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PREFACE

This collection of essays marks the retirement of Lionel North from his
position as New Testament lecturer at Hull University (1980-99) and
his seventeen-year chairmanship of ‘The Use of the Old Testament in
the New Testament’ seminar, held latterly in Hawarden, North Wales.
Its production involved a little subterfuge, as Lionel was under the
impression that we were producing a set of essays in celebration of the
seminar. It was on that basis that he agreed to write a short history of it,
which appears as an epilogue to this volume. In that piece, Lionel charts
the origins of the seminar, first as an interest group of the Studiorum
Novi Testamenti Societas (SNTS), and then as a separate annual
meeting under the leadership of Anthony Hanson and Max Wilcox. The
contributors to this volume are all or have been members of the seminar
and wish to register their thanks for the friendly and stimulating way
that Lionel has led it. In lexical and text-critical matters, Lionel’s
expertise is formidable. As chair of the seminar, he ensured that
rigorous debate was always constructive and conducted with courtesy.
Many of us can point to articles and monographs that were first given
an airing at the seminar and emerged in published form all the better for
it. Unfortunately, not all who would have liked to contribute to this
volume were able to do so. In particular, Max Wilcox joins us in
wishing Lionel (and Wendy) a happy retirement.

Steve Moyise
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INTRODUCTION



INTERTEXTUALITY AND THE STUDY OF
THE OLD TESTAMENT IN THE NEW TESTAMENT

Steve Moyise

Introduction

Julia Kristeva is generally credited as the first to introduce the term
‘intertextualité’ into literary discussion in 1969. Drawing on the work
of Bakhtin, Kristeva suggests a dialogical relationship between ‘texts’,
broadly understood as a system of codes or signs. Moving away from
traditional notions of agency and influence, she suggests that such rela-
tionships are more like an ‘intersection of textual surfaces rather than a
point (a fixed meaning)’.! Even the specific act of embedding one text
inside another (the theme of this volume) does not result in a single
resolution—the two shall become one—but a range of interpretative
possibilities. The embedded text might be a faint echo, which barely
disturbs the primary text, or a clanging cymbal which demands atten-
tion. It is the task of the reader, in his or her pursuit of meaning and
coherence, to somehow configure these different ‘voices’. And that
involves choice, vested interests, and hence ideology.

The term was brought to the attention of biblical scholars by two
books published in 1989. The first was a collection of essays entitled
Intertextuality in Biblical Writings, which contains both theoretical dis-
cussions and examples of biblical intertextuality. For Vorster, intertex-
tuality differs from Redaktionsgeschichte in three significant ways:

1. ‘Word, Dialogue and Novel’ was written in 1966 and appeared in Séméi-
otiké: Recherches pour une sémanalyse (Paris: Le Sevil, 1969) in 1969. It was trans-
latedin L.S. Roudiez (ed.), Desire and Language: A Semiotic Approach to Literature
and Art (New York: Columbia University Press, 1980), and is now found con-
veniently in T. Moi (ed.), The Kristeva Reader (New York: Columbia University
Press, 1986). The quotation is taken from Moi (ed.), Kristeva Reader, p. 36
(emphasis original).
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First of all it is clear that the phenomenon text has been redefined. It has
become a network of references to other texts (intertexts). Secondly it
appears that more attention is to be given to text as a process of produc-
tion and not to the sources and their influences. And thirdly it is apparent
that the role of the reader is not to be neglected in this approach to the
phenomenon of text.?

The other book was Echoes of Scripture in the Letters of Paul, by
Richard Hays. Hays does not mention Kristeva but draws on Hollan-
der’s work, The Figure of Echo: A Mode of Allusion in Milton and
After.? Hays is impressed by the subtlety of Hollander’s analysis and
asks why this has not always been the case with biblical scholars. He
attempts to put this right in a number of highly regarded studies on
Paul, claiming that ‘the most significant elements of intertextual corre-
spondence between old context and new can be implicit rather than
voiced, perceptible only within the silent space framed by the juncture
of two texts’.*

Ten years on, the word ‘intertextuality’ has become common coinage
among biblical scholars. Critics who once spoke of ‘sources’ now speak
of an author’s intertextual use of traditions. In George Buchanan’s
Introduction to Intertextuality,’ the word covers traditional source crit-
icism, Jewish midrash, typology and what Fishbane called ‘inner bibli-
cal exegesis’. Literary critics describing the complex texture of a work
speak of its deep intertextuality (the words ‘tapestry’ or ‘mosaic’ are
sometimes used). Reader-response critics use it to show that a text does
not simply disclose its meaning. What the reader brings to the text (the
reader’s own intertexts) has an effect on the reading process. Thus first
century Christians reading the LXX were bound to import new mean-
ings into old texts. Imagine what it must have been like to find ypio1dg
and eVayyeAillw appearing in the ancient texts.

All this is good in the sense that scholars now realise that a text
cannot be studied in isolation. It belongs to a web of texts which are

2. W. Vorster, ‘Intertextuality and Redaktionsgeschichte’, in S. Draisma (ed.),
Intertextuality in Biblical Writings (Festschrift B. van Iersel; Kampen: Kok, 1989),
p. 2L

3. J. Hollander, The Figure of Echo: A Mode of Allusion in Milton and After
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1981).

4. R.B. Hays, Echoes of Scripture in the Letters of Paul (New Haven: Yale
University Press, 1989), p. 155.

5. G.W. Buchanan, Introduction to Intertextuality (Lewiston, NY: Edwin
Mellen Press, 1994).
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(partially) present whenever it is read or studied. And the way that a
text has been interpreted down the ages is not irrelevant. It reveals
something of the potentiality of the text, even if it cannot be shown that
a particular interpretation was present in the mind of the author (can it
ever?). These are positive gains from the use of the term intertextuality.
But there is a down-side. The frequent use of the term is threatening to
blunt the scholarly enterprise by lumping together a whole variety of
approaches and calling them intertextuality. Even worse, it can some-
times be used to make vague and tenuous ‘echoes’ sound more credible.
As a result, Porter suggests that the term is unhelpful and is best
dropped from scholarly discussion. However, the same criticisms can
be levelled at terms like ‘midrash’, ‘typology’ and ‘exegesis’, all of
which have been used to defend ‘uses’ of the Old Testament which
might otherwise appear arbitrary. Indeed, the title of this volume of
essays is quite deliberate. I chose The Old Testament in the New Testa-
ment to avoid the implication that our only interest is in an author’s
‘use’ of the Old Testament. As Bruns says, ‘We need to get out from
under the model of methodical solipsism that pictures a solitary reader
exercising strategic power over a text’.” The relationship between texts
is never just one way. As Miscall notes, the

relationship between two texts is equivocal. It includes, at the same time,
both acceptance and rejection, recognition and denial, understanding and
misunderstanding... To recognize that a text is related to another text is
both to affirm and to deny the earlier text. It is affirmed as a type of
model and source, while it is denied by being made secondary to the
later text, precisely by being regarded as a model and a source that has
been superseded.

6. S.E. Porter, ‘The Use of the Old Testament in the New Testament: A Brief
Comment on Method and Terminology’, in Craig A. Evans and James A. Sanders
(eds.), Early Christian Interpretation of the Scriptures of Israel: Investigations and
Proposals (JSNTSup, 148; Studies in Scripture in Early Judaism and Christianity,
5; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1997), pp. 79-96. Vernon Robbins says that
the ‘current terminology of “intertextuality” collapses three arenas of analysis and
interpretation together in a manner that is confusing’ (The Tapestry of Early Chris-
tian Discourse: Rhetoric, Society and Ideology [London: Routledge, 1996], p. 33). I
discuss his proposals in the final section of this essay.

7. G.L. Bruns, ‘The Hermeneutics of Midrash’, in R. Schwartz (ed.), The Book
and the Text (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1990), p. 192.

8. P.D.Miscall, ‘Isaiah: New Heavens, New Earth, New Book’, in D.N. Fewell
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The value of the term ‘intertextuality’ is that it evokes such complex-
ity and openness.” However, if intertextuality is best used as an
‘umbrella’ term, then it requires subcategories to indicate the individual
scholar’s particular interest or focus. In this essay, I suggest three such
categories. The first I call Intertextual Echo. It is the bread and butter of
many ‘Old Testament in the New’ studies and aims to show that a par-
ticular allusion or echo can sometimes be more important than its
‘volume’ might suggest. As I have said elsewhere, it is not just the
loudest instruments in the orchestra that give a piece its particular char-
acter. Sometimes, subtle allusions or echoes, especially if they are fre-
quent and pervasive, can be more influential than explicit quotations.'®

The second category I have called Dialogical Intertextuality. This is
where the interaction between text and subtext is seen to operate in both
directions. As Davidson says of Eliot’s The Waste Land, ‘The work
alluded to reflects upon the present context even as the present context
absorbs and changes the allusion’.!! One of the frequently debated
topics in ‘Old Testament in the New’ studies is whether the new authors
show respect for the original context of their citations.'> The issue
arises because on the one hand, the early church wants to claim that
Jesus’ life and death is a fulfilment of Scripture (1 Cor. 15.3-4). On the
other hand, it wants to claim that it is only in Christ that Scripture finds
its true meaning (2 Cor. 3.15). Dialogical Intertextuality tries to do jus-
tice to both of these claims.

The third I have called Postmodern Intertextuality. Both of the above
are aiming to secure meaning by defining (controlling) how a text inter-
acts with a subtext. Dialogical Intertextuality acknowledges that this is

(ed.), Reading between Texts: Intertextuality and the Hebrew Bible (Louisville, KY:
Westminster/John Knox Press, 1992), p. 44.

9. Miscall, ‘Isaiah’, p. 44: * “Intertextuality” is a covering term for all the pos-
sible relations that can be established between texts’.

10. S. Moyise, The Old Testament in the Book of Revelation (JSNTSup, 115;
Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1995), p. 18, and endorsed by R.M. Royalty,
The Streets of Heaven: The Ideology of Wealth in the Apocalypse of John (Macon:
Mercer University Press, 1998), p. 125 n. 1.

11. H. Davidson, T.S. Eliot and Hermeneutics: Absence and Interpretation in
the Waste Land (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press, 1985), p. 117.

12. S. Moyise, ‘Does the New Testament Quote the Old Testament Out of Con-
text?’, Anvil 11 (1994), pp. 133-43; G.K. Beale (ed), The Right Doctrine from the
Wrong Texts? Essays on the Use of the Old Testament in the New (Grand Rapids:
Baker Book House, 1994).
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not straightforward but nevertheless endeavours to find ways of describ-
ing the result of such interactions. Postmodern Intertextuality turns this
on its head and shows how the process is inherently unstable. The fact
that a text always points to other texts and a reader always brings texts
they know to every reading, means that there is never only one way of
interpreting a text. Postmodern Intertextuality aims to show that
‘meaning’ is always bought at a price and explores what that price is. In
other words, meaning can only result if some interactions are privileged
and others are silenced.

It is not the aim of this study to argue that one of these categories is
the correct one. The postmodern variety is closer to what Kristeva had
in mind but as stated above, the term is now used in biblical studies in a
variety of ways. But it is hoped that this analysis might help authors
clarify what sort of intertextuality they have in mind, so that readers can
know what is being claimed and how best to respond to it.

Intertextual Echo

In his ground-breaking book, Hays speaks of intertextual echo in order
to suggest that echoes can be quite loud if they reverberate in an echo
chamber. Previous studies on the Old Testament in the New have often
divided references into quotations, allusions and echoes. There is no
agreed definitions but generally, a quotation involves a self-conscious
break from the author’s style to introduce words from another context.
There is frequently an introductory formula like xo6mg y€ypantor or
Mawiotig Aéyet, or some grammatical clue such as the use of ott. Next
comes allusion, usually woven into the text rather than ‘quoted’, and
often rather less precise in terms of wording. Naturally, there is consid-
erable debate as to how much verbal agreement is necessary to establish
the presence of an allusion.'® Lastly comes echo, faint traces of texts

13. Hays proposes seven tests: availability, volume, recurrence, thematic coher-
ence, historical plausibility, history of interpretation and satisfaction. These are
useful guidelines to bear in mind but it would be wrong to think that they act as
‘objective’ criteria. Rigorous historical enquiry might clarify ‘availability’ (could it
have been known?) and ‘historical interpretation’ (has it been seen before?) but
most of the others are subjective judgments. Indeed, Hays recognizes this: ‘Although
the foregoing text are serviceable rules of thumb to guide our interpretive work, we
must acknowledge that there will be exceptional occasions when the tests fail to
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that are probably quite unconscious but emerge from minds soaked in
the scriptural heritage of Israel.

It is not difficult to see why studies on the ‘Old Testament in the
New’ have often focused on quotations. There is not usually much con-
troversy as to the source text and the author is clearly ‘intending’ the
reader to acknowledge the citation by drawing attention to it. However,
if a subtext is well known, the slightest of allusions is sometimes
sufficient to evoke its presence. A popular game show on television
required contestants to guess the title of a piece of a music from its
opening bars. Sometimes, the winner managed this from just two notes.
Similarly, not many words are necessary to evoke Israel’s Passover or
Exile. The themes are so well known (and repeated liturgically) that a
seemingly innocuous mention of ‘doorposts’ (in the appropriate lan-
guage, of course) might well be sufficient. As Hays says of Paul’s
letters,

Echoes linger in the air and lure the reader of Paul’s letters back into the
symbolic world of Scripture. Paul’s allusions gesture toward precursors
whose words are already heavy with tacit implication.14

Romans 8.20 and Ecclesiastes

In Paul’s description of human depravity in Romans 1, those who did
not acknowledge God ‘became futile in their thinking’ (v. 21). The
Greek word is pdtalog, which Liddell and Scott define as ‘vain, empty,
idle, trifling, frivolous, thoughtless, rash, irreverent, profane, impi-
ous’.'> Paul continues, ‘Claiming to be wise, they became fools’. The
same thought is found in 1 Cor. 3.20, where Paul quotes Ps. 94.11 in
the form, ‘The Lord knows the thoughts of the wise, that they are futile’
(uatonog). The wisdom of the world has not led to people believing in
Christ and so from Paul’s point of view, it is ‘futile’ (NRSV, NIV),
‘worthless’ (GNB), ‘useless’ (JB). Such contrasts between wise and
foolish are of course frequent in the wisdom literature and appear in
some of Jesus’ parables. However, Paul goes further than this in Rom.

account for the spontaneous power of particular intertextual conjunctions. Despite
all the careful hedges that we plant around texts, meaning has a way of leaping
over, like sparks’ (Echoes of Scripture, pp. 32-33).

14. Hays, Echoes of Scripture, p. 155.

15. H.G. Liddell and Robert Scott, An Intermediate Greek—English Lexicon
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1987), p. 489.
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8.20, where he claims that ‘creation was subjected to futility’ (uaztat-
6tg). Lietzmann'® thinks this is referring to cosmic powers but the
majority of commentators take vmetdyn to be a divine passive: Creation
was subjected to futility by God. Where did Paul get such a negative
idea from? If we are looking for a text, the most likely is the book of
Ecclesiastes, where the author says:

1, the Teacher, when king over Israel in Jerusalem, applied my mind to
seek and to search out by wisdom all that is done under heaven,; it is an
unhappy business that God has given to human beings to be busy with. I
saw all the deeds that are done under the sun; and see, all is vanity and a
chasing after wind (1.12-14).

The Hebrew word often translated as ‘vanity’, is 72, frequently used
for the ‘futility’ or ‘worthlessness’ of idols (Deut. 32.21; 1 Kgs 16.13;
Ps. 31.6). Significantly, the LXX of Ecclesiastes renders this with
potordme, the same word used by Paul in Rom. 8.20. And this is not
an isolated instance. The book of Ecclesiastes continues to survey the
activities of humankind and declares them all to be 2. Not even
wisdom and righteousness escape his biting analysis. Thus in 2.15-16,
he concludes that ‘there is no enduring remembrance of the wise or of
fools... So I hated life, because what is done under the sun was grievous
to me; for all is vanity and a chasing after wind.” And righteousness
fares no better. Grieved that ‘there are righteous people who perish in
their righteousness, and there are wicked people who prolong their life
in their evildoing’ (7.15), the author offers the following advice: ‘Do
not be too righteous, and do not act too wise; why should you destroy
yourself?” (7.16).

Jerome was aware of rabbinic opposition to the book ‘for the reason
that it affirms that the creatures of God are “vain”, and considers the
whole (universe) to be as nothing’. Why then, he asks, was it ‘included
in the number of divine volumes’? Because the last few verses proclaim
that the duty of everyone is to ‘fear God, and keep his commandments’.
Thus ‘it has from this one chapter acquired the merit of being received
as authoritative’.!” In rabbinic terms, it was a dispute over whether the
book defiled the hands (that is, regarded as sacred). Thus Rabbi Simeon

16. Quoted in J.A. Fitzmyer, Romans: A New Translation with Introduction and
Commentary (AB, 33; London: Geoffrey Chapman, 1993), p. 507.

17. Quoted in A.P. Hayman ‘Qohelet, the Rabbis and the Wisdom Text from the
Cairo Geniza’, in A.G. Auld (ed.), Understanding Poets and Prophets (JSOTSup,
152; Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1994), p. 161.
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b. Menasia said, ‘The Song of Songs defiles the hands because it was
composed under divine inspiration. Ecclesiastes does not defile the
hands because it is only the wisdom of Solomon’ (Yad. 2.14). The
midrash on the book is a late composition but is testimony to the fact
that the debate was not easily settled, observing that the ‘sages sought
to suppress the Book of Qohelet because they discovered therein words
which savour of heresy’ (Qoh. R. 1.3).

Few today would deny its canonical status but opinion about its fun-
damental message remains sharply divided. Crenshaw represents the
critical strand when he declares that the author ‘examines experience
and discovers nothing that will survive death’s arbitrary blow. He then
proceeds to report this discovery of life’s absurdity and to advise young
men on the best option in the light of stark reality.”'® On the other hand,
there has recently been a concerted attempt to rescue Ecclesiastes from
this negative image. Scholars such as Ogden'® and Fredericks® claim
that interpreters have been unduly influenced by the LXX’s use of
notoldmg to render the Hebrew 93 and have largely ignored the posi-
tive statements in the book. For example, in 2.24 the claim is made that
there is ‘nothing better for mortals than to eat and drink, and find
enjoyment in their toil. This also, I saw, is from the hand of God’. True,
life is short and holds many surprises, but that is all the more reason to
make the most of it. Thus 5.18 says, ‘“This is what I have seen to be
good: it is fitting to eat and drink and find enjoyment in all the toil with
which one toils under the sun the few days of the life God gives us; for
this is our lot.

Taking this as their point of departure, Ogden and Fredericks argue
that 527 should not be rendered by words like “futility’ or ‘vanity’ but
something like ‘transitory’. As the epistle of James puts it, life is like a
‘mist that appears for a little while and then vanishes’ (4.14) but few
have taken this to imply that life is futile. Likewise with Ecclesiastes.
They acknowledge that outside the book, 72rT is often associated with
idols and hence ‘futility’ or ‘vanity’ is a suitable translation. But the
positive commands to enjoyment in Ecclesiastes (2.24; 3.12; 3.22; 5.18;
8.15; 9.7; 11.9) make it unsuitable here. Thus Ogden claims that

18. J.L. Crenshaw, Ecclesiastes (OTL; London: SCM Press, 1988), p. 28.

19. G. Ogden, Qoheleth (Readings: A New Biblical Commentary; Sheffield:
JSOT Press, 1993).

20. D.C. Fredericks, Coping with Transience: Ecclesiastes on Brevity of Life
(The Biblical Seminar, 18; Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1993).
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the term hebel in Qoheleth has a distinctive function and meaning: it
conveys the notion that life is enigmatic, and mysterious; that there are
many unanswered and unanswerable questions. The person of faith
recognizes this fact but moves forward positively to claim and enjoy the
life and the work which God apportions.?!

Returning to Rom. 8.20, it is interesting that Paul’s claim that
‘creation was subjected to futility’ has not met the resistance with
which Ecclesiastes has had to face. For example, Barrett claims that,
‘Paul would doubtless agree that the creation apart from Christ could
have only an unreal existence’.”> Nygren glosses over the word ‘futility’
and says that because of the curse of Gen. 3.17, the ‘whole existence in
which we are involved stands in bondage to corruption.’? Dodd draws
a contrast to the state of humanity, which is our own fault, and the state
of creation, which is ‘by the will of God’. He adds that ‘we cannot give
any further answer to the question, Why?’?* Dunn topically illustrates
the meaning of poraldtg as ‘like an expensive satellite which has mal-
functioned and now spins uselessly in space...or, more precisely, which
has been given a role for which it was not designed and which is unreal
or illusory’.?

Two factors seem to have led to this acquiescence. The first is that
while there might be some doubt over the meaning of 72r, there is no
such doubt about potoiotne. Elsewhere in the New Testament, the
word occurs in Eph. 4.17 (‘you must no longer live as the Gentiles live,
in the futility of their minds’) and 2 Pet. 2.18 (‘uttering loud boasts of
folly’ [RSV]). The verb occurs only once in the New Testament and that
is Paul’s statement in Rom. 1.21, that those who ignored God ‘became
futile in their thinking, and there senseless minds were darkened.” It is
hard to decide whether Paul has been directly influenced by the
notondtng of Ecclesiastes for it is generally recognised that the LXX
text is post-Christian. But there is no doubt about his meaning; creation
was subjected to futility (by God).

21. Ogden, Qoheleth, p. 22.

22. C.K. Barrett, The Epistle to the Romans (BNTC; London: A. & C. Black,
1962), p. 166.

23. A. Nygren, Commentary on Romans (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1949),
p. 331.

24. C.H. Dodd, The Epistle of Paul to the Romans {London: Fontana Books,
1959), p. 149.

25. 1.D.G. Dunn, Romans 1-8 (WBC, 38; Dallas: Word Books, 1988), p. 470.
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The second factor is that the context of Romans 8 is so overwhelm-
ingly positive that the negative verdict has been completely swallowed
up by ‘the glory about to be revealed to us’ (8.18). Indeed, the salvation
that Paul is describing is enhanced by his negative verdict on creation.
Creation was not subjected to futility as an end in itself but so that it
might also ‘obtain the freedom of the glory of the children of God’
(8.21). The catena of Rom. 3.10-18 has a similar role before the
momentous 3.21-26.

Quotation, Allusion or Echo?

There is clearly no question of Paul quoting Ecclesiastes in Rom. 8.20.
Indeed, according to the tables in the back of UBSGNT, there is not a
single quotation of Ecclesiastes in the whole of the New Testament
(though see below). Is it then an allusion? Does Paul’s use of potatdmg
‘activate’ the patoidtng of Ecclesiastes (LXX), to use Ben-Porat’s
expression??® And if so, with what result? Traditionally, this question
would be asked in terms of the author’s intention. Was Paul consciously
directing the reader to the book of Ecclesiastes? The article on
patarotg in TDNT says that, ‘R.8:20 is a valid commentary on Qoh.’.
It goes on to say that while the ‘passage does not solve the metaphysical
and logical problems raised by vanitas...it tells us plainly that the state
of patardng (“vanity™) exists, and also that this has a beginning and
end... Paul could speak of éAnig and 36&a with an authority not found
in Qoh.’?” However, most commentators would want to see more
evidence than Romans 8 can provide before agreeing that it was a
deliberate allusion on Paul’s part.

Is it then an echo or an unconscious allusion? Sanday and Headlam
note that patoldtng is the constant refrain of Ecclesiastes and therefore
Paul’s use of the word is ‘appropriately used of the disappointing char-
acter of present existence, which nowhere reaches the perfection of
which it is capable.”*® The implication of this appears to be that while
Paul is not consciously alluding to Ecclesiastes, he has nevertheless
chosen a word that is thoroughly appropriate, given its particular usage

26. Cited in a useful glossary at the beginning of Fewell (ed.), Reading between
Texts, p. 21.

27. TDNT, 1V, p. 523.

28. W. Sanday and A.C. Headlam, The Epistle to the Romans (ICC; Edinburgh:
T. & T. Clark, 5th edn, 1902), p. 208. Emphasis original.
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in that book. In terms of a theory of echo, we might say that Ecclesi-
astes is the ‘cave of resonant signification’, to use one of Hollander’s
terms. The reader is not specifically directed to the book of Ecclesiastes
but the haunting prose of that book accompanies a reading of Romans 8
as ‘shading of voice’. Or, as Hays puts it, it ‘places the reader within a
field of whispered or unstated correspondences.’” At any rate, Barrett
says that the reader of Rom. 8.20 ‘recalls at once passages such as
Eccles.i.2’.®

A turther piece of evidence can be added. In the catena of Rom. 3.10-
18, Paul strings together a number of quotations (ostensibly) to show
the wickedness of all humankind.?' Since Rom. 3.11-12 is drawn from
Ps. 13.2-3 (LXX), most scholars have concluded that Rom. 3.10 must be
a paraphrase of Ps. 13.1. But as Dunn observes, Paul’s words are closer
to the LXX of Eccl. 7.20 than to Ps. 13.1, and we know from Sanh. 101a
that Rabbi Eliezer ben Hyrcanus (late first century) used Eccl. 7.20 to
demonstrate the sinfulness of humankind.

ovk £otwv dixalog 00dE €i¢ (Rom. 3.10b)
ot dvBpwrog ovk £otiy Sikatog £v i yii (Eccl. 7.20)
0VUK £0TLY TOLAV XpNotdTTa, 0VK £0TLv £m¢ £voc (Ps. 13.1)

On the assumption that Paul does not quote from the book of
Ecclesiastes, most scholars opt for Ps. 13.1 as the source of Rom. 3.10b,
even though it lacks the key word 8ixaiog. Stanley, for example, says
that the ‘introduction here of a word from the d1x- group could hardly
be more Pauline’.*? But if Rom. 8.20 can plausibly be seen as an allu-
sion to the patoldtng of Ecclesiastes, then it adds weight to the possi-
bility that Rom. 3.10 is drawing on Eccl. 7.20 (indeed, a quotation
according to Nestle-Aland), especially as it actually contains the phrase
ovk &otiv dikalog. Thus what began as an investigation of a minor
echo, could have a significant impact on a reading of Romans. The idea
that ‘no one is righteous’ is hardly a common theme in the Old Testa-
ment. Nor is the idea that ‘creation is subject to futility’. It could be that

29. Hays, Echoes of Scripture, p. 20.

30. Barrett, The Epistle to the Romans, p. 166.
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32. C.D. Stanley, Paul and the Language of Scripture: Citation Technique in
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the book of Ecclesiastes has been far more influential on Paul’s think-
ing than the lack of explicit quotations would suggest.

One further point reinforces this. In Rom. 8.21, Paul says that cre-
ation is in ‘bondage to decay’. Most commentators take this as an allu-
sion to Gen. 3.17: ‘cursed is the ground because of you; in foil you shall
eat of it all the days of your life’. But in Eccl. 1.3, the first example of
notarotng is toil (‘“What do people gain from all the foil at which they
toil under the sun?’) Caution is needed since Ecclesiastes uses a
different word for ‘toil’ than Genesis. But the link between ‘toil’ and
‘futility’ in Ecclesiastes might be the ‘transumed text’ (Hollander) that
lies behind Rom. 8.20-21. Paul is never explicit about this and so
certainty is impossible. But is there a better explanation of Rom. 8.20-
21 than a background text which says ovx €otiv dikatog, which says
life is potordtng and which links pataidng with the story of the Fall?

Dialogical Intertextuality

The previous case study illustrates how a relatively minor echo could
have a big effect on how a text is read. But its parameters are one
dimensional. There is an argument being pursued in Romans and a
decision has to be made as to how much the context in Ecclesiastes (if
at all) is allowed to influence it. But it is often more complicated than
that. As Hays says:

Allusive echo functions to suggest to the reader that text B should be
understood in light of a broad interplay with text A, encompassing
aspects of A beyond those explicitly echoed...(it)...places the reader
within a field of whispered or unstated correspondences.>?

His own exposition of 2 Corinthians 3 offers a good example. Firstly,
Paul introduces the figure of Moses as a ‘foil against which to com-
mend the candor and boldness of his own ministry.”** The reader is led
to expect a completely negative verdict of religion under the old
covenant but v. 16 introduces a turn as dramatic as the one mentioned
in that verse (‘but when one turns to the Lord, the veil is removed’).
Initially, the implication seems clear. The generation of Moses was
unable to see clearly but those who have responded to Paul’s preaching
(that is, the readers) have had the veil removed. However, the mention

33. Hays, Echoes of Scripture, p. 20.
34. Hays, Echoes of Scripture, p. 147.
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of ‘veil’ reminds Paul that Moses did in fact remove his veil when he
entered God’s presence. Thus Moses is both a contrast to ministry under
the new covenant and a witness to it:

The rhetorical effect of this ambiguous presentation is an unsettling one,
because it simultaneously posits and undercuts the glory of Moses’
ministry... Since Paul is arguing that the ministry of the new covenant
outshines the ministry of the old in glory, it serves his purpose to exalt
the glory of Moses; at the same time, the grand claims that he wants to
make for his own ministry require that the old be denigrated...by dis-
tancing his ministry from Moses, Paul paradoxically appropriates attri-
butes similar to those that he insistently rejects; connotations bleed over
from the denied images to the entity with which they are discompared.>

According to Hays, this is achieved by Paul’s allusive use of Scrip-
ture, which ‘leaves enough silence for the voice of Scripture to answer
back’. Paul does not fill in all the ‘intertextual space with explanations’
but ‘encourages the reader to listen to more of Scripture’s message than
he himself voices. The word that Scripture speaks where Paul falls
silent is a word that still has the power to contend against him.’3¢

Revelation 5.5-6 and Genesis 49.9/Isaiah 11.1, 10

Then one of the elders said to me, ‘Do not weep. See, the Lion of the
tribe of Judah, the Root of David, has conquered, so that he can open the
scroll and its seven seals.” Then I saw between the throne and the four
living creatures and among the elders a Lamb standing as if it had been
slaughtered, having seven horns and seven eyes, which are the seven
spirits of God sent out into all the earth.

There is little dispute that the image of Jesus as the ‘Lion of the tribe
of Judah, the Root of David’ is an allusion to Gen. 49.9 and Isa. 11.1,
10. Both texts have a significant interpretative history. A messianic
interpretation of Gen. 49.9 is found in both the Targumic literature and
in the Dead Sea Scrolls.*” Isaiah 11.10 says, ‘On that day the root of
Jesse shall stand as a signal to the peoples; the nations shall inquire of
him, and his dwelling shall be righteous.” The prophecy was important
to the Qumran community, who took it to be about the one who ‘shall

35. Hays, Echoes of Scripture, pp. 132-33, 142.

36. Hays, Echoes of Scripture, p. 177.

37. Targ. Neof. and Targ. Ps.-J. of Gen. 49.9-12; Tanh. Gen. 12.12; Gen. R. 97,
1QSb 5.21-29.
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arise at the end [of days]... God will uphold him with [the spirit of
might, and will give him] a throne of glory and a crown of [holiness]
and many-coloured garments...and he shall rule over all the [nations].’
(4Q161). However, in Rev. 5.5-6, juxtaposed with these images of
power is the image of a ‘Lamb standing as if it had been slaughtered’.
Aune notes that lambs or sheep are mentioned in the Old Testament
with reference to the burnt offering (Exod. 29.38-46), the Passover
(Exod. 12.1-20), rites of purification (Lev. 12.6), consecration (Num.
7), expiation of unintentional sins (Lev. 4.1-5.13), celebration of first
fruits (Lev. 23.12), Nazirite vows (Num. 6.12) and as a metaphor for
the Servant of God (Isa. 53.10).3® Beale thinks that it basically boils
down to two backgrounds, the Passover lamb and the Servant of God,
and both are intended. As to the purpose of this juxtaposition, Caird’s
view has been extremely influential,

‘Wherever the Old Testament says “Lion”, read “L.amb”.” Wherever the
Old Testament speaks of the victory of the Messiah or the overthrow of
the enemies of God, we are to remember that the gospel recognizes no
other way of achieving these ends than the way of the Cross.>

Thus Sweet says:

We may agree, then, with Caird that what John hears, the traditional OT
expectation of military deliverance, is reinterpreted by what he sees, the
historical fact of a sacrificial death, and that the resulting paradox is the
key to all his use of the OT, ‘as if John were saying to us... “Wherever
the Old Testament says Lion, read Lamb” > 40

In his own words, the ‘Lion of Judah, the traditional messianic expecta-
tion, is reinterpreted by the slain Lamb: God’s power and victory lie in
self-sacrifice’.*! Boring says: ‘It is as though John had adopted the
familiar synagogue practice of “perpetual Kethib/Qere,” whereby a
word or phrase that appears in the traditional text is read as another
word or phrase’.*> He then quotes Caird: ‘Wherever the tradition says
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“lion,” read “Lamb” °. The implication for both Sweet and Boring is that
the apocalyptic violence of chs. 6-19 must be seen in the light of the
slain Lamb, and definitely not vice versa. Bauckham is more nuanced
and recognizes that the ‘hopes embodied in the messianic titles of
Revelation 5:5 are not dismissed by the vision of the Lamb.’** Neverthe-
less, he also quotes Caird and states that ‘by juxtaposing these contrast-
ing images, John forges a symbol of conquest by sacrificial death,
which is essentially a new symbol’.** Finally, Beale says that ‘John is
attempting to emphasize that it was in an ironic manner that Jesus
began to fulfill the OT prophecies’ and then paraphrases Caird,
‘Wherever the OT predicts the Messiah’s final victory and reign, John’s
readers are to realize that these goals can begin to be achieved only by
the suffering of the cross.”*

On the other hand, there is a line of interpretation that draws a con-
trast between the all-powerful Lamb of Revelation and the Lamb ‘who
takes away the sin of the world’ (Jn 1.29). Thus Dodd cites I En. 90
and 7. Jos. 19.8 and concludes that ‘we have here a prototype of the
militant seven-horned “Lamb” of the Apocalypse of John’.*¢ Barrett
looks to passages like Exodus 12, Isaiah 53 and Leviticus 16 as possible
backgrounds for the Lamb of Jn 1.29 but discounts 7. Jos. 19.8 since it
‘recalls the conquering lamb of Revelation...rather than the present
passage’.*” And Brown concludes his discussion of Jn 1.29 with the
words, ‘Thus we suggest that John the Baptist hailed Jesus as the lamb
of Jewish apocalyptic expectation who was to be raised up by God to
destroy evil in the world, a picture not too far from that of Rev xvii
14’ 8 This line of interpretation reaches its climax in Ford’s commen-
tary, who considers the book of Revelation to derive (largely) from fol-
lowers of John the Baptist. Lion and Lamb, she says, are not contrasting
symbols, as if one represented raw power while the other is about
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p. 183.

44. Bauckham, The Climax of Prophecy, p. 183.

45. G.K. Beale, The Book of Revelation (NIGTC; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
1999), p. 353.

46. C.H.Dodd, The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1968), p. 232.

47. C.XK. Barrett, The Gospel According to St John (London: SPCK, 1978),
p. 147.

48. R. Brown, The Gospel According to John (2 vols.; AB, 29; Garden City,
NY: Doubleday, 1966), I, p. 60.



MOYISE Intertextuality 29

sacrifice and vulnerability. Jewish apocalyptic texts predicted a con-
quering Lamb who will appear in the last days and destroy evil, as
T. Jos. 19.8 makes clear:

And 1 saw that a virgin was born from Judah, wearing a linen stole; and
from her was born a spotless lamb. At his left there was something like a
lion, and all the wild animals rushed against him, but the lamb conquered
them, and destroyed them, trampling them underfoot.

Ford maintains that there is nothing in the book of Revelation which
compels us to depart from this picture. The Lamb of Revelation 5 has
seven horns, indicating power, and seven eyes, a symbol of omni-
science. In the very next chapter of Revelation (6.16-17), those who
suffer the calamities set loose by the Lamb cry out:

Fall on us and hide us from the face of the one seated on the throne and
from the wrath of the Lamb; for the great day of their wrath has come,
and who is able to stand?

And the picture does not change when the confederacy of kings in Rev.
17.14 confront the Lamb:

they will make war on the Lamb, and the Lamb will conquer them, for
he is Lord of lords and King of kings, and those with him are called and
chosen and faithful.

Ford thus concludes that John’s use of the title ‘Lamb’ is thoroughly
consonant with the ‘apocalyptic, victorious, and destroying lamb’
known to tradition.’® Few Revelation scholars have agreed with this but
it does highlight the difficulty of accepting the ‘Caird position’. If
John’s intention was to offer the hermeneutic, ‘wherever you see
images of power, replace them with images of self-sacrifice’, why does
he continue to use images of power so extensively? As Aune notes,
while it may be a plausible explanation of Revelation 5, it is a ‘marginal
conception elsewhere in the book’.’! Indeed, Revelation comes to an
end with the description of Christ as the ‘root and the descendant of

49. Though Bauckham thinks this verse ‘has so evidently been rewritien—if not
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David, the bright morning star’ (22.16). There is no suggestion that this
needs replacing or even reinterpreting. Images of sacrifice or ‘victory
through suffering’ are not even in the vicinity.

My suggestion in The Old Testament in the Book of Revelation is that
John does not want his readers to simply replace one set of images with
another. Rather, he wishes to encourage their mutual interpretation. The
images of power inform our understanding of the Lamb and the image
of a ‘Lamb standing as if it had been slaughtered’ provides a new con-
text for the Old Testament messianic texts. I support this by noting that
John uses this technique on other occasions. For example, in the open-
ing vision, Jesus says to the seer, ‘Do not be afraid; I am the first and
the last, and the living one. I was dead, and see, I am alive for ever and
ever’ (Rev. 1.17-18). Images of eternal existence from Isa. 44.6, 48.12
are juxtaposed with the stark, ‘I was dead’, from Christian tradition. We
are not told how the eternal God could die or how the crucified Jesus
can be the eternal being of Isa. 44.6; 48.12. The ideas are simply juxta-
posed and the reader is left to mutually interpret them.

In Rev. 7.4, John hears the number of those sealed, 12,000 from each
of the twelve tribes of Israel. But in Rev. 7.9, he sees ‘a great multitude
that no one could count, from every nation, from all tribes and peoples
and languages, standing before the throne’. Some scholars think that
this refers to two different groups (Jews and Gentiles, martyrs and ordi-
nary Christians) but the majority believe it is two ways of referring to
the same thing. It does not appear to be John’s intention to replace the
image of the 144,000 by the image of the countless multitude. Nor does
it seem to be his intention to reinterpret it, for he uses it again in ch. 14,
this time without any corresponding reference to a great multitude. And
if the image of the 144,000 is not replaced or reinterpreted, the only
other option is that it is allowed to coexist in creative tension with the
image of the countless multitude. As Resseguie says, ‘Although he
heard 144,000, he saw a great multitude. The two are not separate, but
mutually interpret each other’ .5

This does not mean that the reader can make these images mean
whatever he or she likes. It is rather that the combination of Lion and
Lamb points to a dynamic reality rather than a static one. Beale seems
to accept this point when he says that

52. J.L. Resseguie, Revelation Unsealed: A Narrative-Critical Approach to
John’s Apocalypse (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1998), p. 8.
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the place of the Old Testament in the formation of thought in the Apoca-
lypse is both that of a servant and a guide: for John the Christ event is
the key to understanding the Old Testament, and yet reflection back upon
the Old Testament context leads the way to further comprehension of
this event and provides the redemptive-historical background against
which the apocalyptic visions are better understood; the New Testament
interprets the Old and the Old interprets the New.>?

However, his worry over intertextuality (and my approach, in parti-
cular) is the suggestion that readers create meaning. For him, the juxta-
position of images is (1) simply an aspect of John’s overall Semitic
style; and (2) does not result in ambiguity but finds a single resolution,
which ultimately resides in John’s intention:

The notion that readers create meaning is likely due in part to a
hermeneutical flaw of confusing original ‘meaning’ with ‘significance’...
By way of illustration, we can compare an author’s original, unchanging
meaning to an apple in its original context of an apple tree. When some-
one removes the apple and puts it into another setting (say, in a basket of
various fruits in a dining room for decorative purposes), the apple does
not lose its original identity as an apple, the fruit of a particular kind of
tree, but the apple must now be understood not in and of itself but in
relation to the new context in which it has been placed... The new con-
text does not annihilate the original identity of the apple, but now the
apple must be understood in its relation to its new setting.

The point of the analogy is that though the apple might now be
viewed in a different way, it never becomes a pear. Readers cannot
make a text mean whatever they like. Old Testament allusions certainly
gain new ‘significance’ by being placed in a new setting but this does
not result in new ‘meaning’. The distinction comes from Hirsch.’® The
meaning of an Old Testament text is what the original author intended
and that never changes. It is only the text’s ‘significance’ that changes.
But does this really do justice to the Lion and Lamb of Revelation 5?
Calling Christ ‘the Lion of the tribe of Judah’ suggests a powerful mili-
tary leader because that was the meaning of the phrase in Gen. 49.9 and
the tradition that stems from it. But Beale now wishes to understand the
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phrase in the ironic sense of ‘victory through self-sacrifice’. Thus Jesus
is not a Lion in the Gen. 49.9 sense but only in the new sense of
‘victory through self-sacrifice’. Indeed, Beale can speak of John ‘offer-
ing new understandings of Old Testament texts and fulfilments of them
which may have been surprising to an Old Testament audience’.”® It
seems to me quite arbitrary to call this a change of ‘significance’ but
not a change of ‘meaning’.

Dialogical Intertextuality would agree with Beale that the ‘new con-
text does not annihilate the original identity of the apple’ but would
want to make more of the following phrase, ‘but the apple must now be
understood not in and of itself but in relation to the new context in
which it has been placed’. It seems to me that Beale wants to have his
cake (or apple) and eat it. He wants to assert that John offers ‘new
understandings of Old Testament texts’, while insisting that those texts
remain perfectly intact (nice shiny apples). But a better analogy would
be that of a fruit salad, where we no longer have nice shiny apples but
pieces of apple, mixed up with pieces of pear and pieces of banana.
There is a connection with the shiny apple that once hung on a tree but
also dramatic differences: it is no longer round, the skin has been
removed and it has been severed from its core.’” But the real problem
with this type of analogy is its corporeality. Texts do not have hard sur-
faces that protect them from change of context. They are more like
ripples on a pond, which spread out, intersect with other ripples and
form new patterns. Or even less corporeal, texts are like sound waves
which ‘interfere’ with one another, producing a series of harmonics and
distortions (hence the ‘echo-chamber’ analogy).

Dialogical Intertextuality suggests that not only is the powerful Lion
reinterpreted by the image of the slain Lamb, but also that the image of
Christ as a slaughtered Lamb also undergoes reinterpretation by being
juxtaposed with the Lion. As Resseguie says,

The Lion of the tribe of Judah interprets what John sees: death on the
cross (the Lamb) is not defeat but is the way to power and victory (the
Lion)...the Lamb, though not in nature a strong animal, is a being of
incontrovertible might in this book.>

56. Beale, John's Use of the Old Testament, p. 128.
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Postmodern Intertextuality

In the 1989 book, Intertextuality in Biblical Writings, Ellen van Wolde
describes the way a text is produced and read:

The writer assigns meaning to [their] own context and in interaction with
other texts...shapes and forms [a] text. The reader, in much the same
way, assigns meaning to the generated text in interaction with other texts
[they] know... A writer does not weave a web of meanings that the
reader merely has to follow, but...presents them to the reader as a text.
The reader reacts to the offer and enters into a dialogue with the possibil-
ities the text has to offer.>’

On this understanding, reading always has a subjective element for
‘all interpretations must necessarily delimit a text’s possible references
in order to come up with a coherent meaning’.®® And this involves
choice and hence vested interests:

Every text—as an intersection of other textual surfaces—suggests an
indeterminate surplus of meaningful possibilities. Interpretation is
always a production of meaning from that surplus.m

‘respecting the original context” similarly inadequate. He acknowledges that John
sometimes uses Scripture in ways that are very different (even diametrically
opposite) to their Old Testament contexts. But this is explained by noting that
‘these new interpretations are the result of John’s new, presuppositional lenses
through which he is now looking at the Old Testament... Granted the legitimacy of
these presuppositions, John’s interpretation of the Old Testament shows respect for
Old Testament contexts’ (John's Use of the Old Testament, p. 45). I would suggest
that a better way of putting this is to say that John shows an ‘awareness’ of Old
Testament contexts but his Christian presuppositions nevertheless allow him to
change, modify and even (on occasions) invert them. If ‘respect for context’ simply
means ‘understandable given the author’s presuppositions’, then it surely becomes a
truism. Even the most bizarre allegorical use of Scripture could be said to ‘respect
the context’ if we accept the legitimacy of the author’s presuppositions (such as
substituting like-sounding words). R.M. Royalty concedes that John's use of
Scripture ‘shows conscious authorial intention’ but argues that it is ‘far-fetched to
imagine that John’s free recombination and rewriting of scriptural texts has any-
thing at all to do with the purpose of the original passages’ (The Streets of Heaven,
p. 72 n. 95).

59. E. van Wolde, ‘Trendy Intertextuality’, in Draisma (ed.), Infertextuality in
Biblical Writings, p. 47. The quotation has been altered so as to be inclusive.

60. T.K. Beal, ‘Ideology and Intertextuality: Surplus of Meaning and Control-
ling the Means of Production’, in Fewell (ed.), Reading between Texts, pp. 30-31.

61. Beal, ‘Ideclogy and Intertextuality’, p. 31. Emphasis original.
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By exposing the bias of individual interpreters, Postmodern Intertex-
tuality has much in common with feminist (some have played with the
words intertextuality/intersexuality) and other liberation readings. And
by focusing on the need for individual interpreters to ‘produce mean-
ing’, it has much in common with those approaches broadly classed as
deconstruction. For example, Seeley says of Matthew’s Gospel, that its

presumed univocity is undermined and cracked by the multiplicity of
voices embedded within and speaking simultaneously through it. These
voices cannot be silenced by appeals to overall redactional coherence, or
to a hierarchy of plots. They are all there, like an unharmonious choir
demanding to be heard.®?

Boyarin has explored this with respect to Jewish midrash. He argues
that the purpose of midrash was not to expose, once and for all, the true
meaning of a text and thereby end all discussion. Rather, it is the
‘laying bare of an intertextual connection between two signifiers which
mutually read each other. It is not, nor can it be, decided which signifier
is the interpreter and which the interpreted.’®

John 4.16-20

Jesus said to her, ‘Go, call your husband, and come back.” The woman
answered him, ‘T have no husband.” Jesus said to her, ‘You are right in
saying, “I have no husband”; for you have had five husbands, and the
one you have now is not your husband. What you have said is true!” The
woman said to him, ‘Sir, I see that you are a prophet. Our ancestors wor-
shipped on this mountain, but you say that the place where people must
worship is in Jerusalem.’

The story of the ‘woman at the well’ has been the subject of a number
of recent studies.® The ‘traditional’ reading sees Jesus (the male) in

62. D. Seeley, Deconstructing the New Testament {Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1994),
p- 52.

63. D. Boyarin, ‘The Song of Songs: Lock or Key? Intertextuality, Allegory and
Midrash’, in Schwartz (ed.), The Book and the Text, p. 223.

64. LR. Kitzberger, ‘Border Crossing and Meeting Jesus at the Well: An Auto-
biographical Re-Reading of the Samaritan Woman’s Story in John 4:1-44’, in LR.
Kitzberger (ed.), The Personal Voice in Biblical Interpretation (London: Routledge,
1999), pp. 111-27; G.A. Phillips, ‘The Ethics of Reading Deconstructively, or
Speaking Face-to-Face: The Samaritan Woman Meets Derrida at the Well’, in E.S.
Malbon and E.V. McKnight (eds.), The New Literary Criticism and the New Testa-
ment (JSNTSup, 109; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1994), pp. 283-325;
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conversation with the Samaritan (the female) but operating on a differ-
ent (higher) plane. Her mind is set on earthly matters. She has come to
the well for ordinary water (4.7). When Jesus speaks of ‘living water’,
all she can think of is ‘Sir, you have no bucket’. When he explains that
‘Everyone who drinks of this water will be thirsty again, but those who
drink of the water that T will give them will never be thirsty’, her inter-
est is aroused but only to save herself the daily journey (4.15). When
Jesus exposes the fact that she has had five husbands, she tries to
embroil him in a theological discussion about places of worship. But
once again, Jesus is on a higher plane. Worship is not about place but
spirit and truth (4.24). Lastly, she voices a basic tenet of her Samaritan
beliefs: ‘I know that Messiah is coming... When he comes, he will
proclaim all things to us’ (4.25). Jesus replies, ‘I am he, the one who is
speaking to you’ (4.26). Schneiders calls this the typical male reading
of the story which

presents the woman as a disreputable (if interesting) miscreant who,
failing in her attempt to distract Jesus from her sexually disgraceful past,
surrenders to his overpowering preternatural knowledge of her, alerts her
fellow townspeople to his presence, and then fades from the scene as
they discover him for themselves and come to believe in him.%

A different reading is possible, however, for it is Jesus who asks for a
drink. It is not that the woman can only think in earthly terms; it is
Jesus who places the conversation in the temporal context. He is sitting
by Jacob’s great well and asks her for a (material) drink. But the
woman looks beyond the material to ask why social taboos are being
ignored for ‘Jews do not share things in common with Samaritans’ (4.9).
Jesus replies that he can offer ‘living water’, which the woman (rightly)
takes as a religious claim to be superior to Jacob and the patriarchs.
Jesus then elaborates that the water he offers is such that those who
drink of it will never again be thirsty, for it ‘will become in them a
spring of water gushing up to eternal life’. The woman is interested and
replies using the same metaphor as Jesus used: ‘Sir, give me this water,
so that I may never be thirsty or have to keep coming here to draw
water’ (4.15). Thus it is possible to read the text as a serious theological

T. Okure, The Johannine Approach to Mission: A Contextual Study of John 4:1-42
(Tibingen: J.C.B. Mohr, 1988); G.R. O’Day, Revelation in the Fourth Gospel:
Narrative Mode and Theological Claim (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1986).

65. S. Schneiders, The Revelatory Text: Interpreting the New Testament as
Sacred Scripture (San Francisco: HarperSanFrancisco, 1991), p. 194.
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exchange and not a (foolish) woman continually misunderstanding the
(superior) male. On this reading, she is far more astute than Nicodemus
in the previous episode (3.1-21) and the disciples in this one (4.27).
However, it is problematic to this reading that Jesus says in 4.18:
‘You are right in saying, “I have no husband”; for you have had five
husbands, and the one you have now is not your husband. What you
have said is true!” Is this not confirmation that the story is about her
‘sexually disgraceful past’, even if male scholars have exaggerated this
aspect? But it has often been noted that (1) adultery is a common meta-
phor in the Old Testament for spiritual unfaithfulness, which is precisely
what the Jews thought of the Samaritans; and (2) that the reference to
five husbands is an allusion to the repopulation of Samaria in 2 Kings 17:

The king of Assyria brought people from Babylon, Cuthah, Avva,
Hamath, and Sepharvaim, and placed them in the cities of Samaria in
place of the people of Israel; they took possession of Samaria, and settled
in its cities...every nation still made gods of its own and put them in the
shrines of the high places that the people of Samaria had made, every
nation in the cities in which they lived; the people of Babylon made
Succoth-benoth, the people of Cuth made Nergal, the people of Hamath
made Ashima; the Avvites made Nibhaz and Tartak; the Sepharvites
burned their children in the fire to Adrammelech and Anammelech, the
gods of Sepharvaim (2 Kgs 17.24, 29-31).

This allegorical interpretation was once quite popular though the
Enlightenment has made it difficult for moderns to accept (allegory was
the enemy of rationalism). However, given the symbolic nature of much
of John’s Gospel, one has to admit with Brown and Schnackenburg that
it is a possibility.®® If the reader is supposed to know that ‘Destroy this
temple, and in three days I will raise it up’ (Jn 2.19) is a reference to the
‘temple of his body’, it is certainly possible that a chapter which

66. ‘The unusual life-story of the Samaritan has led many exegetes to suppose
that she is a symbolic figure, representing the people of Samaria and the religious
apostasy of this hybrid nation by the usual image of marital infidelity” (R. Schnack-
enburg, The Gospel According to St John [Tunbridge Wells: Burns & Oates, 1968],
L, p. 433). However, he notes that the analogy is not exact for while 2 Kgs 17 men-
tions five nations, it actually lists seven gods. He therefore concludes that the
‘symbolic interpretation, at least if given in isolation as the only one, is inaccept-
able’. Brown (Gospel of John, p. 171) says: ‘Such an allegorical intent is possible;
but John gives no evidence that it was intended, and we are not certain that such an
allegory was a well-known jibe of the time which would have been recognized
without explanation’.
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discusses whether Jerusalem or Gerizim is the proper place for worship,
assumes the reader is acquainted with Samaritan history. That being so,
Moore notes that there is more at stake here than simply deciding
between competing interpretations. For those who wish to condemn the
woman for taking everything literally can do so only by insisting that
4.18 is taken literally. In other words:

They can condemn her only if they participate in her error, can ascribe a
history of immorality to her only by reading as “carnally” as she does—
at which point the literal reading of 4:18 threatens to become a displaced
reenactment of yet another Johannine episode, one in which an unnamed
woman is similarly charged with sexual immorality by accusers who
themselves stand accused (8:1-11).%7

Postmodern Intertextuality draws attention to two aspects of reading.
First, no text is an island.®® Its words have all been used before, some-
times in very significant ways. In every reading of the primary text,
other texts are present and this leads to multiple interpretations
(polyvalency). There is never just one way of ‘configuring’ the interac-
tion between text and subtexts. Second, in every reading of the primary
text, the reader brings with them texts they know and in the case of
biblical studies, quite often a whole history of interpretation. Thus
Protestant scholars have only recently acknowledged the fact that their
reading of Paul owed a great deal to significant ‘intertexts’, such as the
writings of Luther and Calvin. They were aware, of course, that Paul’s
letters contain numerous references to the Jewish Scripture but were
much less aware of the ‘intertexts’ that they themselves were bringing
to the task.®

For some, Postmodern Intertextuality, like deconstruction, will seem
a pointless exercise. The task of the interpreter is surely to grapple with
a text until its meaning is disclosed, or, more realistically, to get as
close to that meaning as possible. What possible benefit is it to show
that all interpretations are inherently flawed? At least three answers can

67. S.D. Moore, Poststructuralism and the New Testament: Derrida and
Foucault at the Foot of the Cross (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1994), p. 49.

68. Miscall, ‘Isaiah’, p. 45. More fully, but perhaps less elegantly, ‘no text is an
autonomous and self-sufficient entity, but is always open, literarily and pragmati-
cally’ (I.H. Kitzberger, ‘Introduction’, in idem, [ed.], The Personal Voice, pp. 1-11
f61).

69. As ruthlessly exposed by E.P. Sanders, Paul and Palestinian Judaism: A
Comparison of Patterns of Religion (London: SCM Press, 1977), pp. 1-59.
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be given to this. The first is that Postmodern Intertextuality is not
saying that meaning is impossible. It is simply pointing out that a reader
cannot derive meaning without ‘touching’ the text (Derrida). As Kitz-
berger says,

Entering John’s story-world from my own story-world and entering my
own story-world from John’s story-world, both have been informed and
transformed intertextually. In this process a new story has emerged
which is no longer one or the other, but both, a story of mixture and
otherness.”

Meaning, in the sense of communication, is certainly possible, but
always at a price. Reinterpreting the apocalyptic violence of Revelation
in the light of Christ’s self-sacrifice is certainly a possible way of
reading the book. One might even say that it is ethically imperative that
it is read in this way. But it cannot be said to be the only way or even
the obvious way. In terms of the sheer quantity of material, the lan-
guage of conquest and destruction in Revelation far outweighs the lan-
guage of love and forgiveness. That is why Christian interpreters have
to work so hard to persuade ‘the public’ to read it differently. It is the
sheer quantity of violent and destructive language that people find so
difficult.”! The Christian interpreter ‘chooses’ to read the language of
conquest and destruction in the light of the cross of Christ.

In order to prevent misunderstanding, I should point out that in using
the word ‘chooses’, I am not suggesting that interpretation is arbitrary
and merely the product of an author’s whim. Interpreters adopt certain
positions because they believe the evidence ‘compels’ them to see it
that way. But the fact that equally sincere scholars feel ‘compelled’ to
see things differently suggests that this process is not ideologically
neutral. Robbins recognizes this in his attempt to describe intertextual-

70. Kitzberger, ‘Border Crossing’, p. 123. Male scholars have generally treated
the Samaritan woman as the exploiter (eagerly moving from husband to husband)
rather than the exploited (five husbands have married and divorced her and the pre-
sent one refuses to marry). But the text is open on this point and it would be a naive
scholar that thought his/her gender and experience of life had no effect on their
judgment.

71. ‘Lurid and inhumane, its influence has been pernicious... Resentment and
not love is the teaching of the Revelation of St. John... It is a book without wisdom,
goodness, kindness, or affection of any kind’” (H. Bloom, The Revelation of St John
the Divine (Modern Critical Interpretations; New York: Chelsea House, 1988),
pp. 4-5. Stephen Moore’s contribution to Kitzberger (ed), The Personal Voice is
called ‘Revolting Revelations’, pp. 183-200.
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ity as an aspect of what he calls ‘Socio-rhetorical Criticism’. He notes
that most examples of biblical intertextuality have already made fun-
damental decisions, such as (1) giving priority to Jewish texts rather
than Greek or Roman texts; (2) emphasizing the influence of texts over
other expressions of culture; and (3) confining itself to historical and
literary modes of discourse. But such choices already demonstrate the
ideological nature of all interpretation:

the ideological nature of all interpretation manifests itself in the interplay
between the choice of a mode of interpretive discourse and the choice of
dimensions of the text the interpreter reinscribes.”?

For example, in choosing to read Rom. 8.20 in the light of Ecclesiastes,
I made at least two assumptions. First, I assumed that it would be more
profitable to look for a Jewish text rather than one from Greek or
Roman literature. But given Paul’s background and cultural context, it
is quite possible that he has been influenced by discussions of ‘futility’
in Greek philosophy. Second, I assumed the influence was primarily
from ‘texts’, rather than some other expression of cultural life. But it
may have been an artifact ‘to an unknown god’ that weighed heavily on
Paul’s mind, or a discussion on the future of ‘tent-making’ after a series
of cancelled orders. Robbins points out that words not only evoke other
texts but also data from the wider ‘cultural, social and historical world
in which they participate and in which people live’.”® In showing how
complex it is to pin-down ‘influence’, Postmodern Intertextuality draws
attention to the fact that choices have already been made:

Different ideologies...establish different boundaries for intertextual
analysis and these different boundaries encourage significantly different
strategies of interpretation.74

Second, in showing how a text can point in a number of directions,
one is actually saying something important about the text. [ do not
know for certain if Ecclesiastes was in Paul’s mind when he wrote
Rom. 8.20. But in drawing out what the text would mean if it were in
his mind, I am revealing something about the potentiality of the text. To
use an analogy from science, it is like shining a particular light on a
substance and observing the resulting pattern. And then changing to

72. Robbins, The Tapestry, p. 213.
73. Robbins, The Tapestry, p. 238.
74. Robbins, The Tapestry, p. 101.
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ultraviolet light and observing a different pattern. In neither case are we
actually ‘seeing’ the substance as it is. But observing the different
patterns is telling us something ‘real” about the substance. A scientist
would laugh at the suggestion that such a procedure is making the sub-
stance mean whatever we like. Similarly, using different interpretative
strategies to examine a text is not making a text mean whatever we like.
It really is saying something about the text, though not as directly as the
hermeneutics of the Enlightenment would prefer.

[S]ocio-rhetorical criticism uses a strategy of reading and rereading a
text from different angles to produce a ‘revalued’ or ‘revisited” rhetorical
interpretation... The goal is to use the resources of other disciplines ‘on
their own terms’ and to allow these resources to deconstruct and
reconfigure the results of a particular focus and set of strategies in a par-
ticular discipline.”

Third, since it is clearly impossible for any one individual to per-
fectly grasp the meaning of a text, it seems to me inescapable that
Postmodern Intertextuality is true to some degree. The critical question
is whether this is significant or is simply an aspect of being human
(finite). For example, every performance of a musical symphony is
different. The conductor will never conduct in exactly the same way.
Each of the violinists will differ depending on how they feel that day.
The horns will differ. Sickness might mean that one or two players are
making their debut. All of which means that there are literally thou-
sands of interacting factors which determine the final performance.’®
Nevertheless, there will be no doubt that one is hearing Beethoven’s
fifth symphony and not his sixth (for example). The differences are real
and worthy of study since they greatly affect one’s pleasure (or annoy-
ance) at the performance. But they should not be used to suggest that
we can never know or say anything about a text.

Conclusion

Frequent use of the term ‘intertextuality’ is threatening to make it

75. Robbins, The Tapestry, pp. 40-41.

76. This seems to be A.C. Thiselton’s concern when he writes, “What is prob-
lematic about current notions of intertextuality is not the huge scope of the bound-
aries which have been enlarged, but the transposing of horizons of understanding
into matrices which generate an infinite chain of semiotic effects’ (New Horizons in
Hermeneutics [London: HarperCollins, 1992], p. 506).
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meaningless unless more attention is given to definitions. One option
would be to focus on the meanings given to it by particular theorists
(Kristeva, Barthes, Derrida, Eco, Riffaterre) and declare other uses
invalid (or ‘thin’). This is the stance taken by Aichele and Phillips in
their introduction to the 1995 edition of Semeia devoted to biblical
intertextuality. Compared with what Kristeva had in mind, they declare
that most examples of biblical intertextuality are doing little more than
traditional source criticism:

Traditional ‘banal’ source critical (‘intertextual’) explanations of cita-
tion, allusion, allegoresis and the like, which claim a concern for history,
prove exceedingly thin by comparison because they fail to take into
account the historical and cultural nature of textual productivity and the
implicature of readers and readings in the production of culture...what
they are really concerned with is agency and influence.”’

On the other hand, the word ‘intertextuality’ has taken on a life of its
own and now has to be interpreted (or abandoned) in the light of current
practice rather than the originating moment (an irony not lost on
Aichele and Phillips). My suggestion in this essay is that in the light of
current usage, it is best used as an ‘umbrella’ term for the complex
interactions that exist between ‘texts’ (in the broadest sense). It is an
evocative word, like ‘textuality’, which reminds us that such interac-
tions are rarely straightforward. However, the weakness of this sugges-
tion is obvious; no one can tell what is being claimed when different
scholars speak of intertextuality. It is hoped that the three categories
described and illustrated in this essay will go some way towards meet-
ing this need.

71. G. Aichele and G.A. Phillips, ‘Introduction: Exegesis, Eisegesis, Intergesis’,
Semeia 69-70 (1995), p. 11.



CHRISTOLOGY AND THE LEGITIMATING USE OF
THE OLD TESTAMENT IN THE NEW TESTAMENT

Maurice Casey

Christological exegesis of the Old Testament has been a fundamental
aspect of western Christianity. It clearly distinguishes Christianity from
Judaism. This difference is so marked that biblical interpretation was
for centuries an important aspect of conflict between Christians and
Jews. This was already so clear in the ancient world that western
polemicists could describe the exegesis of their fellow Christians in
Antioch and in the Syriac-speaking church as Jewish. For example, in
the preface to his commentary on the Psalms, Theodoret expresses his
determination to avoid the errors of two kinds of earlier commentaries.
Some of these were too allegorical: ‘others accommodated prophecy to
some historical events, so that the interpretation supported the Jews
rather than the children of the Faith’ (PG 80, 869c-d). Theodoret goes
on to declare that he would allow historical references where they were
appropriate: ‘but it is not appropriate to refer to any other events the
predictions of Christ the Lord...as Jews love to do, for they live in
wickedness and weave a defence of their unbelief’. It is clear from
these general comments that Theodoret knew Jewish exegetes who put
forward these interpretations—and he knew Christian exegetes who did
the same. He himself regarded this as a serious Jewish mistake, which
Christians should not repeat.

Jesus and the first disciples were Jewish, and they interpreted the Old
Testament christologically too. The purpose of this article is to trace out
the point at which Christological interpretation of the Old Testament
first became seriously anti-Jewish. As with the development of Christ-
ology in general, we shall find that, despite some precedent in the Paul-
ine churches, real trouble is first visible in the vicious dispute between
the Johannine community and ‘the Jews’ reflected in the Fourth Gospel.
This was, however, a relatively recent dispute when that document was
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written. We shall accordingly find one major peculiarity. Whereas
many aspects of Johannine Christology are supported by Old Testament
exegesis, the full deity of Jesus is not supported in this way. Old Testa-
ment support for Jesus’ deity took more than a generation to develop,
and it is accompanied by anti-Jewish polemic. I shall conclude that the
underlying reason for this is that the deity of Jesus is profoundly
unJewish.

Jesus and Stage 1

Jesus himself saw aspects of his ministry predicted in the Hebrew
Bible. For example, at his final Passover with his disciples, Jesus used a
general statement to predict his death and condemn the man who
betrayed him:

A/The (son of) man goes as it is written concerning him, and woe to that
man by whose hand a/the (son of) man is betrayed/handed over. (It
would be) good for him if that man had not been born (Mk 14.21).1

In addition to the general passages referred to here, Jesus also made
more specific references to scriptural passages which referred to him
alone. His interpretation of one of them can be reconstructed from the
brief reference to it in v. 18.

And they (were) reclining and eating and Jesus said, ‘Amen I say to you,

55 3

that one of you will hand me over, he who “eats” with “me”.

Here Mark’s 6 £€66imv pet éuod must reflect an underlying 7987 K1
1Y, or something very like this. It has the effect of singling out one
person, yet by means of an activity which all those present were doing.
The particular person referred to is the person of Ps. 41.10, ‘the man of
my peace, in whom I trusted, who eats my bread, he has made great his
heel against me’. That is a reasonable description of one of the Twelve
betraying Jesus: the reference to bread has been altered, because the
unleavened bread had not yet been started. The betrayal of Jesus by
Judah of Kerioth could be seen at Ps. 41.7: ‘And if he comes to see me,
his heart speaks falsehood, he gathers wickedness, he goes outside, he
speaks of it’. This gets Judah to the chief priests and scribes, who may

1. I translate literally Mark’s Aramaic source, which I have reconstructed
and discussed in detail elsewhere: see my Aramaic Sources of Mark’s Gospel
(SNTSMS, 102; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998), Chapter 6.
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be seen at v. 8, ‘All those who hate me whisper together against me,
they devise evil against me’. Their intention is given in v. 9, together
with their denial of Jesus’ predicted resurrection: ‘A thing of Belial will
constrain him, and when he lies down, he will not rise again’. Then
Judah of Kerioth, as we have seen, at v. 10, ‘Yes, a man of my peace, in
whom I trusted, who eats my bread, has made great his heel against
me’. There follows a plea for resurrection in v. 11, ‘And you, Lord, be
gracious and raise me up.’

All this is surely too simple, and too extensive, to be unintentional.
We must infer that everyone knew Psalm 41, and that the betrayal of
Jesus was written in Scripture. This extensive actualizing interpretation
is perfectly Jewish. It emphasizes the great importance of Jesus in
God’s plans for Israel, in that the circumstances of his death and his
plea for resurrection had been written centuries ago by David under the
influence of the Holy Spirit. However much chief priests and scribes
might disagree with this, it is completely within the confines of
Judaism.

Similar remarks are appropriate in discussing the innovative exegesis
employed by the first disciples after Jesus’ death and resurrection, as
reflected in the early speeches of Acts. For example, in a vigorous
speech at Acts 2.14-36, Peter quotes Ps. 16.8-11. He boldly states that
David was dead and buried, and his tomb was still known. This
assumes a striking contrast to Jesus, who did not need his tomb to be
known and venerated because he was with God in heaven. Peter takes
David’s known fate to mean that v. 10 of the Psalm cannot refer to
David, but must be interpreted of Jesus. The original Hebrew is as
follows:

oMy MR 7Tom 10 85 S wpn 21enk5

Peter will have followed the Hebrew text when he spoke in Aramaic.
He has interpreted the psalm to mean that Jesus did not go to the
underworld, where David would be awaiting resurrection at the last
day. Jesus went straight to heaven. Peter then declared that God raised
Jesus up, ‘of which we are all witnesses’ (Acts 2.32), which refers to
the original resurrection appearances, of which Peter himself had seen
at least one. He has Jesus ‘exalted to the right hand of God’, and con-
tinuing the comparison with David by making the point that David did
not ascend to heaven (he went to Sheol, so Ps. 16.10 could not refer to
him), he applies Ps. 110.1 to Jesus:
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Like Ps. 16.10, this does not imply bodily resurrection. In Greek, how-
ever, Ps. 16.10 says that ‘your pious one’ (10v dctov cov) did not see
StaoBopav. This could be interpreted to mean that Jesus’ body cannot
have decayed, so that the speech entails the resurrection of the body.
This illustrates how easily a legitimating shift can take place, and it
may have been the interpretation of Luke, who will have had his own
resurrection narratives in mind. It is not however a reasonable interpre-
tation of the original Hebrew, which will have been known to Peter
when he said something very similar in Aramaic. This cannot be coin-
cidental. The Scriptures used by the first disciples when they believed
in the resurrection of Jesus were interpreted to mean that Jesus was
raised by God and taken to sit at his right hand in heaven. There is no
indication at this stage of bodily resurrection or an empty tomb, because
this is not what the first disciples believed. This is especially important
in the early chapters of Acts. Acts has ample narrative space. If Jesus
had really been raised bodily from the dead, leaving a literally empty
tomb, this would have been a very remarkable event in itself. The site
of the tomb would surely not have been forgotten, and the narrative of
Acts would surely tell us of excited disciples visiting it. We must infer
that Jesus was buried in a common tomb for criminals. The earliest
form of belief in his resurrection was that God had vindicated him by
taking him up to heaven.

