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Here is a quick sketch of the six attitudes Paul may have had toward the Law. It's important 

to note first that the novel itself developed and presented these in a growing, organic sequence.  
As with all living and evolving, it's a bit false to introduce clear divides; and so with the sketch 
below and the brittle distinctions of analysis—whereas Paul's relationship to the Law was 
probably always in some kind of motion.  Below I present moments of clear differences, not 
absolutely distinct- and separate classes of Pauline theology. 

Too, I am persuaded that Paul's theology was always, just that:  what words he was 
presently uttering about God.  It was in his mouth; and it was forever affected by his experience, 
his human context, his immediate challenge, his churchs’ needs and sins and delights and 
queries, yes, and even by his own mood—certainly by his passions.  For Paul, theology and life 
were characteristics of the same thing, theology being merely the utterance of the living.  Under 
God.  In the midst of this world.  And people. 

 
So, then, the evolving relationship between Paul and Torah through six stages: 
 
1.  Pharisee:  the Law is the love and the mind of the Lord, his will for his covenant people. 
 
2.  Out of Damascus:  Christ replaces the law as sufficient for salvation. (NOTE his 

arguments with Stephen: they set up precisely what Paul needs in order to switch positions -- 
this, that the Jesus who died is, after all, alive, raised by the same God who had given the law). 

At this level Paul does not condemn the law, nor sees the law in terms antagonistic.  At this 
level, too, he may have concerned himself with freedom’s effect for the Jews.  It is likely that he 
discovered some element of this attitude a-borning among the Christians in Antioch, and that 
they together explored and tested their new personal freedoms in Christ.  Without condemnation, 
they engage in behaviors once proscribed (especially by ritual law, the laws of cleanliness). 

 
3.  This stage is recognized first by the sweet response of Gentiles in Antioch, and then by 

the necessity to speak to pagans who know nothing of the law (in places like Lystra—where Acts 
notes the variation) that Torah is altogether foreign to Gentiles and therefore unnecessary to them 
or their salvation. 

This attitude, formulated in Paul's actual ministries among the Gentiles, becomes fixed in 
his defense of it before the Apostles and others in Jerusalem at the council he describes in 
Galatians 2.  Let the Law, Paul would say then, remain important to Peter and those who preach 
to the Jews; but it is nothing to the Gentiles.  

 
4.   But his somewhat benign attitude to the Law insofar as it applies to Jews, I believe, 

hardened suddenly into a passionate antagonism toward (and a complete and absolute rejection 
of) the Law (now ritual and moral) under any conditions for any person, Jew or Gentile.  This 
could well have occurred when he had his fight with Peter (which scholars place persuasively in 
Antioch after the Apostolic Council—at which, I am myself inclined to think, the ritual 
proscriptions were promulgated by letter to the Gentiles by James and his party; I don't think 
Luke's notion that James submitted these four rules at the actual council can be squared with 
Paul's words in Galatians that they "added nothing to me").  You will here notice that I believe 
Paul's real theology to have been shaped and discovered (even by himself) in his mouth, in the 
actual speaking of it to various circumstances and challenges did he come to recognize it!  So, in 



the fight with Peter and in his disappointment over the loss of Barnabas, he comes to the angry 
position which he fires at the Galatians with round curses (1:6-9), and which he declares to be 
the very antithesis of Christ (2:15-21).  Now there's not room enough anywhere in the world for 
a Christ and a Law by which to become righteous.  The two can not be reconciled. But note that 
this inflexible, absolutist position is delivered in passionate attack.  I think, in fact, that the 
emotion here is essential to the theology!  (A notion I don't recall finding anywhere else in this 
rational age, that theology can derive from human fury.) 
 

 5.  This last position certainly did soften in Paul (as witness his discussions of weak and 
strong believers in 1 Corinthians, which seems to me very much like Paul's acceptance of the 
Jamesian proscriptions on Gentile food behavior among the Jews).  Something happened 
between Galatians and that epistle.  (I thought long about the proper sequence of the writing of 
Paul's epistles—including, incidentally, Colossians, and maybe Ephesians). 

