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PREFACE TO THE SECOND EDITION

WHEN EERDMANS PUBLISHING COMPANY asked about the possibility of reprinting
To Advance the Gospel, | was only too happy to comply. The book was originally
published by The Crossroad Publishing Company of New York in 1981 and has
been out of print for a number of years. My editor at Eerdmans also asked that
I consider adding some further New Testament studies to the eleven that were
in the original publication. Again, I was happy agree to the suggestion, and the
reader will find eight further topics treated m this reprint edition.

The original eleven studies are simply reprinted as they first appeared, but
the reader will find in the appendix some further notes, bibliographic and
otherwise, that deal with some aspects of the articles as they first appeared. The
eight new articles, which are being added in this reprint edition of TAG, have
been slightly revised and updated. In the first printing of TAG, the original eleven
articles dealt with Gospel Topics and Pauline Topics; the eight new articles
discuss further Pauline Topics and some Lucan Topics, i.e., matters that deal
with the Lucan Gospel and the Acts of the Apostles.

In the Preface of TAG acknowledgement was duly made to the editors of
periodicals and publishers of books in which the eleven original articles first
appeared. There 1s no need to repeat that acknowledgement here. I am further
indebted to the editors of periodicals and publishers of books in which the eight
new articles have first appeared. Grateful acknowledgement is hereby expressed
to the following sources of these articles:

12. “Jesus in the Early Church through the Eyes of Luke-Acts,” Scripture
Bulletin 17 (1987) 26-35.

13. “The Ascension of Christ and Pentecost,” 7S 45 (1984) 409-40.

14. *“The Use of the Old Testament in Luke-Acts,” SBL Seminar Papers 1992
(ed. E. H. Lovering, Jr.; Atlanta, GA: Scholars, 1992) 524-38 (with the
permission of Scholars Press).

vii



viii PREFACE TO THE SECOND EDITION

15. “The Designations of Christians in Acts and Their Significance,” Unité et
diversité dans I'Eglise: Texte officiel de la Commission Biblique Pontificale
et travaux personnels des membres (Vatican City: Libreria Editrice Vaticana,
1989) 223-36 (with permission of Libreria Editrice Vaticana).

16. “ ‘A Certain Sceva, a Jew, a Chief Priest’ (Acts 19:14),” Der Treue Gottes
trauen. Beitrdge zum Werk des Lukas. Fiir Gerhard Schneider (ed. C. Buss-
mann and W. Radl; Freiburg im B.: Herder, 1991) 299-305 (with the per-
mission of Verlag Herder).

17. “Kephalé in 1 Corinthians 11:3,” Interpretation 47 (1993) 52-59.

18. “The Consecutive Meaning of é¢’ ¢ in Romans 5.12,” NTS 39 (1993)
321-39 (with permission of Cambridge University Press).

19. “The Resurrection of Jesus Christ according to the New Testament,”” The
Month 258 (No. 1439, November 1987) 402-10.

Finally, I want to express my thanks to Michael Thomson and Charles Van Hof
of Eerdmans for their help in bringing all these studies into a new book form.

JOSEPH A. FITZMYER, S.J,

Professor Emeritus, Biblical Studies

The Catholic University of America
Resident at:

Jesuit Community, Georgetown University
P.O. Box 571200

Washington, DC 20057-1200



PREFACE TO THE FIRST EDITION

“. .. what has happened to me has really
served to advance the gospel . . .”

PHILIPPIANS I:12

THE ELEVEN ESSAYS which are gathered together in this book were written over
a period of thirteen years and present reflections on a number of important New
Testament problems. They fall into two main categories, which have been the
object of my research and investigation over the years, the Synoptic Gospels
and the Pauline corpus. Some of the essays in Part I, devoted to “Gospel Topics,”
make use of new Palestinian evidence that has recently come to light to aid in
the interpretation of old Gospel problems; others (chaps. One and Two) are
attempts to reformulate older problems in the light of modern Gospel research.
Topics such as the Marcan priority and the Lucan use of “Q,” the virginal
conception of Jesus, the Matthean form of the divorce prohibitions, the play on
Peter’s name in Matt 16:18, and the question of crucifixion in ancient Palestine
are of continual interest to modern readers. Among ‘“Pauline Topics™ those
dealing with the meaning of the gospel, the law, reconciliation, the power of
Jesus’ resurrection, the meaning and origin of kyrios, and the use of Hab 2:3-4
are of perennial concern. These two bodies of essays may not be a closely knit
unit, but they seem to be of sufficient interest to present them together between
the covers of one volume.

None of these essays repeats those in either of the two previous volumes
of my collected essays, either Essays on the Semitic Background of the New
Testament (London: Chapman, 1971; reprinted, Missoula, MT: Scholars Press,
1974) or A Wandering Aramean: Collected Aramaic Essays (SBLMS 25; Mis-
soula, MT: Scholars Press, 1979). [Note: these two works have now been

ix
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reprinted in one volume (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1997).] One essay, however,
“New Testament Kyrios and Maranatha and Their Aramaic Background,” gives
a résumé of the discussion of the Kyrios-title in A Wandering Aramean, but
presses further in the contextual discussion of Maranatha. Hence its inclusion
here.

In gathering these essays for republication in this volume, I have made some
slight alterations. I have made references uniform, and have called attention to
new material bearing on the topics; I have also introduced a number of minor
changes in wording and occasionally a paragraph or two in the interest of clarity.
On a few occasions, I have added a postscript to discuss views of those who
might have commented on earlier forms of the essays. Apart from such changes
the essays remain substantially as they originally appeared; the basic thesis in
none of them has changed.

Grateful acknowledgement is hereby expressed to the editors of the follow-
ing periodicals who have granted permission for the reprinting of the essays
which- originally appeared as articles in their publications: Catholic Biblical
Quarterly, Interpretation, The Jurist, Perspective, and Theological Studies. My
gratitude is also hereby expressed to Cambridge University Press for permission
to reprint ““Aramaic Kephd’ and Peter’s Name in the New Testament” from the
Festschrift for Matthew Black; to the Institute for Antiquity and Christianity,
Claremont, for permission to reprint “Reconciliation in Pauline Theology” from
the Festschrift for John L. McKenzie; to Editions J. Duculot of Gembloux,
Belgium, for permission to reprint * ‘To Know Him and the Power of His
Resurrection’ (Phil 3:10)” from the Festschrift for Béda Rigaux; to the editor
for permission to reprint “New Testament Kyrios and Maranatha and Their
Aramaic Background” from the Festschrift destined for Bo Reicke; and to
Editions Desclée of Paris for permission to reprint ‘“Habakkuk 2:3-4 and the
New Testament” from De la Loi au Messie, Mélanges for Henri Cazelles. Full
details about the credits will be given in the asterisked footnote at the beginning
of each chapter.

Finally, I must express sincere thanks to my colleague, Juan B. Cortés, S.J.,
who has helped me in many ways in the production of this book; and to Richard

Ressa and Joseph Wysocki for furnishing me with the Hebrew text of the
passages quoted.

JOSEPH A. FITZMYER, S.1.
The Catholic University of America
Washington, DC 20064
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GOSPEL
TOPICS




One

THE PRIORITY OF MARK
AND THE “Q” SOURCE IN LUKE"

THE STEERING COMMITTEE for the Pittsburgh Festival on the Gospels,
held in April 1969 to celebrate the 175th anniversary of the Pittsburgh
Theological Seminary, asked me to prepare a survey of the state of the
question of Luke’s dependence on Mark and “Q."” This question is part
of the so-called Synoptic Problem, a vast area of New Testament study.
I had been asked to do this because I once espoused the priority of
Mark.! To admit the priority of Mark over Luke and the use of “Q”
would be to adopt a form of the Two-Source Theory as a solution to the
Synoptic Problem.? This solution has been called in question from time
to time; indeed, recently there has been a call for the reopening of the
entire Synoptic question.? My task is, obviously, not to re-examine the
problem itself ab ovo, even with respect to the limited part with which I
have been asked to deal. It is rather a survey of the current scene, as
this is known to me.

Before I begin the survey proper, several preliminary remarks seem
to be called for. First of all, the Synoptic Problem has been debated for
over 150 years, during which time the corporate effort of scholars has
come a long way, and yet no wholly satisfying solution has been found.
Indeed, the literary source analysis of the Synoptic Gospels has long
since yielded to other phases of gospel study: to form criticism and to
Redaktionsgeschichte, to mention only the two most important phases.
These advances have all been the result of critical study of the Gospels,
carried on with the developing philological tools of literary and
historical research. Sometimes the advances were made in one phase or
another because of previous misdirected or even false steps, as we can
recognize today when we view the process with hindsight. To admit
this, however, does not mean that one who accepts elements of past



4 TO ADVANCE THE GOSPEL

solutions necessarily agrees with all the presuppositions that were in
vogue at the time. The subsequent recognition of false steps does not
necessarily imply that the whole process has been somehow vitiated,
unless, of course, one subscribes to some sort of determinism in history.
Thus, few will support today the priority of Mark because this Gospel is
judged to serve as a better bridge to the historical Jesus than the
Gospels of Matthew or Luke, which are considered to be more artificial.
On the other hand, if arguments used in the past seem to have
been inadequate or weak, it does not necessarily mean that they are
such today; presuppositions affecting them may have changed, or
the arguments may have received further analysis, confirmation, or
support. |

Second, the history of Synoptic research reveals that the problem is
practically insoluble.* As 1 see the matter, we cannot hope for a definitive
and certain solution to it, since the data for its solution are scarcely
adequate or available to us. Such a solution would imply a judgment
about the historical genesis and literary relationship of the first three
Gospels, whereas the data for a historical and literary judgment of this
nature are so meagre and of such a character as to preclude certitude.
It is in this general context that I believe B. H. Streeter’s oft-quoted
statement ought to be repeated (and not apropos of some specific
difficulty). Streeter wrote, “. . . we cannot possibly know, either all the
circumstances of churches, or all the personal idiosyncrasies of writers
so far removed from our own time.”® I stress this point at the outset,
because one finds often enough in recent discussions a straining after
what is called “the truth” of the matter. 1 submit, however, that “the
truth” of the matter is largely inaccessible to us, and that we are forced
to live with a hypothesis or a theory. This means too that there are
loopholes in the theory, and that the value of the hypothesis may have
to be judged by criteria other than its sheer truth.

Third, because the corporate critical study of the Synoptic Problem
has resulted only in a theory or theories about its solution, there are at
least two other criteria that have been operative in this work, and I am
speaking of criteria that involve critical judgment, not “non-scientific”
or “extra-scientific” factors. One of these is appeal; the other is
use.ful.ness. 'The Two-Source Theory has certainly appealed to the
majority of twentieth-century scholars.” In saying this, I do not intend
“an appez.zl to authority,” as if the sentiment of the majority closed the
Issue. It is a simple statement of fact. Opponents complain of “the
consensus” or the “collective bias,” and subtly contrast the majority to
“a!l.careful students of the Synoptic Problem” and to the “perceptive
critic,” as if these appellations were proper only to those who criticize
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the theory. Little is obviously gained by this sort of approach; and it
certainly dees not do away with the fact itself of the appeal of the Two-
Source Theory to the critical judgment of many scholars. As for its
usefulness—its Brauchbarkeit (to repeat a word used by G. Strecker and
W. Marxsen that has become a sort of tag, even in English discus-
sions)—who can deny that the Two-Source Theory has served as the
springboard for both the form criticism of the Gospels and later on for
Redaktionsgeschichte? In the latter case it 1s almost a fundamental prop. 1
am, however, aware that neither of these methods of critical gospel
study is organically or necessarily tied to the Two-Source Theory. In
the former case, the method was derived from Old Testament Gat-
tungsgeschichte. Yet, historically, it was applied to the Gospels on the
basis of the Two-Source Theory, as the works of M. Dibelius and
R. Bultmann manifest on almost every page. I know of no comparable
form-critical studies that operate on the basis of another theory and
have commanded the attention of scholars which can claim to rival the
Dibelius-Bultmann approach.® As for Redaktionsgeschichte, this method
of gospel study could theoretically be carried out on the basis of
another theory of Synoptic relationships. But it has not really been
done.® Until it is, the Brauchbarkeit argument is a valuable, but extrinsic,
criterion for judging the worth of the hypothesis.

These preliminary remarks do not touch the real issue. But they have
been made to clear the air on certain aspects of the problem before we
confront the major task.

L. The Priority of Mark

This survey of the study of the relationship of the Lucan Gospel to
_the Synoptic Problem may be begun with the priority of Mark. I
propose to set forth briefly the main arguments that have normally
been proposed for it and comment on them from the standpoint of
some recent developments.

First of all, the priority of Mark over Luke (and Matthew) has been

espoused in recent times because the bulk of Mark is found in Luke (55
- percent of it, according to Streeter) and in Matthew (90 percent of it).*
This common agreement in subject-matter is often referred to as the
Triple Tradition. In itself, the mere common possession of the same
matter does not argue for the priority of Mark. The situation could be
due to Mark’s dependence on Luke (and/or Matthew), as Augustine
once held with reference to Matthew (De consensu evangelistarum, 1.2,4),
and as J. J. Griesbach, and more recently W. R. Farmer,!? have held
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with reference to both Matthew and Luke. In other words, “Mark is
necessarily the connecting-link between Matthew and Luke in these
passages, but not necessarily the source of more than one of them.”3
Thus stated theoretically and abstractly as a propositional argument
(often with the aid of diagrams and arrows), the intermediary position
of Mark is certain, but the priority of Mark over the other two is still to
be shown.

When the argument is thus left on the theoretic level, as it often is,
the priority of Mark appears to be more of an assumption than a
conclusion. But the retort is made that the priority of Mark over
Matthew and Luke depends as well on the concrete comparison of
individual texts and on the complex of subsidiary questions related to it
that must be answered. For instance, in the case of the latter one may
ask a series of questions: (1) Why would anyone want to abbreviate or
conflate Matthew and Luke to produce from them a Gospel such as
Mark actually is? (2) Why is so much of Matthew and Luke omitted in
the end-product? Why is so much important gospel material that would
be of interest to the growing and developing church(es) eliminated by
Mark? Why, for example, has he omitted the Sermon on the Mount
and often encumbered narratives in the retelling with trivial and
unessential details (e.g., the cushion in the boat, Mark 4:38; the “four
men” in Mark 2:3; etc.). In other words, given Mark, it is easy to see why
Matthew and Luke were written; but given Matthew and Luke, it is_
hard to see why Mark was needed in the early Church. (3) How could
Mark have so consistently eliminated all trace of Lucanisms? If he were
a modern practitioner of Redaktionsgeschichte, the elimination might be
conceivable. But was he so inclined? (4) What would have motivated
Mark to omit even those elements in the infancy narratives of Matthew
and Luke that are common? His alleged interest in narratives, rather
than teaching, would have led him instead to present a conflated and
harmonized infancy narrative. (5) Mark’s resurrection narrative, even
if it be limited to 16:1-8, is puzzling. Can it really be regarded as an
abbreviation or conflation of the Matthean and/or Lucan accounts? (6)
What sort of early theologian does Mark turn out to be if his account is
based on Matthew and Luke? Having behind him the certainly more
developed christologies and ecclesiologies of Matthew and Luke, what
would be his purpose in constructing such a composition? There is an
unmistakable Marcan theology, with which one has to cope, as is now
evident from the study of the Redaktionsgeschichte of the second Gospel.
But that this was produced by an abbreviation or conflation of Mat-

thean and/or Lucan theologies is incomprehensible to most students of
the Synoptics.
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These considerations are admittedly subsidiary; but they do affect
the argument that is based on the bulk of the material that is
common to the Triple Tradition. It might even be admitted that no
one of these reasons is in itself cogent or sufficient to prove the
priority of Mark.

This does not mean that there have been no attempts to answer such
questions from other points of view.' But does the conviction that
these other attempts have carried outweigh the more common inter-
pretation?

A second reason usually given for asserting that Luke depends on
Mark is the order or sequence of episodesin the Third Gospel that is so
similar to that of Mark, even when other material is interspersed in
Luke. This sequence is, moreover, even more strikingly compared to
Mark’s, when Matthew's order is taken into account, for Matthew and
Luke agree in sequence only to the extent that they agree with Mark.
When one departs from the Marcan sequence and pursues an indepen-
dent course, the other still agrees with the Marcan order. Or, to put it
another way, within the Triple Tradition, Matthew and Luke never
agree with one another against Mark in regard to the order of episodes.
As far as the common sequence of material in Luke and Mark is
concerned, one sees it best in the five blocks of material set forth below:

(1) Mark 1:1-15 = Luke 3:1-4:15 (five episodes)’®

(2) Mark 1:21-3:19 = Luke 4:31-6:19 (eleven episodes)
(Luke’s Little Interpolation, 6:20-8:3)

(3) Mark 4:1-9:40 = Luke 8:4-9:50 (twenty episodes)

(At 9:17, Luke’s Big Omission, Mark 6:45-8:26)
(At 9:50, Luke’s Little Omission, Mark 9:41-10:12)
(Luke’s Big Interpolation, 9:51-18:14)

(4) Mark 10:13-13:32 = Luke 18:15-21:33 (twenty-two epi-
sodes)
{5) Mark 14:1-16:8 = Luke 22:1-24:12 (sixteen episodes)

Within these major blocks of material common in sequence to Mark
and Luke, there are occasional insertions from the Double Tradition or
from Luke’s special source that fill out an episode. Yet they do not affect
the common order, for despite them the blocks of material in Mark are
still seen as units in Luke. Such insertions can be found at Luke 3:7-14
(John's preaching); 3:23-38 (the genealogy of Jesus); 4:2b—13 (the
temptation); 19:1-27 (Zacchaeus and the parable of the pounds);
19:41-44 (lament over Jerusalem); 22:27-32, 35-38 (the discourse at
the Last Supper); 23:27-32 (the road to Calvary); 23:39b-43 (two

criminals on crosses); 23:47b—49 (Calvary).
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Moreover, within these large blocks smaller units are confirmed by
the same order or sequence in Matthean episodes:

Matt 9:1-8, 9-13, 14— Mark 2:1-12, 13-17, Luke 5:17-26, 27-32,
17 18-22 33-39

Marct 12:1-8, 9-14, 15—~  Mark 2:23-28, 3:1-6, Luke 6:1-5, 611, 17-
21 7-12 19

Matt 13:1-9, 10-17, Mark 4:1-9, 10-12, Luke 8:4-8, 9-10, 11—
18-23 13-20 15

Matt 16:13-23, 24-28, Mark 8:27-33, 8:34- Luke 9:18-22, 23-27,
17:1-9 9:1, 9:2-10 28-36 .

Matt 22:15-22, 23-33, Mark 12:13-17, 18-27,  Luke 20:20-26, 27-40,
34-40, 41-46 28-34, 35-37 41-44

Once again the query is in order, whether the sequence of sections
and incidents in Matthew and Luke over against Mark argues for
anything more than the intermediary position of Mark, or for anything
more than Mark as a connecting-link between Matthew and Luke.’® To
assert that it actually proves the priority of Mark would be to fall into
the so-called Lachmiann Fallacy.!” Yet again, one has to make a
distinction between the theoretic and abstract presentation of this
argument, and the concrete application of it in the Triple Tradition.
For many students the telling factor is not simply the comparison of
Luke with Mark, but also with Matthew, and the more plausible reasons
that can be assigned for the Lucan omission and addition of material
within the Marcan order.

It is undoubtedly this argument more than any other that has been
assailed as “inconclusive or fallacious.” The “fallacious” character of it
has been stressed by E. W. Lummis, H. G. Jameson, B. C. Butler, and
W. R. Farmer, to cite only the main names.!8 It was especially Butler
who insisted on the intermediary position of Mark and maintained that
Mark “was not necessarily the source of more than one of them.” But
H. G. Wood put his finger on a difficulty in Butler's own solution, which
argues from this intermediary position, viz., “that Mark is a source only
for Luke, and the knowledge of Matthew’s order comes to Luke
through Mark. This is very strange because Dom Butler claims to have
proved that Luke is also dependent on Matthew. Why, having Matthew
in his hands, Luke should follow Matthew’s order only when it
reappears in Mark is difficult to understand and explain. If Dom
Butler’s thesis were true, there should be numerous agreements in
order between Matthew and Luke against Mark, and admittedly there
are none or next to none.”*® Wood also criticizes Butler for not having
examined the question of order “in detail;” he devotes a large part of
his short article precisely to the refutation of Butler in the matter of
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sequence or order. Unfortunately, it cannot be reproduced here, but
many of his points are quite telling; his article should not be over-
looked.

One last remark in this matter of order pertains to the so-called
Lucan transpositions. In at least five places Mark and Luke do not have
the same order of episodes, where they might have: (1) The imprison-
ment of John the Baptist (Mark 6:17-18) is found in Luke 3:19-20. (2)
Jesus’ visit to Nazareth (Mark 6:1-6) is found at the beginning of the
Galilean ministry in Luke 4:16-30. (3) The call of the four disciples
(Mark 1:16-20) appears later in Luke 5:1-11. (4) The choosing of the
Twelve (Mark 3:13-19) and the report of the crowds that followed
Jesus (Mark 3:7-12) are presented in an inverted sequence in Luke
6:12-16, 17-19. (5) The episode about Jesus’ real relatives (Mark 3:31-
35) is found after the parables in Luke 8:19-20. Of less significance are
two other episodes that appear in a different order: the parable of the
mustard seed (Mark 4:30-32), which is found in Luke 13:18-19 (in this
instance an independent Lucan source may be involved); and the
betrayal of Jesus (Mark 14:20-21 and Luke 23:21-23, an episode of
the passion narrative). In any case, a more plausible reason can be
assigned for the transposition of the five episodes by Luke than for
their transposition by Mark.? This would again argue for the priority
of Mark over Luke.

Third, the priority of Mark has been espoused because of the actual
wording of the passages within the Triple Tradition, which s frequently
the same. This affects even the collocation of words and the structure of
sentences. Yet from this observation, baldly stated, one might wonder
how one can conclude to the priority of Mark. What makes the
difference, however, for many scholars is the concrete comparison.
Streeter suggested using different colors to distinguish the words that
agree in all three, and those that agree in Matthew and Mark, or in
Luke and Mark. Such a comparison is facilitated by the use of W. G.
Rushbrooke’s Synopticon or by the more recent book of W. R. Farmer
with the same title.?* Rushbrooke’s work openly espoused the Two-
Source Theory and presented the matter in colored columns accord-
ingly; Farmer’s Synopticon presents the text of each of the first three
Gospels in its entirety, and not in parallel columns, and highlights the
agreements between the various compositions in different colors. It is
thus better designed to assist the student to determine the nature and
extent of the verbatim agreements without reference to any particular
source-theory. Yet even the use of Farmer’s book pushes one in the
direction of the Two-Source Theory. I cannot help but still be im-
pressed by that part of the argument that singles out the agreement of
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Matthew or Luke with Mark, when the other disagrees. This aspect
must be taken into account in conjunction with the agreement of all
three. When it is so considered, 1 find it hard to see Mark as a mere
connecting-link. And even less can 1 find a plausible reason for saying
that Mark borrowed from Matthew or Luke,

A fourth reason for espousing the priority of Mark over Luke (and
Matthew) has been found in the more primitive character of the
narrative of the second Gospel, or what has been called its “freshness
and circumstantial character.” This refers to the greater quantity in
Mark of vivid, concrete details, phrases likely to cause offense, rough-
ness of style and grammar, and the preservation of Aramaic words.
These traits abound in Mark and are present in Matthew and Luke to a
less degree. One cannot regard them as evidence for Mark’s “greater
historical candour,”? since they do not really support such a judgment.
Again, they are not found solely in the so-called Petrine passages in
Mark, but in others as well.23

Streeter’s analysis of the details of this Synoptic feature is well known;
he regards the differences in Matthew and Luke as improvements and
refinements of Mark’s version. For instance, he maintains that “the
difference between the style of Mark and of the other two is not merely
that they both write better Greek. It is the difference which always exists
between the spoken and the written language. Mark reads like a
shorthand account of a story by an impromptu speaker—with all the
repetitions, redundancies and digressions which are characteristic of
living speech.” He cites as further evidence the “context-supple-
ments” of J. C. Hawkins, those enlargements of the narrative which add
nothing to the information conveyed by it,?® the majority of which are
omitted by Matthew, and a large number of which are omitted by Luke .
as well. .

Butler also treated this material, and he admitted that this point was
the only one of Streeter’s five arguments that tended “to support the
theory of Marcan priority to the exclusion of all other solutions . . . ,
an argument deserving serious attention.”?¢ Faced, however, with a
mass of data on this point, Butier sought a solution in Mark’s depen-
dence on Matthew, by insisting that the references in Mark to Peter’s
remembering (11:21) reveal him to have been a preacher who “was
using Matthew as hisaide-mémoire.”?” “Peter made use of Matthew as the
source-book for his own ‘instructions’, he selected passages which his
own memory could confirm and enlarge upon, he omitted incidents
that occurred before he met our Lord, and most of Matthew’s dis-
course-material, as not suitable for his purpose and not such as he
could reinforce with a personal and independent recollection. He
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altered his Palestinian-Jewish source in various ways to make it more
palatable to his Gentile audience.”?® Thus Butler returned to a form of
Augustine’s solution, but apparently he has had little following in such
an opinion. It is noteworthy that Builer had to interpose between
Matthew and Mark a preacher, in effect, an oral source. As such, this
becomes another stage in his solution of the Synoptic Problem, which
he does not formally acknowledge. It is a hypothetical element that is
really devoid of any control, and this is its deficiency.

A more frontal attack on this argument, however, was made by
Farmer, who pointed out several defects in the argument as it was used
by Streeter. Indeed, he turns the usual argument around and main-
tains that precisely those things that point to the “primitivity” of Mark’s
language are indications of the Gospel’s lateness. It is understandable
that Farmer is critical of Streeter’s facile distinction between character-
istics of spoken and written languages, of his idea that Mark has
resulted from dictation, and of his assigning of the second Gospel to
John Mark of Acts.?® But Farmer’s attribution of the “interesting and
picturesque” details to the “well-attested tendency in the church to
make the tradition more specific by the addition of just such details”
goes undocumented.

What is really needed in this argument is a set of independent
criteria. The more recent book of E. P. Sanders, The Tendencies of the
Synoptic Tradition,® has addressed itself to this question in some detail.
But whereas the Synoptic and pre-canonical tradition of what Jesus did
and taught was formerly studied in comparison with the tendencies of
folk tradition, or of rabbinical tradition, or of the early church as
revealed in the epistles, Sanders seeks criteria from the post-canonical
tradition. Under three main headings (increasing length, increasing
detail, and diminishing Semitism, as possible tendencies of the tradi-
tion) he compares the post-canonical tradition and the Synoptic Gos-
pels. From the standpoint of increasing length, Sanders finds rhat the
evidence “weighs against the two-document hypothesis, and especially
against Mark’s priority, unless it can be offset by the redaktionsgeschich-
tlich consideration that Matthew and Luke were abbreviators.”® Under
the second heading Sanders concludes that “the simple priority of any
one Gospel to the others cannot be demonstrated by the evidence of
this chapter [i.e., increasing details]. It is clear, rather, that the questions
which finally emerge from this section concern redactional method and
the relation of Mark to the eyewiiness period. The categories which
argue for Matthew’s priority to Mark are just those which some would
explain as containing material which Mark owes to his eyewitness
source.” “In summary, we must conclude that the principal lesson to be
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learned from the study of details is that of caution, . . . the criterton of
detail should not be used too quickly to establish the relative antiquity
of one document or another.”® Finally, Sanders concludes that “Se-
mitic syntax and grammar do not necessarily prove a tradition to be
either relatively or absolutely early,” and that Mark is richer in
parataxis, asyndeton, and the use of the historic present. “It certainly
suited Mark’s redactional style to write vernacular Greek more than it
did the style of Matthew or Luke, but we cannot thereby prove Mark to
be the earliest of the Gospels.”? The study of Sanders deserves greater
attention than this one paragraph I have devoted it, since it bears on a
vital aspect of what has been called “an argument deserving serious
attention.” But the book significantly ends in a non liguet: “While
certain of the useful criteria support Mark’s priority, some do not. Both
Matthean priorists and Lukan priorists can find some support in this
study.” Sander’s study may be important, but it is really limited in
scope; it has to be considered alongside of other comparative studies of
the Synoptic and similar tendencies. Yet even this detailed study has not
really undermined the primitive character of the Marcan Gospel.

Undoubtedly the weakest point in the usual line-up of reasons set
forth for the Two-Source Theory is Streeter’s fifth point. When it is
scrutinized today from the vantage-point of hindsight, his presentation
is seen to be not so much an argument as a preliminary statement and a
preoccupation to answer two objections: (1) Why did Matthew and
Luke both omit certain sections of Mark (viz., Mark 1:1; 2:27; 3:20-21;
4:26-29; 7:2-4, 32-37; 8:22-26; 9:29, 48-49; 13:33-37; 14:51-52)?
These represent a total of some thirty verses. (2) How can we explain
certain minor verbal agreements (omissions or alterations) of Matthew
and Luke against Mark in the Triple Tradition?3¢

To explain the omitted sections of Mark, Streeter appealed to a
variety of reasons which were not always cogent. To explain the minor
verbal agreements of Matthew and Luke against Mark, Streeter
classified the passages and offered reasons for the independent
changes. In the main, his classification used these headings:®" (a)
Irrelevant agreements: Since unnecessary or unimportant Marcan words
were often omitted by Matthew or Luke in their compression of details,
“coincidence in omission” In these parallel passages proves nothing.
Similarly, the common shift in some parallel passages from the historic
present to imperfects or aorists, the common substitution of de for ka;,
the common insertion of noun-subjects in sentences where Mark
merely has “he” or “they,” and the common introduction of idou in five
parallel passages (whereas Mark never uses it in narrating). In all of
these details Streeter’s point was that changes were otherwise wide-
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spread in Matthew or Luke and inevitably led to coincidental, and
hence irrelevant, cases of agreement, constituting “considerably more
than half the total number of the Minor Agreements.”®® (b) Deceptive
agreements: “When Mark uses a word which is linguistically inadmissible,
the right word is so obvious that, if half-a-dozen independent correc-
tors were at work, they would all be likely to light upon it. For instance
Mark uses pherein of animals or persons as objects, and every time
Matthew and Luke concur in altering it to agein (or some compound of
it}.% Similarly, common corrections are made for krabbaton, thygatrion,
kentyrion, basileus (used of Herod), etc. Streeter applied the same
judgment to “coincidences” that extended beyond single word agree-
ments (e.g., the five-word sequence in Matt 9:7; Luke 5:25 over against
Mark 2:12-—showing that four of the five words are derived from the
immediate Marcan context); cf. Mark 16:8;, Maut 28:8; Luke 24:9;,—
Mark 3:1; Matt 12:9-10; Luke 6:6—Mark 4:10; Matt 13:10; Luke
8:9—Mark 4:36; Matt 8:23; Luke 8:22; etc. (¢) The Influence of “Q”:
Certain phrases were commonly introduced into passages derived from
Mark by Matthew and Luke because of the overlapping of “Q" and
Mark (i.e., because *Q)” also contained versions of John's preaching, the
baptism of Jesus, the temptation, the Beelzebul controversy, etc.). Yet
Streeter used this influence to explain the agreements in Matthew and
Luke in their parallels to only three Marcan passages:

Mark 4:21 = Mau 5:15 = Luke 8:16 = Luke 11:33
Mark 4:22 = Matt 10:26 = Luke 8:17 = Luke 12:2
Mark 8:12 = Maut 12:38 = Matt 16:4 = Luke 11:29

(d) Textual corruption: “. . . in nearly every case where a minute
agreement of Matthew and Luke against Mark is found in B X it is
absent in one or more of the other early local texts.” From this Streeter
concluded, “A careful study of the Ms. evidence distinctly favours the
view that all those minute agreements of Matthew and Luke against
Mark, which cannot be attributed to coincidence, were absent from the
original text of the Gospels, but have crept in later as a result of
‘assimilation’ between the texts of the different Gospels.” (¢) Some
Residual Cases: Here Streeter treated chiefly Mark 14:65, Matt 26:67-68
and Luke 22:64: the plural participle legontes and the phrase tis estin ho
paisas se, “the most remarkable of the minor agreements.” To handle it,
Streeter appealed to the addition of the phrase in the Marcan text of
mss W, O, 13, etc,, 579, 700, and after a rather lengthy discussion
concluded that the phrase is really “an interpolation into Matthew from
Luke.”%

The fifth point in Streeter’s presentation has often been criticized,
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and this loophole in the Two-Source Theory has been exploited by its
opponents.*! For instance, in seeking to dispense with “Q,” A. M. Farrer
drew an argument precisely from Luke's “small alterations in the
wording of his Marcan original” which were made in common with
Matthew.? Though Farrer admits that Luke worked directly “upon the
more ancient narrative of St. Mark,” yet his alterations of Mark were
owing to “Matthean echoes,” because Luke was after all acquainted
with Matthew. Farrer’s premise is that the Two-Source Theory was
erected “on the incredibility of St. Luke’s having read St. Matthew’s
book,”—a presupposition that has undergone a change in recent times
and that enables Farrer simply to assert to the contrary. Farrer criticizes
Streeter for classifying the minor agreements and for finding a distinct
hypothesis for each class of them (such as scribal error assimilating
Luke to Matthew or Matthew to Luke, or scribal error subsequently
effacing the text of Mark, or stylistic and doctrinal changes, or
dependence on a “Q” parallel). “Thus the forces of evidence are
divided by the advocate, and defeated in detail.”** Farrer’s criticism of
Streeter on this point was, however, analyzed by R. McL. Wilson, who
retorted with the observation that his criticism was written “with the
balance tilted against it from the beginning”—an admirable “example
of the demolition of one’s opponent by means of the gentle art of
ridicule.”** (To another aspect of Farrer’s argument I shall return
below.)

The one more or less valid point of criticism that Farrer levelled
against Streeter—that of classifying the minor agreements and then
finding a distinct hypothesis of each—was subsequently developed by
W. R, Farmer, who labelled Streecter’s procedure as “the atomization of
the phenomena.”* By this he means the separate classification and
discussion of the phenomena in one group at a time, which obscured
the total concatenation of agreements in a given Synoptic passage. So
treated, the reader would scarcely become aware of the “web of minor
but closely related agreements” of Matthew and Luke against Mark in
any given passage.*® Farmer analyzes in great detail the arguments of
Streeter under four main headings; many of his analyses have detected
historical defects in Streeter’s presentation, and some of them unveil a
rather cavalier procedure,

Yet not all of Farmer’s remarks are as telling as they might seem to
be. For instance, his claim that the readers of Matthew and Luke “were
used to 2 Greek upon which the influence of Latin had long been fel.
At least this is a presumption that would follow naturally from the
historic and cultural realities of the times. . . .”*" One would have
expected a little documentation here instead of a presumption. Or
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again, Farmer’s comment on the common Lucan and Matthean shift
from the Marcan lege: (an historic present) to eipen in 20 passages:
“Possibly all twenty instances of this particular agreement are irrele-
vant. In each case, however, it is necessary to see this particular
agreement in the context of all related phenomena in the concrete
passage in which the agreement occurred.”* In this regard Farmer
seems to be uncovering a defect in the process of atomization; indeed,
in the abstract it appears to be a point well made. However, if one fishes
out the 20 passages (which are undocumented) and compares them,
even using Farmer’s new colored Synopticon, it is difficult to see what the
telling “web of minor but closely related agreements” is in most of these
passages. True, one will find in these passages other words than eipen
highlighted in red, i.e., common to Matthew and Luke. Sometimes a
few significant words are common, but at times a common &az or de or
idou (e.g., Matt 8:1-4; 9:3—4; 12:48) might be the words. In such cases it
is hard to discern what the “web” really is. Consequently, until Farmer
spells out what is meant by this “web of closely related agreements,” one
may have to live with the atomizing explanation. In most instances, to be
sure, Streeter’s explanations still command stronger assent than
Farmer’s alleged web.

Concerning these common minor agreements of Matthew and Luke
against Mark in the Triple Tradition, one should recall that they
represent only a small fraction of the data to be considered in the
Synoptic Problem. They constitute a problem which cannot be denied;
they are one of the loopholes in the Two-Source Theory. Whatever
explanation (or explanations) may account for this phenomenon, it
scarcely weighs as evidence that completely counterbalances the other
data pointing to a dependence of Luke (and of Matthew) on Mark.
Furthermore, the distinction made long ago between significant and
msignificant agreements of Matthew and Luke against Mark is still
valid. The longest list of significant agreements, constructed from four
earlier attempts to collect them, numbers only 46. And when these are
further examined, they can be reduced to six: Matt 26:68, 75; 17:3, 17;
9:7, 20 (and parallels).*® The last word on this issue has not been said,
and unfortunately what has at times been written about it has been
laced with more emotion than reason.

These are the main reasons that have been proposed for the priority
of Mark over Luke (and Matthew). They are not without their
difficulties, but some of them are less cogent than others. But, as I see
the situation, the day has not yet come, even in 1980, “when the
absolute priority of Mk [is] regarded as an a priori position in an
obsolete stage of criticism.”s®
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Before leaving the topic of the priority of Mark, a word should be said
about the form of Mark that is thought to underlie Matthew and Luke.
If the majority consensus seems to favor the priority of Mark over Luke
(and Matthew), it can be said to be largely against the idea of Ur-
Markus, i.e., against a form of Mark that Matthew and Luke would have
used which was earlier than and slightly different from canonical Mark.
V. Taylor, in his commentary The Gospel according to St. Mark, surveyed
the various forms in which this hypothesis had been proposed up to
that time and felt “compelled to reject all known forms of the Ur-
Markus hypothesis”; yet he admitted that “there is something unseemly
in an investigation which ends with Requiescat Ur-marcus.” Unfortu-
nately, the hypothesis has not quite died. Some of the earlier forms in
which it had been proposed have, indeed, proved inadequate; but
some recent studies have been supporting one or other aspect of it.
Aside from the problems of the commonly omitted Marcan passages in
Matthew and Luke and the minor verbal agreements, there is also the
problematic ending of Mark, the textual evidence for a “Western” (or
perhaps “Caesarean”) form of Mark, and the textual evidence for a
second-century revision of Mark.%? These are, in the main, the reasons
invoked for the Ur-Markus hypothesis. None of this evidence, however,
is as cogent as the other factors favoring the Two-Source Theory, and
this is basically the reason for the reluctance of many to accept it. Then,
too, there is the more recent emphasis on Redaktionsgeschichte, which
may allow for some of the differences that the hypothesis itself was
seeking to handle. To my way of thinking, the possibility of Ur-Markus
is stil} admissible.53

IL Luke’s Use of “Q”

Once again it is almost impossible to discuss the hypothesis of Luke’s
use of “Q” without bringing in the question of Matthew’s use of it too,
since by definition “Q” is the postulaied Greek written source underly-
ing some 230 verses common to Matthew and Luke and not found in
Mark. This non-Marcan material in Matthew and Luke is usually
referred to as the Double Tradition. Such common non-Marcan
material could be owing to Matthew borrowing from Luke, or to Luke
borrowing from Matthew, or to their common use of an earlier source.
Today, very few would consider it likely that Matthew has derived such
material from Luke.>* A number of Gospel commentators, however, do
maintain that Luke has used Matthew, but the majority rather insist on
their common use of a postulated Greek, written source, called “Q.”%
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To establish the independent existence of this source is more difficult
than to establish the priority of Mark. Moreover, it is to be noted that
some commentators who admit the priority of Mark over Luke®* deny
the existence of the postulated second source (maintaining either the
priority of Matthew over both Mark and Luke, or at least that Luke
depends on both Mark and Matthew).

Before the survey of the reasons for the postulated “Q” is begun, the
more general question of Luke’s dependence on Matthew has to be
posed.®” For Luke's dependence on Matthew is an issue that is not
restricted only to the Double Tradition. We have already noted Farrer’'s
contention that the Two-Source Theory was erected on “the incredibil-
ity” of Luke having used Matthew. Some of the main reasons for
denying such use must now be reviewed, before we proceed to the
more specific questions of “Q.” They can be summed up under the
following five headings.

First, the apparent reluctance of Luke to reproduce typically Mat-
thean “additions” within the Triple Tradition. In thus phrasing the
matter, [ may seem to be prejudging the issue. I am only trying to refer
to the fuller Matthean formulation of parallels in Mark, such as the
exceptive phrase on divorce (Matt 19:9; cf. Mark 10:11);%® Jesus’
promise to Peter (Matt 16:16b—-19; cf. Mark 8:29);%® Peter’s walking on
the waters (Matt 14:28-31; cf. Mark 6:50);% and the peculiar Matthean
episodes in the passion narrative. When Matthew and Mark are
considered alone, it may be difficult to decide the dependence or
priority in such cases. To my way of thinking, they are more readily
intelligible as Matthean “additions” than as Marcan excisions. But the
real issue is to explain Luke’s failure to adopt the extra Matthean
materials in his parallels, or at least some of them, if he has written in
dependence on Matthew—or used Mark as his main source and
quarried Matthew only for such material as would suit his own edifice.®!
The few examples cited above, having to do with pericopes, do not give
a full picture of this phenomenon; it is necessary to compare a whole list
of smalier Matthean additions to Mark, which are absent in Luke.®? For
instance,

Luke 3:22 Matt 3:17 (the public proclamation) Cf. Mark 1:11

5:3 4:18 (“who is called Peter”) 1:16

5:27 9:9  (“Matthew") 2:14

6:4-5 12:5-7 (plucking grain on the 2:26-27
Sabbath)

8:18b 13:12a (being given in excess) 4:25

8:10-11 13:14 (quotation of Isa 6:9-10) 4:12

9:1-5 10:7 (nearness of the kingdom) 6:7-11

9:20b 16:16b (Peter’s confession) 8:29b
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Similar instances could still be added. The question is how to account
for the Lucan omission of such Matthean material in the hypothesis that
Luke used Matthew. It is not convincing merely to state that he
preferred the simpler Marcan form.

Second, it is difficult to explain adequately why Luke would want to
break up Matthew’s sermons, especially the Sermon on the Mount, in
order to incorporate a part of it in his Sermon on the Plain and scatter
the rest of it in an unconnected and disjointed fashion in the loose
context of the travel account. Even though one must admit that this
central portion of Luke is redactionally very important in the composi-
tion of the Third Gospel and that it constitutes a “mosaic” in its own
right, yet the tension between its matter and its form (i.e., between its
loosely connected or almost unconnected episodes or sayings and its
unifying preoccupation with Jesus’ movement toward Jerusalem that
appears from time to time [Luke 9:51, 53; 13:22; 17:11; 19:28]) has
always been a problem.5* Whatever explanation is to be given for it and
for Luke’s redactional purpose in constructing this central section, the
explanation that he has quarried the material from Matthew’s sermons
is the least convincing.

Third, aside from 3:7-9, 17 and 4:2—-13% Luke has never inserted the
material of the Double Tradition into the same Marcan context as
Matthew. If he derives such material from Matthew—and otherwise
manifests such respect for a source that he is following, as his
dependence on Mark would suggests>—it is surprising that at least
some of the remaining Double Tradition material does not occur in
contexts that parallel Matthew, which are often quite appropriate to
this material. The frequent disagreement with the Matthean order in
this regard is crucial to any judgment about Luke's dependence on
Maithew; in fact it suggests that he does not depend. |

Fourth, an analysis of the Double Tradition material in Matthew and
Luke shows that sometimes Matthew, sometimes Luke has preserved
what can only be described as the more original setting of a given
episode.®® This would seem to be scarcely the case if Luke were always
dependent on Matthew within this tradition. It is, however, readily
intelligible in the hypothesis that both of them have been following and
editing a common source.

Fifth, if Luke depends on Matthew, why has he almost constantly
omitted Matthean material in episodes where there are Matthean, but
no Marcan parallels, €.g., in the infancy and resurrection narratives?

These are the five main reasons for denying Luke's dependence on
Matthew. They have to be coped with in a real way whenever the
contrary thesis is maintained. They form, moreover, the background
for the more specific discussion of the Lucan and Matthean use of “Q."
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That Matthew and Luke both used a common source is a partial
hypothesis of the Two-Source Theory. Farrer has maintained that this
“is its weakness,” and that the Lucan use of Matthew is not “a contrary
hypothesis.”8” This view of the situation was exposed by F. G. Downing,
who maintained “that Luke used Matthew must in the nature of the
case remain as much an hypothesis as the one-time existence of Q.8 It
is but another reason for my own preliminary remark about the “truth
of the matter” and the hypothesis with which one must deal in this
matter. “Q” is admittedly a hypothetical entity, but it remains to be seen
whether it 1s “an unnecessary and vicious hypothesis,” as Butler has
labelled it, or “a nebulosity, a capriciousness, an intractability,” as S.
Petrie has called 1t.® |

The following are the main reasons for the postulated Greek written
source “Q.”7 First, the number of crucial texts in which Matthew and
Luke agree almost with identical wording, at times even word-for-
word, is such that common dependence on a source is called for.” Thus
in passages such as these:

Matt 3:7b-10 Luke 3:7b-9 (The speech of John the Baptist; 60
out of 63 words are identical and two
of the differences are clearly Lucan
stylistic improvements [arxésthe for dox-
ete; an added adverbial kai}).