Like Jesus’ exegesis of Psalm 41, Peter’s exegesis of Psalms 16 and
110 was vigorous and original, and had Jesus at the centre of it. It
remains nonetheless quite within the parameters of Judaism. This situa-
tion continued throughout the first of the three stages into which it is
fruitful to divide Christological development in the New Testament
period, that in which all Christians were Jews.?

Stage 2

In the second stage of Christological development, Gentiles entered
the Christian communities in significant numbers, without becoming

2. For a discussion of Christological development in these three stages, see
PM. Casey, From Jewish Prophet to Gentile God: The Origins and Development
of New Testament Christology (The Edward Cadbury Lectures at the University
of Birmingham, 1985-86; Louisville, KY: Westminster/John Knox Press, 1991),
Chapters 7-9.
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Jewish. This was a major factor in the massive Christological develop-
ment of this period. Developments which were not needed in Stage 1
included the grounding of Christian ethics in baptism into Jesus’ death,
and in having life analogous to his resurrection (Rom. 6). In Judaism,
morals are grounded in the Torah. This particular Christological devel-
opment was fruitful in Stage 2, because Gentile Christians did not gen-
erally take on observance of the Torah. Paul’s argument enabled him to
take whatever ethical decisions the community needed, with reference
to the central figure of Christ.

At this stage, Christological development was sufficiently extensive
to raise the question as to whether Jewish monotheism was breached by
some developments. The so-called Philippians hymn is a good example
of how high Christology could go. Criteria for describing this as a
hymn, however, have never been satisfactorily determined.® Its only
obvious feature is that it is not in Greek verse, and a major feature of
scholarly attempts to portray it as a hymn has been the excision of
pieces, all of which have an excellent Sitz im Leben where they are.
Translating it into Aramaic has been a dubious enterprise altogether,
and it has an excellent Sitz im Leben where it is rather than in earlier
Jewish Christianity. At the same time, it does raise Jesus to an extraor-
dinarily high position. He is pre-existent at the beginning, and after his
exaltation he is given the name of God. His position is indeed on the
verge of deity, sufficiently close for anyone involved in Jewish culture
to feel that it needed to be legitimated. For this purpose, the author has
used the standard Jewish source, Scripture.

In the first place, this means the Adam story.* This legitimates the
idea that Jesus was £v pop¢fj 0c0v. Adam was created kot €lxdva 6gov
(Gen. 1.27 LXX). The words popén and eixkwv overlap to a significant
extent, and there were two reasons why the author should not use eixav
at this point. First, many Jews believed that man did not lose the image
of God at the fall of Adam (cf. 1 Cor. 11.7). Second, popén is more
suitable for drawing the contrast with pop¢nv doviov Aafwv, when
Jesus began his earthly life (Phil. 2.7). Further, the form of God
included his glory, the visible radiance of light that could be seen at a
theophany. It is obvious that man does not possess this (cf. Rom. 3.23;

3. Detailed discussion of the secondary literature cannot be offered here.

4. 1 cannot discuss here the controversy over this in the massive secondary lit-
erature. See especially M.D. Hooker, ‘Adam Redivivus: Philippians 2 Once More’,
pp. 218-32 in this volume.
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3 Bar. 4.16; Apoc. Mos. 21.6). The popon 6eov was therefore some-
thing that Adam could be thought to have lost, and Jesus could be
thought to have laid aside pop¢nv dovrov Aapawv. Accordingly, if Adam
was created kot e€ikovo 8e0v, Jewish monotheism could be thought
not to be breached by presenting Jesus as €v popén 6eov before he was
born.

Similarly, ‘Being on a level with God’ (ico 6e®) indicates high
status, but not full deity. The term {co overlaps in meaning with 2,
‘like’, used at Gen. 3.5, 22, where the serpent told Adam that he would
become 078D, and God said that he had become 12 8D, when he
obtained knowledge of good and evil. Since the Genesis story did not
breach Jewish monotheism, Paul could feel that he had not done so
either. Whatever the precise meaning of aproyudv, this also begins a
series of contrasts between Jesus and Adam. Adam did consider being
on a level with God something to be grasped, for he tried to obtain it by
eating of the tree of life (Gen. 3.5, 22): he did not empty himself, but
was punished by God for his sin, being made to work the ground and to
be subject to death. It was also believed that God would exalt man with
all the glory of Adam. This may be explicit (cf. CD 3.20; 1QS 4.23;
1QH 17.15), or it may take the form of the glorification of the righteous
(see, for example, Dan. 12.3; Wis. 3.1-9; 4.16; 5.1, 15-16; 2 Bar. 51).
These contrasts are so basic and extensive that they can hardly have
been absent from the mind of the author of this piece.

Jesus’ final position has been legitimated by midrashic interpretation
of Isa. 45.18-25. The words ndv y6vv xapyy and maoa yA®CCO
¢Eoporoynontol are from Isa. 45.23, with €€opoloynontot being
interpreted in terms of early Christian confession of Jesus. The text con-
tains both the name of God, and a word for God, 2°777%. Consequently,
it can be interpreted of the two figures, Jesus and God. For example, the
LXX of Isa. 45.25 reads: ano xvplov SikaiwBncoviar kol €v 1@ Be@
évdofacbnooviol nav 10 onépua 1@V Vidv Iopani— They shall be
justified by the Lord, and in God all the seed of the sons of Israel will
be glorified’. It is not difficult to interpret that of the Gentile mission, in
which Gentiles were justified by faith in the Lord Jesus, and of the
ultimate salvation of Israel in accordance with God the Father’s overall
plan for salvation (cf. Rom. 9-11).

Accordingly, Scripture has been used in such a way as to ensure that
Paul felt himself remaining within the bounds of Jewish monotheism.
Moreover, it has been used in two different ways. The Adam story
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provided an outline for similarities and contrasts: the use of Isaiah
includes clear quotations. This makes no difference: either use of Scrip-
ture could be felt to legitimate the high position of Jesus. It is also of
central importance that other people do not seem to have thought that
Jewish monotheism was being breached either, since there is no dispute
about it. The Pauline epistles are full of controversy over all kinds of
matters, but at no point is there any suggestion that Paul’s opponents
considered his view of Jesus to be blasphemous. We must infer that this
was not a matter of dispute.

The extraordinarily high Christology of the epistle to the Hebrews is
legitimated at Heb. 1.5-14 with a whole series of direct quotations.’ The
quotations begin with Ps. 2.7, which provides the position of Jesus as
the Son, in the strong sense in which this Christological title is used in
this document. The fifth quotation applies Ps. 45.7 to Jesus: npog 8¢ 10v
vidv, ‘O Bpdvog cov, 6 Bedg, €1g OV aldva 0D aidvog. Again this
might seem to us to indicate the full deity of Jesus, but again we must
be careful. We will remember the application of Pss. 7.8-9 and 82.1 to
Melchizedek in 11QMelchizedek, and the frequent use of &°79% and
'R with reference to the highest angels in 4Q400-405. It follows that
we need direct information before we can tell whether the unique posi-
tion of Jesus was believed to have breached Jewish monotheism. The
next quotation applies part of Psalm 102 to the Son. This involves him
in the creation of the universe, unlike which he is eternal. Finally, the
quotation of Ps. 110.1 is introduced with a formula which asserts his
superiority to the angels: Tpo¢ tiva 8¢ 1@V dyyérwv €lpnkév moTeE. ..

There is accordingly no doubt that this collection of direct quotations
legitimates an extremely high Christology, which puts Jesus in a posi-
tion greater than that of any purely Jewish messianic or intermediary
figure. At the same time, however, this document, which does see a
need to legitimate Jesus in a higher position than the angels or Moses,
shows no sign of controversy over any breach of Jewish monotheism.

At this point, the Christologies of Paul, the deutero-Paulines,
Hebrews and Revelation must be taken together, because all of them
show features which are of central importance. The Christology has
gone very high, and it is at times legitimated by the use of Scripture. All
these documents provide evidence of very serious controversy. None of

5. For the place of the Christology of Hebrews in the development of New
Testament Christology, see Casey, From Jewish Prophet to Gentile God, esp.
pp. 143-46.
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them, however, shows any sign of suggestions that the position of Jesus
has breached Jewish monotheism, or has been considered to be blas-
phemous. We must accordingly infer that in Stage 2 of Christological
development, the position of Jesus was believed by everyone to have
remained within the confines of Jewish monotheism. The use of Scrip-
ture will have helped to ensure this.

Professor Larry Hurtado

The major attempt to argue that a serious change in Jewish monotheism
took place much earlier than I have suggested is that of Professor Larry
Hurtado, and it is of such importance that a detailed critique must be
offered here. In several learned and ingenious works, Hurtado has
argued that worship of Jesus altered Jewish monotheism, and was the
major factor in Christological development. He has described this as a
‘binitarian mutation’. By ‘mutation’ he means that it was a direct out-
growth from ancient Jewish tradition which, however, exhibited a
sudden and significant difference in character from Jewish tradition. By
‘binitarian’ he means that this mutation may be seen as an unprece-
dented reshaping of monotheistic piety to include a second object of
piety alongside God, a mutation carried through by people who
remained committed to belief in one God.® Hurtado has also dated this
cultic activity soon after Jesus’ death, in the first of the three stages into
which I divide Christological development, when the churches were
still Jewish, let alone the second, when many Gentiles entered the
churches.”

The evidence to which Hurtado has drawn attention is important, and
must be subsumed in any fully explanatory theory. It is especially
important that, when compared with purely Jewish figures, Jesus was
developed in a partly unique manner. It seems to me that, like most

6. L. Hurtado, One God One Lord: Early Christian Devotion and Ancient
Jewish Monotheism (London: SCM Press, 2nd edn, 1998 [1988]), pp. 99-100.

7. Hurtado, One God One Lord; idem, ‘What Do We Mean by “First-Century
Jewish Monotheism”?’, in E.H. Lovering, Jr (ed), Society of Biblical Literature
1993 Seminar Papers (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1993), pp. 348-68; idem, ‘Christ-
Devotion in the First Two Centuries: Reflections and a Proposal’, Toronto Journal
of Theology 12 (1996), pp. 17-33; idem, ‘Pre-70 C.E. Jewish Opposition to Christ-
Devotion’, JTS 50 (1999), pp. 35-58. I am grateful to Professor Hurtado for sending
me copies of these last two papers, and for discussing the major issues with me,
both personally and in correspondence.
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Christian scholars, Hurtado has exaggerated the degree of uniqueness.
In particular, I am not convinced that early development may be
properly described as a ‘binitarian mutation’, because our sources do
not indicate that a serious departure from Jewish monotheism was per-
ceived until what I describe as Stage 3, when the Johannine community
had Gentile self-identification.

For example, Hurtado suggests that Paul’s persecution of Jewish
Christians was occasioned ‘partly by the reverence they gave to Jesus’,
and that the ‘devotion’ of ‘early Jewish Christians’ ‘to Jesus may have
caused other Jews to regard them as having violated the uniqueness of
God’ .8 This suggestion goes too far. After Jesus’ death, it was the chief
priests who took action against the earliest Jewish Christians (for
example Acts 4.1, 6-7), sometimes at least with scribes and elders (for
example Acts 4.5). When Paul set off for Damascus, he obtained letters
authorising persecution from the High Priest (Acts 9.1-2). When Paul
himself was finally arrested, it was the high priest Ananias and some
elders who brought an orator to set out the case against Paul (Acts
24.1). Throughout all these proceedings, there is no charge which
appears to be connected with violating the uniqueness of God. We must
therefore infer that this was not a significant issue. That the persecution
was occasioned partly by the reverence which Jewish Christians gave to
Jesus is true. Indeed it is central, for Jesus was at that stage the only
detectable identity factor marking off the Jesus movement from
Judaism as a whole, and it is precisely his centrality to the Jesus move-
ment which explains why it was he whom Paul saw on the Damascus
road. Moreover, Jesus was central to a movement which claimed divine
vindication through him: the claim that he was at the right hand of God,
and had appeared to his disciples after his death, could mean nothing
less than God’s approval of the Jesus movement, and the guilt of chief
priests, scribes and elders follows ineluctably (cf. Acts 5.28). Hence
Luke portrays the Captain of the Temple, with priests and Sadducees,
aggravated about the preaching of the resurrection of the dead through
Jesus (Acts 4.2), not the violation of the uniqueness of God. We must
infer that the central Jewish power group perceived a threat to them-
selves, not a violation of the uniqueness of God.

We must be equally careful about another important piece of evidence
of early Christological development, the use of the Aramaic invocation

8. Hurtado, One God One Lord, p. 2.
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NOR NI, ‘Come, Lord’, written in Greek letters as papavaba at
1 Cor 16.22. Hurtado correctly argues that this is an invocation of the
risen Christ, and that it comes from the Aramaic-speaking church.’ This
does mean that the veneration of Jesus went beyond that normal in the
case of other figures, such as Michael and other angels, Moses and
Enoch. Several such figures had a variety of functions attributed to
them,' but none of them was addressed quite like this. Accordingly, the
use of popavada gives us valuable insight into the religious experience
of early Christians. It is probable that it goes back well before the
epistle to the Corinthians, to a stage when Christians spoke Aramaic
and were to some considerable extent Jewish. It must have been
preserved because Pauline churches shared the early faith in the risen
Jesus, and in his second coming. It must have been said, sung or shouted
at meetings for prayer and worship. It will therefore have reinforced
faith in the reality of the resurrection and the second coming. It is
evidence of the dialectical relationship between belief and experience
which was an essential part of the development of New Testament
Christology. We must not exaggerate, however. We cannot date it, it is
a brief Aramaic prayer, not a fragment of a long one, and above all it
occurs in one of a group of letters which show signs of much polemic,
but not about monotheism. We must therefore infer that it was not felt
to breach normal Jewish monotheism, which was flexible enough to
allow these developments. Accordingly, ‘binitarian mutation’ is surely
too strong a term.

Again, we have seen that Phil. 2.6-11. is an important passage in
which Jesus is so highly exalted that only the exercise of sympathetic
Gentile perception is required to turn him into a full deity. Hurtado takes
from previous scholarship the notion that this is a hymn, and describes
it as ‘a “window” opening upon the faith and devotion of Jewish Chris-
tians from still earlier years’.!'! We have, however, noted that criteria
for describing this piece as a hymn have never been satisfactorily

9. Hurtado, One God One Lord, pp. 106-107. I have discussed this in the light
of the most recent research in an essay, ‘Monotheism, Worship and Christological
Development in the Pauline Churches’, in C.C. Newman, J.R. Davila and G.S.
Lewis (eds.), The Jewish Roots of Christological Monotheism: Papers from the St
Andrews Conference on the Historical Origins of the Worship of Jesus (Leiden: E.J.
Brill, 1999).

10. Casey, From Jewish Prophet to Gentile God, Chapter 6.

11. Hurtado, One God One Lord, p. 96.
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determined, and we have traced out its legitimating use of Scripture,
which appears designed precisely to keep it within the realms of Jewish
monotheism. Even here, therefore, we must be careful. This piece
shows exceptional development, but it was not necessarily anchored in
cultic veneration, nor can it be shown to have been produced before the
Gentile mission had been flourishing for years. We must therefore
classify it where it is, as part of a letter by the outstanding known
missionary to the Gentiles, at the limits of Jewish monotheism but not
threatening enough to cause controversy. For such controversy we must
move to the Johannine community, where the Jewish version of mono-
theism was abandoned in favour of a new Christian monotheism.

Hurtado’s treatment of the evidence of the Synoptic Gospels should
not be accepted either. He quotes Hare on persecution reflected in
Matthew: ‘The Christological titles applied to Jesus by Christians must
have been early regarded as a challenge to Jewish monotheism, and
Christian adoration of their risen Lord must have provoked cries of
“Idolatry!” from many fellow Jews’.!? This is exactly what is missing
from the primary source material. Since there is no trace of this in Acts
and the Epistles, which have ample evidence of Christological devel-
opment and of controversy about other matters, we should not invent it
behind the Gospels. There are two other reasons why it should not be
produced from behind Matthew. First, this Gospel provides abundant
evidence of dispute over other aspects of the observance of Jewish Law
(for example, 5.17-48; 23.1-36, both noted by Hurtado). Second, it was
possible to object vigorously to the position of Jesus before monothe-
ism was perceived to have been breached. We have seen this in the
early chapters of Acts, and might therefore reasonably conjecture it
elsewhere.

Hurtado also goes further than Hare, as for example in pushing too
hard Matthew’s use of tpocxvv®d. He treats this as if it always means
‘worship’ in a very strong sense. He notes especially Mk 6.50//Mt.
14.27, where Jesus identifies himself with €y eipt, ‘1 am He’, or ‘It is
I’. Hurtado suggests that this has epiphanic significance (noting LXX
Isa. 43.10, where it is attributed to God), revealing Jesus’ divine status.
He finds this dramatically made explicit in the conclusion, where the
disciples offer worship, complete with the acclamation, GAn8ag 600

12. Hurtado, ‘Pre-70 C.E. Jewish Opposition’, p. 5, quoting D.R.A. Hare, The
Theme of Jewish Persecution of Christians in the Gospel According to St Matthew
(SNTSMS, 6; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1967), p. 17.
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vidg €1 (Mt. 14.33)."® What Hurtado has done, however, is to breach a
boundary marker without showing that Matthew did the same. The
Greek word npookvva, like related words in biblical text and versions,
does not have to mean full worship. For example, LXX Ruth 2.10 uses
npooexvnoev of Ruth bowing down before Boaz, representing the
Hebrew W05, which is also translated with the Aramaic and Syriac
T20. All three words have a semantic area which covers this degree of
submissiveness, as well as full-scale worship. Equally, €y® eiut may
simply identify Jesus as himself, meaning ‘It is ’'—it need have no
connection with Isaiah. Son of God was what every faithful Jew was:
Mt. 14.33 does not have the articles with Son of God, and should not be
read against the backcloth of later Christology. Accordingly, all these
three points were ideal for the rising Christology of Matthew, for all
three are very flexible and need not be pushed beyond Jewish experi-
ence of the meaning of monotheism. Consequently, Jewish monotheism
had no prohibition against such developments, and it is this which
explains how a faithful if assimilating Jew like Matthew could accede
to and/or produce them. Similar problems attend all Hurtado’s com-
ments on evidence from the Synoptic Gospels. In all cases he fastens on
genuinely important evidence of rising Christology, but does not make
out his case that Jewish monotheism has been breached.

All these points underline the fact that Hurtado never really offers us
a definition of the cultic veneration of Jesus which is genuinely compa-
rable to the cultic veneration of God in the Jewish world, or of
significant gods and goddesses in the Graeco-Roman world. By these
standards of judgment, the cultic veneration of Jesus was seriously
lacking in the following ways. First, there was no sacrificial cultus
devoted to him. This marks him off from all serious deities, including
God himself. Second, no temple was built to him. Third, to make
prayers and hymns to him a serious matter, we have to generalise from
one prayer-like expression (popavoBa), one or two expressions (calling
upon his name), and a small number of passages which do not particu-
larly have the structure of hymns, and which are never said to have
been sung. There is no question of any serious liturgy to be used in
worshipping him. This ought to make it clear that he was not the object
of cultic veneration, as that was normally practised in the environment
of the Jews among whom Jesus lived, nor among the Gentiles who were

13. Hurtado, ‘Pre-70 C.E. Jewish Opposition’, p. 7.
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converted during the Gentile mission.

We can now see what Hurtado has done. He has isolated a few points
in early Christian treatment of Jesus which are analogous to normal
treatment of deities, and has fitted them into his own pattern, rather than
into the cultural environment to which they originally belonged. It was
partly to avoid this mistake that I devoted a whole chapter to messianic
and intermediary figures in Second Temple Judaism.!* I pointed out the
very varied ways in which these figures were developed, and that the
only detectable limitation was that of Jewish monotheism. In particular,
there was no bar against taking over features of God. For example, at
Wis. 10-11, the major events of Salvation History are attributed to
Wisdom, rather than to God, while in the Similitudes of Enoch God’s
function as the eschatological judge has been taken over by Enoch. It is
this massive flexibility within a framework of commitment to Jewish
monotheism which explains how devotion to Jesus could be expressed
with genuinely unique features, without the perception that Jewish
monotheism has been breached. Moreover, Hurtado has mistaken the
significance of unique features of Christological development by form-
ing one of the hermeneutical circles which are such a major feature of
New Testament scholarship. Worship of Jesus is extremely important to
Professor Hurtado because he and his fellow Christians worship Jesus
as the Son of God, the second person of the Trinity. He has conse-
quently exaggerated the importance of worship of Jesus in the first
century. In particular, the hermeneutical circle has caused him to adopt
an incorrect standard of judgment when deciding whether worship of
Jesus was perceived to breach Jewish monotheism. This is an obvious
danger for anyone working with an apparently raw experiential cate-
gory. No category is really that raw, and all undergo interpretation in
the light of the life experiences of interpreters.

This does not mean that the evidence discussed by Hurtado is not
important. On the contrary, it is of central importance to any possible
explanation of Christological development that we should mark out
points at which it is unique. It does mean that we must reject his con-
tention that there was a perceived breach of Jewish monotheism in what
I have labelled Stages 1 and 2 of Christological development. For this
we must turn to Stage 3, when the Johannine community had Gentile
self-identification.

14. Casey, From Jewish Prophet to Gentile God, Chapter 6.
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The Johannine Community

The actual breach with the Jewish community came with the confession
of Jesus’ full deity in the Johannine community. The Fourth Gospel
begins with a prologue in which Jesus’ deity is openly declared. At the
very beginning, 8e0¢ fiv 0 Adyog (Jn 1.1). At the climax of the pro-
logue, 0 Aoyog oapé €yéveto, and his name and title are given as
‘Incotg Xprotog Jn 1.14, 17). This is clearly God incarnate, and the
prologue ends with a summary which also makes Jesus’ deity explicit:
B0V 0Vde1C EDPAKEY TOTOTE" LOVOYEVTIG BE0C O BV €lg TOV KOATOV
100 motpdg £xelvog eénynoato (Jn 1.18). Since the discovery of P%6
and P73, it has been increasingly recognised that the more paradoxical
reading, which refers to Jesus as povoyevng 6e0c¢, is the correct one."
There is an equally explicit declaration of Jesus’ deity towards the end
of the original Gospel, where Thomas addresses Jesus: 6 k0p1Og pov
Kal 0 8e6¢g pov (Jn 20.28).

Throughout the Fourth Gospel, Jesus is portrayed as conscious of his
position as the incarnate Son of God who is co-equal with the Father.
One classic declaration is £yw xal 6 momp £€v €opuev (10.30). On the
one hand, this shows the Johannine community remaining within the
traditional confession that God is one, rather than two. On the other
hand, the text treats this declaration as so provocative that ‘the Jews’
immediately take up stones to throw at Jesus. At 10.33, they give their
reasons: wepl PAaconuiog, kal 41t 6L AvOpOTOE AV TOLELG CEOVTOV
Oedv. This reaction is of central importance, because it shows that non-
Christian Jews'® believed that Johannine Christology violated Jewish
monotheism. Similar reactions are found elsewhere in this document
(Jn 5.18; 8.59; 19.7), and this is exactly what is missing from the earlier
New Testament material. Throughout this Gospel, Jesus refers to him-
self as 0 vidg, and to God as his Father. God is the Father of others as
well, but this Gospel calls other people God’s 1€kva, reserving the term

15. See B.L. Mastin, ‘A Neglected Feature of the Christology of the Fourth
Gospel’, NTS 22 (1975-76), pp. 32-51; cf. also D.A. Fennema, ‘John 1.18: “God
the Only Son”’*, NTS 31 (1985), pp. 124-35.

16. For a discussion of attempts to argue that the Johannine Tovdaiot are not
really Jews, see P.M. Casey, Is John’s Gospel True? (London: Routledge, 1996),
pp. 116-27. Cf. further P.M. Casey, ‘Some Anti-Semitic Assumptions in the Theo-
logical Dictionary of the New Testament’, Novum Testamentum 41 (1999), pp. 280-
91, with bibliography at pp. 285-86 n. 18.
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v10¢ for Jesus alone. This is another indication that the Johannine
community saw an ontological rather than merely functional difference
between Jesus and other people.

A major point of continuity with earlier New Testament documents
lies in the use of the Old Testament in support of Johannine Christol-
ogy.!” We must review some main points before we approach the cen-
tral concern of this article. Christological comments may be supported
with a quotation introduced with a formula, as with the rather free quo-
tation from Zech. 9.9, introduced with xaBo¢ €otiv yeypauuévov at In
12.14-15. Equally, the authors may quote enough of a particular pas-
sage for us to be certain that they have used it, without any such intro-
duction. This is so at Jn 1.51: SyeoBe 10v 0Opavov dvewydta Kal ToUg
ayy€lovg 1oV Beov avapaivoviag kol koatafaivovtog £mt 1OV VioV
100 avOporov. This certainly makes midrashic use of Gen. 28.12, a
text which is visible enough for its use to be verifiable. This saying may
also have been formed with the help of Zech. 12.10 (6yecbe) and Dan.
7.13 (10v viov 100 avBporov). This is of course more conjectural.
Again, there may be a reference to a known incident in the Old Testa-
ment, without an actual quotation. For example, Jn 3.14 begins with an
obvious reference to Num. 21.8-9: xol xabmng Mwiong vywoev tov
Gov v 1 €pnuw. The origin of the second half is more difficult to
determine: oVTwg VYOOTVOL S€1 TOV VIOV 10D GvOpdrov. Is this simply
further development of Num. 21.8-9 in the light of Jesus’ crucifixion?
Or is it a result of a more complex midrashic process, in which
DywBfvar has been drawn from Isa. 52.13, and 1ov V1oV 10D GvOpOTOV

17. Here too a full discussion of the secondary literature is not possible. In addi-
tion to the commentators, see especially E.D. Freed, Old Testament Quotations in
the Gospel of John (NovTSup; Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1965): G. Reim, Studien zum alt-
testamentlichen Hintergrund des Johannesevangeliums (SNTSMS, 24; Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1974); A.T. Hanson, The Prophetic Gospel: A Study
of John and the Old Testament (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1991); B.G. Schuchard,
Scripture within Scripture: The Interrelationship of Form and Function in the
Explicit Old Testament Citations in the Gospel of John (SBLDS, 133; Atlanta:
Scholars Press, 1992); M.J.J. Menken, Old Testament Quotations in the Fourth
Gospel: Studies in Textual Form (Kampen: Kok, 1996); A. Obermann, Die christo-
logische Erfiillung der Schrift im Johannesevangelium. Eine Untersuchung zur
johanneischen Hermeneutik anhand der Schriftzitate (WUNT, 2.83; Tiibingen:
J.C.B. Mohr, 1996); M.1.J. Menken, ‘The Use of the Septuagint in Three Quota-
tions in John: Jn 10,34; 12,38; 19,24, in C.M. Tuckett (ed.), The Scriptures in the
Gospels (BETL, 131; Leuven: Peeters, 1997), pp. 367-93.
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has resulted from more prolonged meditation on Dan. 7.13? This is
very difficult to determine.

There are also cases where a complex midrashic process may be
uncovered, even though no single text is overtly referred to. Such a case
is to be found at Jn 1.34: kdy® €mpaka, Kol LELOPTUPNKE GTL 0VTHG
oty 0 £€xhextOg 100 0e0v. In this verse, most mss read viog rather
than éxAex1dc, but difficilior lectio potior. The minority reading
£KkAexTOC is attested by P°Vid 8*, with some Latin and Syriac support.
This is quite sufficient attestation, when transcriptional probability
carries such great weight. Christian scribes did not think of Jesus as
merely a chosen man, but as 6 viog 00 g0V, and the term vidg is used
of Jesus no less than 28 times in this very document. They would
therefore be very strongly motivated to alter €xAextog to V106G, and this
explains the majority reading. The minority reading £éxAekt6g, however,
cannot be explained unless it is original. Moreover, whereas Jesus is
hailed as dyanntog by the heavenly voice at his baptism in the Synoptic
Gospels (Mk 1.11//Mt. 3.17//Lk. 3.22), the Johannine €xAextog has
resulted from meditation on scriptural passages which included Isa.
42.1. There are several points of contact with the Hebrew text:

YRl IoRT 2 2TRENR 730 37
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Jesus has clearly been identified as the Servant of this passage. He is
also described by God as ‘my elect one’ (LXX 0 €xA£KTOG oVL), the text
notes the putting of the Spirit on him, and the reference to the Gentiles
at the end of the verse is especially suitable in the Johannine context
which has referred to his taking away the sins of the world. The LXX
has another interesting feature. It interpolates the definition Tokwp
before translating 722 as 6 malg pov, and it likewise inserts Toponi
before its translation of 7'M with 6 €xAextéc pov. Now we have
already seen that in its midrashic use of Gen. 28.12, Jn 1.51 has the Son
of Man in place of Jacob, who is of course also Israel. This suggests
that all this midrashic exegesis belonged together as part of the vigor-
ous use of Scripture in the Johannine community. They must surely
have known LXX Isa. 42.1, and replaced Jacob and Israel with Jesus
there, much as they did at Gen. 28.1.

Other scriptural passages may be in mind too. There is a mass of
scriptural references to the place chosen by God for the people to go to
sacrifice. This is so, for example, at Deut. 12.5-7, 11, 14, where LXX
has éxAéEntan repeatedly, as well as the offering of mav &xiextOV TOV
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dopwv dudv at Deut. 12.11. We do not naturally think of Jesus as a
place, but in the Johannine narrative he has just replaced the sacrificial
system (1.29), he will shortly replace the Temple (2.13-22), and he is
the reason why Jerusalem is becoming redundant (4.20-24). We should
therefore probably add intertextual echoes of these passages to our list
of those used in the midrashic work of the Johannine community,
whose replacement theology was so important to it.!® The evangelist
had therefore good reason to regard 6 £€xAext0g 100 B£0D as a suitable
term to close this stage of the revelation to Israel (cf. 1.31), before
moving on to tov Meociav & €otv uebepunvevdpevov Xpiotde at
1.41, and 0 v10¢ 00 B0 at 1.49.

The Christological use of Scripture in the community also included
the symbolic replacement of major feasts commanded in Scripture with
Christological symbolism. The passage which we have just discussed
also presents Jesus as 0 auvog 100 0eod (Jn 1.29, 36). As such, he cer-
tainly replaces the Tamid and the Passover victim. Meditation on Isaiah
53 may also be relevant, as well as the ram sacrificed by Abraham in
place of Isaac. The extensive Christological use in chs. 7-8 of the sym-
bolism of water and light, which were central to the biblical feast of
Tabernacles, is also well known.!” The equally extensive use of the
symbolism of Hanukkah in John 10 has not however been generally
noted. It is clearly stated at Jn 10.22 that the occasion was in fact 1a
£ykaivio €v 1olg Tepocoriuolg: cf., for example, al Nuépor o0
£ykaviopod 1od Buciaotnpiov at 1 Macc. 4.59. It is noted at 2 Macc.
10.6 that on the original occasion this feast was celebrated oxnveoudtov
1pdmov, and it is referred to as okmvornyiag at 2 Macc. 1.18, and as t1i¢
oknvonnyiog 100 Xoaceiev unvog at 2 Macc. 1.9. It is this close con-
nection between Tabernacles and Hanukkah which explains the contin-
ued use of the symbolism of light and the use of the pool of Siloam in
John 9, and the lack of any indication of a major change of time or
place right through Jn 7.10-10.39. The symbolism of these two closely
connected feasts has overriden the more mundane aspects of a story
line.

At the feast of Hanukkah, Jews celebrated their deliverance from the
persecution of Antiochus IV Epiphanes. Antiochus’ full title was
‘Antiochus God Manifest’ (Qed¢ "Eripavng; he is simply "Avtioyog
‘Emipavng at 1 Macc. 1.10, and similarly 2 Macc. 2.20; 4.7; 10.9, 13;

18. Casey, Is John’s Gospel True?, pp. 134-36.
19. On all this, see briefly Casey, Is John’s Gospel True?, pp. 71, 134-35.
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4 Macc. 4.15). For Jews, his claim to deity was blasphemous, and he is
duly described as BAaoonuog at 2 Macc. 9.28. Some people called him
Antiochus "Emipovng, ‘Antiochus the Mad’. Some Jews also believed
that the death of the righteous martyrs had enabled God to deliver Israel
(cf. Dan. 11.35; 2 Macc. 7.37-38; 4 Macc. 17.20-22). It was also
believed that the martyrs themselves had gone to eternal life (cf. e.g.
Dan. 12.2-3, 2 Macc. 7.9; 4 Macc. 17.17-18). As soon as victory was
won, the Temple, and especially a new altar, was once again made holy
(1 Macc. 4.36-59, with 16 avAag fylacay at 1 Mace. 4.48 and oxetn
ayio xowvd at 4.49; 2 Macce. 10.1-8), and the martyrs themselves are
described in scriptural terms as nytacpevor at 4 Macc. 17.19 (LXX
Deut. 33.3), and as ayloo8€vteg at 4 Macc. 17.20.

In the Fourth Gospel, all these basic aspects of Hanukkah are
reapplied to Jesus and the Jews. Jesus does not reject the accusation of
‘the Jews’ that he makes himself God (Jn 10.33), for he was God mani-
fest. Many of ‘the Jews’ say of him, paiverat (10.20). ‘The Jews’ make
to stone him for blasphemy (10.31-39), the accusation which Jewish
people had correctly made against Antiochus Epiphanes. The Father
sanctified him (fyiaoev, 10.36). Jesus achieves more than the
Maccabean martyrs, for it is not only Israel whom he delivers: ko1 v
YUYNV LoV TIBNUL VIEp OV Tpofdtwy. kol dALo Tpdfata £xw & ovK
€otv €x TN aLATG TaVTNG KAKELVO O€1 Pe GyoyeElv, Kal The 6mVAg
LoV GKOVGOVOLY, KOl YeviicovTat pic moipvn, €lg royny (10.15-16).
This is the reason for the very strong statement of 10.17, which also
makes clear that Jesus is more than a martyr because he has control
over laying down his life and taking it up again: 816 T0016 pe 6 ToTNP
ayomg 6Tt £y® Tl ™y oy tov, iva tdiwv AdBo adtiv. Equally,
he gives eternal life, he does not merely go to it (10.28). ‘The Jews’ ask
him: € ndte v yoyhv Mudv aipeig; (10.24). In his reply, Jesus tells
them bluntly, dAla Ouelc oV miotevete, 611 0VK £01€ €K TOV
npofdtwv t@v €udv (10.26). This is another clear exclusion of ‘the
Jews’ from salvation.

There are two major points here. First, regardless of how sacred the
first and second books of Maccabees were in Ephesus towards the end
of the first century, the Christological use of Hanukkah has gone
beyond the sacred text and has used features of the festival and of the
story which it celebrated. This makes all the more remarkable the
second point, that it has used this material Christologically against ‘the
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Jews’, when it was originally a major Jewish feast celebrating triumph
over heathen blasphemy.

This underlines the fact that the Christological use of the Scriptures
in this Gospel is varied and extensive, and it separated the Johannine
community from the Jewish community. This is stated bluntly at the
end of the discourse of ch. 5, which is directed against ot Tovdalot
(5.16, 18): €1 yap eniotevete Mwioel, entotevete Gv €uol, epl yop
€uod exelvog €ypayev (5.46). Thus the Jews are accused of not
believing in Moses, on the grounds that they do not accept the
Johannine community’s Christological exegesis of Scripture.

The Deity of Jesus

We have seen that the most controversial aspect of Johannine Christol-
ogy was the deity of Jesus. This, however, is not supported on the basis
of Scripture. It has sometimes been thought to be supported in the
difficult passage Jn 10.34-36, which uses Ps. 81.6 LXX, 'Eyo eina,
BOcol £ote. However, this passage probably presupposes that the Psalm
is addressed to the wilderness generation, who became ©got when they
received the Law on Mount Sinai, and lost this status when they made
the golden calf.?® Accordingly, the description of them as wpog olg 6
Adyog 10V B0 £yéveto may mean simply that they received the Word
of God from Moses. Alternatively, 0 Adyog tob 8eov may refer to Jesus
as the pre-existent divine Word known to us especially from the pro-
logue.?! Even in this case, however, Jesus’ deity is being asserted, not
supported from Scripture. The description of him in Jn 10.36 is an
assertion: Ov 0 Tatnp NYylacev Kal anéctelrev €ig 10v kdouov. This
entitles Jesus to say Y10¢ toV 0eob eipt without blaspheming. The
argument from Scripture is an analogy from lesser beings: it is not
scriptural support for his deity, which is taken for granted.

We can also find intertextual echoes of Scriptures which are about
God himself. Take, for example, Jn 14.15: 'Edv ayomdté pe, 16¢
£v1oAdg Tag gpag tnpnoete. The association between loving God and
keeping his commandments is found abundantly in Scripture (for exam-

20. See especially J.H. Neyrey, ‘ “I Said: You Are Gods”: Psalm 82:6 and John
10°, JBL 108 (1989), pp. 647-63 (655-69).

21. So notably A.T. Hanson, ‘John’s Citation of Psalm LXXXII’, NTS 11
(1964-65), pp. 158-62; idem, ‘John’s Citation of Psalm LXXXII Reconsidered’,
NTS 13 (1966-67), pp. 363-67; idem, Prophetic Gospel, pp. 144-49.
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ple, Lev. 26.3, 11, 12; Deut. 6.4-6; 7.11-12). This however does not
entail the deity of Jesus either, since there was no limit to the aspects of
God which could be taken over by messianic and intermediary figures
in the Judaism of this period.? It rather underlines the main point—why
is there no support from Scripture for the deity of Jesus, when Christo-
logical use of Scripture is so pervasive and the deity of Jesus was a
central point of controversy with the Jewish community?

The answer to this question is very simple. The deity of Jesus is
completely unJewish. It violates Jewish monotheism. We have seen this
reflected in the polemic of the Fourth Gospel, in which charges of blas-
phemy are called forth from ‘the Jews’. We have seen also that in this
document, as in its predecessors, the authors have taken care to remain
within Jewish monotheism in their own eyes. This is however the
document in which, for the first time, ‘the Jews’ say otherwise. From a
cultural point of view, this is absolutely coherent. Jewish monotheism
was very flexible, and consequently Paul and other early Christians
could develop the figure of Jesus in significantly new ways without
being held to have violated Jewish monotheism. However, in the Fourth
Gospel the deity of Jesus is openly and repeatedly declared and referred
to. This is the point at which ‘the Jews’ object, precisely because it is
the point at which the Johannine community openly and deliberately
stepped beyond the limits of the Jewish community. When the Fourth
Gospel was written, this development was relatively recent. The deity
of Jesus is too unJewish for the community to have found it in Scrip-
ture, involved as it was in the Christological interpretation of these
Scriptures.

For this reason, it was some considerable time before Christian
authors did support the deity of Jesus from the Scriptures, and when
they do so, they patently interpret these texts in an unJewish manner.
Ignatius was like the Fourth Gospel. He believed in the deity of Jesus,
and states it openly. For example, the opening of Ignatius’ Letter to the
Ephesians has in its greeting Incod Xpiotod 100 6e0d Nudv, and the
body of the epistle refers to him as év avBpwny 8ed¢ (Ignatius, Eph. 7).
Ignatius does not, however, give any scriptural support for his convic-
tion. The first extant document in which the deity of Jesus is given
scriptural support is Justin’s Dialogue with Trypho.

Justin’s Dialogue with Trypho was written ¢. 160 CE. It purports to

22. Casey, From Jewish Prophet to Gentile God, Chapter 6.
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give an account of a dialogue between the Christian Justin on the one
hand, and the Jew Trypho and his companions on the other, some 25
years previously. Regardless of how literally accurate it is, it gives us
firsthand evidence of how one Christian author in the middle of the
second century believed that the deity of Jesus could be supported from
the Jewish Scriptures. Justin begins to discuss the large set of scriptural
texts which he uses in section 56. In the preceding section, he declares
that God had hidden from ‘you’, so from the Jewish people, the ability
to perceive the wisdom in his words, because of their wickedness. This
declaration that the Jewish community could not see the deity of Jesus
in Scripture because their wickedness had caused God to hide this from
them is a baleful foretaste of the centuries of polemic and persecution
which were to come. From a theological perspective, it is also as
inaccurate as possible. The Jewish people regarded the deity of Jesus as
a violation of Jewish monotheism because of their existing commitment
to the oneness of God. From the perspective of Christological exegesis
of the Old Testament, however, this was part of the same revelation to
them as the rest of the Scriptures. What Justin has done is to attribute to
God a series of culturally inappropriate distortions.

Justin begins with Gen. 18.1-3.2* With the help of Gen. 18.14 and
21.9-12, Justin argues that the being ‘God’ at Gen. 18.1 is a God and
Lord other than the maker of all things. This tradition of textual analy-
sis could only begin when Christianity was quite separate from Judaism.
When the separation had only just occurred, a tradition such as that
adhered to in the first place by Trypho, that the three beings in Gen.
18.1-3 were all angels, would be too established to move. Moreover,
there would always be such a tradition because in Judaism Scripture
always was interpreted from within the parameters of Jewish monothe-
ism. This is also the case with Justin’s next three passages, Gen. 19.23-

23. On this series of texts, see especially O. Skarsaune, The Proof from
Prophecy: A Study in Justin Martyr’s Proof-Text Tradition; Text-Type, Provenance,
Theological Profile NovSup, 65; Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1987), pp. 206-13, 409-24. For
recent general discussion of this document, see S.G. Wilson, Related Strangers:
Jews and Christians 70-170 C.E. (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1995), pp. 258-85:
JM. Lieu, Image and Reality: The Jews in the World of the Christians in the
Second Century (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1996), pp. 103-53; G.N. Stanton,
‘Justin Martyr’s Dialogue with Trypho: Group Boundaries, “Proselytes” and “God-
Fearers”’, in G.N. Stanton and G.G. Strousma (eds.), Tolerance and Intolerance in
Early Judaism and Christianity (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998),
pp. 263-78, all with recent bibliographical information.



CASEY Christology 63

25, Ps. 110.1 and Ps. 45.6-7, all of which are also adduced to help with
the exegesis of Gen. 18.1-3. In each case, a reference to ‘Lord’ is taken
to be a reference to the second of two fully divine beings. This
interpretation would not occur within the Jewish tradition because it is
controlled by Jewish monotheism. The figure of Prov. 8.22-23 is an
interpretation of this divine figure too (Dial. Try. 61), where Jewish
tradition correctly saw only the figure of Wisdom. This is then used to
interpret the plural of Gen. 1.26-28 in terms of two divine beings (Dial.
Try. 62), which is again contrary to Jewish tradition.

We can now see why it took so long for Christians to find the deity of
Jesus in the Scriptures. To adopt exegesis of this kind, you have to be
so far out of the Jewish community as to have dropped all its exegesis
of such passages in favour of exegesis which could never occur within
the parameters of Judaism. This is quite different from the novel
Christological exegesis of Jesus, Peter and Paul. All this new exegesis
set off from normal actualising exegesis and from normal references to
messianic and intermediary figures, and it stayed within the parameters
of the Judaism which Jesus and his first disciples sought to recreate.
This is also the reason why the influence of Western Christological
exegesis in the Syriac-speaking church was always relatively limited.
Syriac-speaking Christians were generally more in touch with the
Jewish community. They consequently continued with a great deal
more Jewish exegesis than did their Christian colleagues in the West.
They were also not so influenced by the Roman Empire, which con-
quered only part of their area for intermittent periods. This reduced
their need for actualising exegesis of a rather different kind. They there-
fore tended to maintain Jewish exegesis, with a second level at which
they might see a mysterious reference to Christ and to other aspects of
Christian existence.?*

Conclusions

The following conclusions may therefore be drawn. Christological
exegesis of the Old Testament began during the historic ministry of

24. In general, see B. de Margerie, Introduction a I’histoire de ’exégése. 1. Les
Peres grecs et orientaux (Paris: Cerf, 1980); and for detailed discussion of a com-
plex of Christological and other exegesis set in its original cultural context, P.M.
Casey, “The Fourth Kingdom in Cosmas Indicopleustes and the Syrian Tradition’,
Rivista di Storia e Letteratura Religiosa 25 (1989), pp. 385-403.
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Jesus of Nazareth. It continued in the hands of Peter and the first
disciples during Stage 1 of Christological development, when all the
followers of Jesus were Jewish. At this stage, however creative and
vigorous the new developments were, the interpretation of the Old
Testament remained within the parameters of Judaism. In Stage 2 of the
Christological development, when many Gentiles entered the churches
without becoming Jewish, many new developments went ahead, some
of which could not have occured in the Jewish community. At this
second stage, some scholars have seen the development of the full deity
of Jesus. We have however seen reason to believe that Jewish
monotheism was not perceived to be breached at the time.

This situation changed in the Johannine community. Here the full
deity of Jesus was openly declared. This was accompanied by charges
of blasphemy, which is culturally appropriate, since it is precisely the
open declaration of the full deity of Jesus which caused the Jewish
community to perceive a breach of traditional Jewish monotheism.
Christological exegesis of the Old Testament was also vigorously pur-
sued in the Johannine community, and it was rightly perceived to be a
major difference between the Johannine and Jewish communities. At
this point, however, there was a hiccough in the development of
Christological exegesis of the Old Testament. Scriptural support for the
full deity of Jesus was not found there for more than a generation. The
reason for this is that the deity of Jesus is so profoundly unJewish.

It is time that Christian scholars considered more carefully the prob-
lem which this poses. If the deity of Jesus cannot be found in the Old
Testament because it is so radically unJewish; if its presentation has
been accompanied for centuries by polemic and pogroms in which
Christians have persecuted Jewish communities whose members could
not accept the deity of a man; if this is because Jews have been condi-
tioned by the revelation of God’s oneness to them; in what sense can
the doctrines of the Incarnation and the Trinity really be true? This
question has traditionally been responded to with polemic and persecu-
tion—in the light of the Holocaust, it is currently being omitted. If,
however, Christianity were in any sense true, such questions would not
need to be avoided. It follows that Christian scholars with a genuine
concern for truth should take them up, and see what modifications to
traditional Christian doctrines, or to the mode in which they are held,
might be made, with the integrity of Jewish as well as Christian com-
munities in mind.
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THE ANOINTED"

Michael Goulder

Isaiah 61.1 is probably the most primitive and the most determinative
text in the history of the Christian movement. It is likely that it formed
Jesus’ first conception of his vocation; that it provided a bridge to his
later and more ambitious identity; that it gave shape to his own view of
his message, and to that of both the principal wings of his movement;
and that it led to a limitation which was the ruin of one of them.

‘The Spirit of the Lord (Yahweh) is upon me’

MT: "Dy Iy s
LXX: mvedua kupiov & £ué

Luke describes Jesus’ opening sermon, in the Nazareth synagogue, as
beginning with this text, which he has just read from the scroll. The
Spirit has descended upon (¢rnt) him at his Baptism (Lk. 3.22); “full of
Holy Spirit’ he has gone out to his temptations (4.1); he has returned to
Galilee ‘in the power of the Spirit’, teaching (4.14-15). Matthew gives
us a similar picture. At his Baptism Jesus sees the Spirit of God coming
upon (¢ri) him (Mt. 3.16); he is led up by the Spirit to be tempted
by the devil (4.1); he settles in Galilee, preaching, healing and calling
his first disciples. Then he goes up into the mountain and teaches his
disciples, beginning ‘Blessed are the poor in spirit (ol mte)ol T®
nvevpatt)... Blessed are those who mourn (ot nevBoivteg...)’: the
very groups, the poor and the mourners, to whom the Isaianic prophet
was to bring the good news. Matthew has of course glossed ‘the poor’
with ‘in spirit’, because he does not want to give the impression that

* I am grateful to Lionel and Wendy North for their perseverance in organiz-
ing the annual conferences on “The Old Testament in the New’. Lionel gave me the
chance to try out a variety of ideas, and I took part in many lively discussions; it is a
pleasure to have been asked to contribute to this Festschrift.
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paupers will inherit the kingdom; but his gloss is probably related to
Isaiah’s TveDpao.

It is often noticed that Mark is not so distant. He also has the Spirit
coming at Jesus’ Baptism, though it comes into (eig) him (Mk 1.10);
the Spirit at once drives him out for his temptation (1.12-13), and at
1.14 he comes to Galilee proclaiming 16 evayyéiiov 100 6gob. The
link with ebayyericacOor of Isa. 61.1 LXX is often marked. It is less
common to note that Mark’s nenAfpwror 6 kaipdg is also linked with
Isaiah: the last verse of Isaiah 60 (60.22), immediately preceding 61.1,
promises k0t Kotpov cuvam avTtouc—Katpog, meaning a critical
time, a rarity in Isaiah.!

The agreement of the three Synoptists on such a theme may lead to
appeals to multiple attestation, and so to evidence for the historical
Jesus; for here we have three independent sources, have we not?—L, Q
and Mark. I should myself regard the multiple attestation argument as
dubious, and the claim of three independent sources as naive: for both
Matthew and Luke have read Mark, and may be freely expanding his
thin tale, not to speak of the likelihood of Luke’s developing Matthew.?
But scepsis over so simple a form of argument should not lead us to
disillusion. Both the later Synoptists have developed Mark’s account on
a generous scale, and they have done so in quite different ways. Even if
they have made the developments themselves, creatively, it is hard to
think that they have done so without any support from tradition. They
have surely heard that Jesus began his ministry under inspiration of the
Spirit text of Isa. 61.1; they believed that Jesus found from his Baptism
onwards that he could preach effectively, draw disciples and heal, and
that he interpreted these gifts as the fulfilment of Isa. 61.1. The prophet
says he was sent to carry the good news (M®2%//ebayyericacOar) and
to heal (12777 [to bind up}//idcocdor).

Mark similarly opens his book with a series of fulfilments of the later
chapters of Isaiah. It is apyh 100 ebayyeiiov, the evoyyéhiov which

1. Ttis found in this sense also in Isa. 49.8, 50.4 and 64.9. There is no mention
of Isa. 60.22 as an influence on Mk 1.15 in J. Gnilka, Das Evangelium nach Markus
(Ziirich: Benzinger; Neukirchen—Viuyn: Neukirchener Verlag, 3rd edn, 1989), 1, p.
66; R.A. Guelich, Mark 1-8:26 (WBC, 34A; Dallas: Word Books, 1989), p. 45;
M.D. Hooker, The Gospel According to St Mark (London: A. & C. Black, 1991),
p- 54; R.A. Gundry, Mark (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1992), p. 65. Gundry suggests
a parallel from Lam. 4.18.

2. Seemy Luke: A New Paradigm (JSNTSup, 20; Sheffield: ISOT Press, 1989).
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was to be proclaimed on the mountains in Isa. 40.9 and 52.7, and at
61.1. The ‘voice of one crying in the wilderness’ was taken from Isa.
40.3. The divine word to Jesus, €v ool €0d6knoa, is taken from Isa.
42.1. The good news that the kingdom of God has drawn near comes
from Isa. 52.7, Bacidevoel cov 6 0e6g. The verb fiyyikev comes from
Isa. 56.1, fiyyucev 10 cwmptév pov. So Mark sees the whole opening
of Jesus’ ministry as based on later Isaiah.

It is always hazardous to move from ‘we have a strong multiple
tradition’ to ‘Jesus is likely to have...’; but if we are to make any but
the most general statements about him, this is the path we have, hesi-
tantly, to tread. All our three Synoptists seem confident that Jesus’
ministry was seen by him as a fulfilment of Isa. 61.1: so it is likely that
Jesus himself saw events this way. He found himself a powerful
preacher, able to draw crowds and to inspire men to leave all and follow
him; and he could exorcise and heal. So the divine word was fulfilled:
‘The Spirit of the Lord (Yahweh) is upon me’.

‘Because he (Yahweh) has anointed me’

MT: DR T it
LXX: o0 eivekev éypiogv ue

Traditional exposition interpreted Jesus’ most regular title, Christ, with
two comments. First, Jewish people had been waiting for centuries for a
king, a descendant of David, who would deliver them from foreign
oppression, and this king was spoken of as ‘the Christ’, the anointed
one. Second, Jesus saw himself as this figure, but spiritualized its con-
tent: there should be no violence, and the kingdom of God was not of
this world. Unfortunately neither of these glosses is certain.

(1) While it has been disputed whether the expression ‘the Messiah’/
‘the Christ’ was in current use at the turn of the era,’ it is widely
thought that it was; it is difficult to explain the centrality of the concept
in the New Testament if it was not. William Horbury has argued
impressively for its importance in Jewish thought, and for its potential
as leading to the worship of Jesus the Christ.* But its roots lie in Jewish

3. M. de Jonge, ‘The Use of the Word “Anointed” in the Time of Jesus’, NovT
8 (1966), pp. 132-48; idem, Christology in Context (Philadelphia: Fortress Press,
1988); M. Casey, From Jewish Prophet to Gentile God (Cambridge: James Clarke,
1991).

4.  Jewish Messianism and the Cult of Christ (London: SCM Press, 1998).
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aspirations to political independence under a Davidic king (2 Sam.
7.13), and the hope of deliverance after the exile with such a leader (Isa.
11.1-10, and many texts®). The perseverance of such a political concep-
tion is implied in New Testament passages about false messiahs leading
rebellions (see Mt. 24.23-26 and parallels). Jesus was executed by the
Romans as ‘the king of the Jews” (Mk 15.26), so it is likely that they
saw him as a political threat.

E.P. Sanders says correctly that there may have been many ideas of
Messiah in first-century Palestine.® The Psalms of Solomon speak of the
Messiah as purging Jerusalem of Gentiles and of impious Jews, but it
seems that the cleansing is done by God and not by his army (17.33-
34); the Messiah’s powerful word is sufficient (17.24-25). At the same
time he is a military figure, with ‘strength to destroy the unrighteous
rulers’ and to ‘shatter all the substance of sinners with an iron rod’
(17.22-23). The Qumran documents reveal two Messiahs, a priestly
Messiah of Aaron and a royal Messiah of Israel; and we find a similar
picture in the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs.” Such a duality had
its place already in the prophecy of Zechariah, with Joshua and Zerub-
babel, and as there, the royal figure takes a second place: the High
Priest was the key person in post-exilic Israel. In the War Scroll from
Qumran the Messiah of Aaron takes the lead, exhorting and empower-
ing the sons of light, and the Messiah of Israel seems rather spare. But it
is an exaggeration to think of him as playing no part in the war. The sit-
uation is envisaged after the pattern of 2 Chronicles 19, where the lead
is taken by Jahaziel and his Levites, and God himself ambushes the
enemy; Jehoshaphat the king plays a walk-on part, but he does not do
nothing. So even if the Davidic Messiah is not always thought of as
leading an army, he is generally associated with the expulsion of
occupying powers and collaborators, and the enforcing of righteousness.

(2) Jesus rode into Jerusalem on an ass, in what looks like a deliber-
ate fulfilment of Zech. 9.9; so it seems that he saw himself as a royal
Messiah. The title on his cross makes the same self-understanding
likely: he thought he was, in some sense, king of the Jews. Sanders
glosses plausibly, ““king” yes, of a sort; (military conqueror no)’.® But

5. Psalm 89 takes up the promises to the anointed one of Pss. 2, 18 and 45,
among others; Jer. 30.8-9; Ezek. 37.21-28; Zech. 9.9; 2 Esdras; Baruch.

6. The Historical Figure of Jesus (London: Penguin, 1993), pp. 89-90, 240-41.

7. T. Reub. 6.7-8; T. Sim. 7.2.

8.  Sanders, Historical Figure, p. 242.
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the problem remains how Jesus came to use such a term for himself,
when it had military associations for many people, and when his own
life had had no obvious suggestions of a Davidic-type calling.” Sanders
himself defines Jesus’ self-concept as being ‘charismatic and autono-
mous prophet’.'"® Gerd Theissen and Annette Merz set the historical
Jesus out as a charismatic, a prophet, a healer and a poet.!! N.T. Wright
speaks of Jesus as primarily a prophet, though also as Christ and other
titles.!? So how did a charismatic prophet come to think of himself as
Messiah?

The happy feature of Isa. 61.1 is that it forms a bridge.!* Our tradi-
tions about Jesus’ preaching and healing link them with the gift of the
Spirit; and the Spirit’s coming on him is spoken of as an anointing. It is
a short step from ‘the Lord anointed me’ to ‘I am the Lord’s Anointed’,
from €xpiogv pe to Incovg Xprotdc. We seem to see this step being
taken in the speeches in Acts. Peter says at Acts 10.36 that God sent the
word to Israel, preaching peace by Jesus Christ: gvayyeh{onevog
elpnvny draws on Isa. 52.7. But Incod Xpiotod is drawn from Isa.
61.1, for two verses later Peter continues: ‘...Jesus of Nazareth, how
God anointed (€yproev) him with Holy Spirit and power, who went
about doing good and healing (iouevog)...” (10.38). This is a clear and
emphatic echo of our text. In Luke’s view, Peter saw Jesus’ Christhood
as being rooted in a prophetic Christology.

We may infer then that there were two stages in Jesus’ idea of his
vocation. He felt moved to proclaim the coming of God’s kingdom, and
found that he had gifts of exorcism and healing: and these successes led
him to think that he had been anointed by God with the Spirit, to
proclaim and to heal, in fulfilment of Isa. 61.1. With time, and success,
a grander conception began to dawn: perhaps he was not just anointed

9. The problem is well set out by Ferdinand Hahn, The Titles of Jesus in
Christology (trans. Harold Knight and Geolge Ogg; London: Lutterworth, 1969
[orig. German edn, 1963]), p. 148.

10. Sanders, Historical Figure, p. 238, Sanders’ emphasis.

11. The Historical Jesus (London: SCM Press 1998 [orig. German edn, 1996])
devotes a section to each of the four headings.

12. Jesus and the Victory of God (London: SPCK, 1996), pp. 489-93, for the
discussion of Jesus as Messiah, with the primary evidence from ‘praxis’, that is, the
triumphal entry and the titulus.

13. This was first seen (to my knowledge) by Anthony Harvey in Jesus and the
Constraints of History (London: Gerald Duckworth, 1982), pp. 140-42; though he
has developed the idea rather differently from me.
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as a prophet, but as the Anointed, the long-awaited Davidic Messiah.
Why should it be thought that the two were different? Isaiah 11.1-10
speaks, just as Isaiah 61 does, of the Spirit of Yahweh coming on a
man, only this time it is on a shoot from the stump of Jesse. It may be
also that we have the same progression reflected in Mk 8.27-29. The
first impression Jesus made was that he was a prophetic figure, Elijah
returned, or one of the prophets; only at the end of his ministry did
people begin to think that he was the Christ, and see his movement as
‘the coming kingdom of our father David’ (Mk 11.10).

“To bring good news to the poor has he sent me’

MT: "I onw b
LXX: evayyelMoocBol Treyolg OnEéGTaAKE e

There is some evidence that Jesus spoke of his movement as ‘the poor
people’.'* T have already mentioned Luke’s and Matthew’s accounts of
his first preaching, Luke with the citation of Isa. 61.1-2 at 4.18-19,
Matthew with the first two Beatitudes (5.3-4). Both Evangelists include
reference to the ntwyol; Matthew emphatically, since they are the first
blessed. But Matthew knows that penury is not the qualification for
possessing the kingdom, and he adds the ambiguous gloss 1@ Tvevpartt.
It is perhaps unclear what it means to be ‘poor in spirit’, but the men-
tion of spirit suggests the further influence of Isa. 61.1.

Luke gives a second form of the Beatitude at 6.20, ‘Blessed are the
poor’—poor absolutely. It is often thought that Luke has the earlier (Q)
version here,'” and that Jesus directed his preaching to the poor of his
district. But this seems both unnecessary and unlikely. Matthew is
glossing Isaiah 61 (with its nevBovviec, 61.3, and its kKAnpovouncovoly
v yiiv, 61.7), spiritualizing it—we have no reason to posit a second

14. This was suggested by Karl Holl in an articie, ‘Der Kirchenbegriff bei
Paulus in seinem Verhiitnis zu der Urgemeinde’, originally published in 1921 and
available in his Gesammelte Aufsditze zur Kirchengeschichte (Tiibingen: J.C.B.
Mohr, 1933), 11, pp. 44-67. The proposal was strongly criticised by Leander Keck
in two articles, ‘The Poor among the Saints in the New Testament’, ZNW 56 (1965),
pp- 100-29, and ‘“The Poor among the Saints in Jewish Christianity and Qumran’,
ZNW 57 (1966), pp. 54-78. I have expanded and defended Holl’s arguments in ‘A
Poor Man’s Christology’, NTS 45 (1999), pp. 332-48.

15. See the dialogue between Christopher Tuckett and myself, ‘The Beatitudes:
A Source-Critical Study’, in NovT 25 (1983), pp. 193-216.
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source for him with pokdpilot ot mtwyoi. Nor is there any sign that
Jesus was specially concerned with the submerged tenth. All the con-
verts whose circumstances we know are petits bourgeois. Peter owned a
house and a boat; James and John came from a family with hired
labour; Levi/Matthew ran a tax business; there were women in the
movement who could pay for the food for some twenty members over a
considerable period; Mary Magdalene seems to have done quite well on
the streets. These people are not poor: Luke understands the poverty,
the hunger and the weeping to be the disciples’ lot after their conver-
sion, either from rejection (6.20-23), or from voluntary giving (12.33-
34; 14.33). But it was real poverty, not Matthew’s ‘spiritual’ variety; he
goes back to Isaiah’s plain ntwyol.

Luke’s stress on voluntary poverty marries well with his account of
the shared purse policy of the first Christian community in Jerusalem
(Acts 2-4). Such communal living might seem appropriate in the
world’s last days, but the history of other such groups suggests that real
poverty is inevitable when the capital dries up. Such a situation seems
to have been reached with Paul’s visit to Jerusalem in 48 CE. The
‘pillars’ gave him the right hand of fellowship; they asked only t@v
TTOXOV 1vo pvnuovevwuev (Gal. 2.10). These ot ntoyol are not the
indigent generally, but the Jerusalem Christians, who, after nearly two
decades of communal living, are running out of funds. This may be
seen from the fact that Paul’s consequent collection is taken up ‘for the
saints’ (1 Cor. 16.1; 2 Cor. 9.1; Rom. 15.25, 31). At Rom. 15.26 these
are referred to as T0Ug TTWYOVE TOV Aylwy 1@V €v Tepovcainu: Paul is
adapting the Jerusalem church’s name for itself—°‘the poor people’—so
as to emphasize that the money will be going only to the deserving—no
rich Christian will benefit. Only now the movement is not just called
‘the poor people’ after Isaiah: they are really poor.

All Christians spoke of Jesus as anointed, but the term meant differ-
ent things to different groups. For Paul Jesus was Messiah, with an
existence before his birth, even in so early a letter as 1 Corinthians (8.6;
10.4). But for the Jerusalem church Luke testifies to a consistently
prophetic Christology. In Acts 3.20 God will send his chosen anointed;
but this is then identified with the prophet like Moses whom God would
raise (3.22), with salvation dependent upon obedience to him. The same
text is put in the mouth of Stephen at Acts 7.37. Both Peter and the
early community more generally are represented as proclaiming a
vague Christology, once more going back to Deutero-Isaiah with Jesus
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as God’s moic. Of the four Servant passages, two (Isa. 42.1-4; 52.13-
53.12) speak of 0 malg pov in the third person, while Isa. 49.1-7 and
50.4-9 are in the first person, like 61.1. So we find Peter speaking of
God glorifying his servant Jesus (Acts 3.13). At 4.24-30 the Church
prays, citing Psalm 2 where the rulers gather against the Lord and his
Christ; but Herod and Pilate are then said to have gathered ‘against your
holy servant Jesus, whom you anointed’ (4.27), and the title is repeated
at 4.30. Luke believed that the Jerusalem church had not proclaimed
Jesus as Son of God, or even clearly as royal Messiah. It had aligned
Isa. 61.1 with the Servant of Isaiah 42-53, and with the Prophet of
Deut. 18.15, 18. It was in this sense that they had spoken of ‘Christ’,
and had used terms like the Holy One, Leader, Saviour and Lord.

In the long run, the higher Pauline Christology triumphed and most
Jewish Christians fell in with it—but not all. Thus we find two wings of
the old Jerusalem view sticking to their guns from the second to the
fourth century. Both of them retain the prophetic Christology. On the
one hand there is a compromising wing, the Nazarenes, who have pro-
duced the Pseudo-Clementines with the doctrine of the True Prophet.
But on the other, there is also a harder line, taken by the so-called
Ebionites, who are already treated as a heresy by Irenaeus (Adv. Haer.
1.26.2). They believed that Jesus was the son of Joseph and Mary, con-
ceived like everyone else; that ‘Christ’ was the name of a divine spirit
who entered Jesus at his baptism and left him before his passion; and
that this enabled Jesus to do miracles and reveal the unknown Father (1.
26.1). In other words, he was a prophet. ‘Ebionites’ is a Graecised form
of the Hebrew , 2°11"2R, the poor people.

So Isa. 61.1 was to have a lasting and varied effect on the Christian
movement; indeed, it is difficult to think of any text which has been so
influential. So far as our evidence goes, it had a primary impact on
Jesus himself: as he found himself able to communicate the good news
of the kingdom, and to bind up/heal the sick, it suggested to him that he
had been anointed by God with his Spirit for this mission. It was then a
short step to assimilating a prophetic to a royal anointing: in the last
phase of his ministry he was able to see himself as the Christ, the long-
promised royal Messiah. Every movement needs a name, and Isaiah
suggested a suitable one, the poor people: God’s faithful were often
spoken of in the Psalms as 217281 0", and a movement whose mem-
bers gave up earning in order to proclaim the kingdom was bound to be
poor. Jesus was right in this, and in time the Jerusalem church did
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indeed become poor. The LXX had rendered Isaiah’s 0% with ntwyol,
and that is the name by which James spoke of it to Paul in Gal. 2.10;
but, 0"372% was a more exact counterpart. So, in the long run, the more
conservative Jewish-Christian wing became known to the Great Church
as the Ebionites; and their simple prophetic Christology, the Christol-
ogy of Jesus and Peter, was condemned as heresy.



JESUS’ OLD TESTAMENT BASIS FOR MONOGAMY

David Instone Brewer

Polygamy in Judaism

Polygamy was undoubtedly part of life in first-century Judaism, but it is
uncertain how widespread it was. Although it was sometimes thought
that only the rich could afford more than one wife, it is now known that
the middle classes also practiced polygamy.

Polygamy was allowed in Mosaic Law' though it was nowhere
spoken of with approval. Although many Old Testament characters and
heroes had more than one wife, there is no evidence that polygamy was .
widespread in Israel, except perhaps after times of war when the male
population was diminished.? In the Old Testament, polygamy is almost
always related to childlessness,* and is often associated with problems.*

1. See Exod. 21.10-11; Deut. 21.15-17. Polygamy may also be implied in the
laws that a man who seduces an unbetrothed virgin (Exod. 22.16) or rapes her
(Deut. 22.28-29) must marry her, because it does not state that the man must be
unmarried.

2. See Isa. 3.25; 4.1. Nelly Stienstra points out that even when war made an
imbalance of women-men ratio, polygamy was seen as a shameful response to it—
N. Stienstra, YHWH is the Husband of His People: Analysis of a Biblical Metaphor
with Special Reference to Translation (Kampen: Kok, 1993), p. 79

3. E.g. Sarah and Hagar (Gen. 16.1-4). Elkanah also had a second wife because
his favourite (perhaps his first) could not conceive (1 Sam. 1). Jacob was a special
case because of Laban’s trick (Gen. 29.15-30). This mirrors the situation in other
ancient Near Eastern countries; see G.P. Hugenberger, Marriage as a Covenant: A
Study of Biblical Law and Ethics Governing Marriage, Developed from the Per-
spective of Malachi (VTSup, 52; Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1994), pp. 108-12 .

4. Stienstra lists Hagar and Sarah (Gen. 16.4-6), Rachel and Leah (Gen. 30.14-
16), and Peninnah and Hannah (1 Sam. 1.6-8). She also lists laws which imply
problems with polygamy: Lev. 18.18 prohibits against the marrying of two sisters,
because this may cause rivalry (cf. the story of Rachel and Leah); Deut. 21.15-17
says the son of a favourite wife should not rob the firstborn of his rights (cf. the
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Leaders and kings like Gideon, Samson, David and Solomon had many
wives, probably to imitate leaders in other countries’. Although there is
some criticism of the ‘many wives’ of the kings, some of whom were
foreigners, there is little or no criticism of other polygamy.®

It is unlikely that there was any teaching against polygamy in the
early history of Israel. The phrase ‘they shall be one flesh’ would prob-
ably have been interpreted to mean ‘they shall be one family’.” In the
Later Prophets monogamy was taught as an ideal,® but polygamy was
never made illegal, and God was portrayed as married to both Israel and
Judah, without any shame attached to this.’

In the first century CE, polygamy was still considered to be part of
traditional Jewish teaching and practice!® though, in practice, most men
would have had only one wife for financial reasons. There is very little
evidence of polygamy in this period, and it might be assumed that only

story of Joseph); Exod. 21.10-11 assumes there will be problems of neglect for the
first wife. She also cites the Targum of Ruth 4.6 which has Ruth’s kinsman
redeemer say: ‘On this ground I cannot redeem it, because I have a wife already,
and I have no desire to take another, lest there should be contention in my house’
(Stienstra, YHWH is the Husband, p. 82).