This newer, softer attitude toward the Law I've given dramatic development to in Paul's 
sojourn at Jerusalem/Antioch before he makes his way to Ephesus.  (Completely knowledgeable 
of certain recent scholarship dismissing this return, I nevertheless accept it—or why would Luke 
include such a significant journey without making hay on it?  He seems to have been repeating a 
genuine tradition about Paul's itineraries; and this gave me, the author, a chance to continue 
unbroken Paul's organically changing relationship with Jerusalem, James, who was not, I 
believe, a Judaizer).  So first before James—but more significantly at the death and funeral of 
Simeon Niger, and most significantly by means of the genuine forgiveness of Barnabas—I 
dramatize this "softening." if you will, in Paul.  This is a bit of a mix of theologies, Paul's and 
mine:  I believe that the true power to effect change in the human heart is genuine confession, 
genuine forgiveness.  It is Pauline too, of course; but his attentions for forgiveness generally 
dwell upon God's toward us, not God's through us toward others. 
 

6.  The final attitude Paul takes toward the Law is expressed in Romans (even as I've put it 
in his mouth before James in Jerusalem his final time).  

Again, I actually accept something of Luke's description of Paul's arrest, that he was himself 
keeping what earlier would have been a law detestable to him and derisive of the "purity" we 
have in Jesus:  Paul obeys the law of purification.  How did he get there?  Clearly, this is a grand 
passage beyond several previous attitudes, but it manifests his praise of the law in Romans 
(which almost sounds as if he were now defending his previous condemnations of Torah by 
amending the position itself—politician-like).  This is the last attitude I find since I think that 
(though 2 Timothy might possibly be authentic, and portions of Philippians might possibly have 
been written from Rome) Romans is his last full expression of any position he took, and his 
behavior in Jerusalem is the last revelation of his mind by action. 

Well, and what is this attitude?  My best depiction of that is in the novel.  What I write here 
(as in all these brief statements) will necessarily be abbreviated and thereby distorted.  But it 
seems that the  
sufficiency of Christ is so all sufficient (cf. Colossians, which might well have been written by a 
student or by one of his followers for him while he's cooling his heels in an Ephesian prison)—so 
all sufficient, 
I say, that nothing can stand in equal antagonism to him any more. Nothing:  not pagan demon-
gods, not even the Mosaic traditions of the Jews.  To keep the Law is no longer to break faith 
with Christ.  This, 
ultimately, is the free-est freedom one can imagine in Jesus!  

And I myself have chosen to suggest that such a change occurred for the experiencing 
person of Paul when his weakness (cf. 2 Corinthians in the extremes! acceptance of its paradox 
of God's strength and human weakness)—when his weakness, I say, was most dismally weak.  
When he was, as he writes, "so utterly, unbearably crushed that we despaired of life itself."  I 
chose to imagine a scene in which Saul/Paul "dies" one more time (as at Damascus), where 



another takes his place (as Christ took his place under the Law) in order to save his life and set 
him free, one weaker than he:  Prisca.  I sought to dramatize a way in which even Paul would 
suffer in the extreme that God's "grace was sufficient" for him.  Out of something like that (his 
rescue from prison, suggested to me in his greeting to "Prisca and Aquila, my fellow workers in 
Christ Jesus, who risked their necks for my life, to whom not only I but also all the churches of 
the Gentiles give thanks" in Romans 16:3, which I take not only as authentic, but also as in its 
rightful place at the end of Romans) Paul would have been a pot shapen once more by the potter. 

To be most honest with you, Bob, I also believe that it could have occurred for Paul without 
so dramatic a scene—just by the natural passage of life itself, as it does for most of us. 
 

Well, there's much, much more to say. Bob.  But you asked only one major question, and I 
have answered it. 
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