Matt 6:24 Luke 16:13 (The saying about serving two masters;
27 out of 28 words are identical)

Matt 7:3-5 Luke 6:41-42 (On judging; 50 out of 64 words are
identical)

Mau 7:7-11 Luke 11:9-13 (The efficacy of prayer; 59 out of 74
words are 1dentical)

Matt 11:4-6, Luke 7:22-23, (Jesus' answer and testimony about

7b-11 24b-28 John the Baptist; 100 out of 121 words

Martt 11:21-23
Matt 11:25-27
Matt 12:43-45
Matt 23:37-38

Mau 24:45-51

Luke 10:13-15
Luke 10:21-22
Luke 11:24-25
Luke 13:34-35

Luke 12:42-46

are identical)

(Woes against the towns of Galilee; 43
out of 49 words are 1denncal)

(Jesus’ praise of the Father; 50 out of
69 words are identical)

(Return of the evil spirit; 53 out of 61
words are identical)

(Lament over Jerusalem; 46 out of 55
words are identical)

(Sayings about vigilance; 87 out of 104
words are identical)

The differences in the above list may seem at times a little high; but

one would have to look at the concrete cases, which often enough
involve stylistic variants (e.g., Luke eliminating a paratactic kai that
Matthew has preserved).
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Second, it is scarcely coincidental that the material of the Double
Tradition inserted into the First and Third Gospels in different
contexts manifests a common general underlying sequence or order.
This can hardly be due to oral tradition and seems rather to argue for a
written source. Most of this material is inserted in Matthew into Marcan
contexts and sermon blocks, whereas in Luke it scarcely ever appears in
Marcan contexts but is generally grouped in separate, interpolated
blocks—or, as Streeter once put it, “Matthew conflates his sources, Luke
alternates them.”” Given this situation, one would scarcely expect a
common sequence of any sort in the Double Tradition. And yet, there
is a trace of such a sequence.

One way of detecting this common sequence is found in the two-
column line-up of parallels of the Double Tradition frequently pre-
sented in Introductions to the New Testament (e.g., in that of W. G,
Kiimmel™). This list begins with the order of the Lucan material and
compares the Matthean with it; the common order is more apparent at
the beginning and the end of the list than in the middle. A better way,
however, has been discovered by V. Taylor,”™ who at first set forth the
Double Tradition in seven columns: the first of which presented the
Lucan order, the next five columns the common material as it appears
in each of the five great Matthean sermons, and the seventh as it
appears in Matthew outside of the sermons. Taylor’s method respects
the Matthean scattering of the material, mainly in the sermons, and
beyond them. In his first discussion of this matter Taylor had efimi-
nated certain questionable material; but he returned to the issue later
and did a more comprehensive study, comparing the Lucan order in
detail with each of the sermons in Matthew and the extra-sermon
passages. What is striking in this detailed comparison is the amount of
agreement in sequence that is revealed, not in the over-all order, but in
the individual Matthean sections when they are compared with Luke.
When there is lack of agreement, it frequently occurs because Matthew
inserts Double Tradition material into blocks of his own special
material (“M”), and strives for a topical arrangement. At times this
argument from the order of the Double Tradition material has been
impugned, but I have so far uncovered no real attempt to cope with or
refute the Taylor presentation of it.”™

A third reason for postulating “Q" is found in the doublets in Luke
(and in Matthew). By “doublet” is meant here an account of the same
event or a saying occurring twice in either Luke or Matthew and related
in such wise that they seem to be part of the Triple Tradition, on the
one hand, and of the Double Tradition, on the other—or to put it
another way, that one belongs to a tradition parallel to Mark and one to
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a tradition not parallel to Mark. The conclusion drawn from this
phenomenon is that Matthew and Luke have retained in their Gospels
the double accounts of the same event or double sayings as they
inherited them independently from Mark and from “Q.” Thus, in Luke
we note the following doublets:

From the Marcan Source From the “Q" Source
8:16 {= Mark 4:21) 11:33 (= Maut 5:15)
8:17 (= Mark 4:22) 12:2 (= Matt 10:26)
8:18 (= Mark 4:25; Matt 13:12) 19:26 (= Matt 25:29)
9:3-5 (= Mark 6:8-11} 10:4,5-7,10-11

(= Matt 10:1,10-12,14)

9:23-94 (= Mark 8:34-35; Mau 16:24-25) 14:27 (= Mau 10:38-39)
9:26 (= Mark 8:38; Matt 16:27) 12:9 (= Matt 10:33)™

These are the three main reasons for postulating “Q.” Admittedly,
no one has even seen this source isolated; attempts to ferret it out have
certainly not been able to command universal agreement.” It may
never have been the literary unit that Mark is (or that Ur-Markus was).
Part of the problem encountered here is the lack of agreement as to
how much really belongs to “Q”; this is the loophole in this part of the
theory. There is also the difficulty of passages that, considered globally,
would seem to belong to the “Q” source and yet display such a
disagreement in word order and vocabulary that one hesitates to label
them clearly as derived solely from Q. Taylor lists seven such passages:

l,uke. [0:25-28  MNau 22:34-39 (Saying about the great commandment)

Luke 12:54-56 Matt 16:2-3 (Saying about signs of the times)
Luke 13:23-24  Mau 17:13-14 (Saying about the narrow gate)
Luke 13:25-27 Mau 7:22-23;

25:10-12 (Saying about the shut door)
Luke 14:15-24  Man 22:1-10 (Parable of the great supper)

Luke 15:4-7 Maw 18:12-14 (Parable of the lost sheep)
Luke 19:22-27  Matt 25:14-30 (Parable of the pounds)™

How can one account for the verbal disagreement in such passages?
Isit owing to the simultaneous dependence of such passages on another
source which had a parallel to “Q” (e.g., on “L” or “M")? Is it owing
simply to the redactional work of Matthew or Luke? Is it owing to the
fact that “Q)” existed in different forms? Was “Q" possibly a composite
document? Taylor believes that there is a “wide consent” that Matthew
is dependent on a second source other than “Q” and would apparently
ascribe such verbal disagreement to the conflation of “M” and “Q."™ A
common understanding of “QQ” maintains that Luke presents substan-
tially the original order of “Q,” while the more original wording is
found in Matthew, since Luke has undoubtedly modified “Q" stylisti-
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cally, as he has done Mark. Sometimes the verbal disagreement can be
~ ascribed to a known Lucan or Matthean characteristic; yet this does not
account for all of it. It is precisely this difhculty of the verbal
disagreement in certain Lucan and Matthean passages that one would
otherwise be inclined to label as “Q” that hampers scholars from
agreeing on the extent of “Q.”

It is sometimes argued that “Q” existed in different forms that were
used independently by Matthew and Luke. Thus C. K. Barrett would
distinguish two written forms of it.® This suggestion, however, might be
acceptable, if it meant that a passage in the written source was from
time to time replaced by a better form of the same story or saying which
was derived from oral tradition. So revised, the “Q” source might have
been used at different times by Matthew and Luke. Plausible though
this suggestion is, it is quite speculative.

Some writers have suggested that “Q” represents only layers of
tradition that existed largely in an oral, catechetical, or liturgical form 3
To admit such a multiple form of “Q,” however, fails to account for the
almost word-for-word identical phrasing which is met at times and
which we have mentioned above. It would mean, in effect, a return to a
form of the Traditionshypothese with all its consequent difhculties.

An objection to “QQ” has often been derived from its content, that it
consist almost entirely of sayings of Jesus, contains very few narratives
(e.g., the temptation, the cure of the centurion’s servant, the disciples of
John the Baptist), and lacks a passion narrative. This last defect is
claimed to be crucial, for how could the early church have composed an
evangelical text that lacked the kerygmatic proclamation of the saving
Christ-event itself? This objection, however, stems from a modern,
preconceived idea of what euangelion was in the early church. No one
will deny that euangelion was related to kerygma, but the two are not
necessarily co-extensive terms. Moreover, regardless of the position one
takes about the origin of the sayings ascribed to Jesus in the Coptic
Gospel according to Thomas—whether they are to be regarded as derived
from the canonical sources, from Gnostic composition, or from an
independent ancient oral tradition—the significant thing is that this
collection of 114 sayings was frankly labelled “Gospel” in antiquity.
Save for a few small sections (No. 13, No. 22, No. 100, which contain
the tiniest bit of narrative), the logoi ascribed to Jesus in this text are
devoid of contextual settings, and there is no passion narrative. And yet
it was entitled peuaggelion pkata Thoman.®® This apocryphal Gospel,
then, shows us at least that the argument against “Q” drawn from its
content is not necessarily valid. To argue thus, however, does not mean
that one ascribes a link between “Q” and the Coptic apocryphal Gospel;
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if there be a relation, it must be established on other grounds. Finally,
to my way of thinking, the postulated “Q” source may not represent a
kerygmatic document of the early church at all. It may rather have
been part of the didaché of some early community or communities,
representing mainly a collection of sayings of Jesus gathered from
various oral traditions and formulated anew in view of various Sitze im
Leben (e.g., preaching, controversy, casuistry, catechetics, liturgy).

Anyone who has made use of the Two-Source Theory in Synoptic
Gospel study is aware of the difhiculties and the inadequacies of the “Q”
hypothesis. Part of the problem is, as Farrer has rightly recognized, that
it is a hypothetical entity. That it is unnecessary is another matter; this is
still to be established. In my opinion, the “Q" source will continue to
command the attention of students, despite its difficulties, unti! a more
useful hypothesis is convincingly proposed—one that is freer of serious
objections to it than is “Q.”

A subsidiary question involving “Q” must finally be mentioned,
before this section is brought to a close. It is the so-called overlapping of
“Q” and Mark in the Gospels of Matthew and Luke. This refers to the
suggestion that some episodes or sayings were found in both Mark and
“QQ” and have been combined in passages basically related to the Triple
Tradition. For instance, the preaching of John the Baptist (Luke 3:1-
18), the baptism of Jesus (Luke 3:21~-22), the temptation of Jesus (Luke
4:1-13), the parables of the mustard seed (Luke 13:18-19) and of the
leaven (Luke 13:20-21). In these cases there is evidence of
conflationary composition. Streeter’s view was that Mark and “Q”"
represent independent traditions in these passages; this seems to be
commonly accepted, and only a few would maintain that Mark depends
on “Q" or has incorporated part of “Q."8

I11. Other Solutions

Before finishing this survey of the question of Luke’s dependence on
Mark and “Q,” a few words ought to be added concerning other recent
theories about the composition of the Third Gospel which differ from
the Two-Source Theory. Some remarks have already been made above
about such solutions, but there is room for further comment. I restrict
myself to the question of Luke's dependence on sources in the theories
of L. Vaganay, X. Léon-Dufour, and W. R. Farmer.%

The solutions of L. Vaganay and X. Léon-Dufour have in common a
desire to give more play to oral tradition in the formation of the
Synoptic Gospels.®® Vaganay also seeks to allow for some of the early
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church’s tradition or extrinsic testimony about the Gospels. He distin-
guishes seven steps in the formation of the Synoptic Gospels: (1) The
stage of oral, Aramaic and Greek, tradition about what Jesus said and
did (marked by mnemonic devices of oral style as parallelism, rhythm,
catchwords, and inclusion). (2) The stage of early attempts to record
the oral tradition in writing, Aramaic and Greek, for different local
churches. (3) The Aramaic Gospel of Matthew (M), attested to by
Papias, and its Greek translation (Mg), postulated because of long
passages in the Triple Tradition having the same systematic sequence,
common Qld Testament citations, traces of a five-book division, and
agreements of Matthew and Luke against Mark. (4) The collection of
sayings-material in a secondary, supplementary Synoptic source (5),
originally composed in Aramaic, but eventually translated into Greek
(Sg), corresponding roughly to the sayings in the Lucan travel account
and some 145 verses of Matthew; this is in no way the same as “Q” in -
content or order. (5) The canonical Mark, composed 1n ignorance of S,
but based on Peter’s catechesis, especially at Rome, and also on Mg. (6)
The canonical Matthew, a reworking of Mg, Sg, and Mark (changing
the order of Mg, displacing the sayings in Sg, and condensing the three
sources). (7) The canonical Luke, using Mark as its principal source and
both Mg and Sg as secondary and complementary sources (respec-
tively) 8 :

Vaganay’s solution is thus much more complicated than the Two-
Source Theory. With respect to Luke, it differs mainly in postulating a
dependence on the Greek translation of Aramaic Matthew and in
assigning a different content to Sg than would be in “Q.” Significant is
Vaganay's conviction that Luke was composed independently of canon-
ical Matthew.®

The major difficulty in Vaganay’s solution is the assignment of Lucan
dependence on both Mark and Mg, when the latter is not really
sufhciently distinguished from Mark. Vaganay himself senses the
difficulty 8 Again, the solution is quite conjectural in spots. Vaganay
seems to think that his M contained the Sermon on the Mount; but then
there is a major problem (already mentioned above) to convince us that
Mark, even as an abbreviator, would omit such a section from Mg.
Moreover, his view of Sg encounters the same difficulties as “Q,” for it
admits word-for-word 1dent1ty in some places, but considerable verbal
disagreement in others. This is scarcely an improvement on the “Q”
hypothesis. There is, further, a host of smali passages about which one
wonders, when one reads Vaganay's solution and his assignment of them
to one or other source (e.g., the preaching of the Baptist in Matt 3:7-10
and Luke 3:7-9 as a part of Mg). Though I find certain elements in
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Vaganay's solution intriguing, I cannot regard it as a more successful
rival to the Two-Source Theory.

X. Léon-Dufour emphasizes the tell-tale evidence of oral style in the
Synoptics (parallelism, rhythm, catchwords, and inclusion), verbal shifts
which are scarcely due to simple editing, and the context-supplements of
Mark. He maintains, moreover, that the detailed argumentation usu-
ally based on the similarity between Matthew, Mark, and Luke “proves
hardly more than the existence of literary contacts between the
respective sources.”® He accordingly abandons “the rigid system of
literary interrelationships,”® or dependence of one canonical Gospel on
another, and insists that his solution is not a return to the facile
hypothesis of oral tradition alone. Rather, it is a via media that seeks to
allow for both oral tradition and literary dependence. Oral tradition
has been at work both at the beginning of the gospel tradition and at its
end, just before the definitive torm of the three Gospels, between the
literary contacts and the final redaction. Literary contacts occurred, not
between the Gospels as such, but “within a presynoptic documentation
already more or less systematized.”® He would thus postulate five
stages of formation: (1) The stage of crystallized oral tradition. (2) The
first systematization in Aramaic Matthew. (3) Successive written docu-
ments, at least three in number, which enjoyed literary contacts. (4)
Oral modifications in the various communities of these documents. (5)
The definitive Gospels of Matthew, Mark, and Luke. Thus there is no
dependence of Luke on Mark or on Matthew (as we know them), but
only an undefined literary contact between them in an early stage, and
modifications from subsequent oral tradition.

The difficulties that such a theory encounters are several. First, Léon-
Dufour himself admits that it “rests on partial analysis.”# Second, it
cannot wholly escape the charge of being somewhat aprioristic and
speculative. Third, the presentation of this solution is built up too much
on objections voiced against the Two-Source Theory (as if none of these
have an answer) and on opponents to it who do not agree among
themselves in their own solutions.®

The thesis of W. R. Farmer departs from that of Vaganay and Léon-
Dufour in not being concerned with the influence of oral tradition on
the formation of the Synoptics. Succinctly put, Farmer’s thesis is a
renewed appeal for the Griesbach hypothesis: “Matthew is in many
respects secondary to the life situation of Jesus, and the primitve
Christian community, but . . . this Gospel was nonetheless copied by
Luke, and . . . Mark was secondary to both Matthew and Luke, and
frequently combined their respective texts.”® Farmer would date Mark
at the beginning of the second century, regarding it as a composition
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written in Alexandria, or possibly Rome, where a need was felt for a
shorter Gospel for some liturgical event in the Church’s life in which
the whole of Mark was to be read and “in which the worshipper's
powers of concentration and his eschatological expectations were
sharply focused on the words of the Lord of the cult: ‘What I say to you
[ say to all: Watch!, followed immediately by a dramatic representation
of the final acts in the redemptive drama of universal salvation through
the Passion of the Son of God.”? This shorter Gospel was needed in
“mixed” congregations, i.e., in congregations such as at Alexandria or
Rome in which Christians lived who had come from different places
and were accustomed to different Gospels (e.g., either Matthew or
Luke). Mark was fashioned as a text from Matthew and Luke and was
to be read on “high liturgical occasions where it would have been
particularly important to the adherents of the various Gospels for their
favorite Gospel to be read—by creating a new Gospel largely out of
existing Gospels concentrating on those materials where their texts
bore concurrent testimony to the same Gospel tradition.”® Thus it is
that Farmer has returned to the Griesbach thesis: that Matthew was the
first Gospel composed, then Luke in dependence on it, and finally
Mark as a conflation or an abridgment of Matthew and Luke.

Farmer’s thests is preceded by a lengthy exposé of Synoptic studies,
accompanied by a detailed analysis of certain Gospel parallels, and set
forth in a series of sixteen propositions, which unfortunately cannot be
reproduced here because of their length. They are, however, essential
to his thesis. Finally, he caps his discusston with notes for a history of the
redaction of Synoptic Tradition in Mark. Thus it is that Farmer’s main
preoccupation is with the Marcan Gospel, which for him represents the
term of the Synoptic development. Many of the arguments that others
have proposed for the primitive character of Mark are cleverly turned
by him into reasons for its late date. Farmer’s thesis is provocative, even
if it has not commanded much assent.

When it is critically viewed, Farmer’s thesis raises a number of serious
difficulties. Though it sets out to “investigate the history of the Synoptic
problem,”” the number of American, English, French, and German
writers who have dealt with some phase of the Synoptic question and
who are passed over in silence is surprising. Farmer proposed to write a
“critical review of the history of the Synoptic problem,”®® but it has
turned out to be a sketch interlaced with value judgments and remarks
of a “non-scientific” or “extra-scientific” character (to use his own
terms).®® In the course of the above discussion I have already com-
mented on some aspects of his thesis, as they were concerned with the
Two-Source Theory (e.g., on Mark as an abridgment or conflation of
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Matthew and Luke, or on Luke as dependent on Matthew—admittedly
a secondary issue for Farmer).!® A few more specific remarks, how-
ever, may be in order.

First of all, it seems to be an argument from order on which Farmer
ultimately depends in his attempt to justify the creation of Mark, The
dominant reason for his contention that Mark is an abridgement or a
conflation of Matthew and Luke is precisely the agreement, not in
subject matter, but in order. If it were true that Mark was composed by
a concentration “on those materials where their [i.e., Matthew’s and
Luke’s] texts bore concurrent testimony to the same Gospel tradition,”
then why has Mark not copied at least some of the so-called Double
Tradition? In this case, the order of the material differs greatly in
Matthew and Luke. This seems to mean, then, that the mixed congre-
gations of Alexandria or Rome, for which Mark was allegedly com-
posed, were interested on the great liturgical feast-days not only in
listening to concurrent parts of the Gospel to which they had been
accustomed in the places from which they originally came, but were
demanding that the selected episodes from Matthew and Luke be read
to them in the same order. Only thus can ane account for the omission of
the Double Tradition in Mark. Accordingly, we must assume that even
though these Christians all knew of the stories of Jesus’ triple tempta-
tion, they were content with the Marcan abridgment. Even though they
knew of the Beatitudes, the Lord’s Prayer, and a host of other common
Gospel episodes, they were apparently so fixed on the order and
sequence of episodes as to prefer an abridged form of the Gospel in
accustomed sequence to other common and concurrent material in
Matthew and Luke.}®

Second, to cite some difficulties in the details of Farmer’s argumenta-
tion, no convincing reason has been given why Mark should have
omitted the preaching of John the Baptist (Matt 3:7-10; Luke 3:7-9),
which not only is an element to which Matthew and Luke bear
“concurrent testimony,” but even in the same place in the Synoptic
tradition. Similarly, the account of the triple temptation of Jesus (Matt
4:1-11; Luke 4:1-13); in this case the inversion of the last two
temptation scenes cannot be alleged as a factor for not using them.

Third, Farmer cites a “classic example” of an inconclusive theological
or christological argument for the primitive character of Mark: the idea
of the virginal conception of Mary, found in the Matthean and Lucan
infancy narratives, and the absence of a birth narrative in Mark; from
this it would appear that Mark had been written “before this idea had
been accepted in the Church.”'2 He prefers rather to follow S.
Davidson, in thinking that Mark 6:3, which identifies Jesus as “a
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carpenter, the son of Mary,” reflects a later formulation and one
stemming from a community in which the idea of Mary’s virginal
conception was already accepted. Roman Catholics are often said to
misinterpret Mark 6:3, and so I hesitate to comment on it. But in this
case 1 find it very difficult to think that the sole meaning of Mark’s
phrase, “the son of Mary,” is a clear and obvious reference to her
virginity. I can readily understand how this phrase might have been the
seedbed for the belief passed on in the Matthean and Lucan infancy
narratives; but to regard that cryptic, and possibly innocuous, Marcan
phrase as a factor “weighing in favor of a date for Mark after this
development™® [i.e., of a belief in the virginal conception] is asking too
much. _

Unfortunately, this catalogue of disagreements with details in the
Farmer presentation of the matter could go on for a long time. Farmer
has sought to propose alternate reasons to answer objections often
levelled against the Griesbach hypothesis. Some of them are ingenious
and challenging; but in the long run they are not convincing.

I have now come to the end of this survey of the question of Luke’s
dependence on Mark and “Q.” As is to be hoped, it represents largely
the present state of the question and the chief reactions to it. There are
undoubtedly items that should have been included, for one reason or
another. Conceivably, the most recent attempts to solve the Synoptic
Problem might be on the right track or might be more valid than the
‘Two-Source Theory. However, they are deficient in so many details—
some of which I have pointed out above—and raise at least as many
problems as the ones they seek to resolve. Until a more convincing way
is found to present one or the other of them, the Two-Source Theory is
still the most attractive hypothesis.

By the latter I mean chiefly the priority of Mark and the postulated
source “Q" as the chief documents underlying the Gospels according to
Matthew and Luke. However, 1 am inclined to allow for the influence
of oral tradition, even at the redactional level which is responsible for
the canonical form of these Gospels. Indeed, I would be more inclined
to admit this for Luke than for Matthew, i.e., for “L" than for “M.” My
only hesitation is that one has to distinguish between what might be “L”
and what migh be Lucan redaction. This distinction is not easily made.
Recent studies, however, have made all of us more aware of Lucan
characteristics and Lucan compositional devices. Allowance for these
must be made in any re-evaluation of the sources “Q” and “L.”
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This sketch has been intended to spark discussion on the Synoptic
Problem which has been something of a moribund issue in gospel
studies; there are undoubtedly some who think that it should remain in
that state because we have moved on to the more important tasks of
studying the Gospels in and for themselves. This has been due in large
part to the phases of Form Criticism and Redaktionsgeschichie that have
succeeded Source Analysis. It remains to be seen whether the re-
opening of the entire Synoptic question would yield better fruit.'®

Postscript (1980)

Since the above essay was composed, a few articles have appeared
touching on the issue with which it deals. A few comments on one or
other of them may be in order here.

First of all, in the volume in which the essay first appeared one finds
another by D. L. Dungan, “Mark—the Abridgement of Matthew and
Luke.”% It deals with the same arguments drawn from Streeter which
I sought to support anew. Since it appears earlier in the volume than
my article, it has seemed to some that 1 had a copy of Dungan’s essay
and sought to refute the work of this younger scholar. My article,
however, was written in complete independence of his. 1 did not even
know of it until we were sent copies of the page-proofs of the volume
prior to the Pitisburgh Festival. 1 shall leave it to others to judge
whether my arguments meet Dungan’s objections.

Second, a colloquy was held at Trinity University in $San Antonio,
Texas, 26-29 May 1977, on the relationships among the Gospels.1% It
was an attempt at an interdisciplinary approach to problems of such
interrelationships, discussing them from the viewpoints of oral tradi-
tional literature, classical studies (especially of ancient rhetoric), Judaic
studies (especially in rabbinic parallels), and lierary criticism. Though
the colloquy brought the methods of these other disciplines to bear on
the study of the Gospels, it scarcely contributed anything to the classic
problem of the Synoptic interrelationships. 1 cannot agree with the
conclusion of the last seminar leader, J. B. Tyson, that “most partici-
pants in the seminar concluded that the Griesbach Theory had now
achieved a position of respectability, that it is at least a possible
solution.”" It has always been a possible solution (otherwise it would
not have been proposed), but a respectable one. . . ? As a result of that
colloquy, the Two-Source Theory, as a modified form of the Two-
Document Hypothesis has suffered no real set-back; “the Colloquy in
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no way contributed to any alleged ‘eroding’ of the dominance of the
Two-Source Theory™'*®—an allegation heard at times during the
colloquy on the lips of convinced Griesbachians.

Third, about the same time W. R. Farmer in a review article entitled
“Modern Developments of Griesbach’s Hypothesis,”**® included a sec-
tion, “Objections to Griesbach’s Hypothesis.”'® In it he took up nine
objections that I have formulated in the above essay and sought to
answer them. They are too long (occupying almost 10 pages) to
reproduce here or try to respond to them here. That will have to await
another occasion. But even the lapse of seven years did not enable him
to come up with more than feeble answers, in almost every para-
graph of which there is room for an incredulous expostulation.

NOTES

* Originally published in Jesus and Man's Hope (Perspective Books, 1; 2 vols,;
Pittsburgh: Pittsburgh Theological Seminary, 1970), 1. 131-70.

1“The Aramaic Qorban Inscription from Jebel Hallet et-Tuari and Mark 7:11/
Maue 15:5,” JBL 78 (1959) 60--65; reprinted, ESBNT, 93-100. 1 realize that the
admission of having espoused the priority of Mark in the past leaves me open to
the charge of beginning with an assumption. I suppose I shall have to hve with
it; my intention is to survey the current situation, as [ see it.

?There is a slight difficulty in the topic assigned, which is that of Luke’s
dependence on Mark and “Q.” Formally, it does not include Matthew’s
‘dependence. But since what is really at stake in this discussion is the Two-Source
Theory, I shall be forced to include the Matthean aspect from time 1o time for
the sake of the argument. In any case, I leave aside the discussion of reasons for
modifications of the classic theory (e.g., the special sources, “L” and “M,” and
their respective natures; possible multiple sources underlying Mark; the rela-
tion of “QQ" to an Aramaic collection of logia; Proto-Luke; etc.). Unfortunately,
this means leaving aside some important Synoptic studies such as that of P.
Parker, The Gospel Before Mark (Chicago: Chicago University, 1953).

? See S. Petrie, “ Q" Is Only What You Make It,” NovT 3 (1959) 28-33; W. R.
Farmer, The Synoptic Problem: A Critical Analysis (New York: Macmillan, 1964) vii;
J. Bligh, CBQ 31 (1969) 390: E. P. Sanders, The Tendencies of the Synopiic Tradition
(SNTSMS 9; Cambridge: University Press, 1969) 279.

‘1 would qualify this opinion to admit that there may be some as yet
undreamed-of application of data-processing by computers to the problem, i.e.,
some method not tied io the usual sort of literary judgments which have marked
the history of Synoptic research so far.

5The Four Gospels: A Study of Origins, Treating of the Manuscript Tradition,
Sources, Authorship, Dates (4th impr.; New York: Macmillan, 1930) 169.

® See W. R. Farmer, Synoptic Problem, viii, 200. From a different point of view,
cf. also W. Marxsen, Introduction to the New Testament: An Approach io Iis Problems
(Philadelphia: Fortress, 1968) 118: “This Two-Source theory has been so widely
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accepted by scholars that one feels inclined to abandon the term “theory” (in the
sense of "Hypothesis’).”

7 This includes at present many Roman Catholic scholars. Perhaps the most
significant recent contribution from this quarter to Synoptic study has been the
work of B. de Solages, 4 Greek Synopsis of the Gospels: A New Way of Solving the
Synoptic Problem (Leiden: Brill, 1959). His application of a mathematical method,
involving statistical analysis, combinatory analysis, and the calculus of the
probability of causes to word occurrences within pericopes, plus an independent
graphic method of demonstration of the common order of pericopes in
Matthew, Mark, Luke, again with the aid of combinatory analysis, has resulted
in an unexpected confirmation of the Two-Source Theory. De Solages labelled
his sources Mk and X; and even though his work is limited in character, it
appears as a support for the classic theory.

The significance of the book was not lost on K. Grayston and G. Herdan (NTS
7[1960-61}1 97-98), who wrote, “The outcome of this laborious study is that the
two-document hypothesis is systematically established; and it is worthy of note
that the book has an approvmg preface by Cardinal Tisserant, President of the
Biblical Commission.” What is not expressed here, however, is the volta face that
this work, so prefaced, represents in the history of the Biblical Commission and
in the realm of Roman Catholic Synoptic studies in this century. One need only
recall the Commission’s negative responswn of 26 june 1912 to the (quite
loaded!) question posed about the Two-Source Theory (see DS 3578; or
Enchiridion biblicum {7th ed.; Naples: M. D'Auria, 1961}, 400; or Rome and the
Study of Scripture [Tth ed.; St. Meinrad, IN: Grail, 1962] 132). 1 peraonally :
find it dithcuit today to rid myself of the impression that the Commission's
earlier opposition to the Two- Source Theory was basically the reason why an
older generation of Roman Catholic scholars sought for solutions to the
Synoptic Problem that differed considerably from the Two-Source Theory.
While there were some who espoused modifications of it that made it possible
to live with the responsum (e.g., by insisting that Aramaic Matthew was at the
basis of "Q,” or by adopting other modifications—cf. A. Wikenhauser, New
Testament Iniroduction [New York: Herder and Herder, 1958] 252-53; ].
Levie, “L'évangile araméen de saint Matthieu est-il la source de 'évangile de
saint Marc?” NRT 76 (1954} 689-715, 812-43 [reprinted separately, Tournat:
Casterman, 1954]; M. Meinertz, Einleitung in das Neue Testament [Paderborn:
Schoningh, 1950], most of the other attempts at a solution subconsciously at
least p!occeded from the responsum (e.g., ]. Chapman, Maithew, Mark and
Luke {London: Longmans, Green, 1937]; B. C. Builer, The Originality of St.
Maithew: A Critique of the Two-Document Hypothesis [Cambridge: University
Press, 1951]; L. Vaganay, Le probleme synoptique: Une hypothese de traval (Bib-
liotheque de théologie, 3/1; Paris: Desclée, 1954) 139-310.

The occasion for the wvolta face came with the semi-othcial clarification
provided by the two secretaries of the Biblical Commission in 1955, when they
reviewed the new edition of the Enchiridion biblicum and admitted that the
responsa that dealt with literary questions were by and large outdated and that
the “interpreter of Sacred Scrlpmre can pursue his scientific mvemgatlons with
full liberty and accept the results of these investigations. . ." (see A. Miller,
Benediktinische Monatschrift 31 [1955] 49-50; A. Kleinhaus, Antonzanum 30 [1955)
63-65; cf. E. F. Siegman, CBQ 18 [1956] 23-29).

For a Roman Catholic reaction to de Solages’ book, see P. Benoit, RB &7
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{1960) 93-102; cf. the author’s rejoinder, BLE 61 (1960) 287-311. See also L.
Hartman, “Synoptica,” SEA 31 (1966) 133-35.

In sull more recent times the stauchest defender of the Two-Source Theory
has been the Belgian Roman Catholic, F. Neirynck. He has done this in
numerous publications, some of which will be cited below at appropriate places.

® Perhaps an exception could be made for some of the form-critical work of P,
Benoit and L. Cerfaux.

* Presutnably, chap. VII in W. R. Farmer's book Synoptic Problem is an attempt
along these lines; but even he admits the incompleteness of the notes in this
chapter.

WThe Four Gospels, 151, 159-60. See also (. Bornkamm, “Evangelien,
synoptische,” RGG, 753-66. See further F. Neirynck, “La matiere marcienne
dans l'évangile de Luc,” L'Evangile de Luc: Problemes littéraires et ihéologiques:

Mémorial Lucen Cerfaux (ed. F. Neirynck; BETL 32; Gembloux: Duculot,
1973) 157-201. This is a detailed analysis of T. Schramm, Der Markus-Stoff bei
Lukas: Eine literarkritische und Redaktionsgeschichtliche Untersuchung (SN'TSMS
14; Cambridge: University Press, 1971).

11 CSEL, 43.4; PL, 34.1043-44. Cf. X. Léon-Dufour, “The Synoptic Prob-
lem,"” Introduction to the New Testament (ed. A. Robert and A. Feuillet; New York:
Desclée, 1965) 266.

2 Synoptic Problem, 199-232.

3 B. C. Butler, Originality, 65.

"4 See, for instance, W. R. Farmer, Synoptic Problem, 278-83, 230-32, 253,
227-28, et passim; X. Léon-Dufour, “The Synoptic Problem,” 269-74.

15 The numbering of the episodes differs with the way various scholars divide
up the blocks of material. The exact numbering is immaterial. It is intended
merely to give a general indication of incidents involved.

¥ One could also argue that all three evangelists copied an earher source
independently and thus account for the common order. This argument for a
sort of Urevangelium has been used. But it is of little concern today, and we need
not pursue this possibility further.

17 This title for the error in logic involved was first coined by B. C. Butler
(Originality, 62-71), even though he was careful not to ascribe directly to
Lachmann what he calls a “schoolboyish error of elementary reasoning.” This
has been made clear in the article of N. H. Palmer, “Lachmann’s Argument,”
NTS 13 (1966-67) 368-78, which provides an abridged English translation of
Lachmann’s article. Farmer (Synoptic Problem, 66) traces the fallacy itself to F. H.
Woods, “The Origin and Mutual Relation of the Synoptic Gospels,” Studia biblica
et ecclesiastica: Essays Chiefly in Biblical and Patristic Criticism (Oxford: Clarendon,
1890), 2. 59-104. More recently he has pointed out that the first person in the
English-speaking world to attribute the error to Lachmann was F. C. Burkitt in
his jowett Lectures for 1906 (“The Lachmann Fallacy,” NTS 14 [1967-68] 441-

" 43).

1)3 See E. W. Lummis, How Was Luke Written: Considerations Affecting the Two-
Document Theory with Spectal Reference to the Phenomena of Order in the Non-Marcan
Matter Common to Matthew and Luke (Cambridge: University Press, 1915); H. G.
Jameson, The Origin of the Synoptic Gospels: A Revision of the Synoptic Problem
(Oxford: Blackwell, 1922); B. C. Butler, Originality,. 62-71, W. R, Farmer is
content to remark, “Since Streeter’s first three reasons for accepting the priority
of Mark were exposed as fallacious by Jameson in 1922 and again by Butler in
1951, there is no need to give them further consideration” (Synoptic Problem,
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169). O. E. Evans, however, still considers the argument from order to be of
“decisive importance” (ExpTim 72 [1960-61] 296). And in this he is not alone.

1»“The Priority of Mark,” ExpTim 65 (1953-54) 17-19; cf. O. E. Evans,
ExpTim 72 (1960-61) 296.

20 In each case Matthew has preserved the Marcan order of these five
“transpositions,” except for a partial transposition of his own in Matt 10:1-4.
Luke moves up the report of the Baptist’s imprisonment in an effort to finish off
the story of the Baptist before the baptisin and before the ministry of Jesus is
begun, because either John does not belong to the period of Jesus (Con-
zelmann) or he represents a separate preparatory period within the time of
fulfillment (W. Wink). The visit to Nazareth is transterred to the begioning of
the ministry for a programmatic purpose, to present in capsule-form the theme
of fulfillment and to symbolize the rejection that marks the ministry of Jesus as a
whole. The call of the four disciples is given a more plausible, psychologlcal
position by Luke in its later appearance, when it is narrated after a certain
portion of Jesus’ ministry; it makes the response to the call more intelligible than
in Mark. The inversion of the choosing of the Twelve and the report of the
crowds again produces a more logical setting for the Sermon on the Plain (6:20-
49). And the shifting of the episode about Jesus' real relatives provides an
illustration of who the real hearers and doers of the word of God are (8:19-20).
See further my commentary on Luke (AB 28; Garden City, NJ: Doubleday,
1981).

On this whole question of Lucan transpositions, see now F. Neirynck, “The
Argument from Order and St. Luke's Transpositions,” in The Minor Agreements
{see n. 49 below], 291-322; cf. ETL 49 (1973) 784-815.

21 See W. G. Rushbrooke, Synopticon: An Exposition of the Common Maiter of the
Synoptic Gespels (London: Macmillan, 18807); W. R. Farmer, Synopticon: The
Verbal Agreement between the Greek Texts of Maithew, Mark and Luke Contextually
Exhibited (Cambridge: University Press, 1969).

% See D. Guthrie, New Testament Introduction: The Gospels and Acts (London:
Tyndale, 1965) 127.

23 See V. Taylor, The Gospel according io St. Mark (London: Macmillan, 1953)
102, 44-66.

4 The Four Gospels, 162-64. Cf. B. C. Butler, Originality, 147-56.

% J. C. Hawkins, Forae synopticae: Contributions to the Study of the Synoptic Problem
(2d ed.; Oxford: Clarendon, 1909), 114-53, esp. pp. 125-26.

% Originality, 68.

¢ Ibid., 168.

28 Ibid., 168-69.

2 Synoptic Problem, 170-71.

¥ (SNTSMS 9; Cambridge: University Press, 1969).

3t Ihid., 87.

%2 Ibid., 188.

3 Ibid., 255.

% The book came into my hands unfortunately only at a date when the
original form of this sketch was practically finished.

% Ibid., 276.

% See the lists in E. A. Abbott, The Corrections of Mark Adopied by Matthew and
Luke (Diatesserica 1l; London: Black, 1901) 307-24; or J. C. Hawkins, Horae
synopticae, 143-53, 208-212; B. de Solages,A Greek Synapsts, 1052-66.

3" The Four Gospels, 179-81, 293-331.
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% {bid., 298.

% This point has been discussed in my article, “The Use of Agein and Pherein

in the Synoptics,” Fesischrift to Honor F. Wilbur Gingrich (ed. E. H. Barth and R. E.

Cocroft; Leiden: Brill, 1972) 146-60.

H“;The)Four Gospels, 325-29. Cf. W. R. Farmer, Synoptic Problem, 284-86 (and
51).

*l See A. W. Argyle, “Agreements between Matthew and Luke,” ExpTim 73
(1961-62) 19-22; N. Turner, “The Minor Verbal Agreements of Mt. and Lk,
against Mk.,” SE I, 233-34; X. Léon Dufour, “The Synoptic Problem,” 271-74.
Cf. L. Vaganay, Le probleme synoptique, 69-74, 405-25; J. Schmid, Matthdus und
Lukas: Eine Untersuchung des Verhdltnisses threr Evangelien (Freiburg im B.:
Herder, 1930).

2 “On Dispensing with Q,” Studies in the Gospels: Essays in Memory of R. H.
Lightfoot (ed. D. E. Nineham: Oxford: Blackwell, 1957), 55-88, esp. p. 61.

3 Ibd., 62.

44 “Farrer and Streeter on the Minor Agreements of Mt and Lk against Mk,”
SE 1, 254-57.

* Synoptic Problem, 118,

% Ind., 125.
7 ibid., 124.
48 Ibid.

# See S. McLoughlin, “Les accords mineurs Mt-Lc contre Mc et le probleme
synoptique: Vers la théorie des Deux Sources,” De Jésus aux Evangiles: Tradition ef
rédaction dans les évangiles synoptiques (BETL 25; Donum natalicium 1. Coppens,
I1; Gembloux: Duculot, 1967) 17-40. This article must be used, however, with
caution. It is cited here only because it indicates some of the lines along which
one may have to proceed in evaluating the thrust of these minor agreements in
the Two-Source Theory. See further now F. Neirynck, “Minor Agreements
Matthew—Luke in the Transfiguraton Story,” Orientierung an Jesus: Zur Theo-
logie der Synoptiker frir Josef Schmid (ed. P. Hoffmann et al.; Freiburg im B.:
Herder, 1973) 253-66. cf. F. Neirynck (in collaboration with T. Hansen and F.
van Segbroeck), The Minor Agreements of Matthew and Luke against Mark with a
Cumulative List (BETL 37; Louvain: Leuven University; Gembloux: Duculot,
1974).

80 X. Léon-Dufour, “The Synoptic Problem,” 277.

51 Mark (see n. 23 above), 68-77.

82 See T. F. Glasson, “Did Matthew and Luke Use a ‘Western’ Text of Mark?”
ExpTim 55 (1943—44) 180-84 (and the debate that ensued with C. S. C. Williams,
ExpTim 55 [1944-45] 41-45; 57 [1945-46] 53-54; 58 [1946-47) 251; 77
[1965-66] 120-21); J. P. Brown, “An Early Revision of the Gospel of Mark,”
JBL 78 (1959) 215-27 (and the note by T. F. Glasson with the same title, JBL
85 [1966] 231-33); O. Linton, “Evidences of a Second-Century Rewvised
Edition of St. Mark’s Gospel,” NTS 14 (1967-68) 321-55; A. F. J. Klijn, “A
Survey of the Researches into the Western Text of the Gospels and Acts,”
NovT 3 (1959) 162. '

53R, Bultmann (Form Cruicism: A New Method of New Tesiament Research
[Chicago: Willett Clark, 1934] 13-14) has made use of this hypothesis; see
also G. Bornkamm, RGG, 2. 756. The arguments commonly brought against
it can be found in W. G. Kummel, Introduction to the New Testament (rev. ed.;
Nashville: Abingdon, 1975) 49-50. See further now F. Neirynck, “Urmarcus
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redivivus? Examen critique de ['hypothese des insertions maithéenes dans
Marc,” in L'Evangile selon Marc: Tradition et rédaction (BETL 34; Gembloux:
Duculot, 1974) 103-45.

54 See the discussion in L. Vaganay, Le probleme synoptigue, 294-95. A nuanced
position is found in the article of H. P. West, Jr., “A Primitive Version of Luke in
the Composition of Matthew,” NTS 14 (1967-68) 75-95.

5 For attempts to trace the origin of this siglum, see W. F. Howard, “The
Origin of the Symbol ‘Q,” ExpTim 50 (1938-39) 379-80. See further now
H. K. McArthur, “The Origin of the ‘Q" Symbol,” ExpTim 87 (1976-77) 119~
20; F. Neirynck, “The Symbol Q (= Quelle),” ETL 54 (1978) 119-25; “Once
More: The Symbol Q,” ibid., 55 (1979) 382-83 (writing against L. H. Silber-
man, “Whence Siglum Q? A Conjecture,” JBL 98 [1979] 287-88). The cus-
tom of referring to the Double Tradition as “Q}” is traced to Johannes Weiss
(1891). :

For recent studies of “Q," see M. Devisch, De geschiedenis van de Quelle-
hypothese: 1. Inleiding; II. Van J.-G. Eichhorn tot B. H. Streeter; 1ll. De recente
Exegese (2 vols.; Louvain: Katholiek Universiteit te Leuven, 1975); D. Lihr-
mann, Die Redoktion der Logienquelle (WMANT 33, Neukirchen-Viuyn:
Neukirchener-V., 1969); P. Hoffmann, Studien zur Theologie der Logienquelle
(NTAbh ns 8; Minster: Aschendorff, 1972); 8. Schulz, Q: Die Spruchquelle der
Evangelisten (Zirich: Zwingli-V., 1972); R. A. Edwards, 4 Concordance to Q
(SBLSBS 7; Missoula, MT: Scholars Press, 1975); A. Polag, Die Christologie der
Logtenquelle (WMANT 33; Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener-V., 1977); P.
Vassiliadis, Hé peri tés peges ton logion theoria (Athens: University of Athens
Theological School, 1977).

% E.g., B. C. Butler, A. M. Farrer.

37 It has been espoused by J. H. Ropes, The Synoptic Gospels (2d ed.; London:
Oxford, 1960); H. G. Jameson, Origin, 6; B. C. Butler, Originafuty, 22; “St. Luke’s
Debt to St. Matthew,” HTR 32 (1939) 237-308; W. R. Farmer, Synoptic Problem,
221-25; R. T. Simpson, “The Major Agreements of Matthew and Luke against
Mark,” NTS 12 (1965-66) 273-84; W. Wilkens, "Zur Frage der literarischen
Beziechung zwischen Matthdus und Lukas,” NovT 8 (1966) 48-57; A. W. Argyle,
“The Methods of the Evangelists and the Q Hypothesis,” Theology 67 (1964)
156-57; K. H. Rengstorf, Das Evangelium nach Lukas (NTD 3; 9th ed.;
Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1962) 8-9; A. Schlatter, Das Evangelium
des Lukas: Aus seinen Quellen erklart (2d ed.; Stuttgart: Calwer, 1960) 472-561.

% W. R. Farmer treats this passage in the Synoptic Problem (pp. 255-57), using
it as a prime example for the Griesbach solution. He regards the Lucan text
(16:18) as “a conflauon” of Matt 19:3 and 5:32 and is mainly concerned with the
genuine problems of the assumed remarriage of the divorced woman and of the
Roman practice that is reflected in the Marcan version. But he devotes little time
to what seems to be a crucial problem: What would have led Luke to excise the
exceptive phrase in Matuhew? An appeal to Paul's absolute formulation of the
prohibition of divorce in 1 Cor 7:10 scarcely solves the problem, because it only
raises the larger one whether Luke was acquainted with Paul's letters at all.
Again, 1o picture Mark twice confronted with the exceptive phrase in Matt 5:32
and 19:9 and twice excising it because he was more infiuenced by Luke’s version
from which it is absent is not a convincing argument. For another view of this
passage, see A. Isaksson, Marriage and Ministry in the New Temple (ASNU 34;
Lund: Gleerup, 1965) 96-104. See further pp. 82-99 below.

"
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% See Farmer's treatment of this passage in “The Two-Document Hypothesis
as a Methodological Criterion in Synoptic Research,” ATR 48 (1966) 380-96.
B. C. Butler (Originality, 168) sought to defend the Maithean priority of
Matthew 16:16ff. But his explanation that Peter, in “telling the Caesarea
Philippi incident” and using Matthew as his aide-mémoire, tore out “the story
of the high praise of himself and the promise of his peculiar status vis-g-vis
the Church, while leaving the stinging rebuke,” because he had learnt “the
lesson of Chrisdan humility” is too rhetorical to be convincing. 1 personally
see no difficulty in understanding this passage as a Matthean additon, along
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Two

THE VIRGINAL CONCEPTION OF JESUS
IN THE NEW TESTAMENT*

THE VIRGINAL CONCEPTION of Jesus by Mary has recently become the
topic of discussion in American Roman Catholic circles. There have
been comments in diocesan newspapers and reports of the “dismay”
of the Mariological Society in the U.S.A.,! and there have been
references to the discussion of this topic in many and varied Roman
Catholic circles in Europe, in technical theological periodicals, and in
not a few specifically devoted to mariology. The discussion ranges far
at times, involving systematic theologians as well as exegetes, and in
at least one instance a national conference of bishops.