5. Cf.1 Sam. 8.5 and 19-20, criticized in Deut. 17.17.

6. Louis Epstein summarized the biblical data in Marriage Laws in the Bible
and Talmud: A Study in the Status of the Woman in Jewish Law (Repr. New York:
Johnson Corp., 1968 [1942]), pp. 3-7. He points out that the Law assumed
polygamy in Exod. 21.10, Deut. 21.15 and Lev. 18.18. He lists among the
polygamists of the Old Testament, Lamech, Abraham, Nahor, Esau, Jacob, Simeon,
Gideon, Elkanah, Saul, David, Solomon, Rehoboam, Jehoash, Abiah, Manasseh and
Sheharaim.

7. Skinner pointed out that flesh, 7®3, is synonymous with ‘clan’, ‘family
group’ in both Hebrew and Arabic usage. Cf. Lev. 25.49, ‘a near kinsman belong-
ing to his flesh may redeem him’, and see John Skinner, Genesis (ICC; Edinburgh:
T. & T. Clark, 1930), p. 70.

8. E.g. Isa. 50.1; Jer. 2.2; Ezek. 16.8; Prov. 12.4; 18.22; 19.14; 31.10-31; Ps.
128.3.

9. See Jer. 3.7-20; Ezek. 23.

10. Safrai cites Josephus (Ant. 17.14; War 1.477). Justin Martyr (Dialogue 141)
and some examples of polygamy in first-century rabbinic sources (¢ Yeb. 1.10;
b. Suk. 27a; b. Yeb. 15a); S. Safrai, ‘Home and Family’, in S. Safrai et al. (eds), The
Jewish People in the First Century: Historical Geography, Political History,
Social, Cultural and Religious Life and Institutions (2 vols.; Compendia Rerum
Tudaicarum ad Novum Testamentum, 1; Assen: Van Gorcum, 1974 [vol. 1];
Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1976 [vol. 21), II, pp. 728-92 (749).
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the very rich practiced polygamy. However, this may simply be due to
the paucity of family records from that time, except for those of the
rich.!! The family documents of one middle-class family, the Babatha
family of the late-first and second century, have survived almost intact.
They show that when Babatha was widowed she became another man’s
second wife,'?> which might indicate that polygamy was much more
widespread in the middle classes than previously thought. Polygamy
among Jews is stated as normal practice by Josephus'® and Justin
Martyr,' and the early rabbinic writings contains much legislation con-
cerning it, including regulations for middle-class families."

Monogamy in Judaism

Many people were unhappy with the practice of polygamy. Even in
Rabbinic Judaism, which was the last section of Judaism to register this
unease, there are negative comments about it in the early centuries.!¢

11. Most first-century examples of bigamy occur among the rich. Epstein
(Marriage Laws, p. 17) lists Herod Archelaus, Herod Antipas (Ant. 17.13.1); from
priest’s families, Alubai, Caiaphas, and Josephus (r. Yeb. 1.10; b. Yeb. 15b; y. Yeb.
3a; Life 75); from the rabbis, Abba b. Rn. Simeon b. Gamaliel I (b. Yeb. 15a), R.
Tarphon (. Ket. 5.1), Rab and R. Nahman (b. Yom. 18b; b. Yeb. 37b).

12. The documents of the Babatha family dating from 93-132 CE have been
found in found in a cave at Nahal Hever. These are edited in H.M. Cotton and
A. Yardeni, Aramaic, Hebrew and Greek Documentary Texts from Nahal Hever
and Other Sites: With an Appendix Containing Alleged Qumran Texts (Discoveries
in the Judaean Desert, 27; Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1997).

13. Antiquities 17.14 ‘For it is our ancestral custom that a man may have several
wives at the same time’; cf. also War 1.477

14. Justin Martyr says that Jews practiced polygamy (Dialogue 141)

15. Epstein (Marriage Laws, p. 18) lists teaching concerning the co-wife
(Zareh) which is discussed frequently (e.g. m. Yeb. 1, among others); the interval
between marriages (b. Ket. 93b—Iless than one day!); that wives should know each
other, lest their children marry each other (b. Yom. 18b); compelling a second wife
if the first is barren (b. Yeb. 21b; b. Sot. 24a). He does not list m. Ker. 10.5 which is
important because it can be dated before 70 CE and because it refers to a case where
the husband could not afford to pay the ketuvorh for all his wives, which suggests
that he was not rich.

16. The rabbinic writings have many negative comments about it. Epstein
(Marriage Laws, p. 19) lists: m. Ab. 2.5, ‘He who multiplies wives multiplies
witcheraft’; b. Yeb. 44a, polygamy creates strife in a house; b. Yeb. 44a, no more
than four wives are permitted so that each gets their conjugal rights at least each
month.
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Polygamy was eventually prohibited in Judaism in the eleventh cen-
tury,'’ though it had probably ceased to be practiced long before this.

Outside Israel the disquiet with polygamy can be seen in the marriage
contracts in Elephantine. The large body of papyri unearthed at Elephan-
tine in Egypt include several marriage contracts and documents relating
to divorce. They are the documents of a few Jewish families living in
this Greek society in the fifth century BCE. '® The collection includes a
betrothal contract,' seven marriage contracts (though four of these are
very fragmentary),” two documents concerning payment of the divorce
settlement?' and many other commercial and family documents.

These are not typical Jewish contracts, and are affected more by
Gentile customs than Jewish ones.?” Nevertheless, they show the kinds
of influences which Greek and Roman customs were beginning to have

17. The Herem of R. Gershom of Mayence (960-1040 CE) finally prohibited it
(Responsa ‘Asheri’ 42.1), probably in 1030 CE at Worms (the document has not
survived). Previously the marriage contract had prohibited polygamy without the
wife’s consent, but this Herem prohibits it even with wife’s consent.

18. The marriage and divorce texts are published with useful commentary in
A.E. Cowley, Aramaic Papyri of the Fifth Century BC (Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1923); Emil G. Kraeling, The Brookiyn Museum Aramaic Papyri: New Documents
of the Fifth Century B.C. from the Jewish Colony at Elephantine (New Haven: Yale
University Press, 1953). These and the other texts from Elephantine have been re-
edited and translated in Bezalel Porten and Ada Yardeni, Textbook of Aramaic
Documents from Ancient Egypt. 1I. Contracts (Jerusalem: Akedemon, 1989). The
traditional numbering is based on the collections of Cowley (C1 and so on) and
Kraeling (K1 and so on) but the later numbering used by Porten and Yardeni (B1.1
and so on) is more useful because it groups together texts which belong to the same
family archive or the same type of document. The two main family archives
belonged to Mibtahiah (B2.1-11, 471-410 BCE) and Anani (B3.1-13, 456-402
BCE). Marriage contracts which are not part of these archives are collected as B6.1-
4.

19. C48 = B2.5, a very small fragment which includes the words ‘your daughter
to take her for wifehood’.

20. Three marriage contracts are mostly complete (C15 = B2.6, concerning a
divorcee; K2 = B3.3, concerning a slave girl; K7 = B3.8, concerning a freedwoman)
and four are fragmentary (K14 = B6.1; C36 = B6.2; C46 = B6.3; C18 = B6.4).

21. C14=B2.8;C35=B4.6.

22. If these are typical of fifth century BCE contracts, we must conclude that
either the Jewish ketuvah changed a great deal during the next few centuries, or the
Jews at Elephantine had lost most of their Jewish roots. Hillel, in the first century
BCE, recognized that the marriage contracts of Egyptian Jews were different from
those of Palestinian Jews (t. Ket. 4.9).
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on Judaism. One of the most significant influences is the move towards
monogamy.?® Although a monogamy clause is found in some ancient
Near Eastern marriage contracts,?* the Graeco-Roman was a stronger
influence because it held to a strict monogamy.?

Some of the marriage contracts state that the man must not marry
more than one wife, and nor must the wife marry more than one hus-
band. If they do, they are liable to be divorced.

And <the wife> shall not be able to take another man beside <her hus-
band>. And if she do thus, it is hatred. They shall do to her the law of
hatred.?® And <the husband> shall not be able to take another woman
beside <his wife>. And if he do thus, it is hatred. He shall do to her the
law of hatred.?’

23. These contracts were also influenced by ancient Near Eastern contracts, but
the move to monogamy and other aspects of sexual equality can perhaps be traced
to early Semitic influences. E. Lipiriski, ‘The Wife’s Right to Divorce in the Light
of an Ancient Near Eastern Tradition’, in B.S. Jackson (ed.), The Jewish Law Annual
4 (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1981), pp. 9-26, collected a handful of early Semitic ancient
Near Eastern marriage contracts which do show equality of divorce rights for men
and women. He points out that the terminology of these contracts show such sub-
stantial similarities to the Elephantine contracts that they may be considered as their
precursors. He said that they were not influenced by Egyptian divorce certificates,
because Egyptian divorce documentation has survived from the nineteenth Dynasty
(1320-1200 BCE) but there is no divorce on the wife’s initiative. However, in the
area of monogamy, the most likely influence is the Graeco-Roman world.

24. Of Roth’s 45 marriage certificates, fifteen have a clause anticipating what
will happen if the husband divorces his wife because he wants to marry another
woman (numbers 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 8, 15, 16, 17, 19, 20, 25, 26, 30, 34; M.T. Roth,
Babylonian Marriage Agreements: 7th-3rd Centuries B.C. [Neukirchen—Viuyn:
Neukirchener Verlag, 1989]).

25. See Deborah F. Sawyer, Women and Religion in the First Christian Cen-
turies (London: Routledge, 1996), pp. 15-19. Other aspects of equality, as found at
Elephantine did not develop this far in the Graeco-Roman world until about the
third century.

26. Tt is ‘hatred” was a standard ancient Near Eastern term for divorce. This
passive ‘they shall do to her the law of hatred’ is probably what made I. Abrahams
conclude that women at Elephantine could not truly declare a divorce, but they
could claim one. (Studies in Pharisaism and the Gospels (London: Macmillan,
1917), p. 67). However, this passive occurs only in K7 = B3.8. The same passive is
not used with regard to women divorcing husbands for neglecting their conjugal
rights (‘she shall do to him the law of hatred’; see the next paragraph), though it
must be admitted that there is only one contract for those words too.

27. K7 =B3.8; C18 = B6.4; C15 = B2.6. C15 = B2.6 forbids polygamy only to
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Many other sections of Judaism were also leaning towards monogamy.
One indication of this is a gloss which is found in non-Massoretic ver-
sions of Gen. 2.24, which adds the word ‘two’ so that it reads, ‘and they
two shall become one flesh’. The word ‘two’ is not present in the Mas-
soretic text, but it is found in almost every other ancient version—Syriac
Peshitta, Samaritan Pentateuch, Vulgate, Targum Pseudo-Jonathan,
Targum Neofiti and LXX, including the quotations of the text in the
New Testament.?® It is missing only from Targum Ongelos, but this is
probably because this Targum was consciously corrected back to the
Massoretic text. It is not found in any Hebrew text or any quotation of
the Hebrew text.

It appears that this gloss was a very common addition to the text. The
gloss affirmed that a marriage is made between only two individuals, so
that polygamy is an aberration of this.

Qumran Arguments against Polygamy

The documents preserved at Qumran shows that some sections of
Judaism actually forbade polygamy. The sectarians at Qumran differed
from the rest of Judaism over several matters concerning worship,
cleanliness and other laws. They separated from the worship of other
Jews because of differences of interpretation concerning the religious
calendar. Many of them separated physically from other Jews, living
apart in the desert, because of their concern over cleanliness. Many of
them also lived celibate lives,*® but they were still interested in matters

the husband, and speaks in the first person, using completely different language:
‘And 1 shall not be able to say: I have another wife beside <name of wife> and
other children besides the children whom <the wife> shall bear to me. If I say: I
have other children and wife beside <name> and her children, I shall give to <the
wife> silver, 20 karsh by the stone-weights of the king. And I shall not be able to
release my goods and my property from <name of wife>. And should I remove
them from her, I shall give to <the wife> silver, 20 karsh by the stone-weights of
the king.” C18 = B6.4 also forbids polygamy to the husband only, but it uses the
~ same wording as K7 = B3.8, and the fragmentary nature of this document means
that it may also have included a prohibition to the wife.

28. See Mt. 19.5; Mk 10.8; 1 Cor. 6.16.

29. The Hebrew text is not found at Qumran, so we only have the witnesses of
rabbinic literature, much of which is late, though is cited by Aqiva (b. Sanh. 58a,
early second century) and Hananiah (Gen. R. 18.5, mid-second century), both with-
out the word ‘two’.

30. The Manual of Discipline found at Qumran suggests that the community
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of marriage, and especially polygamy. These matters were discussed in
their writings particularly when they were criticizing the practices of
others.

In the Damascus Document,! the sectarians criticise the ‘builders of
the wall’ (CD 4.19-5.5), which may be a reference to the Pharisees or
non-Qumran Jews in general.’> They accuse them of sexual sin and of
polluting the Temple.*® They presumably thought that they polluted the
Temple by going there when they were themselves polluted. They were
polluted by two other practices concerning sexual taboo—menstrual
blood and marrying near relations.

One of the two main criticisms which the Damascus Document
brought against the Pharisees concerned the practice of polygamy,
which they regarded as a sexual sin.

(20) They are caught by two (snares). By sexual sin [17]), (namely)
taking (21) two wives in their lives [07""112], while the foundation of
creation is ‘male and female he created them’ [Gen. 1.27]. (5.1) And
those who entered (Noah’s) ark went in two by two into the ark [Gen.
7.9]. And of the prince [8"03] it is written, (2) ‘Let him not multiply
[127° &%) wives for himself’ [Deut. 17.17]. And David did not read the
sealed book of the Torah which (3) was in the Ark (of the Covenant), for
it was not opened in Israel since the day of the death of Eleazar (4) and
Joshua and the elders. For (their successors) worshipped the Ashtoreth,
and that which had been revealed was hidden (5) until Zadok arose, so
David’s works were accepted, with the exception of Uriah’s blood, (6)
and God forgave him for them (CD 4.20—5.6).34

was celibate, though an appendix to it (1QSa 1.8-11) and the Damascus Document
(CD 7.7-8) suggest that at least some members were married.

31. The Damascus Document is named after its references to Damascus. It was
first discovered in the Cairo Geniza, so it was called CD for Cairo: Damascus.

32. The ‘wall’ may be a reference to the ‘fence’ which the Pharisees put around
the law (m. Abot. 1.1). The fence was the system of rabbinic laws which amplified
and specified what the biblical law said and what it implied. By keeping all these
rabbinic laws, one would be certain to fulfil all the biblical laws, so they were a
‘fence’ to protect one from trespassing a biblical law. Charlesworth suggests that the
similar phrase at CD 8.12 may also refer to the Pharisees (J.H. Charlesworth, The
Dead Sea Scrolls: Hebrew, Aramaic and Greek Texts with English Translations
[Tiibingen: J.C.B. Mohr, 1995]). In the same passage they are also called ‘white-
wash-daubers’ which has interesting New Testament parailels (Mt. 23.27; Acts 23.3).

33. Two of the three sins are listed in CD 4.17, the other was probably arro-
gance or materialism, which was perhaps reserved for the Sadducees.

34. Charlesworth, Dead Sea Scrolls. This portion only exists in the Geniza MS
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This passage contains three independent exegetical arguments for
monogamy, which will be dealt with in turn. It is perhaps significant
that the variant text of Gen. 2.24 with the word ‘two’ is not employed
as one of the arguments. I have suggested elsewhere that this was
omitted because the Palestinian rabbis, against whom this is a polemic,
did not accept exegesis from variant texts. Therefore, on this occasion,
they only used arguments with which these rabbis could find no fault.®

1. ‘Taking two wives in their lives’—Based on Leviticus 18.18

Taking two wives in their lives (Lev. 18.18). o712 o°01 T I‘IHP5

The phrase ‘taking two wives in their lives’ has a masculine suffix for
‘their’, so that it appears to criticize any man who takes two wives
within his own lifetime. This would include those who practice
polygamy, remarriage after divorce or remarriage after widowhood.
This led some early commentators like Schechter to argue that this vir-
tually prohibited divorce, because it did not allow divorcees to
remarry.*® Other early commentators like Rabin suggested that ‘in their
[masc.] lives’ was an allusion to Lev. 18.18 so it should be read as ‘in
their [fem.] lives’®’. This would mean that divorce and remarriage was
possible but only after the former wife had died.

This suggestion caused a great deal of debate, but the publication of
the Temple Scroll (11QT) convinced most scholars that this emendation
was correct.® Temple Scroll Col. 57, which is an expansion of Deut.

A. CD has been found in Qumran fragments 6Q15 and 4Q226-273 but only a
couple of words from this passage are found in these fragments.

35. D. Instone Brewer, ‘Nomological Exegesis in Qumran “Divorce” Texts’,
RevQ 18 (1998), pp. 561-79.

36. Solomon Schechter, Documents of Jewish Sectaries (Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press, 1910 {repr. New York: Ktav, 1970]). For a full bibliogra-
phy and an analysis of the exegesis of this passage see my ‘Nomological Exegesis’.

37. That is, 177N instead of 0™M2; for example Chaim Rabin, The Zadokite
Documents (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1954). It should be noted that Schechter
probably realized this too, though he does not say so in his commentary, because in
his introduction he concluded that CD prohibited ‘marrying a second wife, as long
as the first wife is alive though she had been divorced’ (p. xvii). Yadin says ‘most
of the early scholars’ read it this way (Yigael Yadin, The Temple Scroll [3 vols.;
Jerusalem: Israel Exploration Society, 1983], 1, p. 356).

38. According to Yadin, only J. Murphy-O’Conner still defends the masculine



BREWER Jesus’ Old Testament Basis for Monogamy 83

17.14-20 concerning kings, also used Lev. 18.18 as a proof text for
monogamy.

(15) ...And he [the king] shall not take a wife from all (16) the daughters
of the nations, but from his father’s house he shall take unto himself a
wife, (17) from the family of his father. And he shall not take upon her
another wife, for (18) she alone shall be with him all the days of her life
[ > 510]. But should she die, he may take (19) unto himself another
(wife) from the house of his father, from his family (11QT 57.15-19).39

This section of the Temple Scroll concerns the king’s wife and is an
expansion of Deut. 17.17: ‘And he shall not multiply wives for himself,
lest his heart turn away’. The Temple Scroll interprets this as an injunc-
tion against polygamy, whereas the standard rabbinic interpretation 1s
that one may not take more than 18 wives.*’ The Temple Scroll author
seems to interpret the phrase ‘lest his heart turn away’ in the light of
Deut. 7.3-4*! and 1 Kgs 11.1-2 which says that their hearts will be
turned away by foreign women, as Solomon’s was. Therefore, the
Temple Scroll says, the king may only marry an Israelite and may only
take one wife. In order to justify the interpretation ‘one wife’ rather
than ‘few wives’, the Temple Scroll alludes to Lev. 18.18 with the
phrase ‘all the days of her life’.*? Leviticus 18.18 says that one may not
marry the sister of one’s wife (or former wife) while she is still alive. In
order to apply this law to the king, the Temple Scroll emphasizes that
the whole of Israel is one family: ‘he shall not take a wife from all the
daughters of the nations, but from his father’s house’.**

It is impossible to know whether the Temple Scroll regarded mono-
gamy as mandatory for all Jews, but they would at least have regarded

reading since the publication of the Temple Scroll. He has carried on a long debate
with Yadin; see the references in Yadin, The Temple Scroll, 1, p. 356.

39. Based on Yadin, The Temple Scroll, 11, p. 258.

40. See R. Judah at m. San. 2.4; Pal. Targ. This is probably based on the tradi-
tion that David had 18 wives (b. Sanh. 21a; y. Sanh. 2.6 [20c]).

41. Cf. Lawrence H. Schiffman, ‘Laws Pertaining to Women in the Temple
Scroll’, in D. Dimant and U. Rappaport (eds.), The Dead Sea Scrolls: Forty Years
of Research (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1992), pp. 210-28 (213).

42. Yadin (The Temple Scroll, 1, p. 355, 11, p. 300) suggests that Lev. 18.18 was
cited at the top of col. 57, which is missing.

43. It was natural to regard God as the father of Israel (as at Isa. 63.16; Jer.
31.9) when the context concerned turning away to other gods. Schiffman (‘Laws
Pertaining to Women’, pp. 214-15) says that the main emphasis was to make the
king like a High Priest, who may not marry a non-Israelite.
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the king as an example to look up to and probably to emulate. It is
unfortunate that the section regarding Deut. 21.15-17 (which allows
polygamy for the ordinary Israelite) is not preserved—it would have
been at the start of col. 54 which is missing.

In the Damascus Document, the allusion to Lev. 18.18 is not accom-
panied by any elaboration. There is not even the briefest of explana-
tions, as found in the Temple Scroll. The reader is assumed to under-
stand the text and its importance.

In both the Damascus Document and the Temple Scroll, this exegesis
of Lev. 18.18 is accompanied by other arguments for monogamy (see
below). It now seems likely that the whole force of both passages was
against polygamy, and there are no implications for divorce or remar-
riage. Rabin’s emendation of the Damascus Document suggested that a
man was forbidden to remarry during the lifetime of his former wife,*
while Ginzburg suggested a way of reading this text without any emen-
dation, and without any reference to divorce or remarriage.*> Ginzberg’s
interpretation has been confirmed both by the Temple Scroll and by
other more recent texts which show that divorce was accepted at
Qumran.

Ginzberg argued that the Damascus Document read the word ‘sister’
(7R) in Lev. 18.18 as ‘other’, which is linguistically possible, so that
this law forbade a man marrying ‘another’ woman besides his wife.
This is confirmed by the way the Temple Scroll also reads TR as
‘other’.

The law of Lev. 18.18 states:

The Temple Scroll paraphrased Lev. 18.18 as follows (the shared
vocabulary is underlined and other shared ideas are dotted):

44. C. Rabin, The Zadokite Documents (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1954),
pp. 16-17.

45. L. Ginzberg, An Unknown Jewish Sect (New York: Jewish Theological
Seminary of America, 1978), pp. 19-20.
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Unlike the Damascus Document, the Temple Scroll exegetes gave a
new emphasis to the idea of TNMK as ‘sister’. They understood ‘sister’
as ‘fellow Israelite’, so that the text not only prohibited polygamy but
also assumed that one would only marry an Israelite. This is given great
emphasis in the Temple Scroll passage: ‘...from his father’s house...
from the family of his father...another (wife) from the house of his
father, from his family’. If the primary meaning of T is regarded as
‘other’, then an exegete is entitled to point out that this is an unusual
word and to look for a reason for it.*® The reason they found is that a
wife should only be taken from among one’s ‘sisters’, so one should not
marry a non-Israelite.

Ginzberg pointed out that the natural meaning of ‘during their lives’
now becomes ‘you may not have another husband or another wife
during the lives of your present husband or wife’. This does not, of
course, preclude remarriage after divorce, because then you no longer
have a husband or wife. The law of Lev. 18.18 (according to the
Qumran exegetes) concerns a man who has a wife and wants to take
another, which is prohibited unless the first wife has died. If a man is
divorced from his first wife, he no longer has a wife, so this law does
not apply to him. We can see that this interpretation was in the minds of
the Qumran exegetes in the way they summarize the teaching of Lev.
18.18 with the words ‘taking two wives during their lives’. This phrase
reminds the reader that Lev. 18.18 is emphatically speaking about being
married to two wives at once: ‘You shall not take a wife with her sister
to be a rival, to uncover her nakedness beside her, during her life.’

Ginzberg’s explanation removes all references to divorce or remar-
riage from the Damascus Document. The Temple Scroll has a more
stringent rule for the King, as it does for many other matters than
divorce and remarriage. This explanation is confirmed considerably by
the Qumran texts which show that divorce was permitted.*’ Therefore

46. This is an exegetical technique which is found in early rabbinic exegesis;
see my Techniques and Assumptions in Jewish Exegesis before 70 CE (TSAJ, 30;
Tiibingen: J.C.B. Mohr [Paul Siebeck], 1992), pp. 20-21.

47. Divorce is assumed to be lawful in 11QT 54.4-5, ‘But any vow of a widow
or of a divorced woman...”; 11QT 66.8-11, ‘If a man violates a young virgin...she
will be his wife...and he cannot dismiss her all his life’; CD 13.15-17, ‘the exam-
iner who is (in charge of) the camp... A[ny]one who ma[rrlies a wo[man], i[t]
(must be)[with] (his) counsel. And thus (also) for one who divorces (his wife)’. The
latter text is fragmentary. Lawrence H. Schiffman’s reconstruction (Reclaiming the
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this exegetical argument does not prohibit divorce or remarriage at
Qumran, but is directed solely at the practice of polygamy which the
Qumran exegetes considered to be unlawful.*

2. ‘Male and female’—Based on Genesis 1.27 and 7.9

The foundation of creation is R™M2T TN
male and female he created them (Gen. 1.27).  QIMN 873 723p0 101

And those who entered (Noah’s) ark 7307 "R
went in two by two into the ark (Gen. 7.9).  T2amT P8 W3 0 oW

Lovestam pointed out that these two passages, Gen. 1.27 and 7.9, are
linked by the words ‘male and female’ (72PN 727) which occurs
immediately after the text cited from Gen. 7.9.* When the texts have
been linked by a shared phrase, the definition or description of this
phrase in one of the texts can be applied to the other text. This type of
exegesis was later called gezerah shahvah, but it was already common
in early rabbinic Judaism before 70 CE.*

The second text showed that the phrase ‘male and female’ meant a
pair, because they went in ‘two by two’. The first text showed that God
himself was responsible for putting the male and female together.
Taken together, these texts could be used to show that God put men and
women together in pairs. Therefore God instituted marriage as one wife
and one husband. Marriage is not actually mentioned in either text, but
in the verse following 1.27 God tells them to multiply, so it could be
argued that marriage is implied.

From the opening phrase ‘beginning of creation’ it might be sup-
posed that the force of the argument lay in the fact that this is how it
was done ‘in the beginning’. However the emphasis was more likely to
be on ‘creation’, which was an act of God. In other words, if God did

Dead Sea Scrolls: The History of Judaism, The Background of Christianity, The
Lost Library of Qumran [Philadelphia: The Jewish Publication Society, 1994],
p. 122) has been confirmed by the newly published 4Q266 (col. 8 1I. 6-7); see Tom
Holmén, ‘Divorce in CD 4.20-5.2 and in 11Q 57.17-18: Some Remarks on the Per-
tinence of the Question’, RevQ 71 (1998), pp. 397-408 (403).

48. T have dealt with these matters in greater detail in my ‘Nomological
Exegesis’.

49. Evald Lovestam, ‘Divorce and Remarriage in the New Testament’, in B.S.
Jackson (ed.), The Jewish Law Annual 4 (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1981), pp. 47-65 (50).

50. See my Techniques and Assumptions, pp. 17-18.
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something one way, we should follow his example. The same type of
argument, based on an example given by God, is found in a Hillel-
Shammai debate about how many children one has to have before one
has fulfilled the command to ‘increase and multiply’ (Gen. 1.28). The
Shammaites argued that ‘two children” were sufficient, based on the
example of Moses (Exod. 18.2-3). The Hillelites said ‘a male and
female’ were sufficient, based on the example of God who created
Adam and Eve. The Hillelites won the debate because they cited a
higher example than Moses.>!

3. ‘Not multiply wives’—Based on Deuteronomy 17.17

And of the prince it is written, N0 R D
‘Let him not multiply wives for himself” (Deut. 17.17). U 9 M KD

This text appears to apply only to kings in the context of Deut. 17.17.
However, the text would have little value here if it was understood in
this way. It seems that the Qumran exegetes intended to apply it to all
Israelites but they do not state how they did this. Probably they used the
same kind of argument as found a couple of generations later on the lips
of Simeon b. Yohai. who said: ‘all Israelites are children of kings’
(m. Shab. 14.4)°2, Although he was a mid-second century Rabbi, it is
likely that he was presenting a traditional interpretation.

Presumably the Qumran exegetes felt that this interpretation was too
obvious to be spelled out. This same interpretation is found in the Well
Midrash at CD 6.3-9, where the ‘princes’ (0°70) of Num. 21.18 are
interpreted as ‘the returned of Israel who went out from the land of
Judah and sojourned in the land of Damascus’-—that is, the members of
the Qumran community, or the true Israel.

The phrase used here, ‘of the prince [R*W37] it is written’ confirms a

51. See t. Yeb. 8.4; m. Yeb. 6.6; y. Yeb. 6.6; b. Yeb. 61b-62a. Different versions
have different rulings for the Shammaites. The Mishnah and the Jerusalem Talmud
have ‘two sons’. The Babylonian Talmud has ‘2 males and 2 females’ while the
Tosephta has two opinions: Nathan said it was ‘two children’ and Jonathan said it
was ‘male and female’ (while Hillelite was ‘male or female’).

52. 0% "2 ORI 93, “all Israel are princes’ (lit: “all sons of kings’), is cited
frequently, usually attributed to Simeon (m. Sab. 14.4; y. Sab. 14.4; b. Sab. 67a;
b. B. Mes. 113b; b. Sab. 128a; Rashi at b. Sab. 59b). There is no early exegetical
basis for this, but the later Rabbi Levi derived it from 1 Chron. 24.5 ‘the princes of
God’ and Ps. 82.6 ‘you are gods...but you will fall like one of the princes’ (Shir. R.
1.2.5).
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link with this traditional interpretation. It would have been more natural
to say ‘of the king [7n] it is written’, because ‘king’ is used constantly
in Deut. 17.14-20. It seems that ‘prince’ has been deliberately used here
to point to the well-known equivalence of ‘princes = all Israel’.

The Temple Scroll also cites Deut. 17.17 in 11QT 56.18, applying it
to the ideal king. It is part of the long passage describing the ideal king
(11QT 56.12-58.21), so it is difficult to know whether it was supposed
to apply to all Israel. Some of the regulations for the king are higher
than those for the normal Israelites, while others are those which apply
to everyone. Baumgarten claims that the Temple Scroll allows poly-
gamy, because 11QT 64 partially preserves a discussion of Deut. 21.15
concerning a man who has two wives. However the text is totally
missing, and it is impossible to reconstruct how it was interpreted.>

An interesting exegesis of ‘do not multiply’ has been preserved by
Simeon b. Yohai, the same rabbi who is normally associated with the
equation ‘all Israelites are children of kings’. He records a story that the
book of Deuteronomy went up to heaven to charge Solomon with
annulling a yod in the Law. Solomon had changed ‘he shall not multiply
[727° ®9] wives to himself’ to ‘to a multitude [7378] of wives for
himself’. This removal of a yod amounted to a cancellation of the entire
Law. God assured him (the book of Deuteronomy) that ‘Solomon and a
thousand like him will perish, but a word of thee will not perish’.>*

Although the exegesis is told in fanciful haggadic language which is
normally associated with later traditions, it is possible that the core of
the exegesis is early. Daube® pointed out that this is very similar to the
gospel logion about the yod, and he suggested that Luke’s juxtaposition
of this logion next to the divorce logion may be particularly significant:

But it is easier for heaven and earth to pass away, than for one yod of the
law to become void. ‘Every one who divorces his wife and marries
another commits adultery, and he who marries a woman divorced from
her husband commits adultery’ (Lk. 16.17-18).

53. J.M. Baumgarten, ‘The Qumran-Essene Restraints on Marriage’, in L.H.
Schiffman (ed.), Archaeology and History in the Dead Sea Scrolls (JSPSup, 8;
Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1990), pp. 13-24 (14).

54. See Exod. R. 6.1, where it is attributed to ‘our Sages’, and Lev. R. 19.2
where it is attributed to Simeon b. Yohai. This was pointed out by David Daube
(The New Testament and Rabbinic Judaism [London: Athlone Press, 1956], p. 298),
though the rabbinic references there are incorrect.

55. Daube, New Testament, p. 299.
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As will be seen below, Jesus’ teaching on monogamy is found within a
digression on his teaching about divorce.

The Qumran exegetes, therefore, used ‘do not multiply wives’ as one
of their proof texts for monogamy among all ‘princes’, which included
all true Israelites. They followed this with a long apology about why
David did not obey this law, arguing that he was ignorant of the Law
because it was hidden during his time.

These three arguments in the Damascus Document, with the similar
arguments in the Temple Scroll, show that the authors of both docu-
ments were highly critical of polygamy. They regarded it as sexual
immorality, as contrary to the ideals shown in the examples of God at
creation, of Adam, and of Noah’s Ark, and contrary to the commands in
Torah at Lev. 18.18 and Deut. 17.17. One of these exegetical arguments
is used by Jesus (discussed below), and another is possibly alluded to
by Luke in his editorial arrangement of pericopae.

The Divorce Debate in the Gospels

Matthew portrayed Jesus as taking part in the Hillel-Shammai debate
about the grounds for divorce. The same material is present in Mark,
but the interaction with the rabbinic debate is less obvious in his ver-
sion. I will not cover the divorce debate in any detail here, except as far
as it concerns the structure of these pericopae, and the accompanying
teaching about monogamy.*®

Mark 10.2:
And Pharisees came up and in order to test him asked, ‘Is it lawful for a
man to divorce his wife?’

Kai mpocerfovieg dapiooior’’ émnpoiov avtov el £Eeotiv dvdpl

yovaiko arnodboat, Telpdlovieg abTov.

56. Iam covering the whole topic of Jewish background of divorce and remar-
riage in a forthcoming monograph. In the meantime my work is available on the
Web at: http://www.tyndale.cam.ac.uk/Brewer/divorce.htm.

57. MS D omits Kai nmpocerBovieg Papioaivol and some editors of the UBS
text think that the phrase was assimilated from Matthew (Bruce M. Metzger, A
Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament: A Companion Volume to the
United Bible Societies’ Greek New Testament [Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesell-
schaft, 2nd edn, 1994]).


http://www.tyndale.cam.ac.uk/Brewer/divorce.htm
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Matthew 19.3:
And Pharisees came up to him and tested him by asking, ‘Is it lawful for
a person to divorce his wife for any matter?’

Kai npooiiibov adth Popiooior newpalovieg avtdv kol Aéyovieg ei
gEeonv avBpdnw.”® arodbom Ty Yuvaiko 0Utod kot GGV AiTiay;

The main difference between the accounts in Mark and Matthew is the
inclusion of the phrases ‘for any matter’ and ‘except (for a matter of)
indecency’ in Matthew. Most commentators have concluded that these
phrases have been added by Matthew, because the latter phrase is
present in both the logion in Mt. 5.32 (while it is absent from Lk. 16.18)
and in the debate in Mt. 19.9 (while it is absent in Mk 10.12). Although
I will conclude that Matthew has probably added these phrases to the
tradition which he received, I will also argue that he has correctly re-
inserted something which was present in the original debate. These
phrases (or their equivalent) were removed when the debate was sum-
marized for oral or written transmission, because they were so obvious
and well known to the original audience that they were superfluous.
They would have been mentally inserted by any Jewish reader whether
they were included or not.

The phrases ‘any matter’ and ‘except indecency’ were the phrases
which encapsulated the positions of the Hillelites and Shammaites
respectively in their debate about the meaning of 327 MAY in Deut.
24.1.

The School of Shammai says: A man should not divorce his wife except
if he found indecency in her, since it says: For he found in her an inde-
cent matter [Deut. 24.1].

And the School of Hillel said: Even if she spoiled his dish, since it says:
[Any] matter.

(Sifre 269. See also m. Git. 9.10; y. Sot. 1.2, 16b)

These phrases would be well known by a large proportion of the Jewish
population, because they were the basis of divorce law. They would
have been as well known as similar legal phrases today, such as

58. Some important MSS omit dvBpore, (8 B L 579 700) and one minuscule
imports dvdpt from Mark. Metzger points out these are mainly Alexandrian MSS,
which might have preferred a more concise literary style, though he admits that
scribes would be more likely to add the word than omit it.



92 The Old Testament in the New Testament

Jesus’ Digression on Monogamy

Jesus’ digression is dealt with differently by Matthew and Mark. A cer-
tain amount of unraveling is necessary to understand the text, and some
tentative judgments must be made about which version came first.

The Synoptic problem is still a problem. The recent revival of
Matthean primacy may prove to be a passing fad, and consensus
certainly lies with Markan priority. But good arguments come from
both sides, and any conclusion in the overall argument may not provide
a definitive solution about every passage. For that reason, we must
examine this pericope on its own merits. I will conclude that both

Matthew and Mark have edited the material for different purposes.

Matthew
The Question
And Pharisees came up to him and
tested him by asking, ‘Is it lawful to
divorce one’s wife for any matter?’
(19.3)

Digression

He answered, ‘Have you not read that
he who created them from the
beginning “made them male and
female” [Gen. 1.27] and said, “For this
reason a man shall leave his father and
mother and be joined to his wife, and
the two shall become one flesh?” [Gen.
2.24]. So they are no longer two but one
flesh. What therefore God has joined
together, let not man separate’ (19.4-6).

Moses’ Teaching

They said to him, ‘Why then did
Moses command one to give a
certificate of divorce, and to put her
away?’ He said to them, ‘For your
hardness of heart Moses allowed you to
divorce your wives, but from the
beginning it was not so (19.7-8).

Mark
The Question
And Pharisees came up and in order to
test him asked, ‘Is it lawful for a man
to divorce his wife?” (10.2)

Moses’ Teaching

He answered them, ‘What did Moses
command you?’ They said, ‘Moses
allowed a man to write a certificate of
divorce, and to put her away’. But
Jesus said to them, ‘For your hardness
of heart he wrote you this
commandment”’ (10.3-5).

Digression

‘But from the beginning of creation,
“He made them male and female”
[Gen. 1.27]. “For this reason a man
shall leave his father and mother and
be joined to his wife, and the two shall
become one flesh” [Gen. 2.24]. So they
are no longer two but one flesh, What
therefore God has joined together, let
not man separate’ (10.6-9).
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‘irreconcilable breakdown’, ‘joint custody’, ‘maintenance’, and so on.
The phrases ‘any matter’ and ‘a matter of indecency’ were very impor-
tant for a lay person to understand before they went to see a legal
expert, because their understanding of these would determine which
legal expert they went to visit. If they wanted to punish an unfaithful
partner by divorcing them, they would choose to go to a Shammaite
court which would apply the interpretation ‘for a matter of indecency’.
If they wanted a divorce for a lesser matter or they did not want to go
through the difficult and humiliating procedure of proving adultery or
other faults, they would go to a Hillelite court which would apply the
interpretation ‘for any matter’. Therefore this debate between the
Hillelites and Shammaites, and these phrases which summarize the
debate, would be well known by anyone who had a divorce in their
family or circle of friends.

A first-century Jewish reader would mentally insert the phrase ‘for
any matter’ into the question which the Pharisees asked Jesus, whether
or not it occurred in the text. They would do this, not only because they
were familiar with the debate, but also because the question makes no
sense without it. The question ‘Is it lawful to divorce a wife’ is a non-
sensical question because it can only be answered by ‘Yes—it says so
in the Law’. This question would only make sense if there was a portion
of the Jewish world which did not allow divorce under any circum-
stances, so that the question would mean ‘Are you one of those who
does not allow divorce?’. However, as far as we know, there was no
such group.”

The progression of the debate in the gospels confirms that the open-
ing question concerned the phrase ‘for any matter’ and the interpreta-
tion of Deut. 24.1. The Pharisees brought Jesus back to the interpre-
tation of Deut. 24.1 when they spoke about Moses’ divorce certificate,
because Deut. 24.1-4 is the only text which deals with the divorce
certificate. Before Jesus gave an answer to their question, he digressed
into other matters concerning monogamy and lifelong marriage, which
he felt were more important.

59. It had been thought in the past that the Qumran exegetes held this position.
However, as I showed in ‘Nomological Exegesis’ and as summarized above, the so-
called divorce texts at Qumran are actually concerned solely with polygamy.
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Answering the Question Answering the Question

‘And I say to you: whoever divorces And in the house the disciples asked
his wife, unless for indecency, and him again about this matter. And he
marries another, commits adultery.’ said to them, ‘Whoever divorces his

wife and marries another, commits
adultery against her; and if she divorces
her husband and marries another, she
commits adultery’ (10.10-12)

Marriage is Optional

The disciples said to him, ‘If such is
the case of a man with his wife, it is
not expedient to marry...” (19.10-12)

The differences between the two pericopae are highlighted in bold. The
two accounts of Jesus’ teaching on divorce in Matthew and Mark are
clearly related, but they have been edited for two different purposes or
situations. They both share an overall structure, of Question-Digres-
sion—Moses’ Teaching—Jesus’ Answer, though the middle two sections
are reversed in the two versions, and Matthew has an additional section
on optional marriage.

Mark’s version is more suitable for use in a sermon. The question-
and-answer session at the beginning (10.2-4) summarizes the position
of the Jews and the latter three quarters (vv. 5-12) has the teaching of
Jesus. The teaching of Jesus is directed first to the Jews (vv. 5-9) and
then to the Church (vv. 10-12). The flow of the teaching is more natural
than in Matthew. The question leads to the statement that Moses’ com-
mand was necessitated by sin, which leads to teaching on monogamy
based on the ideals of sinless Eden, which leads to the answer for a
sinful society.

Matthew’s version reflects a real rabbinic debate. The opening ques-
tion (v. 3) frames the debate and leads into an exegesis concerning a
related point (vv. 4-6). A second question brings Jesus back to the area
of the original question (v. 7). The second question is answered (v. 8)
and then finally the opening question is dealt with (v. 9). This is not a
typical form for recording rabbinic debates. Normally a question would
be followed by an answer, and then a further question from the original
questioner, or a counter question from the person who was questioned.
There was usually a degree of balance in the reporting of a debate, so
that both sides are more-or-less equally represented. In this debate with
Jesus, the Pharisees’ point of view is very poorly represented, though
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Matthew takes care to record a summary of the two main Pharisaic
viewpoints in this debate.

From this structure, it could be argued that neither of these accounts
was the original. It could be argued that Matthew reconstructed the
teaching into the form of a rabbinic debate in order to interact with the
debate which was still going on in the Jewish world. Equally, it could
be argued that Mark transformed a rabbinic debate, which was becom-
ing increasingly irrelevant to the church, into a form which lent itself to
Christian teaching.

Further analysis provides no more support for the originality of either
version. It has often been argued that Matthew’s version is secondary
because he has added the phrases summarizing the two schools of
opinion, ‘for any matter’ and ‘a matter of indecency’. It is likely that
these have been added by Matthew rather than omitted by Mark, because
both accounts in Matthew have such summaries, but neither account in
Mark or Luke have them. It is also likely that Matthew has changed
‘from the beginning of creation’ in Mk 10.6 and witnessed to in CD
4.21, to ‘who created them from the beginning’. On the other hand, it
could equally be argued that Mark’s version has lost the contrast where
the Pharisees say ‘Moses commanded divorce’ and Jesus says ‘Moses
allowed divorce’. He has managed to retain the phrase ‘Moses allowed’,
but his editing has put this into the mouth of a Pharisee, and he has had
to repeat ‘Moses commanded’, once in the words of the Pharisees, and
once in the words of Jesus.

Another structure which can also be discerned is Public Question—
Public Answer—Private Question—Private Answer. This is a structure
which occurs in a few rabbinic debates at about 70 CE.%° In Matthew the
private question concerns whether one should marry or not (19.10-12).

60. Five early debates of Yohannan b. Zakkai follow this form. In two debates
with Angetos, a Gentile, he is asked a question and he first gives a public answer
which is well reasoned and acceptable. Then his disciples say to him in private that
they cannot be dismissed with such an easy answer, and so he gives them an answer
which is more difficult for the uncommitted Gentile to accept. See y. San. 1.2, 19b;
Num. R. 19.8—for a full analysis, see my Techniques and Assumptions, pp. 80-82.
In his three debates with the Sadducees he uses a variant of this form, giving the
same questioner first an obscure and clever reply and then a more closely argued
reply. The second reply is prompted when the Sadducee, like his disciples, says that
he cannot be dismissed with that answer. See b. B. Bat. 115b-116a; b. Men. 65ab;
Meg. Ta’an. 338; for a full analysis and parallels, see my Techniques and Assump-
tions, pp. 96-100, 109-14.
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In Mark the private question is a repeat of the original question (‘And
in the house the disciples asked him again about this matter’, 10.10) and
the private answer is Jesus’ answer to the original question which is
given in public in Matthew. Both Matthew and Mark have retained this
form, though they have employed it in different ways. Again, it is
difficult to decide which version was adapted from which.

It could be argued that Mark’s version is closest to the rabbinic form,
where the same question is always asked in both halves of the debate.
Also it could be said that Matthew has clumsily added the teaching on
optional marriage into the debate by transforming it into a private ques-
tion and answer. On the other hand, the double question and answer in
Matthew does conform very closely to the rabbinic form, and the extra
question in private may simply be an extension of it.5! Also it seems
unlikely that the Pharisees in Mark’s version would consider that their
question had been answered. It is likely that, as in Matthew’s version,
they would have attempted to pin Jesus down to a definite answer.

It is unlikely that any definitive answer can be reached about which
version developed from which. It is my personal view that both ver-
sions show signs of adaptation, though Matthew’s version represents
more aspects of the original version. It is likely that Matthew did add
the summaries of the Hillelite and Shammaite position, but that these
correctly represented ideas which had been omitted when the pericope
had been abbreviated previously. He added them because he realized
that his readers were not so easily able to supply them from their own
knowledge of Jewish oral law. The debate form was probably original.
If Matthew had wanted to reconstruct it into the form of a rabbinic
debate, he would have given more balance to the two sides. Mark has
also edited the original in order to make it more usable in sermons and
other Christian teaching, and has removed much of the debate structure.
Both writers have adapted the original debate in order to help their own
readers.

61. Matthew may be regarded as an amalgamation of the two varieties of this
form as seen in the debates of Yohannan b. Zakkai. The first public debate with the
Pharisees is very similar to Yohannan’s debates with the Sadducees, where the
original answer is dismissed as irrelevant, and they are finally satisfied with a
clearer answer. The second question and answer in private is like the second half of
Yohannan’s debates with the Gentile where he gives his disciples a more difficult
teaching in private.
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62. Several MSS read ¢ 8edg instead of avt00g. Metzger (Textual Commentary)
suggests that a scribe wanted to make clear that ‘he’ is not a reference to Moses,

The Old Testament in the New Testament

Jesus’ Teaching on Monogamy

Mark 10.6-9:

‘But from the beginning of creation, “He made them male and female”
[Gen. 1.27]. “For this reason a man shall leave his father and mother and
be joined to his wife, and the two shall become one flesh” [Gen. 2.24].
So they are no longer two but one flesh. What therefore God has joined
together, let not man separate.’

and 8¢ dpyfic xticeag dpoev kal BRAL £noincev obtoic.5? Evekev
10010V KOTAAELWEL GVBPOTOG 1OV TaTéPa aDTOD Kol TNV untépa [kol
nPocKoAANBToETOL TPOG THY Yuvoika avtod],®® kal Zooviar ot Yo
€lg oapxa piav: Gote OVKETL €101V dV0 AAAD uia odpé. 6 odv 6 Be0g
ouvélevgev dvBpmmog un ywptiéto.

Matthew 19.4-6:

He answered, ‘Have you not read that he who created them from the
beginning made them male and female’ [Gen. 1.27], and said, “For this
reason a man shall leave his father and mother and be joined to his wife,
and the two shall become one flesh?” [Gen. 2.24]. So they are no longer
two but one flesh. What therefore God has joined together, let not man
separate.’

0 8t anoxpiBsic elnev- 0dk avéyvere 6t 6 kticac®® am dpyic
dpoev xal BAAL émoincev aldtovg; kai €imev- €veka ToVTOUL
KotoAeiyer GvBpwmog OV Totépo Kal Ty pntépa kal koAnbioeton®
1) yovarkl avtod, Kal €oovial ol 300 €ig 6apKa uiov. GoTE 0VKETL
glolv 800 GAAG oOpE pia. O oDV 6 Bedg cuvélevtey dvBpwnog un
xopriétm.

who was the last named subject.

63. Most MSS retain this phrase (only missing in & B ¥). Perhaps a scribe
missed it due to the two occurrences of kot or perhaps it was assimilated from Mt.

19.5 or from Gen. 2.24.

64. Almost all MSS read nowncas instead of xticog (which is only in B © 1 124
700). Metzger (Textual Commentary) thinks it more likely that a scribe would
change the text to mownoag which conforms with the LXX, than change to the text to

xtioag which fits better with the Hebrew ‘create’, R72.

65. Many MSS read mpookolin6fioetart R CGKLM Y ATI £ 118 124 1071

33 565 579 700 1424 1) which agrees with Mark.
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Jesus does not appear at first to be interested in answering the question
about the interpretation of Deut. 24.1. He is more concerned to remind
the Pharisees that marriage was meant to be monogamous and lifelong.
He used two exegetical arguments to prove that the Old Testament
taught monogamy. He then combined them to produce the new conclu-
sion, that married partners are joined together by God.

1. ‘Male and female’—Based on Genesis 1.27 (and 7.9)

The first text used by Jesus has clear links with the Damascus Docu-
ment proof texts. Not only is the same text used at Qumran, but the
same introductory phrase is used.®

The foundation of creation (CD 4.21). N7 oY
... from the beginning of creation (Mk 10.6).  anod &¢ dpyfc KTioEWg
... created them from the beginning (Mt. 19.4). xticog 6 Gpyiic

As discussed above, this introductory phrase indicates that the impor-
tance of the exegesis lies in the fact that this is the example that the
Creator set for everyone else. Matthew has a slightly different version,
perhaps to indicate this even more clearly.

It is unlikely that Jesus was consciously or unconsciously referring to
the Damascus Document. It is more likely that this was a standard proof
for monogamy which was well known. For this reason both Jesus and
the Qumran exegete start off with this proof.

The text used by Jesus, Gen. 1.27, would normally be linked with
Gen. 7.9. By linking these two texts by gezerah shahvah the exegete

66. See F.F. Bruce, Biblical Exegesis in the Qumran Texts (London: Tyndale
Press, 1959), p. 33. The phrases are not identical, and neither use the vocabulary of
Genesis in Greek or Hebrew, but they are semantically equivalent. If this phrase in
Mark was based on Genesis one might expect the use of notew instead of xtiouo
for creation. However, ktiopa is common in Wisdom Literature (it occurs with
apyn in Prov. 8.22; Sir. 24.9; 36.14; 39.25; Wis. 18.12) and phrases identical to
apyng ktoeng are found in Mk 13.19, 2 Pet. 3.4, and very similar in Rev. 3.14. If
this phrase in the Damascus Document was based on Genesis, one might expect the
use of 12, ‘to create’, instead of 70, ‘to found’. The use of 70" may have been
influenced by its use in Ezek. 13.14 which is altuded to in CD 8.12. In the latter text
the ‘builders of the wall’ are also called the ‘whitewash-daubers’ (9207 *no: cf.
Ezek. 13.14 580 "o, as well as the New Testament parallels in Mt. 23.27 and
Acts 23.3), and these same ‘builders of the wall® are being addressed in CD 4.19.
Therefore both Mark and the Damascus Document had influences which moved
them away from the obvious vocabulary of Gen. 1.1.
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could infer that ‘male and female’ in 1.27 is defined as ‘a pair’ by the
phrase ‘two by two’ in 7.9. This means that marriage involved only two
people. The second half of this pair of proof texts, Gen. 7.9, has been
lost in the abbreviation of the argument in the Gospels.

One might try to guess why the text from Gen. 7.9 was omitted. Per-
haps this omission was deliberate, on the assumption that the audience
would be able to mentally supply the missing text, but this supposes a
very sophisticated audience. More likely the text was omitted in the
mistaken belief that it was not necessary for the argument. A more
generous conclusion would be that it was omitted knowing that any
learned person would be able to mentally fill the gap, and that an
unlearned person would not miss it.

Either way, the text of Gen. 7.9 is not necessary for the more
significant argument which Jesus develops in Stage 3 below.

2. ‘The two shall become one flesh’—Based on a Variant of Genesis 2.24
The use of Genesis 2.24 to prove monogamy was very widespread by
the time of the Gospels, as indicated by the addition of the variant ‘two’
in almost all the ancient versions except the Hebrew. It is possible that
there was a Hebrew text which contained this variant, but the
widespread use of this variant in ancient versions in contrast to the most
influential Hebrew text, suggests that there was either a theological
reason for including it or a contrary theological reason for the rabbis to
exclude it. The actual situation was probably a mixture of these two.

This variant text is used very self-consciously in the Gospels. It is
highlighted by the additional comment ‘So they are no longer two but
one’, which emphasizes the presence of the word ‘two’.

3. ‘Whom God has joined’—Based on the Combined Proofs

Jesus combined these two standard proofs for monogamy and produced
an argument for lifelong marriage. He linked the two texts, Gen. 1.27
and 2.24, by gezerah shahvah, so that a single conclusion can be drawn
from them. The two texts are linked by the phrases ‘male and female’ in
1.27 and ‘the man and his wife’ in 2.25 (immediately after the quoted
text). This exegesis did not need to be explained, because it would have
been obvious to any intelligent listener. This type of exegesis is not
normally accompanied by any kind of explanation when it occurs in
rabbinic literature or in the Targums.
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In Gen. 2.24 the act of joining is not ascribed to anyone, though it
might be inferred that the couple join themselves to each other. In Gen.
1.27 the first male and female are brought together by God. By combin-
ing both texts it can be concluded that a couple are joined together by
God.

In Judaism it would generally be assumed that a couple were joined
together by their promises to each other, as formalized in the marriage
contract. Or it might be assumed that they were joined by a business
transaction based on payment of the dowry and exchange of goods.
Jesus wished to re-emphasize the role of God in the joining of marriage.
This is probably based on the picture presented by Malachi, who pic-
tures God as a witness to the marriage vows (Mal. 2.14-16).%7

The LORD was witness to the covenant between you and the wife of
your youth, to whom you have been faithless, though she is your com-
panion and your wife by covenant...let none be faithless to the wife of
his youth for I hate divorce (2.14-16a, RSV translation).

This leads into Jesus’ final and startling statement: “Whom God has
joined, let no man separate’ (Mt. 19.6; Mk 10.9). The word ‘separate’
(xwp1lm) is a standard term meaning ‘to divorce’, with almost exactly
the same semantic field as the word drolvw, divorce (lit. ‘to release’),
which was used in the Pharisee’s question to Jesus. The word ywptlw
was probably used because it formed a better antonym to ‘join’. If
anoAvo had been used, the saying would have to be something like:
‘what therefore God has bound, let no-one release’. The picture of
God’s activity in Gen. 1.27 is much more that of someone who ‘joins’
than one who ‘binds’.

In passing, it should be noted that Daube proposed a very different
explanation of the word ‘joined’. He suggested that this is a reference to
the rabbinic haggadah about the androgynous Adam, who had both
male and female organs before Eve was created. This was deduced
from the mixing of singular and plural in Gen. 1.27, ‘God created him;
male and female he created them’.%® This may possibly be an underlying

67. This passage is notoriously difficult to translate. Hugenberger (Marriage as
a Covenant} has done more than others to solve the problems. However one might
solve the various difficulties, there are two clear themes: God is a witness to the
marriage vows, and he is against the one who ends the marriage by treacherously
breaking the marriage vows.

68. This tradition was known to Philo and rabbis tell us that the LXX said ‘a
male with his female parts created he them’ or ‘male and female created he him’
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theme, but it does not fit in with the overall theme of Jesus’ exposition.

We could attempt to reconstruct the unabbreviated version of Jesus’
teaching on monogamy. It would contain a reference to Gen. 7.9, and it
might also have an extended quotation from Gen. 2.24, as suggested
above. Therefore a fuller version of Jesus’ argument for monogamy
might be:

From the beginning of creation, ‘He made them male and female’ (Gen.
1.27), and those who entered (Noah’s) ark ‘went in two by two...into the
ark, male and female’ (Gen. 7.9). When taken together, these texts, show
that God created human males and females in pairs. Scripture also says:
‘For this reason a man shall leave his father and mother and be joined
to his wife, and they shall become one flesh, and the two were naked, the
man and woman’ (Gen. 2.24-25). This shows that they have been joined
by God. So they are no longer two but one flesh. What therefore God has
joined together, let not man separate.

When the exegesis is restored in this way, the flow of the argument is
smoother. The argument has three stages which flow naturally from one
to the next. First he puts together the two texts Gen. 1.27 and 7.9 in a
well established way, to show that human ‘male and female’ groups
should be made up of two people, and not three or more in a polyga-
mous marriage. He then moves to another standard proof text for
monogamy based on ‘two’ in Gen. 2.24-25, which is linked to the pre-
vious verses by a phrase similar to ‘male and female’. Combining these,
Jesus shows that the couple are joined by God. He then makes the same
plea as Malachi, that marriage should be lifelong, and one should not
cause a separation by breaking one’s marriage vows.®

Effects on the Early Church

It is difficult to know whether this teaching on monogamy would have
had many practical consequences, because we do not know how
widespread polygamy was among the Jews of the first century. As

(Gen. R. on Gen. 1.26-27; Mek. on Exod. 12.40). No surviving LXX manuscripts
contain this wording. See Daube, New Testament, p. 73

69. This does not mean that divorce is impossible. If divorce was not possible,
Jesus would have said: ‘No one can separate’. Both Matthew and Mark have the
imperative yopi{étw which implies that it is possible for couples to separate. If it
were not possible to divorce, it would be meaningless to command them not to do
$O.
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stated above, it used to be assumed that it occurred only among the rich,
but now it appears that it was also the practice of the middle classes. It
is likely that there were few polygamous marriages outside Israel,
because they would not be recognized in Roman law.

There would have been four consequences of this teaching for the
early church, but only the latter two leave any evidence in the New
Testament; these are found in Acts and the Epistles. The first two,
which involve the subject of divorce and remarriage, cannot be explored
in detail here.”

1. Remarriage After an Invalid Divorce was Adulterous

Jesus rejected most of the grounds which Jews used for divorce, and
pointed out that remarriage after an invalid divorce was adulterous.
This is presumably because the previous marriage was still valid, so
that the new partner is committing adultery.

In first-century Judaism, a woman who remarried after an invalid
divorce was treated exactly like an adulteress,’' but a man did not face
this problem because he could have more than one wife. Jesus taught
that both the man and the woman would be guilty of adultery because a
man could only have one wife.

2. Women Gain the Right to Use Adultery as a Ground for Divorce
In ancient Judaism, when polygamy was still permitted, a husband did
not make a vow of sexual exclusiveness when he married. This meant
that he could not be divorced for being sexually unfaithful. He could
still be accused of adultery, but the offense was against the husband of
the other woman, and not against his wife. However, if polygamy was
no longer permitted, a husband must be assumed to owe sexual exclu-
sivity to his wife, and therefore adultery becomes a ground for divorce
which can be used equally by men and women. This was already the
case in some contracts which had an additional monogamy clause, such
as some of those at Elephantine, as seen above. When this clause was
added, a man could be divorced if he was unfaithful.

Women already had the right to divorce their husbands in first-cen-
tury Judaism. While they could not write out their own divorce

70. See n. 56.

71. This type of situation is dealt with at length in m. Gir. 8.5; m. Yeb. 10.1. See
the helpful analysis in Judith R. Wegner, Chattel or Person? The Status of Women
in the Mishnah (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1988), pp. 65-66.
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certificate, they could take their case to a court of three rabbis or priests.
If these agreed that she had sufficient grounds, they would force her
husband to write the divorce certificate.”> Although this was the correct
procedure, it is likely that some Jewish women employed a scribe to
write out a divorce. One such document has survived from the second
century, though this is still under dispute.”

The permissible grounds for women to get a divorce from their hus-
bands in first-century Judaism were infertility, or neglect of the physical
and emotional support as defined in Exod. 21.10-11. However, as a
result of Jesus’ teaching, divorce would also be possible on the grounds
of adultery.

3. Widows Could Not Become a Second Wife

As mentioned above, the family records of a middle-class second wife
of the second century have survived. If she is typical, a second wife was
often a widow. Marrying a widow was affordable even for the lower-
middle classes, because the dowry was half, and she often came with
money of her own from the previous marriage which would help the
family finances. However, if polygamy was no longer permitted, a
widow could only marry an unmarried man, of which there were far
fewer. Therefore, one consequence of Jesus’ teaching on monogamy for
the early church would have been an increase in the number of unmar-
ried widows.

The early church appears to have met this problem very soon. The
widows of Acts 6.1 may simply have been the equivalent of the poor in
any Jewish community, but by the time of the Pastoral Epistles, the
widows were starting to pose problems.” Unmarried widows had more
freedom than married women, and they were causing problems by
going from house to house and gossiping.”> Therefore the young
widows were actively encouraged to marry,’® and the older ones were

72. See my ‘Jewish Women Divorcing their Husbands in Early Judaism: The
Background to Papyrus Se’elim 13°, HTR 92 (1999), pp. 349-57.

73. See the history of the dispute in my ‘Jewish Women’.

74. The whole subject of widows in the New Testament and the early church is
covered in superb detail by Gustav Stihlin in ‘ynpa’, TDNT, IX, pp. 440-65.

75. See 1 Tim. 5.13; 2 Tim. 3.6. The letter text does not specifically mention
widows, but the language used here normally refers to widows; see Stdhlin ‘ynpa’,
p. 455 n. 140.

76. See 1 Tim. 5.11, 14. In the Roman world widows were expected to remarry
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organized into a special order of widows.”” They were supported by the
church,’® and they were given tasks such as teaching the younger
women.”

In the early centuries, widows were a significant burden on the
church. There were over 1500 widows and needy in the Roman church,
and 3000 widows and virgins in Antioch who received daily support.®
The orders of widows declined after a few hundred years, probably
because they were replaced by convents.3!

4. Some Converts Had Too Many Wives

Converts with more than one wife faced the problem of what to do with
their extra wives. This is a problem which still causes great anguish in
several African countries. The almost total silence of the Episties on
this matter suggests that the problem was not felt very keenly—perhaps
because the number of people involved was small. Most men with more
than one wife would have been relatively wealthy and would be very
unlikely to live in the Diaspora where polygamy was unacceptable; in
contrast, however, most early Christians were less wealthy and lived in
the Diaspora.

It seems likely that polygamous converts were permitted to join the
church without divorcing any of their wives. Jesus did not specifically
teach that a second wife should be divorced. This is in contrast to
marriages which took place after an invalid divorce, which he declared

if of child-bearing age—that is, under 50. Augustus even put this into law in 9 CE;
B.W. Winter, ‘Providentia for the Widows of 1 Timothy 5.3-16’, TynB 39 (1988),
pp. 83-99 (85).

77. See 1 Tim. 5.9-12. It is not certain whether this was a recognized order in
New Testament times (Stéhlin, ‘ynpo’, p. 455 n. 144), but it became one soon after,
and in some places the order came to hold a status almost akin to deaconesses;
Stihlin, ‘ynpo’, pp. 459-65.

78. Acts 6.1 is presumably the starting point for this. Tabatha supported the
widows in her community, and Stéhlin suggested that she may have been doing this
on behalf of the church (Acts 9.36-41; Stahlin, ‘yfipa’, pp. 451-52). By the time of
1 Tim. 5.3-16, the church is beginning to restrict the women who qualify for support.

79. 1 Timothy 5 does not list any specific tasks, because it is dealing with
entrance requirements. Perhaps they had tasks similar to deaconesses in Tit. 2.3-5,
leading younger women to proper marriage and family life, and taking part in visi-
tation of women.

80. Stahlin, ‘ynpo’, p. 460.

81. Stdhlin, ‘ynpa’, p. 465.
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to be adulterous. While the church would forbid a member to marry a
second wife, if a convert had more than one wife when he joined, the
teaching of Jesus did not have any consequences for him.

The restriction of leaders to those who were a ‘husband of one wife’®?
implies a slight discrimination against polygamy. However, it also
implies that a polygamous man was permitted into church membership.

The meaning of the phrase ‘man of one wife’ is not certain. It could
refer to ‘a man who has not remarried after divorce or death of his
wife’, or ‘a man who is not a womanizer’. These alternative meanings
have the advantage of working well with the similar phrase ‘woman of
one husband’ at 1 Tim. 5.9. Craig Keener has made a very persuasive
case for the latter meaning,3 pointing out that funeral inscriptions and
other honorary references use a similar phrase when speaking about
men who were not necessarily married to the same woman throughout
their life. However, even if the phrase did exclude those who were
remarried, or those who were unfaithful, it would also undoubtedly
exclude those who were married to more than one wife at the same
time.

It would appear that the number of individuals in the church with
more than one wife were few, and that they were allowed to keep their
wives. The only restriction was that they could not serve in leadership
positions. This is consistent with the teaching of Jesus who forbade a
second marriage, but did not call a second wife an ‘adulterer’, in the
way that a marriage after an invalid divorce was called ‘adultery’.

Conclusions

Judaism allowed polygamy, but it was not widespread and it was
already declining in the first century. There was already an established
feeling that polygamy was inappropriate and some groups taught that it

82. See 1 Tim. 3.2, 12; Tit. 1.6.

83. The term ‘wife-of-one-man’ (Latin univera, Greek pévavdpog) occurs
commonly, and refers to a faithful wife. It is often on Jewish funeral inscriptions,
written by the surviving husband—that is, it was not a term for a widow. It there-
fore fits in with the list of other attributes of a leader who should be ‘above
reproach’. See Craig S. Keener, ...And Marries Another: Divorce and Remarriage
in the Teaching of the New Testament (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 1991), pp. 81-
103. See also the discussion in Stéhlin, ‘ynipo’, pp. 442-43, 457, W. Lock, The
Pastoral Epistles (ICC; Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1936), at 1 Tim. 3.2 and 5.10.
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was not permitted by Scripture. Jesus’ teaching on monogamy echoed
that found at Qumran, even so far as using the same proof texts and an
identical introductory phrase. Both sources probably reflected a widely
accepted teaching, though rabbinic Judaism did not forbid polygamy for
several centuries. This teaching was easily accepted by the church,
especially in the Diaspora where monogamy was the norm. Within the
early church there would have been a minority of converts with more
than one wife. While polygamy was not permitted in the early church, it
seems that the pre-existing polygamous marriages of converts were
tolerated. The one restriction seems to have been that converts with
more than one wife could not serve as leaders within the church. With
the decline in the numbers of Jewish converts it seems that polygamy
ceased to be a ‘live issue’ in the church. As a result, by the time the
Gospels were written, the teaching on monogamy was recorded as an
unimportant digression within Jesus’ teaching on divorce.



THE QUOTATION FROM JEREMIAH 31(38).15 IN MATTHEW 2.18:
A STUDY OF MATTHEW’S SCRIPTURAL TEXT

Maarten J.J. Menken

The first Evangelist concludes several episodes of his account of Jesus’
origins with a fulfilment quotation. One of the scenes in which Matthew
observes the realization of a prophecy is the massacre of the innocents
in Bethlehem and its surrounding area (2.16-18). At the end of the
episode, Matthew informs his readers that then a saying from Jeremiah
(Jer. 31[38].15) was fulfilled. I give the Greek text, foliowed by a literal
English translation:

owvTy &v Papd fikovedn,

KAauBUog kol 08upuog ToAlE

PoymA kAaiovoo T TEK VO 00T,

Kol 0UK fiBgAev TopoxAnbivat,

0Tl QUK E101Y,

A voice was heard in Ramah,

weeping and much lamentation:

Rachel weeping her children,

and she would not be comforted,
because they are no more.

There is a variant reading in which the words 8pfivog kot are added at
the beginning of the second line (among others: C D L. W'); the addi-
tion is an obvious effort to adapt the text of the quotation to the LXX
version of the verse from Jeremiah, and for that reason it should be
considered as secondary.?

The textual form in which Jer. 31(38).15 is presented in Matthew,
shows both similarities with and differences from the MT and the LXX.

1. For a fuller list of witnesses, see the 4th edn of UBSGNT.

2. See B.M. Metzger, A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament
(Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 2nd edn, 1994), p. 8; M. Quesnel, ‘Les cita-
tions de Jérémie dans I’évangile selon saint Matthiew’, EstBib 47 (1989), pp. 513-27
(516 n. 7).
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Such a state of affairs can be considered as characteristic of Matthew’s
fulfilment quotations, and requires an explanation. For several
fulfilment quotations (Mt. 2.15; 4.15-16; 8.17; 12.18-21; 13.35; 21.5), I
have tried to give an explanation of the peculiar textual form in terms of
a revised LXX used by Matthew (for he, as the final redactor of the
Gospel, inserted them). It seems that the Evangelist has drawn from this
translation, which he knew as a continuous text, without making many
changes in its wording; his main contribution has been to determine the
size of the quotation.® In this paper, I intend to scrutinize Matthew’s
quotation from Jer. 31(38).15, to see whether a similar explanation also
holds true in this case.

In the MT, Jer. 31.15 reads as follows (the Hebrew text is followed by
a literal English translation):

o) it S
o™ T2
TS oA b
e oI g
IR D

A voice is heard in Ramah,

wailing and bitter weeping:

Rachel weeping for her sons,
refusing to be comforted for her sons,
because they are no more.

