
of releasefrom exile, the new covenant is eablished, and @ee is theresult of the
nation’s renewed righteousness (Isaiah 32:16-17 = Romans 5:1).

These two perspectives combine to inform usdiiatiod, in the active voice, is “to
righteous,” “to rightwise,” “to place in the right” or “to save” time comprehensivesense.
In the passve, it is “to beanobjed of the saving righteousness of Ggslo as to bavell-

pleasing to hirat thejudgment).J06 As Martyn puts it,the subjecPauladdresses in his

use ofdikaiodis that of God’smakingright what has gonewrong107 Alistair McGrath
points the whole niceldikaiod“denotes God’'powerful, cosmicand universaaction in
effecting a change in the situation between sinful humanity and God, by which &xel is

to acquit and vindicate believers, setting themnglat and faibful relation tohimself.”**
My plea would be that instead of “counted righteous in Christ,akee’maderighteous in

Christ.” "

(4) Fourth,exegeticalmethodologyis, in its own right, anotableissue. We are
grateful to Dr. Piper for the exegetical approachdetaken to the subject of imputation. If
the doctrine is to bestablished, it must be ahe basis of texts.Yet it is just the
assumptions underlying ouespective attempts a@xegesis thahave surfaced in this
interchange. Particularlyroubling is Piper’'s repudiation, or aleast derecation, of a
biblical-theologicalframework of interpretatiorgalled by him thé'new paradigm.” As |
read himhrolis preferende for asystematic-theological/confessioradtrée into the Pauline

passages.

See B.Byrne, “Living Out the Righteousness d@od: The Contribution of Rom6:1-8:13 to an
Understanding of Paul’s Ethical Presuppositio@atholic Biblical Quarterly43 (1981), 557-81.

106Motyer, “Righteousness,” 48.
107Martyn, Galatians 250.

108McGrath, “Justification, Dictionary of Paul and His Lettey$18. See also McGratBtudies in Bctrine

(Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1997), 355-453; Garlindtaith, Obedienceand Perseverancechapters 3 and
6; J. Armstrong, The Obedience ofaith,” Trust and Obey: Obedienceand the Christian edited by D.
Kistler (Morgan, PA: Soli Deo Gloria Publications, 1996), 79-117; J. D. G. Duhe, Theology oPaul

of Paul the Apostle(GrandRapids:Eerdmans]1998), 334-89; J. M. GBarclay, Obeying the Truth: A
Study ofPaul’s Ethics in Galatians Studies of thdNew Testamentand Its World (Edinburgh: T. & T.

Clark, 1988), 236; cf. S. McKnighGalatians NIV Application CommentaryGrandRapids:Zondervan,
1995), 119.

109Piper illustrates his convictions about imputation on pp. 63-64. On the promise that hisuddrclean
up his room, he isllowed to gothe gamethat eveningHowever,the promise is not kepgnd so the
father cleans up the room foim and thericredits” the cleanroom to the son’saccount. To be sursuch
may be “grace” or kindness, but to credit a clean room to onedighwot in fact dothe work issimply a
legal fiction. It is no wonder that Protestantibas always beevulnerable tothis charge.Contra Piper, if
we areexonerateteforethe bar of God's justice, it isbecausan Christ we havetruly becomerighteous
people, not because of anything intrinsic in ourselvespboauseChrist hasactually clothed us vth the
robe ofhis righteousness

"“This comes as somethingf a surpriseconsideringthe advantage towhich Piper was able to use
Heilsgeschichtén his study ofThe Justification ofcod: An Exegeticaland TheologicalStudy ofRomans
9:1-23 2nd ed. (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1993).
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Reformed people have resisted the word “new” at least since the tiapiajeon’s
famousdictum thatanythingnew intheology cannot b&ue. Acase in poinis the knee
jerk reaction of many to thtNew Perspective” on Paul ihis relation to SecondTemple
Judaism. However, | wouldall attention toanotherfamous dictum, that of one of
Spurgeon’stheological forebears,the Puritan pastor, John RobinsonAccording to
Robinson, new light is always breaking forth from the Wafr@od, and it isn that spirit
that | would maintain that a great deal of liphts been shed on tBéle sincethe inception
of the biblical theologicamovement. Manyonservatives havieeensuspicious obiblical
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theology as a discipline because of its academic roots in the Enlightenmattit is none
other than biblicatheology, or asalvation-historical mthodology, that hagiven rise to
numerous insightthat would have remained inbscurityotherwise. Agioneered by the
likes of Geerhardus/os, and furtheredby evangelicalssuch asHermanRidderbos and

George Ladd, biblical theology has been one of the gifts of God to the modern'church.
In the words of Vos, we may say that the Bible is “a historical book fudrarhatic
interest.” To quote the whole passatfgiblical theology [a branch oéxegeticaktheology]
imparts new life and freshness tdhe truth byshowing it to us inits original historic
setting. The Bible is not a dogmatic handbbaka historical bookull of dramaticinterest.
Familiarity with the history of revelation will enableus to utilize all this dramatic

interest. Accordingly, the doctrines ofjustification andthe righteousness of Gothke
on a newlife and a newexcitementwhen viewed agaist the backdrop of5od’s
determination to remain true tus covenant in deliverindnis peoplefrom the house of
bondage. Higighteousnesss his saving etivity when he springsnto action todefend,
save and vindicate his own. Yet so much of this dynamic is lostthatioci, ordo slutis,
systanaizing approach. Thé&criptures thusppraisechre indeed reduce a “dogmatic
handbook.”

In closing, it must be placed beyondddubt that imputation asconcept is hardly
objectionablewhat evangelical could, at leagtith any degree ofconsistencyprotest the
notion that Christ hasbecomeour righteousness ithe gospel? But as pertano a strict
doctrine ofimputation, exegesis of texts must thee decidingfactor. It hasbeen the
contentionof this paperthat exegesiswill steer us awayrom imputation tounion with
Christ.

It is just because fidéy to the text is ofutmostimportance that must stresghat
the contemporary resistande traditional notions of imputation isnot an “attack” (as
claimed by Wayne Grudem, on the baoker of the bok); nor is it an “assault,” as Piper
himself maintains (p. 80). Quite the contratys an endeavor to he#re textspeak on its
own terms within its own context. i particularly disturbing tht Dr. Piper(p. 70, n. 16)
equates the propents of the “new paradigm”with thosewho “erode truth and clarity,”
who “practice cuning” and “tamper with the Word ofGod” (2 Corinthians 42). One
hopes that he does not mean this liter&lgcause later in Qorinthians, Pausays ofthese
people:“such men arefalse apostles,deceitful workmen, masquerading as apostles of
Christ. And no wonder, forSatan himselinasquerades as angel oflight. It is not
surprising, then, ihis servantsnasquerade aservants of righteousnes§ Corinthians
11:13-15a). Is sucHanguage reallyapplicable tothose who take another view of
imputation?!

In the spirit of “iron sharpening iron,” it is hoped that timteraction willbegin to
bring “Beroeans” together in a mutual quest for understanding “the mind of Christ.”

"'See G. HaselNew Testament TheologBasiclssues in theCurrent DebatgGrandRapids:Eerdmans,
1978), 13-28.
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edited by S. J. Hafemann (Downers Grove: InterVarsity, 2002).

113Vos, Biblical Theology(Edinburgh: Banner of Truth, 1975), 17.