The issue involves the virginal conception of Jesus, i.e., whether he
was historically conceived by Mary who was and remained bodily a
virgin in the process, or, in other words, whether he was conceived
without the intervention of human seed. It is necessary to be precise
about this, because in popular writing and sometimes in Protestant
theological treatments or in Roman Catholic discussions in other
modern languages the question has been referred to as the “virgin
‘birth.” This mode of reference may be defensible, for it is based on
early credal formulas, such as natus ex Maria virgine. But it should be
avoided in technical discussions, because it is often ambiguous. The
ambiguity comes from a different notion in Catholic tradition which
asserts that Mary remained a virgin even at the time of Jesus’ birth (i.e.,
that his birth was miraculous, or caused no rupture of the hymen or
other bodily lesions). The notion of the virginal parturition has no basis
in Scripture and comes from post New Testament and patristic
writings; it even acquired status in mariology.? Because of this develop-
ment it is better to avoid the term “virgin birth” and to insist that the
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topic under discussion is the virginal conception of jesus by Mary, or
what has often been called her virginitas ante partum.

To broach the question, one has to realize that it is multifaceted and
has all sorts of ramifications. Since the problem in the modern
discussion begins with the biblical data, though it is not restricted to that,
I should like to reconsider the New Testament material that bears on
the topic. Though I shall be primarily interested in the modern
interpretation of that material, other aspects of the problem will have to
be touched on. Consequently, 1 should like to do four things: (1)
explain the varied background of the recent discussion among Roman
Catholics; (2) survey the discussion briefly in order to highlight the
problem; (3) consider the New Testament data on the virginal concep-
tion of Jesus; and (4) suggest a mode of interpretation that may prove
palatable.

L. The Varied Background of the Recent Discussion

Various factors have given rise to the discussion of this topic in recent
times. First of all, there is the shift in emphasis in Roman Catholic
mariology that has taken place since the Second Vatican Council. It was
decided not to issue a separate schema on Mary, after one had actually
been prepared by the preparatory theological commission, but rather
incorporate the conciliar treatment of her into the dogmatic constitu-
tion on the church, as its last chapter—in effect, as an appendage to
Lumen gentium.® Moreover, within the chapter the Council fathers did
not hesitate to profess the “subordinate role of Mary,”* acknowledging
that her maternal duty toward human beings in no way obscured or
diminished the “unique mediation of Christ.”® In thus setting forth the
role of Mary with reference to her Son and to all Christians, the Council
stressed it precisely in relation to the church.® This conciliar stance has
created a shift in emphasis in Roman Catholic mariological thinking.

True, in chapter 8 of Lumen gentium Mary is referred to as the
“Blessed Virgin,” and one finds there the repetition of traditional titles:
“in the mystery of the Church, herself rightly called mother and virgin,
the Blessed Virgin stands out in eminent and singular fashion as
exemplar of both virginity and motherhood.”?” The passing references
to her as virgin are there couched in stock formulas; this is readily
intelligible, because the Council was more interested in affirming her
maternal role with reference to Jesus and the church.®

Second, this shift in emphasis in mariological thinking must also be
understood in terms of another affirmation of the Council. In the
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Decree on Ecumenism it is admitted that “in Catholic teaching there
exists an order or ‘hierarchy’ of truths, since they vary in their
relationship to the foundation of the Christian faith.”® This admission,
though not without some background in the theological past, consti-
tuted an official recognition of the centrality or noncentrality of certain
ideas in Catholic teachings.® Though the Council fathers gave no
instance in the decree itself of what truths they had in mind or of their
relative position in the hierarchy, it escaped no one’s attention that in
rejecting the idea of a separate schema on Mary, in making their
mariological affirmations in the concluding chapter on the church, and
in not hesitaung to “profess the subordinate role of Mary,” they
were supplying a concrete example of a truth that may have to be
judged In terms of this hierarchy.

Against such a bacKkground since the Council, the modern Roman
Catholic discussion of the virginal conception of Jesus has taken place.
But there is another factor that has to be considered. Since it is usually
thought that this is a matter of Catholic faith, one may wonder how
there could be a discussion of it in recent times. No little reason,
however, for the discussion comes precisely from the theological status
of this notion within Roman Catholic teaching. Standard manuals on
mariology have normally assigned a theological note of at least de fide 1o
the thesis of Mary's virginity ante partum.' But systematic theologians
have recently been stating that theological status with more precision
and great caution. Michael Schmaus, whoe can scarcely be branded for
liberal views, recently summed it up thus:

. . . Mary conceived Jesus of the Holy Spirit without a male principle
of generation. 1t is the constant teaching of the Church from the begin-
ning'? that she gave birth to Jesus without violadon of her integrity and
that she remained ever virgin. Though there has been no formal
definition on the subject, but only non-infaliible declarations of the

Church in the course of Christological assertions'3. . . , the perpetual
virginity of Mary is certainly part of the faith and preaching of the
Church 14

Though Schmaus recognizes the virginal conception as “part of the
faith and preaching of the Church,” he puts his finger on the problem:
there have been only non-infallible declarations of the church,” and
these in the course of christological assertions. We are thus confronted
with a teaching that is said to be of faith because of a long-standing
affirmation in the ordinary magisterium. This immediately involves it in
the modern theological question about the binding character of the
ordinary magisterium.* This thorny question has itself been debated
ever since Humani generts in 1950, and to try to discuss its pros and cons
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here would distract from the purpose of this paper. But it has to be
mentioned since it too forms part of the background of the recent
discussion of Mary’s virginal conception.

IL. Recent Roman Catholic Biblical and Theological Discussions

In the Protestant traditions of Christianity the virginal conception of
Jesus has not been universally affirmed. One discerns, in fact, a three-
fold position: (1) an affirmative position, often expressed as the “Virgin
Birth,” and clung to as a historical fact as tenaciously as is the virginal
conception in most Roman Catho}ic circles;*® (2) a negative position,
which questions it;!” and (3) an agnostic position, which sees little
relevance in it for Christian faith.'® While some Roman Catholic
mariological tenets have constituted genuine problems in recent ecu-
menical dialogues (e.g., the Immaculate Conception, the Assumption),
Mary’s virginal conception has normally not been such an issue.
Moreoever, it is hard to say to what extent the understanding of this
matter among Protestants has really been operative or influential in the
recent Roman Catholic discussion of it. For this reason I shall not try to
include Protestant views on the matter in this brief survey.'®

Though one can trace the beginnings of the Roman Catholic
discussion back to about 1970,%° it gained notoriety in Holland about
the time of the publication of the Dutch Catechism in 1966,*! for which
the bishops of the Netherlands had written a foreword, and in which it
was stated that Jesus

was born wholly of grace, wholly of promise—*“conceived of the Holy
Spirit.” He was the gift of God to mankind.

This the evangelists Matthew and Luke express when they proclaim
that Jesus’ birth was not due to the will ot a man. They proclaim that this
birth does not depend on what men can do of themselves—infinitely less so
than in other human births. That is the deepest meaning of the article of
faith, “born of the Virgin Mary™. . . . Mankind has ultimately no one to
thank but the Holy Spirit for the coming of this promised one. His origin is
not of blood nor of the will of the flesh nor of the will of man, but from
God: from the Most High.?

What is said here seems to be beyond cavil.?® But what is not said
caused a notable reaction, for nothing had been included about Jesus’
conception by Mary who was a virgin. A clarifying statement was
subsequently issued by the Dutch bishops, and a Roman commission of
cardinals suggested various corrections for the Cathechism, among
which was a note reaffirming the virginal conception.?
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But the matter has not rested there. Roman Catholic writers in
Germany and elsewhere in Europe have continued to debate the issue.
In Germany, in particular, they have referred to the virginal concep-
tion of Jesus in the Matthean and Lucan infancy narratives as a
theologoumenon,® i.e., a theological assertion that does not directly
express a matter of faith or an official teaching of the Church, and hence
is in itself not mormative, but that expresses in language that may
prescind from factuality a notion which supports, enhances, or is
related to a matter of faith.2® The German writers who have been using
this term to designate the Matthean and/or Lucan affirmation of the
virginal conception do not mean by it a mere mythologoumenon. It is
not just a way of expressing in mythical language what transcends our
limited human notions or judgments. They refer to the virginal
conception as theologoumenon because they find it a convenient way
of labeling an assertion in the infancy narratives, which they are
convinced says nothing about the historical or biological aspects of
what they affirm. The German exegetes, in particular, have made
use of this term,?” because they are concerned to stress what is the
real christological message in the Matthean and Lucan annunciation
scenes and because they are aware of the diversity of the New
Testament data in this area.

Discussions of this matter, however, have not been limited to Holland
and Germany. The Spanish mariological periodical Ephemerides Mariolo-
gicae has carried extended surveys of the debate and even recorded a
dialogue between its editor, J. M. Alonso, and the Dutch theologian
Piet Schoonenberg entitled “The Virginal Conception of Jesus: History
or Legend?”?® No one misses the import of such a dialogue between a
Dutchman and a Spaniard, and the entire survey reveals the problems
that the topic has raised for Roman Catholic theologians today. The
Spanish editor’s introductory note speaks of “libertas theologica” in a
context fraught with meaning. Issues involved in the problem have
been discussed in France and Belgium as well.?®* The first noteworthy
discussion of the problem in the English-speaking world was begun by
R. E. Brown, in his article “The Problem of the Virginal Conception of
Jesus."® Careful never to deny it and even to admit that “for some 1600
years of Christian existence (a.p. 200-1800) the virginal conception of
Jesus in a biological sense was universally believed by Christians,”" he
surveyed the problem from many theological angles, both biblical and
systematic. From his discussion there emerge two areas in which
further study is needed: the extent to which the virginal conception has
actually been taught in the Church’s tradition and the nature of the
New Testament affirmations themselves.
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This brief survey of the issues that have been raised in the modern
Roman Catholic discussion has highlighted the main problems. 1
should now like to turn to the biblical data, which constitute the starting
point of the discussion.

III. The Biblical Data Concerning the Virginal Conception

Mary is not mentioned in the Old Testament. The one text that may
seem to bear on this question, because it is used in the Matthean
annunciation scene (Matt 1:18-25), is Isa 7:14, “Therefore the Lord
himself will give you a sign: Behold, a young woman (is) pregnant and
bearing a son, and you/she will call his name Immanuel.”®? Though Old
Testament commentators debate about whose son is concerned, there
is, in general, no longer any hesitation among them that the original
sense of the text had nothing to do with a virginal conception. Neither
in Diaspora Judaism prior to Christianity®® nor in Palestinian Judaism
prior to or contemporary with the rise of Christianity was this text
understood either of the Messiah or of a virginal conception.** We find it
first so used in the Matthean infancy narrative, and the evangelist’s
intention is clear. However, the question that has arisen so often today
is which came first, a biological fact that was seen as the fulfillment of an
Old Testament passage, or a reflection on an Old Testament passage
that served as an explanation of the character of the special child to be
born and of the gratuitous and divine origin of the messianic era now
dawning.%1It is thus that the modern debate about the use of Isa 7:14 in
the Matthean infancy narrative takes shape.

In treating the New Testament data, one notes at the outset that only
two passages bear on the topic, the two annunciation scenes in the
Matthean and Lucan Gospels: the annunciation to Joseph (Matt 1:18-
25) and the annunciation to Mary (Luke 1:26-38). The matter scarcely
finds an echo elsewhere in the Matthean and Lucan Gospels, and it is
surrounded with silence 1n the rest of the New Testament. When one
further considers the genre of the infancy narratives in which these
annunciation scenes occur, one realizes the complicated nature of the
question. Moreover, what 1s generally admitted today as the early
Christian kerygma, preserved in various New Testament passages,
never includes a formulation such as we find in the latter creeds,
“conceived by the Holy Spirit and born of the Virgin Mary.”3 Given
this general situation, one can understand how Roman Catholic theolo-
gians and exegetes have queried whether this notion was really part of
the “constant teaching of the Church from the beginning.”® In
treating the New Testament data that bear on the topic, one has to



The Virginal Conception of Jesus in the New Testament 47

consider four bodies of material: (1) Pauline passages, (2) the Marcan
Gospel, (3) the Johannine data, and (4) the annunciation scenes in
Matthew and Luke. I have listed the material here more or less in the
accepted chronological order and shall treat it in this way.

(1} Paul. The first theologian of the Christian church never men-
tions Mary in any of his writings.®® This is only part of the general
puzzle why Paul manifested so little concern about the origins, life,
and ministry of Jesus of Nazareth.?® Only two texis in his letters
bear directly on the topic, and two others are related to it indi-
rectly.4

(@) In a passage that is often regarded as pre-Pauline and keryg-
matic, Rom 1:3,* the Apostle refers to Jesus as “born of the seed of
David according to the flesh.” This assertion is part of a parallelism in
which the major theological affirmation bears on Jesus as the “Son of
God set up in power according to a spirit of holiness as of the
resurrection.” But in it Paul does assert Jesus' Davidic descent. The -
phrase “of the seed of David” (ek spermatos David) is obviously meant in
the figurative sense-of “descent from David”; only a fundamentalist
interpretation of it would insist on sperma being used to suggest male
seed. Actually, it means no more than what Paul means by “the seed of
Abraham,” used of Jesus in Gal 3:16.2 At face value, it implies that
Jesus had Davidic blood in his veins, and nothing suggests that this was
to be taken in a fictive, putative, legal sense alone. On the other hand, it
clearly says nothing about his virginal conception.*® -

(b) The second Pauline text that bears on the matter is the Apostle’s
assertion that Jesus was sent forth by God as his Son, “born of woman,
born under the law” (Gal 4:4). It is part of Paul’s affirmation about the
fulness of time and the beginning of a new phase of salvation-history,
in which the role of the unnamed woman is clearly motherhood, without
the slightest hint of virginity. While it may be idle to insist that Paul did
not actually say “born of a virgin,” as did Ignatius of Antioch some
decades later,** the issue for him was really something else: to affirm
the redemption and the adoptive sonship of all Christians in v. 5. To do
$0, he asserts the abasement and the common humanity shared by Jesus
and those redeemed, even though he was the Son sent by the Father.*
Here Paul at least alludes to Jesus’ divine pre-existence, as he mentions
this mission. But once again there is no awareness of the virginal |
conception .46

(¢) Indirectly related to these two texts is Phil 2:6-7, part of a pre-
Pauline hymn derived from some early Christian liturgy and used by
Paul to assert again Jesus’ pre-existence, his kenosis and abasement, and
finally his exaltation to glory.#” What is important here is to note that
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Paul saw no contradiction in this affirmation of the divine pre-existence
of Jesus and his descent from the line of David according to the flesh
(Rom 1:3).48 No reference is made to the virginal conception, and it is
not seen as a necessary or indispensable prop for the incarnation. Fully
human, with Davidic blood in his veins, he could still be the Son of God,
the exalted Kyrios. 4

(d) The last Pauline text that bears on the question indirectly has
nothing to do with Jesus or Mary but contains a formula that may shed
some light on our subsequent discussion. To emphasize the freedom of
Christians from the law, Paul introduced into Galatians 4 an allegory of
the Ol Testament story of Sarah and Hagar.®® Because of her
barrenness, Sarah gave her Egyptian slave-girl, Hagar, to her husband,
Abraham, so that he might have a son by her; but God intervened and
promised Abraham a son from Sarah, his real wife (Gen 16:1-15; 21:1-
14). Paul insists that Christians “like Isaac are children of promise” (Gal
4:28), born to be free, not to be slaves. He continues: “But as at that
time he who was born according to the flesh [Ishmael] persecuted him
{1saac} who was born according to the Spirit, so it is now” (Gal 4:29).
Here one encounters again Paul’s contrast, “according to the flesh . . .
according to the Spirit.” He considers Ishmael born to Abraham from
Hagar as “born according to the flesh,” and Isaac born to him from the
barren Sarah as a result of God’s promise as “born according to the
Spirit.” This is, indeed, Paul’s allegorical interpretation of the Genesis
story, where there is a promise, but no mention of the Spirit. Thus, Paul
invokes the influence of the Spmt in Isaac’s birth to explain how
Sarah’s sterlhty was overcome; but it 1s not an influence of the Spirit
that substitutes for human intercourse.® Though the aliegory has
nothing to do with the virginal conception of Jesus, it does attest a
biblical sense in which the Spirit intervened in the birth of a child
without implying virginal conception. It is noteworthy, then, that
Paul makes no similar affirmation about the generation of Jesus
“according to the Spirit,” either in Rom 1:3-4% or in Gal 4:4.

In these Pauline passages we note his silence about the virginal
conception of Jesus. It raises the question whether he believed in it,
cared about it, or just did not know about it. His silence obviously does
not exclude it, and by itself or in isolation it would mean perhaps
nothing at all. But when it is considered against a larger pattern, it
makes its own significant contribution.$?

(2} Mark.5* In the earliest New Testament writing in which an
attempt was made to record who Jesus was and what he did and said,
we find the same silence about his origins.®® In Mark 1:1 “the beginning
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of the gospel of Jesus Christ” is related to a starting point in salvation-
history and commences with the ministry of John the Baptist. The
Marcan Gospel slightly post-dates the composition of the major Pauline
letters; it is known to contain all sorts of details about Jesus that later
Evangelists, who worked with it as a base, tended to excise or to censor
in order to bring their picture of Jesus more into harmony with the
developing christology of their day.® And in this sort of comparison
Mark’s Gospel has again and again revealed traces of its more primitive
character.

Only in Mark 6:3 do we find a phrase that might seem pertinent to
the topic at hand: “Is not this the carpenter, the son of Mary and brother
of James and Joses and Judas and Simon, and are not his sisters here
with us?” We are not concerned with the latter part of the verse,
which speaks of Jesus’ “brothers” and “sisters,” for that is involved in
the discussion of Mary’s virginity post partum.® What is of interest is
the identification of Jesus as “the carpenter, the son of Mary.” Such
an identification of a Palestinian Jew by a matronymic instead of a
patronymic is unusual. It might seem to suggest that Mark did have
some idea of the virginal conception. But this is to read into a cryptic,
and possibly innocuous, Marcan phrase a meaning that is really derived
from the Matthean or Lucan infancy narratives. If we did not have the
latter compositions, of definitely later vintage, would the idea of
virginal conception suggest itself to the reader of Mark 6:3?5® What is
significant in this regard is the way in which the Matthean Gospel
changes what it borrows from Mark. Despite its infancy narrative, it
rephrases the query of Jesus' townspeople thus: “Is not this the
carpenter’s son? Is not his mother called Mary? And are not his
brothers James and Joseph and Simon and Judas?” (Matt 13:55).
Though one can explain the phrase “the carpenter’s son” in the
putative or.legal sense and thus harmonize the data in Matthew, the
more significant aspect is that the assertion of the virginal conception
in the Matthean annunciation scene finds no echo here in the later
chapter.®

Even if one were to insist that Mark purposely used the phrase “son
of Mary,” one would still have the problem of specifying the purpose.
Did it refer to Mary as a widow? (Joseph is never mentioned in the
Marcan Gospel.) Did it echo an ancient accusation of illegitimacy? Such
questions may strain the imagination; but they are answered only by
speculation,

The upshot of the investigation of the earliest Gospel is that it too has
no clear affirmation of a Christian belief in the virginal conception of
Jesus.® In this, its data agree with those of Paul.
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(3) John. If | introduce the Johannine data next, it is not because the
Gospel of John was composed before the Matthean or Lucan Gospels,
but because the data are more easily handled next and the Gospel,
despite its late final redaction, has apparently preserved material that is
often as primitive as that of the Synoptics, but from a parallel Christian
setting.% In this matter the Johannine tradition may well antedate the
annunciations of the Matthean and Lucan infancy narratives.

Unlike the Marcan tradition, the Johannine Gospel identifies Jesus as
“the son of Joseph” (1:45; cf. 6:42). It makes no attempt to suggest that
this should be understood in a legal, putative, or foster sense. Aside
from these passing references, the only passage that has been intro-
duced into the discussion of Mary’s virginal conception is a clause in the
prologue, 1:13: “But to all who received him, who believed in his name,
he gave power to become children of God; who were born, not of blood
nor of the will of the Aesh nor of the will of man, but of God” (RSV; the
crucial Greek phrase is hoi ouk egennéthésan). The plural reading,
referring to Christtan believers, is used in the most recent critical
editions of the Greek New Testament, that of the United Bible Societies
and of Nestle-Aland (26th edition), but also in older critical editions in

- general.$® The ferusalem Bible, however, has preferred to read the
singular in 1:13, hos ouk egennethé, which would mean “But to all who
did accept him he gave power to become children of God, to all who
believe in the name of him whe was born not out of human stock or urge
of the flesh or will of man, but of God himelf.”®® This singular reading
would suggest that the tradition of the Johannine Gospel was aware of
the virginal conception of Jesus. However, it is really based on wishful
criticism. It runs counter to “the overwhelming consensus of all Greek
manuscripts"® and finds support only in patristic citations and a few
isolated Syriac translations (which have a conflated text). The scholarly
world has come out strongly against the singular reading, judging it to
“have arisen either from a desire to make the Fourth Gospel allude
explicitly to the virgin birth or from the influence of the singular
number of the immediately preceding autou.®® Despite the backing of
the Jerusalem Bible, this sole support for the virginal conception in the
Fourth Gospel is alleged and without foundation; it cannot be seri-
ously entertained.

The Johannine Gospel obviously does not deny the virginal concep-
tion of Jesus, but it does not affirm it either. This is striking in view of
the christological stance that it assumes, presenting Jesus as almost
always speaking from glory, even in statements uttered during his
earthly ministry.?® The Johannine christology has push-ed the titles
and the understanding of Jesus back from the primitve stage al-
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ready mentioned, where they referred to his future parousiac com-
ing (see Acts 3:20), not only to the ministry itself, but to a stage of
pre-existence that even surpasses that of Paul. It is, as it were, a
reflexive pre-existence that makes the Jesus of the ministry sound as
if he were speaking always from “the glory that I had with you
before the world was made” (John 17:5). It represents but a logical
development of the christological tendencies of other New Testa-
ment writings, and it prepares for the Nicene declaration about
Jesus as “true God from true God” (DS 125). But even so, the
Johannine Gospel can still refer to him as “the son of Joseph” and
can remain silent about his virginal conception. In this the Johan-
nine writings join the Pauline and the Marcan testimony, and wit-
ness to widespread areas in the early church that did not affirm that
which is found in the annunciation scenes of Matthew and Luke,
This silence from three distinct local church traditions again raises
the modern question about the “constant teaching of the Church
from the beginning.”%

(3) TheAnnunciation Scenesin Matthew and Luke. In contrasitothe data
in Paul, Mark, and John, there are two passages in the Matthean and
Lucan Gospels which deal with the virginal conception of Mary. These
are the annunciation scenes: in Matt 1:18-25, in which the “angel of the
Lord” announces to Joseph, in a dream, that Mary is already pregnant
by the Holy Spirit; and in Luke 1:26-38, in which the “angel of the
Lord” (1:11), now identified as Gabriel (1:19, 26), promises to Mary a
conception through the intervention of the Holy Spirit. Since, however,
these annunciation scenes occur in the infancy narratives, some prelim-
inary comments about the nature of these gospel parts are in order for
a proper understanding of them.

First of all, it is generally agreed today that the infancy narratives
represent the latest part of the gospel-tradition to develop.®® The
earliest Gospel, Mark, has no such introductory section; the Johannine
Gospel substitutes a largely hymnic prologue for its introduction.®® And
the tendency manifested here, in this late stage of gospel-formation,
became full-fledged when infancy gospels as such emerged in their own
right, such as the apocryphal Protevangelium Iacobi or the Infancy Story of
Thomas the Israelite Philosopher (actually an account of the childhood of
Jesus ascribed to Thomas).”

Second, it is significant that none of the so-called kerygmatic passages
of the New Testament ever allude to details of the infancy of Jesus, as
we have already noted in part. The most that one finds is the reference
to his Davidic descent in the kerygmatic fragment of Rom 1:3-4. Even
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the most expanded form of such kerygmatic preaching, as claimed by
some commentators to be found in Acts 10:37-43, refers only to the
“word which was proclaimed throughout all Judea, beginning from
Galilee after the baptism which John preached.”™ Whatever one wants
to say about these so-called kerygmatic passages in Acts, it is noteworthy
that Luke, who is said to have preserved several of them, never so
formulates them as to include details from his own infancy narrative,
let alone anything specifically connected with the virginal conception in
them. ,

Third, the historicity of details in the infancy narratives has aiways
been a problem, and it has been frankly discussed by Roman Catholic
commentators in recent years. In this regard a certain consensus of
opinion has arisen: (a)} Matthew and Luke do not depend on each other, not
only in the composition of their Gospels as a whole, but specifically in
the writing of their infancy narratives.” (4) Both of them make use of
prior early Christian tradition in some details at least.” (¢) Despite their
mutual independence, the radically different structure of their narra-
tives, and their basically different stories about the infancy of Jesus,
they have certain details in common—details which both may have
inherited from the previous tradition and in which one is disposed to
find a historical nucleus (Matthew would seem to be a control for Luke,
and vice versa). We shall return to the common details; but for most of
the scenes in the infancy narratives there simply is no control, biblical or
extrabiblical, such as a historian would consider necessary for a
judgment about the historical character of long-distant happenings.™
(d) There is a liberal sprinkling in these narratives of folklore, astrol-
ogy, christological, titles, and interpretation of the Old Testament,
which makes the reader realize that he/she is confronted with a
literarily embellished account. The extent to which either narrative can
be regarded as “midrashic” is debated and need not detain us now.”™ If
the narratives could ever be accorded the label of historiography, that
label would have to be qualified with some adjective like “imitative”—
lLe., imitative historiography.”™ For both Matthew and Luke recount
their infancy stories in imitation of other traditions, biblical and
extrabiblical. In Matthew, the story of Jesus’ infancy is modeled in part
on the haggadic development of the birth of Moses in contemporary
Palestinian Judaism;?” in Luke, the infancy story about Jesus not only
parallels that about John the Baptist (which was probably derived from
an independent earlier tradition), but has unmistakable similarities
with the story of the childhood of Samuel in the Old Testament (1
Samuel 1-2).78

Fourth, the christology of the Matthean and Lucan Gospels differs
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from that of Mark in that, like the Pauline and Johannine presentation,
it represents a form of the three-stage christology of the early church.
Mark's christology was two-staged in that it reflects the retrojection of
the titles and the understanding of the risen Christ back to the Jesus of
Nazareth in the account of the ministry. Both Paul and John pushed
the titles and the understanding back to a third stage, viz., that of pre-
existence (each in his own way). But Luke and Matthew, who never
allude to Jesus’ pre-existence, have a three-stage christology of their
own, in which the understanding of Jesus as Messiah, Savior, Lord, Son
of David, etc. is pushed back to the infancy period.” It represents in
reality a stage in the developing understanding of him who is the
Christian Lord. These evangelists thus seek in the overtures to their
Gospels to strike the chords that will orchestrate their presentation;
from the beginning of their Gospels they identify this person as if all
that is to be said about him were actually patent from the very
beginning of his earthly existence. Their major affirmations in these
Gospel introductions bear then on his christological identification:
He 1s born of God, son of Abraham, son of David, Messiah, Savior,
Lord, and Son of God. To fail to perceive this is to miss the thrust
of the infancy narratives.®

Against the background of these four generic observations about the
mfancy narratives we may look at some specific details, and above all at
the elements in them that are common to Matthew and Luke despite
their great diversity. These have been noted as the following nine
points: (1) the principal characters, Jesus, Mary, Joseph; (2) the dating
of the stories in the days of Herod the king (Matt 2:1; Luke 1:5); (3) the
engagement of Mary a virgin to Joseph (Matt 1:18; Luke 1:27; 2:5); (4)
the Davidic descent of Joseph (Matt 1:16, 20; Luke 1:27; 2:4); (5) the
involvement of God’s Holy Spirit in the conception of Jesus (Matt 1:18,
20; Luke 1:34); (6) the birth of Jesus from Mary in Bethlehem (Matt
1:25; 2:1; Luke 2:7); (7) the heavenly imposition of the name of Jesus
prior to the birth (Matt 1:21; Luke 1:31); (8) Jesus’ Davidic descent
(Matt 1:1; Luke 1:32); (9) the final settlement of the family in Nazareth
(Martt 2:23; Luke 2:51).

Some commentators would add to this list two further elements: (z)
Mary's virginal conception (appealing to Matt 1:18-20; Luke 1:34); (b)
and this precisely at a time when she was still only engaged to Joseph
(Matt 1:18; Luke 1:27; 2:5). These common details I have taken from a
Roman Catholic commentator, Josef Schmid, who definitely included
the last two elements in his list of 1960.%8' However, a more recent
discussion by J. Riedl, who refers to Schmid’s list, restricts what it calls
the “historical facts” in the two narratives to the following: Mary's
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engagement to Joseph, the Davidic descent of Jesus via Joseph, the
imposition of the name of Jesus, the birth of Jesus from Mary, the birth
in Bethlehem, and the final settlement in Nazareth. Though Ried! has
telescoped some of the elements that are listed separately above, he has
significantly omitted from his list of “historical facts” all mention of the
intervention of the Spirit and of the virginal conception.® In itself, this
may seem merely like a difference of opinion; but it points up the
attitude of Roman Catholic commentators today, when they are con-
fronted with the question of the historical character of the Matthean
and Lucan infancy narratives.

What lies behind the mode of interpreting the annunciation scenes
of the infancy narratives in such a way? Several things are involved.
First, the difference in the treatment of the conception of Jesus in the
Matthean and Lucan stories. Matthew leaves no doubt that the concep-
tion has already taken place, and without the intervention of Joseph.
He was on the point of repudiating his fiancée because “she was found
to be with child” (Matt 1:18).23% But he 1s reassured: “That which is
conceived in her is of the Holy Spirit” (1:20). Matthew never indicates
how the conception came about; there is no hint of intercourse of any
sort, and he uses no language that would suggest a hierogamy or a
theogamy after the manner of Greek and Egyptian myths about the
births of heroes as the result of the intercourse of a god and a human.®
Whatever Matthew inherited in this matter from prior Christian
tradition he has unmistakably presented as virginal conception, even
with defensive, apologetic nuances. Thus, there is no doubt about
the Matthean assertion of virginal conception as something that has
already taken place.

Does Luke do the same? If he does, it is less clear, and herein lies the
difficulty. '

The interpretation of the Lucan annunciation is complicated by
several things. First of all, it is clearly a paralle! to the annunciation
made to Zechariah, the father of John the Baptist (1:5-23) and the
husband of Elizabeth who was barren, “and both were advanced in
years.” By contrast, Mary is said to be a “virgin engaged to a man whose
name was Joseph” (1:27). Second, she was a young Galilean girl, who
was sull a virgin, and who was not only contemplating marriage but
was already engaged. Mary's youth and virginal status stand in con-
trast to the old age and the barrenness of Elizabeth. Third, the
angel’s greeting that startles Mary and the subsequent indication to
her that she has been favored by God to become the mother of the
Davidic Messiah refer to a future conception, but it is not immedi-
ately understood. Moreover, the question has to be asked whether it
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really rules out human intercourse. And there may be the further
question whether, in reading it as if it did rule it out, one is not
importing a Matthean nuance into the story. This may seem sur-
prising, but listen to the Lucan text itself (in the RSV rendering):

28And he [Gabriel] came to her and said, “Hail, O favored one, the Lord is with
you!" 2*But she was greatly troubled at the saying, and considered in her mind
what sort of greeting this might be. ®And the angel said to her, “Do not be
afraid, Mary, for you have found favor with God. 3And behold, you will
conceive in your womb and bear a son, and you shall call his name Jesus. *He
willbe great and will be called the Son of the Most High; and the Lord God will
give to him the throne of his father David, 33and he will reign over the house of
Jacob for ever; and of his kingdom there will be no end.” And Mary
said to the angel, “How can this be, since | have no husband?"* And
the angel said to her, “The Holy Spirit will come upon you, and the
power of the Most High will overshadow you; therefore the child to be
born will be called haly, the Son of God.”

Eventually Mary says: “I am the Lord’s servant; let it happen to me as you
say.”

When the account in these eight verses is read in and for itself—
without the overtones of the Matthean annunciation to Joseph—every
detail in it could be understood of a child to be born of Mary in the
usual human way, a child endowed with God’s special favor, born at the
intervention of the Spirit of God, and destined to be acknowledged as
the heir to David’s throne as God’s Messiah and Son. Chap. 2 in the
Lucan Gospel supports this understanding even further with its refer-
ences Lo Mary and Joseph as jesus’ “parents” (2:41) or as “your father
and 1" (2:48). And in these references no attempt is made on the part of
the evangelist to qualify Joseph's fatherhood as foster or legal.

However, four points may seem to militate against such an under-
standing of the annunciation scene in Luke. The first 1s Mary’s query,
which I shall translate literally from the Greek: “How will this be, since
I do not know a man?” (1:34). Or, to paraphrase it with the proper
Semitic connotation, “since I have no relations with a man (or with a
husband)."8 This query has been subjected to many explanations over
the centuries. It has been said to express a vow, a resolve, or an
mtention not to have marital intercourse;* or a protest because she has
not known a man;® or surprise because she is not yet married (which
implies that Mary understood the angel’s words to mean a conception
that was already under way, as in parallel angelic communications in the
Old Testament, and one which the further words of the angel clarify
and refer 10 the future);® or even some contorted explanations.®® The
one thing that is clear is that there is no unanimous or “Catholic”
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interpretation of this question.® Of the three mentioned, the least

forced explanation seems to be the third, surpriSe at the announcement

that is understood in the Old Testament sense that conception is

already under way. But the real solution to this problematic verse lies in

the realization, as J. M. Creed has expressed it, that “a narrative of this

kind ought not to be subjected to the strain of such questions” (i.e.,

whether Mary's words imply a vow or a resolve of virginiy).# The

purpose of Mary’s question to the angel is to give the evangelist an

opening for the further angelic communication about the real charac-

ter of the child to be born: He will not only be the Davidic Messiah to
rule over the house of Jacob, but He *“will be called holy, the Son of
God” (1:35).22 The main affirmation in the angelic declaration to Mary

is thus wholly christological.®® Mary’s query is merely a Lucan stage-

prop for the dramatization of the identification of the child; the trouble

is that Luke’s dramatization has made it sound like a historicization,

and the conversation of Mary with the angel has borne the weight of
centuries of re-presentation of the scene in Christian art, especially of
the sort of Fra Angelico. Unfortunately, such re-presentation does not

make history out of what may not have been intended to be such.

A second difficulty for this interpretation comes from the angelic
declaration that the “Holy Spirit will come upon you, and the power of
the Most High will overshadow you” (1:34). The language used by the
angel is highly figurative, but neither verb, eperchesthai (“come upon”)
or episkiazern (“overshadow”), has in itself any connotation of concep-
tion, let alone of sexual implication. They are otherwise unattested in a
context that would suggest either of these nuances.* They are, at most,
figurative expressions for the mysterious intervention of God’s Spirit
and power which will be responsible for the divine and messianic
character of this child. The figurative use of these verbs here obviously
does not exclude the idea of a miraculous conception; but they do not
say 1t either, least of all in an exclusive sense implying no human
intervention. In this regard, we may recall here that the birth of Isaac
“according to the Spirit” (Gal 4:29), which we discussed earlier,® did
not imply a virginal conception of him. It was simply Paul's way of
accounting for the child so cared for in God’s providence and for his
role in salvation-history. In the Lucan infancy narrative, then, the real
question that has to be asked is whether the Spirit's “coming upon”
Mary and its “overshadowing” of her are intended to explain the child’s
special relation to God (as His Son) or her bodily, virginal integrity. If
we had only these eight verses of the Lucan infancy narrative, would
this passage be read as it often is—in terms of the virginal conception of
Jesus? It may have been so interpreted because of the harmonization of
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its detail with the Matthean account. But the modern query is raised
about this as a “common” element. At most, it is only a possible
understanding of the Lucan annunciation scene, not one that is
unquestionably such. (See the postscript.)

The third point that may seem to cause a difficulty for this interpreta-
tion of the Lucan annunciation scene is Luke 2:5, where we are told
that Joseph went to Bethlehem to be enrolled in the census “with Mary,
his betrothed, who was with child” (syn Mariam té emnésteumené auto, ousé
enkyé). This verse has long been a problem and it still remains one, no
matter how one interprets 1:26-38, whether of Mary’s virginal concep-
tion or not. Its description of Mary is dependent on 1:27, “a virgin
engaged to a man named Joseph” (parthenon emnésteumenén andri ho
onoma loseph). And the question is still, what is Mary doing in the
company of Joseph on a journey if she is still only “engaged”? The
participle emnésteumené would imply that she had not yet cohabited with
him. Ancient versions (Vetus Itala, Sinaitic Syriac) easily solved the
problem by changing the reading from “his betrothed” to “his wife.”
And the Koine tradition of Greek mss (together with some Latin
versions) introduced the word gynaiki (or uxort), which would mean “his
engaged wife,” but this is clearly a harmonizing gloss that solves
nothing. Which was she? His wife or his finacée? The lectio difficilior
preferenda is that with which we began;* it might seem to be a
formulation made in the light of the virginal conception, but it is not
per se clear, and nothing else in chap. 2 favors it. No hint is given about
the cause of Mary’s pregnancy,® and the original independence of
chap. 2 from chap. 1 may suggest that this verse is not even to be
thought of in terms of virginal conception.

The last point of difhculty for the interpretation being used here is
derived from outside the infancy narrative itself, from Luke 3:23,
where we read that “Jesus, when he began his ministry, was about thirty
‘years of age, being the son (as was supposed) of Joseph, the son of
Heli,” etc., and the genealogy continues backward through some
seventy names to “the son of Adam, the son of God.” Aside from the
details of ancestors in the Lucan genealogy that differ from the
Matthean list, Luke significantly traces Jesus’ pedigree back not only to
Adam but to God himself. Some commentators see in the termination
of the genealogy (in God himself) a subtle way in which Luke again
affirms the divine sonship of Jesus.?® Yet, as it begins, the genealogical
list says “as was supposed” (hos enomizeto), the son of Joseph. It sounds
as 1f the evangelist is correcting the impression suggested by the
(inherited?) genealogy that Jesus was actually the son of Joseph, and
correcting it in the light of the infancy narrative’s annunciation
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scene. Leaving aside the strained interpretations of the phrase that
have often been proposed in attempts to harmonize the iwo geneal-
ogies of Jesus,” we may note that, whatever way the phrase is going
to be understood, it will affect not only the paternity of Joseph (in a
real sense? in a putative, legal sense?) but also the climax of the
genealogy as well. If one opts for the interpretation that Luke sug-
gests here Joseph's “legal” or “putative” paternity, what does that
say about the divine filiation at the end? On the other hand, if one
were to insist that it refers merely to the beginning of the geneal-
ogy, then there is a significant corrective to it in the light of chap. 1.
This would then shed some light on the infancy narrative and indi-
cate that the evangelist did want 1:26-38 to be understood of vir-
ginal conception. This possibility cannot be excluded. But in the
long run, the Lucan Gospel does not assert the virginal conception
of Jesus as clearly as does the Matthean annunciation scene.

These, then, are the problems that face one when one tries to read the
Matthean and Lucan infancy narratives in terms of the virginal
conception of Jesus,

IV. A Palatable Interpretation of the New Testament Data

Because of such problems in the Lucan annunciation scene in
particular, and because of the isolated testimony to the virginal
conception of Jesus in the Matthean and Lucan infancy narratives,
Roman Catholic interpreters, both exegetes and theologians, bave
asked a further question about the virginal conception. Given the
silence of the New Testament outside of the two annunciation scenes, is
it possible that the real thrust of the infancy narratives is to affirm
something other than the historical, biological virginity of Mary? Is the
affirmation of these scenes to be found in something else? For instance,
in the divine and gratuitous creativity of a new age of salvation-history,
inaugurated by the birth of this extraordinary child who will in time be
recognized as God’s agent of salvation and as the fulfillment of Old
Testament promises, the heir to sit on David’s throne, the Christian
Messiah, the Son of God, the Savior and Lord proclaimed to all men?
In other words, is the virginal conception of Jesus, which is clearly
asserted in the Matthean infancy narrative, and less so in the Lucan
annunciation scene, anything more than a theologoumenon? One has
Lo recognzie that the New Testament data are not unambiguous; they
do not necessarily support the claim that this was a matter of faith
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“from the beginning.” When one looks at the complicated assertion in
the Lucan annunciation scene, there is a real reason to raise the
question whether the evangelist's assertion is anything more than a
theological expression in language that may prescind from factuality
about a notion which is related to a matter of faith, without being such
itself. Roman Catholic exegetes and theologians who so phrase the
question are concerned with three things. First, how explain the
isolated assertion of the virginal conception in Matthew 1 over against
the general thrust of the Matthean infancy narrative, which is more
concerned to tell us who Jesus is and whence he comes, “Quis et
unde?”1% Similarly, the less clear Lucan assertion of it is embedded in a
twofold angelic announcement, the thrust of which is more concerned
with Jesus’ messianic or Davidic role and his divine filiation than with
Mary’s virginal status.

Second, they are concerned to reckon with the “open” character of
the two 1solated New Testament passages which deal with the question,
when they are compared with the striking silence about it in the rest of
the Synoptic Gospels and in the remainder of the New Testament itself.
Even if one were to say that in this matter Matthew and Luke have
inherited traditional material and did not fabricate it themselves out of
whole cloth, one has still to ask whether they present it as Glaubensgut, 1!
as an affirmation of faith, or merely as a theologoumenon. Because this
hesitation arises—and not merely because of modern hesitations about
the miraculous, but rather because of the difhculties which the texts
themselves raise—the assertion, such as it is in the Matthean and
Lucan annunciation scenes, is “open,” i.e., open to further understand-
ing and/or development.

Third, as in the case of other matters in the New Testament, which
are judged today from an exegetical point of view to be open-ended
assertions—"open” in the sense that they could develop genuinely
within the Christian dogmatic and theological tradition in one direction
or another—the New Testament assertion has to be understood for
what it really is and not interpreted anachronistically. As less controver-
sial, I may be permitted to cite the example of Paul's assertion of the
universal causality of Adam’s sin in Rom 5:12-21. That this is somehow
related to the dogma of original sin is a commonplace since Trent (DS
1512). What Paul asserts there about it is not exactly the same as the
formulation or conception of the matter in the Councils of Orange or
Trent. It could actually have developed as it did, or not. In this case the
opennesss of the assertion has been removed; what Trent affirms may
be regarded as the sensus plenior of Romans 5.1 So too with the
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assertions of Matthew and Luke on the matter of the virginal concep-
tion. If it eventually were to be judged that the traditional understand-
ing of the virginal conception in a historical, biological sense is a matter
of faith, then one would still have the obligation of asking whether that
is the clear affirmation of the New Testament data. Here one must learn
to distinguish between a New Testament assertion and the legitimate
development of it within the Christian tradition. This is complicated.
For what I said at the beginning of my discussion about the so-called
traditional teaching among Roman Catholics in the reiterations of the
ordinary magisterium for centuries obviously colors one’s assessment of
the normative character of such a development. Should dogmatic
theologians agree on the normative character or binding force of the
constant and ordinary magisterium—which does not seem to be the
case at the moment—the Roman Catholic commentator could live with
it. But he would still insist on taking the critical position that his
discipline demands about the affirmation of the New Testament text
itself. The Matthean annunciation scene asserts indeed the virginal
conception of Jesus, and the Lucan may do so less clearly, but whether
they make of that assertion an affirmation of faith or a theologoumenon
is still a vital question.

In summary, then, the “open” character of the assertion of the
virginal conception of Jesus in the New Testament is seen in (a) the
1solated declaration of it in the annunciation scenes of Matthew and
Luke over against the silence of the rest of the New Testament daia,
which raises the question whether it was really a matter of Christian
faith “from the beginning”; (b) the different treatment of the matter in
the Matthean and Lucan annunciation scenes, where it is clearly
asserted in the former and only figuratively so in the lauter; (¢} the
hesitation about whether it is affirmed as a historical fact or asserted as a
theologoumenon to support some affirmation of faith. These, then, are
the issues in the modern debate.

Finally, it must be stressed that the exegetes and theologians who
have been involved in this debate have not denied the virginal concep-
tion of Jesus; in fact, in many instances, they have not even questioned
it. They have indeed raised questions about it and have been honestly
seeking to draw the lines between what is of the essence of Catholic
faith and what has been uncritically associated with it in unquestioning
assumptions. They have been concerned to ascribe critically to the
biblical sources only what they affirm, and to dogmatic or systematic
development what it has interpreted. Lastly, they have been seeking
honestly to assess the entire matter with the sophisticated attitude of
their own generation. This may make of them minimalists in the
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mariological debate. But who says that the maximalists have the corner
on the truth?1%

Postscript (1980)

After the original form of the above article was published, R. E.
Brown contributed a note to the same publication in which he took
issue with my presentation of an aspect of the virginal conception of
Jesus in the Lucan Gospel.'® He mentioned the four points in the
Lucan account in which I found a certain ambiguity,®® and added a
fifth argument, which clinches the matter for him and which 1 did not
take into account. It concerns the step-parallelism between the annun-
ciation of the conception of John the Baptist and that of Jesus.