4

3.  See M.1.J. Menken, ‘The Quotations from Zech 9,9 in Mt 21,5 and in Jn
12,15’, in A. Denaux (ed.), John and the Synoptics (BETL, 101; Leuven: Peeters,
1992), pp. 571-78 (573-74); idem, “The Source of the Quotation from Isaiah 53:4 in
Matthew 8:17°, NovT 39 (1997), pp. 313-27; idem, ‘The Textual Form of the Quo-
tation from Isaiah 8:23-9:1 in Matthew 4:15-16°, RB 105 (1998), pp. 526-45; idem,
‘Isaiah and the “Hidden Things”: The Quotation from Psalm 78:2 in Matthew 13:35°,
in L.V. Rutgers et al. (eds.), The Use of Sacred Books in the Ancient World (Contri-
butions to Biblical Exegesis and Theology, 22; Leuven: Peeters, 1998), pp. 61-77;
idem, ‘The Quotation from Isaiah 42:1-4 in Matthew 12:18-21: Its Relation with the
Matthean Context’, Bijdragen 59 (1998), pp. 251-66; idem, ‘The Quotation from
Isaiah 42:1-4 in Matthew 12:18-21: Its Textual Form’, ETL 75 (1999), pp. 32-52;
idem, ‘The Greek Translation of Hosea 11:1 in Matthew 2:15: Matthean or Pre-
Matthean?’, forthcoming in Filologia Neotestamentaria.

4. As is normal in Biblical Hebrew, the participle 7227 is continued by the
finite verb 7ND; see GKC, §116x; P. Joiion and T. Muraoka, A Grammar of Bibli-
cal Hebrew (Subsidia Biblica, 14; Rome: Pontifical Biblical Institute Press, 1991),
§121j; cf. the English translations in, for example, J. Bright, Jeremiah (AB, 21;
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The LXX reads in Jer. 38.15 as follows according to the editions of A.
Rahlfs and J. Ziegler (again, I offer a literal translation):®

owvn €v Papa Nkotcdn

Bpnvou kxal kAauBuod kai 6dupuod:

Poyn anoxiatopévn

00K fi8elev navoacBon ént 101G violg alThg,
911 00K €loty,

A voice was heard in Ramah

of wailing and weeping and lamentation:
Rachel weeping

would not cease for her sons,

because they are no more.

This is, in fact, the text of LXX B. The important variant readings
become immediately clear from a comparison with LXX A:

owvn €v 1 DYNAL Nkovobn

Bprivou kal xAovBuo kot 08vpuod

Paynh aroxiatopévng £mt T@v ViV TG,

xat ovk f0erev mopaxkAndijvar,

61t 0K glotv.

At this point, there is no need to discuss these variant readings or to
choose between them; it is sufficient to establish that the LXX text has
been transmitted in two main forms.

Divergent explanations of the textual form of Matthew’s quotation
have been presented. Most scholars seem to think that it is the Evange-
list’s abbreviated translation of the Hebrew text, possibly with some
LXX influence, although the extent of LXX influence is weighed differ-
ently.® In the view of others, the quotation comes from a non-LXX

Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1965), p. 275; W. McKane, A Critical and Exegeti-
cal Commentary on Jeremiah. 1l. Commentary on Jeremiah XXVI-LII (ICC; Edin-
burgh: T. & T. Clark, 1996), p. 796; The Revised English Bible (1989).

5. Between the two editions, there is only an insignificant difference of
spelling in the fourth line: Rahlfs has fi8ekev, Ziegler f0eAe.

6. So (with various nuances, of course) Th. Zahn, Das Evangelium des
Matthéus (KNT, 1; Leipzig: Deichert, 2nd edn, 1905), p. 108 n. 11; M.-J. Lagrange,
Evangile selon saint Matthieu (EBib; Paris: Gabalda, 1923), pp. 35-36; S.E. John-
son, ‘The Biblical Quotations in Matthew’, HTR 36 (1943), pp. 135-53 (137); K.
Stendahl, The School of St Matthew and its Use of the Old Testament (Philadelphia:
Fortress Press, 2nd edn, 1968 [1954]), pp. 102-103; E. Lohmeyer, Das Evangelium
des Matthdus (Meyer K.; ed. W. Schmauch; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,
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Greek translation (maybe in oral form).” Some scholars assume that the
quotation comes from a collection of testimonies.® Others again posit
some relationship to the LXX.? The quotation from Jer. 31(38).15 in

1956, 4th edn, 1967), pp. 28-29; R.H. Gundry, The Use of the Old Testament in St.
Matthew’s Gospel, with Special Reference to the Messianic Hope (NovTSup, 18;
Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1967, 2nd edn, 1975), pp. 95-97; R.S. McConnell, Law and
Prophecy in Matthew’s Gospel: The Authority and Use of the Old Testament in the
Gospel of St. Matthew (Theologische Dissertationen, 2; Basel: Friedrich Reinhardt,
1969), p. 112; W. Rothfuchs, Die Erfiillungszitate des Matthdus-Evangeliums: Eine
biblisch-theologische Untersuchung (BWANT, 88; Stuttgart: W. Kohlhammer,
1969), pp. 63-65; M.D. Goulder, Midrash and Lection in Matthew (London: SPCK,
1974), p. 240 n. 40; G.M. Soares Prabhu, The Formula Quotations in the Infancy
Narrative of Matthew: An Enquiry into the Tradition History of Mt 1-2 (AnBib, 63;
Rome: Pontifical Biblical Institute Press, 1976), pp. 104-106, 253; J. Gnilka, Das
Matthdusevangelium. 1. Kommentar zu Kap. 1,1-13,58 (HTKNT, 1.1; Freiburg:
Herder, 1986), pp. 52-53; W.D. Davies and D.C. Allison, A Critical and Exegetical
Commentary on the Gospel According to Saint Matthew. 1. Introduction and
Commentary on Matthew I-VII (ICC; Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1988), pp. 267-70;
M. Knowles, Jeremiah in Matthew’s Gospel: The Rejected-Prophet Motif in
Matthaean Redaction (JSNTSup, 68; Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1993), pp. 36-38;
B. Becking, ‘ “A voice was heared in Ramah”: Some Remarks on Structure and
Meaning of Jeremiah 31,15-17°, BZ NF 38 (1994), pp. 229-42 (230-32); G. Fischer,
‘Zum Text des Jeremiabuches’, Bib 78 (1997), pp. 305-28 (316).

7. So G.D. Kilpatrick, The Origins of the Gospel According to St. Matthew
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1946), p. 57; C.H. Dodd, According to the Scriptures:
The Sub-Structure of New Testament Theology (London: Nisbet, 1952), p. 85;
C. Wolff, Jeremia im Friihjudentum und Urchristentum (TU, 118; Berlin: Akademie
Verlag, 1976), pp. 157-58; U. Luz, Das Evangelium nach Matthdus. 1. Mt 1-7
(EKKNT, 1.1; Ziirich: Benziger Verlag; Neukirchen—VIuyn: Neukirchener Verlag,
1985, 3rd edn, 1992), pp. 126-27, 137-39. Cf. also D.J. Harrington, The Gospel of
Matthew (Sacra Pagina, 1; Collegeville, MN: Liturgical Press, 1991), pp. 45, 47.

8. So W.C. Allen, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Gospel
According to St Matthew (ICC; Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 3rd edn, 1912), p. Ixii;
A.H. McNeile, The Gospel According to St. Matthew (London: Macmillan, 1915),
p. 20; G. Strecker, Der Weg der Gerechtigkeit: Untersuchung zur Theologie des
Matthdus (FRLANT, 82; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1962, 2nd edn,
1966), pp. 58-59.

9. So Allen, St Matthew, p. 16 (the testimony [see n. 8] is a ‘citation from
memory of the LXX text’); B. Lindars, New Testament Apologetic: The Doctrinal
Significance of the Old Testament Quotations (London: SCM Press, 1961), p. 217
with n. 4; D.S. New, Old Testament Quotations in the Synoptic Gospels, and the
Two-Document Hypothesis (SBLSCS, 37; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1993), pp. 112-
13.



110 The Old Testament in the New Testament

Justin’s Dialogue with Trypho agrees completely with Matthew’s quo-
tation (Dial. Try. 78.8). The agreement is, however, unimportant for the
purpose of explaining the textual form of Matthew’s quotation, because
Justin here depends on Matthew: in what precedes (78.7), he has para-
phrased the story of the massacre of the innocents.'°

In order to test the hypothesis of Matthew’s use of a revised LXX in
the form of a continuous text, three steps have to be taken:

(1)  An examination of the integration of the quotation in its con-
text. The more tension there is between the quotation in its
present size and wording and the Matthean context, the better
chances there are that it comes from a collection of fixed
testimonies.

(2) A study of the quotation itself: how does it relate to the Hebrew
text and the LXX?

(3) The Matthean element in the wording of the quotation has to
be investigated: what indications are there for either Matthean
redaction or pre-Matthean material?

1. The Quotation in Its Matthean Context

Although the general theme of mourning for lost children makes Jer.
31(38).15 an appropriate fulfilment quotation for the massacre of the
innocents, the connection between narrative and formula quotation
seems to be less than perfect in some details. The massacre takes place
in Bethlehem, 7 km south of Jerusalem, but Rachel’s voice is heard in
Ramah, 8 km north of Jerusalem. Bethlehem is situated in the territory
of Judah, Ramah in Benjamin; Leah was Judah’s mother, Rachel that of
Benjamin.

Now the issue of Rachel’s motherhood is not very problematic.
According to Jer. 40.1, Ramah was a transit station for the exiles from
Jerusalem and Judah to be deported in 587 BCE. In the light of that
verse, Rachel’s complaint at Ramah in Jer. 31.15 refers to the Babylo-
nian Exile.!! The Targum explicitly connects the two verses when it

10. See Stendahl, School of St. Matthew, p. 102; Wolff, Jeremia, p. 184;
O. Skarsaune, The Proof from Prophecy: A Study in Justin Martyr’s Proof-Text
Tradition: Text-Type, Provenance, Theological Profile (NovTSup, 56; Leiden: E.J.
Brill, 1987), p. 120.

11. So, for example, P.M. Arnold, ‘Ramah’, ABD, V, pp. 613-14 (614); Beck-
ing, ‘“Voice”’, p. 238; cf. R.E. Brown, The Birth of the Messiah: A Commentary
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gives the following paraphrase in Jer. 31.15: “...the house of Israel who
weep and lament after Jeremiah the prophet, when Nebuzaradan, the
chief of the killers, sent him from Ramah, with a dirge’.'? Rachel is
apparently thought to be the ancestress of those who were deported to
Babylon as well. One may compare a rabbinic teaching: ‘We find Israel
[the nation] called after Rachel, as it says, Rachel weeping for her
children [Jer. 31.15]" (Gen. R. 82.10; ascribed to R. Simeon b.
Gamaliel, c. 140 CE)."* Matthew very probably thought along the same
lines, and saw Rachel as the mother of all Israel.'

The geographical problem is more serious, precisely because ‘theo-
logical geography’ is an important element of Matthew 2, including the
four formula quotations, each of which contains a geographical name
(vv. 6, 15, 18, 23). One of the things the Evangelist wishes to explain in
this chapter is how Jesus, the Christ, born in Bethlehem, can come from
Nazareth.!> Within this framework, what is the sense of seeing a pro-
phecy about mourning in Ramah realized in a massacre in Bethlehem?

Within the Old Testament, there are two traditions about the place
where Rachel had been buried. According to 1 Sam. 10.2 and Jer.
31.15, Rachel’s tomb is in the territory of Benjamin, in the vicinity of
Ramah. According to Gen. 35.19-20 and 48.7 in their present form,
however, she was buried ‘on the way to Ephrath, that is, Bethlehem’

on the Infancy Narratives in the Gospels of Matthew and Luke (AB Reference
Library; New York: Doubleday, 2nd edn, 1993 [1977]). pp. 205-206; Knowles,
Jeremiah in Matthew’s Gospel, pp. 46-47.

12. The translation comes from R. Hayward, The Targum of Jeremiah (The
Aramaic Bible, 12; Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1987), p. 131.

13. The same tradition is found in Pes. K. 141b (ascribed to R. Simeon b.
Yochai); Gen. R. 71.2 (ascribed to R. Samuel b. Nachman); Ruth R. 7.13 (also
ascribed to R. Simeon b. Yochai). The translation comes from H. Freedman and
M. Simon, The Midrash Rabbah. 1. Genesis (London: Soncino Press, 1977), p. 760.

14. See L. Hartman, ‘Scriptural Exegesis in the Gospel of St. Matthew and the
Problem of Communication’, in M. Didier (ed.), L’évangile selon Matthieu:
Rédaction et théologie (BETL, 29; Gembloux: Duculot, 1972), pp. 131-52 (140-
41).

15. See K. Stendahl, ‘Quis et unde? An Analysis of Mt 1-2°, in W, Eltester
(ed.), Judentum, Urchristentum, Kirche (Festschrift J. Jeremias; BZNW, 26; Berlin:
Alfred Topelmann, 1960, 2nd edn, 1964), pp. 94-105; Brown, Birth of the Messiah,
pp. 50-54; R.T. France, ‘“The Formula-Quotations of Matthew 2 and the Problem of
Communication’, NTS 27 (1981), pp. 233-51 (237-40); F.J. Moloney, ‘Beginning
the Gospel of Matthew: Reading Matthew 1:1-2:23’, Salesianum 54 (1992),
pp- 341-59.
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(see also Jub. 32.34). The second tradition seems to be secondary: the
words ‘that is, Bethlehem’ in the two Genesis passages are probably
glosses, added with the intention to identify Ephrath in Benjamin (also
mentioned in Gen. 35.16) with Bethlehem, also called Ephrathah,
David’s place of origin (Mic. 5.1; Ps. 132.6; Ruth 4.11).! Matthew has
then simply confused the two traditions on Rachel’s tomb, probably by
reading Jer. 31(38).15 in the light of the glosses in Gen. 35.19 and 48.7;
he then connected the Jeremiah passage with an event that took place at
Bethlehem. It seems that he tried to solve the tension between Ramah
and Bethlehem by inserting the words kol €v naot 1ol Oploig avTAG,
‘and in all that region’, into v. 16 after ‘in Bethlehem’.!” The words are
unnecessary after 2.5-6, where the scribes have given unequivocal
information to Herod that the Christ will be born in Bethlehem.
Matthew uses Opia six times: three times he borrowed the word from
Mark (Mt. 8.34 // Mk 5.17; Mt. 15.22, cf. Mk 7.24; Mt. 19.1 // Mk
10.1);"® two occurrences are clearly redactional (Mt. 4.13, cf. Mk 1.14;
Mt. 15.39, cf. Mk 8.10); so it is quite possible that in 2.16 as well, the
word is due to Matthean redaction. Redactional insertion of hyperbolic
nag is found in, for example, Mt. 8.32 // Mk 5.13; Mt. 8.34 // Mk 5.14;
Mt. 21.12 // Mk 11.15; Mt. 24.8 // Mk 13.8. We do not know the quality
of Matthew’s geographical knowledge; in any case, it seems that he
located Ramah not far from Bethlehem.!?

We may say, then, that the quotation has been integrated sufficiently

16. See, for example, C. Westermann, Genesis. Il. Genesis 12-36 (BKAT, 1.2;
Neukirchen—Vluyn: Neukirchener Verlag, 1981), pp. 675, 676.

17. So also Soares Prabhu, Formula Quotations, p. 259; G. Stanton, ‘Matthew’,
in D.A. Carson and H.G.M. Williamson (eds.), It is Written: Scripture Citing
Scripture (Festschrift B. Lindars; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1988),
pp- 205-19 (215) (reprinted in G. Stanton, A Gospel for a New People: Studies in
Matthew [Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1992], pp. 346-63).

18. Mark has the word twice in 7.31; in the Matthean parallel (15.29), Matthew
has radically rewritten Mark’s very confused geographical information, as a result
of which the double 6pto has disappeared. The only other New Testament occur-
rence is in Acts 13.50.

19. See McNeile, St. Matthew, p. 20; McConnell, Law and Prophecy, p. 113;
Brown, Birth of the Messiah, p. 205; Luz, Matthdus, 1, p. 130 n. 27; Davies and
Allison, Saint Matthew, 1, p. 268; M. Oberweis, ‘Beobachtungen zum AT-Gebrauch
in der matthiischen Kindheitsgeschichte’, NTS 35 (1989), pp. 131-49 (135-36);
Quesnel, ‘Citations de Jérémie’, pp. 517-18; Knowles, Jeremiah in Matthew’s
Gospel, pp. 45-46.
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into its Matthean context. Matthew, presupposing that Rachel had been
buried in the vicinity of Bethlehem, connected the episode of the mas-
sacre of young boys at Bethlehem with Rachel’s complaint for her
children at Ramah. He then tried to smoothe away, to the best of his
knowledge and ability, the slight unevenness arising from ‘Ramah’ in
the quotation by adding ‘and in all that region’ in the narrative. The
measure of integration of the quotation makes a provenance from a
collection of testimonies improbable—still apart from the question what
function Jer. 31(38).15 would have had in such a collection.

2. The Character of the Greek Translation in Matthew

In the first line of the quotation, the agreement with the LXX in the use
of pavn and akovely is not very surprising: in both cases, we have to
do with standard translations of the Hebrew equivalents. The translation
of the Hebrew niphal participle %1 by the Greek aorist passive indica-
tive xovo0n is, however, not an immediately obvious one.?’ When
used as a predicate, the Hebrew participle mostly has the temporal
value of a present,?! and most modern translations render accordingly in
Jer. 31.15 (‘is heard’). The participle D01, used as a predicate, is trans-
lated elsewhere in the LXX either by a present indicative (Ps. 18[19].4;
Eccl. 9.17) or by an aorist indicative (Jer. 3.21; Neh. 6.6). So the form
of the verb in the first line of the quotation may well be a trace of the
LXX.

The Hebrew 1271 is rendered in Matthew and LXX B by &v Popud,
‘in Ramah’, while LXX A reads €v 1) DynA1), ‘in the height’. Aquila has
(according to MS 86) £€v UynAf. Other ancient versions offer the same
interpretation: the Targum has N2 0173, ‘in the height of the world’,
and the Vulgate has in excelso, ‘in the height’. ‘Height’ here indicates
heaven (cf. Heb. 1.3).%> The Hebrew iT37 can be a geographical name; it
is then mostly used with the article (77277), but not always (see Neh.
11.33). It can also be a substantivised feminine gal participle of 037,
with the meaning ‘high place’, ‘height’. So 172, whether vocalized
with 2 or with 3, allows both interpretations. As far as the LXX is con-
cerned, €v Popd (LXX B) has the better chances to be the original

20. I presuppose that the Masoretic vocalization essentially reflects earlier prac-
tice of pronunciation.

21. See Joiion and Muraoka, Grammar, §121c.

22. See Lohmeyer, Marthéiius, p. 30 n. 1.
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translation: the reading €v tfj OynAf] (LXX A) may well be a hexaplaric
one, and it reflects a more developed theological understanding. More-
over, it can be the result of the conviction, based on Gen. 35.19 and
48.7, that Rachel had been buried near Bethlehem.?® That the text of
LXX B was influenced by the quotation in Matthew, is not very proba-
ble, because in the rest of the quotation LXX B and Matthew’s text
differ considerably. At this stage of the investigation we can only con-
clude that the words €v ‘Paud in the quotation may come from the LXX
but can also have their origin in independent translation of the Hebrew.

In Matthew’s text, the words xAavBuOg kol 0dvpurdg in the second
line function as an apposition to ¢6mvy in the first line, while the LXX
has a series of genitives which depend on ¢wvn. Matthew’s text is here
obviously a better translation of the Hebrew than the LXX.*

In this line, Hebrew text and LXX have three substantives, while
Matthew’s text has two substantives and the adjective moAvg at the end.
The two substantives in Matthew, klavOudg and 0dvpudg, are the
second and third of the series of the LXX; Optivog is there the first one.
There can hardly be any doubt that not only in the LXX but also in
Matthew’s quotation kAavBudg is the translation of *22: the Greek
word is an obvious equivalent of the Hebrew one, and it is in the LXX
and in what remains of the other ancient Greek translations of the Old
Testament more or less its standard equivalent, just as the Greek verb
khaiew is the standard equivalent of the Hebrew verb 23. In both the
LXX and the quotation in Matthew, kAavBuég is followed by 6dvppog
as a translation of 211N, From a semantic point of view, the trans-
lation leaves to be desired: ‘lamentation’ is not the same as ‘bitterness’.
From a syntactic point of view, the translation is incorrect: in Hebrew,
DN is a genitive to "33, so that the two words together mean:
‘weeping of bitterness’, ‘bitter weeping’. Aquila and Symmachus have
translated here more correctly, and have, in addition, also made the
second substantive into a genitive to the first one: néiog xAowduov
TLKPOUN®V, ‘a song of bitter weeping’. In the LXX and in Matthew’s
text, however, the substantives are coordinated by means of xoi. Both
the translation 68vpudg and the coordination by kat are, in the quota-
tion, clear signs of dependence on the LXX.

The disappearance of the first of the three substantives can be

23. Cf. Lohmeyer, Matthdus, p. 30 n. 1.
24. See Gundry, Use of the Old Testament, p. 95; Brown, Birth of the Messiah,
p. 222.
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plausibly explained if it is considered together with the addition of
noAv¢. The Greek words 8pfivog (or another good equivalent of the
Hebrew word *12)* and 68vpudg are virtually synonymous; I translated
them above by ‘wailing’ and ‘lamentation’ respectively.?® The circum-
stance that they are virtually synonymous was probably the reason to
omit one of them, and the adjective noAv¢ was then added to make up
for the omission. The question of the level at which these two cohering
changes took place, will be discussed later. In any case, it is clear that
they are possible only on the basis of the Greek translation of 17N
into 0dvpudc.

Some scholars, who assume that in the second line of the quotation
Matthew himself translated from the Hebrew, think that the Evangelist
changed the sequence of the two Hebrew nouns ") and *22, and then
translated (influenced by the LXX) "33 into kAovBudg, 13 into 63vpuog
and 2°AN into moAvg.2” W. Rothfuchs, on the basis of the same
assumption, thinks that Matthew (influenced by the LXX) translated 12
into x¥AawBudg, "2 into 6dvpurdc and BN into moAvg.2® There are,
however, improbable elements in these hypotheses. In the former one,
there is an unexplained change of sequence. In both, there are instances
of unusual translation. The translations of *13 into 0dupudg or KAaV6-
nég, or of *22 into 0dvpudg are semantically defensible, but they have,
as far as we know, no parallels in the ancient Greek translations of the
Old Testament; besides, as I have already observed, kAavBudg is the
normal equivalent of ">2. The translation of 2170 into moAvg would
be highly free and unusual. The LXX translates the Hebrew word in Jer.
6.26 by olktpog, ‘lamentable’, and in Hos. 12.15, it renders by means
of the verb mapopyilerv, ‘to provoke to anger’. So in all three cases
(including Jer. 31[38].15), the LXX offers a translation in which the
semantic component ‘bitter’ is present. Aquila and Symmachus give in

25. In the Hebrew Bible, "1 occurs seven times; four times, it has been trans-
lated in the LXX by Bpfjvoc.

26. Cf.LSJ, 6pfivog I; 08vppdg.

27. Gundry, Use of the Old Testament, p. 95 with n. 2; idem, Matthew: A Com-
mentary on His Handbook for a Mixed Church under Persecution (Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 2nd edn, 1994), p. 36; Soares Prabhu, Formula Quotations, p. 253;
Brown, Birth of the Messiah, p. 222; Davies and Allison, Saint Matthew, |, p. 269.
Cf. also Goulder, Midrash and Lection, p. 240 n. 40; Knowles, Jeremiah in
Matthew’s Gospel, p. 36; Becking, ‘ “Voice”’, p. 231.

28. Rothfuchs, Erfiillungszitate, pp. 63-64.
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Jer. 6.26; 31.15 the correct translation mixpoppot (or mkpacuot),
‘bitterness’.?* The translation ToAvg would lack the semantic compo-
nent ‘bitter’. To my mind, the wording of the second line of the quota-
tion (including xai) is much better explained by assuming dependence
on the LXX. Such a view precludes that one has to resort to the implau-
sible assumption that Matthew translated the Hebrew text but drew his
vocabulary from the LXX.

In the third line of the quotation, we find for the Hebrew piel partici-
ple 10212 the Greek participle xAaiovoa, while the LXX has droxAot-
ouévn.*® As I have already noted, x¥laieiv is in the ancient Greek
Old Testament translations a standard rendering of 7122. This Hebrew
verb occurs mostly in the qal, twice only in the piel (Jer. 31.15; Ezek.
8.14; in the latter case, the LXX translates into Opnveiv); there is no
difference of meaning between the two conjugations.’’ The compound
amoxiaiecOat, which may have a slightly stronger meaning than
simple kAaiewv,* is also used in Jer. 31(48).32 LXX for 723 gal. So in
Matthew’s quotation, the usual translation has been preferred, either as
a direct translation of the Hebrew or as a correction of the LXX.*
Below, we shall discuss another possible incentive for this change.

The object of Rachel’s weeping is in Matthew’s text 1o tékva ovTiG.
The Hebrew text has here 771275, and these words return in the next
line of the Hebrew text: Rachel refuses to be comforted ‘for her sons’.
The Vulgate and Targum agree with the Hebrew text in having ‘for her
sons’ twice. Matthew’s text, however, has no counterpart of these
words in the fourth line. The LXX is divided: LXX A has in the third line
£€ml 1AV VIOV avtic but nothing similar in the fourth line, LXX B has

29. They even translate the Hebrew plural by a Greek one. In Jer. 31.21, they
wrongly translate 2*1VAN 11, ‘sign-post’, also by mukpoppoi. The LXX has here—
wrongly as well—tipopia, ‘retribution” or ‘help’.

30. InLXX A, xoi has been added at the beginning of the next line, probably
under the influence of Matthew’s quotation (cf. the first apparatus in Ziegler’s
edition). This addition has then (together with the genitives of the second line) led
to the genitive reading drnoxioiopévng: it is an effort to improve the Greek con-
struction by avoiding an independent clause with a participle instead of a finite
verb. Both variant readings are clearly secondary, even post-Matthean.

31. See W. Baumgartner et al., The Hebrew and Aramaic Lexicon of the Old
Testament, 1 (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1994).

32. See LSJ, drnoxAdaiw, ‘weep aloud’.

33. Cf. the quotation from Hos. 11.1 in Mt 2.15: Matthew’s text has there
¢xdieca for TIRTP, the LXX of Hos. 11.1 has UETEKAAEGQ.
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nothing in the third line but has in the fourth line £nt Toig vioilg avTAG.
This state of affairs can be explained in various ways (for instance, by
assuming corruption of the Hebrew text). For our purposes, it is
sufficient to state that the quotation in Matthew seems to come from a
text which had 17312752 or a Greek equivalent in the third line, but not in
the fourth. A plausible explanation for this aspect of the textual form of
the quotation will be offered below.

The Hebrew noun 73 has been translated in the quotation not by viog
(so the LXX), but by téxvov. Now this translation is maybe not what
one would expect, but it is certainly adequate: it occurs regularly in the
ancient Greek Old Testament translations that the plural 0°13, if it com-
prises both males and females, is rendered by t€xva (see, for example,
Gen. 3.16 LXX; Prov. 31.28 LXX Aq Symm Theod; Job 17.5 Symm
Theod).** In the case of Jer. 31.15, we have not only an instance of
‘sons’ being used for both males and females, but the direct context of
the verse also contains clear suggestions that females are part of the
group. The Hebrew text of v. 8 mentions women who are pregnant and
in labour among those who are brought back by the Lord (the LXX
translates differently here). In v. 13, the prophet speaks of the future joy
of girls and men, young and old. The gloomy picture of v. 15 is imme-
diately followed by its reversal, the return from the exile (vv. 16-20).
According to v. 17, the ‘sons’ will return to their country; although the
LXX 1is here shorter than the MT, it is evident that C*13, comprising
males and females, has been translated by 1éxva. All these pointers in
the context of Jer. 31(38).15 may very well have incited a translator or
reviser to prefer in this verse té€xvo. to viot.

Matthew’s text stands out among the known ancient versions of Jer.
31(38).15 in connecting the verb ‘to weep’ with a direct object instead
of with a prepositional object. The Greek verb xAaieiv can be used
transitively (just as the Hebrew verb 1122), and there are in the LXX
some instances of 72 with a prepositional object (79, ) having been
translated by kAoieiv with a direct object.*> So we have here a possible
but unusual translation. Is there any reason for it?

Before answering this question, we have to consider another peculiar
trait of the quotation: its fourth line begins with xoi. This conjunction

34. Of course, vioi can also comprise both sexes, but téxva is in this respect
more unequivocal.

35. See Gen. 50.1 B; 2 Kgdms 3.34; Jer. 22.10 (twice).
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has no equivalent in the Hebrew text, and is not found in LXX B.*® In
Matthew, it causes an unbalanced sentence structure: a participial
statement is linked, by xai, to an independent clause with a finite
verb.” It seems that the addition of a conjunction does not, in this case,
improve the Greek translation. Why then has xai been added?

To my mind, the best explanation for this and some other traits of the
quotation is to be found in the influence of an analogous Old Testament
passage. Two Old Testament passages are analogous if they have at
least one word in common; usually, they also have a similar content. In
early-Jewish and early-Christian use and explanation of Scripture, the
wording of a passage could be adapted to that of an analogous one.*®
Now there is, in Genesis 37, the story of Joseph being sold to merchants
by his brothers. At the end of the story (vv. 29-36), we are told that
Joseph’s brothers dip his robe in the blood of a goat, and bring it to
their father Jacob, who concludes that Joseph must have been devoured
by a wild beast. Jacob then mourns for his son, and all his sons and
daughters try to comfort him. Genesis 37.35 provides the words that are
vital to the quotation in Matthew: 1"28 1% 27, ..o 1M, ‘and he
refused to be comforted ... and his father bewailed him’. The LXX
translates: kal ovk fifekev napaxoieicat... kol EKA0VOEV QVTOV O
natnp ovtov, ‘and he would not be comforted ... and his father bewailed
him’. The analogy of Gen. 37.35 and Jer. 31(38).15 is obvious, on the
points of both wording and content. The two verses share (in MT and
LXX) the words ]8/ov B€lewv, DN Y/rapoxoAelv (LXX A) and 122/
KAaiewy, anoxioiecOat. In addition, the texts share common themes:
Gen. 37.35 is about the mourning of Jacob, Rachel’s husband, for their
son Joseph; Jer. 31(38).15 is about the mourning of Rachel, Jacob’s
wife, on the tribe of Ephraim (see Jer. 31.6, 9, 18, 20), and Ephraim
was Joseph’s son.*

36. About xai in LXX A, see above, n. 30. Gundry (Use of the Old Testament,
p. 95) assumes, without good reasons, a Hebrew text with 1 behind the LXX and
Matthew’s text.

37. Even if one assumes, with BDR, §128.3, that a form of eivou has been
omitted after xkAoiovoa, the construction remains unbalanced.

38. See MLJ.J. Menken, Old Testament Quotations in the Fourth Gospel: Stud-
ies in Textual Form (Contributions to Biblical Exegesis and Theology, 15; Kampen:
Kok, 1996), pp. 52-53 (with the literature mentioned there).

39, The analogy of Jer. 31.15 and Gen. 37.35 has been noticed by E. Hiihn, Die
messianischen Weissagungen des israelitisch-jiidischen Volkes bis zu den Targu-
mim ... I1. Die alttestamentlichen Citate und Reminiscenzen im Neuen Testamente
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Now the assumption of influence of Gen. 37.35 on Jer. 31(38).15
explains several features of Matthew’s quotation. The words xat ovk
fiBeAev in the fourth line agree literally with Gen. 37.35 LXX, where
they are a correct translation of the Hebrew, so that the odd xat in the
quotation may very well come from the analogous passage. That in the
third line of the quotation the verb ‘to weep’ has a direct object, finds a
parallel in the Genesis verse, in both Hebrew and Greek; it seems that
the influence of the Genesis text explains another curious detail of
Matthew’s text. The influence of Gen. 37.35 also explains why the text
of Matthew has 7713770 or its Greek equivalent in the third line, and not
in the fourth line or in both the third and fourth lines: if ‘for her sons’
was not yet present in the third line, the translator or reviser took care to
combine it with Rachel’s weeping only, and not with her refusal of
comfort, to adapt the Jeremiah passage to that from Genesis. The use of
KAaiewy instead of the compound daroxioiesBot, though already plausi-
bly explained by normal translation practice, may find an additional
explanation in the influence of Gen. 37.35 LXX.

Continuing our examination of the fourth line, we observe that in
Matthew 7387 has been translated as ovx f6eldev. This is a lexically
adequate translation, also found in Jer. 38.15 LXX. Twenty more
instances of translation of the root }N2 into ov/un 6€Aewv can be found
in the LXX, among them Gen. 37.35 LXX. Alternative translations of the
Hebrew are, however, possible: dvavevely, Gnavaivesbal, dnelbely,
and especially ov/un BoviesBal can, combined with an infinitive (in
some cases preceded by tov), have the meaning ‘to refuse to do some-
thing’, and occur in this sense in the ancient Greek translations of the
Old Testament as translations of 181,%° together more than twenty times.
The translation by o0 6éAelv can be a slight trace of the LXX.

Syntactically, ovk ©ifekev is not quite correct: in Hebrew, the entire
clause about Rachel (‘Rachel weeping...refusing...”) functions as an
apposition to what precedes. The translation in Matthew and the LXX
agree In translating 7IN2 as a finite verb. They also agree in verbal
tense: both have the imperfect fi0eAev, while, to judge from the LXX, an

(Tibingen: J.C.B. Mohr, 1900), p. 3; W. Dittmar, Verus Testamentum in Novo: Die
alttestamentlichen Parallelen des Neuen Testaments (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1903), pp. 290, 323.

40. See, for example, Exod. 4.23 LxX; 1 Kgdms 28.23 LXX; Neh. 9.17 LXX; Ps.
76(77).2 LXX and Aq; Prov. 21.7 LXX; Jer. 15.18 Aq; Zech. 7.11 LXX.
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aorist would have been the more obvious choice.*! So fi@e)ev in the
quotation can, as far as its verbal vorm is concerned, be assessed as a
trace of the LXX.*

At the end of the fourth line, we meet napaxin6iva as the equiva-
lent of the Hebrew 0miT?. The same Greek translation is found in LXX
A and in Aquila’s translation; LXX B has mavcacBat. The latter read-
ing is probably the original LXX translation: the reading of LXX A may
be due to influence of Matthew or to hexaplaric influence or to both at
the same time, and is in any case (as will appear below) the easier one.
The Hebrew verb &M is translated in the LXX in various ways; in the
majority of occurrences, however, napaxoielv is the preferred transla-
tion (for all conjugations in which the verb occurs).*® It is the usual
Greek translation of the Hebrew verb in instances in which it means ‘to
find consolation’ (niphal), ‘to comfort’ (piel), ‘to become consoled’
(pual), or ‘to allow oneself to be comforted’ (hithpael) (see, for exam-
ple, Gen. 24.67; Isa. 66.13; Ps. 119[118].52).* In Jer. 31(38).15,
novecHot is a possible but not very obvious translation of O3 niphal.*
In Matthew’s quotation, then, the more usual translation is found, either
as a correction of the LXX or as an independent translation from the
Hebrew; in both cases, influence of Gen. 37.35 LXX may also have been
at work.

In the final line, 132°% *2> has been rendered as 61t oVUx eiciv. The
same rendering is found in the LXX and Aquila, and it is a very obvious

41. The perfect |82 is translated by o0 8€Aev in the aorist in LXX Hos. 11.5;
Jer. 5.3 (twice); 8.5; 11.10; 27(50).33; in the imperfect in LXX Ps. 77(78).10; Jer.
9.5;38(31).15.

42, In theory, ovk 18eAev could come from Gen. 37.35 LXX; in fact, however,
there are no reasons to surmise that Matthew’s biblical text had a different wording
before it was influenced by the Genesis verse. On both accounts, the present word-
ing agrees with the LXX.

43. See G. Bertram, in O. Schmitz and G. Stihlin, ‘rapoxaréw xtA.”, TWNT, V
(1954), pp. 771-98 (775 n. 20).

44. See W. Baumgartner et al., The Hebrew and Aramaic Lexicon of the Old
Testament, 11 (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1995), om3; LSJ, tapaxaiém 11L.2; W. Bauer,
Griechisch-deutsches Worterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen Testaments und der
friihchristlichen Literatur (ed. K. and B. Aland; Berlin: W. de Gruyter, 1988),
TAPAKOAE®D 4.

45. In the LXX, (dva)movecOar occurs a few more times as translation of Gl
niphal, mostly in instances where God is said to regret his earlier decision to punish
Israel: Jer. 33(26).3, 13, 19; 49(42).10.
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one, also in interpreting the singular suffix of the Hebrew text as a
plural one (which occurs in almost all ancient and modern translations
of the verse).*® The translation in Matthew can be evaluated as being
due to the LXX or as the result of fresh translation of the Hebrew.

From the above, the following conclusions may be drawn. A
considerable part of the quotation agrees with the LXX. Some of the
corresponding elements, being Greek standard translations of Hebrew
terms, are not very telling, but in several instances the agreement can
hardly be fortuitous and points to dependence on the LXX: the verbal
form of MxovoBn in the first line; 68dvpudg and the coordination by kai
in the second line; ovx f0eAev in the fourth line. Next, there are cases
where the translation in Matthew renders the Hebrew text better or
more in standard fashion than the LXX does: the apposition constituted
by the second line; kAoiovoa in the third line; Tapaxindivatl in the
fourth line. On the basis of the dependence on the LXX, these cases are
best assessed as corrections of the LXX. In the second line, there is a
stylistic improvement in the combination of the omission of 8pnvog and
the addition of moAvg; it also presupposes the LXX text. The use of
téxva in the third line is due to attention to the Jeremian context of the
quotation. Finally, several traits of the quotation find an explanation (in
some instances an additional one) in the influence of the analogous Old
Testament passage Gen. 37.35: xAoiovoo combined with a (direct)
object in the third line; xal and mopakinBfivar in the fourth line. We
have here apparently a revised LXX text, influenced by Gen. 37.35.

3. Matthean and Pre-Matthean Elements in the Quotation?

Now that we have established that Matthew’s quotation is best consid-
ered as coming from a revised LXX, we have to ask how far the Evan-
gelist is responsible for its textual form. Can we find elements that have
to be ascribed to the Evangelist? Can we identify features that must be
pre-Matthean?

Because, as we have seen, several scholars think that Matthew trans-
lated the Hebrew text, we have to look here first at the points of agree-
ment between quotation and LXX: is there any chance that elements
which we ascribed to the LXX, actually come from the Evangelist? The
instances of what I have called ‘standard translation’ are insignificant in

46. The singular suffix has been used distributively, referring to a plural; see
GKC, §145m, where several examples are given.
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this respect as well, even if the words used also belong to Matthew’s
preferred vocabulary (such as dkovelv, kAavbudc):*’ any translator
would very probably use them. Among the significant points of agree-
ment with the LXX listed above there is none that betrays a special
Matthean interest. The verb 8€Aeiv belongs to Matthew’s preferred
vocabulary and is used several times by the Evangelist as editor (see,
for example, 15.28, 32; 17.4),*® but it is at the same time a good and
fairly obvious translation, so that there is no need to ascribe it
specifically to Matthew.

Next, we consider the points of revision of the LXX text that have
been detected. In none of the three instances of correction of the LXX
listed above is there any reason to ascribe the correction to Matthean
redaction: it can be due to any reviser. The situation seems to be differ-
ent for the stylistic improvement in the second line. When we look at
Matthew’s editing of Mark, we can observe that he frequently replaces
redundant duplicate expressions of Mark by simple ones.** Among
these are several cases where Mark has two synonymous nouns or verbs
connected by xai or ovd¢ or oVte, and Matthew retains only one of
them, sometimes not the first but the second one.”® Especially interest-
ing is the way in which Matthew edits Mk 6.4. According to Mark,
Jesus says that a prophet does not lack honour €1 un €v ) motpidt
o070V KOl £V TO1G GLYYEVEDGLY 0:0T0D KOl €V TH) olkig 0010V, ‘except
in his home town and among his relatives and in his family’. Out of the
three coordinated substantives, Matthew (13.57) has retained the first
and third one: a prophet does not lack honour €1 un €v ) Tatpidt kot
£v 1 olxig ov1ov. He apparently considered cuyyeveig and oikia as

47. See Luz, Matthdus, 1, pp. 36, 43.

48. See Luz, Maithdus, 1, p. 42. Matthew has the verb 42 times, Mark 25 times,
Luke 28 times.

49. See J.C. Hawkins, Horae Synopticae: Contributions to the Study of the Syn-
optic Problem (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 2nd edn, 1909), pp. 139-42; Allen, St
Matthew, pp. xxiv-xxvi; F. Neirynck, with Th. Hansen and F. Van Segbroeck, The
Minor Agreements of Matthew and Luke against Mark, with a Cumulative List
(BETL, 37; Leuven: Leuven University Press, 1974), p. 287. Some examples: Mt.
8.16 // Mk 1.32; Mt. 9.15 // Mk 2.19; Mt. 17.1 // Mk 9.2; Mt. 26.10 // Mk 14.6.

50. See the following sets of parallel verses (italicization indicates that Matthew
retains the second element): Mz. 9.18 // Mk 5.23; Mr. 12.3 // Mk 2.25; Mt. 13.57 1/
Mk 6.4; Mt. 14.15 // Mk 6.36; Mt. 16.9 // Mk 8.17; Mt. 17.12 // Mk 9.12; Mt. 26.2
[/ Mk 14.1; Mt. 26.21 // Mk 14.18; Mt. 26.63 // Mk 14.61; Mt. 26.70 // Mk 14.68.
Cf. also Mt. 9.23 // Mk 5.38.



MENKEN The Quotation from Jeremiah 31(38).15 123

more or less synonymous, omitted the former substantive, and so
obtained a series of two. Something similar has happened in the quota-
tion in 2.18. Of the three coordinated substantives 6pfvog, kAavbuog
and 08vpudg, the first and third are synonymous; the latter is retained,
and so a series of two is obtained. The addition of ToAvg in itself cannot
be shown to be a feature of Matthew’s redaction: he sometimes adds the
word to his source, and sometimes he omits it.”! Besides, addition of
moldg without equivalent in the Hebrew text also occurs in the LXX; it
could therefore represent here a pre-Matthean variant in the transmis-
sion of Jer. 31(38).15. However, in connection with the narrative of the
massacre the addition is apt. The brief description in Mt. 2.16 contains
three exaggerations: Herod becomes very angry, and all boys in Bethle-
hem and all its surrounding area are killed. No wonder then that,
according to the quotation, such great enmity results in great sorrow.
The addition of moAvg serves to attune narrative and quotation to each
other.3 So it seems that Matthew removed a redundant word, and made
up for it by adding moAvg, a word that fitted well into the context into
which he inserted the quotation.

It has been observed that several details of the wording of the
quotation found an explanation in the influence of the analogous verse
Gen. 37.35. It is impossible to tell at what level of the transmission of
Jer. 31(38).15 this influence has to be situated. The use of analogous
texts was a widespread phenomenon; I do not see good reasons to
ascribe this particular instance to Matthew.

There are two details in the quotation which are very probably pre-
Matthean. In the previous section, we have concluded that €v ‘Paud in
the first line may come from the LXX (the words are found in LXX B)
but also from independent translation of the Hebrew. It can be shown
that Matthew found the geographical name in his biblical text. In the
first section of this study, I observed that geographical interest is
obviously present in Matthew 2, and that the Evangelist has tried to
eliminate the tension between Ramah and Bethlehem by adding the
words xat €v Taot 101g 0plotg ovthg in v. 16. That means that Matthew
found a text with a geographical name;>* otherwise it is incompre-

51. For the addition see, for example, Mt. 14.24 // Mk 6.47; Mt. 26.47 // Mk
14.43; for omission see, for example, Mt. 13.34 // Mk 4.33; Mt. 17.14 // Mk 9.14.

52. See, for example, Exod. 2.11; Ps. 21(22).17; Isa. 2.6; Ezek. 38.12.

53. So also Gnilka, Matthdusevangelium, 1, p. 53.

54. Cf. Strecker, Weg der Gerechtigkeit, pp. 58-59; Luz, Matthdus, 1, p. 127.
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hensible why he used the verse from Jeremiah at all, and even adapted
the preceding narrative to it. And if he found a text with a geographical
name, it was probably a Greek one, not a Hebrew one in which an
ambiguous 7273 could be read in two ways.

That in the third line of the quotation t€xva is used to translate 0"13,
is another feature that should be evaluated as very probably pre-
Matthean. We have seen that the translation is easily understood when
the Jeremian context of Jer. 31(38).15 is taken into account. In the
Matthean context, however, the word téxva causes some tension, for
the preceding narrative concerns the killing not of children in general
but of boys only. That is at least the obvious meaning of Mt. 2.16 when
read in connection with the story of the visit of the Magi to Herod (2.1-
8): the expected ‘king of the Jews’ (v. 2) was supposed to be male, not
either male or female. It is also the obvious meaning of v. 16 when we
read it against the background of the story of the birth of Moses (Exod.
1.15-2.10), in which Pharaoh orders male children only to be killed. If
then ndvtag Tovg Taldag in v. 16 should be understood as ‘all the male
children’, the translation of 012 by viot in Jer. 31(38).15 would have
served Matthew better. So he found the translation by téxva.> That
Matthew was responsible for the translation, as some interpreters
think, is unlikely, not only on account of the tension just pointed out,
but also because Matthew uses 1éxvov almost exclusively when he
finds it in his source.’” The people’s declaration of responsibility in
27.25 (‘his blood on us and on our children’, £rl 16 1€Kkvo U®V) may
constitute an exception, and it shows together with other passages that
for Matthew, téxva can mean ‘posterity’. It is also possible that
Matthew saw a link between the quotation in 2.18 and the declaration
of responsibility in 27.25: the posterity will suffer from the conse-
quences of what their ancestors have done. That link, however, would

55. So also Strecker, Weg der Gerechtigkeit, pp. 58-59 (with 59 n. 2); Brown,
Birth of the Messiah, p. 222; Luz, Matthdus, 1, p. 127 n. 7, Harrington, Matthew,
pp. 44-45; New, Old Testament Quotations, p. 113.

56. Rothfuchs, Erfiillungszitate, pp. 64-65; Soares Prabhu, Formula Quotations,
pp. 254-56; B.M. Nolan, The Royal Son of God: The Christology of Matthew 1-2 in
the Setting of the Gospel (OBO, 23; Fribourg: Editions Universitaires; Gottingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1979), p. 138; Gundry, Matthew, p. 36; Gnilka,
Matthdusevangelium, 1, p. 53; Davies and Allison, Saint Matthew, 1, p. 270;
Knowles, Jeremiah in Matthew’s Gospel, p. 37; Becking, * “Voice”’, pp. 231-32.

57. See Mt. 3.9; 7.11; 9.2; 10.21; 15.26; 19.29; 22.24; 23.37. The Sondergut-
passages 18.25; 21.28 very probably also belong to this series.
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have functioned equally well with viot in the quotation (see Mt. 1.20;
27.9).

I conclude that with the exception of the omission from and addition
to the second line, there is no positive evidence of Matthean redaction
in the quotation. On the other hand, two elements of it (¢v Pojud and
tékvo) are almost certainly pre-Matthean.

4. Conclusion

Matthew took the quotation from Jer. 31(38).15, which he offers in
2.18, from a continuous biblical text, and integrated it in its present,
Matthean context. His biblical text was a revised LXX. In the case of the
verse in question, the revision involved a better translation of the
Hebrew, as well as an adaptation to the context of the verse in Jeremiah
and to the analogous verse Gen. 37.35. There are no positive indications
that Matthew was responsible for the revision. It seems that his editorial
work on the quotation was limited to removing a redundant duplicate
expression and adding the adjective Toivg.

It appears then that the hypothesis of Matthew using a revised LXX
for his fulfilment quotations holds true in the case of the quotation in
2.18 as well. As far as [ can see now, it is the best explanation for the
textual form of the quotations in 2.18; 4.15-16; 12.18-21; 13.35; 21.5.
For the very short quotations in 2.15 and 8.17 in themselves it is not
possible to demonstrate that they come from such a revised LXX, but in
these two instances the brief Old Testament passage quoted (Hos. 11.1;
Isa. 53.4) was translated in the LXX in such a way that a revision can
hardly be distinguished from a fresh translation. In any case, even these
two quotations can be shown to come from a pre-Matthean Greek bibli-
cal text. It remains to be examined whether the textual form of the other
formula quotations can be plausibly explained on the same basis, and
where this revised LXX has to be situated. Another question which must
not be neglected, is how Matthew’s use of a revised LXX in the formula
quotations relates to his use of the Old Testament in other contexts.*®

58. Tam grateful to Mrs K.M. Court for checking my English.



JESUS INSPECTS HIS PRIESTLY WAR PARTY (LUKE 14.25-35)

Crispin H.T. Fletcher-Louis

In Lk. 14.25-35 there is a collection of logia, three of which clearly
deal with the demands of discipleship (vv. 26, 27, 33). Besides these
three the opening verse is a familiar Lukan narrative setting and vv. 34-
35 are also variously related to discipleship. The two parables in vv. 28-
32 are also traditionally read as prescriptive for the would-be disciple.
However, this collection—which is sandwiched between two discrete
units (14.1-24; 15.1-32)—has been the cause of some interpretative
difficulties.

Chief among such difficulties is the impression that Lk. 14.25-35 ‘is
not a carefully designed argument but, rather, a loose conjunction of
diverse source-material’.! In particular there has been uncertainty as to
the place of the two parables (vv. 28-32) in their present Lukan con-
text.? It is claimed that if these verses are removed—as their absence
from Matthew (10.37-38) suggests they should—there is created a
smoother flow of thought for the remaining verses.> ‘The teaching of
the paragraph is about the necessity for renouncing everything and
putting Christ first, whereas the parables [as normally read] are con-
cerned with self-testing rather than self-sacrifice...’* Luke’s opening

1. R.A. Piper, Wisdom in the Q-Tradition (SNTSMS, 61; Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press, 1989), p. 202. Cf. R. Bultmann, The History of the Synop-
tic Tradition (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1968 {1921]), pp. 170-71.

2. For example P.G. Jarvis, ‘Expounding the Parables: V. The Tower-builder
and the King Going to War (Luke 14.25-33)’, ExpTim 77 (1965-66), pp. 196-98,
(196); Piper, Wisdom, p. 202; B. Heininger, Metaphorik, Erzdhlstruktur und
szenisch-dramatische Gestaltung in den Sondergutgleichnissen bei Lukas (NTAbh,
24; Miinster: Aschendorff, 1991), p. 132.

3. For example J.D.M. Derrett, ‘Nisi Dominus aedificaverit domum: Towers
and Wars (Lk xiv 28-32)", NovT 19 (1977), pp. 241-61 (242).

4. Jarvis, ‘Expounding the Parables’, p. 196.
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narrative comment (v. 25) has been judged inconsequential to the con-
tent of what follows, and the saying about salt losing its saltiness is
easily detached from what precedes. It is frequently noted that various
elements in vv. 25-35 pick up themes from the previous parables and
teaching;®> however, the internal logic of this section has remained
obscure.

On the normal reading of the two central parables the man who wants
to build a tower and the king who wants to go to war are treated as
exemplary for the life of every would-be believer, in carefully consider-
ing beforehand whether they have the means to complete the task: these
are typically Lukan non-allegorical example stories. There are some,
however, who have raised objections to this individualistic inter-
pretation. For example, Peter G. Jarvis has pointed out that ‘it is
uncharacteristic of Jesus to advise people to work things out before-
hand. His usual attitude being that God is to be trusted for the future...’®
Picking up Jarvis’ own solution to the problem, and developing sugges-
tions made earlier in this century by William Manson and Claus-Hunno
Hunzinger, Duncan Derrett has argued for a fundamentally Christo-
centric and, therefore, theocentric interpretation.” On this reading Jesus
is the man who wants to build a tower and Jesus is the king preparing to
go to war. In doing so Jesus assesses the fitness of his resources-—his
disciples. There are a number of obvious strengths to this interpretation.

Hunzinger noted that the parables are examples of the common
Lukan parabolic form which opens with the phrase tig €€ budv (‘“Who
among you...").8 In Luke these are always fundamentally theocentric.

5. Chief among these: (1) the theme of socio-economic attachments preventing
entry into the Jesus community (14.18-19, 33), (2) a qualification of any mistaken
reading of 14.15-24 to the effect that, for example, Jesus requires faith without an
appropriate lifestyle of obedience (cf. Mt. 22.11-13); (3) the reference to hating
one’s wife responds to the marital excuse not to come to the banquet in 14.20.

6. Jarvis, ‘Expounding the Parables’, p. 197. Cf. Derrett, ‘Nisi Dominus’, pp.
248-49. Luke 9.56-62 does not furnish examples to the contrary: there the call is to
accept the rootless life of faith, not to calculate the extent of one’s own resources.

7. Derrett, ‘Nisi Dominus’. W. Manson, The Gospel of Luke (London: Hodder
& Stoughton, 1930), p. 175; C.-H. Hunzinger, ‘Unbekannte Gleichnisse Jesu aus
dem Thomas-Evangelium’, in W. Eltester (ed.), Judentum-Urchristentum-Kirche
(BZNW, 26; Berlin, Alfred Topelmann: 1960), pp. 209-20 (213-217). Hunzinger
compares Gos. Thom. p. 97. Cf. also J. Louw, ‘The Parables of the Tower-Builder
and the King Going to War’, ExpTim 48 (1936-37), p. 478.

8. ‘Unbekannte Gleichnisse’, pp. 214-15.



128 The Old Testament in the New Testament

In each instance of the parabolic use of this phrase the narrative pro-
ceeds to describe the nature of God represented by one of its lead roles.
In Lk. 11.5-6, 11-12 and 17.7 God’s nature lies behind that of the
shameless friend, the father and the master of an estate. Alternatively,
in the behaviour of the hypothetical protagonist there is revealed the
nature of Jesus’ own action, which in turn reveals God’s nature (15.4,
cf. 14.5). As in rabbinic parables so in the Jesus tradition—a king
usually stands in for God (Mt. 18.23-35; 22.1-14, cf. Lk. 19.11-27).

Derrett pushes the allegorical nature of this interpretation further by
pointing to the common use of the word tower (n0pyocg) as a euphem-
ism for the Jerusalem Temple or specifically the sanctuary within the
temple. This is a feature of Second-Temple Jewish literature rooted in
the biblical parable of the vineyard in Isaiah 5. The tower of the second
verse of that text was normally taken to refer to the sanctuary (the wine
vat representing the altar, and so on).” Jarvis and Derrett also discern a
possible allusion in the threat of popular derision at an abortive attempt
to build the tower (14.29b) to the tower in Genesis 11 mockingly called
‘Babel’.!% Of course, read in this way, Jesus is not preparing to build
any material temple or sanctuary, rather he is building a community of
believers.'! This is an allegorical interpretation thoroughly consistent
with the use of olxodopelv and temple language throughout the New
Testament.'?

The perceived inconsistency between the parables and their contexts

9. For the history of this interpretation rooted in earliest targumic tradition see
Craig A. Evans, ‘On the Vineyard Parables of Isaiah 5 and Mark 12°, BZ 28 (1984),
pp. 82-86 (83-84). Derrett and Evans compare ! En. 89.50, 56, 66b-67, 73; Barn.
16.1-5; t. Me‘il 1.16 and Suk. 3.15. See also Josephus War 7.427 and Sib. Or.
5.424-5 (discussed below); T. Mos. 2.4 (following the conjectural emendation of the
Latin ferram to turrem [R.H. Charles, (The Assumption of Moses London: A. & C.
Black, 1897)), p. 62) or turrim (J. Tromp, The Assumption of Moses: A Critical
Edition with Commentary [SVTP, 10; Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1993], pp. 8-9, 157); Jos.
Asen. 2.1; 14.5 (discussed by G. Bohak, Joseph and Aseneth and the Jewish Temple
in Heliopolis {Early Judaism and its Literature; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1996],
pp. 68-70, 73-74); Jub. 29.16, 19 where Abraham has a tower which receives
offerings in a quarter-yearly cycle (cf. 31.6); Sir. 49.12 (MS A); Exod. R. 20.5.

10. Jarvis, ‘Expounding the Parables’, p. 198; Derrett, ‘Nisi Dominus’, p. 252.

11. For mopyog as a symbol of the church see especially the Shepherd of
Hermas (e.g. Vis. 3.2.4-3.7.6; Sim. 8.2; 9.3-31) where the identification is made 149
times in all.

12. See 1 Cor. 3.9-12; Eph. 2.19-22; Rom. 15.20, cf. Acts 4.11; 9.31; 20.32.
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is now removed: having told a parable which celebrates the dawn of the
eschatological banquet (14.15-24), Jesus launches into the most
uncompromising demands on his followers. They are to hate their own
kith and kin, even their own life, being willing to take up their cross in
coming after him. In a society which valued highly family and racial
ties his hearers and Luke’s readers could be forgiven for questioning
the ruthlessness of Jesus’ demands. Verses 28-32 explain the rationale
behind Jesus’ testing of his disciples’ and the crowds’ faith (trust and
faithfulness). He is building a new Temple and preparing an army for
battle. He needs trustworthy resources for the project. They are to bid
farewell to everything in their possession as they join his journey to
Jerusalem (v. 33).

On this reading the opening narrative setting provided by Luke
(v. 25) suits perfectly the contents of the pericope as a whole (vv. 26-
35). Jesus is speaking to the crowds of followers many of whom, no
doubt, were of uncertain commitment to his cause. Whilst the size of
his following would give Jesus and his closest followers confidence that
they have the social muscle to achieve great things as they march
towards Jerusalem, Jesus perceives the need for stringent and essen-
tially cross-centred criteria of discipleship.

The second parable, vv. 31-32, corresponds to the purpose of v. 26 in
dealing with the question of human resources. The effect of Jesus’
words in v. 26 is to sift the workforce he has at his disposable. By such
sifting he risks greatly reducing the number of his followers. Like the
king going to war with an empirically smaller force than his enemy he
needs to know whether his force is actually better trained and
committed (cf. v. 27) and thus able to meet the greater numerical force
of the enemy. The first parable (vv. 28-30), on the other hand,
corresponds to the focus of v. 33—the issue of financial resources. The
tower-builder needs to ascertain the extent of his financial resources. So
too, by pressing upon his followers the need to surrender their
possessions in v. 33, Jesus establishes a community with the necessary
financial muscle to carry through his vision for his new temple
community (cf. Acts 2.42-6.153).

Jesus is on his way to Jerusalem; the centre of both military power
and the activity of the priestly/Levitical institution. For Jesus to tell a
parable about a man building a temple (tower) and establishing a mili-
tary force ‘whilst still far away from his enemy’ in the context of Jesus’
own journey to Jerusalem surrounded by crowds of followers can only
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possibly mean that he is telling these parables about himself: the tradi-
tional interpretation thus fails to pay sufficient attention to the very
specific context in the Lukan narrative.

While the minority interpretation of these two parables must be
essentially correct, various objections to Derrett’s interpretation have
been raised by Craig Blomberg. Blomberg argues that in 12.25 (‘Who
among you by worrying is able to add a single hour to the span of your
life?’) Luke provides an exception to the rule, claimed by Hunzinger,
that 1ig €€ Lu@v parables are always either Christocentric or theocentric.

But in defense of the minority reading, Lk. 12.25 is not at all
parabolic as are all the other instances of the phrase ti¢ € Vu®v in
Luke (and this includes Lk. 14.25-35). So Lk. 12.25 provides no justifi-
cation for not treating it on analogy with its parabolic purpose else-
where in Luke. Blomberg’s other objection—that the image of God as
the inferior of two kings who considers the possibility of surrendering
to the enemy is inappropriate—is also beside the point. Luke is par-
ticularly fond of parables which draw on the imperfection of the human
world of affairs to accentuate the workings of God’s Kingdom and
character. These parables operate within the thoroughly Jewish logic of
a gal wahomer (an a fortiori argument, cf. Lk. 11.13, ndéoe paiiov). In
Lk. 11.5-8, 11.11-13, 16.1-8 and 18.1-8 the friend at midnight, the
father, the steward and the judge, being human and evil (11.13, novnpot
unapyovies), could not in their totality stand for God; yet, to the extent
that these characters are good, wise and just, they clearly do. So too, the
image of God as tower-builder unsure of his resources or of a king with
inferior means should not be pressed.

In any case the image of Jesus as a king marching to Jerusalem to do
battle with one whose power is apparently greater suits perfectly the
claims and counter-claims of the prince of darkness. In Lk. 4.6 the devil
claims that he possesses all the authority and glory of the kingdoms of
the inhabited world, and that he has the power to give them over to
Jesus. In Lk. 10.22 this claim is refuted since the Son is the one to
whom God has bestowed all authority and power.'? Satan has little
power during Jesus’ ministry (4.13); however, in the Passion he has his
hour of apparent triumph (22.53). If Jesus appears to have the weaker

13. Luke’s language at 4.6 is different from that at Mt. 4.8-9 in a way which ties
the temptation to the Great Thanksgiving. Note especially the Lukan use of
nopadidout, and the similar phrases kol @ v 8éAo 5tdwur avtyv and kal @ £av
BovAntol O Viog arokoAvyat in 4.6 and 10.22.
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force, as 14.31 implies, that is in any case consistent with the Lukan
theology of glory through suffering and weakness, which, is central to
his Christology (for example, 24.26).

In the rest of this study I wish to demonstrate that there is much more
to this approach. In particular it will be supported, and the passage fur-
ther illuminated, by a close examination of the verses—individual parts
in their history of religions context and by paying attention to the inter-
textuality of Luke’s language. In particular we find that the temple
imagery of the first parable is the tip of a bigger cultic iceberg lying just
beneath the surface of the whole of Lk. 14.25-35.

1. The Tower and the Temple

On closer inspection Derrett’s allegorical interpretation of the tower as
a symbol for the community as temple is more thoroughly integrated
into the material in the rest of this section. The following considerations
substantially confirm the tradition of allegorical interpretation of vv. 28-
32 which he represents.

a. The Temple-Builder and Political Satire

We have already mentioned the possibility that the foolish tower-
builder is meant to recall the tower of Babel of Genesis 11, a story
which was understood in the first century as a political satire on the
founding of Babylon.'* Of all the Gospels, Luke’s is the most interested
in political commentary. At times it is harsh and bleak (for example,
Lk. 13.1-9; 19.41-44). At others he is happy to reference political
events with a touch of satire. For example, in Lk. 19.12-15 the prince
travelling to a foreign land in order to receive his kingdom is clearly an
allusion to the journeys of the Herodian rulers to receive power over
Israel from pagan Rome."

Derrett noted that the Jerusalem temple (both Herodian and pre-
Herodian) was built in two stages—foundation first (Ezra 3; Josephus,
Ant. 8.63; 15.391). Luke 14.28-29 envisaged the construction in the
same way.'® The building of the Herodian temple was evidently a

14. Especially Josephus Ant. 1.109-21.

15. See Josephus on Herod the Great (War 1.282-5; Ant. 14.374-89), and Arche-
laus (War 2.14-100; Ant. 17.224-340).

16. See also the importance for Luke of the laying of a proper foundation in
another Temple parable (6.48, diff. Mt. 7.24).
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massive project, consuming considerable time, energy and resources,
and taking over 80 years to complete. Unfortunately, too little is known
of the political and economic vicissitudes surrounding its construction.
However, in the speech which Josephus has Herod make to the
populous announcing his plans for the rebuilding of the Temple there is
awareness of precisely the problems envisaged in Lk. 14.28-30.

These were Herod’s words, and most of the people were astonished by
his speech, for it fell upon their ears as something quite unexpected. And
while the unlikelihood of his realizing his hope did not disturb them,
they were dismayed by the thought that he might tear down the whole
edifice and not have sufficient means to bring his project (of rebuilding
it) to completion. And this danger appeared to them to be very great, and
the vast size of the undertaking seemed to make it difficult to carry out.
Since they felt this way, the king spoke encouragingly to them, saying
that he would not pull down the temple before having ready all the
materials needed for its completion. And these assurances he did not
belie. For he prepared a thousand wagons to carry the stones, selected
ten thousand of the most skilled workmen, purchased priestly robes for a
thousand priests, and trained some as masons, others as carpenters, and
began the construction only after all these preparations had diligently
been made by him (Anr. 15.388-90, cf. 15.381).

Whether or not at this point Josephus is slavishly following his source,
Nicolaus of Damascus, is unclear. The issue at stake is very similar to
that described in the Lukan parable: a man undertakes a building project
and, conscious of the popular ridicule that would ensue if he did not
bring it to completion, he reassures all concerned that he has the neces-
sary wherewithal. But is the negative reaction of the Jewish populace
no more than Nicolaus’s record of the initial reaction to the building
project’s plans? Would Luke’s readers, or for that matter any hearers of
the parable’s original telling by Jesus of Nazareth, have any memory of
this issue 50 or more years later?

In the first instance it is quite understandable that the Jewish populace
should be anxious at the prospect of a rebuilding project which might
leave the sanctuary permanently exposed. However, since in fact the
rebuilding was not completed until the early 60s of the first century CE
it is highly likely that the words Josephus puts on Herod’s lips actually
reflect an issue that was of considerable political consequence through-
out the final years of the Second Temple. From what follows it is
evident that Josephus® desire to have Herod reassure his hearers that he
was prepared to carry through the project is borne of Josephus’s own
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desire to reassure his readers that, despite events to the contrary, the
building project was well conceived from its inception. Josephus writes
in Ant. 15.391:

After removing the old foundations, he [namely, Herod] laid down
others, and upon these he erected the temple, which was a hundred cubits
in length and twenty more in height, but in the course of time this
dropped as the foundations subsided and this part we decided to raise
again in the time of Nero.

A passing notice of what must be the same incident is provided in Jose-
phus’ Jewish War, where we are told how John of Gischala uses for his
defensive purposes some of the timber which Agrippa II had brought
into the Temple to shore up its subsiding foundations (5.36). There is
here, then, an embarrassing admission that in fact Herod’s plans and
projections were not sufficient and that precisely the problem which
Jesus warns against in Lk. 14.28-29 dogged Herod’s rebuilt temple
throughout its short-lived existence. No doubt those close to Herod and
his political power-structure did everything to minimize this public
relations disaster. His opponents-—perhaps the majority of the Jewish
populace—would surely at times have mocked Herod and his dynasty
for his efforts in the way Lk. 14.29b-30 describes. There was perhaps
within such quarters a well-established tradition of religio-political
satire against Herod, his family and their temple-building projects of
which Jesus’ short parable is itself a good example."”

It is probable too that the same Jewish populace suffered the mock-
ings of the wider Gentile population, inasmuch as the latter would have
regarded Herod’s temple as essentially a Jewish temple. The Jews
claimed their Temple held unique cosmological significance providing
stability in the universe and surety for Israel against famine, pestilence
and sword.'® But the shaky foundations of the Jerusalem Temple hardly
persuade the sceptical: on the contrary they would have provided plenty
of ammunition for the anti-Semitic. So, among the implied hearers of
Jesus’ parable, not only would emotions have run high they would also

17. For another aborted building project by one of the Herodian family see War
5.152.

18. On this see generally C.H.T. Fletcher-Louis, ‘The Destruction of the
Temple and the Relativization of the Old Covenant: Mark 13.31 and Matthew
5.18’, in K.E. Brower and M.W. Elliott (eds.) ‘The Reader Must Understand’:
Eschatology in Bible and Theology (Leicester: Apollos, 1997), pp. 145-69, and the
secondary literature cited there.
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have been conflicting. Many of Jesus’ hearers, and Luke’s Jewish read-
ers, would have been caught in a complex web of loyalty to their
Temple; pride, mingled with deep dissatisfaction at its Herodian spon-
sorship, and the knowledge that their leadership’s failure to plan ahead
at its inception was costing them sorely in their bid to be the hierocratic
leaders on the world stage.

This Lukan parable, then, relates to a very specific and well-known
religious and political debate. That context prescribes a communal inter-
pretation in which the protagonist is Israel’s true leader and temple-
builder. It is highly unlikely that Luke’s readers would have thought of
the individualistic and ahistorical reading which has dominated modern
interpretation.'

b. Tower, Temple and Community: The Oniad Temple at Leontopolis
The Lukan parable is not simply, however, a satire against Herod or his
rebuilt Temple. Thus far, we have suggested the parable is also a claim
by Jesus that in asking so much of his followers he is laying the foun-
dations of a temple community which he can be sure to complete. For
Luke’s Jesus the temple is one composed not of bricks and mortar but
of human persons. The church as temple is a well-established theme in
early Christian literature, though it is normally judged to be absent from
Lukan theology.?® On closer inspection there is much in these closing
verses of Luke 14 to suggest here, at least, Luke articulates a priestly
ecclesiology.

19. My reading is not dissimilar to that recently proposed by N.T. Wright who
sees in the images of a tower-builder and king going to war dire warnings against
Israel’s desire to take up a holy war against Rome (Jesus and the Victory of God
[London: SPCK, 1996}, p. 405). However, in the Lukan context the precise nature
of Wright’s understanding of the parables’ political comment is unlikely: too much
in Lk. 14.25-35 sounds like an agenda for a revolutionary movement, not a critique
of one particular type of revolution. It is much more likely that ‘the Tower’ (and
‘King Going to War’) are a satirical mockery of competing and dominant claimants
to power with which the ‘crowds’ would feel sympathetic, rather than an attack on
prevalent nationalistic expectations. In his otherwise laudible endeavour to read the
Gospels in the context of Jewish nationalism and Jesus’ critique of the holy war
tradition Wright’s interpretation looses sight, in at least the present passage, of the
reappropriation of the imagery of that tradition in a specifically christological
direction.