Brown stresses that one annuciation is clearly patterned on the other
and that Luke used this step-parallelism not merely to compare John
and Jesus but to underline the superiority of Jesus over John, One
element in this parallelism is precisely the “how” questions: *How shall
I know this? For I am an old man, and my wife is advanced in years”
(1:18); and “How shall this be, since I have no husband?” (1:34). An
extraordinary conception is involved in both annunciations; and Mary’s
faith in the divine intervention in the conception of Jesus is rewarded
because it involves an intervention greater than that in the conception
of John—a conception which overcomes her lack of sexual relations.1%

Brown'’s point is well taken, and 1 accept the correction that he offers
with a slight modification. 1 do not agree with him that the account of
the annunciation of John’s conception (and birth) has been fashioned
by Luke in dependence on that of Jesus. It is just the other way round.
Luke had inherited a Baptist tradition, which recounted the conception
(and birth) of John in imitation of Old Testament models; and he
fashioned the annunciation of Jesus’ conception (and birth) in imita-
tion of it.'® In any case, the step-parallelism calls for the great
intervention of the divine in the conception of Jesus, even though
the phrasing of individual verses in the account of Jesus' conception
remains ambiguous, as I have already pointed out.

I also accept this correction for another reason. When the twelve
of us who were involved in the discussion of the Marian passages of
the New Testament as a preparation for Mary in the New Testament
came to the Lucan scene of the virginal conception of Jesus, my
view of the matter as set forth in the above essay surfaced and was
discussed. Eventually, the other eleven members of the task force
voted against my interpretation of the matter, mainly because of the
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step-parallelism just mentioned.!®® So I concluded that such a peer-
vote in this matter should be given proper attention. Hence this
postscript. %

NOTES
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the Evidence (Gvand Rapids: Zondervan, 1963); J. G. Machen, The Virgin Birth of
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Virgin Birth in History and Faith (London: Faber & Faber, 1943). In such
Protestant circles 1t is often feared that the denial! of the virginal conception
implies the demal of the divinity of Jesus Christ; or it is stoutly asserted as the
touchstone of orthodoxy against rationalist criticism. J. Ratzinger (Introduction to
Christianaty [New York: Herder and Herder, 1970] 208) notes apropos of such a
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1962); R. Bultmann, The History of the Synoptic Tradition (Oxford: Blackwell,
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aspect of the problem. See further J. M. Alonso, “Cuestiones actuales: La
concepcion virginal de Jesus: 1. En autores protestantes,” EMar 21 (1971) 63—
109.

% See F. ]J. Schierse, "Weihnachtliche Christusverkindigung: Zum Ver-
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1967) 74-75. This is a translation of De Nieuwe Katechismus: Geloofsverkondiging
voor volwassenen (Hilversum: Brand, 1966), published with the imprimatur of
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Petitum est a Commissione Cardinalium ut Catechismus aperte profiteretur
Beatam Verbi Incarnati Matrem virginali semper floruisse honore et ut clare
doceret factum ipsum virginalis conceptionis lesu, quod cum mysterio In-
carnationis maxime congruit; proindeque ut nullam ansam deinceps daret ad
hoe factum—contra Ecclesiae Traditionem in Sacris Litteris fundatam—dere-
linquendum, servata tantum aliqua eius significatione symbolica, verbi gratia
de summa gratuitate doni quod Deus nobis in Filio suo largitus est” (p. 688).

2 See R. Pesch, “Der Gottessohn im matthaischen Evangelienprolog (Mt 1-2):
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58 (“The reticence of the Fourth Gospel [in this matter] suggests the conclusion
that the tradition about the virginal conception and birth of Jesus was either not
generally known and admitted in the church of the first century or was not
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generally admitted in Catholic teaching, that belief in Jesus Christ as true man
and true God does not necessarily entail the virginal conception and birth of
Jesus™), Cf. A. Vogtle, “Offene Fragen,” 43; also his “Die matthaische Kind-
heitsgeschichte,” L’Evangile selon Maithieu: Rédaction et théologie (BETL 29; ed.
M. Didier; Gembloux: Duculot, 1972) 153-83.

% The term “theologoumenon” s not alway used in the same sense; what is
given here as the sense is a slightly modified form of that given by K. Rahner
(“Theologoumenon,” LTK 10 [2d ed.; Freiburg: Herder, 1965] 80-82): “A
statement which makes a theological assertion that cannot be immediacely
considered as an official teaching of the Church, or as a dogmatic proposition
that is binding in faith, but rather that is first of all the result and expression of
a striving for an understanding of faith through the establishment of connec-
tions between binding faith-statements and the confronting of (them with) the
dogmatic thinking of a person (or a given period)” (col. 80). Further on, Rahner
continues: “Revelation that takes place in human awareness must necessarily
make use (at least ‘between the lines’) of theologoumena. But these are not
the process of understanding that is affirmed along with the statement itself,
in which what is meant is correctly understood but with perspective” {col. 81,
with a cross reference to his article on “Perspektivismus”).

*?See n. 25 above; cf. R. E. Brown, 7§ 33 (1972) 5 n. 8; M. Dibelis,
Jungfrauensohn und Krippenkind: Untersuchungen zur Geburtsgeschichte Jesu im
Lukas-Evangelium (Sitzungsberichte der Heidelberger Akademie der Wissen-
schafien, Phil-hist. KL, Abh. 4, 1932; reprinted in Botschaft und Geschichte:
Gesammelte Aufsitze 1 [Tiibingen: Mohr (Siebeck), 1953] 1-78, esp. p. 35 n. 46.

#8“La concepcion virginal de Jesus: ¢Historia o leyenda? Un dialogo teold-
gico,” EMar 21 (1971) 161-206; P. Schoonenberg, *Eine Amwort,” ibid., 207-



The Virginal Conception of Jesus in the New Testament 67

16. See further P. Schoonenberg, “God concurreert niet,” Theologie en Zielzorg 61
(1965) 1-10; "Gods ocorzakelijkheid en Christus’ voortkomst,” Theologie en
Pastoraat 63 (1967) 35-45, esp. p. 42.

28 See L. Evely, L'Evangile sans mythes (Paris: Editions universitaires, 1970); The
Gospels without Myth (Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1971) 80-82. From a
different standpoint, P. Grelot, “La naissance d'Isaac et celle de Jésus,” NRT 94
(1972) 462-87, 561--85.

- TS 33 (1972) 3-34. This article surveys some of the same material from a
different viewpoint. It has now appeared in an expanded form in his book The
Virginal Conception and Bodily Resurrection of Jesus (New York: Paulist, 1973) 21-
68. I am indebted to him for a number of leads that he has given to me beyond
his original article and for certain sources that he kindly put at my disposal. For
other discussions of this matter in the English-speaking world, see Brown’s n. 7.
For light-weight reactions to Brown’s article, see ]J. S. Brusher, “WafHing
Theologians: A Problem for the People of God,” Homzletic and Pastorai Review 73
(1972) 22-28; T. C. Lawner, “Some Observations on the Brown Article on the
Virginal Conception of Jesus,” ibid., pp. 61-66. In the same category of
reactions belong the remarks of J. B. Carol, Marian Studies 24 (1973) 9 and 96.

HTS 33 (1972) 11.

32 This is my literal translation of the Hebrew text, lahen yitten ’adinay hi’
lakem 6t hinnéh hd‘almah harah weyoledet ben weégard® sémé “immanu-’El. It
preserves the participial/adjectival form of harah and yoledet; 1QIsa® 6:29
reads wgr’, “and he will call.” For recent Roman Catholic discussions of this
text in the context of the virginal conception, see R. Kilian, “Die Geburt des
Immanuel aus der Jungfrau, Jes 7, 14,” Zum Thema Jungfrauengeburt, 9~35;
H. Haag, “Is 7, 14 als aluestamentliche Grundstelle der Lehre von der
Virginitas Mariae,” Jungfrauengeburt gestern und heute (ed. H. J. Brosch and J.
Hasenfuss; Mariologische Studien, 4; Essen, 1969) 137-44; M. Rehm, “Das
Wort ‘almah in Is 7, 14, BZ ns 8 (1964) 89-101.—/B translates: “The
maiden is with child”; RS¥V: “A young woman shall conceive and bear a son™;

NEB: “A young woman is with child and she will bear a son.” The NAB,
however, has: “The Virgin shall be with child, and bear a son.” But cf. the
note on this verse in the NAB. Similarly, the NiV: “The virgin will be with
child and will give birth to a son.” Cf. A. M. Dubarle, “La conception
virginale et la citation d'ls., VII, 14 dans l'évangile de Matthieu,” RB 85
(1978) 362-80.

81t is, of course, well known that the so-called Septuagint rendered the
Hebrew hd-‘almah, “a young (marriageable) girl,” by 4 parthenos, which is usually
taken to mean “a virgin” or “the virgin.” In this form Martt 1:23 quoted Isaiah in
Greek. Part of the problem here is that the existing mss of the LXX date from
Christian times, and no one is sure that the parihenos of Isa 7:14 actually
belonged to the pre-Christian Greek translation of 1saiah or whether the reading
has been influenced by Matthew’s text. One LXX ms does use neanis instead of
parthenos; this would mean “young girl” and would be the exact equivalent of
Hebrew ‘elmih. Moreover, neanis is used in other Greek translations of the Old
Testament (Aquila, Symmachus, Theodotion), as well as in one or other patristic
citation of isa 7:14. See ]. Ziegler, Isaias (Septuaginta Vetus Testamentum
graecum, 14; Gouingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1939) 147. Another aspect
of the problem is the meaning of parthenos in the LXX. In 45 out of 52 instances
i translates betulah, the proper Hebrew word for “virgin,” and in these instances
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its own natural Greek meaning covers precisely the nuance of the Hebrew, But
Greek parthenos was apparently not as precise as the Hebrew bénilsh, for
sometimes in the LXX it renders ‘almih (Gen 24:43) or na‘drah, “young girl”
(Gen 24:14; 34: 3). See further P. Benoit, “La Septante est-elle inspirée?” in Vom
Waort des Lebens: Festschrift fiir Max Meinertz (NTAbh 1, Erganzungsband;
Miinster: Aschendorff, 1961) 45. Even granting that the Septuagintal reading
of parthenos does genuinely mean “virgin” and does really go back to Diaspora
Jewish circles, it still does not affirm “virginal conception™ in the sense in which
this is usually understood of Jesus (i.e., excluding a male, human progenitor).
One has to reckon with the possibility that the Greek text of Isaiah is not loaded
with all the connotations that it has in Matthew. For an attempt to explain the
shift from ‘almah to parthenos as the result of influence from Egyptian myths
about the god Amon and a virgin, see E. Brunner-Traut, “Die Geburtsge-
schichte der Evangelien im Lichte agyptologischer Forschung,” ZRGG 12 (1960)
- 97-111. This has been too facilely adopted as plausible by Kilian, “Die Geburt
des Immanuel,” 32-34. The Egyptian myth does not refer to parthenogenesis,
but rather to a hieros gameos, involving mntercourse of the god with the woman
who was a virgin. See further T. Boslooper, “Jesus’ Virgin Birth and Non-
Christian ‘Parallels,” Religion in Life 26 (1956-57) 87-97; J. Hasenfuss, “Die
Jungfrauengeburt in der Religionsgeschichte,” in Jungfrauengeburt gestern und
heute, 11-23. '

3 To date at least there is no indication in Palestinian Jewish literature of Isa
7:14 being so understood. See StrB, 1. 75. The later Targum of Jonathan on the
Prophets does not intraduce a messianic nuance here. A Davidic (and hence
-indirectly messianic) sense of the passage is admitted by some commentators,

~who relate chap. 7 to Isa 9:1-6 and 11:1-9; but to admit this is still a far cry
from the “virginal conception” of the Messtah.

% See Vogtle, “Offene Fragen,” 46-47,

% Not even the maximal approach to the early Christian kerygma that is taken
by C. H. Dodd (The Apostolic Preaching and Its Developments [London: Hodder &
Stoughton, 1950] 7-35) would include this. See further M. Dibelius, From
‘Tradition to Gospel (New York: Scribner, n.d.) 17; R. Bulumann, 7heology of the New
Testament (London: SCM, 1956), 1. 33-52; B. van lersel, “Saint Paul et la
prédication de I'église primitive,” Studiorum paulinorum congressus internationalis
catholicus, 1961 (AnBib 17-18; Rome: Biblical Institute, 1963) 433-41; C. F.
Evans, “The Kerygma,” JTS 7 (1956) 25—-41; W. Baird, “What Is the Kerygma?
A Study of I Cor 15:3-8 and Gal 1:11-17," JBL 76 (1957) 181-91.

%" Schmaus, quoted above, p. 43.

3 Not even in Rom 16:6, For a fuller discussion of the Pauline passages, see
now MNT, 33-30,

% As is well known, his concern was with the interpretation of the Christ-
event, the explanation of the significance for mankind in the complex of the
final events of Jesus' existence: His passion, death, burial, resurrection, exalta-
tion to glory, and heavenly intercession. See further my Pauline Theology: A Brief
Sketch (Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall, 1967) 12-14. Even Paul's rare
references to “words”or “commands” (1 Thess 4:15; 1 Cor 7:10; 11:23; 14:37)
are ascribed not to the historical Jesus but to the risen “Lord,” thus indicating his
concern with the present influence of the risen Christ rather than with the
historical Jesus. Cf. D. L. Dungan, The Sayings of Jesus in the Churches of Paul: The
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Use of the Synoptic Tradition in the Regulation of Early Church Life (Philadelphia:
Fortress, 1971) xvil—xxix.

4 Paul's reference to James as “the brother of the Lord” (Gal 1:19) raises
another problem, but we cannot treat it here. See J. Blinzler, Die Briider und
Schwestern Jesu (SBS 21; Stuttgart: Katholisches Bibelwek, 1967) 17, 23, 92, 96,
107, 119, 121, 132-33, 137-38; MNT, 65-67.

10n Rom 1:3-4 as “kerygmatic,” see my commentary in JBC, art. 53, §15-
16. Cf. O. Michel, Der Brief an die Romer (MeyerK 4; 13th ed.; Gouingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1966) 38-39; O. Kuss, Der Romerbrief iibersetzt und
erklirt: Erste Lieferung (Rom 1, 1, bis 6, 11) (2d ed.; Regensburg: Pustet, 1963)
4-9, 12-15; M.-E. Boismard, “Constitué fils de Dieu (Rom., I, 4),” RB 60
(1953) 5-17; H. Schlier, “Zu Rom 1, 3f.)” in Neues Testament und Geschichte
(Festschrift Q. Cullmann; Ttbingen: Mohr {Siebeck], 1972) 207-18.

42 The phrase is, of course, derived from the Old Testament in this sense; see
Ps 89:3—4; ¢f. 2 Sam 7:12; John 7:42; 2 Tim 2:8.

¥ Even such a commentator as H. Schiirmann, who traces the virginal
conception back to a “historisches Faktum,” has to admit that “Paul would have
formulated things differently here, had he known of the Virgin Birth” (Das
Lukasevangelium: Erster Teil [HTKNT 3; Fretburg imn B: Herder, 1969) 61). The
further question is sometimes raised whether Paul may have derived the parallel
kerygmatic affirmation from early Christian tradition which already knew of the
genealogies of Matt 1:1-16 and Luke 3:23-38. However, the real question is
whether the genealogies were part of the early tradition or not. The more
frequent understanding of this matter is to regard them as attempts to spell out
the Davidic (and divine) relationships attested in the earlier Pauline passages,
and not the other way round. See Vogtle, “Offene Fragen,” 49.

W Ad Smyrn. 1, 1 (aléthds onta ek genous Dauid kata sarka, huion theou kata theléma
kai dynamin theou, gegennémenon aléthos ek parthenou). The dependence of Ignatius’
wording here on Rom 1:3 is unmistakable; his additon of “truly born of a
virgin” is significant, but it still has not clearly enunciated virginal conception.
Did Paul actually write Gal 4:4-5? J. C. O’Neill (The Recovery of Paul's Letter to the
Galatians {London: SPCK, 1972] 58) regards these verses as “not onginally
written by Paul,” but introduced later as a gloss from “Jewish Christian liturgy.”
If they were introduced later, they would almost surely have been formulated
otherwise.

> Years ago ]. B. Lightfoot (The Epistle of St. Paul to the Galations [reprinted,
Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 1967) 168) perceived the force of these verses
expressed in Paul's chiasmus: * ‘The Son of God was born a man, that in Him all
men might become sons of God; He was born subject to law, that those subject
to law might be rescued from bondage.”” The attempts of T. Zahn (Der Brief des
Paulus an die Galater [2d ed.; Kommentar zum Neuen Testament, 9; Leipzig:
Deichert, 1923] 201-2) to interpret this text as evidence for the virginal
conception, because no father is named in it, has convinced no one. More
recently, W. C. Robinson (“A Re-Study of the Virgin Birth of Christ: God’s Son
Was Born of a Woman: Mary's Son Prayed ‘Abba Father,”” EvQ 37 [1965]) 1-15)
has tried to draw an argument from Paul's use of genomenon for Jesus, “born” of
a woman in contrast to Ishmael or Isaac, who were “begotien” (gegenneétai)
according to the flesh or the Spirit. The trouble with his view is that genesthai can
mean either to “be born” or “be begotten” (see BAG, 157) and gernan can mean



70 TO ADVANCE THE GOSPEL

either to “beget,” ie., become the father of, or to “bear,” ie., become the
mother of (ibid., 154). So the distinction proposed by Robinson breaks
down.

% M. Dibelius ( Jungfrauensohn, 29 n. 47) remarks appositely: “If the text

read genomenon ek parthenou [born of a virgin], the words would be stripped of
‘their meaning” in the Pauline context.
- % The literature on this Pauline passage is vast; for a recent treatment of it,
see J. T. Sanders, The New Testament Christological Hymns: Thewr Historical Religious
Background (SNTSMS 15; Cambridge: University Press, 1971) 58-74; R."P.
Martin, Carmen Christi: Philippians ii.5-11 in Recent Interpretation and in the Setting
of Early Christinn Worship (SN'TSMS 4; Cambridge: University Press, 1967).

4 Some authors have even asked whether, if one were to take Paul at his
word about kenosis and humiliation, the idea of virginal conception would not
mtroduce a Docetic notion and thus really weaken his argument. See H.
Raisanen, Die Muller fesu im Neuen Testament {Suomalaisen Tiedeakatemian
Toimituksia, Annales academiae scientiarum fennicae, ser. B, nide-Tom 158;
Helsinki: Academy of Sciences, 1969) 24; Vogue, “Offene Fragen,” 49.
Whether the query is all that important, the more significant thing is that Paul
inherits here an early Christian (Hellenistic? Jewish?) hymn that affirms Jesus’
pre-existence (and incarnation) and feels no concern to correct it in terms of
virginal conception.

¥ See further Rom 8:32. The ideas of pre-existence (or incarnation) that are
implied in these texts are notions that Paul seems to have derived from the early
Christian community which he joined as a convert. Yet these notions scarcely
reflect the earliest levels of that community’s christological beliefs. Remnants of
still earlier chns[ologles in which notions and titles were applied to Jesus in
terms of his parousiac coming, are found in the New Testament. These were
then first retrojected back to his earthly ministry; in Paul's writings we see some
of them being pushed back to the stage of pre-existence. See further R. E.
Brown, TS 33 (1972) 17-19.

0 See my commentary on Galatians in JBC, art. 49, §28.

st Cf. Dibelius, Jungfrauensohn, 42-52. See E. Schweizer, “Pneuma,” TONT,
6. 429.

In Rom 1:3-4 Paul does use the phrase “according to the spirit of
holiness,” but though this may be equated with the “Holy Spirit” in the Old
Testament sense, it is strikingly related by Paul to Jesus' resurrection, not his
birth. See further MNT, 38-59.

33 Commenting on the argumentum ex silentio, H. von Campenhausen (The
Virgin Birth in the Theology of the Ancient Church [N aperville, IL: Allenson, 1964]
17-18) admits that it “must not be pressed in relation to an isolated text or
document; it may be that in one case or another the silence is a matter of pure
chance. But as regards Paul such qualifications are not relevant; his legacy is too
big for that, and too rich in Christological assertions and formulae. . . . Inany
case, 4 generation ‘according to the Spirit’ is not thought of in his writings, even
remotely, as a physiological miracle. In this he was certainly no exception. There
is nothing to indicate that, for example, the letiers composed later under his
name, or the other writings of the New Testament, knew and put forward
anything more than he did in this matter.” Von Campenhausen does not include
the infancy narratives in these “other writings of the New Testament™; see the
context of his discussion.
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5 Mary appears in the Marcan Gospel only in 6:3. It is highly unlikely that
the “Mary the mother of James the younger and of Joses” (15:40; cf. 15:47;
16:1) refers to her. It is inconceivable that the evangelist would have used such a
circumiocution to indicate the presence of Jesus' own mother near the cross. See
further MNT, 68-72, also 65—-67.

58 If one were to prefer the postulated “Q” source as earlier than Mark, the
situation would still be the same; nothing in it about the virginal conception. For
a fuller discussion of the Marcan material, see now MNT, 51-72.

56 See, among other discussions, R. E. Brown, Jesus God and Man (Milwaukee:
Bruce, 1967) 45—-46; A. Robert and A. Feuillet, Initroduction to the New Testament
{(New York: Desclée, 1965) 179, 212-13.

57 On this issue see |. Blinzler, Die Brider und Schwestern Jesu (n. 40 above); J. J.
Collins, “The Brethren of the Lord and Two Recently Published Papyri,” 7§ 5
(1944) 484-94. It should be noted, however, that a Roman Catholic interpreter
of Mark 6:3 has maintained that the foyr "brothers” and the “sisters” of Jesus
mentioned there are actually blood brothers and sisters. See R. Pesch, Das
Markusevangelium, I. Tetl (HTKNT I1/1; Freiburg im B.: Herder, 1976) 322-24.

8 The text of Mark, as we have given it above, is found in all the chief Greek
Mss; see B. M. Metzger, A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament (New
York: United Bible Societies, 1971) 88-89. Some inferior mss, however,
identified Jesus rather as “the carpenter’s son,” which seems to be a harmoniza-
tion of the Marcan text with Matt 13:55. Yet such an astute commentator on the
Marcan Gospel as Vincent Taylor preferred this reading as the original (Mark,
300). But see J. Blinzler, Die Brvider und Schwestern fesu, 28-30; H. J. Vogels, “Die
‘Eltern’ Jesu,” BZ 11 (1913) 33-43; E. Stauffer, “Jeschu ben Mirjam: Kon-
troversgeschichiliche Anmerkungen zu Mk 6:3," in Neotestamentica et semitica:
Studies in Honour of Matihew Black (ed. E. E. Ellis and M. Wilcox; Edinburgh:
Clark, 1969) 119-28; Jesus and His Story (New York: Knopf, 1960) 23-25, 165~
66; and more recently H. K. McArthur, “Son of Mary,” NovT 15 (1973) 38-
58 (“the phrase had no special connotation,” 58).

% A similar situation is found in the Lucan Gospel; see “Joseph’s son” (4:22);
cf. 2:41, 48; and see further pp. 54-58 above. Luke completely omitted the
Marcan episode (6:1-6a).

% 1t should not be overlooked that this Marcan passage and the phrase “son of
Mary” have been taken by W. R. Farmer as a “ciassic example” of an inconclusive
theological or christological argument for the primitive character of the Marcan
Gospel. See pp. 27-28 above. Cf. MNT, 62-63.

1 See C. H. Dodd, Historical Tradition in the Fourth Gospel (Cambridge:
~ University Press, 1963) 1-18, 423-32; R. E. Brown, The Gospel according to John
(i-x11) (AB 29; Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1966) xli-li; A. J. B. Higgins, The
Historicuty of the Fourth Gospel (L.ondon: Lutierworth, 1960) 63-82.

8 It is the reading adopted in The Greek New Testament (ed. K. Aland et al.; 3d
ed; New York: United Bible Societies, 1975) 321; Nestle-Aland, Novum
Testamentum graece (26th ed.; Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelstiftung, 1979) 247; E.
Nestle, Novum Testamentum graece (24th ed.; Stutigart: Wiirttembergische Bibel-
anstalt, 1960) 230; A. Merk, Novum Testamentum graece ¢t latine (9th ed.; Rome:
Biblical Institute, 1964) 306; [G. D. Kilpatrick], Hé kainé Diathéké (2d ed.;
London: British and Foreign Bible Society, 1958) 276; R. V. G. Tasker, The Greek
New Testament (London: Oxford University, 1960) 140 [the Greek text presup-
posed in the NEB New Testament]; H. J. Vogels, Novum Testamentum graece et
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latine 1 (3d ed.; Freiburg: Herder, 1949) 287; J. M. Bover, Nov: Testamenti biblia
graeca et latina (3d ed.; Madrid: Consejo superior de investigaciones cientificas,
1953) 271; B. F. Westcott and F. J. A. Hort, The New Testament in the Original
Greek 1 (London: Macmillan, 1890) 187; C. Tischendorf, Novum Tesiamentum
graece 1 (8th ed.; Leipzig: Giesecke & Devrient, 1869) 743-44; H. von Soden,
Griechisches Neues Testament: Text mit kurzem Apparat (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1913) 182. I have not been able to find a critical edition of the Greek
New Testament that has preferred the singular reading to the plural.

63 The Jerusalem Bible 2 (Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1966) 146. For the
worth of this English translation one should not fail to consult the pointed
review of W. J. Harrington, an Irish confrere of the French Dominicans who
produced the remarkable French original. His review 1s published in French, to
spare the sensibilities of English-speaking readers enamored of this English
version (RB 75 [1968] 450-52}. In this case, however, the fault lies not with the
English version, for it reflects the French original of John 1:13: “lui qui ni sang,
ni vouloir de chair, ni vouloir d’homme, mais Dieu a engendré”(La sainte Bible
[de Jérusalem): L'évangile . . . de saint Jean [2d ed.; Paris: Cerf, 1960] 69). The
note reads: “Allusion a la génération éternelle du Verbe, mais sans doute aussi,
vu l'insistance sur {'exclusion du sang et de la chair, a la naissance virginale de
Jésus. . . " It seems rather obvious that the Dutch Catechism derived its
questionable formulation of what “the evangelists Matthew and Luke" said from
this reading of the Johannine Gospel (see n. 23 above). A good instance of how a
well-meaning, popular version of the Bible can lead the untutored astray!

8¢ Metzger, 4 Textual Commentary, p. 197. The patristic evidence stems mainly
from Laun Fathers or versions (e.g. Vetus Itala®, Irenaeus [Latin}, Tertullian,
Origen [Latin], Ambrose, Augustine, Pseudo-Athanasius). Metzger lists the
following modern scholars who have argued for the originality of the singular:
T. Zahn, A. Resch, F. Blass, A. Loisy, R. Seeburg, C. F. Burney, F. Biichsel, M.-E.
Boismard, J. Dupont, F.-M. Braun. He could also have listed D. Mollat, the
translator of John in La sainte Bible [de Jérusalem), and ]. Galot (Etre né de Dieu:
Jean 1:13 [AnBib 37; Rome: Biblical Institute, 1969)). But see J. Schmid, “Joh 1,
13," BZ ns -1 {1957) 118-25; A. Hossiau, “Le milieu théologique de la lecon
egennéthé (Jo. 1. 13)," in Sacra pagina 2 (ed. ]J. Coppens et al.; BETL 12-13;
Gembloux: Duculot, 1959) 170-88; G. D. Fee, “The Text of John in the
Jerusalem Bible: A Critique of the Use of Patristic Citations in New Testament
Texwal Criticism,” JBL 90 (1971) 163-73, esp. pp. 166-67: “It is quite another
(thing] to reconstruct this primitive reading on a purely eclectic basis, so that by
a process of picking and choosing one ‘creates an original reading that is
supported in loto by no single piece of evidence. Yet this is precisely the nature of
Boismard’s resultant text for such passages as John 1:12-13" (Fee refers to
Boismard's article, “Critique textuelle et citations patristiques,” R8 57 [1950]
388-408, esp. pp. 401-8, an article that greatly influenced D. Mollat in his
translation of John for La sainte Bible [de Jérusalem)).

8 Metzger, A Textual Commentary, 197.

% See R. E. Brown, Jesus God and Man, 92

7 Schmaus, quoted above, p. 43.

%8 See, e.g., V. Taylor, The Formation of the Gospel Tradition (London: Macmillan,
1959) 168—-89; Bulimann, The History of the Synoptic Tradition, 354, O. Cullmann,
“Infancy Gospels,” in Hennecke-Schneemelcher, NT4, 1. $63-69; J. Riedl, Die
Vorgeschichte Jesu (Stutigart: Katholisches Bibelwerk, 1968) 11-13. The reader
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will find a full exposition of all the problems in the interpretation of the infancy
narratives in the excellent work of R. E. Brown, The Birth of the Messiah: A
Commenlary on the Infancy Narratives in Matthew and Luke (Garden City, NY:
Doubleday, 1977). See also MNT, 74-97, 107-62,

% See, e.g., Brown, John (i-xi), 18-36; R. Schnackenburg, The Gospel accord-
ing to St. John (New York: Herder and Herder, 1968) 221-81.

" See Hennecke-Schneemelcher, NT4, 1. 370-417.

" See above, p. 47. Cf. G. Friedrich, “Keérysss,” TDNT, 3. 710-12. Even if Acts
10:37-43 is basically kerygmatic and pre-Lucan, it also betrays Lucan reworking
(e.g., in the formulation of the “beginning” from Galilee, arxamenos, 10:37; cf.
Luke 3:23; Acts 1:22). Cf, Luke 23:5.

2 See J. Schmid, Matthdus und Lukas: Eine Untersuchung des Verhdltnisses threr
Evangelien (Freiburg: Herder, 1930); W. G. Kiimmel, Introduction to the New
Testament (Nashville: Abingdon, 1966) 64. With reference to the infancy
narratives specifically, see J. Riedl, Die Vorgeschichie fesu, 11-13. See also pp. 17—
18 above.

# R. Pesch, “Eine alttestamentliche Ausfithrungsformel im Matthaus-Evange-
lium,” BZ 10 (1966) 220-45; 11 (1967) 79-95, esp. 88-89. Also A. Vogtle,
“Offene Fragen,” 44; C. T. Davis, “Tradition and Redaction in Matthew 1:18-
2:23,” JBL 90 (1971) 404-21; A. Paul, L’Evangile de I'enfance selon saint Matthieu
(Paris; Cerf, 1968) 45-94. There is not time to discuss here the amount which
the Matthean or Lucan accounts owe to tradition and to redaction, though this is
an important aspect of one's judgment. See C. Burger, Jesus als Davidssohn: Eine
traditionsgeschichtliche Untersuchung (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1970)
91-106, 127-37.

It might be good to interject here a consideration from a dogmatic
theological point of view, to forestall an obvious difficulty. The events in the
infancy narratives are recounted in the past tense and, like the rest of the gospel
stories, are inspired. From this one might be tempted to conclude to the
guaranteed, inerrant character of the narratives and perhaps even to a
guarantee of their historical character. But this is to ride roughshod over the
literary forms or the types of accounts that one has to deal with in these
narratives. To offset such a misunderstanding, one should recall what Pius XII
had to say about literary forms in his encyclical Divino afflante Sparitu (§314-16
[DS 3829-30]) and the precisions added by Vatican 11 in Dei verbum (chap. 3,
§11-12 [The Documents of Vatican II, 118-20]). Moreover, neither official
ecclesiastical documents treating of biblical inspiration and inerrancy nor the
discussions of theologians have ever maintained that the necessary formal effect
of inspiration was historicity. Inspiration does not make a historical statement
out of what was not intended to be such. It would, however, obviously guarantee
the historical character of an intended historical statement, just as it would
guarantee the poetic truth of a poem, the rhetorical truth of a sermon or
oration, the gospel truth of a Gospel. “Biblical inspiration” is thus an analogous
notion; see P. Benoit, “The Analogies of Inspiration,” in Aspects of Biblical
Inspiration (Chicago: Priory, 1965) 13-85; B. Vawter, Biblical Inspiration (Phila-
delphia, 1972) 119-31; Vogtle, “Offene Fragen,” 44-45.

s See J. Ried\, Die Vorgeschichte Jesu, 8-10; A. G. Wright, “The Literary Genre
Midrash,” CBQ 28 (1966) 105-38, 417-57, esp. pp. 454-56.

®This term has been used, in a slighily different way, by E. Burrows, The
Gospel of the Infancy and Other Biblical Essays (London: Burns Oates, 1940) 1-58,
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As | am using it, the “imitation” involves the assimilation of details to other
literary accounts.

77 See M. Enslin, “The Christian Stories of the Nativity,” JBL 59 (1940) 317-
38: P. Winter, “Jewish Folklore in the Matthaean Birth Story,” Hi] 53 (1954)
34-42; H. W. Obbink, “On the Legends of Moses in the Haggadah,” Studia
biblica et semitica T. C. Vriezen . . . dedicata (Wageningen: Veenman & Zonen,
1966) 252-64; P. J. Thompson, “The Infancy Gospels of St. Matthew and St.
Luke Compared,” SE I, 217-22; M. M. Bourke, “The Literary Genus of
Matthew 1-2," CBQ 22 (1960) 160-75; S. Munoz Iglesias, “El género literario
del evangelio de la infancia en San Mateo,” EstBib 17 (1958) 243-73 (see 7D 9
[1961] 15-20). But cf. C. H. Cave, “St Matthew's Infancy Narrative,” NTS 9
(1962-63) 382-90.

8 See, e.g., E. Burrows, The Gospel of the Infancy, 1-58; S. Munoz Iglesias, “El
evangelio de la infancia en San Lucas y las infancias de los héroes biblicos,”
EstBib 16 (1957) 329-82; R. McL. Wilson, “Some Recent Studies in the Lucan
Infancy Narratives,” SE 1, 235-53. This aspect of the Lucan infancy narrative is
strangely neglected by R. Laurentin, Structure et théologie de Luc I-II (Paris:
Gabalda, 1957).

Cf. M. Miguens, “The Infancy Narratives and Critical Biblical Method,”
Communio 7 (1980) 24-54 [one does not know whether to laugh or to weep over
this article).

®See, e.g., R. H. Fuller, The Foundations of New Testament Christology (New
York: Scribner, 1965) 195-97; R. E. Brown, 7§ 33 (1972) 24,

8 See, e.g., H. H. Oliver, “The Lucan Birth Stories and the Purpose of Luke-
Acts,” NTS 10 (1963-64) 202-26; P. S. Minear, “Luke’'s Use of the Birth
Stories,” in Studies in Luke-Acts: Essays Presented in Honor of Paul Schubert
{Nashville: Abingdon, 1966) 111-30; A. Vogtle, Messias und Gottessehn: Herkunft
und Sinn der matthdischen Geburts- und Kindheitsgeschichte (Disseldorf: Patmos,
1971); “Die Genealogie Mt 1, 2-16 und die matthaische Kindheitsgeschichte (1.
Teil),” BZ 8 (1964) 45-58; “(I1. Teil),” ibid., 239~62; “(Schlussteil),” ibid. 9
(1965) 31-49; “Das Schicksal des Messiaskindes: Zur Auslegung und Theologte
von Mt 2, BibLeb 6 (1965) 246-79.,

81 Das Evangelium nach Lukas (4th ed.; RNT 3; Regensburg: Pustet, 1960) 90.
See further X. Léon-Dufour, Les évangtles et Uhistoire de Jésus (Paris: Editions du
Seuil, 1963) 90; A. Vigtle, “"Offene Fragen," 44.

8 Die Vorgeschichte Jesu, 1213,

# In other words, the conception had already taken place when the angelic
announcement was made. What should not be missed here is the loaded form of
the statement of the Evangelist (1:18): “She was found to be with child of the Aaly
Sprat,” and this is given as the basis of Joseph's consideration of divorce (see
Deut 22:21 for the Old Testament background to his doubting). See A.
Isaksson, Marriage and Ministry in the New Temple (Lund: Gleerup, 1965) 135-42.
No explanation is given why Joseph, a “just man,” wanted to divorce someone
who had been found to be with child of the holy Spirit. The evangelist’s intention is
clear, but his mode of formulation raises questions precisely about the thrust of
the narrative and its redaction—issues that cannot be pursued here. See C. T.
Davis, /BL 90 (1971) 413. Contrast the treatment of this episode in J. Daniélou,
The Infancy Narratives (New York: Herder and Herder, 1968) 40: “The
announcement made to joseph was not intended to inform him that Mary had
conceived virginally—that he already knew. . . .” But this goes against the
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plain sense and basic thrust of the story, which states that joseph was about to
repudiate Mary and had to be informed by the angel to persuade him to the
contrary. However, Daniélou is on the right track when he states that “the object
of this account™ is not “to defend the virgin birth”; it is rather “to establish how
Jesus can be a descendant of David and the Davidic Messiah despite the virgin
birth which seems so fundamental an objection to his being so” (p. 41). In effect,
this is to afhrm the virginal conception as a theologoumenon (see below).

8 For a history-of-religions approach to this question, see W. Marxsen,
“Jungfrauengeburt,” 1068; G. Gutknecht, Das Motiv der Jungfrauengeburt in
religionsgeschichtlicher Beleuchtung (Greifswald: Universitatsverlag, 1952). But
attempts to find extrabiblical parallels for the virginal conception in Greek and
Egyptian literature have not really succeeded, since in aimost every instance that
is cited the parallels imply at least sexual intercourse. See R. E. Brown, TS 33
(1972) 30-32 (and the literature that he cites); A. Vagtle, “Offene Fragen,” 45—
47; E. Schweizer, “Pneuma,” TDNT, 6. 397.

% Contrast the tendentious translation of this verse in the Jerusalem Bible, New
Testament, 91: “since I am a virgin.” This is not found in the French original,
“puisque je ne connais point d’homme.”

8 This understanding of the verse has been traced back to Ambrose (Expostizo
evang. Lucae 2, 14-15 [CSEL, 32. 49-50]) and Augustine (De sacra virginatate 4, 4
[CSEL, 41. 237-38]). In one form or another it still has its defenders: R.
Laurentin, Structure et théologie du Luc I-1I, 176-88; G. Grayston, Virgin of All
Virgins: The Interpretation of Luke 1:34 (Rome: No publisher, 1968). Cf. J. E.
Craghan, Mary: The Virginal Wife and the Married Virgin: The Problematic of Mary’s
Vow of Virginity (Rome: Gregorian University, 1967) 42—48,.

8 This understanding is found in many ancient versions which rendered the
verb ginoské in the past tense and implied that Mary understood the angel to
mean that she was already pregnant. See H. Quecke, “Lk 1, 34 in den alien
Ubersetzungen und im Protevangelium des Jakobus,” Bib 44 (1962) 499-520;
“Lk 1, 834 im Diatessaron,” Bib 45 (1964) 85—-88; “Zur Auslegungsgeschichte von
Lk 1, 34,” Bib 47 (1966) 113~14.

% See Gen 16:11; Judg 13:3. This interpretation is widely used today; see,
e.g.. A. Plummer, 4 Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Gospel according to S.
Luke (5th ed.; Edinburgh: Clark, 1964) 24 (“The words are the avowal of a
maiden conscious of her own purity; and they have been drawn from her by
the strange declaration that she is to have a son before she is married”). For
ou in the sense of oupé that this interpretation involves, see Mark 8:17-18,

% E.g., that of J.-P. Audet, “"L'Annonce a Marie,” RB 63 (1956) 364-74. This
nterpretation has “not received great support” (J. F. Craghan, “The Gospel
Witness to Mary's ‘Ante Partum’ Virginity,” Marian Studies 21 [1970] 28-68, esp.
p- 56). It is vitiated by an idea that is often repeated, that Luke's annunciation
scene is influenced by Isa 7:14. Aside from superficial parallels in the Greek
wording of Luke 1:26-38 and the LXX of Isa 7:10-17, there is little evidence
that Luke has fashioned his annunciation in dependence on Isaiah. It is
necessary to insist on this, because otherwise critical commentators tend at times
to gloss over it (see A. Vogtle, “Offene Fragen,” 46; H. Schitrmann, Das
Lukasevangelium, 62-63; G. Voss, Die Christologie der lukanischen Schriften in
Grundziigen [Bruges: Desclée de Brouwer, 1965) 65-81). The possible parallel
phrases are seven: oikou Dauid (Luke [:27)—atkos Dauid (Isa 7:12); ko kyrtos
(Luke 1:28)—kyrios (Isa 7:10); parthenon (Luke 1:27)—hi parthenos (Isa 7:14);
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syllempsé en gastri (Luke 1:31)—en gastri hexer (Isa 7:14 [cf. apparatus criticus));
texé huion (Luke 1:31)—texetai huion (Isa 7:14); kai kaleseis to onoma autou (Luke
1:31)—kai kaleseis to onoma autou (Isa 7:14); ept lon otkon (Luke 1:33)—epr ton
otkon (Isa 7:17). But in those Lucan phrases that seem to be similar to Isa 7:14
in this list one should not miss the parallels that are found elsewhere in the Old
Testament (e.g., Gen 16:11). The difficulty here is once again the harmonization
of the Lucan and Martthean narratives. It is noteworthy that R. Laurentin, for all
his discussion of the Old Testament background of Luke 1-2 (Structure et
théologie de Luc I-1T), does not treat Isa 7:14 as part of it.

8 J. M. Creed (The Gospel according to St. Luke: The Greek Text with Introduction,
Notes, and Indices [London: Macmillan, 1953] 19) thinks that Mary’s “vow™ is the
“usual interpretation of Roman Catholic exegetes.”

9 Ibid. This is also acknowledged by H. Schiirmann, Das Lukasevangelium,
49; he traces the idea back to H. J. Holtzmann and others (n. 68). J. Gewiess
(“Die Marienfrage, Lk 1,34," BZ 5 [1961] 221-54, esp. pp. 242-43) calls
attention to the literary device of the question that Luke often uses (Luke
13:23; 16:5, 7; 17:87; Acts 8:30-31; 10:14; 16:30).

%2 Or possibly “the holy one to be born will be called the Son of God.” This
verse (1:35) and v. 32 have recently been found to echo Aramaic phrases that
have come to light in pseudo-Danielic apocaly ptic fragments from Qumran Cave
4, which J. T. Milik is to publish. “He will be said to be the son of God, and they
will call him the son of the Most High” (see WA, 90-94). The text is apocalyptic
and has nothing to do with an infancy narrative; unfortunately, it is fragmen-
tary and no hint is given about the person who is the subject of the titles used.

9 See G. Voss, Diwe Christologie, 75-76: “The Virgin Birth is regarded in the
Lucan presentation not under its biological point of view, but as a theological
statement.” Also K. H. Rengstorf, “Die Weihnachtserzahlung des Evangelisten
Lukas,” in Stat crux dum volvitur orbis: Eine Fesischrift fiir Landesbischof D. Hanns
Lilje (ed. G. Hoffrnann and K. H. Rengstorf; Berlin: Lutherisches Verlagshaus,
1959) 15-30.

% The verb eperchesthai is used in Luke 11:22; 21:26; Acts 1:8; 8:24; 13:40;
14:19; Eph 2:7; Jas 5:1. Only in the programmatic verse of Acts 1:8is it again
used of the Spirit, as the risen Jesus prornises the apostles “power” for the
ministry of witnessing to him. Luke's use of the verb in 1:35 is often thought to
be influenced by the LXX of Isa 32:15, heds an epelthé eph’ hymas pneuma aph’
hypsélou, “until the Spirit comes upon you from on high.” Here it is used to
explain the fertility of the land (in the LXX: of Carmel), but it does not
transcend the figurative sense. For other combinations of the verb with pneuma,
see Num 5:14; Job 1:19; 4:15 (but one must be careful of the sense of pneuma).
The verb epishiazein has a literal sense in Acts 5:15; the use of it in the
transfiguration scene (Mark 9:7; Matt 17:5; Luke 9:34) may be literal, but a
symbolic connotation cannot be completely ruled out. In the Lucan infancy
narrative the use of the verb is wholly figurative, symbolical of God’s presence
(and power) to Mary and the child to be born of her. It may well reflect the
symbolism of Exod 40:35 or Ps 91:4, although this is sometimes contested (see
G. Voss, Die Christologie, 73-76).

% See p. 48 above.

% In the recently published critical edition of The Greek New Testament (UBS,
206) these ancient tamperings with the text are not even noted; and in his
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commentary on the text Metzger (A4 Textual Commentary, 132) passes over them
in silence. See now Nestle-Aland, 26th ed., 156.

9 Not only here, but also in connection with the earlier passages discussed
above, a distinction has often been proposed between the fact of the virginal
conception and its possible literary embellishment in a presentation stemming
from a later period of gospel-formation—as if the latter could be admitted to
have been freely introduced, whereas the former is really the firm datum. At the
end of an excursus, “Jungfrauengeburt—ein Theologoumenon?” E. Nellessen
(Das Kind und seine Mutter [SBS 39; Stunigart: Katholisches Bibelwerk, 1969]
109) sought 1o explain why the data about the conception arose only in the later
period of the gospel-tradition: “It should be recalled, however, that an explicit
investigation into the peculiar circumstances of the conception and birth of
Jesus would only then have recommended itself when the beginnings of Jesus’
human life would have become the object of a narrative presentation. Outside
of the Matthean and Lucan Gospels that is scarcely the case, and certainly not in
Paul, who speaks of the beginnings of Jesus' life only in short confessional
formulas (Rom 1:3; Gal 4:4)." To which A. Vagtle (“Offene Fragen,” 48)
appositely remarked: “But that is to put the cart before the horse! A claim is
made for a probative argument out of something that cries out for an
explanation. The problem is why the idea of a virginal conception appears only
in narrative presentations which make use of Old Testament annunciation
forms and in declarations that prepared for these (Matt 1:16) or reflect on them
(Luke 3:23), but have no reference to the incarnation of Jesus such as the
Pauline passages suggest.” The real problem is expressed by Vogtle (ibid., 47):
“Without a basic declaration of the original witness, in this case above all of Mary
. herself, an authentic tradition could not have been established,” and it strains
the imagination to try to explain it, all pious suggestions about intimate family
traditions etc. notwithstanding. See further his “Offene Fragen,” 50: A. Weiser,
“Uberblick iiber den Verlauf der Diskussion [der Beuroner Tagungl,” in
Jungfrauengeburt gestern und heute (Mariologische Swudien, 4) 205-14, esp. pp.
211-12.