20. P.W.L. Walker, Jesus and the Holy City: New Testament Perspectives on
Jerusalem (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1996), p. 68 n. 47.
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The best known Jewish parallel to such an ideology in Christian lit-
erature is, of course, the self-perception of the Qumran community
behind the Dead Sea Scrolls. Their attitude towards the Jerusalem
Temple and any eschatological physical temple is complicated, but
there is no doubt that while estranged from the former and in anticipa-
tion of the latter they considered themselves a spiritual temple. They
were, in the memorable and polyvalent, phrase of 4Q174 a miqdas
adam——*a sanctuary of men’, or ‘of Adam’.

Though in the extant Qumran texts the community is nowhere
described as a tower, there are hints that the Essenes would have at
once identified with Jesus’ parable.?! In a number of important passages
the Qumran community thinks of itself as laying the foundation of a
new Temple community.?? Joseph Baumgarten and George Brooke
have recently discussed a fragmentary Qumran text (4Q500 frag. 1)
where the allegorization of Isaiah 5, widely known from extra-biblical
sources and taken up in the Gospels’ Parable of the ‘Wicked Tenants’,
is assumed. It is this biblical passage which provided the scriptural
anchor for the temple-as-tower symbolism, and though in what is left of
the Qumran fragment that connection is not made, the use of similar
imagery of the community to that in 4Q500 elsewhere in the scrolls
may indicate that the temple/tower/community constellation was well
known at Qumran.?’

The probability that this was the case is heightened by the importance
the Isaiah 5 passage evidently played for the Oniad-led movement
which broke away from the Jerusalem hierocracy in the first half of the
second century and built a temple at Leontopolis in lower Egypt. Jose-
phus in War 7.427 specifically says that the Leontopolis temple resem-
bled a tower (nOpyog). The Oniad justification for their actions on the
basis of the prophecy in Isa. 19.19 (‘On that day there will be an altar to

21. For the individuation of the temple/tower imagery in application to the
community member see 1QH 15.8 [7.8] and 1QSb 5.23-4. At the centre of the
northern face of the site at Khirbet Qumran there are the remains of a large tower
(see R. de Vaux, Archaeology and the Dead Sea Scrolls [London: Oxford Univer-
sity Press, 1973], pp. 5-6, 25). However, the structure does not have obvious sanc-
tuary features in its relation to the rest of the complex.

22. for example, 1QS 5.5; 8.8;9.3.

23. See G.J. Brooke, ‘4Q500 1 and the Use of Scripture in the Parable of the
Vineyard’, DSD 2 (1995), pp. 268-94 and J.M. Baumgarten, ‘The Qumran Sabbath
Shirot and Rabbinic Merkabah Traditions’, RevQ 13 (1988), pp. 199-213. For
Lukan interest in Isaiah 5 (besides Lk. 20.9-19), cf. Isa. 5.11-13 with Lk. 21.34.
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the Lord in the centre of the land Egypt, and a pillar to the Lord at its
border’) is well-known and is clearly stated by Josephus (War 7.432;
Ant. 13.64, 68). In a perceptive discussion C.T.R. Hayward has demon-
strated the extensive Oniad reliance on Isaianic prophecy, including the
probability that the Temple’s tower-like shape was inspired by Isa.
5.2.2* This means that Isaiah 5 and its description of Israel as a vineyard
with a tower at its centre had already been used by one breakaway
temple movement some two hundred years before Jesus® ministry is
remembered to have taken up the image. Like the Oniad family whose
aim was ‘to rival the Jews at Jerusalem’ (War 7.431), Jesus sees himself
building a new true Temple, while the one in Jerusalem remains stand-
ing. Unlike the Oniad temple, which was built of ‘huge stones’ (War
7.427), Jesus is building his from flesh and blood.>

In assessing the significance of the tower imagery we have already
noted a possible slighting allusion to the tower of Babel. This symbol-
ism, incidentally, was recognized in patristic interpretation.?® Any allu-
sion to the tower of Babel may also have a positive function for the
identity of the Christian community. In Acts 2 the Pentecostal commu-
nity is formed as an undoing of the judgment consequent upon the sin
of the generation at Babel (Gen. 11). The idea that the eschatological
community would recapitulate the fate of that generation is also evident
in the description of the eschatological temple in Sib. Or. 5.414-433.
There the eschatological temple contains

a great and immense tower (TVOpyov) over many stadia touching even the
clouds and visible to all (5.424-425).

24. C.T.R. Hayward, ‘The Jewish Temple at Leontopolis: A Reconsideration’,
JJS 33 (1982), pp. 429-33, (432-33). Beside the application of Isa. 5.2 and 19.19
Hayward demonstrates that behind Josephus’ reference to the temple standing for
343 days there lies an interpretation of Isa. 30.26 parallel to that found in the
Targum (pp. 436-37).

25. The degree to which the sanctuary-as-tower symbolism fed the Oniad
Temple community at Leontopolis may now be seen in the use of tower imagery in
Joseph and Aseneth. Gideon Bohak has persuasively argued that the text as a whole
provides an aetiological allegory for the founding of the Leontopolis Temple.
Aseneth’s tower (2.1; 14.5) represents the sanctuary to the pagan goddess Bubastis
which was taken over by the Oniad Jews and dedicated to Israel’s god (see Bohak,
Joseph and Aseneth, pp. 68-70, 73-74).

26. For the constellation of Babel, tower and church in St Ephrem see R.
Murray, Symbols of Church and Kingdom: A Study of Early Syriac Tradition
(London: Cambridge University Press, 1975), pp. 219-24.
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There is a clear allusion to Babel as Andrew Chester has noted.?’

It may be asked: why, if a temple is meant, Luke’s Jesus did not use
the word 1epd¢ or voog? The obvious answer is that to have done so,
when his hearers were the crowds in general, not just his committed
inner group, would have been to risk the misunderstanding of a poten-
tially dangerous political claim (cf. Mk 14.58, Acts 6.14; 7.48). The
true eschatological Temple would be built at the very least by a human
Davidic messiah, if not by God himself.?® As throughout his parables,
Jesus veils a bold and politically confrontational claim in parabolic
metaphor.

The word ‘tower’ on its own, of course, need not have any symbolic
reference.”” Jerusalem had many towers (Ps. 47.13; 2 Chron. 26.9; Neh.
3.1, 11, 19, 25; Tob. 13.17; 1 Macc. 1.33; Aristeas 101-105), besides
the one tower of symbolic strength at its centre. Yet, (1) the widespread
use of the tower image for the temple in debt to Isaiah 5,°° (2) the
specific religio-political context of the scenario described by Luke in
14.28-30, and (3) the fact that such a reading here lends literary struc-
ture to an otherwise disjointed passage go together to justify the view
that such symbolism was intended at least by Luke, if not the tradition
before him also.

27. A. Chester, ‘The Sibyl and the Temple’, in W. Horbury (ed.), Templum
Amicitiae: Essays on the Second Temple Presented to Ernst Bammel (JSOTSup, 48;
Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1991), pp. 37-69 (56).

28. Cf. Chester, ‘The Sibyl and the Temple’, pp. 50-56. In Sib. Or. 5.414-433 it
is built by ‘a blessed man...from the expanses of heaven’ (5.414).

29. Although Luke did not choose to include reference to the Isaianic tower in
his version of the ‘Wicked Tenants’ parable (20.9-19, diff. Mt. and Mk), this in no
way detracts from our claim that he knows very well its temple symbolism. The
sacral symbolism of the vineyard was itself ubiquitous and did not need the support
of details unessential to the thrust of the parable of the tenants.

The tower of Lk. 13.4 is evidently part of the larger temple complex—Siloam
being of considerable cultic significance—though clearly, in the non-parabolic
teaching material of Lk. 13.1-5 it does not stand so simply as a symbol for the
temple or its sanctuary.

30. Besides Isa. 5, the parabolic description of the ‘tower of the flock’ in
Micah’s description of Zion as locus of God’s coming dominion (4.8), will also
have played a prominent role in the development of tower as sanctuary symbolism.
Micah 4.8 has perhaps already influenced / En. 89.50, 67 where the tower is set up
for Israel depicted as flock of sheep. Is it a coincidence that in the Lukan context
there follows a parable in which the repentant are similarly described as sheep?
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2. Levitical Discipleship

The interpretation of the Parable of the Tower-Builder as one describ-
ing Jesus’ own building of a temple community does not stand on its
own. The rest of the material in Lk. 14.25-35 is replete with language
and imagery which means Jesus’ followers are being gathered into a
specifically Levitical or priestly community. This is clearest in three of
the passage’s individual parts: (1) the call to social estrangement in
v. 26, (2) the call for a renunciation of possessions in v. 33, and (3) the
saying about salt.

a. Levitical Discipleship through Social Estrangement (Luke 14.26)
Jesus’s teaching in this section begins with one of his harder sayings:

Whoever comes to me and does not hate his father (16v ratépa €avtov),
and his mother (tnv puntépo) and his wife and his children (16 téxva)
and brothers (10Ug G3eAdo0¢) and sisters, even his own life, is not able to
be my disciple (Lk. 14.26).

Commentators regularly note, though do not fully explore, the fact that
Jesus’ words allude to Moses’ blessing of Levi in Deut. 33.9 (LXX):

The one saying to his father (1@ matpt) and his mother (tf untpt) ‘T have
not seen you” and his brothers (totg d8eAo00g) he did not acknowledge
and his children (tod¢ viotg) he disowned.

This is the only place in the Old Testament where there is such a com-
bination of father, mother, siblings and children. It is also one of the few
biblical texts where such a clear-cut rejection of family ties is praised.’!

The thrust of both Luke and Deuteronomy is essentially the same,
suggesting that Luke has Jesus call his disciples to a specifically
priestly community. In Mt. 10.37 there is also a possible allusion to
Deut. 33.9; however, the similarity is weakened by Matthew’s less rigid
separation of the believer from his family and the preference for Mic.
7.6 as the scriptural base in the previous verse (Mt. 10.36). Both
Matthew and Luke envisage a conflict that does not respect familial
loyalties. However, Luke sees that conflict paradigmatically rooted in
the formation of the Levitical community over against the rest of Israel.
There is no reason, of course, to think that Luke’s Jesus calls only those
of racial Levitical descent, however the biblical principle of a group

31. Seealso 1 Kgs 19.19-21 which has influenced Lk. 9.62.
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spiritually set apart from the rest of racial Israel is followed.

There are several important points at which Luke differs from
Deuteronomy 33. First, to the list of relations he adds a reference to
hating one’s wife (diff. Mt. 10.37). Elsewhere I have demonstrated this
is an example of a larger Lukan concern to record traditions which
legitimate the existence of a celibate, angelomorphic Christian commu-
nity.*? That identity is rooted in pre-Christian priestly traditions of
purity and cultic worship. Hating one’s wife is a logical extension of
the social and ontological separation of the priestly calling, exemplified
by Deut. 33.9.

Second, the hyperbolic ‘hate’ is a semitic idiom (for example Prov.
13.24; 2 Sam. 19.6). Its presence here (diff. Mt. 10.37) alerts us to the
fact that we are dealing with a fundamentally Jewish cultural milieu.
Since Deut. 33.9 would naturally be interpreted with reference to Exod.
32.27-29—the Levitical vengeance on those in Israel who had wor-
shipped the golden calf—it is possible that that act of priestly zeal (that
is, of hatred for the sinful brother) has influenced the choice of lan-
guage here.* Indeed, it is specifically in the Dead Sea Scrolls (1QS 2.4-
17; 9.21) and Josephus’ description of the Essenes (War 2.139: ‘he will
forever hate [pioncewv] the unjust’) that we find a similar call to hate
those outside the true (priestly) community.

A third difference is the context of following Jesus. The Levites give
themselves solely to God, their portion. The Christological implications
of allegiance to Jesus in this saying are not to be missed.** (They are
appropriately accentuated in Matthew’s version.)

Fourth, to the denial of family Lk. 14.26 adds a denial of oneself.
There is some, admittedly limited, evidence that this was a common
interpretation of Deut. 33.9. In one of his references to Deut. 33.9, Philo
says that Levi exemplifies the man who ‘forsakes father and mother, his
mind and material body, for the sake of having as his portion the one
God’ (Leg. All. 2.52). This may be simply a piece of Philonic allego-
rization. Alternatively it may belie a common exegetical tradition: some

32. C.H.T. Fletcher-Louis, Luke—Acts: Angels, Christology and Soteriology
(WUNT, 2.94; Tiibingen: J.C.B. Mohr [Paul Siebeck], 1997), pp. 78-96, 193-95.

33. For Deut. 33.9 interpreted with reference to Exod. 32.27-29 see later rab-
binic texts (for example Num. R. 1.12; 15.12; Eccl. R. 4.8 § 1; b. Yom. 66b; Sifre
349-50; Frag. Targ. and Targ. Ong.).

34. Cf. Jarvis, ‘Expounding the Parables’, p. 196.

35. Cf. Mut. Nom. 127; Fug. 88-89; Ebr. 72.
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Jews understood the call to the denial of kith and kin on joining the
priesthood to mean that one’s own well-being, physical and mental is
surrendered. This would be natural since social deprivation may inevi-
tably entail a more individual and personal deprivation.’¢

The importance of Deut. 33.9 for the whole of this pericope may also
be present by an intertextual awareness of the rest of Deuteronomy 33.
In the surrounding words of the blessing of Levi there is a reference to
his being tested at Massah and Meribah (33.8; cf. Exod. 17.1-7; Num.
20.2-13) and Deut. 33.9 itself can be taken as a reference to the Levites
slaying idolatrous fellow Israelites at Sinai (Exod. 32.25-29). In
rabbinic tradition this event could itself be regarded as a moment when
God tested Levi and found him faithful>” Just as God tested Israel and
found Levi faithful, so now Jesus tests the crowds (note the repeated
‘whoever does not...", 00 dOvatat eivol pov padnic, vv. 26, 27, 33)
in the hope of finding some who will take up their cross in the formation
of a new priesthood.

b. Through Renunciation of Possessions (Luke 14.33)

After the initial testing of his followers (vv. 26-27) and the explanation
of the rationale behind that testing (vv. 28-32), Jesus reiterates the
challenge. The resumptive oVtwg oOv of v. 33 introduces yet another
demanding criterion of discipleship; dispossession of wealth. The theme
is Lukan (12.33; 18.22). Once again a strongly Levitical subtext is
evident when it is remembered that within Israelite society it is the
Priests and Levites who were to be landless, ministering to the Lord in
dependence on the tithes of the rest of the nation (Num. 18.20, 23;
Deut. 10.9; 18.1-2; cf. Neh. 13.10).

It is well-known that this law was kept only loosely in the late Second
Temple period. Josephus’s aristocratic priestly family, for example, had
considerable land holdings in the Jerusalem area.”® But for our purposes
it is sufficient to note that elsewhere Luke is evidently keen to see the
fulfilment of the original ideals of the Torah in the formation of a
landless priesthood. In Acts 4.35-36, within a general account of the
early Christians’ communitarian lifestyle, Luke makes specific mention

36. This may also be reflected in the combination of an ascetic (and angelomor-
phic) and priestly identity in various Jewish traditions (see Fletcher-Louis, Luke—-
Acts, pp. 193-95, 199).

37. Num. R. 1.12 and Num. R. 15.12 where the event is associated with Ps. 11.5.

38. See his Life 422, 425.
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of Barnabas who, being a Levite, sold a field in his possession bringing
the proceeds to the feet of the disciples.® This is both a fulfilment of the
Old Testament’s landless Levitical ideal and sound proof that Luke
understood such surrender of property as a priestly calling.

c. Levitical Discipleship through the Life of the Living Sacrifice (Luke
14.34-35)
Finally, the pericope ends with the Lukan form of the saying on salt
common to all three Synoptic Gospels (Lk. 14.34-35; Mk 9.49-50; Mt.
5.13). The saying, particularly in its Markan form, has been a crux
interpretum. Various suggestions as to the conceptual background have
been offered, among which a sacrificial setting has been a strong can-
didate.*® In Lev. 2.13 and Ezek. 43.24 salt is added to sacrifices (cf.
Ezra 6.9; Num. 18.19; 2 Chron. 13.5). There was evidently some dis-
pute as to the extent of the required use of salt in the sacrifices as
Jubilees and 11QTemple both stipulate, in a somewhat polemical vein,
its use in all offerings (Jub. 21.11; 11QT 20.13a-14b; cf. T. Levi 9.14).
Though space prevents a thorough examination of each occurrence of
the saying, it can be argued that this was always its fundamental sense.*!
In all three versions the presence of salt is affirmed (Mk. 9.49; Mt.
5.13a), in Mark and Luke this presence is specified as being ‘good’
(Mk. 9.50a; Lk. 14.24a). In all three versions there follows the puzzle:
what happens if the salt ceases to fulfil its intended function? In
Matthew and Luke (and perhaps implicitly in Mark) this is answered
with the threat that useless salt is to be destroyed by one means or
another. Now if the ‘salt’ be taken as a metonym for the whole sacrifi-
cial institution, then the salt saying fits perfectly into the flow of
thought within the Gospel as well as the early Christian attitude towards
the Jerusalem temple as the place of its sacrificial cult within the

39. The language is Lukan in both Acts 4.36 and Lk. 14.33; see especially
vrdpyovtog (Acts 14.36) and undpyovoty (Lk. 14.33).

40. For options see W.D. Davies and D.C. Allison, A Critical and Exegetical
Commentary on the Gospel According to Saint Matthew (ICC; Vol. 1; Edinburgh:
T. & T. Clark, 1988), I, pp. 472-73.

41. For the sacrificial interpretation see O. Cullmann, ‘Das Gleichnis vom
Salz: Zur friihesten Kommentierung eines Herrenworts durch die Evangelisten’, in
K. Froehlich (ed.), Vortrige und Aufsiitze (Tiibingen: J.C.B. Mohr [Paul Siebeck],
1966), pp. 192-201; R. Schnackenburg, Schriften zum Neuen Testament: Exegese in
Fortschrift und Wandel (Munich: Kosel, 1971), pp. 195-96.
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dispensations of salvation history: if the sacrificial cult has ceased to
fulfil its intended soteriological function then it is destined to destruc-
tion (cf. Mk. 11.12-25, and parallels).

This is an interpretation which particularly suits the Lukan context.
Not only is Jesus setting up a new temple and priesthood around him-
self, which would implicitly relativize the one in Jerusalem, his second
parable concerning a king going to war strikes a note of warning to any
enemy which stands in his way. As the Gospel story unfolds it becomes
clear that ‘the enemy’ has now found a base in Jerusalem and the power
structures of the temple state (see 22.53). If their salt has pwpaveq
(‘become insipid’), then the participants in the Temple Cult are destined
to be cast outside. Let those who have ears to hear, hear!

In the context of the Markan form of the saying the sacrificial sense is
perhaps less self-evident. However, there are several features which do
suggest such an interpretation. The disciples are said to have salt in
themselves. They are like the hearers of Jesus’ sermon in Matthew 5-7
who are ‘the salt of the earth’. This is an important point to make if,
like Luke, Mark sees the temple cult in Jerusalem as now relativized.
The functions of that cult are now transferred to the salted lifestyle of
the Christian community itself (cf. Col. 4.6). One such function was the
maintenance of peace among the people of God by the removal of sin
which would otherwise create enmity between its members. Thus it
follows naturally that because they have salt in themselves, the dis-
ciples have peace with one another (Mk 9.50d).

The Matthean form of the saying also suits a sacrificial interpretation
as Ithamar Gruenwald has seen in a persuasive reading of the Sermon
on the Mount as an implicit relativization of the Jerusalem cult.*? This
time the function of the temple cult is transferred to the people of God,
Israel, as a whole. They are to be God’s means of dealing with sin in
the world as their history had always intended.** When Matthew’s Jesus
refers to the people of God as a light set on a hill he is specifically
thinking of popular perceptions of the Jerusalem temple as a gleaming

42. 1. Gruenwald, ‘From Priesthood to Messianism: The Anti-Priestly Polemic
and the Messianic Factor’, in I. Gruenwald (ed.), Messiah and Christos: Studies in
the Jewish Origins of Christinity; presented to David Flusser on the Occasion of
His Seventy-Fifth Birthday (Tiibingen: J.C.B. Mohr [Paul Siebeck], 1992), pp. 75-
93.

43. Cf. especially N.T. Wright, The New Testament and the People of God
(London: SPCK, 1992), pp. 262-72.
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white wonder of the world, reflecting the sun’s rays with its white
marble and gold plating, visible from afar to every approaching visi-
tor.** Matthew 5.13-16 is part of a larger temple-mythology theme
which gives a literary and conceptual structure to the whole of
Matthew’s Sermon on the Mount, as I have argued elsewhere.*

Conclusion

Thus Luke concludes 14.25-35 with a pericope which was throughout
the tradition understood to refer to matters of cult and temple in the his-
tory of God’s purposes. The whole of this section is dominated by
priestly concerns. In as much as it has a specific scriptural base Deut.
33.9 is a hook upon which the author has hung material devoted to
Jesus and his movement. When read in this way these verses are a liter-
ary whole devoted to Jesus’ inspection of his priestly community as it
advances to war against the enemy.

44. See especially K.M. Campbell, “The New Jerusalem in Matt. 5.14°, SJT 31
(1978), pp. 335-63.

45. Fletcher-Louis, ‘Destruction of the Temple’, esp. pp. 167-69.



NARRATIVE ANALYSIS AND SCRIPTURE IN JOHN

Judith Lieu

More than in any of the other Gospels, Scripture provides the indis-
pensable reference point and scaffolding for the argument and the
thought of John. From apparently inconsequential allusions through to
John’s distinctive Christology, it is Scripture that makes the Gospel
‘work’. This has become obvious enough in recent years, which have
seen a flood of monographs and articles devoted to the subject.! Yet if
this is as yet unquenched, it is because there is much that remains
unplumbed. John’s ‘formula’ quotations are erratic, clustering mainly in
the final part of the Gospel, and not obviously chosen because of any
consistent key role either in the narrative nor in the theological argu-
ment. Elsewhere both direct and indirect echoes abound, but the appar-
ent lack of any self-consciousness about this means that there are few
constraints on the inventiveness of the scholar detecting hitherto
‘unrecognised allusions’.? Whether some, any, or all of these were rec-
ognized by the author, let alone by his (sic) immediate audience,
remains not just unanswerable, but probably crucial for any reconstruc-
tion of the setting of either, and of their relationship, past or present,
with Judaism and its exegetical activity. Was the author unreflectedly
drawing on a rich treasury of literary and symbolic resources, some of
which would fortuitously resonate no less with those from a Gentile
background than with those bred in and with the Scriptures? Or was he

1. E.g. M. Menken, Old Testament Quotations in the Fourth Gospel: Studies in
Textual Form (Kampen: Kok, 1996); A. Obermann, Die christologische Erfiillung
der Schrift im Johannesevangelium (WUNT, 2.83; Tiibingen: Mohr, 1996); B. Schu-
chard, Scripture within Scripture: The Interrelationship of Form and Function in
the Explicit Old Testament Citations in the Gospel of John (SBLDS, 133; Atlanta:
Scholars Press, 1992).

2. 1.D. Derrett, ti €pyaln; (Jn 6,30): An Unrecognized Allusion to Is 45,9,
ZNW 84 (1993), pp. 142-44, could be joined by countless other monographs and
articles which add to the stock of Johannine allusions.
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aggressively claiming that the scriptural images and aspirations of
Israel found their complete and unrepeatable expression in Jesus? And
how is this to be related to the still debated—perhaps antithetical—
questions of John’s ‘Jewishness’ and of ‘the Jews’ in his Gospel?

Some contribution to an answer to these dilemmas may be made by
exploring how different players within the Gospel make use of Scrip-
ture. This has not hitherto been adequately explored.> John’s use of
Scripture has been seen either as a ‘seamless robe’, or, alternatively, as
a sometimes discordant patchwork of sources and redaction, best
unstitched to properly appreciate the different fabrics. As with other
Johannine conundra, recent text- and reader-sensitive approaches may
bypass this dichotomy, and allow us to focus on the way Scripture plays
its part in the dynamic effect of the text’s construction.* It should be
emphasized that this approach operates within an entirely independent
framework from the proper analysis of the degree to which the evange-
list is drawing on earlier or wider exegetical traditions, whether Jewish
or ‘Christian’, and of his dependence on or redaction of specific ver-
sions or forms of the text.’ To that extent it is a ‘virgin reader’ who is
envisaged, as a matter of convenience more than of principle.

In what follows, the use of Scripture will be explored as found in the
mouths of the various participants in the Johannine drama. To attempt
this with every whisper of scriptural allusion and symbolism would take
more than the present exercise has space for, and risk running aground
in the swamps of verification already referred to. I shall, therefore, limit
myself to explicit, acknowledged, references to Scripture—unmistak-
able quotations together with appeals to what is written, to the Law or
to the prophet(s)—while recognizing that to do so can only be a prelim-
inary stage.

3. A start is made by J. Beutler, “The Use of “Scripture” in the Gospel of
John’, in A. Culpepper and C. Black (eds.), Exploring John: In Honor of D. Moody
Smith (Philadelphia: Westminster/John Knox Press, 1996), pp. 147-62. See also
more generally on the narrator, B. Olsson, Structure and Meaning in the Fourth
Gospel: A Text-linguistic Analysis of John 2:1-11 and 4:1-42 (CONBNT, 6; Lund:
C.W K. Gleerup, 1974), pp. 262-66.

4. Narrative studies of the Fourth Gospel tend to ignore issues such as the use
of Scripture, and see Jesus® journey and that of the believer as available to the
reader without mediation; see for example R.A. Culpepper and F. Segovia (eds.),
The Fourth Gospel from a Literary Perspective (Semeia, 53; Atlanta: Scholars
Press, 1991)

5. Asanalysed and documented by Menken, Old Testament Quotations.
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The primary division must be between the implied narrator who fre-
quently adds his own comments or explanations, and the various actors
within the drama; among the latter Jesus stands over against various
‘others’, particularly, but not exclusively, his opponents. In practice it
will be seen that at times identities are blurred, particularly as the narra-
tor encroaches on the verbal space occupied by other players (1.23;
2.17; 7.38-39; 9.7). Moreover, as commonly noted, the different actors
often speak in the same accents—the Johannine voice may appear
markedly undifferentiated; once again, it is the narrator who sets the
tone.

The Narrator

The narrator’s voice is heard not only in the straight narrative but also
in the interpretative comments which in this Gospel play such an essen-
tial part. In this he goes far beyond Mark, despite the latter’s decisive
opening appeal to Isaianic prophecy (Mk 1.2), an assertiveness which is
not sustained elsewhere in that Gospel. Luke goes little further (Lk.
3.4), although it is too infrequently noted that the programmatic passage
from Isa. 61.1-2 is not put on Jesus’ lips but is retained by narrator’s
privilege (Lk. 6.17-20); Luke prefers to allow his ‘actors’ to utter
scriptural or quasi-scriptural interpretation (1.67-79; 4.10). Matthew is
more decisive, liberally sprinkling his narrative, especially in the open-
ing stages, with declarations of Scripture fulfilled (Mt. 1.22; 2.17; 3.3;
4.14; 8.17; 12.17-21 etc.); yet he has no qualms about allowing his
characters to use the same fulfilment construction as does his narrator
(2.5-6).

In this, as we shall see, John is perhaps closest to Matthew. Yet, in
contrast to Matthew, in the initial stages of Jesus’ ministry the relation-
ship with Scripture remains oblique. If the opening prologue is the nar-
rator’s most definitive act of interpretative self-exposure, we can hardly
ignore the absence of any explicit appeal to Scripture as such, as that
which has been written and which now can be respoken. This is not to
deny the many echoes of Scripture which have been found there, par-
ticularly of the wisdom traditions; yet for our purposes a distinction
needs to be made between such echoes and the author’s explicit sig-
nalling of them. The former undoubtedly belong to the Gospel’s use of
Scripture, but their place in the narrator’s understanding of Scripture is
less secure. This is underlined when the prologue climaxes with the far
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from lucid affirmation, ‘The Law was given through Moses, grace and
truth came through Jesus Christ’ (1.17). The absence of any conjunctive
particle, characteristic of the prologue, leaves unstated how the two
clauses relate to each other;® neither ‘Law’ nor ‘Moses’ have been met
before, nor will be used again by the narrator, although other partici-
pants will return to the theme; here, however, the aorist passive ‘was
given’, together with the preposition ‘through’ rather than ‘by’, allows
for the divine origin of the Law. The preceding promise of ‘grace in
place of grace’ could be taken to give Law the value of ‘grace’,’ but this
is qualified by the explicit sourcing of ‘grace and truth’ in Jesus Christ,
whom the reader will identify with the ‘only begotten, full of grace and
truth’ in v. 14. This alone suggests a degree of contrast between the
two, but not a contrast that can be expressed in terms of any model of
fulfilment, supersession or conflict. Since the language of ‘grace’ is also
dropped by the narrator in the rest of the Gospel, a source-critical
reading might well now conclude that the verse is redactional or reflects
concerns self-evident only in its original setting. My reading can only
recognize the proleptic reference to Moses and the Law which will be
taken up by Jesus (5.45-46; 7.19; 8.17; 10.34) and by his opponents
(9.28;19.7).8

That the ‘grace and truth’ echoes the divine self-revelation in Exod.
34.6 seems likely, and the following verse, the affirmation that ‘no-one
has ever seen God’, surely in this context contrasts Moses’ experience
then with Jesus now. Yet this does not amount to a ‘theory’ of Scripture
and offers no clear guidelines for how we are to proceed. We may com-
pare what happens in ch. 6. Here, as I will show, it is Jesus’ interlocu-
tors who introduce the scriptural reference, albeit with a formula char-
acteristic of the narrator (6.31: Exod. 16.4, 15; Ps. 78.24).° Not surpris-
ingly, Jesus not only picks up the reference, significantly both making

6. Contrast the addition of 8¢ in P66, implicitly followed by some English
translations.

7. On this translation and its implications see R.B. Edwards, ‘XAPIN ANTI
XAPITOZ (John 1.16) Grace and Law in the Johannine Prologue’, JSNT 32 (1988),
pp. 3-15.

8.  See below, pp. 156-59.

9. See below pp. 157-58. On the debate regarding the source for the quotation
see M.M. Menken, ‘The Provenance and Meaning of the Quotation in John 6:31°,
NovT 30 (1988), pp. 39-57 (reprinted in Old Testament Quotations); P.N.
Anderson, The Christology of the Fourth Gospel (Valley Forge, PA: Trinity Press
International, 1997), p. 202.
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Moses explicit and at the same time denying his role, but himself
alludes to the wider context (6.49: Num 14.23).'° Yet the narrator too
draws on the same context when he makes the Jews ‘murmur’ (6.41-43;
cf. Exod. 16.2), so that we are no longer dealing with a discussion
between Jesus and his opponents about scriptural event, but the whole
drama in which all the actors are involved is played on the template of
that Scripture.!' Again, this falls outside any simple model of fulfil-
ment, typology or salvation history.

It is this which dogs any investigation of the Fourth Gospel’s under-
standing of Scripture: for the sufficiently—or over—sensitive reader
scriptural echoes are to be found everywhere, yet by failing to make
them explicit or to interpret them, the narrator gives no clue as to what
they might mean. Some, such as the locating of Jesus’ meeting with the
Samaritan woman by reference to Jacob’s gift of Sichem to Joseph (4.5;
Gen. 48.22; Josh. 24.32), may indicate local knowledge and tradition
rather than any appeal to Scripture as such; although the reference also
prepares for the woman to pick up the claim (4.12), it is not self-evident
how crucial this is to the interpretation of the narrative as a whole.
More ambiguous details such as the 38 years of the paralysed man’s
sickness (5.3), arguably an allusion to the wilderness wanderings of
Deut. 2.14, may invite an allegorical interpretation of the miracle, yet
reference to the commentaries quickly demonstrates that the precise
mechanism of any allegory remains unclear and perhaps illusory.

In the examples so far, only the crowd’s question in 6.31 has pro-
vided an explicit link between the written text of Scripture (‘as it is
written’) and the narratives or experience (‘history’) recorded there—
the identification of the one with the other may be more obvious for the
modern reader for whom written text is the primary point of access to
narrative and experience, than for the first-century reader who might
think more of recited, confessed and heard tradition.'? Yet elsewhere

10. See Anderson, Christology, pp. 206-208; J.M. Lieu, ‘Temple and Syna-
gogue in John’, NTS 45 (1999), pp. 51-69, 65.

11. Lieu, ‘Temple and Synagogue’, pp. 64-66. Olsson, Structure and Meaning,
pp. 102-109; 281-89 talks of a ‘Scripture screen’; Anderson, Christology, pp. 200-
208 speaks of ‘rhetorical use of the manna tradition’ and parallels it to the mid-
rashic development found in Ps. 78.

12. Although, as already noted, the immediate source of the quotation in Jn 6.31
is disputed, while the chapter as a whole draws on the complex of traditions found
in Num. 14 and Ps. 78 as well as Exod. 16; see nn. 10-11.
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the narrator does appeal to ‘what is written’, and here his use appears
very different. It has often been observed that explicit fulfilment formu-
lae (iva mAnpwdf) cluster in the second part of John’s narrative, focus-
ing essentially on the passion of Jesus (12.38-39; 19.24; 19.28; 19.36-
37; cf. 13.18; 15.25; 17.12 spoken by Jesus, discussed below).!* As we
shall see, the narrator can also use the same formula of Jesus’ ‘word’,
again in the passion context (18.9, 32).

The first of these fulfilment formulae, ‘Although he had done so
many signs before them, they did not believe in him, so that the word of
Isaiah the prophet might be fulfilled, which he spoke... (Isa. 53.1)
...again Isaiah said... (Isa. 6.10)’, introduces the concluding reflection
on Jesus’ ministry (12.37-50), thus confirming that this section serves
equally as a transition to what follows. The dramatic quality of this pair
of quotations, reflecting on the failure of Jesus’ signs to evoke belief, is
not sustained by those that follow. It stands alone also in identifying the
quotation as ‘the word’ and its source as ‘Isaiah the prophet’, the
former perhaps because of the reference to ‘hearing’ and ‘report’ in the
quotation itself, the latter because of the subsequent appeal to Isaiah’s
Temple vision. This is the only point at which the narrator suggests a
rationale for fulfilment—Isaiah saw his (= Christ’s) glory and spoke
about him (v. 41). It is a rationale which can not be transferred to the
other fulfilment quotations.

This emphasis on Isaiah recapitulates, and possibly explains, the one
reference by the narrator to Scripture that falls outside the pattern which
will be explored in this section. In 1.23 John the Baptist identifies him-
self through the words of Isa. 40.3—in contrast to the Synoptic use of
this passage where the citation is put into the mouth of the narrator. Yet
the identifying gloss ‘as the prophet Isaiah said’ probably should be
ascribed not to John the Baptist (so RSV) but to the narrator (so REB;
NRSV). Thus the narrator has begun and ended the public ministry with
what ‘Isaiah said’ (1.23; 12.39).™

Yet this attention to source and significance does not seem to be
replicated by the remaining fulfilment quotations: these refer only to
‘the scripture’ (1} ypa¢n}), which, while it may denote a specific text,
more probably treats Scripture qua Scripture. One of them (19.24; Ps.
22.18) can be clearly identified and follows its source closely; of the
others, those in 19.28; 19.36 cannot be certainly identified, while that in

13. John shares this fulfilment formula with Matthew; cf. also Mk 14.49.
14. See Beutler, ‘Use of “Scripture”’, p. 147.
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19.37 follows a deviant text. The narrator is more concerned with
emphasizing the fulfilment of ‘scripture’ as such than with particular
proof-texting. A classic example of this and of the narrator’s technique
is seen when Jesus says ‘I thirst’, ‘in order’, adds the narrator parenthet-
ically, ‘that scripture might be completed’(19.28).!5 The distinctive
‘completed’ (teAelwdy)), only here in John, has been deliberately
chosen to reinforce Jesus’ knowledge ‘that all had been completed’ and
to anticipate his final cry ‘it is completed’—narrator and Jesus speak
and think the same language. Jesus’ immediate cry ‘I thirst’ is not obvi-
ously a quotation from Scripture, although various sources have been
suggested (Ps. 63.1). It is more likely that it is not his words which
fulfil Scripture but the response of offering him the vinegar on a
‘hyssop’; thus Jesus is presented as provoking this fulfilment by his
words—although whether this is presented as Jesus’ conscious intention
or as the narrator’s incontrovertible knowledge remains ambiguous.
Even so, the allusion is contested: Ps. 69.21 is an obvious source, and is
certainly reflected in the synoptic parallel, with which John shares some
distinctive wording;'¢ but the Psalm does not explain the ‘hyssop’, and
this may be a Passover reference (cf. Exod. 12.22). There seems to be
no specific reason why it is this Scripture that must be fulfilled, and no
doubt it came to the evangelist from the tradition; his point is that
‘scripture’ must needs be fulfilled and that Jesus ensures this.

The final fulfilment quotation, again identified only as ‘the scripture’
(19.36), similarly merges a Psalm and a Passover reference (Ps. 34.21;
Exod. 12.10, 46). Despite its specific reference to the failure to break
Jesus’ legs, its climactic position and introductory ‘these things
happened’, together with the ‘for’ (yap) which links the verse to the
preceding call to faith, extend that reference to include the whole of
Jesus’ passion, a reference reinforced by the appended citation of Zech.
12.10 which is brought under the same rubric. Perhaps this finale thus

15. On the characteristic Johannine use of parenthesis see G. van Belle, Les
parenthéses dans I’évangile de Jean (Leuven: Peeters/Leuven University Press,
1985).

16. Mk 15.35-36; Mt. 27.46-49 share with John ondyyov (not in Ps. 69.21)
...8&ovug and mep1tiOnuy; they are closer to Ps. 69.21 than John in the verb
¢ndmilev. The eig v diyav pov of the Psalm has probably inspired John’s duy@.
In the Synoptics they are responding to Jesus’ cry of dereliction, and they offer the
sponge on a reed. In John the identity and motive of those who respond is passed
over in silence—they have no independent significance.
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forms an inclusio with the otherwise more banal first formula quotation
from Ps. 22.18 which supports the failure of Jesus’ tunic to be split
(19.24). More probably it matches the first fulfilment passage in 12.38-
39, for both consist of two quotations, the second joined to the first by
the words ‘again Isaiah/another scripture said/says’. With pointed irony,
whereas the first declared ‘he has blinded their eyes...lest they see’, the
second rejoins ‘they shall look on the one they have pierced’. The effect
of such ‘looking’ is left for the reader to determine."

For the narrator, then, each moment of Jesus’ crucifixion happened in
order to fulfil Scripture; yet Scripture, like Jesus’ passion, functions as a
unity and not as a patchwork of details to be matched. There is, more-
over, a touch of irony: the apparently inconsequential words, ‘I thirst’,
and the ambiguous response to them are determined by Jesus’ knowl-
edge, shared by the narrator, that ‘all things had been completed’;
Scripture finds its own consummation in the eschatological consumma-
tion of all things, unmarked.'® The reader who observes all this through
the lens of fulfilment provided by the narrator is left wondering what,
and with what effect, those who watched ‘saw’.

For the narrator, however, the first point at which Jesus fulfils Scrip-
ture comes earlier, although here the introductory intentional (‘in order
that...”) formula is not used. In 12.14 Jesus’ finding of and sitting on
the ass are parenthetically glossed ‘as it is written’, followed by Zech.
9.9—again not an exact quotation and perhaps modified by Isa. 35.4.
On one level this reinforces the focus of scriptural fulfilment on Jesus’
passion, towards which the Gospel now moves; on another it introduces
another facet of the author’s understanding. Although the narrator here
has implicitly intruded himself, he modifies this by the subsequent
comment that Jesus’ disciples did not recognize this at the time, but
only when Jesus was glorified ‘remembered that these things were
written concerning him and they did these things for him’ (12.16). This
explanation forms an inclusio with Jesus’ first visit to Jerusalem and his
action in the Temple when once again the disciples are presented as
remembering that ‘it was written, “Zeal for your house shall consume

17. SeeR. Schnackenburg, The Gospel According to St John (3 vols,; ET; New
York: Crossroad, 1982), I1I, pp. 293-94, who concludes °...mankind. .. [They] will
and must look to him whom they have pierced, for their salvation or destruction’.

18. This is underlined by the failure to provide a subject for the climactic
TETEAEGTOL.
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339

me”’ (2.17)."" Although ambiguous in context, this remembering is
probably also understood as happening only later, as is made explicit in
2.22: here, although there has been no scriptural reference, the
‘omniscient’ narrator not only explains that Jesus had referred ‘to the
shrine of his body’ but adds that ‘when he was risen from the dead his
disciples remembered that he said this and believed the scripture...’

It has often been argued that these verses provide the rationale for the
Gospel and its distinctive presentation of Jesus—a remembering
through the mediation of the Scriptures and through the spirit (14.26;
cf. 15.26-27; 16.14).%° That this is a fruitful way of understanding the
method of this Gospel is undoubtedly true, but it is not the case that the
author is thereby simply justifying his own activity. In describing the
disciples’ ignorance and subsequent remembering the narrator is indeed
aligning himself with them, for he shares what they come to know;
by calling this a ‘remembering’ and not a new ‘understanding’ or ‘pro-
claiming’, he affirms the rightness of their, and therefore of his,
reading. The reader who is brought to share that knowledge is thereby
brought into the circle of discipleship. Yet by describing what the dis-
ciples do not at the time know, and, in 12.14-15, by citing the Scripture
before acknowledging their ignorance of it, he claims the primacy of an
omniscient narrator over his characters. He also acknowledges the dif-
ference between what was done and experienced then and its (subse-
quent) interpretation; in this he could be said to be more conservative
than Mark who weaves the Zecharian allusion into his narrative.*! More-
over, neither Jesus nor the narrator relates the activity of the spirit to the
interpretation of Scripture—this is not a spirit-inspired activity.*

A variation on the remembering theme comes in the narrator’s
comment which closes the visit of the two disciples to the empty tomb,
‘for they did not yet know the scripture that he must rise from the dead’

19. In contrast to Mk 11.17 and parallels Jesus himself does not appeal to what
has been written.

20. E.g. R.A. Culpepper, Anatomy of the Fourth Gospel (Philadelphia: Fortress
Press, 1987), pp. 28-30; A.T. Hanson, The Prophetic Gospel: A Study of John and
the Old Testament (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1991), pp. 246-53.

21. Similarly the Synoptics weave the allusion to Ps. 22.18 into their narrative
while John separates it into a fulfilment quotation, neither do they make the refer-
ence to Ps. 69.21 explicit.

22. This needs careful nuancing since many interpreters do elide the remem-
bering, the understanding of and in the light of Scripture, and the activity of the
Paraclete; see above n. 20, and Olsson, Structure and Meaning, p. 263.
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(20.9). There are a number of problems here which have led some to
see the verse as redactional;? first, in contrast to other New Testament
traditions, John does not otherwise speak of the resurrection as a fulfil-
ment of Scripture—and in those other traditions it is ‘the third day’,
passed over in silence by John, which seems an indispensable part of
the scriptural reference. Secondly, the verse follows on strangely from
the statement that the ‘other disciple’ saw and believed, for it seems to
qualify that belief in terms alien to the general Johannine debate about
faith and sight: once again the narrator is claiming an omniscience that
challenges any simple identification of him with the Beloved Disciple.?
It seems likely that a cross reference to 2.22 is intended, for they share a
contextual reference to Jesus’ death and resurrection, an appeal to ‘the
scripture’, and the anticipation of an understanding only attained when
Jesus rose from the dead.>> Despite the evocation of 2.17 with its
explicit citation of Ps. 69.10, it is more likely that in both cases ‘the
scripture’ is to be understood absolutely. In 2.22 ‘the scripture’ is
coupled with ‘the word which Jesus spoke’, and it has even been sug-
gested that ‘the scripture’ in 20.9 refers to or includes Jesus’ own sym-
bolic prophecy of his death. However, while in John Jesus” word is
coming to have the same authority as Scripture, it is unlikely that the
two are identified through common terminology as 1 ypa6n.?° A more
persuasive possibility would be that this is a conscious correction of the
tradition that even during his ministry Jesus himself had spoken of its
necessity (8e1) (Lk. 22.37; 24.44): in John, again more conservatively,
such scriptural recognition belongs to the future—yet in speaking of
what the disciples did not yet know, the narrator shares with the readers
his own knowledge.

Thus in 2.17, 22; 12.16; and 20.9 the narrator envelopes the ministry
and particularly the Passion of Jesus with the affirmation that what has
happened was already written in Scripture. Yet with the privilege of
omniscience and retrospection the narrator acknowledges that recogni-
tion of the fulfilment of Scripture will be something granted to the
disciples alone; moreover, it belongs not to the time of Jesus’ ministry

23. See the discussion in R.E. Brown, The Gospel According to John (2 vols.;
New York: Doubleday, 1970), I1, pp. 987-88.

24. As argued by D. Tovey, Narrative Art and Act in the Fourth Gospel
(JSNTSup, 151; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1997), pp. 144-46.

25. Although in 2.22 éyeipeuv is used, whereas in 20.9 the verb is dvootivar.

26. See below, p. 155.
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but will only be ‘remembered’ later. In this the evangelist adopts a very
different stance from that of Matthew or indeed of the other Gospels,
and establishes a hermeneutic that clearly distinguishes the time and
events of Jesus’ ministry from the faithful, spirit-led recollection of the
believing community: this is quite the opposite of the merging of the
horizons of which this evangelist is often accused.

One further passage belongs to this framework, the contested quota-
tion in 7.37-38. Here, instead of the ‘remembering’ theme, the future
reference 1s created as the narrator interprets Jesus’ words as being
‘about the spirit’: ‘this he spoke concerning the spirit, which those who
believe[d] in him would receive. For spirit as yet was not, because Jesus
was not yet glorified” (7.39). The implication again is that this would
only be realized later, once Jesus was glorified, and that since it would
pertain only to ‘those who believed in him’, it would be they who
would perceive this. The issues for debate concerning the citation in vv.
37-38 are well known: (a) are the words ‘the one who believes in me’
part of what precedes, providing the subject for ‘let them drink’, or,
assuming a stop at the end of v. 37, part of what follows, and thus the
antecedent of ‘his belly’?; (b) does the citation formula, ‘as the scrip-
ture said’ refer to what precedes or to what follows?; (c) in either case,
assuming a reference to one or more specific passages of Scripture, how
are these to be identified?; (d) does the ‘his belly’ refer to Jesus or the
believer? For our purposes these conundra need not be fully resolved.
Yet more important is the identity of the speaker in 38b: is it Jesus who
appeals to Scripture, or the narrator, who is clearly speaking in the fol-
lowing verse (v. 39)? Even if v. 38 is taken as the sense unit, with the
citation formula interposed in the middle of Jesus’ declaration, that
interposition might be the narrator’s comment, signalling a truth not
perceptible at the time: ‘The one who believes in me’, (as scripture
said), ‘rivers...’?’ If the citation formula begins a new sentence, both
the appeal to Scripture and the proleptic reference to the spirit could
naturally be assigned to the narrator: ‘...and let the one who believes in
me drink’. As scripture said, ‘Rivers of living water will flow out of his
belly’. This ambiguity of voices is characteristic of the evangelist (see
below), and, while in the light of the other passages discussed it would

27. Compare the narrator’s identification of John the Baptist’s quotation from
Isaiah at 1.23. Olsson, Structure and Meaning, pp. 262-63 nn.16, 28 acknowledges
that v. 38 could be read as the narrator’s comment.
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be attractive to assign this reference to the narrator, a final decision
remains impossible.

In each instance of the narrator’s voice being heard during the
ministry of Jesus, the focus of such Scripture and remembering is Jesus’
death and resurrection. Otherwise, Jesus’ ministry is not scripturally
determined. This means that when the reader comes to the fulfilment
quotations within the narrative of Jesus’ passion which have been dis-
cussed above, s/he knows that these too are written from the prerogative
of later knowledge; only here do the two horizons of event and meaning
merge, and even here the evangelist signals their separation: the Scrip-
ture is to be fulfilled, and so the soldiers act (19.24)—where these two
meet, in the divine purpose, in the believing response, in the narration
of the event, or in its actuality, remains unstated.

Moreover, the narrator has introduced alongside Scripture the word
of Jesus, neither identifying them nor determining their relationship. At
two key points, again in the passion narrative, what happens is
described as ‘in order to fulfil the word...he said’ (18.9, 32). In the first
it is by the protection and sovereign (‘I am’) will of Jesus that the
disciples are free to go—in, perhaps deliberate, contrast to the Markan
Jesus’ citation of Zech. 13.7, ‘I shall strike the shepherd and the sheep
shall be scattered’ (Mk 14.27).2% In the second there is an unmistakable
irony that the Jews’ rejection of Pilate’s invitation for them to ‘judge
him according to {their] law’ ensures the fulfilment of Jesus’ word sig-
nifying the manner of his death.?” In this way, in the events of Jesus’
passion the narrator reinforces what he said in 2.22 about the disciples’
post-resurrection remembering of and faith in ‘scripture and the word
Jesus said’.

The Actors in the Drama

Jesus

In a variety of ways the narrator’s voice is difficult to distinguish from
that of Jesus. This has often been remarked with reference to 3.14-21,
31-36 where the disappearance of first and second person forms leaves
commentators and translators at a loss as to where to mark the end of

28. See further below, p. 155.

29. On the reference to their law see below p. 156; for his signalling of his death
see 12.32-34; 3.14; 8.28. This only underlines the failure to appeal to Isa. 52.13
which many interpreters see as lying behind John’s ‘lift up’.
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Jesus’ discourse. This may suggest that 7.37-39 discussed above fall
under the same rubric, and that the blurring of the distinction between
speakers here is intentional. Similarly, as we have seen, in 19.28 Jesus
says ‘I thirst’, in order to fulfil or to provoke the fulfilment of Scripture,
an intention the narrator identifies. This comment comes as the last of
the narrator’s claims to discern the inner knowledge of Jesus (13.1, 3;
18.4; 19.28); the intention of these claims is not just to present Jesus’
prophetic foreknowledge (as at 2.24), but to bind all the events of the
Passion together ‘sub specie aeternitatis’. It is, therefore, not surprising
that in these chapters Jesus himself also speaks of the purposeful
fulfilment of Scripture, using the same formula as does the narrator, ‘in
order that scripture might be fulfilled’ (13.18; [15.25]; 17.12). Again,
the specific points and texts may seem arbitrary, and there are other
allusions to Scripture which are not marked as such (15.1; 16.21-22),
but on closer analysis they do echo some of the issues already discussed.

In 13.18 the quotation from Ps. 41.9 is one that in Mark is embedded
within the narrative (Mk 14.18); as in 19.24, 28-29, by making the quo-
tation explicit, Scripture and event retain their separate identity. In the
overall context the reference anticipates Judas’s betrayal of which Jesus
is about to speak (13.21)—again (cf. 19.24) the necessary fulfilment of
Scripture precedes the event—although the immediate context allows a
more open-ended interpretation.>® More importantly, the disciples will
only know its meaning later (v. 19) and be brought to faith. The citation
in 15.24, ‘they hated me without cause’, also appears in a context where
the later experience of the believing community, including persecution,
continues that of Jesus; it is followed by the promise of the testifying
work of the Spirit who is yet to come (cf. 7.39). This citation comes
from the Passion Psalm tradition (Ps. 69.5; 35.19), again suggesting that
the evangelist took over an earlier citation tradition while reinterpreting
its significance. In this case the sonorous introductory ‘that there might
be fulfilled the word which was written in their law’ recalls Jesus’ own
earlier use of this formula in the preceding narrative of his ministry (cf.
8.17; 10.34 and below). This, however, is as near as Jesus gets to pre-
dicting his death as the fulfilment of Scripture (contra Mk 14.49; Lk.
18.31); even in these two cases the fulfilment formula is loosely
attached, ‘but that the scripture/the word...might be fulfilled’, so that

30. A ‘community history’ reading might see the anticipation of later betrayal
and apostasy.
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once again the precise link between event and fulfilment remains
unstated.

The final example, that in 17.12, is contentious: “When I was with
them I kept them in your name which you have given me, and guarded
them, and none of them has been lost except the son of destruction, that
scripture might be fulfilled’. No scriptural passage explicitly anticipates
the destruction of a proleptically named ‘son of destruction’, and hence
many interpreters have seen here a further reference to the theme of
betrayal in Ps. 41.9, already cited at 13.18.%! This seems unlikely, for in
the immediate context there is nothing to recall that Psalm.*? Instead,
the context does suggest that the reference is not to the exceptive clause
but to the affirmation of Jesus’ protection of those for whom he now
prays; yet for this too there is no obvious Scripture in mind. A closer
parallel is provided by Jesus’ own earlier assurance as given in 6.37,
39, that he would not cast out or lose any given to him by God,
prompting some to see this as the ‘scripture’.>® Yet when Jesus at his
arrest urges his captors to let his disciples go, the narrator adds the
explanation, ‘in order that the word might be fulfilled which he said,
that “of those whom you have given me I have lost not one™ (18.8-9).
Here the reference might equally be to those words in ch. 6 or to the
present text in 17.12 or to a combination of both.** However, here, as at
2.22, and also later in 18.32, it is the narrator who speaks, and he is
careful to distinguish ‘the word which Jesus spoke’ from Scripture even
if ascribing it some of the same value as that which is to be fulfilled; it
is then unlikely that even a narrator who merged Jesus’ voice with his
own would allow Jesus himself to refer to his own word as ‘scripture’.
Whether or not a specific passage was in mind, Jesus is surely in 17.12
presented as consciously fulfilling Scripture through the coming events.

As these cases show, although the narrator has signalled the recogni-
tion of the fulfilment of Scripture as belonging to the time beyond

31. For the epithet see Isa. 57.4 LXX; Prov. 24.22 LXX; for a reference to Ps. 41
see Hanson, Prophetic Gospel, pp. 174-75, 197-98.

32. Sorightly W. Sproston, * “The Scripture” in John 17:12’, in B.P. Thompson
(ed.), Scripture: Meaning and Method. Essays Presented to Anthony Tyrrell
Hanson (Hull: Hull University Press, 1987), pp. 24-36.

33. So Sproston, ‘The Scripture’.

34. The textual variant at 17.12, ‘those whom you have given me’ (A D © I
etc.), rather than ‘in the name which you have given me’, would make the cross-
reference more precise and thereby indicates that it is secondary.



158 The Old Testament in the New Testament

Jesus’ death and resurrection, Jesus himself can anticipate this because
he shares the omniscience of the narrator (or perhaps vice versa) and
also because Jesus” words within chs. 13-17 themselves anticipate the
events which in the narrative sequence are yet to take place.* Thus in
the passage just discussed (17.12), Jesus uses a past tense (‘guarded’
imperfect, ‘protected’ aorist) of an event yet to take place within the
narrative sequence, and at that later moment (18.9) an earlier past tense
(‘lost’) can be seen as prophetic of the present. As the reader moves on
into the narrative of Jesus’ arrest and death s/he already knows that
these events are encompassed by the goal of Scripture, yet s/he equally
knows both that all this was known to the Jesus who knew all (13.1),
and that for the believing community this insight belongs to the future
when all could now be spoken in the past tense. At the same time, there
are but three explicit quotations, and they are outnumbered by the
emphasis on Jesus’ own words spoken before the event in order to be
recognized beyond it (13.19; 14.25, 29; 15.11; 16.1, 4, 33; cf. 18.9, 32);
as we have seen, the work of the spirit will be to continue the remem-
bering of Jesus’ words (14.26), and the Jesus of the Farewell Dis-
courses does not interpret Scripture.

Jesus and his Opponents

Within the public ministry Jesus’ use of Scripture is very different.
Again, we must exclude unmarked allusions, however precise and
obvious they may seem to us (e.g. 1.51). Here fulfilment formulae are
absent, and Scripture is the subject of argument and counter-argument.
For the most part the term ‘scripture’ (1} ypa¢n) is absent, except at
10.35; 5.39[pl] by Jesus without specific reference, and at 7.42 by the
crowds, probably again of Scripture as a whole. Instead the appeal is to
what ‘is written’, an appeal made both by Jesus—‘in the prophets’
(6.45 =1Isa. 54.13), or ‘in your Law’ (8.17 = Deut. 17.6 etc.; 10.34 = Ps.
82.6)—and by the crowds (6.31 = Ps. 78.24). In each case, although the
context is one of debate, this is not a polemic over the interpretation of
Scripture or of the law (as in Mk 10.2-9), nor the use of Scripture to
condemn (as in Mk 7.6-7; 8.18; Mt. 13.14-15), nor the appeal to the
fulfilment of Scripture in the dramatic events surrounding Jesus’ min-
istry or coming death (Mk 9.13; Mt. 11.10; 21.42). It seems unlikely

35. On this see Gail O’Day, ‘“I have overcome the world” (John 16:33)
Narrative Time in John 13-17’, in Culpepper and Segovia (eds.), The Fourth
Gospel, pp. 153-66.
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that ‘your law’ when spoken by Jesus signals disassociation as in the
Matthaean ‘their synagogues’;*® the discussion of circumcision and
sabbath in 7.19-24 gives no hint that such prescriptions of the law are
under fire, and the introductory ‘Did not Moses give you the law’ does
not contain any negative overtones.

So too, Jesus’ opponents do indeed claim to be the seed of Abraham
(8.33) and ‘disciples of Moses’ (9.28-29); they protest that it is the
sabbath (5.10), object that ‘no prophet arises from Galilee’ (7.52), and
despise the crowd ‘who do not know the law’ (7.49). Yet the applica-
tion and interpretation of the law or of the Scriptures does not provide
the stuff of debate. Obviously this claim demands careful qualification:
objections that Jesus blasphemes, that he makes himself God (10.33),
are founded on the Torah and can be readily illustrated there. The point
is that appeal to and citation of Scripture are not made explicit (contra
Mt. 19.7; 21.42; 22.29; 22.41-45). Despite 9.28-29, there is no sugges-
tion that Jesus presents himself as an alternative and opposing authority
to Moses.* Instead Jesus is presented as one who can engage like them
in the clever exegesis of Scripture to prove his point, and who agrees
that ‘scripture cannot be annulled’ (10.35).

There is, however, little consistency or discernible pattern. Chapter 6
illustrates this well, as it does the wider problems in interpreting John’s
use of Scripture. This is the one occasion where Scripture is cited
against Jesus—by the crowds who introduce the quotation from Ps.
78.24 with the formula, ‘as it is written’, otherwise used only by the
narrator at 12.14.3® The formula is matched by Jesus’ concluding ‘it is
written in the prophets, “And they shall all be taught by God”’ (6.45;
Isa. 54.13). A number of scholars have compared the development
between the two quotations, and the interim exegesis, with the midrashic
techniques familiar from Jewish sources, and have treated vv. 31-59 as

36. So also A. Obermann, Die christologische Erfiillung, pp. 57-60.

37. This should qualify suggestions that the Johannine Christians saw them-
selves as disciples of Jesus and their Jewish opponents as disciples of Moses. The
references to Moses in 3.34 and 6.31-32, although often interpreted as polemical,
can only be read as such by presupposing underlying traditions or views regarding
his significance; on the surface of the text the relationship between Jesus and Moses
is much more ambivalent.

38. It would be attractive to see this as a remark by the narrator, and Olsson,
Structure and Meaning, p. 263 n. 28 seems to allow for this, but the logic demands
that the actual quotation must be ascribed to the crowds.
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a homiletic unity.”® This is to ignore that it is the crowds who speak in
v. 31 and that their use of Scripture is as a challenge to Jesus, implicitly
rejecting any recognition of what he has already done.*® Jesus
effectively corrects their exegesis and so redefines the significance of
the manna tradition. As we have already seen, the narrator exercises his
own scriptural irony by making the crowd/Jews who appeal to their
‘fathers’’ wilderness experience repeat their fathers’ murmuring (v. 41),
and risk receiving the same sentence of death given to those who ate the
manna (v. 49), but further analysis of this falls outside the task of the
present paper.*!

What is remarkable in the quotations ascribed to Jesus is that the
interpretation given them is not notably christological.*? This is in stark
contrast to what Jesus says about Scripture: ‘You search the scrip-
ture’s—and it is they which bear witness concerning me’ (5.39); ‘If you
believe Moses you would believe me, for he wrote about me. If you do
not believe what he wrote, how will you believe my words’ (5.46-47).
Yet the only point which might illustrate this claim is the comparison in
3.14 between Moses’ lifting of the serpent (Num. 21) and the lifting up
of ‘the Son of Man’.

After all this, and particularly after the under-stated role of Scripture
in explicit controversy, it is then the more ironical that at Jesus’ trial his
opponents claim, ‘We have a law and according to that law he ought to
die’ (19.7). In the context of the Gospel the reference is not just to a
specific ruling, for example that concerning the death penalty for blas-
phemy (Lev. 24.16), but to the law as such. In the immediate context
there is an unmistakable tension with 18.31 where Pilate challenges
them to ‘judge him according to your law’—the same phrase as in
19.7—provoking their response ‘We are not permitted to kill anyone’.
The tension can be, and frequently is, resolved by the argument that,
although they considered Jesus merited death by their law, they did not,
under Roman rule, have the right to carry out that sentence. Irrespective
of the historical arguments involved, this may miss the Johannine irony
which has them undermine their own appeal to the law even before they

39. P. Borgen, Bread from Heaven: An Exegetical Study of the Concept of
Manna in the Gospel of John and the Writings of Philo (NovTSup, 10; Leiden: E.J.
Brill, 1966)

40. This is persuasively argued by Anderson, Christology, pp. 200-204, 213-16.

41. See above pp. 145-46 and nn. 9-11

42, Unless at 10.34 there is a reference to Jesus as the pre-existent logos.
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make it.*> The previous references to the law reinforce this: until this
point, after the enigmatic statement of the narrator in 1.17, the law has
been claimed by Jesus in his own support even while conceding that it
is ‘their law’ (8.17; 10.34).** For the discerning reader there is a further
irony: when Jesus appealed to the demand for two witnesses as written
‘in their law’ (8.17), the passages to which he referred spoke not of
witnesses to the claims made by someone but of the witnesses needed
for the passing of a death penalty (Deut. 17.6; 19.15); in 10.34 his
appeal to their law (in fact to Ps. 82) authenticated his claim, as the one
who embodied the word of God, to be not just Son of God but perhaps
‘God’, the charge they now bring against him; in 15.25 Jesus again
referred to ‘their law’ the Psalmist’s affirmation, ‘they hated me without
cause’. In 7.51 Nicodemus had objected that their law did not condemn
anyone without first having heard from them; the subsequent chapters
have fulfilled that condition. After this, the reader is unlikely to concede
their appeal to the law for his death.

It is difficult to know how to interpret the conflicting impressions
given by the combination of the surfeit of arguably scriptural echoes, of
the apparently inconsequential and random appeal to explicit Scripture
by Jesus, and of the undemonstrated claims that Scripture and Moses
are essentially about Jesus. It is not surprising that such contrasting
conclusions have been drawn concerning John’s attitude to Scripture.
For the reader; however, a pattern does emerge: since the fulfilment of
Scripture belongs to the insight gained by the disciples after Jesus’
death, and focuses particularly on his death and resurrection, it has little
place within Jesus’ encounter with others during his ministry. That the
Scriptures testify to Jesus and that Moses wrote about him is not some-
thing that could be ascertained independently, by comparing the details
of his life with unmistakable prophecies (e.g. Mt. 2.5-6); indeed, when
the crowd attempts such an appeal to the very Scripture used by
Matthew, they fall into division and uncertainty (7.41-43). Like so
much else, it has to be taken on trust, a trust that will only be vindicated
for those who become disciples, and even for them only after Jesus’
death and resurrection. The solution to the dilemma of 5.47 is not that
they should become more faithful students of Moses and the Scriptures,

43. Note é€eotv anoktelvor at Mk 3.4 of what is (not) permitted in the Torah,
even on the sabbath.

44. Also 1.45, ‘The one of whom Moses wrote in the law, and the prophets’.
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so that they then will believe also in Jesus and perhaps become disci-
ples, but rather the reverse.

Narrative Sequence and Scripture

A quick overview of explicit references to Scripture confirms this con-
clusion. In the first chapter the law, given through Moses, and Jesus,
source of grace and truth, are brought together in an as yet unexplained
relationship; John the Baptist’s preparatory role is located in the words
of the prophet Isaiah. The narrator has prepared the ground, and the
reader will not be surprised when Philip identifies Jesus as the one
written of by Moses in the law, and by the prophets. Yet ch. 2 points the
reader beyond any superficial expectation of proof-texting: a real
understanding of Scripture, as written about Jesus in his death and
resurrection, was not patent during Jesus’ ministry; it was reserved for
disciples, and even for them became the lens through which they
remembered Jesus only after his death; moreover, already Jesus’ word
is set alongside Scripture as the focus of such remembering. Only once
this foundation is laid by the narrator, do the participants take up the
theme; here the initiative lies with Jesus, yet on the overt level the
debate is patchy. There is little conflict over the interpretation and
observation of the law, and Jesus does not claim a radically different
reading of God’s law from theirs; rather he shows himself able to argue
from it as well as they. That, in contrast, so much scriptural imagery
lies below the surface of the narrative perhaps reinforces the reader’s
awareness that this belongs not to the level of the events of Jesus’ min-
istry but to that of a believing remembering. Only as Jesus’ public min-
istry draws to a close does the narrator re-enter with a further reminder
of the role of such remembering, and then with a return to Isaiah, who
had introduced the narrative. Now a new theme is introduced, that of
the necessary fulfilment of Scripture. It is this, with its focus on Jesus’
death, which will provide a thread through the following chapters.
Jesus’ total control is reinforced as he and the narrator share this
impulse driven by Scripture; other actors unwittingly play their role to
the same end. Yet the intensification of scriptural reference comes to an
abrupt end with the death of Jesus. The final explicit quotation displays
before the readers’ eyes the scriptural image of the pierced Jesus; for
the first time the narrator addresses the readers directly, inviting them
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(‘you’) to share in the faith and understanding that scriptural fulfilment
had first inspired in the disciples (19.35).

Even so, much remains unsolved; we are left uncertain whether
Scripture has any continuing role after Jesus’ climactic cry that com-
pletes it. How does, and will, Scripture function alongside the word of
Jesus, whose words come from God (17.8)?* And now, after the death
of Jesus, we must add the testimony of sight which is the immediate
foundation for the belief to which readers are summoned in 19.35, and
even more ‘that which is written’ now ‘in this book’ (20.31; cf. 21.24-
25)—and might there be room for yet more to come?

45. Cf. 6.63, 68; 3.34; 12.47-48; the issue is complicated by John’s use of
pripota here, although note Adyog in 17.6.
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Wendy Sproston North

Anthony Hanson and Max Wilcox, co-founders of the Seminar on the
use of the Old Testament in the New, identified the opening words of
Jesus’ prayer in Jn 11.41 as an allusion to Ps. 118.21 (LXX 117.21), and
did so working independently of one another. Hanson was first to get
into print in an article in 1973. Wilcox published four years later, by
which time the coincidence had been discovered.! The aim of this study
is to offer support for this joint identification by approaching Jn 11.41-
42 from the broader perspective of the composition of the Lazarus story
as a whole.

I have argued elsewhere that the Fourth Gospel and 1 John are tinked
indirectly by virtue of their mutual reliance at points on the same tradi-
tional material.> On that basis, I have proposed that the epistle can take
its place alongside the Synoptic gospels and the Pauline literature as a
control to isolate tradition in the Gospel text. I have also claimed that,
with the added advantage of 1 John’s contribution to the identification
of tradition in the Gospel, we are now in a position to render a plausible
account of the processes of creative interpretation of tradition which

*  The substance of this argument was given as part of a paper at a meeting of
the Old Testament in the New Testament Seminar in 1994. For Lionel, ever
Browning’s ‘not-incurious, picker-up of learning’s crumbs’, in appreciation of the
joy of scholarship shared.

1. See A.T. Hanson, ‘The Old Testament Background to the Raising of
Lazarus’, in E.A. Livingstone (ed.), Studia Evangelica (6 vols.; Texte und Unter-
suchungen zur Geschichte der altchristlichen Literatur, 112; Berlin: Akademie-
Verlag, 1973), VI, pp. 252-55 (254); M. Wilcox, ‘The “Prayer” of Jesus in John
X1.41b-42°, NTS 24 (1977), pp. 128-32 (130 n. 5); see further A.T. Hanson, The
New Testament Interpretation of Scripture (London: SPCK, 1980), p. 210 n. 21.

2. W.E. Sproston, ‘Witnesses to What Was an’ apyfig: 1 John’s Contribution
to our Knowledge of Tradition in the Fourth Gospel’, JSNT 48 (1992), pp. 43-65,
reprinted in S.E. Porter and C.A. Evans (eds.), The Johannine Writings (The Bibli-
cal Seminar, 32; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1995), pp. 138-60.
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gave John’s text its final form. It is this approach that I intend to adopt
in analysing John’s story of the raising of Lazarus and, in particular, the
prayer John has Jesus offer immediately before the miracle. Before we
embark on that, however, a brief description of my position on the
Lazarus story in general will help speed the argument.

First, I am in agreement with the view that the Lazarus story was not
originally part of the Gospel but was added to it by John at a later stage,
probably in the process of a second edition.® This is an important point
because it affects our understanding of how John has worked: it means
that the story was almost certainly interpolated into already existing
material and that therefore, in composing it, John also designed it to fit
its new surroundings. While this policy of assimilation can be detected
in relation to most other parts of the Gospel, nowhere is it more in evi-
dence than with the material in ch. 12. Quite clearly, John has intended
the two chapters to be taken as a unit. This is immediately obvious in
11.2, John’s typically heavy-handed reference directing us forward to
the anointing in 12.3,* and there are numerous other points of continu-
ity—one study lists more than 50°—all of which suggest that the con-

3. See, for example, B. Lindars, Behind the Fourth Gospel (Studies in Creative
Criticism, 3; London: SPCK, 1971), p. 60; idem, The Gospel of John (NCB; London:
Marshall, Morgan & Scott, 1972), pp. 50, 381-82; J. Ashton, Understanding the
Fourth Gospel (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1991), pp. 201-203.

4. John’s prompt in 11.2 reads oddly because, as the Gospel now stands, the
actual event does not take place until the following chapter. Nevertheless, this is
best regarded as a casualty of John’s interpolation of the Lazarus story into an exist-
ing text rather than put down to the bungling intrusion of a later editor. Among
commentators who accept 11.2 as authentic are C.K. Barrett (The Gospel According
to St John [2nd edn; London: SPCK, 1978], p. 390); G.R. Beasley-Murray (John
[WBC, 36; Waco, TX: Word Books, 1987], p. 187) and K. Grayston (The Gospel of
John [Epworth Commentaries; London: Epworth Press, 1990], p. 90). See also D.A.
Lee, The Symbolic Narratives of the Fourth Gospel: The Interplay of Form and
Meaning (JSNTSup, 95; Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1994) who dubs the idea of a later
editor ‘unnecessary’ (p. 193 n. 3). The verse is retained as genuine by G. van Belle
in his detailed study, Les parenthéses dans I'évangile de Jean: Apercu historique et
classification, texte grec de Jean (Studiorum Novi Testamenti Auxilia, 11; Leuven:
Leuven University Press, 1985), p. 84.

5. P.Mourlon Beernaert, ‘Parallelisme entre Jean 11 et 12: Etude de structure
littéraire et théologique’, in A.-L. Descamps et al. (eds.), Genése et structure d’un
texte du Nouveau Testament: Etude interdisciplinaire du chapitre 11 de I'évangile
de Jean (Lectio Divina, 104; Paris: Cerf; Louvain-La-Neuve: Cabay, 1981),
pp. 123-49.
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tent of ch. 12 had no small part to play in the making of the Lazarus
story. My second point concerns the Sitz im Leben of John’s narrative.
The message to the reader here is overwhelmingly one of assurance,
particularly in relation to the promise of resurrection to eternal life.
This, together with the call to follow Jesus in times of personal danger
(cf. 11.7-10, 16), convinces me that ch. 11 belongs to the same period
as 16.2, the text in which John’s fears that the lives of his flock may be
forfeit on account of their faith are most clearly voiced, and which is
also generally held to belong to a later stage in the Gospel’s composi-
tion. The final and, for my purposes, the most important point is the
general character of the composition itself. For the most part, John’s
story has every appearance of a superb piece of redaction based on
detectable source-material which is largely outside the chapter itself. To
put this another way, while I have no doubt that John’s account is
grounded in a miracle story about Jesus raising someone from the dead,
the sheer weight of theologizing John has obliged this miracle to bear
has ensured that what lies before us is almost entirely extrapolated from
other tradition-based material. It is precisely this extensive process of
‘signification’ which renders the final product vulnerable to the kind of
analysis I intend to pursue with the help of 1 John.

John 11.41-42: A Crux Interpretation

As Hanson and Wilcox were well aware when they wrote, Jn 11.41-42
is notoriously difficult to interpret. My first task, then, must be to exam-
ine the text of the prayer and attempt to establish its implications for
John’s presentation of Jesus at that particular point in his narrative.
Although John’s reference in 11.41 to Jesus lifting his eyes is a clear
signal that what follows is intended to be understood in the context of
prayer,’ the declaration, ndtep, €0X0PLOTAO GOt GTL HKOVOAG OV, £Y®
d¢ fide1v 611 mavtoté pov akovels (RSV: ‘Father, I thank thee that thou
hast heard me. I knew that thou hearest me always’), is not a petition at
all; rather, it is a confident acknowledgment that on this occasion, as
always, Jesus has the ear of God. Needless to say, this representation of

6. So, for example, Barrett, Gospel, p. 402; R.E. Brown, The Gospel Accord-
ing to John (2 vols.; Anchor Bible, 29, 29a; Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1966;
London: Geoffrey Chapman, 1971), pp. 427, 436; J.H. Bernard, A Critical and
Exegetical Commentary on the Gospel According to St John (2 vols.; ICC; Edin-
burgh: T. & T. Clark, 1928), p. 397.
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Jesus at prayer has evoked a series of responses from commentators.
Broadly speaking, the range of opinion falls into three categories.

First, there is the suggestion that the prayer is a complete artifice, a
hollow gesture whose sole purpose is to impress the bystanders (cf.
11.42b). Loisy’s phrase ‘priére pour la galerie’ (‘prayer to the gallery’)
is to the point here, as is also Holtzmann’s report of the prayer dubbed
by some as a Scheingebet (‘sham prayer’) or Schaugebet (‘show
prayer’).” Among modern commentators, Lindars inclines most to this
view. Strictly speaking, he argues, the prayer is unnecessary but is
included specifically for the crowd.® By and large, however, the sug-
gestion of a pretence prayer is dismissed today on the grounds that this
is no bid for self-aggrandizement on Jesus’ part, but a demonstration of
the Son’s dependence on the Father which ensures that the miracle is
for the glory of God (cf. 11.4, 40).°

A second response is to assume that Jesus’ thanks for having been
heard presupposes not only that a petition has been made but also that
the moment of request can be pin-pointed by sifting through the story
so far. Accordingly, while suggestions vary, Jesus’ inner turmoil and
distress at v. 33 proves the most popular option.'® The problem here is,
of course, that John has not specified an actual moment of petition,

7. See A. Loisy, Le quatriéme évangile (Paris: Alphonse Picard et Fils, 1903),
p- 651; H.J. Holtzmann, Evangelium, Briefe und Offenbarung des Johannes (HKNT,
4; Freiburg: J.C.B. Mohr [Paul Siebeck], 1908), p. 139. R. Bultmann quotes Wrede
and Heitmiiller to this effect (The Gospel of John: A Commentary [ET G.R. Beasley-
Murray; Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 19711, p. 409 n. 1). See also the references in
M.-J. Lagrange, Evangile selon Saint Jean (5th edn; Etudes bibliques; Paris:
J. Gabalda, 1936), pp. 307-308) and E.C. Hoskyns, The Fourth Gospel (ed. F.N.
Davey; 2 vols.; London: Faber & Faber, 1940), pp. 474-75.

8. Lindars, Gospel, pp. 401-402.

9. See, for example, Barrett, Gospel, pp. 402-403; Brown, Gospel, pp. 436-37;
D.A. Carson, The Gospel According to John (Leicester: InterVarsity Press; Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1991), p. 418; R. Schnackenburg, The Gospel According to St
John (3 vols.; New York: Herder & Herder; London: Burns & Qates, 1968-82), 11,
p. 339.

10. Bernard, for example, assumes that the aorist fikovoog in v. 41 indicates
some definite act of prayer, perhaps before v. 4 (Gospel, p. 397). For the suggestion
that the prayer was offered during the agony at v. 33, see Lagrange, Evangile,
p- 308; Barrett, Gospel, p. 402; J.N. Sanders, A Commentary on the Gospel Accord-
ing to St John (edited and completed by B.A. Mastin; London: A. & C. Black,
1968), p. 275; also J.E. Davey, The Jesus of St John: Historical and Christological
Studies in the Fourth Gospel (London: Lutterworth Press, 1958), p. 126.
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which means that any proposal of this kind is forced to rely on con-
jecture. As for the suggestion that the petition was offered at v. 33, this
is highly improbable given that the story itself makes clear that Jesus
knew he would raise Lazarus as early as v. 11."

The third approach, which is widely held, interprets the prayer as a
demonstration of the Son’s perfect unity with the Father, which is such
that Jesus’ petitions are always granted without their needing utterance.
This was Bultmann’s position'? and, in fact, such is Bultmann’s tower-
ing influence even yet that this theme of the Son’s constant prayerful
attitude continues to echo in the work of most commentators on this
passage up to the present time.'® There is much to be said for this third
argument. On the one hand, it fits in well with evidence elsewhere in
the Gospel for Jesus’ utter dependence on and unity with the Father
and, on the other, it makes it possible to maintain the view that Jesus
really prays while also accounting for the fact that no petition is
recorded earlier in the narrative. Yet even this interpretation is not
without its problems. For example, it is difficult to see why John would
have chosen to present his readers with an insight into the Son’s unique
union with the Father when it must, by definition, exclude themselves.
To put this another way, how far can we be certain that purely christo-
logical concerns were as much a priority to the fourth evangelist as they
evidently are to those who interpret him for today? A second problem is
that this interpretation is inconsistent with John’s presentation of Jesus
at prayer elsewhere in the Gospel. Thus, if the meaning here is that
uttered prayer on Jesus’ part is always unnecessary, it is noticeable that
no such consideration has weighed in the case of the actual prayers
John records at 12.27-28 and in ch. 17. Indeed, in the latter instance,
John has no hesitation in presenting Jesus uttering petition to the Father,
and doing so at considerable length.

11. As Carson correctly remarks, v. 11 ‘assumes that the raising of Lazarus had
been determined for some time’ (Gospel, p. 418).

12. Bultmann, Gospel, p. 408.

13. See Barrett, Gospel, p. 402; Brown, Gospel, p. 436; Schnackenburg, Gospel,
11, p. 339; Beasley-Murray, John, p. 194; Lindars, Gospel, p. 401; C.H. Dodd, The
Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1953), p. 256; H. Van der Loos, The Miracles of Jesus (NovTSup, 8; Leiden: E.J.
Brill, 1965), p. 585; and especially R.H. Fuller, Interpreting the Miracles (London:
SCM Press, 1963), pp. 107-108. Fuller is quoted approvingly by Beasley-Murray.
See also R.A. Culpepper, The Gospel and Letters of John (Interpreting Biblical
Texts; Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1998), p. 17.
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As this brief survey shows, it is no easy matter to arrive at an inter-
pretation of John’s meaning in these verses that is satisfactory on all
counts. However, if one conclusion is to be drawn from the discussion
so far, it is surely that a strictly christological approach, whether
devoted to defending the genuineness of the prayer or to extolling the
unique qualities of the Son’s union with the Father, is unlikely to pro-
vide the key. In fact, with Christology so high on the agreed agenda in
this case, it is perhaps not surprising that what has been missed by most
is the simple observation that this prayer develops logically out of
Martha’s confidence, earlier in v. 22, that Jesus can have from God
whatever he asks. I suggest, therefore, that if we seek to unlock John’s
meaning in vv. 41-42, we need to begin with the faith of Martha from a
previous scene in his narrative. With that in mind, my next task will be
to investigate the context and content of v. 22.

Martha’s ‘Confession’

By the time Jesus finally arrives at the outskirts of Bethany in v. 17,
Lazarus has been dead and in the tomb four days. Martha goes out to
meet Jesus and, as Mary will do later, she draws attention to the fact of
Jesus’” absence during her brother’s fatal illness (v. 21, cf. v. 32). Unlike
her sister, however, Martha has more to say. In v. 22, she adds, xai viv
o1da 61t Soa v aition 1OV Beov ddboet ool O Bedg (‘And even now I
know that whatever you ask from God, God will give you’). In order to
capture the full flavour of what is being implied here, we need to be
aware of exactly what kind of statement this is. In the first place, we
must surely resist any suggestion that this is some wistful, half-baked
hint on Martha’s part.'* There is nothing tentative about Martha’s oida
(‘I know’) here; it carries all the certainty of an agreed truth. Indeed, its
presence tells us that Martha is as certain about this as she is, two
verses later, about the fact that her brother will rise again at the last day,
a conviction which draws on common assumption.!> As Bultmann

14. Pace Sanders, Gospel, p. 268; Lindars, Gospel, p. 394; Barrett, Gospel,
p- 395; Bultmann, Gospel, p. 401; Brown, Gospel, p. 433; E. Haenchen, A Com-
mentary on the Gospel of John (2 vols.; ET RW. Funk: Hermeneia; Philadelphia:
Fortress Press, 1984), 11, p. 61.

15. Although a well-known constituent of Pharisaism, belief in resurrection was
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rightly observes, v. 22 ‘is formulated not as a request but as a con-
fession’.'® Even so, however, it is difficult to see how the actual sub-
stance of the statement can be classed as ‘confessional” in the usual
Johannine sense. Thus, while Martha’s confidence in the power of
Jesus’ prayer is no doubt proper to faith, it is scarcely of the same order
as, for example, the lofty Christology of the triple title she bestows on
Jesus at v. 27. In other words, if, according to John, Martha ‘knows’
that God always grants Jesus’ requests, what is the basis for that
certainty in this case? In order to discover something of the background
to the statement, we will need to consult 1 John on the issue of prayer.

While Martha’s faith in Jesus as a man mighty in prayer is not repro-
duced in the Christology of the epistle writer, nevertheless, on the sub-
ject of prayer itself, we find 1 John lyrical indeed. Twice he refers to it
in glowing terms and, on the second occasion, he signals clearly that
this is a matter involving the shared knowledge of tradition. I will make
this second reference my starting-point.

As the epistle draws to its close, 1 John’s theme of assurance con-
centrates on the language of having and knowing.!” By 5.12, he has
already stated that the faithful, those who have God’s witness (v. 10),
are those who have life. This last thought is uppermost in his mind as
he embarks on the final section.

In 5.13, 1 John announces to his readers that his aim in writing is so
that those who believe in the name of God’s Son may know that they
have eternal life. This verse is often compared with the very similar
valedictory formula at Jn 20.31. Nevertheless, the evangelist has noth-
ing to match 1 John’s 1vo €1dfite (‘that you may know’) here and the
confidence that it implies.'® In fact, confidence or boldness (rappnocic)
is 1 John’s next topic (5.14). This they all have before God (note the
return of the ‘we’ of joint witness with €yopev) and it is such that if
they petition God according to his will he hears them. In v. 15, this
privilege is affirmed in the strongest possible terms (oidauev, twice):

widely held in Judaism at the time; see Barrett, Gospel, p. 395; Beasley-Murray,
John, p. 190; Brown, Gospel, p. 434; Lindars, Gospel, p. 394; also Grayston,
Gospel, p. 91.

16. Bultmann, Gospel, p. 401.

17. There are eight instances of £xewv in 5.10-15 alone, and six of olda in
vv. 13-20.

18. See especially R.E. Brown’s comments in The Epistles of John (AB, 30;
New York: Doubleday, 1982; London: Geoffrey Chapman, 1983), p. 634.



NORTH Jesus’ Prayer in John 11 171

certainty of a favourable hearing'® carries the equal certainty that they
have their requests granted. Having set out the principle, 1 John now
turns to apply it in the case of intercessory prayer for an erring brother
(vv. 16-17). Precisely what he means here by sin which is and is not
Tpdc Bévatov (‘unto death’) is a difficulty not easy to resolve.?’ Never-
theless, this does not obscure the point of the application, which is that
prayer by one of the faithful in such an instance is guaranteed success.
Thus, one who sees his brother sinning shall ask, and God will give him
life (aithoet kol dwoel avt® Lwnv).?! With this final assurance on
prayer, 1 John’s language of asking and being given by God takes us
back to Martha’s address to Jesus in the very different setting of Jn
11.22: 6o0 av aimon tov Beov dwoet oot O Bedg (‘whatever you ask
from God, God will give you’).

So far, then, when it comes to what 1 John and his readers ‘know’
about prayer, and where his diction coincides with that of Martha in the
Gospel, the focus is not on Jesus but on the privileged status of those
who believe in him. In fact, this position is unaltered from the epistle
writer’s previous reference to prayer where much the same terminology
is used. I will now complete the evidence from the epistle with a brief
examination of the earlier passage.

Following an argument on conscience of some considerable obscurity
(3.19-20),%* 1 John turns to the subject of boldness (rtappnoia) before
God (v. 21, cf. 5.14). As in the later passage, this leads immediately to
an assurance of successful prayer (v. 22). The wording is slightly dif-
ferent here but the point is the same. Thus, whereas in 5.14 true prayer
was according to God’s will, here it holds for those who keep God’s

19. £dv with oi8opev here does not imply a condition but draws a consequence
(= ‘since’), so R. Schnackenburg, The Johannine Epistles (ET R. and 1. Fuller; New
York: Crossroad, 1992), p. 248; Brown, Epistles, p. 610. On the use of dxovelv
with the meaning ‘to hear favourably’, see IL.H. Marshall, The Epistles of John
(NICNT; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1978), p. 244; S.S. Smalley, 1, 2, 3, John
(WBC, 51; Waco, TX: Word Books, 1984), p. 295.

20. See the lengthy discussion in Brown, Epistles, pp. 612-19.

21. Despite the awkward shift, the implied subject of dwoet here is almost cer-
tainly God and not the petitioner; see Schnackenburg, Epistles, p. 249; Marshall,
Epistles, p. 246 n. 17; Smalley, I, 2, 3 John, p. 300; K. Grayston, The Johannine
Epistles (NCB; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans; London: Marshall, Morgan & Scott,
1984), p. 142; see further, the discussion in Brown, Epistles, pp. 611-12.

22. See especially Brown’s remarks in Epistles, p. 453.
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commandments and do what pleases him.?* Similarly, the assurance
itself is slightly altered: whereas in 5.14-16 reference was made to
asking and being heard or to asking and being given, here the form used
1s asking and receiving. In 3.23, however, the verbal parallelism
resumes with the reference to belief in the name of God’s son (cf. 5.13).
Thus, our initial impression is confirmed: when 1 John speaks of
prayer whose answer is certain, he consistently refers it to the con-
fidence of the faithful before God and not, as in Martha’s statement, to
that of Jesus himself. Strictly speaking, then, as far as he is concerned,
the tradition on prayer is about Christianity rather than Christology.
If we take this perspective seriously, it suggests that if John and

1 John are linked through tradition in this case, the direct equivalent in
the Gospel is not 11.22 but some other text related to it which is orien-
tated towards discipleship. In fact, it takes the combined witness of both
passages in the epistle to identify conclusively this key text as a Jesus
logion on prayer in the Gospel’s final discourse material. The logion
appears in its entirety on Jesus’ lips in 16.23b-24:

Qv aunv A&y vulv, dv Tt altionte v matépa £v 1@ OVOUaTL pov

ddoet piv. Emg dpTL 00K HTHCOTE OVSEV €V 1) OVOpaTL LoV alTELTE

Kol AuyecBe, tva 1 xapd Du@v 1 TERANpoRévn.

‘Truly, truly, I say to you, if you ask anything of the Father, he will give

it to you in my name. Hitherto you have asked nothing in my name; ask,
and you will receive, that your joy may be full.’

Note the double aunv opening, which can serve as a tradition
signal,® and the combination of aitelv not only with 8t86vat as in 1 Jn
5.16/Jn 11.22 but also with AapPdvelv as in 1 Jn 3.22. Note also the

23. On the equivalence of these expressions in Johannine thought, see especially
W. Loader, The Johannine Epistles (Epworth Commentaries; London: Epworth
Press, 1992), pp. 46, 74, and Marshall, Epistles, p. 200.

24. Barnabas Lindars’s suggestion that John’s characteristic double aunv can
signal a traditional Jesus-saying (see Behind the Fourth Gospel, p. 44; idem,
Gospel, p. 48) is dismissed as ‘unnecessary’ by Margaret Davies, who prefers to
define the formula as ‘a stylistic device which draws attention to crucial assertions’;
see M. Davies, Rhetoric and Reference in the Fourth Gospel (JSNTSup, 69;
Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1992), p. 269. However, Lindars himself did not resist the
view that John was capable of using this feature purely for effect (cf. Behind the
Fourth Gospel, p. 46). Moreover, since what John deems to be ‘crucial’ could well
involve traditional material in any case, there is no reason to suppose that either
position excludes the other.
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reference to Jesus’ name which is an accompanying feature in both
1 John passages.? All told, including Jn 11.22, this logion is variously
reproduced no fewer than seven times in the Gospel and epistle
(Jn 11.22; 14.13-14; 15.7, 16; 16.23-26; 1 Jn 3.21-23; 5.14-16).

It is not difficult to identify New Testament equivalents to this tradi-
tion linking John and 1 John. This is clearly a version of the well-known
‘ask, and it will be given’ logion. Perhaps its most famous occurrence is
in the Sermon on the Mount as ‘Ask, and it will be given you...for
everyone who asks receives’, where it is part of a triple saying (Mt. 7.7-
8//Lk. 11.9-10). However, in one context or another, this logion actuaily
surfaces in all three Synoptics as well as in the epistle of James, and
does so in much the same variety of form as in the Johannine texts (Mt.
7.7-8; 18.19-20; 21.22; Mk 11.24; Lk. 11.9-10; Jas 1.5-6; 4.2-3).%° A
glance at its use in the New Testament as a whole quickly reveals that
there are two features that are typical of its presentation. First, the giver
in the saying is always assumed to be God?’ so that the logion is consis-

25. In fact, 1 John never uses the expression ‘in the name of Jesus/God’s Son’
except in connection with this logion (3.23; 5.13). This reinforces the impression
that the two are organically linked in the Johannine tradition (cf. also Jn 14.13-14;
15.16; 16.26).

26. See further the studies of similarities in pattern and substance between the
Johannine and Synoptic references by C.H. Dodd in Historical Tradition in the
Fourth Gospel (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1963), pp. 349-52, and
Brown (Gospel, pp. 634-35). The striking resemblances between Jn 16.23-24 and
Mt. 7.7-8//Lk. 11.9-10 prompt W.D. Davies and D.C. Allison to suggest that the
Johannine version may be an adaptation of the tradition from Q (A Critical and
Exegetical Commentary on the Gospel According to Saint Matthew [3 vols.; ICC;
Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1988-97], 1, p. 685). See also Schnackenburg’s remark
that these parallels are ‘another indication of the fact that the Johannine school pre-
served and gave further consideration to many early traditional statements of Jesus’
(Gospel, 111, p. 160). On the link between the Epistle of James and the Q traditions,
see P.J. Hartin, James and the Q Sayings of Jesus (JSNTSup, 47, Sheffield: JSOT
Press, 1991), especially pp. 173-79 on asking and prayer.

27. The similitude which accompanies the Q references (Mt. 7.9-11; Lk. 11.11-
13) confirms that the giver is meant to be God, which means that the verb
dofnoetan in the logion is a ‘divine’ or ‘theological’ passive (see Davies and Alli-
son, Matthew, p. 679; Schnackenburg, Gospel, 111, p. 72; Loader, Epistles, p. 45;
Grayston, Epistles, p. 116). The reference to Jesus himself as the respondent in Jn
14.13-14 is not really an exception to this rule: as the context makes clear, prayer in
this case is to the gloriﬁed Jesus in union with the Father (see, for example, Lindars,
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tently placed in a prayer context. Indeed, explicit reference to prayer is
included in two of the Synoptic examples (Mt. 21.22; Mk 11.24); com-
pare also the reference to having noppnotov npog 1ov 8e6v (‘confidence
before God’) in the 1 John passages (3.21; cf. 5.14). Second, the logion
usually appears hedged about with conditions and qualifiers.?® This is
hardly surprising: after all, it would not do for everyone to think that it
was suddenly open season on requests! Accordingly, the instructions in
the Synoptics and James are that the request itself be a matter of
Christian agreement and that the asking be done in faith (Mt. 18.19;
21.22; Mk 11.24; Jas 1.6). Similarly, the Johannine texts refer to
keeping God’s commandments, pleasing him, asking according to his
will, and abiding in Jesus (1 Jn 3.22-23; 5.14; cf. Jn 14.15; 15.10, 12,
17; In 15.7; cf. 1 In 3.24).% There is no qualifier, however, in the case
of Jn 11.22. Nor is the reason hard to find, for in this verse John has
made the characteristically original move of applying the logion, not to
those who believe in Jesus, but to Jesus himself—who, of course,
invariably does God’s will, keeps his commandments, and pleases him
always (Jn 4.34; 15.10; 8.29). Thus, in an interesting case of role
reversal, what is proper to Christianity has, in the hands of the fourth
evangelist, become Christology.*

On this showing, then, the basis for Martha’s certainty in 11.22 con-
sists in the fact that her words to Jesus are a version of the ‘ask, and it
will be given’ logion from tradition, although this identification is
almost never made in the commentaries and elsewhere.’! In context,

Gospel, p. 476; Barrett, Gospel, p. 461; Sanders, Gospel, p. 325). This evidence in
general lends support to the argument that the intended subject of d@oet in [ In
5.16 is God (see above, n. 21).

28. This is recognized by most commentators but see especially the discussion
by Grayston (Epistles, p. 116).

29. For further references outside the New Testament corpus, see D. Goldsmith,
¢“Ask, and it will be given...”: Toward Writing the History of a Logion’, NTS 35
(1989), pp. 254-65 (254 nn. 2-4); Brown, Epistles, p. 461; Davies and Allison,
Matthew, p. 680.

30. Pace C.H. Dodd, The Johannine Epistles (MNTC; London: Hodder &
Stoughton, 1946), p. 93; Brown, Epistles, p. 480; Smalley, /, 2, 3 John, pp. 206,
296; and D. Rensberger, I John, 2 John, 3 John (Abingdon New Testament Com-
mentaries; Abingdon Press: Nashville, 1997), p. 105, the attribution was not to
Jesus first in this case.

31. Among commentators, Lindars comes closest in remarking that Martha’s
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this application serves to focus attention on Jesus’ God-given powers
and so provides a point of entry into the teaching on Jesus as life-giver
and agent of resurrection (vv. 25-26). This in turn prompts yet another
expression of Martha’s faith, which draws the interview to a close. I
will conclude my comment on this scene with a brief examination of
her confession in v. 27.

Asked if she believes what Jesus has told her, Martha gives her assent
in full measure. In fact, so extensive is her response in v. 27 that it is
the only occasion in the entire Gospel where John puts the three titles
she uses all together. The first two are fairly standard Johannine fare
and are linked again by John in his own statement of purpose in 20.31.%
The third, however, which is really more of a messianic description
than a title,* has probably been added with an eye to neighbouring
material. The expression, 0 €pyouevog (‘he who comes’), used here and
in 6.14 with reference to Jesus’ mission in the world, is derived from
Ps. 118.26. According to the Gospel tradition, this Scripture was
applied to Jesus by others, most notably by the crowd on his triumphal
entry into Jerusalem (Mk 11.9 and parallels).** John is well aware of
that tradition. Indeed, at this stage he has already reproduced it in his
own account of Jesus’ entry into the city, which is now in the following
chapter (12.12-19). Given his general intention to present the material
in chs, 11 and 12 as a unit, it is more than likely that the psalm refer-
ence to Jesus as 0 €pyduevog in 12.13 has prompted his addition of the
third element in Martha’s confession in 11.27.

I have now completed my investigation of Martha’s statement in
11.22 and taken account of its immediate context. However, as [ have

words are ‘reminiscent’ of Mt. 7.7 and in also citing the later references to the
logion in John (Gospel, p. 394). Although listed by Goldsmith (‘“Ask, and it will
be given...”’, p. 254 n. 1), this reference is missing from the special studies of the
logion by Dodd and Brown (see above, n. 26). More seriously, perhaps, it is also
missing from J.D. Crossan’s Sayings Parallels: A Workbook for the Jesus Tradition
(Foundations and Facets; Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1986), cf. p. 42, despite the
author’s claim to cite all instances in the corpus specified (p. xiii).

32. For Jesus as 6 yprotog, cf. 1.41, also 1.20; 3.28 (by default); for 6 vidg Tov
Beov cf. 1.34; 1.49; cf. 10.36.

33. On this point, see Beasley-Murray, John, p. 192; Ashton, Understanding,
p- 254 n. 29.

34. See especially the discussion on references to Jesus as 0 £pyduevog in the
Synoptics, John, and elsewhere in the New Testament in J.K. Elliott, ‘Is 6 ¢£eX0cv
a Title for Jesus in Mark 1.457”, JTS NS 27 (1976), pp. 402-405.
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already hinted, Martha’s confidence in Jesus here has a bearing on later
events in John’s story. The logion expresses the certainty that requests
made to God in prayer will be granted. I suggest that John’s christolog-
ical application of it in v. 22 has virtually dictated the terms in which he
eventually describes Jesus at prayer before raising Lazarus. With that in
mind, I will now return to the prayer and its context and attempt to
follow John’s tactics at that point.

The Prayer in Context

By 11.38, a certain amount of water has passed under the Bethany
bridge since Jesus and Martha last met. In the meantime, there has been
Jesus’ intensely emotional encounter with Mary to a chorus of comment
from a crowd of sympathizing Jews. Now, however, the stage is set for
Jesus to return Lazarus to life. John fully intends that this miracle will
be a onuelov (‘sign’) of Jesus’ teaching to Martha, a sample fulfilment
of the promise that those who believe in him now will be raised to life
at the last day. To that end, he makes a point of including reminders of
the earlier pericope in the present text: here is the tomb (v. 38, cf. 17);
here is Martha—note also that she is admonished to remember what she
was told (vv. 39-40, cf. 25-26); and here is the reference to Lazarus
dead four days (v. 39, cf. v. 17). And here also, by the same token, is
Jesus at prayer, predictably exhibiting the confidence that confirms the
truth of Martha’s certainty in v. 22 that whatever Jesus asks, God
grants. If the opening words of the prayer take the form of a second
allusion to Psalm 118, that is surely less than surprising in this context
of general reference to the earlier scene. Moreover, if the allusion itself,
taken from v. 41 of the psalm, consists in an expression of thanks
placed on Jesus’ lips, that is surely no more than the logical choice of
wording in the circumstances. It may be, however, that the expression
gvyoplotd ool 61t fixovodg pov (‘1 thank thee that thou hast heard
me’) has also held an attraction for John because it introduces a
perspective on Jesus as one whom God hears.

So far, I have argued from evidence within the Lazarus story itself
that the prayer in 11.41-42 is the logical outcome of John’s application
to Jesus of the ‘ask, and it will be given’ logion in v. 22 and that the
two are plainly linked. Nevertheless, a glance at the presentation of the
logion in 1 John 5 leads one to suspect that the link between it and the
prayer in the Gospel text may rest on rather more than logic. Note the
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ease with which the author of the epistle accommodates the assurances
that God hears the faithful into his references to the logion in 5.14-15.
In fact, 1 John’s dxovel nudv (‘he hears us’) actually penetrates the
logion there to become the mid-point between the asking stage and the
receiving/being given stage. It is worth reminding ourselves at this
point that the epistle writer is not in the business of forging radical new
policies; on the contrary, he is bent on assuring his readers of their
loyalty to tried and tested teaching.’ This attitude, together with the
comfortable manner in which the hearing references are introduced into
the logion, suggest that the association of the two is a familiar and
longstanding one in Johannine circles. The likelihood of this is
increased when we consider that the description of God as a ‘hearer’ of
prayer, which is a distinctive feature of the Johannine writings,* is also
a significant element in the Old Testament presentation of God and in
Judaism generally.?” Thus, the link we find in the epistle writer’s text
probably goes back to the community’s Jewish roots. In other words, it
is not impossible that what comes to light in 1 Jn 5.14-15 reflects
something of the network of unspoken communication between the
evangelist and his own readers in John ch. 11. If this is so, then we may
safely assume, for reasons behind the text as well as in it, that those
who first heard the Lazarus story will have had no difficulty in
connecting the reference to God hearing Jesus in the prayer with the
statement of the logion earlier placed on the lips of Martha.

In so doing, John’s readership, perhaps already in danger on account
of their faith, will surely have been comforted. Here John has shown
them Jesus at prayer, supremely fulfilling all the promise of the ‘ask,
and it will be given’ logion. He is not only aware of having been heard
specifically in relation to raising Lazarus from the dead (11.41), but
also, with the words €yw 8¢ 11de1v 0Tt TAVTOTE nov dxovelg (‘I knew

35. Note, for example, 1 John’s appropriation to himself of the language of
original eye-witness (1.1-4) and his appeal to the tradition an’ apyfg (1.1; 2.7;
2.24).

36. Apart from the Johannine references, the New Testament as a whole has
only six instances where God is associated with verbs of hearing. Two of these are
in quotations from the Old Testament (Acts 7.34; 2 Cor. 6.2) and the remaining four
all use the ‘divine’ passive (Mt. 6.7; Lk. 1.13; Acts 10.31; Heb. 5.7).

37. See especially G.F. Moore, Judaism in the First Centuries of the Christian
Era: The Age of the Tannaim (3 vols.; Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press,
1927-30), 11, pp. 215, 231.



178 The Old Testament in the New Testament

that thou hearest me always’) (v. 42), he is secure in the knowledge of
the Father’s immediate affirming response to any petition he might
make.*® In that security lies the evangelist’s message to his beleaguered
flock, for it confirms them in their faith as Christians. On this basis,
they can be certain that prayers offered by those who believe in Jesus
will always be heard by God. Indeed, as the Johannine Jesus himself
repeatedly insists in references to the logion elsewhere in the Gospel,
those who continue his work in the world should ask the Father €v t®
6vopoti pov (‘in my name’) and their requests will be granted (14.13-
14; 15.16; 16.23-24).%°

Thus, on this analysis, it seems that John’s purpose in 11.41-42 was
neither to promote debate on whether or not Jesus really prays nor to
afford a glimpse into the Son’s unique communion with the Father. On
the contrary, when Jesus’ words are interpreted within the context of
the story they were designed to fit, it emerges that what John has pro-
vided in this instance, and created through the medium of Scripture, is a
demonstration of the power of Christian prayer in the person of Jesus
himself 40

Summary and Conclusion

If the argument in this study offers a valid description of John’s meth-
ods, then I may claim to have established the following points with ref-
erence to Jesus’ prayer in 11.41-42. First, the prayer is a thanksgiving
and not a petition because it is the corollary of John’s application to
Jesus of the ‘ask, and it will be given’ logion on Martha’s lips in v. 22.
Secondly, the allusion to Psalm 118 which opens the prayer comes as
no surprise given that the influence of the same psalm is already appar-
ent in Martha’s confession in v. 27 and given also John’s general inten-

38. Pace Bultmann ef al., the ideal of a constant prayerful attitude is not implied
by this text (see above, p. 166).

39. Schnackenburg is surely correct in insisting that the phrase ‘in my name’ is
not a condition but represents a Johannine development of the logion which belongs
to a context of mission (Gospel, 111, pp. 72-73). See also Dodd, Historical Tradi-
tion, p. 351 and Brown, Gospel, p. 635, both of whom compare the partial parallel
in Mt. 18.20. Thus, those who pray in Jesus’ name are those whom Jesus has sent,
who represent him on earth and who ask in his place (see Schnackenburg, Gospel,
IMI, pp. 73, 160; Lindars, Gospel, pp. 476, 492, 511; Sanders, Gospel, pp. 324, 342).

40. Among commentators I have consulted, only Hoskyns favours this
‘democratic’ approach to Jesus’ prayer in John 11 (Gospel, p. 475).
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tion to remind his readers of that earlier scene before the raising miracle
finally takes place. Thirdly, the choice of wording from v. 21 of the
psalm is not only entirely appropriate to the intended function of the
prayer in relation to v. 22, but its content also serves John’s purposes
well by enabling him to focus on Jesus as one whom God hears, a
familiar concept in Johannine circles and one which, to judge from the
evidence in 1 John, is intimately bound up with the ‘ask, and it will be
given’ logion itself.

My overall aim was to support the identification by Anthony Hanson
and Max Wilcox of an allusion to Ps. 118.21 in Jn 11.41, and it is
hoped that this compositorial approach to John’s narrative has plausibly
achieved that aim. In the process of the investigation, however, certain
factors have emerged which also have a bearing on the issue of John’s
use of Scripture in general and its place in his scheme of things. I will
comment briefly on these broader implications by way of conclusion.

If these proposals on the nature and function of the prayer are correct,
then we must allow that, even though the prayer has been partly framed
using words from Scripture, Scripture itself has not dictated the subject-
matter of the prayer. That had already been settled by v. 22, at the point
where John applied the ‘ask, and it will be given’ logion to Jesus. In
other words, there is reason here to resist the view that John’s narrative
is primarily Scripture-driven. This is really where Hanson’s proposal
that John saw Psalm 118 as a kind of prophetic timetable of events in
these chapters leaves us.*! In this instance, at least, it appears that Scrip-
ture is written into John’s narrative because it was already embedded in
the Christian tradition from which he drew inspiration. Accordingly, as
I have suggested, Martha’s 0...€pyduevog in 11.27 was taken from Ps.
118.26 in deference to the tradition in 12.13, and so a further reference
to the same psalm in 11.41, as the earlier pericope is recalled, is hardly
surprising. Perhaps, however, we should also look for something else in
the immediate context of the prayer which has brought the psalm to
John’s mind at that precise point, and so triggered the allusion.

This is the real strength, in my opinion, of Wilcox’s observation that
there must be more than coincidence in the fact that John refers in v. 41
to removing the stone immediately before alluding to a Scripture right
next door to the well-known ‘stone’ text of Ps. 118.22.4? On this basis,

41. See Hanson, ‘Old Testament Background’, p. 255; idem, New Testament
Interpretation, p. 167.
42. See Wilcox, ““Prayer”’, pp. 131-32.
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Wilcox proposes, first, that the reference to Ps. 118.21 in the prayer is
to be taken as part of a wider context including at least the ‘stone’ verse
next to it and, secondly, that the mention of ‘stone’ in the story itself
has somehow acted as a keyword which has linked narrative and psalm
together at some unspecified pre-Johannine stage. My only reservation
about this is that I see no reason to suppose that all this interesting
editorial activity must have happened at the pre-Johannine level.
Indeed, I have found nothing in my own investigation to indicate that
John has relied on source-material of any kind for this prayer, far less
on something that needed to be explained or ‘explained away’.** The
alternative is that the word ‘stone’ has acted as a keyword for John
himself. If so, then the following scenario presents itself: as he turns to
compose the prayer, probably with Psalm 118 in his head from
Martha’s earlier words, John’s reference to the removal of the stone
(v.41a) puts him in mind of the rejection of the stone in the psalm,
from which point it is but a short step to finding the words of the neigh-
bouring verse conveniently to hand for Jesus’ opening words. Even if
we cannot be certain of the nuts and bolts, however, there can be little
doubt that the link we find in v. 41 between the stone reference and the
prayer is John’s own handiwork. Notice the nice little pun where
‘lifting the stone” moves on to ‘lifting the eyes’ in a prayerful gesture
(cf. 17.1) and so, finally, on to the prayer itself.

43. Wilcox, ““Prayer”’, p. 132.



SOMETHING GREATER THAN SOLOMON:
AN APPROACH TO STEPHEN’ S SPEECH*

Peter Doble

Toloudv 8¢ oixodduncev avt® oixov (‘But Solomon built a house for
him’) (Acts 7.47). In this verse lie the roots of two exegetical traditions
about Stephen’s speech. Those who read Luke’s 8¢ in an adversative
sense’ tend also to read its oixov as a contrast to the cknvapo (7.46)
which David wanted to establish. Neudorfer,? for example, understands
this sense to signal the beginnings of a Jerusalem cult, a cause of con-
tention among the Diaspora. Hansen takes one further step, finding here
evidence of a christian catechetical tradition about the Temple.? Other,
fewer voices question this anti-cultic reading of Stephen’s speech.*

This paper suggests a new approach to an old problem by asking two
questions. First, is there a discernible Lukan treatment of Solomon
which might explain his final appearance at this point?® Second, if there
is, what might an exegete then make of the scriptural passages around
Luke’s reference to Solomon? Reading the speech as an anti-Temple
polemic produces a sense of disjunction at 7.51; this paper’s approach
takes Luke’s strands seamlessly into his ongoing narrative.

Stephen’s speech stands at an important point in Luke’s story, its

*  Presented to the Annual Seminar on the Use of the Old Testament in the
New meeting in Hawarden, Wales, 2—4 April 1998; a revision of a paper read to the
New Testament Research Seminar, University of Leeds, 1996.

1. So,e.g., C.K. Barrett, Acts (2 vols.; ICC; Edinburgh, T. & T. Clark, 1994),
L p. 374.

2. In LH. Marshall and D. Peterson (eds.), Witness to the Gospel (Grand
Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1998), p. 290.

3. Witness to the Gospel, p. 314.

4. E.g. D. Ravens, Luke and the Restoration of Israel (JSNTSup, 119;
Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1995), p. 66.

5. This point is significant because Solomon built the first Temple and the
Temple is at the heart of accusations against Stephen.
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vision makes plain the way things ‘really’ are, and it is the junction of
some major narrative strands. Acts 1.8 implies a Lukan schema: the
apostles are to bear witness first in Jerusalem, then in Judaea and
Samaria, finally, to the ends of the world. Because the Stephen unit
brings the Jerusalem period to a close, it is summative: it ends with an
account of Stephen’s proto-martyrdom (7.57-60); it offers a long and
vivid picture of Stephen and of his apologia (6.8-7.56); it introduces
the person of Saul (8.1a), thereby connecting this unit with the remain-
der of Acts, particularly its third phase; it comments on a general perse-
cution and a widening of the community’s influence (8.1b). Everyone
agrees that Stephen’s martyrdom leads to the first major transition in
Acts: at 8.1b begin both the Christian diaspora and their mission beyond
Jerusalem; at 7.58 and 8.1a readers are darkly prepared for the unfold-
ing of another drama. These events flow from Stephen’s martyrdom,
itself the result of his peroration; but this is peroration only if it
properly concludes his speech—talk of disjunction at 7.51 rots all
notion of peroration. If, however, 7.51-53 can be shown to relate organ-
ically to 7.46-50, then speech, peroration, vision and martyrdom consti-
tute a unity.

So, before Acts 7.46-47, what evidence is there of Lukan interest in
Solomon? Matthew and Luke agree on Jesus’ Davidic descent. Luke
makes much of this: Joseph is twice said to be of the house/lineage of
David (Lk. 1.27; 2.4); twice Jesus is said to have been born in David’s
city, Bethlehem (Lk. 2.4, 11); crucially, the Annunciation (Lk. 1.32)
promises Jesus ‘the throne of his father, David,” amplified by ‘He will
reign over the house of Jacob forever, and of his kingdom there will be
no end’ (Lk. 1.33). Matthew and Luke have each three references to the
person Solomon;® Mark and John have none.” Matthew and Luke share
two references (Lk. 11.31/Mt. 12.42; Lk. 12.27/Mt. 6.29): Luke has one
in Acts; Matthew has one in his genealogy (1.6)~where Luke has none,
choosing to trace Jesus’ descent® through Nathan (Lk. 3.31).

6. Lk.11.31;12.27; Acts 7.47; cf Mt. 1.6; 6.29; 12.42.

7. In 10.23 refers to Solomon’s portico; such references are excluded from
examination at Acts 3.11 and 5.12.

8. For discussion of Luke’s form of Jesus’ genealogy see: J.A. Fitzmyer, The
Gospel According to Luke I-1X (AB, 28; New York: Doubleday, 1981), pp. 490-
505; cf. R.E. Brown, The Birth of the Messiah (New York: Image Books, 1979),
pp. 505-12 for discussion of Jesus as a Davidid. Luke did not invent Nathan as Jesus’
ancestor: see 1 Chron. 14.4, 2 Sam. 5.14, where Nathan stands before Solomon as
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A. An Exegesis of Luke’s Silence about Solomon

Why did Luke ‘remove’ Solomon from Jesus’ genealogy only to ‘place’
him elsewhere? This question pushes readers first into the Infancy
Narratives where, pace Conzelmann, Lukan scriptural roots abound.
Because earlier study has confirmed that in a ‘sign’ Luke echoed
Isaiah’s opening words about a manger (Lk. 2.7, 12, 16, (20); cf. Isa.
1.2-3), this study begins by examining Luke’s use of onuetov (‘a sign’)
at Lk. 2.12, and asks what Luke’s readers might make of its companion
gonapyovouevov (‘wrapped in cloth’).

Taking seriously Luke’s use of onuetov, this study considers whether
‘sign’ includes € onapyovougvov in the same way that it probably
includes év ¢atvn (‘in a manger’), concluding that in his prologue the
evangelist opened two narrative themes—scripture and Solomon—by
echoing what Wisdom had to say of the young Solomon. This process
examines Lk. 2.12 before reflecting on Lk. 1.32.

1. Echoes of Wisdom in Luke’s Infancy Narrative?’

Kot 10010 VIV 10 onueiov, EVPNOETE BpEdog
£onapyaveuévov kat xkeipnevov v datvy (Lk. 2.12 ).

And this shall be the sign for you; you shall find a baby wrapped in cloth
bands and laid in a manger.

a. kot Tovto VUlv 10 onuelov. This is an ‘angelic’ sign, echoing scrip-
ture’s assurance that what is disclosed through the visible points to a
deeper, God-given reality. This sign is both different in kind from those
which receive a bad press in the body of Luke’s first volume (e.g. Lk.
11.29-32), and has especial force because it is offered by ‘an angel of
the Lord’; it thus belongs to a series of such signs, hallowed in biblical

one of David’s sons born in in Jerusalem. But see var lect D which retains a
Solomonic line for Jesus.

9. For this section I am indebted to Mary Hayward who indicated similarities
between Luke’s ‘infancy narrative’ and Wisdom’s account of Solomon’s youthful
‘autobiography’, especially its reference to ‘swaddling bands’. After presenting a
draft of this paper to the NT Research Seminar at Leeds I encountered J. Winandy,
‘Le signe de la mangeoire et des langes’, NTS 43.1 (1997), pp 140-46; we follow
significantly different lines of development. See also, R.E. Brown, ‘The Meaning of
the Manger: The Significance of the Shepherds’, Worship 50 (1976), pp. 528-38.
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tradition,'® which confirm for humans what God has done or intends to
do for them. Consequently, at this point in his narrative careful readers
take seriously Luke’s use of ‘sign’, by which he points them to a
‘disclosure event’. In this event, the shepherds returned, glorifying and
praising God for all they had heard and seen, just as it had been told
them (Lk. 2.20; cf. 2.7, 16)—both manger and ‘swaddling bands’.

b. evpricete Ppedog €omapyavouévov (‘you shall find the baby
wrapped in cloths’). Some commentators, following the lead offered by
€v o0dtvn have found significance in Isaiah’s opening oracle (Isa. 1.2-
3);!! but, if one, then the sign’s other element, oropyavéw, must be
included, and, for the moment, this study assumes the ¢pdatvn reference
to be an allusion to scripture. Fortunately, both ¢éatvn and orapyavéw
(‘I wrap in bands of cloth’) are ‘Lukan’. ¢dtvn appears in the New
Testament only at Lk. 2.7, 12, 16 and 13.15. Hengel'? notes a
‘surprising emphasis’ on this word in the infancy narrative; if that is so,
Hengel’s note must be equally true of ornapyavow which in the New
Testament does not appear outside Luke’s first two chapters and is
wholly linked with this evangelist’s use of ¢dtvn. Further, Luke’s
onapyav- element is as rare in the LXX as it is in the New Testament:
the LXX has only two occurrences of the verb (Job 38.9; Ezek. 16.4)
and two of the noun (Wis. 7.4; Ezek. 16.4).

Ezekiel 16.4 stands at the opening of a long, passionate, prophetic
denunciation of Israel; vv. 4-6 offer a vivid picture of an unwanted
baby girl, abandoned and exposed, denied care. What Ezekiel reported
she was denied presumably constituted the basic care routinely offered
to neo-nates who were wanted and properly nurtured: év | Muépq
£1€x0NG, 0VK Edncav T0Ug LACTOVG 00V, Kol £v V30Tl 0UK €L0VeiNg
008¢ dAL TAloBng xal erapydvolg 0vk Eenapyavedng... (‘On the
day you were born they did not bind your breasts, nor were you washed
with water to cleanse you, nor rubbed with salt, nor wrapped in cloth
bands’) (Ezek. 16.4). By €¢onapydvmoev, then, Lk. 2.7 evokes a sense
of a cared-for baby; while this scene may convey nothing more than
that, its ‘surprising emphasis’ on ¢dtvn and ornapyavom, especially

10. E.g., Exod. 3.12; Judg. 6, 13; 1 Sam. 2.34; 9.1-10.8; 14.10; 2 Kgs 19.29 cf.
Isa. 37.30; 2 Kgs 20.9 cf. Isa. 38.7.

11. See C.F. Evans, St Luke (London: SCM, 1990) who refuses this linkage,
commenting: ‘This is surely far-fetched’ (p. 200).

12. Hengel, ‘®dtwvn’, TDNT, 1X, p. 53.
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their joint presence in Luke as angelic sign, invites attentive readers to
examine Luke’s scene more closely.
There remain two passages to examine. First, Job 38.9 also offers
birth imagery, this time concerning the founding of the world:
£0¢uny 8¢ o0Th vEdog apdlacty,
ouiyAn 3¢ avty éonapydveoca. ..

... when I made cloud its garment,
and swaddled it in mist.

This adds nothing to the imagery of caring. Second, in Wis. 7.4 there is
a swaddled human babe in a personal, historical sense: €v oTopyavoLs
avetpadny kol opovrtiowv... (‘I was carefully nursed in cloth bands’)
and it is this ‘personal’ dimension which demands further reflection on
the context of this verse in Wisdom. "

At 7.4, Wisdom opens something like an ‘infancy’ narrative, signifi-
cantly, that of Solomon, and this parallel is set out in an appendix.
However, it is well to be clear about what is and is not claimed for
parallels now proposed between Luke and Wisdom:

this argument depends on allowing its proper force to Luke’s
ONUELOV;

one strand of this onueiov, is Luke’s repeated eonapyavouévov;
of four LXX occurrences of cnapyavow only Wis. 7.4 leads to a
comparable ‘infancy/youth’ narrative, and this seems to be
unique in scripture.

Given this basis, the Appendix (see below) shows that the Luke and
Wisdom narratives initially share a reference to omopyovéw (section 1)
and an emphasis on both youths’ growth in co¢la (‘wisdom’) (section
2). The tables move this study into the Lukan scene in the Temple
(2.41-52) where there is affirmation of the Holy Spirit as the source of
both boys’ coodia (section 6); a strong accent on the youth (section 3) of
both figures; the presence during serious discussion of ‘elders’ as
admirers of both youths’ cod¢ia (section 3); clear reference to both
receiving the throne (section 5) of ‘father David.” These shared features
then prompt recognition of references to Adam (section 7—uniquely
taken up in Luke’s genealogy) and to mortality (Theophilus would have

13. Evans (St Luke, p. 200) noted that ‘some’ (unnamed) give the details here a
more recognizable content by reference to Old Testament passages such as Wis.
7.4; this paper puts a large question-mark against Evans’s judgment in this matter.
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known how Jesus’ story ended, and in his second volume Luke was to
say much about God’s raising of Jesus beyond corruption). Further,
perhaps these similarities should not be detached from the Gospel’s
setting its ‘boyhood of Jesus’ scene in the Jerusalem Temple where the
name ‘Solomon’ could scarcely be ignored.'

How might this Lukan construct contribute to his work’s narrative
development? Solomon’s fame was ambiguous: when young, Solomon
was admirable, but as king he failed and, consequently, was not really
xplotdg; the flaw in his character stands at the heart of Israel’s divided
history:

... you brought in women to lie at your side, and through your body you
were brought into subjection. You stained your honour, and defiled your
Sfamily line, so that you brought wrath upon your children, and they were

grieved at your folly, because the sovereignty was divided and a rebel
kingdom arose out of Ephraim (Sir. 47.19-21, italics added).

This is the roughly contemporary climate within which Luke’s christo-
logical position is developed, fundamentally different from the Chroni-
cler’s bland assessment (2 Chron. 9.29-31),'5 but generally in line with
the fiercer judgments of 1 Kgs 11.1-13. “You stained your honour, and
defiled your family line’, suggests adequate reason for Luke’s removal
of Solomon from Jesus’ ancestry; the restoration of Israel was to follow
a different,'6 still Davidic, route.

2. Luke made Jesus’ Davidic Messiahship Central to his Programme
Sirach, like Luke, knows that while Solomon was certainly not the
Xpro1og, God’s promise to David still stands:

But the Lord will never give up his mercy, or cause any of his works to
perish; he will never blot out the descendants of his chosen one, or
destroy the family line of him who loved him. So he gave a remnant to
Jacob, and to David a root from his own family (Sir. 47.22, italics added;
cf. Lk. 1.32-33).

14. At some time one needs to ask what significance, if any, on the basis of this
study’s reading, attaches to Luke’s noting that the young church tended to meet in
Solomon’s portico; see Barrett (Acts, pp. 272-73).

15. One marvels at the editorial diplomacy of 2 Chron. 8.11 alongside 1 Kgs
11.1-8; evidently Sir. 47.19-20 trusts the harsher account.

16. By ascent rather than descent! See Lk. 20.41-43 which is used by the writer
at Acts 2.34-35 to make precisely this point.
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It is such conviction that underlay the hope of those who looked for
the fulfilling of God’s promises variously preserved in scripture. Luke
appropriated this hope in his opening sequences: kot dwoel avT®
KUplog 0 Beo¢ 1OV Bpdvov Aavid 100 matpog avtob (“...and the
LORD God will give to him the throne of his father David’) (Lk. 1.32b).
Here is the beginning of Luke’s David-strand, of which his Solomon
material is a necessary subset. The force of this study’s argument
depends entirely on the place in Luke’s work of David—including
psalms attributed to him—from the Annunciation through to the aposto-
lic christological arguments in Acts.

In the interests of this theme, Luke needed to clarify the relation
between David and Jesus, particularly because, while Sirach carried a
tradition that Solomon had defiled David’s family line, there persisted a
parallel tradition of Solomonic greatness, for example, Mt. 6.29; 12.42
and parallels, and pseudonymous works like Wisdom.!” One way for
Luke to incorporate both traditions in his Christology was to show that
the boy Jesus, like the man, was no whit inferior to Solomon; another
was through Jesus’ genealogy: ... 7100 Nafap 100 Aavid 100 Teccoi
700 Topnd 1o Boog (‘... son of Nathan, son of David, son of Jesse, son
of Obed, son of Boaz...”) (Lk. 3.31-32). At a stroke, Luke’s Christol-
ogy replaced the Solomonic, flawed line from David (e.g. Sir. 47.20),
choosing another of David’s sons, Nathan, born in Jerusalem and named
in 1 Chron. 14.4 immediately before Solomon. But Luke apparently
refused to part with one key element in this Solomonic thread: from his
childhood, like Solomon, Jesus too was Wisdom’s boy, although his
descent may now ‘resonate’ with happier echoes of David’s forthright
and better-known prophet Nathan (but readers know that Luke’s
genealogy speaks of another man with the same name!).

Luke’s Temple scene is a construct to open the curtain on the
remainder of his work, prefiguring:

the resurrection;'®
the conflict days before Jesus’ arrest and trial, as he was with

17. At Hawarden, Dr Alan Lowe wondered whether in view of the late attribu-
tion of Wisdom to Solomon, Luke and his readers would have ‘heard’ this ‘infancy’
material as relating to Solomon. Internal evidence strongly suggests that Solomon is
the alleged speaker; until it is certainly otherwise, this study warily assumes that
Paul and Luke knew of no other attribution than to Solomon.

18. Cf. J.K. Elliott, ‘Does Luke 2, 41-52 Anticipate the Resurrection?’, ExpTim
83 (1971-72), pp 87-89.
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the teachers in the Temple area, once more answering and
asking questions;
the christological certainties of Acts.

This approach strongly suggests that Lk. 2.41-52 is not an afterthought
but, rather, an integral part of Luke’s narrative overview. And if that be
the case, it strongly supports, and is supported by, evidence for Luke’s
knowledge and use of Wisdom in the accounts of Jesus’ conflicts and
passion in Jerusalem.'® This leaves open one much-discussed issue: T{
ot €lntelté pe; ovk fidette 611 €v 1Ol TOD MATPOG pov del eival
ue; (‘“Why were you searching for me? Did you not know that I had to
be about my father’s business?’) (Lk. 2.49).

Does ‘father’ here refer to God or to David? In the light of Lk. 1.32
and the evangelist’s depiction of Solomonic wisdom, the latter should
now be thought at least a possibility.

3. Review

This opening section claims only that in his first two chapters, by clari-
fying Jesus’ relation with David, Luke orchestrated the prelude to his
two-act ‘opera’, drawing on motifs and themes from Israel’s past and
hinting at the drama yet to unfold.

When Theophilus first heard (or read) Luke’s work, he came to it
having already been ‘catechised’ (Lk. 1.4).2° Consequently, he probably
knew more than the mere outline of the apostolic knpuypo (‘preaching,
proclamation’). He had probably heard apostolic arguments from scrip-
ture about Jesus’ being heir to David’s throne—was not this why Jesus
was called ‘Christ?” He probably knew of objections raised both to
these scriptural arguments and to the xnpuyua, particularly to presenta-
tions of Jesus’ passion and talk of his resurrection—which is the reason
for Luke’s offering Theophilus acddrerav (‘security, assurance’)
(Lk. 1.4).

Theophilus, and all like him, hearing the ‘scriptural” harmonics of the
prologue’s closing scene, and of the genealogy which followed, would
have recognized that Luke had pictured the boy Jesus as David’s
‘proper’ descendant, no less admirable than the young Solomon, yet the

19. See, e.g., P. Doble, The Paradox of Salvation (SNTSMS, 87; Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1996), Chapter 7.

20. This reference to ‘Theophilus’ indicates no more than the present writer’s
echoing Luke’s own dedication to ‘a reader’.
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one destined to embody the promises made by God to David concern-
ing a ypiotov who should rule Israel. By indicating the theological
substructure of his Nativity and Temple scenes Luke prepared his read-
ers for things to come, including the conclusion of his version of the
Solomon strand, very different from Matthew’s. Perhaps there is, after
all, a genuine narrative-theological reason for Solomon’s being the last-
named character in Stephen’s speech.

Before confirming that fact, because in Stephen’s speech Solomon is
tightly-linked with argument from scripture, Luke’s uses of scripture
need to be characterized.

B. Luke and the Pursuit of Scripture

Readers may object that the earlier exploration of ‘swaddling bands’
expects far too much of Theophilus’s scriptural facility; four features of
Lukan narrative combine to meet their objection.

First, in his prologue (Lk. 1.1-4) Luke refers to ‘things fulfilled
among us,” a notion which relates most naturally to scripture.

Second, in his first volume, Luke makes much of Jesus’ transmission
to the apostles of his own hermeneutic of the Scriptures concerning
himself (e.g. Lk. 24.27, 32, 45-46); that is, Luke affirms that the apos-
tles were instructed in Christ’s Christology. Set first in the Emmaus
narrative, and subsequently in Jesus’ appearance in Jerusalem to the
eleven, this twice-reported formal transmission to the apostolic band of
the risen Lord’s scriptural self-understanding sharply focuses Luke’s
understanding of the central role of scripture in his community’s life
and thought. This strand runs backwards as well as forwards, so readers
are invited to reconsider the first volume’s portrayal of Jesus.

Third, in Acts, Luke then shows the apostles liberally using scripture,
and throughout their speeches he makes much use of scriptural allusion
and citation. As Haenchen remarks in an admiring note on Luke’s
authorial skill, Acts without speeches would be like a gospel without
Jesus” words.”! But those same speeches without their quotations and
allusions would be nothing, for, with the exception of Paul’s Areopagus
speech, they are wrought entirely around scripture. It is inconceivable
that Luke, who had emphasized Jesus’ transmission to his disciples of
his own ‘christological hermeneutic’, would understand his presentation

21. E. Haenchen, The Acts of the Apostles (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1971),
p. 212,
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of the apostolic hermeneutic to be different from that legitimized by
their Lord.

Fourth, within Acts, Luke strongly implies that the apostles explored
scripture specifically to prove that Jesus was the ypiotdc:

Paul (17.2-3, mapati@nu [‘explain’], cf. 11) and Apollos (18.24-28,
g¢mdeixvopt [‘exhibit, prove’]) are portrayed ‘proving’ from scripture
that Jesus was the messiah;

Paul (9.22, cvpupipalo [‘prove’]; cf. 13.27-37) ‘proving’ that Jesus
was the messiah;

Paul (26.22-23, 27) and Peter (3.18; 4.25-28) ‘proving’?? that the mes-
siah should suffer. Given both this clear christological focus and the
centrality of scripture in the speeches, why should twentieth-century
readers imagine some other aim and process for Stephen’s speech
within Luke’s overall plan? One response may be that the speech is
self-evidently about the Temple; this paper challenges this ‘obvious’,
but difficult, answer.

Together, these four features suggest that one of Luke’s characteris-
tics is his exploring of scripture as the major interpreter of the Jesus-
event. Luke’s writing presupposes that his readership was attuned to the
same kind of sensitivity, and that at least that community for which he
was writing was already convinced that in Torah, psalms and prophets
(Lk. 24.44) they would find clues to God’s plan of salvation, given by
Jesus himself, to help them grasp what was really ‘going on’ in Jesus’
life, death and exaltation. So Luke’s earlier, cryptic signals to Theo-
philus concerning the 12-year-old Jesus’ visit to the Temple, should
lead later readers to expect similar stylistic tautness in other notes of
scripture.

This understanding of Luke’s practice is kin to that noted by many
scholars. Time would fail to tell of Dodd, Lindars, Stanton, Hays,
Marcus, Wright and others®® who have in their own ways urged that what

22. None of the above verbs is involved; Luke’s apostles simply affirm God’s
having fulfilled what the prophets announced in advance (cf. 24.14f; 28.23).

23. C.H. Dodd, According to the Scriptures (London: James Nisbet, 1952); B.
Lindars, New Testament Apologetic (London: SCM, 1961); G.N. Stanton, Jesus of
Nazareth in New Testament Preaching (SNTSMS, 27; Cambridge: Cambridge Uni-
versity Press, 1974); R.B. Hays, Echoes of Scripture in the Letters of Paul (New
Haven: Yale University Press, 1989); J. Marcus, The Way of the Lord (Edinburgh:
T. & T. Clark, 1993). Marcus’s insight is that Mark’s theological substructure is in
dialogue with his text and that his ‘meaning’ is discerned dialogically. That is the
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in the text of the New Testament appear to be citations or allusions, are,
in fact, markers, or signals, or headlines which call into play a larger,
whole context.?* Section A earlier showed how an appeal to a theologi-
cal substructure ‘works’ in the case of brief signals in the Infancy Nar-
rative as Luke developed his Solomonic reference;* his signal evokes
the larger text, inviting readers to make substantial inter-textual links. Is
there similar intertextuality in Luke’s final reference to Solomon (Acts
7.46-47), with its accompanying scriptural allusions and references?

C. Luke’s Use of Scripture: Acts 7.46-56—Exploratory Exegesis

The ‘obvious’ reading of these verses is not without its own difficulties:
commentators have identified an adversative 8¢ at v. 47; others have
complained of disjointedness between vv. 50 and 51. For example,
Haenchen writes: ‘“The swift passage to the string of charges in verses
51-53 which goad the audience into fury can only be explained if the
preceding verses form a radical denunciation of the Temple worship’,*®
while Bruce comments, ‘This sudden invective may have been occa-
sioned by an angry outburst against what he had just said. It was clear
that he was attacking some of their most cherished beliefs about the
Temple.’?” There is indeed an awkwardness about these verses—but
only if one limits one’s reading to the printed verses and also thinks
them to be essentially about the Temple; the alleged awkwardness dis-
appears under a different reading.

This paper earlier established three ‘notes’ which underlie this explo-
ration. First, references to scripture should be understood to involve the

argument of this study of Luke’s Solomonic narrative strand. See also N.T. Wright,
Jesus and the Victory of God (London: SPCK, 1996), p. 348 on Mk 13.12.

24. In fact, as Dodd put it, the substructure of New Testament theology. Mar-
cus’s extension of this is helpful: ‘Mark has certainly learned much of what he
knows about Jesus Christ from the scriptures. He would never have learned it, how-
ever, if he had not already known that Jesus Christ is the key to the scriptures’
(Marcus, The Way of the Lord, p. 203). See also Franklin: ‘Equally important is the
unity of outlook...the quotations are not peripheral...but flow into and control the
theology of Luke’ (E. Franklin, Christ the Lord [London: SPCK, 1975), p. 75.)

25. At Mk 12.26 is émi 100 Pdtov a similar marker to that in Lk. 2.12, a
mnemonic device predating chapters and verses?

26. Haenchen, The Acts of the Apostles, p. 286. Emphasis mine.

27. F.F. Bruce, The Acts of the Apostles (London: Tyndale Press, 1952),
pp. 176-77. Emphasis mine.
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whole context of an allusion or citation; second, the Lukan Solomon-
thread is to be taken seriously as an important subset of his interest in
David; third, Luke’s use of scripture in the apostolic speeches is nor-
mally christological. Together, these three ‘notes’ suggest that within
Stephen’s speech readers should set out the larger context of each refer-
ence to scripture, and build it into the framework of Luke’s argument.
In the following pages that is done for Acts 7.46-56.

Such expanded rearrangement clearly demonstrates one good eco-
nomic reason for Luke’s mode of ‘referencing’: had he printed in full
each scriptural passage on which his argument relied, then he would
have needed at least one more scroll. However, readers’ ability to recall
where in scripture a particular passage was to be found, or their know-
ing it by heart, suggests that the essence of Luke’s argument is found
not simply in quotations but in the unexpressed portions of those scrip-
tures to which he drew attention. Section B (above) indicates that Luke’s
community had so struggled with those scriptures which appeared to
them to make sense of Jesus’ story that readers could quickly access
them.

Luke’s final reference to Solomon is sandwiched between two refer-
ences to scripture. The second reference is clear: Luke has cited Isa.
66.1-2a; the earlier reference is a probable allusion to Ps. 132.5. If a
reader takes seriously the possibility that scripture references in Acts
are to be read not as proof-texts but as ‘headers’ or ‘footers’ signalling
longer passages, then, to explore what part such passages might play in
the amplified Lukan argument, he or she needs first to set out in fuller
form Luke’s allusion to Psalm 132.

1. Luke’s Primary Reference: Psalm 132.5
NA?” and many commentators note that at v. 46 Luke alludes to Ps.
132.5 (LXX Ps. 131.5). If this allusion is intended to evoke a larger part
of the psalm, then the latter’s four principal themes need to be explored.

First, the psalm’s Temple theme is obvious: the ark (of the covenant)
is a central notion; the Temple itself is referred to in many ways—
‘dwelling place’, ‘footstool’, ‘resting place’ and ‘habitation’ are used
alongside the simple ‘place’ (ténog). The building initiative is entirely
David’s (vv. 1-5) although the psalm affirms that a habitation in Zion is
also God’s choice (vv. 13-15). The tone of this theme is entirely
positive.

A second theme, important in Acts, is that of God’s sure promise to
David that his kingdom will continue:
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The LORD swore to David a sure oath
from which he will not turn back:

‘One of the sons of your body

I will set on your throne L8

their sons also, forevermore,

shall sit on your throne’ (Ps. 132.11-12).

The one who will continue this Davidic line is the ‘anointed one’, a
xp1o10g, who may appeal to God’s goodwill toward David in support of
himself: ‘For your servant David’s sake, do not turn away the face of
your xptotév’ (Ps. 132.10).

There is, however, a third thread, the christological conditional,
which firmly relates God’s promise to David to his sons’ commitment
to Torah. God’s promise is not open-ended, but conditional: David is
God’s yp1otog who is obedient. Psalm 132.12 spells this out clearly:

If your sons keep my covenant

and my decrees that I shall teach them,
their sons also, forevermore,

shall sit on your throne.

A fourth theme is that of vindication—first, vindication of God in
respect of his ‘sure promise’, and, second, of David in respect of his
line. This theme emerges at the psalm’s conclusion. Referring to the
Temple in Zion it affirms:

There 1 will cause a horn to sprout up for David;
I have prepared a lamp for my ypiotov.

His enemies I will clothe with disgrace,

but on him, his crown will gleam (Ps. 132.17-18).

Here, at Acts 7.46, immediately before Luke’s final reference to
Solomon, he places an allusion to a psalm linking Temple, David,
xprotog and vindication. Now for two good reasons this should make
readers pause:

Luke had earlier airbrushed Solomon out of Jesus’ family portrait, so
why does he figure at this point?

An important element in Luke’s programme was that Jesus would sit
on the throne of his father David: ‘He will be great, and will be called

28. E.g. Acts 2.30 which is a clear allusion to Ps. 132.11, used with Ps. 16.8-11
and Ps. 110.1 to construct Peter’s argument that David, a prophet, spoke of the res-

urrection of the ypiotév (Acts 2.31) and of his exaltation to God’s right hand (Acts
2.34).
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the Son of the Most High, and the Lord God will give to him the throne
of his father David’ (Lk. 1.32).”°

But pondering this allusion presents a major problem to those who
suspect that they have met this passage elsewhere: where was it?

Now rise up, O LORD God,
and go to your resting place,
you and the ark of your might.
Let your priests, O LORD God,
be clothed with salvation,
and let your faithful rejoice
in your goodness.
O LORD God, do not avert your face from your ¥piotov.
Remember your mercy for your servant David.