% See, €.g., H. Schiirmann, Das Lukasevangelium, 188; E. E. Ellis, The Gospel of
Luke (London: Oliphants, 1966) 93.

% See H. Schirmann, Das Lukasevangelium, 198-200.

1% This is the title of a perceptive article on the Matthean infancy narrative by
K. Stendahl, “Quis et Unde? An Analysis of Mt 1-2,” in Judenium-—Urchristen-
tum—Kirche: Festschrift fiir Joachim Jeremias (BZNW 26; Berlin: Topelmann,
1960) 94-105. That the Matthean emphasis is on Jesus rather than on Mary
is seen in the way the evangelist refers several times over to “the child with
Mary his mother” (2:11) or “the child and his mother” (2:13, 14, 20, 21).

% This is the term used for what Schiirmann calls “das historische Faktum
der jungfriulichen Empfangnis,” which he traces to an “intimate family
tradition” (Das Lukasevangelium, 61) and which he claims would have taken time
to be transmitted to great church-centers. In using this terminology, Glaubensgut
and theologoumenon, one should recall the distinction made by K. Rahner,
quoted above (n. 26). Protestant writers sometimes use similar terminology
with different nuances. Thus, R. H. Fuller (Foundations, 202) writes: “For those
tho are concerned about the historicity of the *Virgin birth’ (‘virginal concep-
tion’ 1s a more accurate term), let it be stated that to believe in the Virgin birth is
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not to accept the historicity of a biological parthenogenesis but to adhere 1o the
Christological intention of the narratives, which is to express the transcendental
origin of Jesus’ history. See the present writer's essay, The Virgin Birth,
Historical Fact or Kerygmatic Truth? BR 1 (1956), pp- 1-8. In a letter to me, J.
Jeremias proposes to substitute ‘Glaubensaussage’ (‘affirmation of faith’) for
‘kerygmatic truth’, on the ground that the Virgin birth was never actually part
of the kerygma as such. Accepting the correction, we may say that to believe in
the Virgin birth is to adhere to the faith which the story expresses.” As proposed
above, Glaubensgut would not be the same as the Glaubensaussage in this comment
of Fuller. See further A. Weiser, “Mythos im Neuen Testament unter Berick-
sichtigung der Mariologie,” in Mythos und Glaube (ed. H. J. Brosch and H. ]J.
Koster; Mariologische Studien 5; Essen, 1972) 67-88, esp. pp. 80-84.

102 See further my commentary on Romans in JBC, art. 53, §52-60.

103 See further E. Carroll, “A Survey of Recent Mariology,” Marian Studies 25
(1974) 104-42, esp. pp. 125-26; J. A. Saliba, “The Virgin-Birth Debate in
Anthropological Literature: A Critical Assessment,” TS 36 (1975) 428-54.

104 See “Luke’s Description of the Virginal Conception,” TS 35 (1974) 360-62.

1% See pp. 55-58 above.

196 See further Brown's The Burth of the Messiah, 299-301.

107 See further my commentary, The Gospel according to Luke (AB 28; New
York: Doubleday, 1981).

108 See MNT, 120-21.

1% See further S. Munoz Iglesias, “La concepcion virginal de Cristo en los
evangelios de la infancia,” EstBib 87 (1978) 5-28, 213-41; A. Vicent Cernuda,
“La génesis humana de Jesucristo segin San Pablo,” EstBib 37 (1978) 57-77,
267-89.



T hree

THE MAT'THEAN DIVORCE
TEXTS AND SOME NEW
PALESTINIAN EVIDENCE®

THE RECENT publication of a passage from one of the Qumran scrolls
that may shed some light on the Matthean divorce texts is the occasion
for a fresh consideration of those controverted verses.! The Matthean
passages are but two among several in the New Testament which record
sayings attributed to Jesus about the prohibition of divorce. Four
writers, in fact, have recorded the prohibition that is traced to him. The
earliest form of it is found in 1 Cor 7:10-11, but each of the Synoptic
evangelists has also preserved some form of the prohibition: Mark
10:2-12; Luke 16:18; Matt 5:31-32; 19:3-9. In fact, there are, in all,
five passages with seven sayings about the dissolution of marriage.

Despite the tone of a controversy-setting that surrounds the pro-
nouncement preserved in Mark 10 and Matthew 19, which is some-
times thought to reflect more a later church-synagogue debate? than a
discussion of the historical Jesus with the Pharisees, twofeatures have
often been invoked in favor of the authenticity of the prohibition: the
independent attribution of the saying to Jesus in First Corinthians and
n the Synoptics, and the radical opposition of the prohibition to the
well-known Jewish permission of divorce, usually associated with the
Mosaic legislation reflected in Deut 24:1-4.°

Likewise introduced at times into the discussion of New Testament
teaching on divorce are texts that do not deal with it explicitly, but that
are instructions sometimes interpreted as implying the prohibition.
These are the regulations set down in the Deutero-Pauline letters that
Christian episkopoi, presbyteroi, and diakonoi are to be mias gynaikos andres,
“husbands of one wife” (1 Tim 3:2, 12; Tit 1:6), and that the widow
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who was to be enrolled should have been heros andros gyne, “the wife of
one husband” (1 Tim 5:9).* The latter Deutero-Pauline instruction
about the widow seems to be merely an extension of what Paul himself
writes in 1 Cor 7:39-40, when, insisting that he has “God’s Spirit,” he
recommends, “In my opinion she is happier if she remains as she is” (1
Cor 7:40). To this recommendation some also relate the illustration that
Paul uses in Rom 7:2-3, “A married woman is bound by law to her
husband as long as he lives; but if her husband dies, she is discharged
from the law concerning the husband.”® However, none of these texts
bears directly on the question of divorce; and if they do have any
pertinence, it is only indirect. Though they contribute to the complex-
ity of the New Testament data that bear on the question of divorce, they
are not of concern to us now.

The problems connected with the prohibition of divorce in the first
set of texts mentioned, however, are multiple and notorious. Some of
these problems arise from the Synoptic relationships of Matthew,
Mark, and Luke; some from form-critical and redaction-critical consid-
erations. Consequently, before discussing the Qumran material that
bears on the exceptive phrases in the Matthean passages, 1 shall have to
state briefly how I view these various New Testament texts that treat of
divorce. Once the Qumran material has been presented, I shall draw
from it the consequences for the Synoptic passages and discuss further
theological implications in all of them. My discussion, then, will fall into
four parts: (1) preliminary remarks about certain aspects of the New
‘Testament divorce passages; (2) the Qumran material that bears on the
Matthean exceptive phrases; (3) consequences to be drawn for the
Marcan and Matthean passages; and (4) theological implications of
all this for the current debate about divorce.

I. Preliminary Remarks

The preliminary remarks about certain aspects of the New Testa-
ment divorce-passages are intended to set forth my understanding of
the relation between the five main texts and some of the details in them
as a background for the Palestinian evidence td be considered in
part II. The remarks will be seven in number.

(1) 1 Cor 7:10-11. The earliest attestation of an attitude of Jesus
toward divorce is preserved in the Pauline corpus, in the First Letter to
the Corinthians (written ca. A.p. 57), where the prohibition is attributed
by Paul to “the Lord.” What he has almost certainly derived from prior
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Christian tradition, he invests with the authority of the risen Kyrios,
clearly stating that it does not originate with him (in contrast to
7:12, 25):

W Toi de gegamekosin parangello, Wouk egé alla ho Kyrios, ™ gynaika apo
andros mé choristhénai—"ean de kai choristhé, “Pmeneto agamos & lo andrt
katallagéto—""*kat andra gynaika mé aphienai.

92To the married I give charge, **not { but the Lord, '*that the wife
should not separate from her husband 2(but if she does, ™let her
remain single or else be reconciled to her husband)—'"%and that the
husband should not divorce his wife (RSV).

Here in indirect discourse Paul formulates the prohibition (which may
reflect the pronouncement preserved in Mark 10:4 and Matt 19:7).

The RSV has translated the charge gynaika apo andros mé choristhénai
(with an aorist passive} by the intransitive verb “separate”: “that the
wife should not separate from her husband.” It thus takes the passive of
chorizein and treats it as a middle or intransitive, thus making it an
equivalent of aphiena: in v. 11b.7 It casts the prohibition of divorce,
which is attributed to “the Lord,” into a form suited more to a
Hellenistic Christian setting than to a Palestinian Christian setting. It
would, moreover, mean that the earliest attested New Testament
prohibition of divorce was already set in an elaborated form reflecting
the Hellenistic ambiance of Paul’'s missionary activity. Furthermore, v.
13c would seem to support this interpretation: “she should not divorce
him” (mé aphiet ton andra). Here it is clear that Paul is envisaging the
Hellenistic world, in which it was otherwise possible for the woman to
divorce her husband. However, it should be noted that vv. 10c and 11a
could just as easily be translated thus: “that the wife should not be
separated (or divorced) from her husband-—but if she is separated (or
divorced). . . .” With such an understanding of the verses, the charge
would reflect the Palestinian Jewish situation in which only the husband
was normally permitted to institute divorce.

The RSV has also set vv. 1la—b between dashes. This probably
reflects the opinion of some commentators, such as H. Baltensweiler,?
who regard these clauses as a Pauline insert into the charge of the Lord,
which is thus only to be identified with vv. 10c and 1lc. Paul’s insert
would be an explication of the charge about divorce itself in terms of
subsequent marriage with another person. Since, as we shall see below,
other forms of the prohibition do refer to subsequent marriage as well
as to divorce, I prefer to regard v. 11a-b as a reflection of what was in

the original saying, although the present formulation may”indeed be
Pauline.
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As H. Conzelinann has put it, “the regulation is absolute.”® Neither
husband nor wife is to be divorced from the other; if the woman should
be divorced, she should remain agamos, “unmarried,” or be reconciled.
As D. L. Dungan has stated, “It is clear that one of the things this word
of the Lord means to Paul is that it forbids additional marriages after
divorce.”'® But he also interprets Paul’s words in the passage to mean
that Paul “permits the divorce if it has taken place.”*' He finds that “Paul’s
application is in flat contradiction to the command of the Lord, which is a strict
prohibition of divorce.”'? One wonders, however, whether this is really a
Pauline “permission” or a mere concession to a factual situation,
perhaps reported to him from the Corinthian community. In any case,
Paul’s attitude in v. 10 is unqualified and envisages no further marriage
for the woman after the divorce. It stands in contrast to what he sets
forth—he himself, not the Lord!3—in vv. 12-15 about the believing
woman who is “not bound” (ou dedoulotai) if an unbelieving husband
separates from her.

(2) Luke 16:18. An equally absolute prohibition of divorce is found in
an isolated dominical saying of Jesusin Luke 16:18. A slightly modified
form of it stands the best chance of being regarded as the most
primitive form of the sayings about divorce in the New Testament. In
its present form it runs as follows:

¥aPas ho apolyon ten gynaika autou kai gamon heteran moicheuei, hai ho
apolelymenen apo andros gamon moicheuet.

82Everyone who divorces his wife ®and marries another commits adul-
tery, ¥*and he who marries a woman divorced from her husband com-
mits adultery (RSV). ' '

This form of the dominical saying is a declaratory legal statement
which is reminiscent of Old Testament casuistic law.1¢ It is related to the
saying preserved in Matt 5:32 (minus the exceptive phrase) and is
derived from the common source “Q.”15 In its present Lucan form the
saying is not only a prohibition of divorce but a judgment about a
husband’s marriage after the divorce relating both to adultery, pro-
scribed by Old Testament legislation (in the Decalogue, Exod 20:14;
Deut 5:18; and elsewhere, Lev 20:10; Deut 22:22; cf. Luke 18:20 and
John 7:53-8:11 [the latter implies that Deut 22:22 was still regarded
as in force]). The Lucan form of the saying differs from the Pauline in
that the subsequent marriage mentioned is that of the man, whereas in
1 Corinthians 7 it is the woman's subsequent marriage.

The phrase in Luke 16:18b, kai gamon heteran, “and marrying
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another,” has been regarded as an addition made by Luke to what i3
otherwise the original form of the saying.’® Since, however, that phrase
is present in other forms of the prohibition, whether it be the Pauline
form or the Synoptic forms (Mark 10:11; Matt 19:9), it is almost
certainly part of the original prohibition.!?

The phrase in Luke 16:18c, apo andros, is missing in Codex Bezae;
this variant is in itself insignificant, but its omission may represent the
more original form of the saying.!®

Indeed, the whole third part of the saying (18c) may be only an
extension of the first part (18a-b). It was probably found in the “Q”
source, since it is also present in Matt 5:32b.® But whether it actually
formed part of the original prohibition may be debated, since it is not
hinted at in Paul or Mark.

When all is said and done, the chances are that the most primitive
form of the logion is preserved here in Luke 16:18a-b, possibly with
18c (but without apo andros): “Everyone who divorces his wife and
marries another commits adultery (and he who marries a divorced
woman commits adultery).”

What should be noted here is that the prohibition is cast completely
from the Old Testament or Jewish point of view, commenting on the
action of the husband who would divorce his wife and marry again (or
who would marry a divorced woman). Underlying it are the notions of
the wife as the chattel of the husband, implied in such passages as Exod
20:17; 21:3, 22; Jer 6:12; Num 30:10-14; Esth 1:20-22; and above all
in Sir 23:22-27; and of the Old Testament allowance of divorce 1o the
husband (Deut 24:1-4}. What is new is the branding of the man’s action
as adulterous. Though Paul’s form of the prohibition is the earliest
preserved, it represents a certain development beyond what seems to
be the more primitive form of the prohibition preserved here in Luke.

(3) Matt 5:31-32. The isolated dominical saying about divorce in
“QQ” has become part of the Sermon on the Mount in the Matthean
Gospel, functioning as one of the six antitheses in 5:21-48, where
Jesus is depicted reacting to the righteousness of the scribes.20
Though some commentators have at times tried to relate Matt 5:31-
32 to Mark 10:11,2* it is almost certainly a separate tradition that is
reflected here and in Luke 16:18. Both Matt 5:32 and Luke 16:18
have the pas ho apolyon form, whereas Mark 10:11 has hos an apolyse
{as does Matt 19:9). The text of Matt 5:31-32 reads:

S2Errethé de *™hos an apolysé tén gynatka autou, dotd aulé apostasion. 3egj
de leg hymin hoti *™pas ho apolyon lén gynaika autow parekios logou porneias
pdiei autén moicheuthenai, **ka: has ean apolelymenén gamésé, moichatas.
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Sa]¢ was also said, 3P“Whoever divorces his wife, let him give her a
certificate of divorce.” ®2But [ say to you that #Pevery one who divorces his
wife, except on the ground of unchastity, makes her an adulteress;
2cand whoever marries a divorced woman commits adultery (RSV).

Whereas v. 31a forms Matthew’s stereotyped introduction to the
saying, marked with his characteristic errethé de, a shortened form of
similar earlier formulas (vv. 21a, 27a) or of those that follow (vv. 33a,
38a, 43a), v. 31b (hos an apolys ten gynaika autou, doto auté apostasion,
“whoever divorces his wife, let him give her a certificate of divorce”)
purports to quote Deut 24:1 in part, but it is not a verbatim quota-
tion of the so-called LXX.?? The sense of the quotation, however, is
clear and provides the basis of the antithesis. The Matthean form of
the prohibition of divorce recorded here differs from Luke 16:18,
not only because of the added exceptive phrase parektos logou por-
neias, but in two other ways: (a) it lacks the second phrase, Luke
16:18b, kai gamin heteran; and (b) it relates divorce itself, and not
divorce and subsequent marriage, to adultery. Whereas the Lucan
form of the saying also expresses a judgment about the husband’s
subsequent marriage, the Matthean form regards divorce itself as the
cause of adultery (poiei autén moicheuthénai, ht., “makes her to be
adultered”). This is, I suspect, a Matthean reformulation of the
original “Q)” saying, which is found in a more primitive form in Luke
16:18a—-b. One reason for regarding the Matthean form as a refor-
mulation s the immediate context in the Sermon on the Mount,
where in v. 27 Jesus’ antithesis equates even the lustful look of a man
at 2 woman with adultery, an antithesis that lacks a parallel in either
Mark or Luke. Hence it is most likely Matthew who relates divorce
itself to adultery.?® Once again, the prohibition is stated from the
viewpoint of the man, as in the Lucan form of the saying.

(4) Mark 10:2-12. This passage dealing with divorce is composite.
The first part (vv. 2-9) is a pronouncement-story or Streitgesprich,
which, having quoted Gen 1:27 and 2:24, ends with the apoph-
thegm “What therefore God has joined together, let not man put
asunder.” It is addressed to Pharisees who have asked him whether
“it is lawful for man to divorce his wife” (v. 2). But joined to this
pronouncement-story is a dominical saying, addressed to disciples
later on in a house (vv, 10-12), a saying that echoes the judgmental
form of “Q.” This brings it about that there are here in Mark 10
two sayings of Jesus about divorce. They run as follows:
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%o oun ho Theos synezeuxen, anthripos mé chorizeto.
"What therefore God has joined together, let not man put asunder.

Uska; leger autois. '""hes an apolyse ten gynatka autou “'Chai gamese allen
Wy pichatai e’ auten. **°kai ean aute apolysasa ton andra autes allon, “*motchaiai.

uaAnd he said to them, ™“Whoever divorces his wife "®and marries
another, "commits adultery against her; 2*and if she divorces her
husband and marries another, '**she commits adultery.”

In the pronouncement recorded in v. 9 the third person negative
imperative is used and it formulates absolutely Jesus' prohibition of
divorce itself. It involves God himself in the matter and has sometimes
been said to echo a view of marriage that is otherwise found in Tob
6:18 (LXX24:“she was destined for you from eternity”). It is a pro-
nouncement that is not based on Deut 24:1, about which the Phari-
sees had inquired, but rather on Gen 1:27 and 2:24.%

The dominical saying of vv. 11-12 is again a declaratory legal
statement similar to and related to the “Q” saying of Luke 16:18 and
Matt 5:32. As in the “Q” statement, it expresses a judgment about
divorce and subsequent marriage, which are viewed from the man’s
standpoint and regarded as adulterous.

Three things, however, are to be noted about the saying. (a) The
reading of v. 12a given above is that of Sinaiticus and Vaticanus
(preferred by Nestle-Aland, 26th ed.). But there are two other forms of
the verse that are attested.? (&) V. 11d as given above includes the
words ep’ auten; it thus specifies that the divorce and subsequent
marriage are an act of adultery “against her.” This would seem
extraordinary from the Jewish point of view. Indeed, this is probably
the reason why it is omitted in some Mss.?® The phrase ep’ autén is
almost certainly a Marcan addition made in the light of what is to be
said in v. 12. It is an explicative addition, which makes Jesus’ words
express the fact that adultery against a woman is something now to be
considered.?” (¢) V. 12 is a further Marcan extension of the first logion,
introduced to suit the contingencies of Gentile Christian communities
in areas where Roman and Greek law prevailed and where a woman
was permitted to divorce her husband.?® The evangelist Mark has thus
extended the logion to a new situation, whereas it was originaily
formulated in terms of the usual Old Testament understanding of the
marriage bond, in which only the man—as ba‘al—was able to divorce his
wife, although we know that divorce was envisaged as a possibility at
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least for Jewish women living in the military colony at Elephantine in
Egypt in the fifth century B.c. A number of Aramaic marriage contracts
from that place mention it explicitly.?® But the evidence for such a
practice in Palestine itself is meager indeed, almost nonexistent.?

Hence the composite Marcan form of the divorce pericope contains
two forms of the prohibition of divorce attributed to Jesus, both of
them unqualified. There is one aspect of the pericope—the intelligibil-
ity of the Pharisees’ question—which will be discussed below.

(5) Matt 19:3-9. Closely related to Mark 10:2-12 is the similar
pericope of Matt 19:3-9.3! In fact, Matthew has derived it from his
“Marcan” source, but he has modified it to make it better suit his
Jewish-Christian concerns. First of all, he has cast the controversy
(Streitgesprdch) in terms of the Hillel-Shammai dispute, by making the
Pharisees ask whether it is lawful to divorce one’s wife “for any cause”
(kata pasan aitian). Second, he has built the dominical saying (of Mark
10:11-12, without the phrase e¢p’ autén, which was unsuited to his
concerns) into the controversy itself (19:9), introducing it by the vv. 7-
8. Like Mark, he too has thus preserved for us two forms.of the saying
about divorce:

%ho oun ho Theos synezeuxen, anthropos me chorizeto.
SWhat therefore God has joined together, let not man put asunder.

%ego de hymin hoti ®hos an apolysé tén gynaiha autow mé epi porneia *hai
gamese allen, *Ymoichatai.

RAnd I say Lo you: #Whoever divorces his wife except for unchastlty,
%and marries another, ¥commits adultery (RSV).

Aside from the exceptive phrase, to which I shall return, the first saying
(v. 6) repeats the absolute prohibition of divorce that is found in Mark,
and the second takes over only that which would suit Matthew’s Jewish-
Christian concerns.

The real problem with this interpretation of Matt 19:3—-9 is that it
presupposes the Two-Source Theory of Synoptic relationships, at least
a modified form of it.3 Some commentators, who admit such a solution
to the Synoptic Problem in general, think at times that the episode
preserved here is more primitive than its counterpart in Mark 10 and
that the evangelist was here dependent on a tradition independent of
Mark and actually more primitive than the Marcan source (e.g., “M”).¥
Still others point to this passage in particular as one of the best reason:
for abandoning the Two-Source Theory entirely. Part of the reasor
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for such views is the composite character of Mark 10:2-9 and 10:11-12,
already mentioned, which is regarded as secondary. Part of it is the
double audience or double setting in the Marcan form (an answer to
the Pharisees, v. 2, followed by an answer to the disciples, v. 10).
Moreover, the question posed in Matthew 19, “Is it lawfu!} to divorce
one’s wife for any reason?” is regarded as more primitive, because it
seems to reflect a dispute between the schools of Hillel and Shammai
and would thus have a more plausible matrix in a well-known Palestin-
jan Jewish setting.% But the question as posed in Mark 10:2 is said to be
incomprehensible in such a setting, because divorce was in fact permit-
ted in Palestinian Judaism. The new material that I should like to
consider in part II bears directly on this problem; my further com-
ments on the problem will be presented in part II1. At the moment I
only wish to say that this form of the Matthean prohibition of divorce
(minus the exceptive phrase) has to be regarded as derived from Mark
10 and adapted by Matthew for the sake of Christians living in the
mixed community for which he was principally writing.3¢

(6) Matthean Exceptive Phrases. The major problem in the Gospel
divorce texts is the Matthean exceptive phrases. On the one hand, the
judgmental saying in Matt 5:32 relates divorce itself to adultery (and not
simply divorce with remarriage, as in Mark 10:11, Matt 19:9, Luke
16:18) and levels its accusation against the man.?” On the other hand,
the prohibition of divorce is accompanied by an exceptive phrase in
both Matthean passages: parekios logou porneas, “except in the matter of
porneta” (5:32), and mé epi porneid, “except for porneia” (19:9).38 Though
the phrases differ in their formulation, they both have to be understood
as expressing an exception.??

Three aspects of the problem which these exceptive phrases create
have to be distinguished. (2) Are they possibly part of the authentic
logion? Attempts have been made to maintain that the Matthean
exceptive phrases go back to Jesus himself, or at least that they are part
of the primitive form of the prohibition.® However, few critical
commentators would go along with such a solution today. There are
two main reasons for the reluctance: (i) the greater difficulty in
explaining how the more absolute forms of the prohibition in Paul,
Mark, and Luke would then have arisen (especially difficult in 1 Cor
7:10: to think that Paul would so record the absolute, unqualified form
of the prohibition as a saying of the Kyrios in a context in which he
himself makes an exception);*! (i) the tendency otherwise attested in
Matthew of adding things to the sayings of Jesus (e.g., two exira
petitions in the Qur Father [6:10b, 13b; cf. Luke 11:2-4]; additions to
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the Beatitudes (5:3a, 6a; cf. Luke 6:20b-21]; Peter’s secondary confes-
sion [16:16b-19; cf. Mark 8:29}; Matt 13:12b [cf. Mark 4:25, Luke
8:18]; Matt 25:29 [cf. Luke 14:26)).%2 These two considerations make it
almost certain that the exceptive phrases stem from the pen of the
evangelist, faced with a problem to resolve in the community for which
he was writing.*

() What is meant by porneia? Elsewhere in Matthew the word occurs
only in 15:19, where it is listed among other evil machinations of the
human mind, “murder, adultery, fornication” (RSV), lined up side-by-
side with moicheia, “adultery,” and obviously distinct from it. Etymologi-
cally, it means “prostitution, harlotry, whoredom,” being an abstract
noun related to porne, “harlot,” and to the verb porneuein, “to act as a
harlot.” Generally speaking, it means “fornication,” but, as Bauer-
Arndt-Gingrich note, 1t is actually used “of every kind of unlawtul
sexual intercourse.”* Though it is differentiated from moicheia in Matt
15:19; Mark 7:21-22; 1 Cor 6:9; Heb 13:4, it is used of a variety of
sexual activaity: 1 Cor 5:1 (incest), 6:13 (prostitution), 2 Cor .12:2]
(parallel to akatharsia and aselgeia); see further Col 3:5and Eph 5:3.43 In
Acts 15:20, 29 (cf. 21:25) porneia is used, however, in a specific sense,
since it 1s lined up with several dietary tabus,*® which early Gentile
Christians, living in close contact with Jewish Christians (i.e., in pre-
dominantly Jewish-Christian communities), were being asked to avoid:
“what has been sacrificed to idols, blood, and what is strangled.” The
letter of James to the local churches of Antioch, Syria, and Cilicia
forbids, in fact, four of the things proscribed by the Holiness Code of
Leviticus 17-18, not only for “any man of the house of Israel” but also
for “the strangers that sojourn among them” @min hagger aSer yagir
bétokam, 17:8). These were the meat offered to idols (Lev 17:8-9), the
eating of blood (Lev 17:10-12), the eating of strangled, ie., not
properly buichered, animals (Lev 17:15; cf. Exod 22:31), and inter-
course with close kin (Lev 18:6-18).47

Now which of these various meanings of porneia can be intended in
the Matthean exceptive phrases? For many commentators, porneia 1s
simply understood as “adultery.”#® This interpretation is open to the
obvious objection that if Matthew had meant that, he would have
written moicheia, a word that he otherwise knows and uses. It has also
been pointed out on-several occasions that Matthew keeps moicheia and
porneia distinct (15:19).%° There is the further difficulty that Matthew is
speaking about something that he in effect equates with adultery; so he
seems to mean something different from adultery.® By another group
of commentators the word is understood in the generic sense of
prostitution or harlotry, as it seems to be used in most of the Pauline
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passages quoted above. This meaning, while not impossible, would be
imposing on the word a predominantly Pauline and Hellenistic mean-
ing in a passage which may have more Palestinian and Jewish con-
cerns.®t A third group of interpreters prefers to use the specific
meaning of porneia that is used in Acts 15:20, 29,52 understanding it to
mean illicit marital unions within the degrees of kinship proscribed by
-Lev 18:6-18. This is preferred because of the Jewish-Christian prob-
lem envisaged in Acts 15 and the concerns of the Matthean Gospel
itself. Of these three main positions® I think that the last-mentioned is
the one to be preferred, since there is now further evidence from
Qumran literature to support it. This will be seen in Part 11,

(¢) Why would Matihew add the exceptive phrases? We have already
implied the answer to this third aspect of the problem: because he was
seeking to resolve a casuistic problem in early Jewish-Christian com-
munities. The destinataires of the Matthean Gospel were a mixed
community, predominantly Jewish-Christian, and one of its purposes
was precisely to explain to them the sense of the Christian message and
why it was that the Gentile Christians were taking over the kingdom
preached in it.* But another aspect of the exceptive phrases was
undoubtedly to handle the situation of Gentiles who were coming into
it and already found themselves in the marital condition proscribed for
Jews by Lev 18:6-18, Just as the letter of James enjoined certain
matters on the Gentile Christians of the local churches of Antioch,
Syria, and Cilicia, so Matthew’s exceptive phrases solve a problem for
Gentile Christians living in the same community with Jewish Christians,
who were still observing Mosaic regulations.

(7) Greek Words for Divorce in the New Testament. The last preliminary
remark has to do with the Greek words for “divorce” which are used in
the various New Testament passages dealing with it. The diversity of
vocabulary for it is surprising, and attempts to solve some of the
foregoing problems have often involved strained explanations of the
vocabulary itself. Hence a need to clarify certain matters.

Paul uses the verb chorizein (1 Cor 7:10) of the woman. It is often used
of divorce in the strict sense in Greek writers of the classical and
Hellenistic periods (e.g., Isaeus 8.36; Euripides, Frg. 1063.13; Polybius,
Hist. 31.26,6), as well as in Greek marriage contracts.’ But it is
unattested in the Greek of the so-called LXX. Yet it does turn up
precisely in the apophthegm (or pronouncement) of Mark 10:9 and
Matt 19:6: “let not man put asunder” (mé chirizetd). It is true that in the
midd]e—passive chorizein does occasionally mean “depart,” but this can
hardly be taken as the basis of translating mé choristhénai as “let her not
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desert.”® I have already discussed the problem of the aorist passive
infinitive above, but what is stressed here is that the verb should
properly be translated “be divorced.”

Of the man, Paul uses the expression gynatka me aphienai (7:11),
“should not divorce his wife” (RSV'). Again, this verb aphienai is used for
“divorce” in Greek writers of the classical and Hellenistic periods. (e.g.,
Herodotus, Hist. 5.39; Euripides, Andromache 973; Plutarch, Pomp. 44),
but it apparently has not turned up in the papyri and is unattested in
the LXX.57

In the dominical saying preserved in the Synoptics the verb is always
apolyein (Mark 10:11-12; Luke 16:18; Matt 5:32; 19:9). It is, moreover,
the same verb that Matthew uses in the infancy narrative to express
Joseph’s first decision about Mary (1:19, “to divorce her” because of
suspected unchastity during the engagement—cf. Deut 22:20-21).
With the meaning of “divorce,” apolyein 1s found in Hellenistic writers
such as Dionysius of Halicarnassus (Rom. Ant. 2.25,7) and Diodorus
Siculus (Libr. hist. 12.18,1-2). Bauer-Arndt-Gingrich say of it: “This
[use] is in accord not w. Jewish . . . , but w. Greco-Roman custom,”®
even though they cite an instance of the sense used by Josephus (4n..
15.7,10 §259).5° Indeed, an attempt has been made to interpret the first
part of the Lucan form of the dominical saying as if apolyein did not
really mean “divorce” at all, because it lacks the pronouncement-story
details of Mark and Matthew. [n this view, it would mean rather “leave”
and be understood in the light of Jesus’ other sayings about discipleship
which entail the “hating” of wife and children (14:26) or the “leaving”
of house or wife (18:29). Thus Luke 16:18 would mean nothing more
than “He who would [for the sake of being Jesus’ disciple] leave his wife
{without divorcing her] and marries another commits adultery.” It is
then maintained that this sense of the logion was lost in time and that it
was subsequently interpreted as a saying against divorce itself.5° Aside
from the far-fetched nature of this explanation of Luke 16:18a, the
word apolyein has now turned up in the clear sense of “divorce” in a
Greek document of remarriage from Palestine. It occurs in a text from
Murabba‘at Cave 2 from the Bar Cocheba period and should put to rest
any hesitation about whether the Greek verb apolyein could have meant
“divorce” in the Greek of Palestine in the period in question. The
document attests the remarriage of the same two persons, who had
been divorced, and it is dated to A.p. 124. The crucial lines read (Mur
115:3-4): Ep<ei> pro tou synebé 0 auté Elaio Stménos appallagénai kai
apolyein Salomen Ioanou Galgoula, “since it happened earlier to the same
Elaios (son) of Simon to become estranged and to divorce Salome
(daughter) of John Galgoula. . . "' The two verbs, appallagéna: kai

e S '7?%’-%'



The Matihean Divorce Texts and Some New Palestinian Evidence 91

apolyein, 2re probably an attempt to render into Greek the two Aramaic
verbs customarily used in Jewish writs of divorce; these are attested in
another Murabba‘at document (Mur 19:2-4, dated A.p. 111): Sabeq
wamétarek min 18t yéma® dénah Gnah Yéhisep bar Nagsan . . . leki infi
Miryam bérat Yeéhdnatan, “1, Joseph son of Nagsan, repudiate and divorce
you, my wife, Miriam, daughter of Jonathan.”¢ The significance of this
use of apolyein, then, should not be missed, since Moulton and Milligan
were unable to give any instances of its use in the sense of “divorce” in
the Greek- papyri on which they based their famous study of New
Testament Greek vocabulary % Finally, it should be noted that whereas
Mark 10:4, Matt 5:32, and Matt 19:7 quote Deut 24:1, as if the Greek
translation of the latter had the verb apolyein, it is not found in our
present-day Greek texts of Deuteronomy, which rather have exaposteles,
“he shall send (her) away,” translating exactly the Hebrew wékllehah. 5

Now, against the background of these preliminary remarks, we may
turn to the material from the Qumran scrolls and related texts which
shed some first-century Palestinian light on the New Testament divorce
texts and on those of Matthew in particular.

IL The Qumran Material

The usual impression that one gets'from commentaries and discus-
sions of the New Testament divorce texts is that Jesus was making a
radical break with the Palestinian tradition before him, and this is
used in a variety of ways to bear on various details mentioned in the
preliminary remarks. I shall cite only one modern author who has
formulated such an impression:

. . . Jesus’ absolute prohibition of divorce is something quite new in
relation to the view of marriage which prevailed in contemporary Judaism.
Neither in the O.T.,, the rabbinic literature nor the Qumran documents do
we find any condemnation of divorce as such. Thus Jesus was not
influenced in his view of divorce by any Jewish group.ss

So writes a modern author. His impression may seem to be confirmed
by an ancient writer too; for in presenting a summary of Mosaic
legislation, Josephus interprets Deut 24:1-4 (Ant. 4.8,23 §253) and
openly acknowledges that a man “who desires to be divorced (diazeuch-
thénai) from the wife who is living with him for whatsoever cause (kath’
hasdépotoun aitias)—and with mortals many such may arise—must
certify in writing that he will have no further intercourse with her.”
Again, in telling the story of the divorce initiated by Salome, the sister
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of Herod the Great, in separating from Costobarus, whom Herod had
appointed governor of Idumea, he stressed that she sent him a writ
dissolving their marriage (apolyomené ton gamon), “which was not in
accordance with Jewish law (ou kata tous Ioudaion nomous), for it is (only)
the man who is permitted by us to do this” (Ant. 15.7,10 §259).88 Here
Josephus clearly admits the possibility of divorce in accordance “with
the laws of the Jews,” although his main concern was the question of a
Jewish woman'’s right to divorce her husband.*

Over against this rather widespread impression one has to consider
two Qumran texts which bear on the topic. One was only recently made
known, and the interpretation of it is not difficult; the other has been
known for a long time and is difficult to interpret, but the light that is
now shed on it by the more recently published text tips the scales
toward one particular interpretation often proposed in the past.

The first text is found in the Temple Scroll from Qumran Cave 11, a
lengthy Hebrew document—longer than the scroll of the complete
Book of Isaiah from Qumran Cave 1 (1QIsa?)—which was discov-
ered by Ta‘amireh Bedouin in 1956. It is believed to have been in
the possession of Kando, the quondam Syrian cobbler of Bethlehem,
who had been the go-between for the sale of the original seven
scrolls of Qumran Cdve 1, from 1956 unul the time of the Six-Day
War (1967), when Israel occupied the west bank of the Jordan and
gained control of the Old City of Jerusalem. In some mysterious, as
yet not wholly revealed, way the Temple Scroll came into the pos-
session of the Department of Antiquities in Israel and was entrusted
to Y. Yadin for publication. The full text of the scroll, dating to the
end of the second century B.c., has now been published; but Yadin
had released a preliminary report on it®® and had published a few
lines of it which bear on texts in the Qumran corpus that are well
known and controverted.®® He had also revealed that the Temple
Scroll deals in general with four topics: (1) halakic regulations about
ritual cleanness, derived from the Pentateuch, but presented with
many additions, deletions, and variations; (2) a list of sacrifices and
offerings to be made according to different feasts; (3) details for the
building of the Jerusalem temple—the longest part, occupying more
than half of the 28-foot scroll, from which the name of it has
accordingly been derived; and (4} statutes for the king and the
army.” God is depicted in the scroll speaking in the first person
singular and issuing decrees, and Yadin concluded that the author
of the text wanted his readers to consider it virtually as Torah. The
fourth section of the scroll, setting forth the statutes, begins with a
direct quotation of Deut 17:14~17, the passage which instructs Is-
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rael to set up as king over it one “whom the Lord your God will
choose, one from among your brethren” and which ends with the
prohibition, “He shall not multiply wives for himself lest his heart
turn away; nor shall he greatly muliiply for himself silver and gold”
(17:17, RSV).

Now among the statutes for the king is the prohibition both of
polygamy and of divorce. The text (11QTemple 57:17-19) reads as
follows:

Yl ygh lyk Sk hrt ky Shy'k 1bdk thyk ‘muw kwl ymy hyyh w’m mih wns® Pl
*hrt mbyt *byhw mmsphtw.

And he shall not take in addition to her another wife, for she alone shall be
with him all the days of her life; and if she dies, he shall take for himself
another (wife) from his father’s house, from his clan.?

The first regulation clearly precludes polygamy (probably echoing
Deut 17:17), but the reason that is further added makes it clear that the
king is not to divorce his wife, “for she alone (lébadddh) shall be with
him all the days of her life.” Thus the Temple Scroll goes beyond Deut
17:17, which forbids polygamy, and proscribes divorce as well. It may
be objected that this is a regulation for the “king” (melek of Deut 17:14)
and that it does not envisage the commoner. But the principle behind
such legislation is—to paraphrase an ancient dictum—quod non licet lovt,
non licet bovi; and it has been invoked apropos of other texts by other
writers.”> Moreover, as we shall see below, what was legislated for the
king in Deut 17:17 is explicitly applied by extension to a non-regal
authority-figure in the Qumran community. Again, if Yadin’s opinion
cited above about the intention of the author of the Temple Scroll, that
he wanted it to be regarded virtually as Torah, is valid, then the
regulations in it were undoubtedly to be normative for all for whom it
was a virtual Torah.

Here, then, we find a clear prohibition of divorce in a first-century
Palestinian Jewish text. True, it may reflect the ideas of the sectarian
Jews who formed the Qumran community, normally regarded as
Essenes.™ It may also be a view that was in open opposition to what is
usually regarded as the Pharisaic understanding of the matter. To this I
shall return later.

Another text which bears on the same topic is the much-debated
passage in the Damascus Document (CD 4:12b—5:14a). It has been
known for a long time, having first come to light among the fragments
which 8. Schechter recovered from the Genizah of the Ezra Synagogue
of Old Cairo in 1896 and which he published in 1910.7 It has at times
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been used in the discussion of the NT divorce texts™ and has been
considered of little help. But now, because of the above-cited passage of
the Temple Scroll, it needs to be discussed anew,

Fragments of the Damascus Document, as it is commonly called today
because of the regulations that it contains for community camps in
“Damascus,” have been found in various Qumran caves; some of these
have been published, but the vast majoriity of them (from Qumran
Cave 4) still await publication. Some of these fragments make it clear
that earlier forms of the Damascus Document existed and that it has a
considerable literary and compilatory history. The form to which we
are accustomed, in Mss of the tenth and twelfth centuries A.p., is
obviously a composite document. Fragments of cols. 4 and 5 are
preserved in the Qumran Cave 4 material, but unfortunately none
of them contains the lines in which the controverted text from the
Cairo Genizah is found. This i1s merely the result of the poor state
of preservation of the Cave 4 fragments, and there is no reason to
think that cols. 4 and 5 read any differently in the Qumran texts
than they do in the copy from the Cairo Genizah.”® -

The text of the Damascus Document in which we are interested
forms part of a section (CD 2:14—6:1) that has been labeled by J.
Murphy-O’Connor as an Essene missionary document.’” This section
seems to have existed independently at one time, before it became
part of the conflated text that we know today. It is an admonition or
exhortation addressed to Palestinian Jews who were not members of
the Essene community.” It seeks to explain God’s attitude toward
mankind as revealed in history, to extol the role of the privileged
remnant to which the writer belonged (the community of the New
Covenant [cf. Jer 31:31; CD 6:19]), and to hold out both a promise
and a threat to Jews to consider joining the community. The warn-
ing is part of the immediately preceding context of the passage in
which we are interested. In this passage the author looks at the
current orthodoxy in Palestinian Judaism and levels against it a
harsh indictment. It is ensnared in various traps of Belial. The part
of the “missionary document” in which we are interested (CD
4:12b—5:14a) runs as follows:

And in all those years ‘*Belial will be unleashed against
Israel; as God said through the prophet Isaiah, son of
“Amoz, “Terror and pit and snare are upon you, O inhabitant Isa 24:17
of the Land.” The interpretation of it: (These are) !Sthe
three nets of Belial about which Levi, son of Jacob, spoke,
¥in which he (Belial) has ensnared Israel. He set them
(be)fore them as three kinds of Y righteousness”: the first is
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unchastity; the second, wealth; the third, '*defilement of the
sanctuary. Whoever rises out of one gets caught in another;
whoever is delivered from one gets caught %in another.
The twalders of the wall, who have gone after Vanity—(now) Ezek [3:10;

“Vanity"” is a preacher, 2%of whom He said, “They only preach”— Hos 5:11;
have been caught in unchastity in two ways: by taking *two Mich 2:6
wives in their lifetme, whereas the principle of creation (is)

“Male and female he created them; %land those who entered Gen 1:27
(Noah's) ark, “two (by) two went into the ark.” And concerning Gen 7:9
the prince (it is) written: *He shall not multiply wives for himself.” Deut 17:17

Now David did not read the sealed book of the Law,
which was %in the ark (of the covenant); for it was uot
opened in Israel since the day when Eleazar, *Yehoshua',
Joshua, and the elders died, when they (i.e., the Israelites)
began to serve Ashtoreth. It remained hidden {(and) was
(not) Srevealed, until Zadok arose. And the deeds of David
mounted up (like a holocaust to God), with the exception
of the blood of Uriah; %and God left them to him (for
merit),
Moreover, they defile the sanctuary, since they do not
keep "separate according to the Law, but lie with her who
sees the blood of her flux. Lev 15:19
And they take (as wives), %each one (of them), the daughter Lev 18:15
of his brother and the daughter of his sister, whereas Moses
said, “You shall not ®approach (sexually) your mother’s sister;
she is your mother’s kin.” The regulation for incest '%s written
for males, but it applies equally to women; so if a brother’s
daughter uncovers the nakedness of 'ther father’s brother,
whereas she is his kin. . . .7

Of the three nets of Belial in which Israel is said to be ensnared, only
two are explained: “unchastity” (hazzéndit) and “defilement of the
sanctuary” (tamme hammigdas); the net of “wealth” (hahén), is com-
pletely passed over, although it seems to be an allusion to Deut 17:17b.
Moreover, two instances of zéniit are given: (a) “by taking two wives in
their lifetime” (4:20-21—the controverted clause, to which I shall
return); and (b) “and they take (as wives), cach one {of them), the
daughter of his brother, and the daughter of his sister” (5:7-8). These
two instances explain the word btym, “in two ways,” of 4:20. C. Rabin
was apparently the first commentator to notice the relevance of this
word and the relation that it has to the rest of the text.# In more recent
times he has been followed by others in what is almost certainly the
correct understanding of the text.®

The explanations of the two nets are accompanied by Old Testament
passages which cite the prohibitions of the conduct characteristic of the
current orthodoxy in Israel which has disregarded them. The
“defilement of the sanctuary” is explained by the failure to avoid
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intercourse with the woman considered unclean in Lev 15:19. The
two forms of “unchastity” are likewise illustrated by Old Testament
passages: (a) “the taking of two wives in their lifetime” is seen to be
contravening Gen 1:27, 7:9, and Deut 17:17—but note that this is
now extended from the “king” of Deut 17:14 to the “prince” (rds?’, i.e.,
nési kol ha‘edak, “the prince of the whole congregation” [CD 7:201%%); (b)
the taking as wives “the daughter of his brother, and the daughter of
his sister” is seen to be a contravention of Lev 18:13, which prohibits
marriage within certain degrees of kinship.

Now two things above all are to be noted in this text. First, the
coniroverted meaning of the first form of zenut: “taking two wives in
their lifetime” (lagahat sété nasim béhayyéhem). The text is controverted
because the pronominal suffix -kem on the word for “lifetime” 1is
masculine, and ever since Schechter first published the text of the
Damascus Document the meaning of the clause has been debated. Three
main interpretations of it have been proposed:® (a) It proscribes both
polygamy and marriage after divorce. (§) It proscribes polygamy alone.
(¢) It proscribes any second marriage. The first 1s the majority
opinion;® the second has been ably argued by G. Vermes in a recent
article;® and the third has been defended by J. Murphy-O’Connor.? It
was to offset the third interpretation that Yadin published in prelim-
inary form the few lines of the Temple Scroil that I have cited above.
The last line of it makes it perfectly clear that “if she dies, he shall take
for himself another {wife).” Consequently, a second marriage after the
death of the first wife was not forbidden; hence a prohibition of this
should not be read into CD 4:21.%7 But the writers who defend the
second interpretation usually point out that the suffix on “lifetime”
should be feminine if divorce were being proscribed (ie., “in their
[feminine] lifetime”); the same argument, however, has been used
against the interpretation that it refers merely to polygamy. But now
that 11QTemple 57:17-19 speaks out not only against polygamy but
also against divorce, the most natural interpretation of CD 4:20-21 1s
that the masculine pronominal suffix is used to refer to both the man
and the woman who are joined in marriage. This is the normal way that
one would express such a reference in Hebrew to the two sexes.®®
Hence the first form of zémit should be understood here as an
ensnarement in either polygamy or divorce—"by taking two wives in
their lifetime,” i.e., while both the man and the women are alive, or by
simultaneous or successive polygamy. The text from the Temple Scroll
is thus seen to support the first (or majority) interpretation of CD 4:19-
21.

Second, the controversy that has surrounded the interpretation of
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the first form ofzénut has normally obscured the recognition that in this
text we have a clear reference to marriage within degrees of kinship
proscribed by Lev 18:13, labeled indeed precisely as zénit. In the Old
Testament zénut 1s used both of harlotry (e.g., Jer 3:2, 9; Ezek 23:27)
and of idolatrous infidelity (Num 14:33). In the LXX it is translated by
porneia (e.g., Jer 3:2, 9). Whatever one might want to say about the
nuances of the word zénut in the Old Testament, it is clear that among
the Jews who produced the Damascus Document the word had taken on
further specific nuances, so that polygamy, divorce, and marriage
within forbidden degrees of kinship could be referred to as forms of
zénut. Thus, in CD 4:20 and 5:8-11 we have “missing-link” evidence
for a specific understanding of zenit as a term for marriage within
forbidden degrees of kinship or for incestuous marriage; this is a
specific understanding that is found among Palestinian Jews of the first
century B.C. and A.D.

I11. Consequences for the Marcan and Matthean Passages

Now if the interpretation of these two Qumran passages just dis-
cussed is correct, two further important conclusions may be drawn
from them.

First, there is clear first-century Palestinian support for an interpreta-
tion of porneia in Matt 5:32 and 19:9 in the specific sense of zénut as an
illicit marital union between persons of close kinship. Matthew, there-
fore, would be making an exception for such marital situations for
Gentile Christians who were living in a mixed community with Jewish
Christians still observing Mosaic regulations. As we have already noted,
this interpretation of porneia is not new, but the evidence that was often
used in the past to support it came from rabbinic literature of a
considerably later period.®® The fact that such a meaning of zenut is also
found in that literature merely strengthens the data presented here,
because it would show that the understanding was not confined to the
Essene type of Judaism.

Second, the prohibition of divorce by the Qumran community would
show that there were at least some Jews in first-century Palestine who
did proscribe it. Several writers have pointed out that at least some
Qaraites of later centuries prohibited divorce; and the relation of the
medieval Qaraites to the Essenes of Qumran is a matter of no little
interest and research.?® Though we do not know how such an atticude
toward divorce would fit in with what Josephus has called “the laws of
Jews” (Ant. 15.7,10 §259), which permitted it, it at least seems to give
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the lie to what one reads in Strack-Billerbeck’s Kommentar: “dass es in
der mischnischen Periode keine Ehe im judischen Volk gegeben hat, die
nicht kurzerhand vom Manne in vollig legaler Weise durch Aushiandi-
gung eines Scheidesbriefes hatte gelost werden konnen.”?

But if some Palestinian Jews did prohibit divorce, then the whole
question of the Sitz im Leben for the debate of Jesus with the Pharisees
must be reconsidered; for the Qumran legislation furnishes precisely
the Palestinian background needed to explain how the question attrib-
uted to the Pharisees in Mark 10:2 is comprehensible. B. Vawter has
said that “neither the story as Mark tells it (a question over the licitness
of divorce in principle) nor the logion as he has formulated it (i.e., Mark
10:11-12] (envisaging the possibility of a woman’s divorcing her
husband} fits into the Palestinian scene presupposed in the life of Jesus
and the conflict-stories of the Gospels.”®? Similarly, D. L. Dungan has
stated:

In view of the overwhelming evidence that nothing whatever in the Law
suggests that divorce s tllegal [his italics], any commentator who proposes to
defend the primitive historical character of Mark’s version of the Pharisees’
question, that it is more original than Matthew’s, has no alternative, it seems
to me, but to search for ulterior and sinister motives on the part of the
Pharlsees for putting such an obviously phony question to Jesus. . . The
fact is, Mark's version of the question is inconceivable in a Palestinian
Pharisaic milieu. This is, of course, simply another way of saying that this is
not where it arose. On the other hand, if we simply transpose the whole
story in Mark into the setting of the early Hellenistic Church, everything
immediately fits perfectly.®

Now, in the light of the statute for the king in the Temple Scroll,
which directly forbids polygamy (as does Deut 17:17) and goes beyond
that to give a reason which at least implies the prohibition of divorce,
the question put by some Pharisees to Jesus in Mark 10:2, “Is it lawful
for a man to divorce his wife?” is not as “inconceivable” in a Palestinian
milieu as might be supposed. Knowing about the Essene prohibition of
divorce, a Pharisee could easily have posed the question to see where
Jesus stood in the matter: Do you side with the Essenes or with the
Pharisees? The Qumran evidence supplies at least an intelligible matrix
for the question as posed in Mark, and the priority of the Marcan
passage over the Matthean is not an impossible position. The form of
the question as it is found in Matt 19:3 (“Is it lawful to divorce one’s
wife for any cause?”) represents merely that evangelist’s reformulation of
the question in terms of an inner-Pharisaic dispute, between the schools
of Hillel and Shammai, perhaps even reflecting a church-synagogue
controversy otherwise manifest in the First Gospel.
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Now if there is any validity to the interpretation of these divorce texts
in the light of the Qumran material, we see that it does not support the
position thzt the pronouncement-story and the dominical saying, as
they are found in Matthew 19, represent a more primitive form than
that in Mark 10. In my opinion, it merely serves to accord to the Two-
Source Theory its merited place as the most plausible solution to the
Synoptic Problem.®

IV. Theological Implications

There are further implications in all of this—implications for the
present-day debate about divorce; for the process of gospel-composi-
tion, as we are aware of it today, reveals that the prohibition of divorce
which is recorded in the New Testament writings has gone through
various stages of development. On the basis of form criticism and
redaction criticism it is possible to isolate two sayings about divorce that
may plausibly be regarded as traceable to Jesus himself: “What there-
fore God has joined together, let not man put asunder” (the pro-
nouncement, Mark 10:9, Matt 19:6) and “Everyone who divorces his
wife and marries another commits adultery, and he who marries a
divorced woman commits adultery” (the dominical saying, best pre-
served in Luke 16:18a—b). The Marcan additional material (10:12a-b},
the Matthean exceptive phrases (5:32b, 19:9b), and even the Pauline
formulation of the prohibition from the standpoint of the woman (1
Cor 7:10c—if choristhénai really = intransitive “separate” {see above])
are seen to be developments best explained in terms of the contexts in
which the prohibition was repeated.

The Matthean exceptive phrases are particularly of interest. Though
they scarcely make adultery a basis for divorce between Christians, as
we have argued above, the exception for an illicit union (or for a
marital situation that should not have been entered into to begin with)
may be said not to render the prohibition of divorce less absolute.

What is striking in the modern study of the Gospels and of the
divorce passages in particular is the number of commentators who trace
back to Jesus in some form or other a prohibition of divorce, and
usually in an absolute form. If the sort of analysis in which I have
engaged above has any validity, it leads one to the conclusion of the
absolute prohibition of divorce as coming from Jesus himself. When
one hears today of commentators analyzing gospel texts with the
principles of form criticism or redaction criticism, one more or less
expects to learn from them some more radical or even “liberating”
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interpretation. But in this case it has not worked that way. judged
form-critically, the New Testament divorce texts yield as the most
primitive form of the prohibition one that is absolute or unqualified.

For modern Christians who are inclined to identify as normative for
Christian life and faith only that which Jesus satd or did, this logion on
divorce would have to be understood absolutely. But a form of
fundamentalism would thus be associated with it—not the usual
fundamentalism of the biblical text, but an even more naive sort which
surrounds what he might be imagined to have said or done. And that
raises the further probiem about “which Jesus” stands behind that
norm. But in reality the norm for Christian life and conduct cannot be
other than the historical Jesus in tandem with the diverse pictures of
him in the New Testament writings.*® Yet that diversity has to be
respected with all its complexity, and the New Testament tradition
about the prohibition of divorce is a good example of the complexity,
since we have not only the attestation of an absolute prohibition (e.g., in
Paul, Luke, Mark) but also the exceptive phrases in Matthew, the
Marcan modification of the prohibition with respect to the woman, and
the further exception that is introduced by Paul in 1 Cor 7:15,
permitting the Christian “brother or sister” to marry after being
divorced by an “unbelieving partner.” Even though these exceptions do
not stem from Jesus of Nazareth himself——and Paul stresses that
explicitly in 7:12—they do stand in the inspired writings of the New
Testament, in the inspired portraits of Jesus enshrined there. They
may not have the authority of ipsissima verba Iesu, but they do have the
authority of Scripture.

Now these exceptions and modifications, being found in such an
inspired record of early Christianity’s reaction to Jesus, raise the crucial
question: If Matthew under inspiration could have been moved to add
an exceptive phrase to the saying of Jesus about divorce that he found
in an absolute form in either his Marcan source or in “Q,” or if Paul
likewise under inspiration could introduce into his writing an exception
on his own authority, then why cannot the Spirit-guided institutional
church of a later generation make a similar exception in view of
problems confronting Christian married life of its day or so-called
broken marriages (not really envisaged in the New Testament)—as it
has done in some situations.® The question here is whether one looks
solely at the absolute prohibition, traceable o Jesus, or at “the process
of understanding and adaptation” which is in the New Testament itself
and “with which the modern Church can identify only by entering into
the process and furthering it.”®
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Because one of the Matthean divorce texts (5:31-32) is found in the
Sermon on the Mount, that saying has often been subjected to an
interpretation to which the Sermon as a whole has also been submitted.
Thus, we are told that the prohibition of divorce in the New Testament
is proposed as an ideal toward which Christians are asked to strive,
when in reality it is realized that it is not always achieved. “Jesus
established a moral ideal, a counsel, without constituting it a legal
norm.”® This, of course, is an ingenious solution. But it is substantiated
only by means of a certain exposition of the Sermon on the Mount as a
whole that once had some vogue. The history of the exegesis of that
Sermon has run through an entire gamut of interpretations, and one of
them is the Theory of the Impossible Ideal—a blueprint for utopia.®?
And the question has always been whether that theory measures up to
the radical program of Christian morality proposed by the Matthean
Jesus. Alas, it appears to be as ephemeral as many of the others. This
means that distinctions of this sort between “ideal” and “legal norm,”
born of considerations extrinsic to the texts themselves, stand little
chance of carrying conviction. The Matthean Jesus’ words appeal
beyond Mosaic legislation and any ideal to the divine institution of
marriage itself.

A still further theological question may be asked, about why Jesus
himself might have assumed such an attitude toward divorce as seems
to be enshrined in his prohibition. Here I find myself attracted by a
solution proposed by A. Isaksson, whose interpretation about the
primitivity of the Matthean pericope I otherwise cannot accept. His
explanation of Jesus’ attitude is by no means certain, but it is neverthe-
less plausible and intriguing. He presents Jesus’ view of marriage as
indissoluble as an extension of an Old Testament attitude towards
members of the priestly families who were to serve in the Jerusalem
temple. “They shall not marry a harlot or a woman who has been
defiled; neither shall they marry a woman divorced from her husband
(gérusah me’ah, lit., “driven out from her husband”), for the priest is
holy to his God” (Lev 21:7; cf. Ezek 44:22). Isaksson sees this as the
motivation for the prohibition of divorce: “Jesus taught his disciples
they were chosen for and consecrated to the service of God.”**® His
suggestion fits in with other considerations of the Christian community
as the temple in a new sense (2 Cor 6:14-7:1; 1 Cor 3:16-17; Eph
2:18-22)—a theme not unknown either to the Qumran community or
to the early church.’® And one might want to add the further

implication of the general priestly character of Christian disciples (Rev
1:6).102
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On the other hand, there may be a still further nuance. If it is true
that what is legislated for the king is legislated for the commoner, the
prohibition of divorce for the king in 11QTemple 57:17-19 and for the
“prince” of the community in CD 4:20-21 may suggest a kingly reason
for the prohibition as well. Here 1 Pet 2:5, 9 comes to mind: “Like
living stones be yourselves built into a spiritual house, to be a holy
priesthood. . . . You are a chosen race, a royal priesthood, a holy
nation, God’s own people. . . .”1% Such ideas may have been in the
minds of the early Christians, ideas derived from their Old Testament
background, but also influenced by such Palestinian Jewish thinking as
we have cited in this paper. Whether we can attribute all of it to the
thinking of Jesus of Nazareth will forever remain a problem,*
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otkias autou . . . , “If someone takes a wife and lives with her, and it happens
that (lit., 1f) she does not find favor before him, because he (has) found in her
(some) disgraceful deed (or thing), and he writes her a writ of divorce and putsit
into her hands and sends her out of his house . . .” (A. E. Brooke and N.
McLlean, The Old Testament in Greek (Cambridge: Umiversity Press) Ifiii (1911)
630; A. Rahlfs, Septuaginte [8th ed.; Stunigart: Wiirttembergische Bibelanstalt
1965], 1. 329). The newly discovered Greek version of Deuteronomy, dating
from pre-Christian times (Papyrus Fuad 226, frg. 36) has unfortunately only a
few words of Deut 24:1 and they are identical with the reading in Christian
copies of the LXX. See F. Dunand, Papyrus grecs bibliques (Papyrus F. Inv. 266):
Volumina de la Genese et du Deutéronome (Cairo: Imprimerie de I'institut frangais
d’archéologie orientale, 1966), textes et planches, 105.
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23 H. Greeven {“Ehe nach dem Neuen Testament,” NTS 15 (1968 39} 365-
88, esp. pp. 382-85) argues for Matt 5:32 as the more primitive form of the
sayings than Luke's, but his arguments seem forced and are not convincing.

24 Compare the similar use of two passages of Genesis (1:27 and 7:9) in the
Damascus Document, 10 be wreated below; cf. NTS 7 (1960-61) 319-20; ESBNT,
36-38.

% This is not the place to engage in a lengthy discussion of these variants; see
H. Baltensweiler, Die Eke (n. 4 above), 66-67. It may be noted, however, that the
UBSGNT lists no variants for this verse, nor does B. M. Metzger (4 Textual
Commentary on the Greek New Testament) discuss it.

26 Mss O, W, some minuscles of the Lake family, and the Syriac versions. This
evidence, however, is not very SIgmﬁcant See further V. Taylor, Mark (p. 33
above) 420-21.

27 Cf. G. Delling, “Das Logion Mark. X 117 (n. 21 above)}, 270.

28 See W. Kunkel, “Matrimonium,” PW 14/2 (1930) 2259-86, esp. cols. 2275~
81: T. Thalheim, “Ehescheidung,” PW 5/2 (1905) 2011-13; F. Raber, “Divor-
tum,” Der kleine Pauly: Lexthon der Anttke (ed. K. Ziegler and W. Sontheimer;
Stuttgart Druckenmiller) 2 (1957) 109-10; J. Dauvillier, “L'Indissolubilité du
mariage dans la nouvelle Loi,” Orient-Syrien 9 (1964) 265~89.

AP 15:22-23 reads: “Should Miptahiah rise up in an assembly tomorrow
for] some other [daly and say, ‘I divorce (lit,, I hate) my husband Eshor, the
divorce fee is on her head. . . .” See my commentary on this text, “A Re-Study
of an Elephantine Aramaic Marriage Contract (AP 15)," Near Eastern Studies
in Honor of William Foxwell Albright (ed. H. Goedicke; Baltimore: Johns Hopkins
University, 1971) 137-68; reprinted, WA, 243-71. See further BMAP 2:9; 7:25;
cf. AP 9:8.

% An attempt has been made by E. Bammel (“Markus 10:11f. und das
judische Eherecht,” ZNW 61 [1970] 95-101) to gather evidence that a Jewish
woman had a right to divorce her husband. There is a text in Josephus (Ant.
15.7,10 §259) which mentions a case of it, and we shall return to it below. The
restoration of Mur frg. 20:6 {D]D 2, 110-13] propased by J. T. Milik 1s highly
questionable, as even Bammel recognizes; it cannot really be used for evidence.

3 The twofold occurrence of the prohibition of divorce in the Matthean
Gospel 1s a good example of a “doublet” in the Synoptic tradition (see pp. 20-21
above); Matt 5:32 is derived from “Q,” and Maut 19:3-9 from the Marcan
source. See E. von Dobschitz, “Matthaus als Rabbi und Katechet,” ZNW 27
(1928) 338-48, esp. p. 340.

* The modification consists mainly in the admission of private sources which
both Matthew and Luke had, usually designated “M" and “L", either oral or
written (see pp. 28, 39 above).

B E.g.. R. H. Charles, The Teaching of the New Testament on Divorce (London:
Williams and Norgate, 1921) 19-31; B. H. Streeter, The Four Gospels (p. 30
above), 259; J. Jeremias, Jesus als Weltvollender (Gutersloh: Bertelsmann, 1930)
65; M. R. Lehmann, “Gen 2:24 as the Basis for Divorce in Halakhah and New
Testament,” ZAW 72 (1960} 263-67; A. lsaksson, Marriage and Ministry in the
New Temple: A Study with Special Reference to Mt 19,1312 [sic)and 1. Cor. 11,316
(Lund: Gleerup, 1965) 70-74; B. Vawter, “The Biblical Theology of Divorce,”
PCTSA 22 (1967) 223-43, esp. pp. 233-34.

*E.g., D. L. Dungan, The Sayings of Jesus (n. 6 above), 103-31. Cf. his article,
“Mark—The Abridgement of Matthew and Luke,” Jesus and Man’s Hope (p. 30
above), 1. 51-97.
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* See J. Dupont, Mariage et divorce (n. 7 above), 28. For parallels to “for any
reason,” see the Greek formulas in Josephus, Ant. 4.8,23 §253 (kath’ hasdépotoun
aitias), and Philo, De spec. leg. 3.5 §30 (kath’ hén an tyché prophasin).

3% See further F. Neirynck, “De Jezuswoorden™ (n. 17 above), 136.

37 G. Delling, “Das Logion” (n. 21 above), 270.

38 Some mss (B, D, the Freer and Lake families of minuscules) read parekios
logou porneias in 19:9, but that is obviously the result of harmonization with 5:32,
For an attempt to defend a different form of the Matthean text, see J. MacRory,
“The Teaching of the New Testament on Divorce: A Critical Examination of
Matt. xix. 9,7 ITQ 6 (1911) 74-91; “Christian Writers of the First Three
Centuries and St. Matt. xix. 9,” ibid., 172-85. Cf. H. Crouzel, L'Eglise primitive

face au divorce (Théologie historique, 13; Paris: Beauchesne, 1971) 29-34; J. P.
Arendzen, “Ante-Nicene Interpretations of the Sayings on Divorce,” JTS 20
(1919) 230-41.

3 Tortuous attempts to read these phrases as other than “exceptive” have to
be recognized for what they really are, subterfuges to avoid the obvious. B.
Vawter (“The Divorce Clauses in Mt 5,32 and 19,9,” CBQ 16 [1954] 15567, esp.
160-62, 163—64) has supplied a list of such attempts and discussed the problems
inherent in them. Cf. G. Delling, “Das Logion™ (n. 21 above), 268-69; ].
Dupont, Mariage et divarce (n. 7 above), 96-106; H. Baltensweiler, Die Ehe (n. 4
above), §9-91.

Y E.g., A. Schlatter, Der Evangelist Matthius: Seine Sprache, sein Ziel, seine Selbst-
standighkert (Stuttgart: Calwer Verlag, 1929) 568; H. G. Coiner, “Those ‘Divorce
and Remarriage’ Passages (Matt. 5:32; 19:9; 1 Cor 7:10-16),” CTM 39 (1968)
367-84; A. Isaksson, Marriage and Ministry (n. 33 above) 75-152; J. Schaniewind,
Das Evangelium nach Matthdus bersetzt und erklért (NTD 2; Gottingen: Van-
denhoeck & Ruprecht, 1962) 64.

4 See J. Dupont, Mariage et divorce, 88 n. 2.

2 See E. von Dobschiitz, “Matthaus als Rabbi” (n, 31 above), 339-40, 344; R.
Bultmann, History of the Synoptic Tradition, 148; |. Dupont, Mariage et divorce, 89.

# This is the conclusion of many New Testament interpreters today—in fact,
of so many that it is useless to try to document it; see G. Delling, “Das Logion”
(n. 21 above), 274; H. Greeven, “Zu den Aussagen des Neuen Testaments uber
die Ehe,” Zeitschrift fiir evangelische Ethtk 1 (1957) 109-25.

“BAG, 699.—This is not the place to deal with the question raised by B.
Malina, “Does Porneia Mean Fornication?” NovT 14 (1972) 10-17, whose an-
swer has oversimplified the martter. For criticisms of Malina’s views, see
J. J. O'Raurke, “Does the New Testament Condemn Sexual Intercourse outside
Marriage? TS 37 (1976) 478-79; |. Jensen, “Does Porneia Mean Fornication? A
Critique of Bruce Malina,” NouvT 20 (1978) 161-84; cf. M. Zalba, “Declaratio de
quibusdam quaestionibus ad sexualem ethicam spectantibus (A4S 68 {1976)
77-96)," Periodica 66 (1977) 72-115, esp. pp. 96-97. Nor am I happy with
Malina’s approval of K.-G. Kuhn's interpretation of zénit in CD 4:19f. (see
“The Epistle 1o the Ephesians in the Light of the Qumran Texts,” Paul and
Qumran [ed. J. Murphy-O'Connor; Chicago: Priory, 1968] 115-31, esp. p.
121), as will be made clear in part I1 of this essay.

% Rom 1:29 and Gal 5:19 might also be involved, but there are text-critical
problems involved in these passages.

“ For the variants on these passages in different Mss, see H. Baltensweiler,
Die Ehe (n. 4 above), 92; B. M. Metzger, A Textual Commentary on the Greek New
Testament, 429-35.
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4 See E. Haenchen, The Acts of the Apostles: A Commentary (Philadelphia:
Wesuninster, 1971) 449; Str-B, 2. 729-39; F. Hauck and S. Schulz, “Porné, eic.,”
TDNT 6 (1968) 593; H. Richards, “Christ on Divorce,” Scripture 11 (1959) 22~
32; H. Baltensweiler, Die Ehe, 92-103.

¥ S0, e.g., F. Hauck and S. Schulz, “Porné, etc.,” TDNT 6 (1968) 592; E.
Klostermann, Das Matthiusevangelium (4th ed.; Tibingen: Mohr [Siebeck],
1971) 46 (quoting B. Weiss); M. Dibelius, From Tradition to Gospel (New York:
Scribner, n.d.) 249; M.-]J. Lagrange, Evangile selon saint Matthieu (4th ed.; Paris:
Gabalda, 1927) 105 (“Le sens est donc: ‘mis a part le cas d’adultere’™); M.-E.
Boismard, Synopse des quatre évangiles en francais 2: Commeniaire (Paris: Cerf,
1972) 308 (“T'adultere de la femme™).

9 See K. Bornhauser, Die Bergpredigt (Gilitersloh: Bertelsmann, 1923) 82; A,
Fridrichsen, “Excepta fornicationis causa,” SEA 9 (1944) 54-58, esp. p. 55 n. 2,
T. L. Thompson (“A Catholic View on Divorce,” JES 6 [1969] 53-67, esp. p. 58
n. 22) calls the distinction between porneia and moucheia “groundless and the
result of a very mechanical, almost mathematical idea of language.” But that is a
sciolist approach to the whole problem.

50 See J. I.. McKentzie, “The Gospel according to Matthew,” JBC, art. 43, §38.

3t What it comes to in the long run is whether one is going to use the Pauline
meaning of porneia in Matthew or the Lucan meaning from Acts 15. Given the
nature of the community that Matthew is addressing, the latter seems more
appropriate.

52 E.g., W. K. L. Clarke, “The Excepting Clause in St. Matthew,” Theology 15
(1927) 161-62; F. Gavin, “A Further Note on Porneia,” Theology 16 (1928} 102-
5; F. W. Green, The Gospel according to Saint Matthew (2d ed.; Oxford: Clarendon,
1945) 220; H. Baltensweiler, Die Ehe (n. 4 above), 87-102; “Die Ehebruchs-
klausel bei Matthaus: Zu Matth. 5, 32; 19, 9, TZ 15 (1959) 340-56; M.
Thurian, Marriage and Celibacy (London: SCM, 1959) 28.—In Roman Catholic
circles this interpretation has been mainly associated with the name of J.
Bonsirven, Le divorce dans le Nouveau Testament (Paris: Desclée, 1948); * ‘Nisi ob
fornicationem’: Exégese primitive,” Mélanges offerts au R. P. Ferdinand Cavallera
(Toulouse: Bibliotheque de I'Institut Catholique, 1948) 47-63; “‘Nisi fornica-
tionis causa’: Comment résoudre cette ‘crux interpretum’?” RSR 35 (1948)
442-64. It had, of course, been proposed by several others before him, but he
popularized the interpretation. A lengthy list of those who use it can be found in
J. Dupont, Mariage et divorce, 106-7 nn. 2-3. Some who have adopted it more
recently are: ]J. Schmid, Das Evangelium nach Matthdus (RNT 1; 5th ed.;
Regensburg, Pustet, 1965) 104; R. Pesch, “Die neutestamentliche Weisung fur
die Ehe,” BibLeb 9 (1968) 208-21, esp. p. 211; R. Schnackenburg, “Die Ehe nach
dem Neuen Testament,” Theologie der Ehe (ed. G. Krems and R. Munn;
Regensburg: Pustet, 1969) 9-36, esp. pp. 17-18.

81 am passing over other meanings that have been proposed at times, e.g.,
the interpretation of porneia as intercourse on the part of an engaged girl (see
Deut 22:20-21), proposed by A. Isaksson, Marriage and Ministry (n. 33 above),
135-42; or the figurative interpretation of porneia as pagan unbelief, or
“something unseemly [in the eyes of God],” as proposed by A. Mahoney, “A
New Look at the Divorce Clauses in Mt 5,32 and 19,9,” CBQ 30 (1968) 29-38,
esp. pp- 32-35; or the interpretation that it refers to “all offences short of
adultery,” because the dissolubility of marriage for adultery permitted in the
Old Testament was implicitly admitted by Jesus,” proposed by R. H. Charles,
The Teaching (n. 33 above), 21-22.
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5t For further discussion of the destination of the Matthean Gospel to a mixed
but predominantly Jewish-Christian community, see my note, “Anti-semitism
and the Cry of ‘All the People’ (Mt 27:25)," TS (1965) 667-71, esp. pp. 670-71.

55 See MM, 696. Also other papyrus texts such as PSI §166.11-12; P. Rylands,
2. 154:25 (A.D. 66; LCL, Select Papyr:, 1. 15; BGU §1101:5; §1102:8; §1103:6 (13
B.Cc.; LCL, 1. 22-23).

5¢ See the tortuous attempts of R. H. Charles to translate the verb in this way
(The Teaching [n. 33 above], 43-61).

7 Possibly 1t occurs in Josephus, Ant. 15.7,10 §259, but the reading is not
textually certain.

¥ BAG, 96. Cf. D. Daube, “The New Testament Terms for Divorce,”
Theology 47 (1944) 66.

% Cf. also Esdras A (LXX) 9:36.

% So B. K. Diderichsen, Den markianske skilsmisseperthope: Dens genesis og
historiske placering (Copenhagen: Gyldendal, 1962) 20-47, 347, See A. Isaksson,
Marriage and Ministry (n. 33 above), 94-96; H. Baltensweiler, Die Ehe (n. 4
above), 64 n. 63; F. Neirynck, “De Jezuswoorden” (n. 17 above), 130.

% See P. Benoit et al., Les grottes de Murabba‘at (DJD 2), 248. A. Isaksson
(Marriage and Minisiry, 95) wrongly refers to this document as a “divorce
certificate found at Qumran.” It has nothing to do with Qumran. See further E.
Lovestamm, “Apolyein en gammalpalestinensisk skilsmassoterm,” SEA 27 (1962)
132-35.

52 See P. Benoit et al., Les grottes de Murabba‘at (D]D 2), 105. This document is
technically known as a Doppelurkunde, “double document,” because the same
text of the contract was written twice, and the upper form of it (scriptura interior)
was folded over and officially sealed, whereas the lower form (scriptura exterior)
was left visible for ready consultation. In case of a dispute over the wording, the
seals of the upper part could be broken and the texts compared to make sure
that the scriptura exterior had not been tampered with. In this instance the
scriptura interior contains the identical formula {lines 13-15).

% MM, 66-67. The word turns up in this sense in later Greek literature.

% See n. 22 above.

% A. Isaksson, Marriage and Ministry (n. 33 above), 145. See further B. Vawter,
“Biblical Theology™ (n. 33 above), 232; A. Finkel, The Pharisees and the Teacher of
Nazareth (Leiden: Brill, 1964) 164-65. Not even the strictures against divorce in
Mal 2:14-16 were interpreted in the sense of prohibition.

% The text continues, “. . . and not even a divorced woman may marry again
on her own initiative unless her former husband consents.” See further R.
Marcus, “Notes on Torrey’s Translation of the Gospels,” HTR 27 (1934) 220-
21.

%11 is, of course, quite unclear what precedent this divorce of Salome
constitutes in Palestinian Judaism of the time; Josephus regards it as an illegal
exception. Part of the problem is that Idumeans are involved, people who were
often regarded as “half-Jews.”

*“The Temple Scroll,” B4 30 (1967) 135~39; reprinted, New Directions in
Biblical Archaeology (ed. D. N. Freedman and J. C. Greenfield; Garden City, NY:
Doubleday, 1969) 139-48, esp. p. 141. Cf. “Un nouveau manuscrit de la Mer
Morte: Le rouleau du Temple,” CRAIBL 1968, 607-16.

Yadin has now published the editio princeps in a modern Hebrew publication,
Mgyit-hmgds [The Temple Scroll] (3 vols.; Jerusalem: Israel Exploration Society,
Archaeological Institute of the Hebrew University, Shrine of the Book, 1977).
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Cf. J. Maier, Die Tempelrolle vom Toten Meer tibersetzt und erliutert (Munich/Basel:
E. Reinhardt, 1978); A. Caquot, “Le rouleau du temple de Qoumran,” ETR 53
(1978) 443-500; Y. Yadin, “Temple Scroll,” Encyclopedia judaica (Jerusalem:
Keter; New York: Macmillan, 1971), 15. 996-98.

62 The main article in which we are interested is “L’Attitude essénienne envers
la polygamie et le divorce,” RB 79 (1972) 98-99. Two other short articles also
supply texts that bear on other matters in the Temple Scroll: “Pesher Nahum
(4QpNahum) Reconsidered,” IEf 21 (1971) 1-12 (treating of 11Q Temple 64:6-
13 [see pp. 132-33 belowl]); “The Gate of the Essenes and the Temple
Scroll,” Qadmoniot 5 (1972) 129-30 [in Hebrew}; Jerusalem Revealed: Archaelogy in
the Holy City 1968 —1974 (Jerusalem: Israel Exploration Society, 1975) 90-91.

7 “The Temple Scroll,” New Directions (n. 68 above), 142.

71 A fuller, detailed discussion of the Hebrew text of these lines and of the
passage to be cited below from the Damascus Document has been published by me
in an article, “Divorce among First-Century Palestinian Jews,” H. L. Ginsberg
Volume (Eretz-Israel, 14; Jerusalem: Israel Exploration Society, 1978) 103*%-10%,

2 See, e.g., G. Vermes, The Dead Sea Scrolls in English (Baltimore: Penguin,
1970) 37. See further, D. Daube, The New Testament and Rabbinic Judaism
(London: University of London, 1956) 86. Daube calls attention to the fact that
CD 7:16-17 quotes Amos 5:26 and interprets the “king” of the Amos passage as
“the congregauon” (ghl).

8 Josephus makes no mention of this tenet of the Essenes.

" Documents of Jewish Sectaries (2 vols.; Cambridge: University Press, 1910,
reprinted in the Library of Biblical Studies with a prolegomenon by me, New
York: Ktav, 1970), 1. xxxv—xxxvii, 21, (67)—(69), (114)-(115). Schechter’s text
has to be used with caution. The best edition of the Damascus Document today is
that of C. Rabin, The Zadokite Documents 1: The Admonmtion; 2. The Laws (Oxford:
Clarendon, 1954) 16-19. Cf, S. Zeitlin, The Zadokite Fragments: Facsimile of the
Manuseripts in the Cairo Genizah Collection in the Possession of the University Library,
Cambridge, England (Philadelphia: Dropsie Coliege, 1952) pls. iv-v,

™ Most of the older discussions have been surveyed and commented on by H.
Braun, Qumran und das Neue Testameni (2 vols.; Tibingen: Mohr [Siebeck],
1966), 1. 40-42; 2. 103-4.

® From Qumran Cave 4 have come seven, possibly eight, fragmentary copies
of the text. Further fragments were found in Caves 5 and 6; the latter have been
published: 5QD (or 5Q12), corresponding to CD 9:7-10; 6QD (or 6Q 715},
corresponding to CD 4:19-21; 5:13-14; 5:18-6:2; 6:20~7:1. In the Cave 6
fragments one finds a bit that corresponds to the text of CD 4:19-21, in which
we are interested here; but what is there is identical with the text of the medieval
copy. See M. Baillet et al., Les ‘Petites Grottes' de Qumrdn (DJD 3; Oxford:
Clarendon, 1962) 181 and 128-31. Cf. RB 63 (1956) 513-23.

77“An Essene Missionary Document? CD 11, 14—V1,1,” RB 77 (1970) 201-
29.

7® See further J. Murphy-O'Connor, “The Essenes and Their History,” RB 81
(1974) 215-44.

™ The translation which I give here differs slightly from that used in an earlier
article in which this passage was quoted in part, “The Use of Explicit Old
Testament Quotations in Qumran Literature and in the New Testament,”
ESBNT, 37. 1 now take bznwt more closely with the three preceding words; for
further discussion of this matter, see the article mentioned in n. 71 above.
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8¢ The Zadokite Documents, 17 n. 2 (on line 20).

81 E.g., E. Cothenet, “Le Document de Damas,” Les textes de Qumran traduits et
annotés (2 vols.; Paris: Letouzey et Ané, 1961), 2. 162; L. Moraldi, I manoscritti di
Qumran (Turin: Unione tipografica, 1971) 236; J. Murphy-O’Connor, “An
Essene Missionary Document?” (n. 77 above), 220.

82 This identification of the “prince” is taken from C. Rabin, Zadokite Documents
(n. 74 above), 18 n. 3 (on hine 1).

8 G. Vermes (“Sectarian Matrimonial Halakhah in the Damascus Rule,” /S
25 {1974] 197-202; reprinted, Post-Biblical Jewish Studies [SJLA 8; Leiden: Brill,
1975} 50-56) says that there have been four, but he wrongly ascribes to R. H.
Charles an interpretation that the latter did not hold.

8 Besides Schechter, it has been so interpreted by, among many others, D.
Daube, P. Winter (for a survey of opinions, see his article “Sadogite Fragments
IV 20, 21 and the Exegesis of Genesis 1:27 in Late Judaism,” ZAW 68 [1956] 71-
84), A. Dupont-Sommer, E. Cothenet, L. Moraldi, G. Vermes (in “The Qumran
Interpretation of Scripture in Its Historical Setting,” ALUOS 6 [1969] 85-97,
esp. p- 94), J. Dupont (?).

85 “Sectarian Matrimonial Halakhah” (n. 83 above), 197-202. Others who so
interpret the text are H. Braun, J. Carmignac, C. Rabin, F. Neirynck.

86 An Essene Missionary Document?” (n. 77 above), 220. Before him it was so
interpreted by J. Hempel, ZAW 68 (1956) 84; and possibly by M. Burrows, More
Light on the Dead Sea Scrolls (New York: Viking, 1958) 98-99. Murphy-O’Connor
remains skeptical about Yadin's interpretation of CD 4:20-21 in the light of the
clear evidence from 11QTemple 57:17-19; see his ‘Remarques sur I'exposé du
Professeur Y. Yadin,” RB 79 (1972) 99-100. But his remarks are unconvincing
and represent a reluctance to give up a position taken before the new evidence
came along.

%7 However, it might be permitted to relate this passage from 11QTemple to
Rom 7:4, where Paul speaks about the married woman who 1s free to marry
again after the death of her husband.

8 (5. Vermes (“Sectarian Matrimonial Halakhah” [n. 83 above], 202) has also
recognized this interpretation of the suffix.

% The most extensive treatment of this material is given by J. Bonsirven, Le
diworce (n. 52 above), but his treatment is scarcely a model of clarity; see J.
Dupont, Mariage et divorce (n. 7 above), 108 n. 1.

% This matter is not entirely clear, but it is not beyond the realm of possibility
that the Qaraite Jews who differed strongly with the rabbinic interpretation of
the Torah were influenced by Essene views. It has even been suggested that they
might have discovered some of the scrolls themselves and used them as the basis
for their own interpretations. The prohibition of divorce is ascribed to them by
H. Cazelles, “Marriage,” DBS 5 (1957) 905-35, esp. col. 927; M.-J. Lagrange,
“La secte juive de la nouvelle alliance au pays de Damas,” RB 9 (1912) 213-40,
esp. pp. 332-35. Cf. L. Nemoy, Karaite Anthology: Excerpts from the Early Literature
(New Haven: Yale University, 1952) 334; A. Bichler, “Schechier’s ‘Jewish
Sectaries, " JOR 3 (1912-13) 429-85, esp. pp. 433-34; N. Wieder, The Judean
Scrolls and Karaism (London: East and West Library, 1962) 131-135.

' Kommentar zum Neuen Testament, 1. 319-20: “. . . that in the Mishnaic
period there was no marriage among the Jewish people which could not be
gissolved abruptly by the husband in a fully legal way by the delivery of a writ of

vorce.”
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2“The Biblical Theology of Divorce” (n. 33 above), 233.

93 The Sayings of Jesus (n. 6 above), 233. See further R. H. Charles, The Teaching
(n. 33 above), 29 (“an unhistorical question”).

9 See further H. Baltensweiler, Die Ehe (n. 4 above), 83-84.

%5 And in the Roman Catholic view of things, coupled with genuine dogmatic
tradition. For further discusston of “the historical Jesus in tandem with the
diverse pictures of him in the New Testament,” see my article, “Belief in Jesus
Today,” Commonweal 101 (1974) 137-42.

% F g, in the so-called Petrine privilege. See J. McGrath, “Marriage, Canon
Law of: 13. Favor of Faith Cases,” New Catholic Encyclopedia (New York:
McGraw-Hill, 1967), 9. 289-90.

(G, W. MacRae, S.J.,, “New Testament Perspective on Marriage and
Divorce,” Divorce and Remarriage in the Catholic Church (ed. L. G. Wrenn; New
York: Newman, 1973) 1-15, esp. p. 3. See further G. Schneider, “Jesu Wort
liber die Ehescheidung in der Uberlieferung des Neuen Testaments,” 77Z 80
(1971) 65-87, esp. p. 87; B. Byron, “1 Cor 7:10-15: A Basis for Future Catholic
Discipline on Marriage and Divorce?” TS 34 (1973) 429-45.

V. J. Pospishil, Divorce and Remarriage: Towards A New Catholic Teaching
(New York: Herder and Herder, 1967) 37. Whatever else is to be said about the
merits or demerits of this book, the treatment of the biblical passages in it is
unspeakably bad. That a book on such a touchy issue could appear as late as
1967, weating the biblical passages dealing with it, and basing that treatment
solely on such writers as W. R. O’Connor, F. E. Gigot, F. Prat, J. MacRory, and R.
Yaron, is indicative of the quality of the proposal being made.

Others who propose the prohibition of divorce merely as an ideal: W. ].
O’Shea, “Marriage and Divorce: The Biblical Evidence,” Australasian Catholic
Record 47 (1970) 89-109, esp. pp. 106-8; J. A. Grispino, The Bible Now (Notre
Dame: Fides, 1971) 95-107, esp. p. 106; D. Crossan, “Divorce and Remarriage
in the New Testament,” The Bond of Marriage: An Ecumenical and Inierdisciplinary
Study (ed. W. W. Bassett; Notre Dame, IN: University of Notre Dame, 1968) 1-
40.

# See A. M. Hunter, “The Meaning of the Sermon on the Mount,” ExpTim 63
(1952) 176-79; ]. Jeremias, The Sermon on the Mount (Philadelphia: Fortress,
1963) 1-12. Cf. A. M. Ambrozic, “Indissolubility of Marriage in the New
Testament: Law or Ideal?” Studia canonica 6 (1972) 269-88.

1% Marriage and Ministry (n. 33 above), 147.

" See B. Giartner, The Temple and the Community in Qumran and the New
Testament: A Comparative Study in the Temple Symbolism of the Qumran Texis and the
New Testament (SNTSMS 1; Cambridge: University Press, 1963).

12 See E. S. Fiorenza, Priester fiir Gott: Studien zum Herrschafts- und Priestermoliv
in der Apokalypse (NTAbh ns 7; Miinster: Aschendorff, [1972)).

'®See J. H. Elliow, The Elect and the Holy: An Exegetical Examination of I Peter
2:4~10 and the Phrase basileion hierateuma (NovTSup 12; Leiden: Brill, 1966).

" See the comments of B. Vawter on the original form of this article,
“Divorce and the New Testament,” CBQ (1977) 528-42, esp. pp. 529-34. Now
that the Temple Scroll has been fully published (see n. 68 above), one can verify
Yadip’s reading of 11QTemple 57:17-19 easily enough. His preliminary
publication of the lines did not lead us astray; hence my dependence on him has
not turned out to be as “precarious” as Vawter would lead his readers to
understand. Moreover, 1 stick to my guns in the interpretation of the passage in
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CD in terms of polygamy and divorce. Vawter tries to fault my interpretation of
CD 4:20-2] by referring to another passage in that document (13:17-19) and
saying that I failed to mention its stipulation “that the ‘Essenes’ should seek the
permission of their mébagger (bishop) before divorcing their wives” (p. 534 n. 9).
True, I said nothing of that passage in CD in the original form of this article,
because I had treated it 2n extenso in the article mentioned in n. 71 above, which
was not yet published when Vawter wrote, but which had been submitted for
publication long before. As a matter of fact, that passage in CD kas nothing to do
with divorce, save in Rabin’s questionable translation of it, which Vawter has
uncritically followed. For further details, see “Divorce among First-Century
Palestinian Jews,” H. L. Ginsberg Volume, 109*~10%. -

See further R. Trevijano Etcheverria, “Matrimonio y divorcio en Mc 10, 2-12
y par.,” Burgense 18 (1977) 113-51; A. Stock, “Matthean Divorce Texts,” BTB 8
(1978) 24-33; A.-L. Descamps, “Les textes évangéliques sur le mariage,” RTL 9
(1978) 259-86; 11 (1980) 5-50; J. J. Kilgallen, “To What Are the Matthean
Exception-Texts (5,32 and 19,9) an Exception?” B 61 (1980) 102-5; J. R.
Mueller, “The Temple Scroll and the Gospel Divorce Texts,” RevQ 10 (1980—
81) 247-56.



Four

ARAMAIC KEPHA® AND PETER'S NAME
IN THE NEW TESTAMENT*

AMONG THE MANY problems surrounding the figure of Peter in the New
Testament are the meaning of his name and the significance attached to
the change of it.! Some of them involve the relation between Symeon
and Simon as used of him; some of them the relation between Cephas
and Peter. In this sort of discussion it is surprising how little attention
has been paid to a striking occurrence of the Aramaic name Kepha’, and
I should like to draw the attention of New Testament scholars to it.
At the outset we may be permitted to set the context for this
discussion of Peter’s name by recalling the various names that are given
to him and the problems they raise. In this way we shall be able to see
better the relation to them of the Aramaic material to be discussed.
First of all, we may recall that he is given the name Symeon or
Simon.? The Semitic form of the name, Symeon orSiméon, is reflected in
the Greek of Acts 15:14—at least so it is intended in the Lucan text as
we have it. James refers thus to Peter, who has just spoken in 15:7-11.
This is the only time that Peter is so named in Luke—Acts; elsewhere he
is always referred to as Simon, a similar-sounding Greek name (S#mon),®
or as Peter (Petros),* or as Simon Peter.® The use of Symeon in 15:14 for
Peter is striking and has given rise to one of the classic problems in that
chapter (often used as an important piece of evidence that Luke is here
depending on a source—which he may not have completely under-
stood).® The name Symeon is likewise attested for him in some Mss of 2
Pet 1:1, but even there it is not uniformly attested.” In any case, the use
of both Symeon and Simon reflects the well-known custom among Jews
of that time of giving the name of a famous patriarch or personage of
the Old Testament to a male child along with a similar-sounding Greek/
Roman name. This use of Symeon can be compared with Luke 2:25,
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34; 3:30 and with the names of Joseph or Jacob. The Old Testament
background for Symeon is undoubtedly to be sought in Gen 29:33.
Used of this disciple of Jesus, it stands in contrast to that of other
disciples like Philip or Andrew, who bear Greek names.

Second, in addition to the use of Symeon/Simon for him, the New
Testament has recorded the recollection of Jesus having changed
Simon’s name: “Simon whom he surnamed Peter” (Mark 3:16; cf. Matt
4:18; 10:2; Luke 6:14; Acts 10:5). This change of name is preserved in
an even more explicit way in the Gospels of Matthew and John. In the
Matthean form of the episode at Caesarea Philippi, after Simon has
stated, “You are the Christ, the Son of the living God,” Jesus says to

him, “Blessed are you Simon Bar-Jona! . . . I tell you, you are Peter,
and on this rock I will build my church” (Matt 16:17-18, RSV): Sy &
Petros, hai epi taute té petra otkodomess. . . . In the Johannine Gospel,

Andrew finds his brother Simon and brings him to Jesus, who says to
him, “‘So you are Simon the son of John? You shall be called Cephas’
(which means Peter)” (1:42, RSV'): Sy ei Simén ho huios Ioannou; sy klgthése
Kephas ko hermeéneuetai Petros. Cephas is not used again in the Fourth
Gospel, where the Greek name Peter rather prevails. Aside from the
translation of Cephas that is given in 1:42, which removes any
hesitation about the way in which one part of the early church
understood the change of the name from Simon to Cephas, litte is
otherwise told in the Johannine Gospel about the significance of the
change. A significance of the new name, however, is found in the
Matthean passage, at least if one grants that there is a wordplay
involved and that the underlying Aramaic substratum involved a
similar wordplay.