Of course-this is also the LXX ending of Solomon’s prayer at the dedi-
cation of the Temple (2 Chron. 6.41-42) and a reader carefully notes
that while Psalm 132 began, ‘O LORD, remember in David’s favour...",
Solomon’s prayer ends, ‘O LORD God ... remember your steadfast love
for your servant David’. In relation to Psalm 132, the last couplet of
Solomon’s prayer is inverted and its LXX form is much more remini-
scent of the psalm than is the MT. This presents readers with a problem:
because the scriptural allusion at Acts 7.46-47 is most likely to Ps.
132.5, should the whole psalm now lead also to Solomon’s prayer? It
did lead this reader, who suspects that, on the principle of analogy, it
would have done so for Theophilus and all like him.** Unquestionably,
at Acts 7.47 Luke focused his readers’ attention on Solomon’s building
God’s oixog (‘house’); this seems to suggest that, taken together, both
the psalm and Luke’s text point to what scripture said about Solomon’s
dedication of the temple. Consequently, readers should explore Solo-
mon’s prayer. The only way to be sure, is to examine that prayer to
discover whether it adds to one’s understanding of Stephen’s speech.

2. ‘But Solomon built him a house’: A Case of Lukan Intertextuality?
(2 Chronicles 6)

Like Psalm 132, this Solomonic prayer comprises a number of strands:
the Temple, the sure promises to David, and the christological condi-

29. Further, Ps. 132.17-18 relates to Luke’s account of Stephen’s martyrdom.

30. Discussion at Hawarden highlighted the place of the educated Godfearer in
Luke’s understanding of the expansion of the apostolic mission; Luke’s readership
knew the scriptures.
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tional. Confirmation of the prayer’s being a middle term in Luke’s
argument emerges in discovering how it eases readers from Psalm 132
to Isaiah 66, removing all sense of disjointedness from Stephen’s
argument.

The Temple. The Temple thread in 2 Chronicles 6 affirms that David
was minded to build a house®! (oikoc) for the Lord, the God of Israel,
but that God willed that it be David’s son who should do so (6.8), and
that Solomon was now on the throne (6.7-10).>? Yet what probably
most characterizes Solomon’s prayer is its oft-repeated insistence that
heaven?? is really God’s dwelling place**and that the house built by
Solomon could never aspire to be that. The Temple may be the place
(t6mog)®> where God sets his name; where the ark (of the covenant)
rests; towards which Israel, God’s people, pray; where foreigners may
also come to pray—‘in order that all the peoples of the earth may know
your name and fear you as do your people Israel’ (6.32-33)—but
heaven is emphatically God’s ‘home’ though even that cannot hold God
(6.18). This understanding of God’s relation to the Temple is so
emphatically repeated that it must surely be one key element in the
prayer; so must be the non-pejorative use of oikog throughout, and its
conjunction with témoc, either alone or coupled with ‘dwelling’ or
‘resting.” Consequently, if Solomon’s prayer is the middle term between
Psalm 132 and Isaiah 66, then those exegetical attempts must fail which
find in Stephen’s speech a polemic against what Solomon actually
built,*® something alleged to be very different from what David (and
God) intended; there is no implied contrast between ocxnvouo (‘tent,
tabernacle’) and oikog (‘house’) at Acts 7.46-47. Luke’s concern lies
elsewhere, with Solomon and his successors rather than with the

31. Soat2 Chron. 6.2, 5,7, 8, 9, 10, 18, 20, 22, 24, 29, 32, 33, 34, 38, fifteen
occurrences; used of the Temple in relation to David’s purpose, see 6.7, 8, 10. This
usage must put a question mark against attempts to force a distinction between
oknv@ua and olxog in Stephen’s speech (Acts 7.46, 47), contra Neudorfer, Wimness
to the Gospel, pp. 289-90.

32. Note Lk. 1.32 Jurking in the background.

33. Soat 2 Chron. 6.13, 14, 18, 21, 23, 25, 26, 27, 30, 33, 35, 39, twelve occur-
rences.

34. Soat 2 Chron. 6.21, 30, 33, 39, four instances.

35. 2 Chron. 6.2; this place, 6.20, 21, 26, 40.

36. See, e.g., J. Kilgallen, The Stephen Speech (AnBib, 67; Rome: Pontifical
Biblical Institute Press, 1976), pp. 90-95.
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Temple itself: Solomon proved an unworthy heir of David, unfit to
succeed to God’s promise.

The Sure Promises to David. The Chronicler, however, understood
God’s promises to David to be twofold. The first related to his building
of the olxog (see 2 Chron. 6.4-10, 14).37 This building’s significance is
plainly spelt out:

I have succeeded my father David, and sit on the throne of Israel, as the
LORD promised, and have built the house for the name of the LORD,
the God of Israel. There I have set the ark, in which is the covenant of
the LORD that he made with the people of Israel (2 Chron. 6.10-11).

One element in God’s promise had been fulfilled, and there was no
question but that this house, now being dedicated, was what David had
willed and God had approved. The second part had to do with David’s
succession, already noted in the passage quoted above: ‘I have suc-
ceeded my father David, and sit on the throne of Israel, as the LORD
promised ...’ but extended formally in:

Therefore, O LORD, God of Israel, keep for your servant, my father
David, that which you promised him, saying, ‘There shall never fail you
a successor before me to sit on the throne of Israel, if only your children
keep to their way, to walk in my law as you have walked before me.’
Therefore, O LORD, God of Israel, let your word be confirmed, which
you promised to your servant David (2 Chron. 6.16-17 my emphasis, but
cf. 2 Sam. 7.12-16).

This strong sense that God’s promise to David concerning the succes-
sion will not fail is sustained within Solomon’s prayer and on into the
Acts. But, as elsewhere (save in 2 Samuel), God’s promise of the
Davidic succession is conditional.

The Christological Conditional. At the opening, as at the end, of the
Chronicler’s Solomonic prayer stands this christological conditional
which is closely, necessarily related to God’s promise to David. It may
be that Solomon now occupies David’s throne (6.10, 16) but that is
conditional (6.16): he must ‘walk in my Torah’. Perhaps a classic
expression of this conditional appears in Ps. 132.10 in an inverted form
from: ¢...0 LORD God, do not reject your xpiotdv. Remember your
steadfast love for your servant David’ (2 Chron. 6.42).

37. Note 6.8-9 which ‘foreshadows’ Acts 7.46-47.
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Behind this innocent prayer stand two important confirmatory pas-
sages: first, Solomon’s dream-vision (2 Chron. 7.12-22, cf. 1 Kgs 9.1-9)
spelled out the close relation between Solomon’s entering upon his
kingdom (vv. 17-20) and Israel’s fate (vv. 21-22). Second, David’s tes-
tamentary benediction (1 Chron. 29.10-19) before Solomon was
anointed carefully prepared readers for what was to follow:

Grant to my son Solomon that with single mind he may keep your com-
mandments, your decrees, and your statutes, performing all of them, and
that he may build the temple for which I have made provision (1 Chron.
29.19).

To recall Solomon’s prayer at the Temple’s dedication is also to recall
Solomon’s vision with its weightily worded conditional—the result of
Solomon’s not walking by Torah was to be the shattering of the house
for God that Solomon built (2 Chron. 7.19-22). So when Theophilus
read Luke’s ‘But it was Solomon who built a house for him’ (Acts
7.47), the words came freighted with significance for Jesus’ story which
itself began with an annunciation to Mary that God was to give David’s
throne to her son (Lk. 1.32).

The themes of Luke’s secondary, internal allusion (2 Chronicles)
were those of Psalm 132, although now, naturally, with much greater
emphasis on ‘heaven’ and ‘house’. Again, on the principle of analogy,
Stephen, Theophilus and all like them, would look to these words and
themes to lead them to comparable passages which would extend their
understanding. Luke and his church knew that, in the context of another
age’s reflection on the Temple, the prophet ‘Isaiah’ had digested Solo-
mon’s story, consequently, ‘heaven’ and ‘house’ stand out in Luke’s
quotation of Isa. 66.1 at Acts 7.49, 50—a natural, smooth transition
from Psalm 132, through the Chronicler’s version of Solomon’s prayer
and on into the heart of the matter— ‘obedience’ and ‘disobedience’.

Introducing Luke’s reference to Solomon, Acts 7.46 invited Theo-
philus to reflect on Psalm 132; Acts 7.47 then conspired with Ps. 132.8-
10 to lead him to 2 Chronicles 6 and to 7.12-22; Solomon’s prayer led
naturally into Isaiah’s reflection (66.1-6)*® on the rebuilding of the now-
shattered Temple. A problem remains: how might Luke’s quoting

38. The extent of this ‘suppressed quotation’ is determined solely by its relation
to the material in Acts which follows the ‘marker” citation. In this paper it extends

to Isa. 66.6 because vv. 3-6 form an important element in Stephen’s peroration and
vision.
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Isaiah move Theophilus forward to Stephen’s verbal onslaught on his
accusers without its alleged sense of disjointedness? Again, the answer
lies in an unexpressed, powerful portion of what ‘Isaiah’ had said.

3. A Lukan Quotation: Isaiah 66.1-2a.

Thus says the LORD: Heaven is my throne and the earth is my footstool;
what is the house that you would build for me, and what is my resting
place? All these things my hand has made ... (Isa. 66.1-2a). ¥

Two facts are immediately obvious: first, relating to the Temple, there
are strong, unusual verbal links between this quoted passage and Psalm
132: vmonddrov (“footstool’),** and tomog 1M kotamaveeds (‘place of
rest’) catch the eye; second, given that 2 Chronicles 6 is probably the
co-text of an extended reading of Psalm 132, Luke’s move to Isaiah’s
opening words would not surprise a reader, nor would they be read as a
rebuke to Solomon (or David) for building the Temple. Obviously,
‘heaven’ is God’s dwelling place and equally obviously no Temple can
accommodate God. Solomon’s prayer had made that repetitively plain,
so why might Luke cite these verses? The exegetical principles
underlying this present exercise suggest that by this brief extract Luke
invited Theophilus to read further and deeper.

In Acts, this unexpressed, yet powerfully present, prophetic text is
essentially concerned with the outworking of the christological condi-
tional. ‘Isaiah’ knew, as Luke and Theophilus knew, that David’s suc-
cession broke up under Solomon;*! both Luke and Isaiah wrote know-
ing that God’s as-yet-unfulfilled promise to David still hung potently in
the air.*? Readers enter this stage of Luke’s ‘outworking’ through a
substructure comprising a Song of Ascents (Ps. 132), the Chronicler’s

39. For an earlier attempt to explore this suppressed quotation see P. Doble,
‘The Son of Man Saying in Stephen’s Witnessing: Acts 6.8-8.27, N7 31 (1985),
pp. 68-84 (80-82).

40. This is an interesting example; there are seven occurrences of the word in
the Old Testament and New Testament. Ps. 132.7, which in LXX implies rather than
uses ‘footstool’, links not only with Isa. 66.1 but with 1 Chron. 28.2 and with Ps.
99.5 in this usage; Acts 7.49 thus echoes a common view found clearly expressed in
Mt. 5.35. Another use of ‘footstool’ derives from Ps. 110.1 and is echoed in Lk.
20.43; Acts 2.35; Heb. 1.13; 10.13.

41. Seen. 15 above.

42. See, e.g., Isa. 55.3, cf. 38.5; and Luke’s Jesus introduced, defined and
shaped his ministry by reference to Isa. 61.1.
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report of Solomon’s prayer and then the extended Isaiah reflection on
that prayer. Isaiah’s fierce polarization of the obedient and disobedient
carries the shared themes of these three texts into Luke’s dramatic
scene of Stephen’s vision and martyrdom.*

‘But this is the one to whom I will look, to the humble and contrite in
spirit, who trembles at my word’. Like Acts 7.51, Isa. 66.2b initially
appears disjointed from its antecedent. However, all sense of abruptness
disappears when Isaiah’s text is read within the framework of what
Luke’s catena of scriptural allusions had said about the continuity of
David’s line and the Temple. In passages directly concerned with the
Temple, in their shared verses, both Psalm 132 and 2 Chronicles 6
prayed that for David’s sake God would not turn his face away from his
yprotov. In an overtly ‘Temple’ context, Isaiah now commented that
God had made his response to this prayer: the one on whom God would
look attentively,** the one for whom God would have regard (cf. Lk.
1.48), would be 1Ov tanelvov® kal fiovylov kol Tpépovo 100G Adyoug
pov...{‘the humble and quiet, who quakes at my words’)—that is, one
who took seriously both Torah and mitzvor. Isaiah’s implied comment
on the christological conditional in Solomon’s prayer is plain: Solomon
may have built a magnificent Temple, but he failed God’s christological
conditional.*® Israel’s future lay with a different kind of person; this
dialogue between Isaiah and Solomon’s prayer must be read as one

43. The unexpressed portion of this Isaianic text provides readers with both the
co-text for Stephen’s allegedly abruptly-introduced, disjointed, peroration at Acts
7.51-53 and a strong context for Stephen’s vision at 7.55-58 (both examined below).

44. xal €mt tivo émPrAéym GAA 7 €mi tév tamelvov... (‘and upon whom
should I look but upon the humble?’) (Isa. 66.2b). The verb has to do with looking
attentively, studiedly at an object or person. It is probably not accidental that the
notion appears in Luke’s Annunciation: 611 eénéBreyev £nt v toneivowoty Thg
dovkng av1o. 180V Yop Grd 0D VOV paxaplodoly ue nocol al yeveal: (‘for he
has looked with favour on the lowliness of his servant. Surely, from now on all
generations will call me blessed’) (Lk. 1.48). Here, the underlying thought is of
‘choice’, and it would be appropriate to ‘hear’ this sense in Stephen’s speech.

45. See Doble, The Paradox of Salvation, pp. 112-26, especially n. 31, for a
fuller discussion of the relation of tane1vdg to the Jesus story in Luke’s work.

46. The significance of Sir. 47.12-22 for this position is not clear. The least that
can be said is that it indicates a general view very like that of Luke, who took great
pains to rewrite Jesus’ genealogy (see 47.22b) and who wrote a core strand of his
christology in line with Sir. 47.22¢.
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more step in the process of Stephen’s proving Jesus as tov ypiotov of
God’s promises to David, for questions about the Temple will always
be questions about the king and the kingdom.

The Quaker, the Quakers and their Enemies. Further, built into Isaiah’s
passage (66.2b) is a little vignette of this primitive ‘quaker’ (taneivdg,
NovyLog, TPEuovTta Tovg Adyoug pov, ‘the humble and quiet, who
quakes at my word’) who also proves to be plural (66.5b); these
quakers are promised that God will put their enemies to shame. These
two brief passages belong to a well-established humiliation/vindication
pattern found in the Psalms (the righteous sufferer), in Wisdom (6
dikanrog), in Deutero-Isaiah (the Servant) and in Daniel (the son of
man). In each of these, a symbolic singular represents the plural faithful
whose humiliation is engineered by those opposed to God as much as to
them. It comes, therefore, as no surprise to discover that this Isaianic
passage also includes a vignette of his quaker’s enemies: the prophet
affirms (66.3b-4) that these are they who did what was evil in God’s
sight, who went their own ways, who did not listen when God called.*’
Their contrast with the quaker is heightened by 66.3a with its distinct
echo of Solomon’s Temple-dedication and its vast sacrificial offer-
ings.*® This humiliation/vindication pattern normally leads to a strong
affirmation that God will ultimately vindicate his faithful and punish
their enemies (and God’s). Consequently, the quaker’s (and quakers’)
haters and rejecters should expect to be mocked by God and disgraced
(66.4a; cf. Ps. 132.18), but, before then, their conflict is sharp, and
Stephen’s fate symbolized for Theophilus’s church wider conflicts and
further martyrs. It is this close relation between Isaiah’s words and
Stephen’s peroration that removes the alleged ‘abruptness’ or ‘dis-
junction’ at Acts 7.51, to which verse attention now turns.

D. Stephen’s Peroration (Acts 7.51-53) and its Scriptural Substructure

Nearly half a century ago, when Dodd published his work he offered a

47. Tsa. 66.4 There is a close parallel to this phrasing in 65.12, and, at a little
more distance, in 50.2.

48. ‘Then the king and all the people offered sacrifice before the LORD. King
Solomon offered as a sacrifice twenty-two thousand oxen and one hundred twenty
thousand sheep. So the king and all the people dedicated the house of God’
(2 Chron. 7.4-5).
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possibility and uttered a warning.* The possibility was that beneath
allusions by New Testament writers to scripture, or half-quotations
from it, there lay a body of unquoted material whose presence, if
acknowledged, might enrich a later reader’s understanding of the New
Testament text. With that possibility came also Dodd’s warning of ‘the
dangerous ground of speculation and fancy, where associations of ideas
arising in the critic’s own mind have been treated as evidence for origi-
nal connections’.*® So far, this study’s hypothesis of Luke’s scriptural
substructure, sharply focused on Solomon, has been inferred from evi-
dence within Luke’s text; it now moves to confirm that the thrust of
Stephen’s speech derives from this scriptural substructure that also
underlies Stephen’s peroration and vision.

A Scriptural Framework for Stephen’s Peroration

If this ‘Solomonic’ substructure was in Theophilus’s mind as he read
the speech, then he would find no disjunction between vv. 50 and 51.
Stephen’s speech simply carries over Isaiah’s denunciation into his pre-
sent; its words hang in the space between these allegedly disjunct
verses, and readers should ‘feel’ the punch of Isa. 66.3-4, now directed
against Stephen’s accusers. These verses are a natural springboard for
Stephen’s attack: ZxAnpotpdynAol kal AnepiTuNTol KApdlong Kol 101G
Oolv, VUELS GEL T TVEVUOTL TQ AYL® GVILTITIETE, WG Ol TOTEPES
VU@V kot vuels (‘Stiff-necked people, uncircumcised in heart and ears,
you are always opposing the Holy Spirit, just as your fathers used to
do...”) (Acts 7.51). Lying behind Stephen’s words is the implication
that his hearers were God’s enemies. It was they who did not listen,
they who did what was evil in God’s sight, they who were the true
descendants from Solomon, the last-named of the fathers—as your
fathers,”! so are you. Solomon’s offence was that he did not keep
Torah; they also did not keep Torah: oitiveg €éMdfete tOv vopov gig
dratoyag ayyérav, kal ovk £gvidate (‘... who received the law as

49. Dodd, According to the Scriptures.

50. Dodd, According to the Scriptures, p. 28.

51. This reading of Luke’s scriptural substructure clarifies the difference
between Stephen’s ‘our fathers’ at 7.44-46 and ‘your fathers’ at 7.51-53. Stephen
shares Israel’s history to Solomon, but not beyond, for he knows who David’s true
descendant is. By their actions, his accusers have taken on the role of those who
have chosen their own way, and consequently, as Isaiah had seen, have rejected
Stephen as well as Jesus.
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ordained by angels, yet you have not kept it’) (Acts 7.53).%

Further, as throughout Ps. 132.18 and Isa. 66.5-6, the speech’s sub-
structure strongly implies retribution for God’s enemies, so in Stephen’s
peroration retribution hangs heavily in the air, as it does in the dikatog
model at Wis. 5.1-23. Of course Stephen is martyred, but his vision is
his own proleptic vindication: like his Lord, he forgives his tormentors
and entrusts himself to safer hands in heaven.>?

A Scriptural Substructure for Stephen’s Vision
Within Luke’s substructure, Isaiah’s oracle has also provided a context
for better understanding Stephen’s vision. For Stephen, heaven was
opened and he saw the glory of God.
VRGPV 8 TANPNG TVELLATOC GYiov dTevicog €1g TOV 0Upavoy eldey
86Eav Be0D xal Tnoodv otdta £k dekrdv 100 Be0D, kol elnev, 1800
Bemp® T0Vg 0VPOVODG SINVOLYHEVOUE KOL TOV VIOV T00 avBponou €k
de&Ldv €o01d10 TV Be0D (Acts 7.55-56).

This affirmation, twice repeated—and therefore to be heard—would
surely have alerted Theophilus to what was really going on here.
Theophilus would have heard in these words clear echoes from two
passages in their Isaian substructure. First, “Your own people who hate
you and reject you for my name’s sake have said, “Let the LORD be
glorified, so that we may see your joy...” ’ and second, ‘Thus says the
LORD: heaven is my throne and the earth is my footstool...” (Isa.
66.1). Obvious verbal links between Luke and Isaiah are ‘heaven’ and
‘30&a’ (‘glory’); other thematic threads are basically those of the
humiliation/vindication pattern, particularly the thread of God’s retribu-
tion for those who have done what is evil, who have ignored Torah.
The important question is, are these links structural or not?

Heaven. In quoting from Isaiah’s reflection on ‘Temple’, Luke high-
lighted the word ‘heaven’, a key word, echoing Solomon’s prayer of
dedication of the earlier Temple and preparing his readers for Stephen’s
opened heaven:**

52. ¢vAdoow is also the verb used at 2 Chron. 7.17 where Solomon’s dream is
the vehicle for a fleshing out of the significance of the christological conditional.

53. For a defence of Jesus’ forgiveness of his tormentors see Doble, The Para-
dox of Salvation, pp. 179-83.

54. ...thereby reversing the effects of Acts 1.9! He was received out of their
sight; Stephen now sees him.
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But filled with Holy Spirit, he gazed into heaven and saw the glory of
God and Jesus standing at the right hand of God. ‘Look,” he said, ‘I see
the heavens opening and the Son of man standing at the right hand of
God!” (Acts 7.55-56).”

In fact, heaven is itself a theme for which a reader has been well-pre-
pared within Luke’s own writing: it was to heaven, reports Luke, that
Jesus ascended (Acts 1.2, 10, 11), there to remain until the right time
(Acts 3.20-21);%% there he is to be seen by Stephen, his shaliach and
martyr, seen as the Lord Jesus, at God’s right hand. But Isaiah had
affirmed that heaven was God’s throne and earth God’s footstool; the
language is that of kingship. Consequently, given Luke’s explicit refer-
ence at this point to the Son of man (7.56), all the imagery of Daniel’s
‘heaven’ with its thrones will also come to a reader’s mind, for heaven
is as much Daniel’s as Luke’s focus of the Son of man theme (see Dan.
7.9-10, 13-14).

Given Luke’s programmatic commitment to Jesus’ reception of
David’s throne (Lk. 1.32), his references to the cloud in Acts 1.9, to
Jesus’ passage to heaven (1.10), to Stephen’s seeing God’s d6&a
(‘glory’) (7.55) and to his clear identification of Jesus with the Son
of man (7.56), it is not difficult to deduce that Theophilus would
most naturally ‘hear’ Luke’s report of Stephen’s vision as that of the
enthronement of the Son of man,’” not, of course, on God’s throne, but
on David’s.”®

How might such a ‘hearing’ come about? In Stephen’s peroration and
vision Luke has melded three distinct christological terms,

First, perhaps the most obvious is ‘Son of man’ (7.56), on Jesus’ lips
his distinctive way of speaking of his humiliation and suffering, but

55. In spite of the witness of P74, the logic of the argument suggested above
tends to confirm the vidg GvBponov in the text of N—A%7; but see Kilpatrick, ‘Acts
vii. 56: Son of Man?’, 7Z 21 (1965), p. 14 (209) and ‘Again Acts vii. 56: Son of
Man?’, TZ 34 (1978), p. 232.

56. These verses preserve a Christology which underlies Luke’s attitude to
David and to Solomon.

57. See Wright, Jesus and the Victory of God—*Sharing the throne of God’
(pp- 624-29) Cf. Lk. 21.28 with its echo of the vindication element in the humilia-
tion/vindication models. This verse concludes a long ‘eschatological’ passage
which begins with Luke’s reference to the Temple’s impending destruction (Lk.
21.5-6) and moves immediately to the question of who is ypiotév (Lk. 21.8); cf.
Acts 3.19-21 for an extension of this Christology leading to the Stephen-unit.

58. For the literally-minded: thrones were set (Dan. 7.9; cf. Lk. 22.23-30).
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here brought to its glorious conclusion envisioned in Daniel; the humil-
1ated Son of man has come into his kingdom.

Second, if this study’s reading of Acts 7.46-56 is valid, then
Stephen’s argument is that although Solomon failed the christological
conditional, God’s promise to David of an everlasting kingdom has
been fulfilled in the exaltation of Jesus (7.55), the one whose resurrec-
tion ensured that he would not see corruption, the one who at the Lord’s
right hand, was truly Lord and Christ.

Third, in his suffering and dying, the Lord was recognized as 6vtmg
(‘genuinely, really’) dixoaiog (‘righteous one’ [as in Wisdom 1-5]) (Lk.
23.47); Stephen accused his accusers of betraying and murdering the
Stkatog (Acts 7.52); at Wis. 5.1 the vindicated dixatog, like Jesus,
stands in God’s assize.>® Although the word does not figure in Stephen’s
speech, the notion of Xptotog runs through Luke’s scriptural substruc-
ture, emphasizing Solomon’s failure and God’s unfailing promise to
David. According to Isaiah’s oracles, the way to be Xpiotdg was to be
truly dikalog, which, in Daniel, was to walk the suffering path of the
Son of man. This is why the crucified Jesus can be properly spoken of
as Xp1otog (Acts 3.20).

‘Heaven is my throne ...’ thus evoked a substructure which ended in
both an opened heaven and Stephen’s seeing the glory of God, and the
‘Lord Jesus,” Son of man, enthroned as Xptotdg.

Glory. A second verbal link is Luke’s 86&a (Acts 7.55; cf. Isa. 66.5b):
“Your own people who hate you and reject you for my name’s sake
have said, “Let the LORD be glorified, so that we may see your
joy...””’ At this point the LXX of Isaiah is not easy to grasp,® but it
probably suggests the quaker’s opponents taunting him in ways very
like the practical atheism of Wisdom’s ‘ungodly’ (Wis. 1.16-2.22).
Their taunt seems to demand evidence that the quaker’s trust in God
can be verified, perhaps by a sight of the shekinah; there just may be an
echo here from 2 Chron. 7.1-3, with its implied validation of Solomon,
but it is not to be strained after.

Like ‘heaven’, 86&o is a Lukan theme: he shared with Mark and
Matthew two logia concerning the Son of man’s ultimate d6&a (Lk.

59. See Doble, The Paradox of Salvation, pp. 142-45.

60. The confusion probably initially emerges from a misunderstanding of the
MT’s particle which can be either ‘for the sake of’ or ‘in order that’; but that does
not adequately explain the degree of opaqueness in LXX.
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9.26; 21.27). Extending this understanding of suffering issuing in
‘glory,” Luke shaped his transfiguration narrative by having Moses and
Elijah present, ol 0¢0€vteg €v d6En €reyov v €Eodov avtoD Ty
fiuerrev mAnpodv v Tepovcornu (*...who appeared in glory and were
speaking of his exodus, which he was about to fulfill in Jerusalem’)
(9.31), where £€odov should be allowed both its senses, exodus and
death; note also that Peter and those with him ... €18ov v 86&av a0
Kal 100G 80 Gvdpag T0Vg cuvesTdTOg aVTQ (... they saw his glory
and the two men who stood with him’) (9.32), anticipating Stephen’s
vision of the exalted Lord. On the Emmaus road, Luke’s risen Christ
took up the same theme: ovyl tabto €del Tobely T0v XplLotov Kot
€loelOely gig v 86Eav avtod (‘Was it not necessary that the messiah
should suffer these things and enter into his glory’) (Lk. 24.26), which
is echoed in Paul’s summary of his witness to Jesus (Acts 26.22).
Consequently, Luke had already associated ‘Son of man’, ‘Christ’ and
‘Jesus’ with an ultimate 86&a. Moreover, 66Ea links directly with
Stephen’s opening of Israel’s story, ‘O 8e0¢ Thg 80ENg BddON T moTpl
nuav ‘Appacp (‘The God of glory appeared to our father Abraham...”)
(Acts 7.2), and leads to its climax in 7.55.

Stephen’s vision of the opened heaven and of God’s 86&a is a direct
answer both to the opponents’ taunt in Isa. 66.5b, and, by implication,
to Stephen’s (and Jesus’) opponents.

E. Conclusion

One good reason for Solomon’s appearance at 7.47 is his focusing an
intertextual substructure moving from Psalm 132 through Solomon’s
dedication prayer and vision, to Isaiah’s reflection on ‘Temple’ and
‘faithfulness’. Read 7.46-56 as a series of signals of this substructure
and the nature of Stephen’s response to his accusers becomes clearer:
‘What kind of house will you build for me?” (Isa. 66.1, LXX). There is
studied ambiguity in this Septuagintal question, for had not ‘house’
been used of both Temple and Davidic kingship?®! God’s question,
‘Did not my hand do all these things?” will then refer more widely to
the story of God’s dealing with Israel and lead more naturally into
Stephen’s peroration,

61. So,e.g,Lk. 1.27,33,69; 2.4; cf. Acts 2.36, 7.46.



206 The Old Testament in the New Testament

Stephen’s speech began with a reference to God’s appearing to Abra-
ham (Acts 7.2; note tn¢g 36&nc) and ended with an appearing to
Stephen—this time with Jesus at God’s right hand. Between these theo-
phanies lay one to Moses (Acts 7.30-31) and one, by allusion, to Solo-
mon (2 Chron. 7.11-22)—who knew what kind of house he should
build, but did not.

Stephen’s accusers thus heard their charges answered: Jesus was not
the Nazarene, but God’s Xpiotdg; what really mattered was that with
the Temple went Israel’s responsibility to keep Torah; what Jesus had
said of the Temple was a continuation of God’s warning to Solomon.
So the first major section of Acts concludes with a theophany and
clearly-implied enthronement of Jesus, the Xp1o1dg in David’s line. As
Acts 7.46 had itself strongly implied by its psalm’s closing verses:

[In Zion] I will cause a horn to sprout up for David;
I have prepared a lamp for my Xpiotdc.

His enemies I will clothe with disgrace,

but on him, his crown will gleam (Ps. 132.17-18).

APPENDIX

Wisdom’s Infancy Narrative Luke’s Infancy Narrative

Kal 10010 VIV 10 oNUETIOV, EVPNOCETE
Bpéoog Eomapyavmuévoy Kol Keluevov
£v dpdTvn. (Lk. 2.12; cf. 2.7, 16)

I was nursed with care in swaddling
cloths. (Wis. 7.4)

2

Therefore 1 prayed, and understanding 10 8¢ madiov ni&avev kai xparal-

was given me;

I called on God, and the spirit of
wisdom came to me. (Wis. 7.7)

For wisdom, the fashioner of all
things, taught me.

There is in her a spirit that is intel-
ligent, holy, unique, manifold, subtle,
mobile, clear, unpolluted, distinct, invul-
nerable, loving the good, keen, irre-
sistible (Wis. 7.22)

0010 TANPOVUEVOV GOOLa, KOl YXAPLg
800 v € 0010, (Lk. 2.40)

kol Incotg rpoékontev €v 11 codly
Kol MALKLg kol xapril mapd Be@ kai
avOpoToLC. (Lk. 2.52)
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Wisdom’s Infancy Narrative
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Luke’s Infancy Narrative

3

Because of her I shall have glory
among the multitudes and honor in the
presence of the elders, though I am
young.

I shall be found keen in judgment,
and in the sight of rulers I shall be
admired. (Wis. 8.10-11)

4
As a child I was naturally gifted, and
a good soul fell to my lot; (Wis. 8.19)

5

Then my works will be acceptable,
and I shall judge your people justly, and
shall be worthy of the throne of my
father. (Wis. 9.12)

6

Who has learned your counsel, unless
you have given wisdom and sent your
holy spirit from on high? (Wis. 9.17)

I also am mortal, like everyone else, a
descendant of the first-formed child of
earth; and in the womb of a mother I
was molded into flesh... (Wis. 7.1)

Kol £YEVETO UETO NUEPHG TPELS VPOV
ad1ov &v 10 1ep@ Kobelouevov ev
HESH TOV S18aoKAA®Y KO1 AKOVOVTX
VIOV KOl ENEPOTAOVIO OUTOVS

(Lk. 2.46)
€EloTtovio 8¢ TAvTEG 01 AKOVOVTEG
00TOV £TL T GUVESEL KO TO1G
ATOKPLOEGLY 0DTOD. (Lk. 2.47)

Cf. Lk. 2.40, 52

0D10¢ £ot0n péyag kol vivg Lyictov
KAnBnoeTat, kol 0ol oUTd KVpLog O
Be0¢ OV Bpdvov Aouid oD noTpog
00109, xai BaciAevoel £nl 1OV olkov
ToxmB €l T0Ug Al®vVag, Kal Thg
Basirelog avtod ovk €0t €hOG.
(Lk. 1.32-33)

Kol GroxpiBeig O Gyyedog einev i),
nvelpo dylov EReAeoeTol £RL OF,
Kot dOvapic YYloTou ENLOKIACEL GO
310 kol 10 yevvduevov dylov
KAnbnoetal, viog Beob. (Lk. 1.35,
Cf. 3.21-22; 4.18)

... 709 'Evag 100 Znd 100 Addau tob
Beov. (Lk. 3.38)
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EPISTLES AND REVELATION



‘FOR THIS HAGAR IS MOUNT SINAI IN ARABIA’ (GALATIANS 4.25)

J.C. O’Neill

In warm tribute to Lionel North, a philologist who has patiently kept
alive concentrated study of the use of the Old Testament in the New, I
offer a study on a passage in Galatians which another philologist,
Friedrich Nietzsche, called ‘jenes unerhorte philologische Possenspiel
um das alte Testament’ (‘that unprecedented philological buffoonery
concerning the Old Testament’), whereby the church supposedly with-
drew the Old Testament from the Jews by asserting that it contained
nothing but Christian doctrine.!

Before we come to Hagar, let us begin with the allegory of the two
sons, Gal. 4.21-24a. The allegorist addresses ‘those who wish to be
under the law’. The allegorist asks his readers to hear the law itself. Can
the allegorist be Paul? Can Paul be writing to the Gentile Christians in
Galatia, who are being persuaded by missionaries hostile to him to
accept circumcision in order to become proper Christians? Hardly.

If this were Paul writing to Gentile Christians in Galatia, he would be
using law in two different senses: you, who wish to be under the cere-
monial law that demands circumcision, should listen to the Law of
Moses which recounts the story of Ishmael and Isaac. If the Galatians
accepted this argument, they would resolve not to be circumcised
because of the authority of a story in the Law of Moses. They might
well ask, Why should we continue to accept the authority of the Law of
Moses, which, you argue, should persuade us to desire no longer to be
under the Law of Moses?

1. Morgenrote, 1.84, Werke 1 (ed. Karl Schlechta; Munich: C. Hanser, 1954),
pp. 1067-68; Kritische Gesamtausgabe V/1 (ed. Giorgio Colli; Mazzino Montinari;
Berlin: W. de Gruyter, 1971), p. 75; cited in full by H.J. Schoeps, Paui: The
Theology of the Apostle in the Light of Jewish Religious History (English trans;
London: Lutterworth, 1961), p. 235; referred to by Hans Dieter Betz, Galatians: A
Commentary on Paul’s Letter to the Churches in Galatia (Hermeneia; Philadelphia:
Fortress Press, 1979), p. 244.
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The most natural way to take the rhetorical question at the start of Gal.
4.21 is as directed to those who both always did want to live properly
under the law and wished to continue to live under the law. The allegor-
ist is assuming that his hearers claim to be genuine adherents of the law.
His allegory is designed to deepen their understanding of the true
meaning of the law. The word law means the same in both instances.

The allegory cannot have been chosen in order to meet the issue of
whether or not Gentile Christians should be circumcised, since both
Ishmael and Isaac were circumcised, Ishmael on the same day as Abra-
ham himself (Gen. 17.23-37; 21.4). The allegorist’s audience can
hardly be other than fellow Jews.?

What is the point of the allegory? There is a great contrast between
Ishmael and Isaac, Ishmael being begotten katd cdpxa, ‘from the
slave-woman’, and Isaac being begotten 8t €énoyyeiiog, ‘from the free
woman’. Timothy Lim has drawn attention to Philo’s argument that
Sarah, like Leah, Rebecca and Zipporah, conceived directly from God.?
In Cher. 43-47 Philo refers to Gen. 21.1, ‘And the Lord visited Sarah as
he had said and the Lord did unto Sarah as he had spoken.” The verb in
the LXX is éneox€yato, (meaning ‘visited’, but the verb could mean
‘behind’) and Philo interprets this by noting that Moses introduces
Sarah as conceiving 0te 6 Be0¢g 00TV povwbeicay €niokonel, ‘when
God beheld her by herself’. The note that sounds again and again in
Gen. 21.1-2 is ‘as the Lord said’, ‘as he had spoken’, ‘at the set time of
which God had spoken to him’, referring back to Gen. 17.15, 16, 19, 21
and Gen. 18.10-15. Isaac, and he alone, was conceived through the
express promise of God. This promise was given when God commanded
Abraham to circumcise all male children, and the promise was that

Sarah would become nations, and that kings of peoples would be of her
(Gen. 17.1-22).

2. Gijs Bouman, ‘Die Hagar- und Sara-Perikope (Gal 4, 21-31): Exemplarische
Interpretation zum Schriftbeweis bei Paulus’, ANRW 11.25.4, pp. 3135-55, argued
that Paul was facing incomers from Jerusalem who wanted the Galatians circum-
cised precisely because they were descended from Hagar. I find it difficult to
imagine how the Galatians could have been connected with Arabs. Bouman relied
heavily on the supposition that the unusual vocabulary and tortuous line of argu-
ment can be accounted for on the hypothesis that Paul was constrained to use the
terminology of these supposed opponents. This is a desperate remedy.

3. Timothy H. Lim, Holy Scripture in the Qumran Commentaries and Pauline
Letters (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1997), pp. 54-55.
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Presumably, the audience addressed by the allegorist was in danger
of forgetting the promise that in Abraham’s seed all the nations of the
earth would be blessed (Gen. 22.18; cf. Gen. 12.3; 18.18; 26.4). The
audience, desiring to be under the law in the sense of being faithful to
the law, was forgetting the promise that accompanied the birth of their
father Isaac; they were behaving like descendants of Ishmael.

The allegorist pushes home the point by drawing attention to the two
mothers. They represent two covenants. The convenant concerning
Hagar and Ishmael is presumably God’s promise that the son of the
bondwoman would be made a great nation (Gen. 21.13, 18). Hagar
bears a son destined for servitude. In so bearing Ishmael, Hagar is said
to be amo Gpovg Xwva (literally ‘from Mt Sinai’) (Gal. 4.24). All the
commentators I have consulted assume that somehow Hagar’s giving
birth is equivalent to the giving of the Law at Mt Sinai.

But how has Mt Sinai got into the allegory? If anyone should still
think that we are reading the words of Paul to Gentile Christians, Mt
Sinai can scarcely be the issue, for the covenant at Mt Sinai concerned
the moral law and the ceremonial law of the sabbath, not circumcision.*
Did Paul want the Gentile Christians to stop keeping the moral law? Is
the Sabbath the great issue? (Gal. 4.10, days, is hardly proof that Paul
was facing trouble over the sabbath.) If he did want to attack the law,
why did he come to Sinai by way of Hagar?

Let us look closely at Gal. 4.24. The avtau are, of course, the two
women. Lightfoot, Lipsius, and Hans Dieter Betz then take the uia to
refer to one of the covenants, not to one of the women. They assume
that a verb is to be supplied; Lightfoot suggests ‘given’: ‘one of them,
which was given from Mount Sinai, bearing children unto bondage’.

In so doing, these commentators are following a line that had already
been followed subconsciously by the scribes, who omitted the article
before 300 draBfikat. The article is read by 8% ¥ 491 623 Origen®’
Chrysostom Cyprian. With the article, the two covenants become the
subject of the sentence, avtol becomes the complement, and the re-

4. At Sinai, circumcision seems only to be referred to allegorically, meaning
circumcision of the heart, Deut. 10.16; 30.6.

5. 1B. Lightfoot, Saint Paul’s Epistle to the Galatians: A Revised Text with
Introduction, Notes and Dissertations (London: Macmillan, 7th edn, 1881), p. 180
on Gal. 4.24; R.A. Lipsius, Briefe an die Galater, Romer, Philipper (HKNT;
Freiburg: J.C.B. Mohr [Paul Siebeck], 2nd edn, 1892), pp. 53-54; Betz, Galatians,
p- 244.
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sumptive uio relates to the women, not to the covenants.

That this is right is confirmed by the participle dependent on uio,
vevvdoa: the woman gives birth, not the covenant. This is all allegory,
and every step in the allegory must start with the women and their sons.

But what are we to make of the strange clause and 6pouvg Ziva...
yvevvaoo (literally, ‘born from Mt Sinai’)? What does dné mean? The
preposition cannot go with the participle yevvaooca in the sense that
Hagar brought forth a son in some way dependent on Mt Sinai. The
preposition and must bear a sense akin to its sense when motion is in
view, the sense of ‘away from’ or even ‘far from’. In Gen. 23.4, 8 Abra-
ham’s burying of Sarah &n’ £1od renders the Hebrew *171, ‘out of my
sight’. The prophet Hosea condemned the idolatrous people by saying
that ‘they have gone a whoring from under their God’, DA WM
D9, which the LXX translates ££endpvevcoy dnd 100 B£00 o0THV
(Hos. 4.12). They have removed themselves from obedience to their
God; they committed fornication far from their God. Genesis 21.21 tells
us that Ishmael was born in Paran, and Paran, according to Num. 10.12
(cf. 12.16) was one stage or more from Sinai. The allegorist takes the
physical distance of Paran from Sinai—out of sight of Sinai—as a
spiritual fact. Ishmael was born far from the marvellous mountain
where God gave his people the law. So Ishmael was destined to be a
slave whereas Isaac (the one who was promised by God as the origin of
a seed as numerous as the stars in the sky, by whom all nations would
be blessed) would be free.

Hagar bears unto slavery because she bears out of sight of Sinai.
Paradoxically, obedience to the law given at Sinai spells freedom.
m. Ab. 6.2:

And it is written, And the tables were the work of God, and the writing
was the writing of God graven [I77, a hapax legomenon of uncertain
meaning] upon the tables (Ex 32.16). Read not N7 but M7 [freedom],
for thou findest no freeman excepting him that occupies himself in the
study of the Law.®

The same point is made in a rabbinic tradition, playing on the account
of Ishmael’s sporting with Isaac (Gen. 21.9). This tradition takes it that
Ishmael mocked Isaac. Of what did the mocking consist? Ishmael
mocked Isaac by boasting that he had been circumcised when he was

6. Herbert Danby, The Mishnah (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1933), p. 459. Cf.
"Erub. 54a.
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thirteen years old and so could choose (Gen. 17.25), whereas Isaac was
only circumcised on the eighth day (Gen. 21.4). Isaac replied that he
was ready to do something far greater than accept circumcision at the
age of thirteen. ‘Were the Holy One, blessed be He, to say unto me:
“Sacrifice yourself before me” I would obey.” The tradition concludes:
‘Straightway, “God did tempt Abraham (Gen. 22.1)”" (b. Sanh. 89b).”
The account of Ishmael’s mocking Isaac, which led to the expulsion of
Hagar and Ishmael, comes immediately before Isaac’s willing submis-
sion to being sacrificed on Mt Moriah, Genesis 22. Obedience, willing-
ness to give up one’s life, means freedom.

If this reading of Gal. 4.24 holds good, the straight identification of
Hagar with Mt Sinai in Arabia in the next verse, Gal. 4.25, cannot be
right. In fact neither P*® nor the important witnesses 8 C F G Supple-
ment to 1241 (from St Catherine’s monastery at Mt Sinai) 1739 and
Epiphanius read Hagar. The usual explanation, that Hagar dropped out
accidentally because of the ydp, does not convince. As Ian Moir
pointed out, P* reads 8¢ for yop, and P* also lacks Hagar.® Since
Hagar can no longer be identified with Mt Sinai in Arabia, we should
accept the readings of Gal. 4.25a which do not have ‘Aydp.

However, a massive problem still remains: Why should the allegorist,
who assumes a close and detailed knowledge of Scripture, make the
banal observation that Sinai is a mountain in Arabia?

In order to make a start on the interpretation of Gal. 4.25-27 we need
to see that there is no connection of argument between Gal. 4.25-27 and
Gal. 4.21-24 (see Table). Of course there is a congruence of belief, but
no author is responsible for the transition from Gal. 4.21-24 to Gal.
4.25-27. The on-the-surface banal statement that Sinai is a mountain in
Arabia is the start of a new argument.

The mention of Sinai in the scriptural argument preserved for us in
Gal. 4.21-24 reminded the collector of the traditions of another scrip-
tural argument concerning Sinai and Hagar. An author would have
developed the first argument with some praise of Sarah, and Marcion’s
Galatians, according to Tertullian, contains such a praise of Sarah
(Tertullian, adv. Marcionem 5.4.8). Yet even Marcion’s Galatians is not

7. Cited by Richard N. Longenecker, Galatians (WBC, 41; Dallas, TX: Word
Books, 1990), p. 202. Cf. Targ. Ps.-Jon. Gen 22.1, cited by Longenecker on p. 203.

8. Ian Moir, Review of A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament
by Bruce M. Metzger (1971), Bible Translator 24 (1973), pp. 329-33 at p. 332: ‘Gal
4:25. More needs to be said here. P*® & c. had no ydp and still got rid of Hagar!".
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the development of Gal. 4.21-24 by an author; the praise of Sarah in
Marcion’s Galatians is also an independent tradition. The very banality
of the assertion that Sinai is a mountain in Arabia alerts us to the likeli-
hood that we are reading the start of a new allegorical reading of the
law. Arabia, I think, stands for the desert, and the desert is contrasted
with the city. Isaiah 54.1 is to be cited in Gal. 4.27, and this verse in
Isaiah contrasts the woman who has a husband with the woman who is,
literally, a desert:

6TL TOAAG TG TEK VO THEG EPNUOL

poALov T Thg €xovong Tov dvdpa (Gal. 4.27).

for more numerous are the children of the desert

than of the woman who has a husband (Gal. 4.27).

The city in the context of Gal. 4.25 is the present city of Jerusalem.
What the present city of Jerusalem should be was revealed to Moses on
Mt Sinai (Exod. 25.9, 40; 26.30; Num. 8.4; 1 Chron. 28.19; Acts 7.44;
Heb. 8.5). In 2 Bar. 4.2-6 the heavenly Jerusalem is contrasted with
‘this building that is in your midst now’, and the heavenly Jerusalem is
said to have been revealed to Adam before he sinned, to Abraham on
the night the torch passed between the portions of the victims, as well
as to Moses.

Mount Sinai is explicitly linked with the heavenly Jerusalem in the
tradition preserved in Hebrews 12. Moses at Mt Sinai and the people
waiting at the foot of Sinai to be sure are contrasted with the readers of
Hebrews 12:

For ye are not come unto the mount that might {not] be touched, and that
burned with fire, nor unto blackness, and darkness, and tempest, and the
sound of a trumpet, and the voice of words; which voice they that heard
intreated that the word should not be spoken to them any more...and so
terrible was the sight, that Moses said, 1 exceedingly fear and quake
(Heb. 12.18-21).°

The contrast, however, is not between an earthly Sinai and a heavenly
Jerusalem to be taken as some Platonic form. Rather, it is a contrast
between the proper fear and awe that accompanied the giving of the law
in Exod. 19.1-24.8 and the extraordinarily privileged closer access to
God and the vision granted to Moses and Aaron, Nabad and Abihu and
70 of the elders of Israel. They saw the God of Israel on Mt Sinai, ‘and
there was under his feet as it were a paved work of a sapphire stone...

9. Conjecturing p1 ymiodopéve with O. Holtzmann.
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They saw God and did eat and drink’ (Exod. 24.9-11). The recipients of
the tradition preserved to us in Gal. 4.25-27 lived in Arabia, and Arabia
means The Desert. Mount Sinai is in Arabia and by their obedience to
the law they are given the highest vision, the vision of the heavenly
Jerusalem.

But ye are come...unto the city of the living God, the heavenly
Jerusalem, and to an innumerable company of angels, to the general
assembly and church of the firstborn, which are written in heaven, and to
God the Judge of all, and to the spirits of just men made perfect, and to
Jesus the mediator of the new covenant, and to the blood of sprinkling,
that speaketh better things than that of Abel (Heb. 12.22-24).10

The present Jerusalem ought to have been patterned after the heavenly
Jerusalem, but here in Gal. 4.25 it plainly is not. We are reminded of
the description in documents found at Qumran of Jerusalem as ‘a
fortress of wickedness’; they ‘shed blood like water upon the ramparts
of the daughter of Zion’ (4QTestim [= 4Q175] 1.29-30). ‘For Zion, the
mother of us all, is in deep grief and great affliction’ (4 Ezra 10.7).

The usual printed texts of Gal. 4.25 identify Hagar, first with Mt Sinai
and then with the present Jerusalem. I have given reasons for rejecting
the identification of Hagar with Mt Sinai, for in the tradition they are
opposities. I have suggested that we accept the text that does not read
‘Ayap in Gal. 4.25a. However, we do need the word "Aydp to make the
connection in Gal. 4.25b between Hagar and the present Jerusalem. I
suggest that the word ydp after dovieter may be a corruption of "Aydp;
I conjecture that ‘Aydp should be restored at that place. The verb
ovotolyel in Gal. 4.25b is left without a subject by my acceptance of
the shorter text in Gal. 4.25a; its subject can hardly be Ziva. I suggest
there is much to be said for regarding the MS D* as providing the true
text of the second line of my text of Gal. 4.25: cvotolyovca T vuv
‘TepovoaAnu: ‘having joined ranks with the present Jerusalem, Hagar
continues a slave with her children’. Hagar and her children have allied
themselves with the present Jerusalem, and so the present Jerusalem
becomes a slave like them—perhaps a reference to Herod the Great of
Idumaea, who could have been a native of Ascalon in Philistia.!!

10. Omitting by conjecture Zimv 6pel kol as a Marcionite gloss designed to
introduce a contrast between Sinai and the heavenly city.

11. See Emil Schiirer, The History of the Jewish People in the Age of Jesus
Christ (175 B.C.—A.D. 135), I (rev. and ed. Geza Vermes and Fergus Millar; Edin-
burgh: T. & T. Clark, 1973), p. 234 n. 3.
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The heavenly Jerusalem is, of course, free, and she is the mother of
these true children of Isaac. Because the present Jerusalem is allied with
the descendants of Ishmael, she shares their essential slave nature.
Those who preserve the vision of the Jerusalem above that was revealed
on Mt Sinai are forced to move back into the desert, into Arabia where
Mt Sinai is.

They do not lose hope, for the words of prophecy in Isa. 54.1 apply to
them: the children of the desert will be more numerous than the children
of the city. The celibate communities of the desert will rejoice to see
their numbers grow, and they will share in the eventual victory when the
heavenly Jerusalem will come down and recover the earthly Jerusalem.

I suggest that Gal. 4.28-30 and Gal. 4.31-5.1 are two separate oracles
working on the same theme. Each begins with the vocative adeioot,
but 4.28-30 is in the second person and 4.31-5.1 is in the first person.
What possible reason would an author have had for changing from
second person to first person? A collector is at work, not an author.
Galatians 4.28-30 reminds the brothers that, although they are children
of promise, they must face persecution. They are to prepare to expel the
oppressive children of Ishmael. There is no way that this little oracle
can be made to fit the circumstances of Paul’s letter to the Galatians.
Paul has prided himself on keeping the terms of the agreement reached
between him and the pillars in Jerusalem, and he can hardly now turn
round and identify them or the trouble-makers in Galatia with Ishmael.

The final oracle in Gal. 4.31-5.1 provides a number of teasing textual
problems. I have tentatively constructed a text in which every word that
is found in different positions in the manuscripts, or in none, is omitted.
The ‘yoke of slavery again’ seems to refer to Egypt: the children of the
free woman Sarah, although enslaved for 450 years in Egypt, should
not spiritually return to slavery now, as though they were children of
Hagar. Christ has indeed freed them.

The four oracles show no signs of having been written by Paul in
order to deal with the crisis in Galatia. That crisis arose because some
were pressing the Gentile Galatians, who had come to believe that Jesus
was the Messiah and saviour of the world, to become Jews by circumci-
sion. I can see no way that four allegorical treatments of Ishmael and
Isaac could have been employed by Paul in this case, since both
Ishmael and Isaac were circumcised.

Galatians 4.21-24 is a call to Israel to return to full obedience to the
law, not to behave like descendants of Ishmael whose mother Hagar
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gave birth far away from Sinai. Hagar’s children are born to slavery. In
obedience to the law lies freedom. Isaac is the type of freedom, as
shown by his willingness to offer himself a sacrifice to God.

Galatians 4.25-27 was written from within a monastic community
that withdrew to the desert because the earthly Jerusalem had been cor-
rupted by spiritual Ishmaelites who were the slaves of evil. The prophet
Isaiah foretold the eventual victory of the free community over the sons
of Belial.

Galatians 4.28-30 takes Ishmael’s mockery of Isaac as a type of the
persecution endured by the true Israelites, spiritual descendants (as well
as physical descendants) of Isaac. God in Scripture addresses Sarah’s
words to Abraham (Gen. 21.10) to the community. They must prepare
themselves for battle against the sons of darkness.

Galatians 4.31-5.1 reminds the community that the rock that accom-
panied the desert generation was Christ. Christ had freed them and they
must not return to the fleshpots of Egypt.

The native soil in which these traditions were nourished was proba-
bly the order of Essenes whose communities (both lay and monastic)
flourished from the early second century BCE to the fall of Jerusalem.'?

The traditions were loaded into Paul’s epistle to the Galatians
because they emphasized themes dear to him, the theme of God’s
promise to Abraham which Abraham believed, and ‘it was counted to
him for righteousness’, and the theme of freedom.

Unfortunately the anti-Jewish temper of many of the scribes who
copied Galatians in the first three centuries made it all too easy to con-
nect Hagar and Sinai. The connection made Gal. 4.21-5.1 one of the
classic places for the entirely unhistorical conclusion that ‘The Law and
the Gospel cannot co-exist; the Law must disappear before the Gospel...
The Apostle thus confidently sounds the death-knell of Judaism...’*?
Paul’s argument was that Jews who believed Jesus was Messiah should
continue as Jews, while Gentiles who also believed this should remain

12. Abraham was important for the Qumran community (Genesis Apocryphon;
CD 3.2-4; 12.11; 16.6; 4Q378 22 1.4; 4Q379 17 1.4; 5Q22 1 1.5) Perhaps 1QH
9.34-36 (17.34-36) is a reference to the binding of Isaac. The frequent conjunction
of faith and righteousness in 1QSb 5.25-26; 1QM 13.3; 1QH 16.7 (8.15); 17.13-15
(4.13-15) and 1QpHab 8.1-3 may well reflect the tradition that Abraham believed
God and it was counted to him as righteousness (Gen. 15.6; Hab. 2.4; cf. Rom. 4.3;
Gal. 3.6; Jas 2.23).

13. Lightfoot, Galatians, p. 184 on Gal. 4.30.
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Gentiles.'* The Bible the Gentiles should use would continue to be the
Law and the Prophets and the Writings: this they could inherit as Gen-
tiles. Their salvation, alongside that of Israel, was promised in its pages.
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ADAM REDIVIVUS: PHILIPPIANS 2 ONCE MORE

Morna D. Hooker

This paper is an attempt to respond to the article by Markus Bockmuehl
published in the Journal of Theological Studies a few years ago on the
meaning of the phrase £v pop¢f Oeov.! That article had two main con-
clusions, the first of which was that there was ‘insufficient evidence to
establish an explicit link, or even a deliberate allusion, to Adam’.? The
Adamic interpretation was accordingly described as being an ‘interpre-
tative cul-de-sac’.> The other, more positive, conclusion, was that the
meaning of the word pop¢n was ‘visible form’, and that the background
of Paul’s usage here was to be found in Jewish mystical tradition. With
the second of these conclusions I have no quarrel. The evidence, though
somewhat scanty, does indeed suggest that pop¢n had this visual
meaning, though whether or not this came to Paul via the mystical
tradition I am not so sure. What I want to challenge is Bockmuehl’s first
conclusion, that the belief that the passage should be read in the light of
the story of Adam is an ‘interpretative cul-de-sac’.

Those of us who have argued for Adamic influence have found links
with Adam not only in the phrase ‘in the form of God’ in v. 6, which
may be reminiscent of Gen. 1.26, but in the implicit contrast between
Adam, who grasped at equality with God, and Christ, who did not grasp
at/cling to/exploit that equality.* Whereas Adam was stripped of his
privileges, Christ deliberately emptied himself, becoming what Adam
had become—a slave, subject to death. In favour of this interpretation

1. M. Bockmuehl, ¢“The Form of God” (Phil. 2:6): Variations on a Theme of
Jewish Mysticism’, JTSNS 48 (1997), pp. 1-23.

2. M. Bockmuehl, ‘ “The Form of God”’, p. 11.

3. M. Bockmuehl, ‘ “The Form of God”’, p. 6.

4, My own interpretation (‘Philippians 2:6-11") was published in E.E. Ellis and
E. Grasser (eds.), Jesus und Paulus: Festschrift fiir W.G. Kiimmel (Gottingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1975), pp. 151-64, and reprinted in M.D. Hooker, From
Adam to Christ (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1990}, pp. 88-100.
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we may point to Paul’s use of Adam elsewhere (most clearly in Rom.
5.12-21 and 1 Cor. 15.21-22, 42-50), and to the language Paul uses at
the end of Philippians 3 (where the implications of the ‘hymn’ for
Christians are set out), language which echoes that which he uses else-
where to describe the restoration of men and women to the glory which
Adam lost (Rom. 8.18-30, 39; 1 Cor. 15.35-57; cf. 2 Cor. 3.12-4.6).
Bockmuehl begins by dismissing the traditional assumption that the
phrase €v popon 6eod is the equivalent of kot €ikova Beov, the LXX
translation of 27178 07%2 in Gen. 1.26-27. He refers to an article by D.
Steenburg, who argued that eixdv and popor} were not synonyms.’
Although it is at least worthy of note that some of the Fathers believed
eix@v and popdn to be synonyms,® I have to agree that Steenburg’s
case is a persuasive one: we cannot simply pretend that €v popof 600
and kot eixdova Oeob are the same thing. However, I find myself
uneasy with the analogy that Bockmuehl then employs to illustrate this
conclusion. With eixov, popdn and d36&a he compares ‘corn flakes,
toast, and orange juice’, which may all, he says, ‘be discrete aspects of
the same breakfast’.” So they may, but I do not think they are related in
quite the same way as are €ikov, popon and d6&a. Corn flakes, toast
and orange juice are separate items on the menu, very different in
origin, character and taste; their only connection is that they may follow
one another at the same meal. The fact that elx®v, popon and 66Ea are
not synonyms does not mean that they do not belong together; it is
possible that they overlap in a way that corn flakes, toast and orange
juice do not. Bockmuehl’s own discussion shows that this is in fact so.

The Problem

The question of whether the figure of Adam is in view in Philippians 2
is linked with the debate as to whether or not in describing Christ as ‘in
the form of God’ Paul is thinking of him as pre-existent, though the two
issues should not be confused. Some of those who have supported the
Adamic interpretation have tried to exclude the idea of pre-existence
from Philippians 2, and have argued that it is the actions of the human

5. D. Steenburg, ‘The Case Against the Synonymity of Morphé and Eikén’,
JSNT 34 (1988), pp. 77-86.

6. E.g. Ambrosiaster, in his Commentary on Phil. 2.6; see PL 17, col. 407
254C.

7.° “The Form of God” ’, p. 8.
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Jesus that are contrasted with those of Adam. Since the man Adam was
created in the image of God, the phrase ‘in the form of God’ must, they
suggest, refer to the earthly Jesus. One of the strongest advocates of this
interpretation has been James Dunn,? though he seems to have modified
his views in his recent book on Paul’s theology.’ It is, however, difficult
to make sense of what Paul says in v. 7 without acknowledging that it
was the pre-existent Christ who became man: so difficult, I suggest, as
to be impossible.

The attraction of the theory that Paul is thinking of the human Jesus
is, of course, that it allows for a real comparison and contrast between
Adam and Christ. If, however, we maintain that it was the pre-existent
Christ who was ‘in the form of God’, then Adam and Christ are no
longer in alignment. The problem that now confronts us is this: How
can we have a figure who is described in Adamic terms who then
becomes man, and takes on Adam’s likeness? Bockmuehl dismisses the
notion of what he terms ‘an eternally pre-existent human Jesus’.!° But
is this in fact the necessary alternative to the view that eliminates pre-
existence in favour of an earthly Jesus? Is it possible, in other words, to
combine the ideas of pre-existence and the comparison with Adam
without thinking of the human Jesus as ‘eternally pre-existent’?

Incarnation

Now the idea that Christ became man is found elsewhere in Paul, and it
is perhaps wise to begin looking for an answer to this conundrum there.
Particularly interesting is Rom. 8.3, since what we have there is in
many ways similar to Phil. 2.6-7: 6 6e0g 10v €0vt00 VIOV TEUYOG EV
OUOLOPATL 6apKOG apaptiag... Instead of Philippians’ év oporopott
avBpodnwv we have €v opoldpoTL copkog auaptiag. The verse comes
towards the climax of Paul’s extended argument about the redemption
of mankind in Christ, who has by his obedience reversed what Adam
did when he brought sin and death into the world. In the rest of the
chapter we read of the renewal of creation and the restoration of the
glory lost by Adam. God, we are told, sent his Son in the likencss of

8. 1.D.G. Dunn, Christology in the Making (London: SCM Press, 1980),
pp. 113-21.

9. J.D.G. Dunn, The Theology of Paul the Apostle (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans;
Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1998), pp. 281-88, 292-93.

10. Bockmuehl, ¢ “The Form of God”’, p. 10.
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sinful flesh; the result is that men and women are delivered from
slavery, and themselves become children (lit. ‘sons’) of God (Rom.
8.14-17), having been destined to be conformed (cuppodpdovc) to the
image (gixav) of his Son (8.29). Paul’s expectation reflects the hope of
future restoration found in later Judaism, which looks forward to a time
when men and women will again be like God. Thus Gen. R. 21.7 inter-
prets Gen. 3.22 of the world to come, when God will say ‘Behold the
man has become as one of us’.

The same idea is expressed in Galatians 4: é€anéoteldey 0 Be0g OV
VIOV 00TOD, YEVOPEVOV £K YUVALKOG, YEVOUEVOV VO vopov. This time
we find verbal echoes in the word yevouevov (although it is used in a
slightly different sense) in a context which implies that, in being born
of a woman under the Law, Christ became a slave in order that those
who were slaves might become sons. In both Romans 8 and Galatians
4, unlike Philippians 2, the initative is taken by God, who sends the one
described as his Son. A parallel to Christ’s self-emptying in Phil. 2.7 is
found in 2 Cor. 8.9, where he is said to have become poor for the
Corinthians’ sake, with the result that they have been made rich. All
three of these passages describe what we may term ‘incarnation’.

Now Gal. 4.4-5. and 2 Cor. 8.9 are two of the so-called ‘interchange’
formulae, where the result of Christ becoming man is that men and
women are made what he eternally is.'! Romans 8.3 and Phil. 2.6-11,
on the other hand, though also about what we would call ‘incarnation’,
appear to tell us only about Christ becoming man—until, that is, we
read a little further; when we do, we discover that here, too, believers
are transformed and take on Christ’s likeness. In Romans 8, as we have
just seen, this is spelt out later in the chapter; in Philippians, it occurs at
the end of ch. 3. I find it intriguing that the idea of Christ’s incarnation
is always linked with the destiny of believers. Whether 2 Cor. 5.21 and
Gal. 3.13 should also be classified as incarnational formulae is open to
debate, though my own belief is that it is a mistake to regard them as
concerned solely with the death of Jesus; the notion of Christ becoming
‘sin’ in 2 Corinthians 5 is remarkably similar to Rom. 8.3, while that of
Christ being made a curse in Galatians 3 is linked with the statement
that he came under the Law in Gal. 4.4. What Christ was in his death is
the logical outcome of what he became by his birth, as Phil. 2.6-11

11. See, in particular, ‘Interchange in Christ’, JTS NS 22 (1971), pp. 349-61,
reprinted with other essays on the same theme in Hooker, From Adam to Christ.
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reminds us. Certainly there is a link in both 2 Corinthians 5 and Gala-
tians 3 with what believers become in Christ: the righteousness of 2
Cor. 5.21 and the blessing of Gal. 3.13 belong to those who are also ‘in
Christ’, and therefore the children of God, sharing the glory and riches
of Christ (cf. Rom. 8.14-21; Gal. 3.26-4.7; Phil. 3.8-9, 20-21).

Image

In Romans 8, this idea of becoming like Christ is expressed in terms of
being conformed to the image of God: cuudpdovg g £1kdvog 100
V10D avTov (v. 29). It is worth noting the close proximity of é1k@v with
ovupopgdog and with do&alw in v. 30; even though eixov, popér and
860 are not synonyms, they have something to do with each other, and
their relationship is apparently closer than that of orange juice, cereal
and toast. We find the same idea, expressed in the same language, in
two other passages. In 2 Cor. 3.18, Christians see the glory of the Lord
reflected in the face of Christ, and are transformed into the same image;
this time we have €lx@v, petapopdoopor and 36&a linked together. In
2 Cor. 4.4 we learn that Christ is himself ‘the image of God’. Similar
ideas are developed in Colossians, where Christ is described as ‘the
image of the invisible God’ (Col. 1.15), while Christians are said to
have taken off ‘the old man’ and to have put on the new, which is being
renewed after the image of his creator (Col. 3.10; the ‘sexist’ language
here is necessary if we are to grasp the point). The figure of Adam is
surely lurking in the background in all these passages; first of all the
language is ‘Adamic’, since Adam was created after the image of God,
and was understood to have reflected the glory of God before the Fall;
secondly, the context in each case points to Adam. Romans 8, as we
have already noted, is the climax of an argument about Adam’s fall and
humanity’s restoration in Christ, and the chapter ends with creation
itself being set to rights. 2 Corinthians 4.6 is a quotation from Gen. 1.3,
but already in ch. 3 the midrash on the story of Moses on Mt Sinai in
Exodus 33 has reminded us of the glory lost by Adam which, according
to rabbinic legend, was almost restored to Israel through Moses. Colos-
sians 1.15-20 is about Christ’s primacy in the universe, and 3.10 sets
the idea of our renewal according to the image of the creator side by
side with the metaphor of taking off the old man and putting on the
new. Similar ideas are certainly present in 1 Corinthians 15, and may
well lie behind the passage at the end of Philippians 3, for though the
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word eik@v is not used there, we are told that the Lord Jesus Christ will
transform our bodies of humiliation and conform them (cOupopdoc) to
his own body of glory.

There is one other eikwv passage which we ought to include, though
it is something of a conundrum, and that is 1 Cor. 11.7. Here we are
told that man (but not woman!) is the image and glory of God. The
statement is backed up by references to Gen. 2.18 and 22, and is clearly
based on Gen. 1.27, even though the phrase used there is k@t eixova
Be0. The real problem with this passage is, of course, that Paul is
attempting to use the biblical material to support a sexist hierarchy that
conflicts with the view he expresses in Gal. 3.28 that male and female
are equal in Christ. It seems that his social conditioning when dealing
with a practical situation is in conflict with his theological insight in
Galatians. I suggest that he has tied himself up in a muddle here
because he has tried to combine what is said in Genesis 1 (where both
male and female are created in the image of God) with a justification
for social convention based on Genesis 2 (where the woman is subordi-
nate to the man). By interpreting Genesis 1 in the light of Genesis 2, he
is able to argue for an important difference between male and female,
for although he does not in fact deny that woman is ‘the image of God’,
his argument clearly depends on the denial that she is the glory of God.

What is intriguing about this statement in 1 Cor. 11.7, however, is the
fact that Paul uses a phrase that we might expect him to use of Christ
(elxav xal 80E0 Beo?) of ‘a man’. The assumptions that led him to do
this are set out earlier in the chapter: if man is the glory of God, and
woman is the glory of man, this is because the head of a woman is her
husband, the head of a man is Christ, and the head of Christ is God. Yet
we see at once that a stage in the ‘hierarchy’ is missing in v. 7: instead
of God—Christ—man—woman (v. 3), we now have God—man—
woman. What Paul ought to be saying in v. 7 is that it is the head of
man (= Christ) who is the image and glory of God. Moreover, having
said that man is the image and glory of God, he immediately has a
problem in trying to draw a parallel with the relationship between man
and woman, since now he is unable to say that woman is the image of
man. Paul has approached the question with presuppositions of male
superiority derived from Genesis 2, but these presuppositions do not fit
with the idea expressed in Genesis 1, that both male and female were
created in the image of God.
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1 Corinthians 11 appears to be an aberration in Paul’s usage, since
elsewhere the phrase elx@v 0eod refers to Christ. Moreover, like the
passages which refer to Christ’s incarnation, these other elx@v passages
are all linked with the destiny of believers (both men and women), who
become like Christ.'?

Adam

Let us turn now to two passages where the comparison between Adam
and Christ, implicit in so many of these elkdv passages, is made
explicit. In Rom. 5.12-21, this comparison is the climax of the argu-
ment in the preceding chapters, and we are told that what happened in
Christ was in many ways not the equivalent of what happened in Adam
(vv. 15-17), both because the grace of God was at work in Christ, and
because Christ’s actions were the very reverse of Adam’s—a point
which is then underlined in the comparisons of vv. 18-19, which are in
effect contrasts. The nature of God’s overwhelming grace was spelt out
in the opening verses of the chapter, where we were told that Christ
died ‘for us’ (v. 8), that is ‘for the ungodly’ (v. 6), and that we have
been reconciled to God through the death of his Son (v. 10), being
‘justified” or ‘rightwised’ (SucolmBévteg) by his blood (v. 9).