Reasons for the change of Simon’s name have often been proposed.
Today we smile at the relation seen between Greek Képhas and Latin
caput by some patristic writers, who assumed a connection between
Kephas and kephale. Thus Optatus of Milevis once wrote (ca. A.D. 370):

. omnium apostolorum caput, Petrus, unde et Cephas est appella-
tus. . . .”® How much was made of this connection and its unsophisti-
cated medieval exploitation need not detain us here.® In a similar way
we may treat the theorizing about the alleged tendency of Jews at the
turn of the Christian era to avoid the use of the Hebrew name Symeon
or the Greek name Simon either because it was supposedly forbidden
to them by the Roman occupiers of Palestine on account of its hyper-
patriotic associations with famous bygone military figures or because it
was regarded as too sacred a name for normal use by nationalistic
Jews.'® Such speculation has had to yield to the fact that Symeon/Simon
was among the most widely used names for Palestinian male children of
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the period.! Such an avoidance of the name is scarcely the reason for
the change from Simon to Cephas/Peter.

Much more frequently the reason for the change of the name has
been explained by relating it to the change of names of rather
prominent persons in the Old Testament in view of roles that they were
to play in the history of the people of Israel: Abram/Abraham (Gen
17:5); Jacob/Israel (Gen 32:28); etc. Against such a background the
wordplay of Matt 16:18b has been understood. It is not my purpose to
rehearse here all the details of the long debate over that wordplay—
whether “this rock” refers to the faith of Peter, to the confession of
Peter, to Peter himself, or to Jesus.!? There are rather some aspects of
the question that have been somewhat neglected and some philological
evidence that should be brought to bear on the names Cephas and
Peter.

I. The Greek Name Képhas and Its Aramaic Counterpart

The name Képhas is found in the New Testament, outside of the
Johannine passage (1:42), only in the Pauline writings (Gal 1:18; 2:9,
11, 14; 1 Cor 1:12; 3:22; 9:5; 15:5).13 Paul, however, never uses of him
the name Simon/Symeon, and he uses Petros only in Gal 2:7-8, in a
context in which Képhas otherwise predominates.

Either on the basis of the early church’s interpretation of Képhas as
Petros (John 1:42) or for other reasons, modern commentators usually
identify the Cephas of Galatians with Peter. However, there has always
been a small group of commentators who have sought to identify the
Cephas of Galatians 1-2 with someone other than Simon Peter.
Eusebius quotes the fifth book of the Hypotyposes of Clement of
Alexandpria to the effect that the “Cephas concerning whom Paul says
‘and when Cephas came to Antioch I withstood him to the face’ [Gal
2:11] was one of the seventy disciples, who had the same name as the
apostle Peter.”!* More sophisticated reasons for hesitating about the
identity of Cephas and Peter in Galatians have been found in modern
times.’® In antiquity it was often a question of the supposed relative
positions of Peter and Paul in the church; in recent times it i1s the
peculiar shift from Cephas to Peter. Though the majority of modern
commentators agree that Cephas and Peter are the same person in
Galatians 1-2, the shift has been explained by postulating that Paul is
“quoting an official document™® in vv. 7-8, whereas he has elsewhere
used the name Cephas which he otherwise preferred for him. Another
aspect of the problem is that whereas the manuscript tradition is
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constant in 1 Corinthians in reading Képhas, there is fluctuation
between Képhas and Petros in the manuscripts of Galatians.*” In any case,
though we take note of this minority opinion about the identity of
Cephas and Peter in Galatians 1-2, we cannot consider it seriously.

The translation of Képhas by Petros in John 1:42 and the wordplay in
Matt 16:18 between Petros and petra have been explained from time
immemorial by an appeal to the Aramaic background of the name
Cephas. Kephas is regarded as a grecized form of the Aramaic word
kephd’, assimilating it to masculine nouns of the first declension (cf.
Ioudas, -ou).*® The Hebrew noun képh is found in Jer 4:29; Job 30:6;
Sir 40:14. To illustrate the Aramaic use, one has often appealed to
later rabbinic writings, Syriac, and Christian Palestinian Aramaic.!®
However, there is now some better Aramaic evidence that can be
used, coming from earlier or contemporary sources.

The common noun kepha’ appears twice in the targum of Job from
Qumran Cave 11. A fragmentary phrase containing it is preserved
in 11QtgJob 32:1: yUy kp’, “wild goats of the crag,” translating He-
brew ya‘alé sela‘ ( Job 39:1), “mountain goats” (RSV).*® It also occurs
in 11QtgJob 33:9: [b)kp> yshun wygnn {12 “[On] the crag it (i.e,
the black eagle?®) dwells, and it nests [ 1, translating Hebrew
sela® yishon (Job 39:28), “(On) the rock he dwells” (RSV). It is fur-
ther found several times in the newly published texts of Aramaic
Enoch from Qumran Cave 4: [wmr’ s)lg Ir[5 k)p hd rm, “[and the
sheep] climbed to the sum[mit of] a certain high [crlag” (4QEn® 4 in
19 [= I Enoch 89:29));* [bltnyn’ wslg Irs kp® dn, “climbed up [again
for] a second time to the summit of that crag” (4QEn® 4:3 [= [
Enoch 89:32]);** [wimldrk I prh w[']l [kplyh I khwn mn [Amtk], “[and]
you are not able [to trlead upon the dirt or upon the [roclks on
account [of the heat]” (4QEn® 1 ii 8 [= I Enoch 4]).® In all of these
passages the word seems to have the sense of a “rock” or “crag,” a
part of a mountainous or hilly region. Coming from Aramaic texts
that were used in Palestine in pre-Christian times, this evidence is of
no little value.

But does 4p° occur in pre-Christian writings as a proper name? T.
Zahn, in his commentary on Matt 16:18, implied that the word was so
used, but he provided no examples of it.?® O. Cullmann, who notes
Zzhn’s lack of documentation, stated that £p> “is not, as one might
suppose, aitested as a proper name in Aram."?” Indeed, this lack of
attestation of kp> as a proper name has been seen as one of the major
difficulties in viewing the occurrence of Petros and petra in Matt 16:18 as
a reflection of an Aramaic wordplay. In answering an objection which
O. Immisch®® had brought against his interpretation of Matt 16:17-
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19,22 A. Dell argued that Jesus could not have used the wordplay,
because the Greek could not have been a translation from an Ara-
maic Vorlage, since that would imply that £’ was a proper name.
“Nun ist aber 4yp’ kein Eigenname.”?® And in John 1:42, argued
Dell, Petros is a translation of Képhas, not of a proper name, but of a
description (Bezeichinung). The main thrust of Dell's argument, then,
was that since kp” is unknown as a proper name, there could have
been no wordplay involved.

Now, aside from the fact that, as we noted above, Paul uses the
grecized form of kp° properly as a name for Peter—which reflects a very
early use of it as a proper name (certainly prior to the composition of
Matthew)—there does exist an instance of the Aramaic name which
should be introduced into the discussion.

Though the text in which it appears has been known since 1953,
when it was first published, it has scarcely been noticed; as far as [
know, it has not been introduced into the discussion of the Kephas/Petros
problem. However, £p°> does occur as a proper name in an Aramaic text
from Elephantine (BMAP 8:10) dated to the eighth year of Darius the
King (= Darius 11, 424-402 B.c.), hence to 416 B.c.3' The name is
found in a list of witnesses to 2 document in which a certain Zakkur
gives or transfers a slave, named Yedantah, to a certain Uriah. Nine
lines of the document spell out the details of the transfer, and the last
three give the names of the witnesses, the first of which runs as follows:

10 shdy’ bgw trmiky br glgln, snkir br Sbty; shd gb br kp>.

Witnesses hereto (are): ‘Atarmalki, son of QLQLN; Sinkishir, son of
Shabbetai; witness: ‘Aqab, son of Kepha'.

The Uriah to whom the slave is given in the text is identified as an
“Aramean of Syene” (rmy zy swn). This is not the place to discuss in
detall the meaning of *rmy over against yhwdy as designations of Jewish
individuals in Elephantine texts.” Suffice it to say that many Jews and
persons with Jewish names figured in the fifth-century military colony
on the island of Elephantine and in the town of Syene (= modern
Assuan), on the east bank of the Nile opposite the island, and have been
given these gentilic designations in the papyri discovered there. The
persons mentioned in these Aramaic texts bore not only Northwest
Semitic names (Hebrew, Aramaic, or Phoenician), but also Babylonian,
Egyptian, and Persian names. Indeed there was a mixture of these
names too, even within families, as other names in line 10 show: Sin-
kishir, a Babylonian name for a son of Shabbetai, an (almost certainly)
Hebrew name (used of a Jew in Ezra 10:15; Neh 8:7; 11:16).
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This mixture of names in the Elephantine texts raises a question
about the patronymic in BMAP 8:10. The br that precedes it makes it
clear the Ap° 1s a proper name; so it can no longer be maintained that
the name is unattested. But is it clearly an Aramaic name, one that
would underlie Képhas in the New Testament? When E. G. Kraeling
first published this Elephantine text, he translated the name of the last
witness on line 10 stimply as ““Akab b. Kp’,” setting the transliterated
consonants of the patronymic in italics, as he did elsewhere for names
about which he was uncertain or for which he had no real expla-
nation.*® His note on 8:10 explains the son’s name thus:

the perf. (or part.) of the same verb that appears in the impf. in ygb, Jacob.
In both cases we have hypocoristica—the full name must have been
something like ‘ghyh (on a 3d century B.C. inscription from Alexandria; see
RES, 2. No. 79) or ‘gbnbw, Aqab-Nebo, in AP 54:10. . . .3

Concerning the patronymic, Kraeling wrote:

The name kp° must also have a deity for a subject; J. A. kP, “over-
throws.” Or may one compare kf3, Ranke, AP, 344:157%

That the name 4p’ is a hypocoristicon is most probable, even though we
have no clear instance of a fuller form of the name. That it has
anything to do with Aramaic kp’, “overthrow,” is quite problematic, in
my opinton, since that root more properly means “to bend, curve.”

The name kp’> resembles other proper names which end in aleph in
Aramaic documents from Egypt, such as Bs®> (BMAP 11:2), Sh> (AP
18:4), Pms> (AP 73:13), Ky> (AP 2:19), T6> (RES 1794:18), etc. The
problem is to suggest real Egyptian equivalents for such short names in
these Aramaic texts. In a name like Hrth* (CIS 138B:3) an Egyptian
equivalent has been suggested, Hr-(n)i-8ib3-t (= Greek Arthos), where
the aleph of the Aramic form may reflect a real aleph in an Egyptian
word, b3.¢, “tree”: “Horus of the tree.” But in some of the short names
there are also variants, such as Kyh (RES 1297:2), or Shh, which suggest
that the final aleph of the Aramaic form is a vowel letter. In the last
instance, the name $k3, though often explained as Egyptian* is in
reality an Aramaized form, and the Akkadian transcription of it as $z-
ha-a argues in favor of the final aleph as a vowel letter. Compare also
Pms> (AP 73:13) and Pmsy (AP 44:7). All of this may not be making out
an air-tight case; yet it does at least suggest that the best explanation for
kp” is that it is not an Egyptian name, but rather an Aramaic name. In
that case, it represents Kepha’.
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It has, at any rate, been so interpreted by no less an authority in
things Aramaic than W, Baumgartner. He listed it under the Hebrew
word keph, “Fels,” in Hebrdisches und aramdisches Lexthon zum Alten
Testament,® identifying it as a masculine proper name and equating it,
without further question, with “Kephas NT.” P. Grelot similarly toyed
with the equation of the BMAP form and the New Testament name,®
but he was obviously hesitant about it, since he mentions two other
explanations: a hypocoristicon derived from kpp, “bend, bow down”
(vet he gives no plausible fuller form of the name with which it could be
compared); or the Egyptian Af3 (an explanation which he simply
borrows from Kraeling). But, as Baumgartner has rightly seen, the only
plausible explanation of the BMAP is that it is an Aramaic name,
related to Hebrew képh and the Aramaic common noun kepha’.

If one had to justify the existence of such an Aramaic name in the
fifth century B.c., the best explanation of it would be that it is a
hypocoristicon which has lost some theophoric element. In itself, it
would be no more enigmatic as a name than the Hebrew $4r, “Rock,”
borne by one of the sons of Jeiel and Maacah of Gibeon (1 Chr 8:30;
9:36) and by one of the kings or leaders of the Midianites (Num 25:15;
31:8; Josh 13:21).39 This name is rendered in the RSV as Zur, butitisa
hypocoristicon of such names as Suri’el (Num 3:35) or Surisadday (Num
1:6; 2:12).

The least one can say is that 4p’ is not unknown as a proper name and
that Peter is not the first person to have borne it. That it was otherwise
in use among Jews of Palestine remains, of course, to be shown. The
existence of it as a proper name at least makes more plausible the
suggestion that a wordplay in Aramaic was involved. On the other
hand, it may take away some of the uniqueness of the name which was
often seen in the conferral of it on a disciple by Jesus.

‘The Aramaic substratum of Matt 16:17-18 (at least for those phrases
mentioned at the beginning of this essay) might have been something
like the following:%

antah i’ mésiha’, beréh di slihd® . . . nibayk, Simon bar Yonah . . .

antih b Kephd® we‘al kepha® dendh ebnéh .
The wordplay that emerges from such an Aramaic substratum of the
Matthean verse could be the key to therole that Simon is to play: He or
some aspect of him is to be a crag/rock in the building of the ekklesia.
The further connotations of this image can be explored by others.

One further aspect of the philological consideration of the Matthean

verse needs to be explored, viz., the relation of Aramaic kp’ to Greek
Petros. This brings us to the second part of this essay.
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I1. The Greek Name Petros

The problem that confronts one is to explain why there is in the
Martthean passage a translation of the Aramaic substratum, which is
claimed to have the same word kp’ twice, by two Greek words, Petros
and petra. In John 1:42, Petros is given as the equivalent of Aramaic
Kepha® (grecized as Kephas); this is quite understandable. But if the
underlying Aramaic of Matt 16:18 had kepha’ twice, then we should
expect sy e Petros kai epi touto 16 petro othodomeéso. . . . Because of this
problem, two different conclusions have been drawn: (1) A. Dell has
concluded that v. 18 cannot be a translation of an underlying Aramaic
saying of Jesus (“kein Jesuswort”), but must rather be the creation of
Greek-speaking Christians.#! (2) P. E. Hughes, in studying the pair
Petrosipetra, “for which a suitable Semitic equivalent is not available,”
infers rather that “Jesus actually spoke in Greek on this occasion.”# It is
hard to imagine two more radically opposed conclusions!

Part of the problem comes from the nature of the languages
involved. Both petros and petra are at home in the Greek language from
its earliest periods; and though the words were at times used with
slightly different nuances, it is clear that “they are often used inter-
changeably.”*® On the other hand, G. Gander has shown how Hebrew
‘eben, sela’, and sir are all rendered by kepha’ in Syriac (1.e., Aramaic of a
later period).** So perhaps we are dealing with an Aramaic term which
was used with different nuances. When translated into Greek, the
masculine form petros would lend itself as a more likely designation of a
person (Simon), and a literary variant, the feminine petra, for an aspect
of him that was to be played upon.

Another aspect of the problem is that Petros has not yet turned up in
Greek as a proper name prior to its occurrence for Simon in the New
Testament. The impression has been given that it does indeed occur.
The first two occurrences of Petros in D. Foraboschi’'s Onomasticon
alterum papyrologicum,® suggest that there is a contemporary extrabibli-
cal occurrence or a nearly contemporary one: in SB 6191,% which
Foraboschi dates to the first century;*” and in P.Oxy. 2235, which
Foraboschi dates to the second century.*

Neither of these references is accurate. The text in SB 6191 is most
likely late Roman or Byzantine. It is listed under “christliche Grabsteine™
and comes from Antinoe.? So Foraboschi's date for it in the first
century A.D. is erroneous. Similarly, his second-century date for P.Oxy.
2235 is not correct; the editor of the text says of it, “Circa A.D. 346.7%°
The list of occurrences of the name Petros in F. Preisigke’s Namenbuch®!
contains no names that are clearly pre-Christian. In Christian usage
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after the New Testament the name Petros is, of course, found. [t 1s even
found as the name of a pagan in Damascius, Vita Istdori 170 (ffth-sixth
centuries a.p.), and as the name of the praeses Arabiae (a.D. 278-79),
Petrus Aurelius.5?

These, then, are the philological considerations that I have thought
worth proposing in the matter of the names, Cephas/Peter. Even if
what is presented here stands up under further scrutiny, we should still
have to admit that “not all the problems connected w. the conferring of
the name Cephas-Peter upon Simon . . . have yet been solved.”s

NOTES

* Originally published in Text and Interpretaiion: Studies in the New Testament
Presented o Matthew Black (ed. E. Best and R. M. Wilson; Cambridge: University
Press, 1979) 121-32.

! Modestly tucked away in an otherwise informative article on Petros in BAG,
660 1s the admission: “Not all the problems connected w. the conferring of the
name Cephas-Peter upon Simon . . . have yet been solved.”

2 Ihid., 758, 785.

3 Luke 4:38; 5:3, 4, 5, 8, 10; 22:31; 24:34,

4 Luke B:45, 51; 9:20, 28, 32, 33, 12:41; 18:28; 22:8, 34, 54, 55, 58, 60, 61;
Acts 1:13,15; 2:14, 37, 38; 3:1, 3,4,6, 11, 12, 4:8, 13, 19; 5:3, 8, 9, 15, 29; 8:14,
20; 9:32, 34, 38, 39, 40: 10:5,9, 13, 14, 17, 19, 21, 25, 26, 34, 44, 45, 46; 11:2, 4,
7, 12:3,5,6,7, 11, 14, 16, 18; 15:7.

> Luke 5:8; cf. in addition to Acts 10:5 cited in n. 4 above, 10:18, 32; 11:13.

% To some commentators it has seemed that the Jewish-Christian James would
naturally use the Semitic form “Symeon” in speaking of Peter; so O. Cullmann,
Peter: Disciple, Apostle, Martyr: A Historical and Theological Study (2d ed.; Philadel-
phia: Wesuminster, 1962) 19 n. 3. Others, aware of the compilatory nature of
Acts 15, raise the question whether vv. 13-29 may not have been derived froma
source different from that from which Luke derived the information in vv. 4-
12, In this hypothesis, the name Symeon may have referred originall: to
another person (e.g., Symeon Niger of Acts 13:1; see S. Giet, “L'Assemblée
apostolique et le décret de Jérusalem: Qui était Siméon#” RSR 39 {1951] 203-
20: cf. [BC, art. 46, §32-34; art. 45, §72-77). In any case, as the text of Acts
stands today, “Symeon” is to be understood as referring to Peter (for Luke has
undoubtedly “telescoped” accounts of two originally separate and distinct
Jerusalem decisions).

"See B. M. Metzger, A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament, 699:
“The weight of external support for the two readings is almost equally divided.”
“The Committee was agreed that transcriptionally it is more likely that Simén is a
correction of Symeon than vice versa. . . .”

® CSEL, 26. 36 (ed. C. Ziwsa, 1893). Similarly, Isidore of Seville, Etym. 7.9,3
(PL, 82. 287); cf. W. M. Lindsay, Isdori hispalensis episcopi elymologiarwmn sive
originum Libri xx (2 vols.; Oxford: Clarendon, 1957).

¥See Y. M.-]. Congar, “Cephas—Céphale—Caput,” Revue du moyen dge latin 8
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(1952) 5-42; cf. J. A. Burgess, Hisiory of the Exegesis of Matthew 16:17-19 from
1781 to 1965 (Ann Arbor, MI: Edwards, 1976) 58 59, 89,

19 See C. Roth, “Simon-Peter,” HTR 54 (1961) 91-97.

1t See my reply to C. Roth, “The Name Simon,” HTR 56 (1963) 1- 5 with
further discussion in HTR 57 (1964) 60-61. It has all been reprinted in ESBNT,
104-12.

2 For a recent survey of these opinions, see J. A. Burgess, A History of the
Exegesis (n. 9 abave), passim.

3 The name Cephas further appears in I Clem. 47.3. The antiquity of the
name is established by the Pauline use of it. One can only speculate about his
seeming preference for it.

M Ht eccl. 1.12,2 (GCS, 2/1. 82).

15 See K. Lake, “Simon, Cephas, Peter,” HTR 14 (1921) 95-97; A. M.
Vollmecke, Jahrbuch des Missionshauses St Gabriel 2 (1925) 69-104; 3 (1926) 31~
75; D. W. Riddle, “The Cephas-Peter Problem, and a Possible Solution,” fBL 59
(1940) 169-80; N. Huffrnan, “Emmaus among the Resurrection Narratives,”

JBL 64 (1945) 205-26, esp. pp. 205-6 n. 1; C. M. Henze, “Cephas seu Kephas
non est Simon Petrus!” Divus Thomas 35 (1958) 63-67; J. Herrera, “Cephas seu
Kephas est Simon Petrus,” ibid., 481-84.

16 (3, Culimann, “Petros,” TDNTG (1968) 100 n. 6; Peter (n. 6 above), 20. Cf. G.
Klein, “Galater 2, 6-9 und die Geschichte der Jerusalemer Urgemeinde,” ZTK
57 (1960) 275-95, esp. p. 283; reprinted, Rekonstrukiion und Interpretation:
Gesammelle Aufsdtze zum Neuen Testament (Munich: Kaiser, 1969) 99-128 (mit
einem Nachtrag), esp. pp. 106-7.

T UBSGNT?, 650-51, makes no mention of this fluctuation, probably consid-
ering it not serious enough to note. According to E. Nestle's apparatus criticus,
Petron is read in 1:18 by D, G, the Koine text-tradition, pl, latt, sy®; in 2:9 P
reads Jakobos kai Petros. But mss D, G, it, Marcion, Origen, and Ambrosiaster
invert the order of these names; in 2:11 Petros is read by the Koine text-
tradition, D, G, pm, s", Marcion; in 2:14 Petré is read by the same Mss as in
1:18.—Cf. ]J. T. Clemons, “Some Questions on the Syriac Support for Variant
Greek Readings,” NevT 10 (1968) 26-30.

18 See BDF §53(1).

9 See, e.g., A. Dell, “Matthaus 16, 17-19,"ZNW 15 (1914) 1-49, esp. pp. 14-
17. For an interesting comparison of the nuances of kepha in Syriac as a
translation of Greek petros, peira, lithos or of Hebrew ’eben, sela‘, and sur, see G.
Gander, "Le sens des mots: Petros-petralKiphd- kiphd/.&'yp -kyp” dans Matthieu
xvi:18a," RTP 29 (1941) 5-29; but some of his reasoning is strange. Cf. A. F. J.
Klijn, “Die Worter ‘Stein’ und ‘Felsen’ in der syrischen Ubersetzung,” ZNW 50
(1959) 99-105.

20 See J. P. M. van der Ploeg and A. S. van der Woude, Le targum de Job de la
grotte xi de Qumrar (Koninklijke nederlandse Akademie van Wetenschappen;
Leiden: Brill, 197)) 74.

* Ibhid.,

%2 On the “black eagle,” see my remarks in “The Contribution of Qumran
Aramaic to the Study of the New Testament,” NTS 20 (1973-74) 382407, esp.
p. 396; reprinted, WA, 85-113, esp. p. 95.

3 See ]. T. Milik, The Books of Enoch: Aramaic Fragments of Qumran Cave 4 {(with
the collaboration of Matthew Black) (Oxford: Clarendon, 1976) 243-44. Note
the use of the adjective ym, “high,” in this passage.
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24 Thid., 204-5.

25 1bid., 146-47. Here [kplyh, “rocks,” stands in parallelism with prh, “dirt.”
The Aramaic preposition ¥ is interesting, as a background for the Matthean epi.
One should also note the meaning of the verb t3khwn, “you are able™; for the
problem on which it bears, see my commentary, The Genesis Apocryphon of
Qumyran Cave ! (BIbOr 184; 2d ed.; Rome: Biblical Insatute, 1971) 150.

% Das Evangelium des Matthdus {(Kommentar zum Neuen Testament, 1; 4th
ed.; Leipzig: Deichert, 1922) 540.

27 “Petros, Kephas,” TDNT 6 (1968) 100 n. 6. Cf. R. E. Brown, The Gospel
According to John (1-xit): Introduction, Translation, and Notes (AB 29; Garden City,
NY: Doubleday, 1966) 76: “Neither Peiros in Greek nor Képhd in Aramaic is a
normal proper name; rather it is a nickname. . . .” Brown has a similar
statement in his article, “Peter,” IDBSup, 654. See further J. Schmid, “Petrus
‘der Fels’ und die Petrusgestalt der Urgemeinde,” Begegnung der Christen: Studien
evangelischer und katholischer Theologen (ed. M. Roesle and O. Cullmann; Stuu-
gart: Evangelisches Verlagswerk; Frankfurt: J. Knecht, 19539) 347-59, esp. pp.
356-57; H. Rheinfelder, “Philologische Erwagungen zu Matth 16,18, BZ 24
(1938-39) 139-63, esp. p. 153 n. 1; H. Clavier, “Petros kai petra,” Neutesia-
mendtliche Studien fir Rudolf Bultmann (BZNW 21; Berlin: Topelmann, 1954) 94—
109, esp. p. 106; J. Lowe, Saint Peter (New York/Oxford: Oxford University,
1956) 7.

28 “Matthaus 16, 18: Laienbemerkungen zu der Untersuchung Dells, ZNW xv,
1914, 1" ZNW 17 (1916) 18-26 (see n. 19 above).

28 “Marthaus 16, 17-18," ZNW 15 (1914) 1-49. On the value of Dell's
interpretation, see R. Bultmann, “Die Frage nach dem messianischen Bewusst-
sein Jesu und das Petrus-Bekenntnis,” ZNW 19 (1919-20) 165-74, esp. p. 170 n.
2.

30“Zur Erklarung von Matthaus 16, 17-19" ZNW 17 (1916} 27-32. See
further P. Lampe, “Das Spiel mit dem Petrusnamen—Matt. xvi. 18," NTS 25
(1978-179) 227-45, esp. p. 229 (“Auch kyplkyp’ lasst sich bislang in vorchristlicher
Zeit nicht als Eigenname aufhinden”).

S E. G. Kraeling, The Brooklyn Museum Aramaic Papyri: New Documents of the
Fifth Century B.C. from the Jewish Colony at Elephantine (New Haven: Yale
University, 1953; reprinted, New York: Arno, 1969) 224-31 (+ pl. VIII). The
text is actually dated to the 6th of Tishri by the Babylonian calendar (= 22
October) and to the 22d of Paoni by the Egyptian calendar (= 22 September),
but there seems to be an error in the text; see Kraeling’s note, p. 228.

%2 See B. Porten, Archives from Elephantine: The Life of an Ancient Jewish Military
Colony (Berkeley/Los Angeles: University of California, 1968) 327 (and the
literature cited there); P. Grelot, Documents araméens d’Egypte: Introduction,
traduction, présentation (Littératures anciennes du Proche-Orient; Paris: Cerf,
1972) 33-47.

B E. G. Kraeling, BMAP, 227.

3 Ibid., 230. Note, however, the occurrence of the name ‘4gqib in Neh 8:7,
along with Shabbetai.

% Ibid.; H. Ranke (Die dgyptischen Personennamen [Gliickstadt: Augustin,
1935], 1. 344) gives as the meaning of /3, “ ‘der Hintere'(?).”

% See further my article, “A Re-Study of an Elephantine Aramaic Marriage
Contract (AP 15),” Near Eastern Studies in Honor of William Foxwell Albright (ed. H.
Goedicke; Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University, 1971) 137-68, esp. p. 147;



Aramaic Kepha’ and Peter's Name in the New Testament 123

reprinted, WA, 243-71, esp. p. 250. What is said there about $&’ being
“Egyptian” needs the more proper nuance that is now being stated here. 1 am
indebted to Professor Thomas O. Lambdin, of Harvard University, for advice
on this matter of Egyptian names appearing in Aramaic texts, especially for the
treatment of algph in the short names. The formulation of the matter given
above, however, 1s my own; and I alone am responsible for any possibly
unfortunate wording.

3 'W. Baumgartner, Hebrdisches und aramdiasches Lexikon zum Alten Testament
(Leiden: Brill, 1974), 2. 468. I am indebted to ]J. A. Burgess for calling this
reference to my attention.

38 P. Grelot, Documents araméens & Egypte (n. 32 above), 476. Strangely enough,
Grelot writes the New Testament form with epsilon instead of with ¢ia. The
spelling [K]ephas (with a short ¢) turns up in the Coptic 4cts of Peter and the
Twelve Apostles 1:2 (see M. Krause and P. Labib, Grostische und hermetische Schriften
aus Codex IT und Codex VI (Gliickstadt: Augustin, 1971) 107.

3 Note that Koehler-Baumgartner, Lexicon in Veteris Testamenti libros (Leiden:
Brill, 1958) 800, even compares Hebrew $ur, the proper name, with Aramaic
hyp’. :
yf‘i“ If I attempt to retrovert the words of Matt 16:18 here, I am implying only
the pre-Matthean existence of such a tradition in Aramaic.

# A Dell, “Zur Erklarung,” 29-30.

2 P. E. Hughes, “The Languages Spoken by Jesus,” New Dimensions in New
Testament Study (ed. R. N. Longenecker and M. C. Tenney; Grand Rapids, MI:
Zondervan, 1974) 127-43, esp. p. 141. I am extremely skeptical about the
preservation of any Greek sayings of Jesus; see WA, 37.

@ “Petra,” TDNT 6 (1968} 95. For another view of this matter, see P. Lampe,
“Das Spiel” (n. 30 above), 240-45.

# G. Gander, “Le sens des mots” (n. 19 above), 15-16.

% Onomasticon alteruwm papyrologicum: Supplemento al Namenbuch di F. Preisighe
(Testi e documenti per lo studio dell’antichita, xvi, serie papirologica, ii; Milano/
Varese: Ist. editoriale cisalpino, 1967-71), fasc. 4, p. 256. 1 am indebted to my
colleague, F. T. Gignac, S.J., for help in checking these Greek texts, and
especially for this reference to Foraboschi. )

* See F. Preisigke and F. Bilabel, Sammelbuch griechischer Urkunden aus Agypten
(Berlin/Leipzig: de Gruyter, 1926) 28.

47 D. Foraboschi, Onomasticon alterum, 256,

8 Ibid. Cf. E. Lobel et al., The Oxyrhynchus Papyri, Part XIX (London: Egypt
Exploration Fund, 1948) 101.

“F. Preisigke and F. Bilabel, Sammelbuch (n. 46 above) 28. Cf. G. Lefebvre,
“Egypte chrétienne,” ASAE 15 (1915) 113-39, esp. pp. 131-32 (§839). Lines 4-
6 date the inscription to “the month of Pachon, 16th (day), beginning of th
13th indiction.” '

S E. Lobel et al., The Oxyrhynchus Papyri, Part XIX (n. 48 above), 101.

51 F. Preisigke, Namenbuch (Heidelberg: Privately published, 1922; reprinted,
Amsterdam: A. M. Hakkert, 1967) 321.

52 The attempts to cite Petron as a reading in one ms of Josephus (4nt. 18.6,3
§156) have long been recognized as useless. The best reading there is Profon.

The name Petros is not found in such lists as those given in the following
places: F. Bechtel, Die historischen Personennamen des Griechischen bis zur Kaiserzeit
(Halle: Niemeyer, 1917; reprinted, Hildesheim: Olms, 1964) (should be on pp.
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370-71); L. Robert, Noms indigenes dans U'Asie Mineure gréco-romaine: Premiere
partie  (Bibliotheque archéologique et historique de Finstitut frangais
d archéologie d'Istanbul, 13; Paris: A. Maisonneuve, 1963) (should be on p.
563). The entry on Petros in W. Pape and G. Benseler, Worterbuch der griechischen
Eigennamen (Braunschweig: Vieweg, 1911; reprinted, Graz: Akademische
Druck- und Verlagsanstalt, 1959) 1187-88, gives only Christian names, or those
of pagans of the Christian period.

53 See n. 1 above.—See further J. K. Elliott, “Képhas: Simon Petros: ho Petros:
An Examination of New Testament Usage,” NovT 14 (1972) 241-56.



Five

CRUCIFIXION IN ANCIENT PALESTINE,
QUMRAN LITERATURE,
AND THE NEW TESTAMENT”

In WRITING to the Corinthians, Paul summed up his Christian message
thus: “Jews demand signs and Greeks seek wisdom, but we preach
Christ crucified, a stumbling block to Jews and folly to Gentiles, but to
those who are called, both Jews and Greeks, Christ the power of God
and the wisdom of God” (1 Cor 1:22-24). This familiar Pauline
statement, culminating in a rhetorical abstraction of Christ as the power
and the wisdom of God, contains nevertheless the succinct Pauline
formulation, “we preach Christ crucified.” As E. E. Ellis once pointed
out, the words “cross” and “crucify” appear in the New Testament
- outside of the Gospels almost exclusively in the Pauline literature,! and
there they are used primarily as theological concepts. He continues,

This is not to say that the historical event of the crucifixion has become less
important, much less that the theological concept has displaced it. In
accordance with Paul's thought generally the theological meaning arises out
of and remains united with the historical occurrence, the “salvauon
history,” to which it refers.?

However one wants to explain the relation of the theology of the cross
to the historical occurrence, the cross and the crucifixion of Jesus of
Nazareth are at the heart of Christian faith. Hence, the phenomenon
of crucifixion in first-century Palestine will always be of interest to
Christians, and new data that come to light about it will always evoke
relationships previously unsuspected. Some new evidence of cru-
cifixion in‘Palestine and some texts from Qumran that bear on the
question have recently been published, and it seems good to review the
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matter to see what bearing this material has on a cardinal tenet of
Christianity and the central afhrmation of Paul, “we preach Christ
crucified.”

I propose to take up three pieces of information and shall dlscuss the
topic under three headings: (1) Ossuary remains from Givat ha-
Miviar; (2) Mention of crucifixion in two Qumran texts; and (3) The
bearing of this material on certain New Testament passages.

I. Ossuary Remains from Giv‘at ha-Mivtar

To the northeast of Jerusalem, in the vicinity of the Nablus Road and
slightly north of Mt. Scopus, three tombs were discovered in an area
called Givtat ha-Mivtar (or Ras el-Masaref) in June of 1968. They were
excavated by V. Tzaferis, of the Israeli Department of Antiquities and
Museums, and his report was published in 1970.2 The tombs belonged
to “a vast Jewish cemetery of the Second Temple period, extending
from Mount Scopus in the east to the Sanhedriya tombs in the
northwest.”* They were rock-cut family tombs with burial chambers
and loculi reached by a forecourt. Two ossuaries found in Tomb I are
of particular interest to us. Whereas, in general, the pottery found in
these tombs can be dated chronologically to the Late Hellenistic period
(end of the second century B.c.) and the destruction of the Second
Temple in a.p. 70, Tzaferis limits that of Tomb I to the first century
A.D,

The five inscribed ossuaries from Giv at ha-Mivtar were published by
Joseph Naveh.® Ossuary 1 was inscribed with Smwn bnh hkih (on the
broad side) and with Smwn/bn’ hklh (on the narrow side): “Simon,
builder of the Temple.”” Of this ossuary Tzaferis says:

The Temple mentioned here is certainly the Temple built by Herod and his
successors, and it is clear that this Simon died sometime after the building
of the Temple had commenced, i.e., after 20 B.c. The building of the
Temple was not finished until a short time hefore its destruction in A.p. 70,
and it is within this period that the death of Simon must be dated.®

Ossuary 4 of Tomb I was inscribed on its broad side with two
inscriptions:

(a) Yhwhnn “Yehohanan”
(b) Yhwhnn bn hgqwl “Yehohanan son of HGQWL.™®

Naveh found no satisfactory explanation of hgquw!.
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Ossuary 4 of Tomb I, however, is precisely the one that is intriguing,
since in it were found the bones of an adult male and of a child. The
lowest parts of the adult leg bones (tibize and fibulae) had been broken,
and the heel bones (calcanei) had been pierced by an iron nail. Tzaferis
comments:

This is undoubtedly a case of crucifixion. . . . Mass crucifixions in Judea
are mentioned under Alexander Janneus, during the revolt against the
census of A.p. 7 and again during the Jewish revolt which brought about
the final destruction of the Second Temple in A.p. 70. Individuals were also
crucified occasionally by the Roman procurators.

Since the pottery and ossuaries found in Tomb I exclude the period of
Alexander Janneus for this crucifixion, and since the general situaiion
during the revolt of A.p. 70 excludes the possibility of burial in Tomb I, it
would seem that the present instance was either of a rebel put to death at
the time of the census revolt in A.p. 7 or the victim of some occasional
crucifixion. It is possible, therefore, to place this crucifixion between the
start of the first century A.p. and somewhere just before the outbreak of the

first Jewish revolt.?

The skeletal remains of the Givat ha-Mivtar ossuaries were further
examined by Dr. N. Haas, of the department of anatomy of the
Hebrew University and Hadassah Medical School,*! on whose report
the comments of Tzaferis depend. Haas reported: “Both the heel bones
were found transfixed by a large iron nail. The shins were found
intentionally broken. Death caused by crucifixion.”” At the end of
Haas's article a more extended treatment of the bones is given, along
with drawings, photos, and attempts to reconstruct or depict the mode
of crucifixion 13 -

The bones were those of an adult male, aged 24-28, about 5’5" tall.
The marks of violence found on the bones were limited to the nailed
calcanei, to both bones of the left calf (tibia and fibula), which had been
broken in a simple, oblique line, and to the right tibia, which had
suffered a comminuted (or splintering) fracture. According to Haas,
the calcanei had been fixed to the upright of the cross by an iron nail
that had first been driven through a small plaque of acacia or pistacia
wood, then through the heel-bones, and through the upright of olive
wood; the point of the nail was finally bent over, apparently behind the
upright. Haas described the position of the crucified thus:

The feet were joined almost parallel, both transfixed by the same nail at the
heels, with the legs adjacent; the knees were doubled, the right one
overlapping the left; the trunk was contorted; the upper limbs were



128 TO ADVANCGCE THE GOSPEL

stretched out, each stabbed by a nail in the forearm. A study of the nail
wself, and of the situation of the calcanean bones between the head and the
top of this nail, shows that the feet had not been securely fastened to the
cross. This assumption requires the addition of the traditional “sedecula™

. . intended to provide a secure seating for the buttocks of the victim, to
prevent collapse and to prolong agony.'

Haas also concluded that the leg bones were broken by a coup de grdce.
The fracture of the right tibial bone was produced by a single, strong
blow and had repercussions on the left ankle-bones. “The percussion,
passing the already crushed right calf bones, was a harsh and severing
blow for the left ones, attached as they were to the sharp-edged wooden
cross.”*® The situation was such that when the body was removed from
the cross, it was impossible to withdraw the nail and there was a post
mortem amputation of the feet—the cut being made only after several
abortive attempts had been made to extract the nail. Such are the
gruesome details recovered from the evidence of the crucifixion of a
Palestinian Jew of the first century A.p., named Yehohanan.

The enigmatic inscription on the ossuary was further studied by
Y. Yadin, who suggested a connection between the meaning of it and
the way in which the adult had died.*® The puzzling word in the second
inscription is the father’s name, which Naveh gave as hggwl. Yadin
recalled a story told in the Talmud!” about a Adsid who dreamt about a
deceased tax-collector who was tormented in the after-life by being
hanged upside down over a river without being able to reach its water
.with his tongue. In the Baraitha de-Masseket Niddah, however, the tax-
collector’s position is described thus: “He saw the son of Theodorus the
tax-collector ‘qwl! by his legs, and his tongue barely touching the
water.”!® Now one of the priestly blemishes mentioned in the Mishnah
is ‘ygl (igqel), i.e., “bow-legged,” “one whose soles come together and
whose knees do not touch.”*® Hence, the son of Theodorus was seen
hanging upside down with his legs positioned like the Sgqél, “soles
together, knees apart.” In view of this, Yadin suggested that one should
rather read line & of the ossuary inscription as Yhwhnn bn hqul, in which
the 4¢ 1s really the definite article: “Yehohanan, son of the qw!{ (= the
one hanged with his knees apart).”? Thus line a of the inscription
would refer to the crucified man himself, Yehohanan, and line & to his
son, Yehohanan, the son of the qwl, explaining the child's bones buried
in the same ossuary.

Yadin also called in question the mode of crucifixion. He contests
Haas’s interpretation that the heels and the acacia-wood plaque,
pierced by the nail, were affixed to the upright of olive wood, the
upright of the cross. Rather, according to him, the heels were pierced
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and fixed together to be attached to two plaques of wood, acacia near
the end of the nail, and olive near its point, and the nail was then bent
backwards to secure the attachment. The man then was fixed to the
cross by being hung by his parted legs over the top of the cross—the
legs with knees apart but with heels securely fastened together to form
a loop over the top to prevent the body from sliding down.

Yadin's interpretation is thus quite different from that originally
proposed by either Haas (for the crucifixion) or Naveh (for the
inscription). Though Yadin’s interpretation of the skeletal remains may
possibly be better than Haas’s, the defense that he attempts to offer for
the reading of hgqwl, with the ghimel as a badly written ‘ayin, is far from
convincing, and, frankly, even calls in question the proposed mode of
crucifixion. The mode seems to be proposed to explain the question-
able philological explanation of the inscription.

In any case, the evidence brought to light by this Israeli excavation is
precious, indeed; and coming from Christian and non-Christian team-
work, it cannot be thought to be conditioned or prejudiced.

It might also be well to recall here the words of Josephus who
described the crucifixion of Jews at the time of the Fall of Jerusalem
(aA.D. 70):

The soldiers out of rage and hatred amused themselves by nailing their
prisoners in different postures; and so great was their number that space
could not be found for the crosses nor crosses for the bodies.?!

Though this evidence of crucifixion from ossuary 4 of Tomb 1 of
Giv‘at ha-Mivtar is unrelated to the crucifixion of Jesus of Nazareth, it
is nevertheless of value in giving us evidence of such a first-century
Palestinian execution. In other words, the evidence for the practice is
no longer solely literary in extrabiblical writings, but now archaeologi-
cal as well.??

IL. Mention of Crucifixion in Two Qumran Texts

One of the Qumpran texts in which mention is made of crucifixion has
been known for some time, the pesher on Nahum of Qumran Cave 4,%
but it has been the subject of renewed discussion because of a passage in
the Temple Scroll of Qumran Cave 11, which was published not long
ago. The pesher on Nahum (4QpNah) has been fully published by J. M.
Allegro as 4Q169.2¢ The relevant passage in it is found on {frgs. 3-4,
col. i, lines 1-11, esp. lines 7-8. It forms part of a commentary on Nah
2:12-14, in which the prophet describes in poetic fashion the plunder-
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ing of the treasures of Nineveh and the terror caused for its Assyrian
inhabitants as a result of the opposition that the Lord of Hosts assumed
toward that rapacious city. It fell in 612 B.c. The author of the Qumran
commentary applies the sense of Nahum’s words rather to events in the
history of Judea to present its own interpretation of what God has done
to certain elements in that people. The text of the part of the pesher
that interests us reads as follows:
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' Jerusalem shall become] a dwelling-place for the wicked among the
Gentiles. Where the lion went io enter (and where) the lion’s cubs (were) *[unth none
to disturb (them). The interpretation of it concerns Deme]trius, the king of
Greece, who sought to enter Jerusalem at the advice of the Seekers-after-
Smooth-Things, ¥[but God did not deliver it] into the hand of the kings of
Greece from Antiochus (IV Epiphanes) until the appearance of the rulers
of the Kiutim. Later on she will be trodden down 9 ). The liom tears
enough for its cubs (and) strangles prey for its lionesses.[

The interpretation of it] concerns the Lion of Wrath, who strikes by
means of his nobles and his counsellors [ and he fills with prey] his cave
and his dens with torn flesh. The interpretation of it concerns the Lion of
Wrath [who has found a crime punishable by] death in the Seekers-after-
Smooth-Things, whom he hangs as live men ®[on the tree, as it was thus
done] in Israel from of old, for of one hanged alive on the tree (Scripture)
re[ads]. Behold, I am against [you], %ay(s Yehweh of Hosts, and [ will burn m
smoke your abundance); and the sword shall devour your young lions. And [I] will
cul off (from the land] its [plrey, “and no [longer] shlall the voice of your
messengers be heard. The inter]pretation of it: “Your abundance” means his
warrior-bands whio are in Jerusallem; and “his young lions” are *'his nobles
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] and “his prey” is the wealth which [the prie]sts of Jerusalem have
amas[sed], which they will give t[o 2

It is not possible to discuss this text here in great detail.?® But the
following three points in it should be noted.

(1) Surprising, indeed, is the virtually unanimous agreement among
commentators on this text that it contains an allusion to the Seleucid
ruler, Demetrius II1 Eucerus (95-78 B.c.}.2” Enemies of the bellicose
Sadducee high priest, Alexander Janneus (in office 103-76 8.c.), had
invited Demetrius to come to their assistance in Jerusalem.?® In this text
the enemies are called the “Seekers-after-Smooth-Things” and are
generally identified as Pharisees.?® Demetrius III Eucerus did come,
indeed, to the aid of Alexander Janneus’ enemies. He encamped at
Shechem in 88 B.c., where a fierce battle between his troops and the
forces of Alexander Janneus eventually took place. Even though he was
the victor in the battle, he had to leave the country in a short time,
having lost the support of most of the Jews who had invited him in the
first place. As a result he never succeeded in entering Jerusalem—a fact
to which 4QpNah 3-4 i 2-3 alludes quite clearly. But Alexander
Janneus eventually managed to regain Jerusalem and brought back to
it many of the enemy Jews who had caused him so much trouble.
Josephus tells us how he then “did a thing that was as cruel as could be:
While he feasted with his concubines in a conspicuous place, he
ordered some eight hundred of the Jews to be crucified, and slaugh-
tered their children and wives before the eyes of the still living
wretches.”® This is the fact to which 4QpNah 3-4 1 7-8 refers, even
though the exact interpretation of these lines is not perfectly clear.