In 1 Cor. 15.21-22, Christ stands over against Adam as the one who
brings life instead of death, and who is then identified as the Son who
reigns until he hands everything over to his Father (vv. 24-28). Later in
the chapter, Adam is described as the first man, who became a living
soul (v. 45, quoting Gen. 2.7), whereas Christ is the last Adam, who is a
life-giving Spirit. Verse 46 underlines the fact that the cdpo yoyLkdv,
(‘the physical body’) comes before the o®upo mvevpatikév (‘the
spiritual body’). We are then told that the first man is from the dust, the
second man from heaven, and just as men and women have borne the
image of the first, so they will bear the image of the second (vv. 47-49).
If 1 Cor. 15.47 describes Christ as ‘the second man’, that is surely
because, as man, Adam preceded Christ; in terms of our own
experience, also, we share in the physical body of Adam before we are
transformed into the spiritual body of Christ. The fact that Paul found it
necessary to emphasize this point is unlikely to be because he knew the

12. Evenin 1 Cor. 11, Paul is appealing to what men and women were created
to be—and perhaps also to what they should be in the Christian community; the
angels referred to in v. 10 may be present to see that creation’s purpose is fulfilied.
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teaching of Philo and wished to contradict it; it is more likely that he
stressed it because he knew that it would have been natural for the
Corinthians to think of the heavenly man as preceding the earthly since,
of course, his heavenly origin meant that he was pre-existent. Paul is
concerned here with the way in which humanity bears the image first of
the earthly, then of the heavenly (v. 49) and not the question as to
whether Adam or Christ existed first.

Once again, then, we find the idea that we bear Christ’s image, which
is here directly contrasted with the image of Adam. The point of Paul’s
argument is the nature of the future resurrection, when Christians will
share the glorious body of Christ. In both 1 Corinthians 15 and Romans
5, Paul is again concerned with the destiny of men and women, and as
elsewhere, this is to be like Christ. Christ is understood to have reversed
the effects of Adam’s fall, and the reason that he is able to do so is that
he is both Man and Son of God. The relationship between Adam and
Christ is not that of two competitors in a task, the first of whom fails
while the second succeeds. Rather, Christ has to undo the failure of
Adam, reverse his disobedience, and bring life where Adam brought
death. He is thus greater than Adam. Christ and Adam are never
regarded by Paul as equals. Rather he sees Christ as the pattern of what
Adam was meant to be, and the eschatological goal of what men and
women are to become.

Son of God

We are not surprised, therefore, to find that both these passages about
Adam are associated with language about the Son of God. In Romans 5,
Paul uses this title immediately before the ‘Adam’ passage. The sum-
mary in vv. 8-9 of what God has done in ‘rightwising’ sinners through
Christ’s death, and what he may therefore be relied upon to do—
namely save us from wrath—is repeated in vv. 10-11, this time in terms
of our reconciliation to God through the death of his Son and the fact
that we may therefore rely upon him to save us by his love. If the ‘he’s
in that summary are ambiguous, that is because the agent of the passive
verb cwbnodpeba is ambiguous; this is hardly surprising, since the
parallel reminds us that God and Christ are at one. [ suspect that the
title ‘Son of God’ is used here because it expresses both Christ’s unity
of purpose with his Father and his obedience to God’s will. These, as
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we have already seen, are important themes in vv. 12-18.13

These, too, are ideas which belong to 1 Cor. 15.28, the verse which
concludes the paragraph that begins, in vv. 21-22, with the comparison
of Adam and Christ. The resurrection that comes through Christ will
take place at his coming (v. 23), and this is followed by his reign, in
fulfilment of Ps. 8.6, a passage which, significantly, refers to all things
being put under Man’s feet. What happens in Christ is the realization of
God’s purpose for humanity. But at the end Christ will hand over the
kingdom to the Father, and the Son will himself be subject to God, as
Ps. 8.5 suggests (vv. 24, 28).

‘Son of God’ language is also prominent in Romans 8, another pas-
sage we have already looked at; in fact, all the themes I have so far
considered—incarnation, image and Adam—are to be found there. It is
God’s Son who is sent in the likeness of sinful flesh in v. 3—a way of
reminding us that what Christ achieved was the work of God. It is to the
image of God’s Son that believers are conformed (v. 29)—a way of
reminding us that in being conformed to Christ, we too become children
of God and so like him (vv. 14, 19). Verse 32 repeats the theme of 5.8-
11: if God did not spare his own Son, but gave him up for us, we may
expect him to give us all things.

Romans 8 may well be a later development of ideas already spelt out
in Gal. 4.1-7, where Paul again tells us that God sent his Son; the Greek
verb is different,'* but the brief clause combines once again the ideas of
God’s purpose and Christ’s obedience. God also sent the Spirit of his
Son, with the result that we, too, become ‘sons’. Sayings about the Son
of God, like those about Christ’s incarnation, about €ixwv, and about
Adam, seem to tell us as much about human destiny as about Christ
himself.

Most of the remaining references to Jesus as ‘Son of God’ occur in
brief references to the gospel, but there is one of these in particular
which we should examine, and that is Rom. 1.3-4. This passage is often
said to be a pre-Pauline summary of the Gospel, a view which I do not
share, but if it is indeed such a summary, Paul has certainly made it his
own; as usual with these introductory summaries, it is entirely appro-
priate to the theme of the letter. The Gospel is said to be about God’s

13. Cf. M.D. Hooker, Pauline Pieces/A Preface to Paul (London: Epworth;
New York: Oxford University Press, 1979), pp. 53-68.
14. Rom. 8.3 uses néuno, Gal. 4.4 é€anoctéAAw.
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Son, who was born of the seed of David; the word yevougvou puts us in
mind immediately of the yevopévog in Gal. 4.3 and Phil. 2.7. We, of
course, tend to think of the phrase ‘of the seed of David’ as a messianic
claim, and therefore interpret it as though it were some kind of exalted
title; but Paul puts it in the context of cdp&, using his familiar phrase
koo odpxo. We see, then, that for him the statement that the Son of
God was ‘born of the seed of David according to the flesh’ is the
equivalent of ‘being born in human likeness’, or ‘being born of a
woman, under the law’. The Son of God shares in our humanity, and
even his Davidic lineage is a part of being human. The second part of
the summary speaks of his being ‘declared to be Son of God in power
by the resurrection of the dead, Jesus Christ our Lord’. Here we have
the equivalent of the second half of the Philippian ‘hymn’, where Christ
is highly exalted and given the name that is above every name, so that
all creation acknowledges him as Lord. In Philippians it is God who
exalts Christ; Romans uses the divine passive and the phrase €v dvv-
apet, ‘in power’, but also the phrase kata nvevpo dylwevvng, balanc-
ing the xota odpxo in the first clause.

There are two interesting points for my purposes in this summary.
The first is the fact that it speaks of the Son of God becoming man and
then, at the resurrection, being declared Son of God. Is that first refer-
ence to ‘Son of God’ an indication of pre-existence? If so, what is the
difference in status between what he was then and what he becomes at
the resurrection? Is the resurrection simply an open acknowledgment of
what he always was? Or should we understand the verb 0pilm to mean
‘appoint’ rather than declare. These are familiar problems, which have
been met before in Philippians 2, suggesting that what we have here is a
parallel summary. This passage even ends in a similar way to Phil. 2.6-
11, with the reference to Jesus Christ being proclaimed as Lord. The
second point of interest is Paul’s use of those phrases kata cdpxa and
Katd mvevuo, which are taken up in Romans 8, where we are told that
Christ came €v ouolduatt capkog duaptiag, (‘in the likeness of sinful
flesh’), so that those who have lived xata odpxo might live koo
rvevpo (vv. 3-4). What it means to live ka1 odpxa, and the way in
which men and women come to a new life xoto mvedua is in fact the
theme of the first eight chapters of Romans, and is summed up in the
key passage in 5.12-21, where the same idea is expressed in terms of
the contrast between life in Adam and life in Christ. It is only by
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concentrating on Rom. 1.3-4 in isolation and ignoring the argument of
Romans 1-8 as a whole that one can deny the relevance of Adam to this
passage.

Philippians

I suggest, therefore, that the links between these various passages indi-
cate that they are united by an underlying coherent theme. The relation-
ship between them is not that of separate items on a breakfast menu, but
rather that of differently coloured threads which have been woven
together into a tapestry. The fact that Adam seems to be present in so
many of the passages I have mentioned, and not simply those where he
is named, encourages me to suppose that Adamic imagery underlies
Philippians 2-3, where we have similar ideas of Christ becoming man
with the result that men and women become what he is. ‘Adamic’ lan-
guage is used, moreover, in Phil. 3.21, where we have several interest-
ing echoes of 1 Corinthians 15. In Phil. 3.21 we expect a Saviour from
heaven (cf. the man from heaven in 1 Cor. 15.47), we have an echo of
Ps. 2.6 (cf. 1 Cor. 15.27-28), and we wait for our bodies to be changed
and to be conformed to Christ’s (cf. 1 Cor. 15.35-49). How, then, are
we to deal with the objection that Phil. 2.6 cannot be intended as a con-
trast between Adam and Christ, since the resulr of Christ’s action is that
he became man, and took on human likeness? I suggest that it is pre-
cisely in this anomaly that we find the solution to the problem. As we
have already seen, Paul does not regard Adam and Christ as exactly
parallel, since for him Christ is always greater than Adam. In Romans
5, Adam and Christ are, as it were, placed in the two pans of a pair of
scales, but the finger of God rests on one of the pans, with the result
that what happens in Christ is far greater than what happens in Adam.
In 1 Corinthians, the first man was created out of the dust, a living
being, but the second man is from heaven, and is a life-giving spirit. As
man, Adam precedes Christ; but as the pattern according to which
Adam was created, Christ precedes Adam. Christ is the true ‘image of
God’, after whom Christians are now being recreated, while Adam is
the distorted copy, whose disobedience meant that humanity became
enslaved to sin and death. If for a moment we assume that the back-
ground of Philippians 2 is to be found in this Adamic imagery, and
attempt to set out the two actions of Adam and Christ diagramatically,
the pattern would be:
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not
(grasping at)
Adam (equal to) Christ
(emptying himself)

but

s 5 Beoi

Chrllst (&v popei 6eo?) (erasping at)
|
(greater than)
|
| (emptying himself)

Adam (xot' elxdvo 6eot)

The chief problem with the idea that Adam is in mind in Phil. 2.6 is
due to the assumption that Adam and Christ are being viewed as equals;
they are not. To make sense of any parallel with Adam in Philippians,
we have to understand Christ to be the ‘blueprint’ of what Man was
meant to be, the perfect image of God and the reflection of his glory. If
Paul has chosen to use the phrase €v pop¢1j 6eo? rather than the one
used of Adam in Genesis, that is with good reason, for it would make
no sense at all to say that one who was ‘in the image of God’ (i.e. man)
became man! The pre-existent one was not xat €lxovo 000, but €v
uopai) 6e0v.

Why is it, then, that Paul here uses this particular term pop¢n,
whereas similar statements in Romans 1 and 8 and Galatians 4 refer to
God’s Son? It has, indeed, often been assumed that what we have in
Philippians 2 is an example of Son-of-God Christology, and this idea
has been explored by C.A. Wanamaker,'> who examined Phil. 2.6-11
alongside Gal. 4.4, Rom. 1.3-4, 8.3-4 and 1 Cor. 15.24-28. If the basic
meaning of the word popén is ‘visible form’, as Bockmuehl argues,
then the suggestion that the phrase &v pop¢t Beov is in fact comparable

15. C.A. Wanamaker, ‘Philippians 2.6-11: Son of God or Adamic Christol-
ogy?’, NTS 33 (1987), pp. 179-93. Cf. H. Conzelmann, who includes it, without
apology, in his summary about Christ as ‘Son of God’, in An Qutline of the Theol-
ogy of the New Testament (ET London: SCM Press, 1969), pp. 79-80.
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to the title ‘Son of God’ is a viable one, since children are often like
their parents. This visible form is perhaps to be identified with God’s
glory, which features in Old Testament theophanies (cf. Exod. 32). Or
perhaps, since Bockmuehl objects to the assumption that these terms
are synonyms, we should understand it rather as the expression of the
inner reality that is at one and the same time concealed by and revealed
by the glory. The idea that God has a ‘form’ which normally cannot be
seen by humans is found in various Jewish writings.'® Particularly
interesting is the well-known passage in the Talmud quoted by
Bockmuehl which interprets Gen. 1.27 as meaning that God created
Man ‘in the image (07%) of the likeness (N127) of his form (M32N)’ (b.
Ker. 8a). We do not know how early this particular interpretation is, but
the fact that it distinguishes image (7% is frequently translated in the
LXX by eixav), likeness (7137, commonly translated by ouoiwua) and
form (77°220 is mostly translated by opoimuo or topaderyuo, but once,
in Isa. 44.13, by popén), may be significant. A parallel idea is found in
Philo who, however, uses the term eixov to describe what is closest to
God. So God is the pattern of the image (who is also God’s Word) and
this image is in turn the pattern for humanity, since ‘God made the Man
after the image of God’ (xot’ eixdva 0eov, Leg. All. 3.96). Does a
similar idea lie behind Paul’s hierarchy in | Cor. 11.3 (though there
expressed in terms of kedaAn), where we have God—Christ-Man? Is
this why Christ is presented as the €ixav 100 6g0v, to whom men and
women must be conformed? And if popon is the ‘visible form’ of God,
do we have a similar idea, expressed this time in terms of d6&a, in
2 Corinthians 3, where Christ is the image of God and the embodiment
of his glory, and therefore superior to the reflected glory of the Law?
What Israel glimpsed at Sinai is embodied in Christ.

This parallel between Phil. 2.6-11 and 2 Cor. 3-4.6 is an interesting
one, since the setting of the so-called ‘hymn’ in Philippians 2 is remi-
niscent of the Sinai traditions of Exodus and Deuteronomy. Just as
God’s revelation of himself to Moses on Sinai was followed by the
demand for obedience from the people, so now the idea that the nature
of God—the visible form of his glory—is revealed in the actions of
Christ is followed by the demand that the Philippians are obedient to
the gospel. In contrast to the Israelites, who grumbled and argued
(Exod. 16.1-12; 17.1-7), and proved to be ‘a crooked and perverse gen-

16. See Bockmuehl, * “The Form of God” ’, pp. 11-23.
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eration’ (Deut. 32.5), they are to be ‘blameless and innocent children of
God’. Following the implicit contrast of Christ’s obedience with
Adam’s disobedience, the obedience expected from those who belong
to Christ is now contrasted with the disobedience of Israel, who
repeated the sin of Adam when they turned their back on God’s revela-
tion in the Exodus and on Sinai and worshipped other gods.!” Philippi-
ans 2 sets the theme of ‘Adam’ in the context of the Law. So, too, in 2
Corinthians 3, where the ‘midrash’ on God’s revelation on Sinai
reaches its climax in the description of the way in which Christians are
being transformed into the image of Christ, and reflect his glory.'® For
Paul, Christ is the wisdom of God (1 Cor. 1.24, 30), through which God
created the world (Col. 1.15-17), a wisdom that was partially revealed
in the Law at Sinai (2 Cor. 3.7-18). But this same wisdom can be
described also as the image of God and the reflection of his glory
(2 Cor. 4.4; Col. 1.15)."°

Ideas about the creation of Adam such as those expressed in the
Talmud and in Philo may well lie behind Paul’s use of Adamic lan-
guage. For him, Christ is the rrue ‘image of God’ (2 Cor. 4.4; Col.
1.15), the one who is ‘in his form” and therefore Son of God, whereas
Adam, who was created ‘after’ God’s image, became subject to sin and
death because of his disobedience (Rom. 5.12-21), and is now only a
distorted copy of what he was meant to be, a slave to the otol1x€la 00
xoopov. Those who have borne the image of the first Adam may, in
turn, bear the image of the last Adam (1 Cor. 15.42-49)—Ilast, not in the
sense that he came into existence last, but because he represents the
eschatological goal of humanity, God’s original purpose for creation.
He is the one through whom all things exist (1 Cor. 8.6; Col. 1.15-16),
the embodiment of God’s glory, according to whose image men and
women are being restored (Rom. 8.28-30; Col. 3.9). I have no difficulty
with Wanamaker’s suggestion that Phil. 2.6 should be read alongside
those passages which speak of the Son of God becoming man, but we
do well to ask why Paul chose to use the phrase €v popo¢f 8o here

17. For the way in which Paul links the sin of Adam and of Israel in Romans,
see Dunn, The Theology of Paul the Apostle, pp. 93, 97, 99-100. Jewish tradition
also linked the two.

18. This “Adamic’ language is continued in ch. 4, with the reference to Christ as
the image of God (v. 4), and the reference to the creation narrative (v. 6).

19. These ideas are, of course, already associated in the Wisdom tradition and in
Philo.
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rather than ‘the Son of God’. I suspect that part of the answer at least to
this question is to be found in the contrast between €v pop¢f; Oeod and
poponv doviov, for the logic of the passage demands a contrast—
between ‘the form of a slave’, which expresses the condition into which
Adam fell, and ‘the form of God’, which expresses the condition of the
one who is greater than Adam. If Paul wished to emphasize the con-
trast between Adam and Christ, then ‘the Son of God’” was not the most
appropriate term to use. As we have already seen, kat’ elxéva 6oy
was also inappropriate. He might, of course, have written 0¢g eikav
Oeob vndapywv, the ‘Adamic’ phrase he uses elsewhere. Why does he
not use it here? Is it possible that part of the explanation is to be found
in 1 Corinthians 11, where Paul surprises us by using €ixeov of man—
and even more astonishingly, of the male of the species? Was eikav
10V B0 perhaps insufficiently clear to be used in the context of Phil.
2.6, where Paul wished to make a contrast between Christ and Adam?
Might the phrase eixav 100 Be0b have suggested, in this context, that
Adam and Christ were equal figures on a level playing-field? Or was it,
after all, simply the parallel with pop¢nv dovAov Aafov that made him
prefer v popét Beod Vrdpyowv?®

I am not sure of the answers to these questions, but the fact that Paul
does not use the word ‘image’ here is certainly no reason to reject the
reference to Adam. Contrary to the views of both Wanamaker and
Bockmuehl, therefore, I want to suggest that Paul may well have used
the phrase €v nopon Beob precisely because the theme of the contrast
with Adam is fundamental to the argument of the passage, and because
it was in fact the best and clearest way to express both that contrast and
the superiority of the one who was and who remained, even during his
humiliation, ‘in the form of God’. If we take due note of all the evi-
dence, we shall I think discover that the so-called Adamic cul-de-sac
leads us to the key ideas underlying the Philippian hymn, and to fresh
insights into Pauline Christology.

20. Those who regard Phil. 2.6-11 as a pre-Pauline ‘hymn’ have no need to
wrestle with these problems!



ONCE MORE, ISAIAH 66: THE CASE OF 2 THESSALONIANS

Ivor H. Jones

I

Recent biblical studies have drawn attention yet again to the traditions
developed from Isaiah 66 and used by the early church. Two contribu-
tions in particular relate closely to the Thessalonian correspondence.
Professor Horbury in his Jewish Messianism and the Cult of Christ pre-
sents the thesis that messianism was prevalent in the Second Temple
period. He develops this in part by means of the rich vein of messianic
interpretation to be found in the LXX Prophets and Psalms, and in the
connections made in Qumran material and the Targumim between
passages such as Isa. 66.7 and Isa. 9.5(6). He notes the glorification of
the messiah in Ps. Sol. 17, a glorification probably adapted from Isaiah
66, and notes also the bringing together of the messianic judgment of
the great adversary, ‘the Wicked One’, and the reception of the nations’
gifts by the messiah in 2 Esdras 13, again based on Isa. 66.5-24. He
suggests that in the link between these passages and the traditional exe-
gesis of Isa. 11.4 we can recognize the influence of the Isaianic pas-
sages on 2 Thessalonians, in the expectation of the Lord’s coming with
angels for vengeance (2 Thess. 1.7-8), the messianic woes and the
judgment of the ‘Wicked One’ (2 Thess. 2).! This current article will
hope to corroborate that judgment. It is also worth adding, irrespective
of any decisions on the authorship of 2 Thessalonians, that the main
Pauline letters and 2 Thessalonians have this in common, that the LXX
of Isaiah, especially the section of Isaiah usually nowadays called Trito-
Isaiah, provides an important backdrop for these writings:? the inter-
locking themes of disobedience, the woes, the absence of a saviour,

1. W. Horbury, Jewish Messianism and the Cult of Christ (London: SCM
Press, 1998), pp. 53, 62, 99, 103, 115.
2. Horbury, Jewish Messianism, p. 81.
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anger, destruction, fire, messianic deliverance and judgment proved a
valuable resource for many generations of writers.’

A second relevant contribution is Rainer Riesner’s Paul’s Early
Period, where he relates a text-critically reconstructed form of Isa.
66.18-21 to Paul’s geographical fulfilment of his mission to Jews and
Gentiles. Riesner considers the geographical and chronological detail of
1 Thessalonians against that background.® Although some details
regarding the individual geographical regions in the text of Isa. 66.19
can be regarded as speculative, there remains as a result of Riesner’s
work a strong likelihood that, early in his career, Paul reflected on Isa.
66.18-21 from the standpoint of his vocation’s role within the divine
purpose. I shall hope to provide confirmation of that view.

Previous attempts to build specific links beween Isaiah 66 and the
Thessalonian correspondence have found some approval, albeit with
some quite justifiable limitations.’ The key links with 2 Thessalonians
are impressive: the phrase €v mupt 0Aoyog (if that is the original read-
ing)® is unique to 2 Thessalonians within the New Testament material,
rare in the LXX,” and appears in 2 Thess. 1.8 with 8186vtog £xdiknouy,
a close approximation to Isa. 66.15 drodovvat €v Buud €xdiknoiy and
ATOCKOPOKIOUOV £V 0A0YL TVPAG. 2 Thessalonians 1.8 has also a simi-
larity with Isa. 66.4 £kdAeco aOTOVG KO 0VY, VIHKOVGAY Lo (see also
2 Thess. 3.14). The context of Isa. 66.4 has in 66.3 a reference to and a

3. See Rom. 9-11; also Mk 9.48; Acts 7.45-50; Jn 16.22; 2 Pet. 3.33; Rev.
12.2, 5; 21.1; on Isa. 66, B. Lindars, New Testament Apologetic (L.ondon: SCM
Press, 1961), pp. 245-46. On the issues of method involved in this article see S.
Porter, ‘The Use of the Old Testament in the New Testament’, in C.A. Evans and
J.A. Sanders (eds.), Early Christian Interpretation of the Scriptures of Israel
(JSNTSup, 148; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1997), pp.79-96.

4. R. Riesner, Paul’s Early Period (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1998), pp.
245-306.

5. On the work of R.D. Aus to be referred to later, see ‘The Liturgical Back-
ground of the Necessity and Propriety of Giving Thanks according to 2 Thessaloni-
ans 1:3°, JBL 92 (1973), pp. 432-38; ‘God’s Plan and God’s Power: Isaiah 66 and
the Restraining Factors of 2 Thess 2:6-7°, JBL 96 (1977), pp. 537-53, and ‘The Rel-
evance of Isaiah 66:7 to Revelation and 2 Thessalonians 1°, ZNW 67 (1976), pp.
252-68; see also C. Wanamaker, The Epistles to the Thessalonians (Grand Rapids,
MI: Eerdmans, 1990), pp. 224, 251; R. Jewett, ‘A Matrix of Grace’, in J. Bassler
(ed.), Pauline Theology, 1 (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1991), p. 67; and M.
Menken, 2 Thessalonians (London: Routledge, 1994).

6. On this point see Wanamaker, The Epistles to the Thessalonians, pp. 224-26.

7. Exod 3.2; Sir. 8.10; 45.19; Isa. 66.15.
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definition of 0 dvopog, ‘the lawless one’ (see 2 Thess 2.3). 66.7 has
g1exev dpoey, traditionally understood as a messianic reference; and in
the previous verse there is language appropriate to the messianic woes
(66.6).2 An impressive, cumulatively significant list.

It is also true that the language of 2 Thessalonians has resemblances
to a wider range of LXX material than simply Isaiah 66. There are
unusual compound verbs shared with the LXX such as €yxovydactat
(2 Thess. 1.4),° év80EacOi (2 Thess. 1.12),"° xkato&iwbfivar (2 Thess.
1.5);!! there are phrases in 2 Thessalonians unique to the New Testa-
ment, such as tfig S6Enc thig ioyvog (2 Thess. 1.9),'? unusual features of
syntax only here in the Pauline Corpus such as v0’ ov (2 Thess. 2.10)
but which are common in the LXX, and important idioms such as €x
uéoov yévnrot (2 Thess. 2.7) for which LXX parallels are adduced. All
these features indicate an important LXX background for 2 Thessa-
lonians.

The question is whether these findings contribute anything substantial
to our understanding of 2 Thessalonians. A brief review of some of the
main arguments concerning the authorship of 2 Thessalonians suggest
that they may. The findings so far referred to could be regarded as
trivial. They are described as such by Hartman in his work on eschatol-
ogy in 2 Thessalonians: they make a small contribution to the prehis-
tory of constellations of motifs and traditions, but, according to
Hartman, hardly address the relation of such constellations to the letter
as a communication.!® That the text of 2 Thessalonians appears to use
Isaiah 66 and some of the traditions which flowed from it may locate
one possible source of inspiration for the letter, but that gives little hint
of how, why and for what purpose the source was used.

Hartman, like many contemporary scholars, leans toward non-Pauline
authorship for 2 Thessalonians. The author of 2 Thessalonians, he
argues, working within the Pauline tradition, is not so much concerned

8. dov} kpavyfig £k TOAEMS, doVT £ VaOD, YmVI} KUPLov GviamodidovTog
AvIan6800LY T01g AVILKEIHEVOLS.

9. See Pss. 51(52).3; 73(74).4; 96(97).7; 105(106).47.

10. See especially Isa. 45.25; 49.3; Ps. 88(89).8.

11. See 2 Macc. 13.12; 3 Macc. 3.21; 4.11; and in the Passive, 4 Macc. 18.3.

12. See Isa. 2.16, 19, 21; 1 Chron. 16.28.

13. L. Hartman, ‘The Eschatology of 2 Thessalonians as Included in a Commu-
nication’, in R.F. Collins (ed.), The Thessalonian Correspondence (BETL, 87;
Louvain: Leuven, 1990), pp. 470-84 (470, 484).
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with the time of the parousia as with a strained situation of persecution
in which the hearers find themselves and which could tempt them to fall
away. It is within that framework that the usage of the sources has to be
located. So, for example, Hartman notes the similarities between
2 Thessalonians and Matthean material, particularly material which is
usually described as a ‘later strand’ of the synoptic tradition: the faise
prophets work ‘mighty signs and wonders, so as to lead astray, if possi-
ble, even the elect’ (Mt. 24.24). This motif is used in 2 Thessalonians to
expand the picture of the ‘lawless one’, so that the readers may be
aware of the satanic wickedness that will be let loose and which is in
fact already active in their situation.'*

Hartman may well be right that the aspect of communication in
2 Thessalonians requires a fresh evaluation of the letter’s eschatology,
and I shall take that aspect into account in section 3. He is probably also
right to consider the importance for the letter of the book of Daniel and
of the impact of Deuteronomy 13 on the development of the tradition
on false prophets. But it is not clear why, in addition to the use of
Danielic and Deuteronomic traditions, the author should have judged
also to be relevant the particular elements paralleled in Isaiah 66. Hart-
man appears to think they may be relevant, but does not seem to
commit himself as to why.'*> The issue whether Pauline authorship of
2 Thessalonians might provide a satisfactory answer to that question is
one which will be taken up in due course.'®

If Hartman considers an emphasis on 2 Thessalonians as communi-
cation relevant to the theory that it is a post-Pauline letter, Schmidt
offers him statistical support for post-Pauline authorship. Schmidt’s
evidence deserves careful attention, but once again we shall find that
Isaiah 66 and the LXX evidence are of crucial importance in our

14. Hartman, ‘The Eschatology of 2 Thessalonians’, pp. 480-82. With regard to
the argument against Pauline authorship of 2 Thess. drawn from agreements with
Matthean material, it should be noticed that the same argument would have to be
used in relation to 1 Thess. 2.15 and its parallel in Mt. 23.32, where the ‘filling up
of the fathers’ measure’ appears in an addition to Q material.

15. Hartman, ‘The Eschatology of 2 Thessalonians’, p. 484 n. 70.

16. For other uses of Isa. 66 see H.A. Brehm, ‘Vindicating the Rejected One’,
and G. Beale. ‘Solecisms in the Apocalypse as Signals’, in C.A. Evans and J.A.
Sanders (eds.), Early Christian Interpretation of the Scriptures of Israel (JSNTSup,
148; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press 1997), pp. 266-99, 421-46; also T. Holtz,
Die Christologie der Apokalypse des Johannes (Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 1962),
pp. 102-103.
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assessment of his work. With the aid of a GramCord statistical research
programme Schmidt finds that a study of the opening thanksgiving in 2
Thessalonians places it with Ephesians, a letter normally considered
pseudepigraphic. He also compares the phrase strings in 2 Thessaloni-
ans with those of other letters in the Pauline Corpus, with the same
result, that 2 Thessalonians appears to belong with Ephesians and
Colossians rather than with the main-line Pauline correspondence.!” In
Schmidt’s view the stylistic distinctiveness of 2 Thessalonians about
which many scholars have been so far been unable to satisfy them-
selves, emerges with a greater clarity in GramCord surveys.

The flaws in Schmidt’s statistics are, however, fatal to his argument.
First, Schmidt argues that 2 Thessalonians exhibits a high degree of
sentence complexity. By this he means that it employs a considerable
number of, and variations of, constituent clauses in a sentence. Adopt-
ing the terminology of generative linguistics Schmidt writes of con-
stituent clauses being embedded into the matrix sentence. So 2 Thess.
1.3-12 is described as having 23 sentence units; that is we have there a
matrix and 22 embedded clauses. On this basis the numbers for the
longest sentence in the opening thanksgiving section of each of the let-
ters in the Pauline Corpus show 2 Thessalonians on a level with Eph-
esians and Colossians. For example, the number of embedded clauses in
2 Thess. 1.3-12 is given as 22, and in Ephesians as 18. By contrast 2
Corinthians is listed as having five. Schmidt’s method is however
faulty. The thanksgiving section of 2 Corinthians is understood as 2
Cor. 1.3-7, whereas the actual thanksgiving vocabulary, crucial for the
definition of an opening thanksgiving,'® does not appear in 2 Corinthi-
ans until 1.11; so the opening thanksgiving can only properly be spoken
of as being 1.3-11. If that definition is followed, then the figures for
number of embedded units is quite different: the longest sentence in
terms of embedded units in 2 Corinthians is 15. Schmidt’s statistical
case for sentence complexity in 2 Thessalonians is unreliable. Sec-
ondly, the danger of the GramCord statistics is apparent in the low
figures that such small literary units as the letters of the Pauline Corpus

17. D. Schmidt, “The Syntactical Style of 2 Thessalonians: How Pauline is it?’,
in R.F. Collins (ed.), The Thessalonian Correspondence (BETL, 57; Louvain:
Leuven, 1990), pp. 383-93.

18. J. Lambrecht, ‘Thanksgivings in 1 Thessalonians 1-3’, in R.F. Collins (ed.).
The Thessalonian Correspondence (BETL, 57; Louvain: Leuven, 1990), pp. 183-
205.
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produce. In the statistical details of the phrase strings the actual figures
are so low that it would take only a single additional example to change
the overall proportional summary for each letter dramatically. Given
that we have seen above that there are several distinctive LXX phrases
in 2 Thessalonians, and since 2 Thessalonians includes such features in
all the three phrase constructs which Schmidt identifies, an interesting
issue of interpretation arises: are the figures for 2 Thessalonians
(marginal in terms of numbers: Ephesians 77, Colossians 47, 2 Thessa-
lonians 22), evidence for a distinctive non-Pauline style, or indications
of a particular use of Old Testament material, a use which would in
itself satisfactorily explain the marginal numerical differences? Thirdly,
the assumption behind Schmidt’s method is that once a survey is
produced of a particular stylistic or syntactical feature using GramCord
material the statistical results can stand unchecked. But everything
depends on the accuracy with which the search is set up, and it is
almost always necessary to check ‘by hand’ how accurate that is.'
Schmidt offers no check on the stylistic surveys.

Frank Witt Hughes’s arguments on behalf of a Deuteropauline char-
acter for 2 Thessalonians centre on a series of nine antitheses. These
antitheses he regards as basic to rhetoric, and basic to a genus of
deliberative rhetoric which is designed to test the addressees’ hon-
ourable attitude to true Pauline faith.?° The presence of rhetoric is not,
of course, in itself an argument against Pauline authorship. A clutch of
special studies recently has demonstrated the use of rhetorical argument
within the main-line Pauline letters.?! But Hughes is arguing that the

19. A useful illustration is to be found in the use of the GramCord material to
study the Genitive Absolute in the LXX and New Testament. A ‘hand search’,
adding a sharper grammatical definition to the units embedded in the matrix,
brought to light several false entries. See the Appendix in L.H. Jones, The Matthean
Parables (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1995), pp. 482-520.

20. F.W. Hughes, Early Christian Rhetoric and 2 Thessalonians (JSNTSup, 30;
Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press,1989).

21. D. Hellholm, ‘Enthymemic Argumentation in Paul: The Case of Romans 6’,
in T. Engberg-Pedersen (ed.), Paul in his Hellenistic Context (Minneapolis: Fortress
Press, 1995), pp. 119-79; on Paul and his rhetoric see Part IV of S. Porter and T.
Olbricht (eds.), The Rhetorical Analysis of Scripture (JSNTSup, 146; Sheffield:
Sheffield Academic Press, 1997). P. Esler defines the nature of Paul’s rhetoric in
Galatians as closely matched to the factual context, and analyses it by means of a
process communication theory: P. Esler, Galatians (London: Routledge, 1998),
chapters 1-3.
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rhetorical antitheses are a clear indication of the letter’s post-Pauline
purpose. His designation of nine antitheses as crucial to the argument
and purpose of 2 Thessalonians does, however, involve several signifi-
cant misreadings of the text. Again LXX parallels are involved. One
illustration must suffice: the antithesis ‘the readers who are being
afflicted’ who are part of the elect, versus ‘those who are afflicting’,
whom God will pay back with affliction (1.5-9).2? In the case of this
antithesis Hughes is not reflecting the precise way in which the contrast
is employed in 2 Thessalonians. The actual text of 2 Thessalonians, in
the two places where the contrast is found, 1.6-7a and implicitly 2.10,
gives a much stronger emphasis to one side of the contrast rather than
to the other. The two parts of the antithesis are not in balance. It is the
present state and the future fate of the oppressors, 1.7b-9 and 2.10-12,
which carries the emphasis. As we have already seen in relation to
Isaiah 66 the fate of the oppressors is a part of the wider framework of
thought in Trito-Isaiah, and in section 3 we shall see that it is precisely
because of the future fate of the oppressors that the elect, according to 2
Thessalonians 2, have no need to be afraid of the experience of oppres-
sion. To concentrate on the simple antithesis is to miss the point the
antithesis (and therefore the letter) is making.

A fourth substantial case for non-Pauline authorship of 2 Thessalon-
ians centres on the eschatology of the letter. Erlemann, in his major
treatment of New Testament near-expectation, follows many scholars in
setting 2 Thessalonians apart from other main Pauline letters. He makes
the case that 2 Thessalonians 2 belongs in the ‘context of an argument
about the dating of the Parousia’.?? It is the concentration on the
sequence of events leading up to the Parousia of Christ which, he
argues, distinguishes 2 Thessalonians from the Pauline tradition, and
represents, within the life of the early church, an ‘inadmissible form of
near-expectation’.

Section 3 will suggest that to concentrate on the sequence of events
leading up to the Parousia is to impose our contemporary interests on
the text.”* We shall see in section 3 that a more careful attention to the

22. F.W. Hughes, Early Christian Rhetoric and 2 Thessalonians (JSNTSup, 30;
Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press,1989), p. 76.

23. K. Erlemann, Naherwartung und Parusieverzégerung im Neuen Testament
(Tubingen: Francke Verlag, 1995), p. 209. For a similar position see M. Menken,
2 Thessalonians (London: Routledge, 1994), p. 29.

24. Hartman, ‘“The Eschatology of 2 Thessalonians’, p. 484.
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text of 2 Thessalonians provides an eschatological picture containing a
number of typically Pauline features. In this attention to the text the
LXX background of 2 Thessalonians, and particularly Isaiah 66, will
play a significant role, as indeed it has already in section 1. In section 2
I shall address some of the issues of method that need attention prepara-
tory to embarking on a careful reading of the text.

II

The first issue of method concerns the appropriateness to Thessalonians
of Philip Esler’s communication theory. Esler’s conclusion on using
that theory in relation to Galatians is that in Galatians Paul is intent on

explaining and justifying a particular type of largely domestic religion
tied to kinship patterns and local politics, and having a strong emphasis
on normative behaviour which finds its source in the Spirit, who is
poured out on those who believe. He does this above all by generating a
sensezc;f the glorious identity enjoyed by the members of his congrega-
tions.

To reach that conclusion Esler uses Oberg’s description of ‘culture
shock’; it monitors the distress encountered as a result of being cut
loose from familiar signs of social interaction. Esler also employs
Tajfel’s social identity theory. He identifies the exigencies of the letter
(the imperfection of relationship requiring communication), the audi-
ence (especially the ethnic factors), and the constraints (especially those
involving social differentiation).

To provide a brief comparison with Galatians Esler sketches out
some implications of this method for the Thessalonian correspondence.
The Thessalonian letters do not yield themselves quite so neatly to that
kind of analysis as the Galatian letter, but the headings of ‘imperfection
of relationship’, ‘audience’ and ‘constraints’ nevertheless serve as help-
ful guidelines. The difficulties are, in the first place, that the ethnicity to
be taken account of in the Thessalonian correspondence is harder to
define than in the case of the Galatians. Are the Thessalonian followers
of Christ primarily Gentiles,* or is Jason an indication that early work

25. Esler, Galatians, p. 239.

26. For recent studies on this see J. Barclay, ‘Thessalonica and Corinth: Social
Contrasts in Pauline Christianity’, JSNT 47 (1992), pp. 47-74 and ‘Contflict in
Thessalonica’, CBQ 55 (1993), pp. 512-30.
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in the Thessalonican synagogue produced Jewish converts??’ The jury
is still out on that particular problem; there is much to be said for both
alternatives. In the second place the issue of social differentiation is
more difficult to define in the case of Thessalonica. Meggitt’s plea for a
reading of élite letters such as those in the New Testament letters
‘upside down’ (e.g. to see how vocabulary is used to fight wars of
identity and exclusion) leads to interesting insights on social differentia-
tion.? It could well be that the social background to the Thessalonian
correspondence is one where mutuality is the strategy of survival (2
Thess. 3.6-12) rather than one in which patronage encourages depen-
dence. Thirdly, the nature of the ‘culture shock’ experienced by the
early followers of Jesus in Thessalonica depends to a large extent on the
answers to the two previous questions. Is the culture shock essentially
that of an apocalyptic evangelist losing contact with previous kinship
and family ties, or does a re-reading of the Thessalonian correspon-
dence with a reduced emphasis on eschatological timetables, as hinted
by Hartman, suggest that the reason for the distress and difficuity
among Thessalonican Christians was caused by unexpectedly violent
reactions from neighbours and friends—hence the reference in Acts
17.6-7 to ‘acting against the decrees of Caesar’?

Not only is it difficult in the case of the Thessalonian correspondence
to specify with certainty the exigencies, audience and constraints
behind the act of communication, there is also the difficulty that
2 Thessalonians, even if it is Pauline, is so brief and so textually close
to 1 Thessalonians that the particularities of the communication
involved in 2 Thessalonians cannot easily be determined.

A further problem in applying Esler’s method to 2 Thessalonians
emerges when we recall the opening comments in Section I concerning
the use there of Isaiah 66 and the LXX. Supposing that the primary basis

27. On Jason see F. Morgan-Gillman, ‘Jason of Thessalonica’, in R.F. Collins
(ed.), The Thessalonian Correspondence (BETL, 57; Louvain: Leuven, 1990), pp.
39-49, who argues in support of Marshall’s view: that cupdurétar in 1 Thess. 2.14
should be taken in a local rather than a racial sense and thus should not exclude the
Jewish population of Thessalonica, and that to refer 1 Thess. 2.14 to Gentile
antagonism leaves vv. 15-16 quite unmotivated and tangential.

28. J. Meggitt, Paul, Poverty and Survival (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1998).
See also A. Matherbe, Paul and the Thessalonians (Philadelphia: Fortress Press,
1987), and J. Murphy-O’Connor, Paul: A Critical Life (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 1996).
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of the Thessalonian Christian community was Gentile, what intercul-
tural issues would be involved if Paul were addressing a primarily
Gentile community with reference to a Greek Jewish text? Perhaps at
this point the issue turns on the nature of language and whether the
somewhat stark distinction made by Esler between the process model of
communication and the semiotic model, can do full justice to intercul-
tural translation. We might turn for guidance in the case of 2 Thessalo-
nians to Dalferth’s more nuanced philosophical base for the use of lan-
guage. The translatability of created communication needs to take
preference over social identity as the basis of harmonizing perspec-
tives.”

Despite these reservations about the use of Esler’s method in the
study of the Thessalonian correspondence, his reminder of the distance
between our contemporary culture and that of the ancient Mediter-
ranean world, particularly in terms of kinship and identity, is invalu-
able. We need to pay particular attention to the Thessalonian texts as a
form of communication, and to formulate as clearly as our texts and
information allow the exigencies, audience and constraints behind that
communication.

I

So finally I turn to the text of 2 Thessalonians. I shall use the rhetorical
indications of the text to guide me as I follow the trend of the commu-
nication.

The first major section of 2 Thessalonians is 1.3-12. The rhetorical
description of 1.3-12 as an exordium reminds us that it occupies a role
within the process of persuasion.*® It has two balancing sentences, 1.3a
and 1.11a, and a confirmation of the divine grace at work in the process
described. These balancing sentences provide the context of thanksgiv-
ing and intercession which the author and readers share, a context such
that the latter (the intercession) is consequentially related to the former
(the thanksgiving); note the €i¢ 6 in 1.11a.3' The thanksgiving appears

29. 1. Dalferth, Theology and Philosophy (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1988),
pp- 141-48.

30. A similar case has been made for 1 Thess. 2-10.

31. Compare and contrast W. Wuellner, ‘The Argumentative Structure of
1 Thessalonians as Paradoxical Encomium’, in R.F. Collins (ed.), The Thessalonian
Correspondence (BETL, 57; Louvain: Leuven, 1990), pp. 117-36.
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to be an expansion of the content of the thanksgiving in 1 Thess. 1.2
(niotig, dydmn), as the intercession expands the 1 Thessalonians refer-
ence to intercession; and both thanksgiving and intercession in 2 Thes-
salonians 1 envisage a consequence: the thanksgiving envisages the
cause for pride in the readers’ patient perseverance, and the intercession
envisages the mutual glorification of the readers and the Lord Jesus.
This mutual glorification includes a future reference, as it does in 2
Thess. 1.10a. The thanksgiving for public pride in their patient perse-
verance has its focus in particular present circumstances, namely the
experience of opposition (1.4), and in two particular interpretations of
that experience: God’s righteous judgment (1.5 tig dikoiag kploews)
is at work in it, and God’s intention is that the readers should be
deemed worthy of the Kingdom (1.5; the Kingdom is both a future hope
and a present responsibility or reality).>? Those two particular interpre-
tations of the experience of opposition are cautiously (see the €inep in
1.6) explained in terms of God’s righteousness (8ixoiov mopo 0e@d) as
reversing the respective fates of persecutors and persecuted. The writer
thereafter paints himelf into the picture and gives a timing for the real-
ization of the reversal of those fates (ue®” nuav, €v 11 drokaAvyeL
1.7). What follows is the powerful double evocation, using Isaiah 66
imagery, of the fate of those who do not know God and who are dis-
obedient to the Gospel. They will come face to face with the glory of
the Lord Jesus and his holy ones; those who have believed the writer’s
testimony will greet the moment with amazement. This will happen ‘on
that day’.

This opening section of 2 Thessalonians uses a language system built
in and from worship (see the time references within it).>* It spells out
the disrupted relationships with which the letter has to struggle. But
above all it places the experience of the readers within a profound dis-
cussion of the relation of disobedience to divine wrath drawn from
Jewish sources. The problem is to define which Jewish sources and how
they are used. The crucial phrase within the discussion is 1.5: €vdetyuo
g Otkaiog kpioews. As we have already seen this phrase is paralleled
in 1.6 with dixotov mopda Be@ where it refers to the reversal of the fates
of persecutors and persecuted. This suggests that 1h¢ dikaiag kpicemg
could at the very least imply the judgment that leads to that reversal; it

32. See Rom. 14.17; 1 Cor. 4.20, and 2 Thess. 1.5¢ Urép fic kol ndoyete, but
see also | Thess. 2.12.

33. See Aus, ‘The Liturgical Background’, pp. 432-38.
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cannot simply refer to the faith and perseverance of the faithful. But to
what then does €vdeiypa (‘evidence’) refer? What is the evidence of
this ‘divine judgment’? Detailed discussion among scholars has sug-
gested that the ‘evidence’ is the persecution and affliction of the Thes-
salonians, and that their persecution and affliction is evidence of divine
righteousness in various senses, all of which can be recognized in
Jewish sources: evidence in suffering which is retributive, a chastising
of the pious, prophetic of reversal and a proof of election.* Excellent
and illuminating though that background is for 1.5 there are two ways
in which the interpretation of €vdeilyua tfig Sixaiag kploswe against
that background is then limited by scholars unnecessarily. First 1.5 is,
curiously, on the basis of that background, interpreted as having only a
future reference rather than both a present and a future reference.* That
the Jewish understanding of suffering implies a present evidence of
divine judgment and righteousness can be illustrated in many respects,
but perhaps most relevantly to 2 Thess.1.5 in Isa. 66.5: einate, adeidol
NUAV, 101 pLoovoLy Muds kal BéeAvoocougévols, tva 10 dvopa Kupiov
doEacOf Kal 0007 €v ) evOpoovvh aVTGOV. .. (‘Declare, our brethren,
to those who hate and detest us, that the Lord’s name is glorified and
seen in their gladness’). The present happy state of the oppressors is in
itself visible evidence of divine power and purpose. The persecutors are
unwitting evidence and, indeed, unwitting agents of a present divine
purpose. Undoubtedly 1.5 has a future reference, as indeed 2 Thessalo-
nians 1.12 has, érnog evdo&acbii 10 dvopa 100 Kuplov Mudv Incod &v
VUly (‘So that the name of our Lord Jesus may be glorified in you’).
(see 1.10a), although such a future glory cannot be dissociated from
obedience now in the present (1.10b). But surely, against the back-
ground of Jewish discussions of suffering and health, the evidence of
the present state of the persecutors cannot be automatically excluded
from #vderyua tiic dikatlag xpioewg in 1.5. Secondly, the fourfold
summary of how suffering was interpreted in Jewish sources is, as
background material for 2 Thess. 1.5, unnecessarily limited in the sense
that the eschatological context in the Thessalonian correspondence is

34. See Wanamaker’s analysis in The Epistles to the Thessalonians, pp. 220-24
of the text of 1.5 and his discussion of J. Bassler’s ‘“The Enigmatic Sign: 2 Thessa-
lonians 1.5°, CBQ 46 (1984), pp. 496-510 and W. Wichmann’s Die Leidenstheolo-
gie: Eine Form der Leidensdeutung im Spdtjudentum (BWANT, 4.2; Stuttgart:
Kohlhammer, 1930).

35. Wanamaker, The Epistles to the Thessalonians, p. 223.
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complicated by the presence of pagans among persecuted and Jews
among the persecutors. The language of divine dpy (‘wrath’) is, of
course, used in Jewish sources in relation to both pagans and Jews. In
relation to both it can express the divine condemnation of injustice and
disobedience and the divine intention that the wicked should repent.
The Wisdom of Solomon provides useful evidence of this. Wisdom
18.10-19.17 notes three areas: that the Egyptians confess their
acceptance of the final plague as evidence of their wickedness; that the
righteous are touched by the trial of death in the final plague ‘but the
wrath did not long continue’ (18.20), and, because of the intervention of
the intercessor the destroyer conceded that ‘the single trial of the wrath
was enough’ (18.25); and that the Egyptian forgetfulness of God’s
previous punishment led them to ‘fill up the punishment lacking to their
torments’ (19.4).%¢ Isaiah 66 provides complementary evidence. The fire
of divine judgment will fall on all humanity, as it will on Jews who
engage in forbidden practices (66.15-17); the Gentiles will be drawn to
Jerusalem where all, Jew and Gentile, will see the evidence of the
unquenchable fire of judgment (66.20-24). The further eschatological
problem in the case of the Thessalonian correspondence is whether or
not opyn in the early Christian context is understood as having fallen
irreversibly on the Jews who have rejected Christ. The key passage
which is thought to raise this problem is 1 Thess. 2.14-16. But the
crucial phrase in that passage, £€¢6ooev 3¢ €n’ ahToUg 1 OpYN £1¢ TEAOG
1s hardly likely to imply an irreversible condemnation, particularly if
€lg téhog means ‘completely’, that is either ‘all inclusively’—inclusive
of all Isracl—or ‘in every respect’*’—as an extension of the temporal

36. See S. Cheon, The Exodus Story in the Wisdom of Solomon (JSPSup, 23
Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1997), chapter 5. The motif of ‘filling up the
punishments’ is in Wis. 19.4 a metaphorical expression to contrast the results of
Egyptian forgetfulness of past punishment with Israelite remembrance. 1. Broer’s
discussion of this passage in ‘Der ganze Zorn (1 Thess. 2.14-16)’, in R. Collins
(ed.), The Thessalonian Correspondence (BETL, 87; Louvain: Leuven, 1990),
pp. 154-55, compares the theological treatments of the motif within German litera-
ture—a less satisfactory approach.

37. A possible sense in Hab. 1.4 LXX. T. Holtz finds a place for 1 Thess. 1.15-
16 within the Pauline understanding of divine grace and uses Steck’s outline of the
prophetic tradition which sees persecution of the prophets as a means to call Israel
to repentance (as Broer does, see n. 36 above, although Broer gives a greater stress
to the intensification of the tradition in Paul); in contrast to Broer Holtz translates
el¢ téhog ‘without exception’: that is to say, as in Rom. 1-3 and 911, all without
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navtote in 1 Thess. 1.16b rather as its ultimate culmination. These are
important eschatological factors, recognizable in other Pauline material,
and present in the Thessalonian correspondence, and particularly in
1 Thess. 1.5.

How then can we summarize this section? The interpretation of
2 Thess. 1.5 should include a wide range of possibilities: the fourfold
understanding of suffering, consideration of the divine control of all
persecutors, including those who could (in Paul’s mind, at any rate) be
Jews (1.8b), and the rhetorical force of eschatological language about
divine wrath which implies the need and availability of grace. Divine
justice concerns on the one hand the persecutors who are unwitting
agents and who are in danger of paying the price of disobedience,
and the persecuted, who also are objects of divine judgment and
who, according to 2 Thess. 1.11-12 must wait for their divine approval
(according to 1 Thessalonians, approval of their holiness at the coming
of Christ). So included within 2 Thess. 1.1-12 is an understanding of
the Jews as among the instruments of the divine purpose, who are at the
same time potential objects of divine judgment. This provides one of
the keys to 2 Thessalonians.

The features of that summary of 2 Thess. 1.3-12 are worth expanding
further. First, if Paul wrote 2 Thessalonians, whatever the composition
of the community to which the letter is addressed (the ‘you’ of 1.4b-7a),
there can be liftle doubt that phrases such as ‘those who do not obey the
gospel of our Lord Jesus’, and ‘they will suffer the punishment of eter-
nal ruin cut off from the presence of the Lord’ included, in Paul’s mind
at least, a reference to Jewish opponents. From the point where Paul
associates himself with the readers (1.7b-12) that is the only conclusion
to draw. Why then the language drawn from Isaiah 66? That Paul
should have phrased 2 Thess. 1.8 in the language of Isaiah 66 may well
mean that he was reflecting on the fate of his Jewish opponents in the
light of the mysterious paradoxes of the divine purpose set out in that
passage. As one who had given his testimony to the Thessalonians and
prayed for them in their distress he had himself experienced opposition
from his own race; he had perhaps considered their fate in the light of
the terrible warnings of Isaiah 66, together with the affirmations there

exception who reject Christ stand under judgment, yet such certainty never
excludes the possibility of a gracious release from judgment; see T. Holtz,
‘Judgment on the Jews (1 Thess. 2.15-16)’, in R. Collins (ed.), The Thessalonian
Correspondence (BETL, 87; Louvain: Leuven, 1990), pp. 284-94 (293).
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concerning the divine purpose behind the apparent disasters and intran-
sigence. Are there hints here of his concern that a divinely ordained
nwpwoig had afflicted some of his own people, a concern which he was
later to express in terms of his concern to win them at all costs, even if
it meant identification with them, even if it meant identification with all,
both Jews and Greeks (10i¢ Tovdatoig ¢ Tovdolog, 101g AvOLOLG B
Gvopoc, 1 Cor. 9.20-21)?°® Romans 9.3 provides the strongest expres-
sion of this concern; he would be gladly be an outcast from Christ on
behalf of those of his own people, and Rom. 9.3 stands at the beginning
of the long section which owes a great deal to the thought of the Isaiah
LXX. Are we observing in 2 Thess. 1.1-12 evidence that the Isaiah LXX
influenced his thinking about Jewish persecutors at an earlier stage in
his apostolic work than 1 Corinthians and Romans?

Secondly, in the thanksgiving section 2 Thess. 1.3-12, 2 Thessaloni-
ans diverges from 1 Thessalonians in some important respects. They
diverge despite the close literal parallels between the two thanksgiving
sections. It is the introduction of Isaiah 66 and the traditions associated
with it in 2 Thessalonians 1 which marks one such point of diver-
gence.* The Isaianic pattern of thought seems to provide a picture of
judgment and probably also a broader base for the understanding of the
experience of persecution. In 1 Thessalonians Paul addresses the issue
of persecution by Jews directly, concentrating on the extent to which
divine wrath is falling on Israel. In 2 Thessalonians, although the threat
of punishment is no less severe, another factor appears alongside it-—a

38. The link between 1 Cor. 9.20-21 and the theme of ‘imitation’ (see 2 Thess.
3.7) is expounded by M.D Hooker, ‘A Partner in the Gospel’, Epworth Review 25
(1998), pp. 70-78: ‘the imitation of Christ depends on union with him. But if Christ
is truly formed in the Christian community, does this not mean that its members
will share in his redeeming work?” (p. 77).

39. T. Holtz, Der erste Brief an die Thessalonicher (Ziirich: Benziger, 1986)
notes only three references to Trito-Isaiah in 1 Thessalonians: Isa. 48.12f, 54.13 and
59.17. The last of these is particularly interesting because 1 Thess. 5.8 appears, in
quoting Isa. 59.17 (or perhaps Wis. 5.18), to avoid the word ‘righteousness’, a
factor which Esler includes in his argument that ‘righteousness’ only emerges as a
key term where Gentiles converts faced pressure to be circumcised. The role of Isa.
66, which suggests a differentiation between 1 Thess. and 2 Thess., appears to assist
Paul in facing the question of opponents from among his compatriots. That role
needs to be put in a biblical perspective: Isa. 66 is one of several attempts within the
book of Isaiah (see also Isa. 32.3) to cope with Isa. 6.10 and Israel’s ‘hardening of
heart’.
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divine intention and purpose is recognized which affects disobedient
and obedient alike.

In 2 Thess. 1.3-12 Paul may be revealing, not least by his use of
Isaiah 66, early stages in his concern for his own race. When we turn to
2 Thessalonians 2 we find that the parallels with Isaiah 66 are fewer;
but they are no less important. In 2 Thessalonians 2 Paul begs the
readers that they should not quickly be disturbed or terrified in relation
to the Parousia of Christ and their ‘being gathered together to him’. The
cause of the disturbance or terror is news that the day of the Lord had
arrived (2.1-2). The meaning of that sentence ‘the Day of the Lord has
arrived’ is much disputed.*® Perhaps the solution closest to the text of
2 Thessalonians is that the Day of the Lord was associated by some
readers with the messianic woes, understood as the beginning of that
Day; an intensity of opposition suggested to some that the Day had
dawned.*!

Paul’s response to their distress is that the news ‘that the Day of the
Lord has arrived’ is a form of delusion (2.3). Apostasy has to precede
the Day;* and associated with apostasy is the revelation of the ‘lawless
man’. The news that the Day has arrived is an example of delusion, and
the delusion consists in thinking that the extremities of the woes have
not yet been reached.

The status of this revelation of the ‘lawless man’ (see Isa. 66.3) is not
clear. When in 2.8-10 the future revelation of the ‘lawless man’ is men-
tioned again, the verb aroxoivdOrioetor could be used absolutely: ‘he
will be revealed’; or it could be accompanied by the dative tolg
arolivuévorg: ‘he will be revealed to those who are perishing’. In that
case the revelation is to that specific group only. Alternatively, although
less satisfactorily because of the following relative clause, totg
drorhvpévoig could be taken with the immediately preceding phrase
£v ndon dnd adikiog; in that case the revelation would be public but
the effectiveness of the deceit would be limited to ‘those who are per-
ishing’. In either case the status of the revelation is limited, either
limited to a group of persons, or limited in its deceitful effect on that

40. See Barclay, ‘Conflict in Thessalonica’, pp. 526-28.

41. Aus, ‘The Relevance of Isaiah 66.7°, p. 263: “The concentration of these
indications in the first chapter shows that the author considers this the most impor-
tant issue with which he must deal’.

42. That is, if we regard the protasis in the text of 2.3b as having 2.2d as a form
of its assumed apodosis.
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group. The news that the Day has arrived is an example of delusion;
such delusion belongs to the unfaithful, and such delusion is inappro-
priate to the readers. The readers are warned against this deceitful
effect; it is the deceitfulness of wickedness (2.10). It is an outworking
of Satan (2.9). It is also part of the divine purpose that those who take
pleasure in injustice will put their trust in the lie and be judged for what
they are, as those who refuse the truth and take pleasure in injustice.*’
Once again the divine purpose is seen as operating among the readers’
opponents.

What then is the function of 2.1-12? The function of the unit 2.1-12,
if indeed it is a unit, would seem to be a warning against being misled.
The warning however is relevant to the readers only in so far as it is
inappropriate for them to be misled, for example in the matter of the
arrival of the Day of the Lord.

The section 2 Thess. 2.3-12 makes a contrast between what the read-
ers have already been taught and ought to have remembered (2.5), and
what they are aware of now (2.6). What they have already been taught
is that there will be apostasy, characterized by the ‘man of lawlessness’,
a boastful, blasphemous opponent of God.** This is well described as
traditional teaching; it is based on the traditions developed from Isaiah
and Daniel. What the readers are fully aware of now, at this present
moment, is however something rather different; it is the outworking of
the mystery of lawlessness now. They are aware of it because they can
recognize it in the delusion to which God has already committed those
who are perishing (Compare 2.7a with its present tense 10 yap
pvotplov §dn evepyeitar [‘For the mystery is already at work’] [but
see p. 250]) with 2.11 and its present tense TEUREL AVTOlG O BEOG
évepyelav nAdvng [‘God sends them a power that workes delusion’]).
The contrast within the section is therefore between an experienced
present outworking of lawlessness and delusion, and the previously
given traditional teaching of a future embodiment of lawlessness.

If the function of the section is a warning against being misled and

43. Taking 816 todto0 in 2.11 as prospective, pointing toward £i¢ 10 miotedoat
a0ToVG 10 Webdet.

44. Seen. 1 and Dan. 11.36 (MT). On this see L. Peerbolte, The Antecedents of
Antichrist (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1996). Peerbolte argues (pp. 90-92) that in Dialogue
with Trypho 32.3-4 and 110.2 Justin does not use 2 Thess. but only a tradition
related to that of 2 Thess.; Justin’s use of Dan. 11.36¢ rather than 11.36b is, in his
view, an indication of this.
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the basis of the warning is a contrast between what is and what is to be,
between what the readers have been taught and what will be revealed to
the deluded, then the section as a whole is a warning to the faithful not
to be misled because that would be inappropriate for instructed, faithful
followers of Christ. It is appropriate only to those in whom the mystery
of lawlessness is at work and to whom the ‘lawless one” will be revealed.

The next step in the argument takes us into the two difficult verses
2 Thess. 2.6-7.*> From what we have seen so far the likelihood is that
€lg 10 dnokaivdbnvarl avtov in 2.6b refers to the purpose or the timing
of the same future revelation of the ‘man of lawlessness’ mentioned in
2.3. The yap in 2.7a and the position of the 18 directly before the verb
gvepyeltal in v. 7a suggest that the present operation or outworking of
lawlessness provides a reason for that purpose or timing. One purpose
which the section has already identified is the deceiving of ‘those who
are perishing’. If the section is a coherent argument, then 10 katéyov is
likely to serve that particular purpose: ‘what you are at present aware of
is 10 xoT€)YOoV, so that he may be revealed in his own time; for already
now the mystery of lawlessness is at work’.

This leads us to the key question of how to deal with 16 xatéyov and
0 xkatéymv. Why is there a change from the neuter participle in 2.6 to
the masculine participle in 2.7b, and how is the verb to be understood?
An answer lying immediately to hand is that 10 xotéyov in 2.6 is neuter
because it refers to puotiplov in 2.7a. A second answer is that, to make
sense of 2.7a with its yap, its present tense €vepyeitol, and its 10
pvothplov placed first in the sentence and divided by the verb from g
avouiag, some such sense for katéym is required as ‘grasp’, ‘maintain’,
or even ‘possess’**—now indeed you are aware of “that which pos-
sesses”, so that the man of lawlessness may be revealed in his own
time. For, at present, it is as a mystery of lawlessness that it operates.’
That is what the followers of Christ recognize in the unbelievers who
oppose them.

The mysterious working of lawlessness is identifiable and is recog-

45. For detailed discussions of these verses see the bibliography in J. Weima
and S. Porter, An Annotated Bibliography of 1 and 2 Thessalonians (Leiden: E.J.
Brill, 1998), pp. 246-72.

46. If the verb refers to evil, and in 2.7b to the ‘evil one’ then the available
sense of ‘possess’ would be particularly appropriate. See C. Giblin, ‘2 Thess 2 re-
read’, in R.F. Collins (ed.), The Thessalonian Correspondence (BETL, 87; Lou-
vain: Leuven, 1990), pp. 459-69 (459).
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nized as such by the followers of Christ. What follows in the text (2.7b)
appears to be an incomplete sentence. However €vepyeitot can be
supplied from the previous sentence (2.7a) and read in 2.7b also. The
opening word of the sentence pdévov carries considerable stress: ‘it is
only as “the possessor” that it operates’. The masculine participle 0
katéywv is a unique formulation; it could be parallel to 0 nelpdlwv
(1 Thess. 3.5), the participle designating Satan in a particular role. If
that is the case here in 2.7b the participle designates the mysterious
power of Satan which possesses the unbeliever. According to 2 Thess.
2.7b that remains the case until—€w¢ €k uécov yévntat. The phrase €x
pécou yévnrou is usually taken to mean ‘depart’. However a survey of
the LXX, Aquila and Symmachus uses of €k pécov shows that the
phrase depends for its force upon the verb which accompanies it. It
indicates separation or departure with verbs of taking, departing, sepa-
rating. However with verbs of place it can mean ‘among’. In Num. 25.7
for example €€avéot €k HEGOL TG cuvoywyng means ‘he stood up in
the middle of the synagogue’. In the absence of a verb of separation and
with the verb yévntatl which could indicate place it is therefore unlikely
that the phrase would indicate separation. Since y€vntal can mean
‘arrived’, the whole phrase here may well be the equivalent of our
idiom ‘he arrives centre stage’. 2.7 then indicates that the mysterious
work of lawlessness continues in the present; but it is only as ‘the pos-
sessor’ that Satan operates until he takes centre stage. Then Satan’s true
claim becomes apparent with the arrival of the ‘lawless one’. The dis-
tinction is between ‘the possessor’ as possessor of individuals and as
claimant to the world. Once he takes centre stage then the time of the
‘lawless one’, the embodiment of lawlessness, will begin.*’ There is no
need for the believer to fear him, since the ‘Lord will destroy him with
the breath of his mouth’ (2.8). But for the unbeliever his arrival, his
parousia, means further delusion and the threat of ultimate destruction.
If this reading is correct, and it follows the rules of grammar, then the
unit 2.1-12 is a warning against being misled; the basis of the warning
is a contrast between what is and what is to be, between what is evident
now and what will be revealed, between what believers are aware of as
a mysterious power of possession and that which unbelievers will come
to know as the claim of Satan to total possession. Through the appear-
ance of the man of lawlessness, whom the Lord Christ will destroy,

47. See nn. 1 and 2 for references to ‘the lawless man’ in Isa. 66.
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Satan misleads the unbelievers on their way to delusion and destruction.

There is a keen logic at work in the unit but not the strict rhetorical
shape envisaged by Hughes. The relation of 2.1-2 and 2.3-12 is not that
of partitio and probatio. Rather the answer given to the Thessalonians in
their surprise and terror at the supposed news of the Day’s arrival is that
they are not to be misled; it is those who do not believe who will be
victims of Satan’s subterfuge. The answer to their surprise and terror is
not in the form of a timetable of the last days; rather, it deals in a differ-
ent way with the fear that persecution means the arrival of the Day. It
quietens hearts and minds through the reminder that the tradition treats
apostasy, the man of lawlessness and the work of Satan as the concern
of unbelievers. The faithful are not to be misled.

If 2.3-12 are not part of a probatio, 2.13-17 cannot be either. The
opening eight words of 2.13 are identical with those of the opening of
the exordium (1.3). Rhetorically they give the impression of a resumée,
shaped by the use of Nueig d¢, to make clear the contrast between the
fate of the faithless and the fulfilment of God’s purpose through the
gospel for those who believe. The elect are the firstfruits of the divine
purpose,*® and that is encouragement for them in the difficult times
through which they are living. The conclusion is stated clearly in 2.15:
they should stand by what they have been taught.

2.1-14 marks the limits of the influence of Isaiah 66 in 2 Thessalo-
nians. But it is worth commenting briefly on the final chapter of
2 Thessalonians because of its relevance to the purpose of the letter. If
the letter is Pauline, the reason for the addition of 3.1-16 is not immedia-
tely apparent. Paul asks for the prayers of the Thessalonians on the
grounds that he too knows what evil men can do, and using Isa. 25.4-12
he draws on themes akin to Isaiah 66. Such a request for prayer of his
behalf is only to be expected. However the repetition in 3.6-13 of what
is contained in 1 Thessalonians 4 seems a strange waste of space. There
is nevertheless a possible explanation. In 1 Thessalonians Paul used a
phrase which, in the light of his argument in the whole letter, sounds
foolishly ambiguous. Having advised the Thessalonians to keep awake,
and having comforted them in the loss of those who had ‘fallen asleep’
Paul promises that all believers will live together with Christ (5.10)

48. G. Fee, ‘On Text and Commentary on 1 and 2 Thessalonians’, in E. Lover-
ing (ed.), SBL Seminar Papers (Altanta: Scholars Press, 1992), pp. 165-83, makes
the case for reading dnapymny in 2.13, and comments: ‘God has chosen a people for
his own name—his firstfruits, if you will, of the great eschatological harvest.’
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eite ypryopaduev eite xoBevdopev. If some misread that to mean, as
indeed they might well have done, that believers need not after all heed
his warnings about morally ‘keeping awake’, then Paul would have had
good reason to repeat in 2 Thessalonians what he had said about the style
of living appropriate to those who belong to the community of Christ.*

Conclusion

The role of Isaiah 66 in 2 Thessalonians has sometimes been treated as
of marginal importance. What we have seen in this article is that there
is some truth in the judgment; the references in the letter to Isaiah 66
are few. They are however significant as far as the purpose of the letter
is concerned, and, together with other LXX phrases, they raise some
significant questions about both the purpose and the setting of
2 Thessalonians. Apart from assisting the rehabilitation of the Pauline
authorship of the letter-—and several of the main arguments against
Pauline authorship have been shown in the light of LXX influence to be
vulnerable—the shift from 1 Thessalonians to 2 Thessalonians which
those references represent hints at an important perspective on a prob-
lem which over the years caused Paul great anxiety and pain: the pres-
ence of some of his own race among those who set obstacles to the
progress of the gospel. The main body of the letter addresses the
anxiety and pain which the Thessalonians felt at the opposition which
they encountered, a pastoral concern which Paul met using traditions
with Old Testament roots. But behind the pastoral concern for them and
his advocacy of his apostolic style of life there emerges in 2 Thessalo-
nians one of the fundamental issues with which Paul would wrestle for
the rest of his life, and one on which the Isaianic material afforded him
illuminating insights: how does the divine purpose relate to those of his
compatriots who reacted against his preaching? 2 Thessalonians hints
that there is no part of the experience of the Thessalonian Christians
from which the influence and purpose of God can be excluded; even the
experience of persecution is included, whether by Jews or Gentiles. In
that is one of the most comforting, and at the same time cautionary,
messages which Paul can offer to his suffering community; and in that
is an emerging answer to the question of why his compatriots should
oppose him.

49. On the ambiguity of 1 Thess. 5.10 see M. Lautenschlager, ‘eite ypnyop®uev
gite k0B 08wpev’, ZNW 81 (1990), pp. 39-59.
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Tan Paul

There is little doubt that, while Revelation does n