(2) Ever since the first publication of this column by Allegro in 1956,
it has been recognized that kpyr hhrwn, “the Lion of Wrath” (lines 5, 6),
refers 1o Alexander Janneus.3! The reason for this designation is not
clear, but it fits the pattern of the cryptic names that are otherwise used
in this (and other) Qumran text(s), such as the “Seekers-after-Smooth-
Things,” the “Kittim,” “Ephraim,” etc.

(3) The crucial passage in this column, which has received varied
interpretations, is found in lines 7-8. After the lacuna in line 7 Allegro
originally understood the first word mwt as “death,”® an interpretation
that he subsequently abandoned in the editio princeps, where he re-
garded the three consonants rather as the end of the word [ng]muwt,
“vengeance” (négamat).*® Y. Yadin has, however, more plausibly sug-
gested that one should read mipt mwt, an allusion to Deut 21 :22 34 which
in this context would mean “a verdict of death.” Yadin made no effort
to restore the rest of the lacuna, but I should propose, following up his
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suggested allusion to Deut 21:22, that one read [%r ms’ it’> mspt] muwt
bdwrsy hhlgwt, “[who has found a crime punishable by] death in the
Seekers-after-Smooth-Things,” which is closely dependent on the
wording of that verse of Deuteronomy.

At the beginning of line 8 the lacuna has been restored in various
ways, as Yadin has already pointed out.® But in these various restora-
tions one idea has been common: the horror that the sect was
expressing at such crucifixion {resembling that of Josephus himself
quoted above). The various proposed ways of restoration are the
following:

(a) % I y$h, “[which was never done] before in Israel”;3
(b) %r lw® %h %3, “[which no man did] befaore in Israel”;*
(c) % tw’ hyh, “{which never took place] before in Israel.”3#

More recently Yadin has proposed a different interpretation of the
passage and one that 1s almost surely correct.?® According to him, the
sect did not condemn Alexander Janneus for his actions; although it
did not approve of them, 1t nevertheless recognized in them an
expression of God’s wrath against the Seekers-after-Smooth-Things,
the Pharisees. Consequently, Yadin restores the beginning of line 8
thus: Either [ & &y 2’ htwrh] bysr’l mlpnym, “[on the tree, as this is the
law] in Israel as of old” or {7 A% ky kn hmspt] bysrl mipnym (same
translation).*® Yadin explains the “law in Israel” by referring to Josh
8:23-29, the execution of the king of Ai, and to Deut 21:22, as used in
the Temple Scroll. Yadin's restoration is certainly acceptable, but the
one that I have proposed above expresses the same basic idea, without
saying whether it was “law” or not, {Y A% ky kn n$h) bysril mipnym. !

No little part of the reason for so interpreting 4QpNah comes from a
passage in the Temple Scroll, to which we now turn. This text was
acquired at the time of the Six-Day War in 1967 by Y. Yadin for the
Shrine of the Book (through support from the Wolfson Foundation).®
The passage, which is related to 4QpNabh, is found in col. 64, lines 6-13
and reads as follows:

13 .
MYA IV TR 91 NS MY AR DDWnY mya o K i
oy fenw b Sy ovty onw o Sy nnn pyn Sy ik mmdm
DX MMM M LDEI KLM WK T 00y <Dy Mk P mmnor 9
Yy Oy K o manrym Sxaws 33 nx my pr S okan pn 10
3 KW Ova {}Enapn map s yyn Yy rmanbal pon ki e 11
MK WK FTIITIRT DR KON K9 Yy Sy nhn pwakt omox Ypn 12
v mab i 13
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§. . . If 7a man has informed against his people and has delivered his
people up to a foreign nation and has done evil to his people, you shall
hang him on the tree and he shall die. On the evidence of two witnesses and
on the evidence of three witnesses, he shall be put to death, and they shall
hang him {on) the tree. 1f a man has committed a crime punishable by
death and has fled to *°the midst of the Gentiles and has cursed his people
and the children of Israel, you shall hang him too on the tree 'and he shall die.
Their bodies shall not pass the night on the tree, but you shall indeed bury them
that very day, for what is hanged upon the tree is accursed by God and men; and
you shall not defile the land which 1 am ®giving to you for an inheritance. .

Once again, we cannot discuss this text here in great detail, but the
following three points should be noted.*

(1) There is no doubt that the text is providing a halakic interpreta-
tion of Deut 21:22-23. Since this is a pre-Christian Jewish interpreta-
tion—even though it may stem from a particular type of Judaism-—it is
important to see what was being made of the text of Deuteronomy itself
at this period. Two crimes are spectfied as being covered by Deut
21:22-23: (e) treason, 1.e., the passing on of information to an enemy,
the delivering of one’s people 1o a foreign nation, and the doing of evil
to one’s people;* (b) evading the due process of law in a case of capital
punishment, i.e., by fleeing to a foreign country, and cursing one’s
people and the children of Israel.* These are clearly developments of
the Deuteronomic text itself, specifying the crimes for execution.,

Yadin is of the opinion that the specific crimes mentioned here, to
which Deut 21:22 is being applied, allude to the historic incident of
Demetrius 111 Eucerus and Alexander Janneus.* I think that he is
right, but there is scarcely any way of really proving it, and he admits
this himself.

(2) The text is not clear about what the punishment for the crimes is
to be. In the case of treason it says, first, “you shall hang him on the
tree and he shall die,” but then it adds, on the testimony of witnesses,
“he shall be put to death, and they shall hang him (on) the tree” (lines
8-9). The first sounds like crucifixion; Yadin, however, understands
the punishment that “such a man should be hanged alive, dying as a
result.”*” But the second statement could mean that such a man should
be put to death by some other means and then should be hung on a
tree. It is possible, of course, to understand the second statement in the
light of the first. In any case, the punishment in the crime of evasion of
due process is clearly stated as a hanging of the criminal on the tree
alive sg that he will die (lines 10-11). This could be understood as
crucifixion.

This understanding of the verb ¢/ in the text has been questioned by
J. M. Baumgarten, who maintains that the “hanging” which is men-
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tioned in 11QTemple is not crucifixion, but rather one of the four
classic modes of capital punishment in Jewish law (stoning, burning,
decapitation, and strangulation).*® “Hanging” here would be a form
of heneg, “strangulation.” Baumgarten admits that in 4QpNah ytth “niym
hyym refers to crucifixion because it explicitly mentions the hanging of
“men alive” on the tree, whereas 11QTemple does not. Moreover,
Baumgarten notes that “talmudic exegetes have recognized that it
[strangulation] lacks any pentateuchal basis and rests ultimately only on
the authority of tradition (6. Sanhkedrin 52b—53a).”*

From the use of yilh *nsym syym in 4QpNah 3417 and of ltlwy hy T h
in line 9 with its allusion to the story in Josephus about Alexander
Janneus,’® who uses the Greek verb anastauroun, there can be no doubt
that#lh in this text refers to crucifixion. It seems to me that 11QTemple
is seeking precisely a pentateuchal basis for the “hanging” of which it
speaks in the crimes mentioned. Moreover, Yadin is correct in pointing
out that in two instances it reverses the order of the verbs, and that this
reversal means hanging men alive, “dying as a result,” even though the
text does not explicitly mention their being “alive.” 4QpNah with its
allusion to Deut 21:22-23 and its use of //h meaning “crucify” makes
it plausible that 11QTemple, which also alludes to Deut 21:22-23,
understands /% in the same sense, even without the mention of living
persons. Why should ¢/k in this scroll be interpreted by the meaning
that it might possibly have in another Jewish tradition, viz., rabbinic—
and of a later date? That slybt gys>, “hanging on a tree,”®! came to be
substituted for hng in the list of classic rabbinic modes of execution is
beyond doubi—at least for that tradition which made use of the Tg.
Ruth.52 Baumgarten maintains that “the term slybt ¢ys’ refers to
hanging, not to crucifixion.”s® But this, in my opinion, is far from
certain, and even in his footnote he admits that s/ “in Aramaic usage
. . . was used to designate a variety of forms of execution: impalement,
hanging, as well as crucifixion” (my italics).5* The upshot of this is that 1
think that Yadin's interpretation of 11QTemple is basically correct; but
I should interpret ¢k in it in the light of the use of that verb in 4QpNah,
viz., of crucifixion. In this I remain within the literature of the Qumran
community for the interpretation and see no reason to understand ¢/
in either of these texts in terms of the rabbinic tradition, as Baumgarten
has done.

(3) Deut 21:22-23, which refers to the hanging up of the corpse of an
executed criminal exposed as a deterrent to crime, is clearly alluded to
in lines 11-13. It refers to a practice that was tolerated in Israel, but
which had its limits—and this is the reason for the injunction of burial
before sundown. In the MT the reason is ky gllt “lhym tiwy “for a hanged
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person is accursed by God.” This becomes in 11QTemple 64:12 ky
mqully “lwhym wniym tlwy 7 h%, “for what is hanged upon the tree is
accursed by God and men.”® The author has thus modified the biblical
text and insured its interpretation. Whether this was a deliberate
modification to offset the modes of interpretation of Deut 21:23 that
became current in the later rabbinic tradition is hard to say. But the
. debate whether &y qllt *lhym tlwy means “the hanged is something
accursed of God” or “the cursing (= the curser) of God (is) hanged”s® is
clearly excluded. In the course of the rabbinic debate blasphemy and
idolatry were considered as “the cursing of God.”

If Yadin is right in seeing a connection between 4QpNah and
11QTemple—and I think that he is—and if ¢t/h in both does refer to
crucifixion, then it would seem to imply that not only Romans in
Palestine had made use of this mode of execution. It would also give
the lie to a comment made by G. Vermes that the “furious young lion”
adopted “a form of execution unknown to the Jewish Law.”5” Whether
it was admitted in Jewish Law or not is one thing; whether it was
practiced by some Jews is another. Josephus has attributed it to the
Hasmonean ruler, Alexander Janneus, and 11QTemple 64:6-13 seems
to envisage it as the Essene punishment for the crimes of treason and
evasion of due process, as discussed above.

Now the material from these Qumran texts has nothing per se to do
with the evidence of crucifixion now available from the Palestine
ossuary of the Givat ha-Mivtar tomb discussed in the first part of this
paper. We have no idea of the crime for which Yehohanan suffered the
fate that he did. Yet there are details both in the new archaeological
evidence and in the Qumran texts that shed some light on certain New
Testament texts, to which I should now like to turn.

II1. The Bearing of This Material on Certain New Testament Passages

In an otherwise enlightened and interesting discussion of “Quota-
tions in St. Paul,” B. Lindars discusses the use of Deut 21:23 inm. Sanh.
6:4 and in a footnote says, “The interesting reference to this passage in
1QpNahum [sic, read 4QpNahum] has no relevance to the New
‘Testament material.”s® This is an astounding assertion, but it illustrates
the kind of interpretation of both the Qumran literature and the New
Testament that one meets from time to time. It is well, then, that we
consider some of the New Testament passages to which this archaeolog-
ical and literary evidence is certainly relevant.

An allusion to the nailing of Jesus to the cross is found in Col 2:14 in
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the reference to the cancelling of the bond which stood out against us
with its legal demands: “This he set aside, nailing it to the cross” (RSV,
proselasas auto t6 staurd). The implication is that the bond was nailed to
the cross together with Jesus himself. There is a further allusion to it in
Acts 2:23b, prospexantes aneilate, which the RSV translates simply as
“(this Jesus) you crucified and killed,” but which should more properly
be translated as “you fastened to (the cross) and did away with.” Cf. also
John 20:25. The Colossians’ passage has been illustrated by a reference
to one in Josephus, which tells of the action of the procurator Gessius
Florus (a.p. 64-66), who “ventured that day to do what none had ever
done before, viz., to scourge before his tribunal and nail to the cross
(stauro proselosar) men of equestrian rank, men who, if Jews by birth,
were at least invested with that Roman dignity.” The heel bones pierced
with an iron nail in the ossuary from Givat ha-Mivtar now adds
concrete archaeological evidence of the practice of nailing human
beings to a wooden cross as an instrument of execution such as is
mentioned in these New Testament passages The evidence for it is no
longer purely literary.

The bones from that ossuary, however, illustrate yet another passage
in the New Testament, viz,, John 19:32: “So the soldiers came and
broke the legs of the first, and of the other who had been crucified with
him; but when they came to Jesus and saw that he was already dead,
they did not break his legs.” The Fourth Gospel sees passover-lamb
typology in the act, but the fractured, splintered right bz of Yeho-
hanan, and his broken left shin bones, which N. Haas interpreted as
the coup de grdce, give again concrete evidence of the practice to
which the Fourth Gospel refers. Cf. Gos. Pet. 4:14.

Of course, the main New Testament verses which speak of the
crucifixion of Jesus (Mark 15:24, kai staurousin auton; Matt 27:35,
staurcsantes de auton; Luke 23:33, estaurosan auton; and John 19:18,
hopou auton estaurosan) are the ones on which this archaeological
evidence chiefly bears.

But the evidence from 4QpNah interests us still more. Several points
in it should be noted in this connection. Though H. H. Rowley, in his
reaction to the wild interpretations of the text given by his quondam
student, J. M. Allegro, once called in question whether there was a
reference to crucifixion in this column of the pesher,* there is today
virtually unanimous agreement about the interpretation of that text as
referring to the actions of Alexander Janneus against his Jewish
enemies. The result is that this text supplies the missing-link in the pre-
Christian Palestinian evidence that Jews did regard crucifixion prac-
ticed in that period as a form of the “hanging” to which Deut 21:22-23
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could be referred. That crucifixion could have been regarded as a form
of “hanging on a tree” was often explained by citing the way in which
the crime of perduellio was punished in the Roman world by a statutory
penalty of crucifixion, “caput obnubito, arbori infelici suspendito.”®
That crucifixion was practiced in Roman Palestine—by the Romans
themselves and even by the Hasmonean Alexander Janneus before
them—has never been doubted. But the application of Deut 21:22-23
to it has been puzzling, even though always taken for granted as
customary exegesis. The pesher on Nahum now provides precisely the
extrabiblical documentation for such an interpretation.

As is well known, the death of Jesus is described in various New
Testament writers as a hanging on a/the tree. In Acts 5:30 Peter,
summoned with John before the synedrion which had forbidden them to
preach in Jesus’ name, replies that he must obey God rather than men
and continues, “The God of our fathers raised Jesus whom you killed
by hanging on a tree” (hon hymeis diecheirisasthe kremasantes epr xylou). Or
again, in Acts 10:39 Peter, speaking on the occasion of Cornelius’
conversion, proclaims, “They put him to death by hanging him on a
tree” (hon kai aneilan kremasantes epi xylou). Indirectly, another allusion
to it is made in Acts 13:29, when Paul, preaching in the synagogue of
Antioch 1n Pisidia, says, “When they had fulfilled all that was written of
him, they took him down from the tree (kathelontes apo tou xylow) and
laid him in a tomb.” Similarly, the crucifixion of Jesus, associated with a
tree, is spoken of in 1 Pet 2:24, “He himself bore our sins in his body on
the tree (hos tas hamartias hemon autos anénenken en to somati autou epi ton
xylom), that we might die to sin and live to righteousness.” In this
instance, some commentators have preferred to translate the text, “he
himself carried our sins up onto the tree.” And there is, of course, the
earliest passage of all (Gal 3:13), which alludes explicitly to Deut 21:23,
to which I shall return shortly. At the moment we are noting only those
New Testament writers who speak explicitly of Jesus' crucifixion as a
“hanging on a/the tree.”®! Paul, Acts, and 1 Peter know of this mode of
expression, and commentators have generally referred in their expla-
nations to Deut 21:22-23,

Haenchen’s comment on Acts 5:30 is interesting in this regard. He
says, “The Old Testament expression kremasantes ept xylow alludes to
Deut 21.22f. LXX, which the Christians applied to the crucifixion of
Jesus.”® If by that Haenchen means that Christians were the hrst to
apply Deut 21:22-23 to crucifixion, then the relevance of this Old
Testament passage in 4QpNah and 11QTemple to the discussion of
such New Testament texts, as we have just mentioned, is obvious. The
pesher makes it clear that among at least some Palestinian Jews of the



138 TO ADVANCE THE GOSPEL

first century B.C. or a.D. the text of Deut 21:22-23 had already been
associated with crucifixion. But the anarthrous Pauline and Lucan
phrase (epi xylou, Gal 3:13; Acts 5:30; 10:39) may well have been
influenced by the Greek Old Testament of Deut 21:22.

The New Testament passage that interests us above all in the light of
the Qumran material is Gal 3:13. It is part of the first of four midrashic
developments of the Abraham story in Genesis which is being used by
Paul in chaps. 3—4 as part of his proof for justification by faith.%* The
first midrashic development is found in Gal 3:6-15, and its starting-
point is Gen 15:6, from which Paul concludes that people of faith are
the real children of Abraham, the ones who inherit the blessings of
Abraham. By contrast, however, “all who rely on works of the Law are
under a curse, for it is written, ‘Cursed be everyone who does not abide
by all the things written in the book of the law or do them.'” Paul
quotes Deut 27:26 to show that the Mosaic law itself uttered a curse
against those who were to live by it. He argues that this “curse of the
law™ has been removed by Christ Jesus, who became himself a “curse ”
of the law: “Christ redeemed us from the curse of the law, by becoming
a curse for us—for it is written, ‘Cursed be every one who hangs on a
tree’” (and Deut 21:23 is quoted by him; but his quotation omits “by
God” and adds “on a tree,” which 1s not found in the MT, but in the
LXX). Judged by the canons of Aristotelian logic, his argument is
defective indeed. If it were put into a syllogism, it would clearly have
four terms, because the “curse of the law” (referring to Deut 27:26 does
not have the same sense (or “comprehension”) as the “curse” which
Jesus became by being hanged on the tree (Deut 21:23). In this passage
Aristotelian logic has to yield to what may be called “rabbinic” logic—a
type of interpretation of Old Testament texts which relies on catchword
bonds or free associations. 1 hesitate to identify it simply with the type
of Jewish interpretation called gézérah sGwah. % In a generic sort of way it
may be related to that type of interpretation, because it does interpret
one word in the Old Testament by the same word in a different passage,
but it does not exactly do with it what is otherwise done. In any case,
Paul makes his point when he says that Christ Jesus became a “curse”
(in one sense) in redeeming us from “the curse of the law” (in another
sense). It is a way of describing one of the effects of the Christ-event.

The Qumran texts, however, help in the understanding of this
Pauline passage in the following way. First, they reveal a pre-Christian
understanding of cructhxion as a “hanging on a tree” and provide a
link for Paul's argumentation. This is especially true of 4QpNah (pace
B. Lindars). Second, they reveal an analogous extension of the
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Deuteronomic text, of which Paul makes use. As mentioned earlier,
Deut 21:22-23 really deals with the exposure or “hanging” of the
corpse of an executed criminal. The Temple Scroll shows the exten-
sion of the text to two specific crimes, treason (which Yadin has related
to the prohibition in Lev 19:16)% and evasion of due process. Though
fight to the Genules is not specifically condemned in the Old Testa-
ment, the cursing of one’s people associated with it is probably an
allusion to the prohibition of Exod 22:27 [Engl. 22:28].%¢ Paul, of
course, does not allude to either of these Old Testament passages, but
in an analogous way he has related Deut 27:26 to Deut 21:22-23. His
vicarious, soteriological use of Deut 21:23 and its “hanging” applied to
Jesus is a Christian theologoumenon, which we would not expect to find
in a Qumran text. Third, commentators have often pointed out that
when Paul applies Deut 21:23 to Jesus, he modifies the quotation,
writing simply epihataratos pas ho kremamenos epi xylou. The Greek Old
Testament veads, kekatéramenos hypo theou pas kremamenos epi xylou,
“cursed by God is every one who is hanged on a tree.” This reflects the
Hebrew of the MT, ¢lit *lhym tlwy, although the Hebrew lacks the
counterpart of epi xylow in this part of the verse. The omission of “by
God” in Paul’s use of Deut 21:23 is said to represent the delicacy of Paul
who could not bring himself to say of Jesus that he was qllt *lhym,
“cursed by God.” The same omission is, however, found in 4QpNah 3-
41 8, and the omission did not escape the notice of Allegro, when he
first published the column, ascribing it to the author’s “pietistic rea-
sons.”%” Whatever may be the reason for the failure to quote the text of
Deut 21:23 in full here, this use of 1t is at least similar to Paul’s.

Moreover, in the Temple Scroll the modified form of the curse-
tormula is to be noted. In the MT the formula runs qlit *lhym tiwy, but in
11QTemple 64:12 it is mguwlly lwhym wndym tlwy, “accursed by God and
men.” A second nomen rectum has been introduced into the construct
chain. The addition may be midrashic, as M. Wilcox suggests,®® but it
clearly precludes a misunderstanding of the Hebrew gllt hym as
blasphemy or a “cursing of God.” In another way it provides an
interesting illustration of the derision of Jesus by passers-by, chief
priests, and scribes (Mark 15:29-32a; Matt 27:39-43).

Finally, it is very questionable, indeed, whether any of the new
material in these Qumran texts helps solve the age-old problems about
the death of Jesus and reponsibility for it raised by the four canonical
Gospels. J. M. Ford has tried to use this Qumran material to support “the
historicity of the Gospels and Acts, and Paul’s placing of the death of
Jesus precisely within the context of the Jewish law.”®® But she has not
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coped sufficiently with the redaction of many of the passages involved
in her discussion and has not allowed for the Tendenz that is present in
many of them.”™

Similarly, I have not attempted to relate the various ways in which
Deut 21:22-23 is understood in the later targums to this Qumran and
New Testament material.™ At times they have further testimony to the
traditions discussed here, but they are later witnesses to this traditional
material, perhaps confirming it, but scarcely influencing either the
Qumran or the New Testament writers.™
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20 “Epigraphy,” 19. Yadin devotes a whole paragraph here to the problem of
the ghimef instead of an ‘ayin.

ATW. 5.11,1 §451.

22 See further J. F. Strange, “Crucifixion, Method of,” IDBSup, 199-200. Cf,
H.-W. Kuhn, “Zum Gekreuzigten von Giv'at ha-Mivtar: Korrektur eines
Versehens in der Erstveroffentlichung,” ZNW 69 (1978) 118-22; “Der Ge-
kreuzigte von Giv‘at ha-Mivtar: Bilanz einer Entdeckung.” Theologia crucis—
Signum crucis: Fesischrift fiir Erich Dinkler zum 70. Geburistag (ed. C. Andresen and
G. Klein; Tibingen: Mohr [Siebeck], 1979) 303-34.

28 See J. M. Allegro, “Further Light on the History of the Qumran Sect,” JBL
75 (1956) 89-95, esp. 90-93 (+pl. 1). Cf. “More Unpublished Pieces of a
Qumran Commentary on Nahum (4QpNah),” J/S§ 7 (1962) 304-8. See also
Scrolls from the Wilderness of the Dead Sea (Smithsonian Institution Exhibit
Catalogue; Cambridge, MA: American Schools of Oriental Research, 1965) 17,
26-27.

2 Qumran Cave 4, 1 (4Q158-40Q186) (DJD 5; Oxford: Clarendon, 1968) 37-42
(+pls. XII {upper right and lower frgs.], XI1I, XIV [upper frgs.]. For most of
the literature on the preliminary publications up to late 1968, see my article, “A
Bibliographical Aid to the Study of the Qumran Cave 1V Texts 158-186," CBQ
31 (1969) 59-71. For other literature, especially more recent discussions of
4Q)pNah, see G. Jeremias, Der Lehrer der Gerechtigheit (SUNT 2; Gottingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1963) 131-35; A. Dupont-Sommer, “Observations
sur le Commentaire de Nahum,” RB 71 (1964) 298-99; D. Flusser, “Phari-
sees, Sadducees and Essenes in Pesher Nahum,” Séper ukkaron liGédalyahi
Alon: In Memory of Gedalichu Alon: Essays in Jewish History and Philology (Tel
Aviv: Hqwbs hm’whd, 1970) 133-60; A. Dupont-Sommer, “Résume des
cours de 1969-70," L'Annuaire du College de France 70 (1970-71) 399-414; Y.
Yadin, “Pesher Nahum (4QpNahum) Reconsidered,” IEJ 21 (1971} 1-12
(+pl. 1); A. Dupont-Sommer, “Observations nouvelles sur I'expression ‘sus-
pendu vivant sur le bois’ dans le Commentaire de Nakum (4QpNah it 8) & la
lumiere du Rouleau du Temple (11QTempel [sic] Scroll Ixiv 6-1%)," CRAIBL
1972, pp. 709-20; J. M. Ford, “‘Crucify Him, Crucify Him' and the Temple
Scroll,” EicpTz'm 87 (1975-76) 275-78; L. Diez Merino, “La crucifixion en la
antigua literatura judia (periodo intertestamental),” EstEct 51 (1976) 5—27;‘
“El suplicio de la cruz en la literatura judia intertestamental,” SBFLA 26
(1976} 31-120; M. Wilcox, “‘Upon the Tree'—Deut 21:22-23% in the New
Testament,” JBL 96 (1977) 85-99; M. P. Horgan, Pesharim: Qumran Ir_:tmfprem-‘
tions of Biblical Books (CBQMS 8; Washington: Catholic Biblical Association of
America, 1979) 158-90,

% Since no attempt has been made here to mark doubtful or probable
readings, one should consult the editio princeps. See n. 24 above. :

* Note, however, the following problems: (a) The meaning of the last two
words of line 3 is obscure, because of the following lacuna at the beginning of
line 4. (b) The crucial phrase “on the tree” is admittedly restored at the
beginning of line 8, but it seems to be demanded not only by ttn? foregoing
context, but also by the phrase later on in line 8. (c) The word [yg}r’ is a possible
restoration. Yadin notes that it could also be restored as [qw]r’. As he does, |
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understand it to refer to Scripture (preferably niph. impf.); it could also be
translated, “(Scripture) is read.” This is to be referred to the allusion to Deut
21:22-23 in the preceding material. It does not introduce the quotation Nah
2:1% in lines 8-10.

27 H. H. Rowley (“4QpNahum and the Teacher of Righteousness,” JBL 75
[1956] 188-93) opposed this view; however, that was not only at a period when
Qumran research was stll primitive, but Rowley was reacting against some of
the exaggerated claims that Allegro was basing on lacunae in the text (see
Time Magazine, 2 April 1956, p. 71). Though he does not say so explicitly,
M. Wilcox (*“‘Upon the Tree,”” 88) seems to query it.

28 Josephus, Ant. 13.14,2 §380; cf. J.W. 1.4,5-6 §93-98.

29See . T. Milik, Ten Years of Discovery tn the Wilderness of Judaea (SBT 26;
Naperville: Allenson, 1959) 73. Cf. J. Amusin [Amoussine], “Ephralm et
Manassé dans le Péshér de Nahum (4 Q p Nahum),” RevQ 4 (1963-64) 389-96;
D. Flusser, “Kt mdbr yhwdh whprwSym (The Judean Desert Sect and the
Pharisees),” Molad 19 (1962} 456-58.

Ant. 15.14,2 §380; cf. JW. 1.4,5-6 §93-98. Cf. P.-E. Guillet, “Les 800
‘Crucifiés’ d’Alexandre Jannée,” Cahiers du Cercle Ernest Renan 100 (1977) 11-
16.

31 “Further Light,” 92.

2 1bid., 91.

34037169 (D]D 5, 38), but he gives no justification for it.

34 “Pesher Nahum,” 11.

% Ibid., 4.

¥ S0 J. M. Allegro, “Further Light,” 91; similarly, G. Vermes, The Dead Sea
Scrolls in English (Pelican Books; Baltimore: Penguin, 1970) 232 (*a thing
never done”); T. H. Gaster, The Dead Sea Scriptures in English Translation (2d
ed.; Garden City: Doubleday, 1964) 240; ]J. Carmignac, “Interprétation de
Nahum,” Les fextes de Qumran traduils el annotés (ed. J. Carmignac and P.
Guilbert; 2 vols.; Paris: Letouzey et Ané, 1961, 1963), 2. 86.

* So A. Dupont-Sommer, “Le commentaire de Nahum découvert pres de
la Mer Morte (4QpNah): Traduction et notes,” Sem 13 (1963) 55-88, esp. pp-
57-58.

% So A. M. Habermann, Megilloth midbar Yehuda: The Scrolls from the Judaean
Desert (Jerusalem: Machbaroth Lesifruth, 1959) 153.

38 “Pesher Nahum,” 10-12.

10 Thid.

“! See also Josh 10:26.

2 See further pp. 92-93 above.

* Several problems of minor character should be pointed out: (a) Yadin
compares the informer of 1. 7 with Lev 19:16-18 and 1QS 7:15-16. (b) On "a
foreign nation,” see CD 14:15. (¢) The prep. “on” is my editorial addition, 1. 9.
(d) In hines 12-13 God speaksin the first person; contrast the MT of Deut 21:23.

* It should be noted that the conjunction - used in lines 7-8 (and also
perhaps the first one in line 10) could be translated as “or,” thus making 1t
possible to interpret these lines as various instances of the crimes of “treason”
and of “evasion.”

% Yadin notes (“Pesher Nahum,” 7) that the scribe wrote in secondar il)r the
waw before “the children of Israel.” It presents a problem; how should it be
interpreted? Does it equate “the children of Israel” with “his people,” or does
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it mean that “his people” would refer to the Essene community of Qumran
and “the children of Israel” would refer to the larger community of Israel?
See .. Diez Merino, “La crucifixion,” 14.

# “Pesher Nahum,” 9.

47 Ihid. Yadin studiously avoids the use of the term “crucifixion” in this article.

#+«Does TLH in the Temple Scroll Refer to Crucifixion?” [BL 91 (1972) 472~
81. Cf. m. Sanh. 7:1 (H. Danby, The Mishnah Translated from the Hebrew with
Introduction and Brief Explanatory Notes [London: Oxford, 1933] 391; S. Krauss,
Sanhedrin (Hoher Rat)—Makkdt (Priigelstrafe): Text, Ubersetzung und Erklirung
[Die Mischna, 1V/4-5; Giessen: Topelmann, 1933] 207),

®“Does TLH,” 478.

O Ant. 13.14,2 §380; J.W. 1.4,6 §97 (anastaurésas en mese té pola); cf. J.W. 1.5,3
§133. One should also recall the passage in Josephus, where he reports that in
the murder of Ananus and a certain Jesus by Idumeans they went so far as to
cast out the corpses without burial, whereas, “the Jews are so careful about
funeral rites that even malefactors who have been sentenced to crucifixion are
taken down and buried before sunset” (hoste kai tous ek katadikés anestavurémenous
pro lou dyntos héliou kathelein te kai thaptein, J.W. 4.5,2 §317). From this one can
conclude that it was not just people like Alexander Janneus who practiced
crucifixion in Palestine—Note also that Josephus (4nt. 2.5,3 §73) interprets the
decapitation and hanging (weétdlah) of the chief baker (Gen 40:19) in the Joseph
story as crucifixion (anestaurose). Stmilarly, the eunuchs of Esth 2:23 who were
hanged (wayyitalit) in the MT become “crucified” in Josephus’ form of the story
(Ant. 11.6,4 §208). Contrast the LXX version of both incidents: kai kremasei se
epi xylou (Gen 40:19); kai ekremasen autous (Esth 2:23). See further Josephus, Ant.
11.6,10-13 §246, 280, 289; 12.5,4 §256 (=1 Macc 1:44).

3t This phrase is found in Tg. Ruth 1:17: yt I’ rb* mwt’ lhyyby’, rgymt “bnyn
wyqydt nwr’ wqiyll syyp’ wslybt qys’, *We have four death penalties for the guilty:
the throwing of a stone, burning by fire, death by the sword, and hanging on
a tree” (E. Levine, The Aramaic Version of Ruth {AnBib 58; Rome: Biblical
Institute, 1973] 22). In m. Sanh., the four modes of execution are: slygh srph
hrg whng, “stoning, burning, beheading, and strangling.” In Tg. Ruth, whng
has become wsfybt qys’. The problem is whether the latter means that one is to
regard it as a form of “strangling” or whether it was a mode deliberately
substituted for it.—Cf. A. Buchler, “Die Todesstrafen der Bibel und der
Judisch-nachbiblischen Zeit,” MGW] 50 (1906) 664-706.

52E. Levine saysin his commentary on this verse (p. 60), “The targum violates
the unanimous rabbinic sources, in perfect accord with sectarian tradition.”
While this may be true, it should be noted that a variant reading of Tg. Ruth 1:17
is found in the ms de Rossi 31, which has whnyqt swdr’, “choking with a scarf,”
instead of wslybt gys°. See S. Speier, “ ‘Wslybt qys’,” trgwm Rwt’:yz,” Tarbiz 40 (1970~
71) 259 (see also p. x). In my opinion, the de Rossi ms is simply making the
targum conform to the classic modes of execution. Cf. E. Bammel, “Crucifixion
as a Punishment in Palestine,” The Trial of Jesus (SBT 2/13; ed. E. Bammel;
London: SCM, 1970) 162-65.—See further L. Rosso, “Deuteronomio 21,22
contributo del rotolo del tempio alla valutazione di una variante medievale Qei
settanta,” Rev() 34 (1977) 231-36; J. Le Moyne, Les Sadducéens (EBib; Paris:
Gabalda, 1972) 241.

% “Does TLH,” 474.

*Ibid., n. 9. J. Levy (Werterbuch tiber die Talmudim und Midrashchim [2d ed.;
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rev. L. Goldschmidt; Berlin/Vienna: B. Harz, 1924}, 4. 189) defines both
Hebr. and Aram. sib “aufhiangen, kreuzigen.” Similarly, J. Levy, Chaldéasches
Warterbuch tiber die Targumim und einen grossen Theil des rabbinischen Schrifttums
(Cologne: J. Melzer, 1850}, 2. 325. M. Jastrow (A Dutionary of the Targumim,
the Talmud Babli and Yerushalmi, and the Midrashic Luterature [New York/Berlin:
Choreb, 1926] 1282) gives the meaning as “to hang, impale,” vet he refers to
m. Yeb. 16:3, wstwh -hslybh, and translates it, “nailed to the stake.” Cf. K. H.
Rengstorf, Jebamot (Von der Schwagerehe): Text, Ubersetzung und Erkiirung (Die
Mischna, [11/1; Giessen: Topelmann, 1929) 202-3. For other negative. reac-
tions (o Baumgarten's interpretation, see L. Diez Merino, “La crucihxion,”
EstEcl 51 (1976) 15; ]. Heinemann, “Early Halakah in the Palestimian
Targumim,” JJS 25 (1974) 114-22, esp. p. 121 n. 46; M. Hengel, “Mors
turpissima crucis: Die Kreuzigung in der antiken Welt und die “Torheit’ des
‘Wortes vom Kreuz, " Rechifertigung: Festschrift fiir Ernst Kdsemann zum 7).
Geburtstag (ed. ]. Friedrich et al.; Tabingen: Mohr [Siebeck]; Gottingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1976) 125-84, esp. p. 177 n. 159; cf. Cructfixion
(Philadelphia: Fortress, 1977} 84 n. 2.

5% Though the subject ({{wy) 1s singular, the predicate ptc. is plural (mguwily).

5 See the discussion in m. Sank. 6:4 (H. Danby, The Mishnah, 390).

8 The Dead Sea Scrolls in English (Pelican Books; Baltimore; Penguin, 1962)
61; see also p. 231, “a sacrilegious novelty.” Cf. P. Winter, On the Trial of Jesus
(Studia Judaica, 1; rev. ed. T. A. Burkill and G. Vermes; New York/Berlin:
de Gruyter, 1974) 90-96.

8 New Testament Apologetic: The Doctrinal Significance of the Old Testament
Quotations (London: SCM, 1961) 233 n. 2.

39 *4QpNahum and the Teacher of Righteousness,” /BL 75 (1956) 188-93,
esp. pp. 190-91.

80 See Cicero, Pro C. Rabirio perduellionis reo, 4.13: “Namque haec tua
[verba], quae te hominem clementem popularemque delectant, ‘I lictor, con-
figa manus,” non modo huius libertatis mansuetudinisque non sunt sed ne
Romuli quidem aut Numae Pompili; Tarquini, superbissimi atque crudelis-
simi regis, ista sunt cruciatus carmina quae tu, homo lenis ac popularis,
libentissime commemoras: ‘Caput obnubito, arbori infelict suspendito,” quae verba,
Quirites, iam pridem in hac re publica non solum tenebris vetustatis verum
etiam luce libertatis oppressa sunt."—“Now those [words] of yours which you,
a merciful man and a friend of the people, are so fond of, ‘Lictor, go tie his
hands,” not only do not belong to this liberty and clemency (of Romans), but -
not even to Romulus or Numa Pompitius. Those [words] of Tarquinius, the
most haughty and cruel of tyrants, provide the chants for the torture-
chamber which you, a gentle soul and friend of the people, delight to recall:
‘Veil his head; hang him on the tree of shame.” These words, my fellow
citizens, have long since been done away with in this state of ours, suppressed
not only by the darkness of antiquity, but also by the light of liberty.”

In this passage Cicero implies that the verdict of crucifixion derives from
preéRepublican times. The same idea seems to be present in Livy (1.26,6-7;
1.26,11).

Some classical scholars understand the phrase arbori infelici suspendito 10
refer to crucifixion (e.g., H. C. Hodge, Cicero: Speeches [1.CL; Cambridge:
Harvard University, 1927] 448). But others think that neither crucifixion nor
hanging was meant, but rather that the criminal was fastened to a tree and
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scourged to death. See W. A. Oldfather, “Livy 1, 26 and the supplicium de
more maiorum,” Transactions of the American Philological Association 39 {1908)
49-72. But how widespread is the latter interpretation? Cf. M. Hengel, “Mors
turpissima crucis,” 145-66; Crucifixion, 33-45; ]. Schneider, “Stauros, etc.,”
TDNT 7 (1971) 572-84. Indeed, in the context of the speech itself, Cicero
makes reference to pumshment by a cross (“crucem ad civium supplicium
defigi et constitui iubes,” 4.11; cf. 10.28).

81 What should be noted 1s the use of the article in the New Testament
phrases about “hanging on afthe tree.” The definite article is found in Acts
13:29 and 1 Pet 2:24; otherwise the phrase is anarthrous. In Deut 21:22 no
article is used in the MT; in Deut 21:23, when reference is made to the
corpse hanging “on the tree,” the article is present. But, significantly, at the
end of the verse when it tells of what 15 “cursed of God"” it mentions only
“the person hanged,” without a reference to the gibbet. The LXX introduces
a reference to the tree: pas hremamenos epi xylou, as do 4QpNah 3-4 i 8 [so
restored at the beginning too] and 11QTemple 64:8, 9, 10, 11. The question
arises, then, whether the mention of “the tree” might not have by this time
taken on a specific connotation, “hanging on the tree” as = crucifixion.

82 The Acts of the Apostles: A Commentary (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1971)
251. And n. 4 adds: “As Gal. 3.13 and Acts 10.39 also attest.”

6 See my commentary, “The Letter to the Galatians,” JBC, art. 49, §21 (p.
241). .

84 See H. L. Strack, Imtroduction to the Talmud and:Midrash (New York:
Atheneum, 1969) 94.

% Lev 19:16 reads, P tlk rkyl 6°myk, “you shall not go as a slanderer (or
informer) against your people.” Yadin also explains the doing of evil to one’s
people in a “military sense” (see 2 Kgs 8:12).

% Exod 22:27 reads ’lhym P tgll wnsy’ bmk I Ur, “you shail not revile God
nor curse a ruler of your people” (RSV).

7 “Further Light,” 91 note o-0, where he ascribes such an interpretation to
D. N. Freedman and F. M. Cross.

88+ ‘Upon the Tree,” 89. Wilcox is certainly correct in his interpretation of
Paul's use of epikataratos instead of the kekatéramenos of the LXX as an
“assimilation” of this quotation to the words of Gal 3:10 (p. 87).

5 “Crucify Him, " 278.

" For instance, o understand the cursing of the fig tree (Mark 11:12--14,
20-25; Matt 21:18-22) as an instance of Jesus “cursing his people (Temple
Scroll line 10)” (ibid., 277) and to suggest that “originally the cursing of the
fig tree may have been an important contributing cause of Jesus’ death”
(ibid.} is just asking too much.

" This later material has been discussed in part by M. Wilcox (“ ‘Upon the
Tree,” 86-99) and even more extensively by L. Diez Merino (“La
crucifixién,” 16-24), who also discusses the targumic forms of Num 25:4;
Lev 19:26; and Ruth 1:17. The extent to which these targumic paraphrases
belong to what he calls “periodo intertestamental” (in the title of his article) is
precisely the difficulty. In this connection it would be interesting to speculate
a bit. Num 25:4 tells of Yahweh’s instruction to Moses to put to death the
chiefs of the people to expiate the corporate guilt of Israel because of its
apostasy in yoking itself to the Moabite Baal of Peor: * ‘Take all the chiefs of
the people, and hang (whwg) them in the sun before the LOrD, that the
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fierce anger of the Lorb may turn away from Israel.” The paraphrase in 7.
Neofiti reads: “Take all the chiefs of the people and set them up in a
Sanhedrin before YYY and let them become judges. Everyone who is sen-
tenced to death they shall fix to a cross (&l mn dmthyyb gtth yslbwn ytyh °[ slybh ),
and bury their corpse with the setting of the sun. In this way the vehement
anger of YYY will withdraw from Israel.” (See A. Diez Macho, Neophyti 1,
Targum palestinense: MS de la Biblioteca Vaticana, Tomo 1V Numeros. . . . {Textos
y estudios, 10; Madrid: Consejo superior de investigaciones cientificas, 1974)
245). Now if this targum were representative of the intertestamental period,
then we would have a very interesting recognition of the right of a Jewish
Sanhedrin not only to put a criminal to death, but even to crucify him. But
that is precisely a big “if"'!

™ This article represents a reworked form of one of the Speaker’s Lectures
given at Oxford University in May 1975. In a revised form it was delivered at
the fortieth annual meeting of the Catholic Biblical Association, University of
Detroit, MI, 17 August 1977.
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Six
THE GOSPEL
IN THE THEOLOGY OF PAUL*

IT 1s wiDELY admitted today that long before the four canonical
Gospels took shape there existed a growing tradition in the early
church about what Jesus did and said, about who and what he was.
Why that came to be regarded as a “gospel” tradition is not immediately
clear. Nor is it perfectly evident why the literary narrative accounts
about him eventually composed came to be called “Gospels.” Indeed,
the word euangelion is neither used very often in the Gospels themselves
nor in the New Testament outside of the Pauline corpus (see 1 Pet 4:17;
Rev 14:6). This situation stands in contrast to the abundant Pauline use
of the term. It raises, moreover, a question about the relationship of the
Pauline euangelion not only to the use of it elsewhere in the New
‘Testament but to the hterary form that came to be known as a “gospel.”

It seems rather obvious, however, that euangelion in the first verse of
the earliest Gospel was a factor in the development of the title for the
four canonical accounts: “The beginning of the good news of Jesus
Christ, the Son of God” (Mark 1:1). Euangelion is not used there as a
title of the literary form being introduced, as the noun came to be used
later on; hence the translation, “good news.” But within the Synoptic
tradition neither Matthew nor Luke follow Mark in so introducing their
accounts: Matthew uses biblos, “a book,” and LuKe, diégests, “a narrative
account.” (If one were to look for a comparable designation in the
Fourth Gospel, it would have to be martyria, “testimony,” 1:19). The
sense of euangelion in Mark 1:1, however, is found elsewhere in this
early Gospel (see 1:14, 15; 8:35; 10:29; 13:10; 14:9 [also 16:15]): the
message about God’s new mode of salvific activity on behalf of human
beings made present in Jesus Christ, his Son.

One detects at least a Matthean reluctance to use euangelion as often



150 TO ADVANCE THE GOSPEL

as did Mark, but much more significant is the avoidance of the term by
Luke in his Gospel (see, however, Acts 15:7; 20:24) and by John. The
contrast is intensified when one considers the related verb euangelizes-
thai: Mark never uses it, neither does John, and Matthew has it only
once (11:5). Luke, however, uses it frequently in both the Gospel (10
times) and Acts (15 times) but almost always merely in the generic sense
of “preaching” (like kéryssein or lalein).!

By way of contrast, both the noun and the verb appear frequently in
the Pauline corpus. This is significant not only because of the abundant
use of the terms in these earliest New Testament writings, but also
because of their role in Pauline teaching. Are they factors in the use of
euangelion in Mark or in the apparent hesitancy of the other evangelists
to pick it up? If, as is usually held, the Marcan Gospel came into being
only about A.p. 652 most of the Pauline corpus was already in
existence—certainly at least those uncontested Pauline writings, in
which the noun occurs most frequently.? To try to show what the
relation of the Pauline use of euangelionfeuangelizesthai to the gospel
tradition might have been, one has to consider various aspects of
“gospel” in Pauline theology. My discussion of the Pauline notion of
gospel, therefore, will fall into. three parts: (1) The Pauline use of
euangelionfeuangelizesthai; (2) The main characteristics of the Pauline
gospel; (3) The origin and background of the Pauline gospel.

Y. The Pauline Use of Euangelion/Euangelizesthai

Paul uses the noun euangelion 56 times in his letters (and it occurs
four times in the Pastorals); the verb euangelizesthai appears 21 times
(and never in the Pastorals).? In general, euangelion serves as a label to
express in summary fashion the message that Paul, “the servant of
Jesus Christ, called to be an apostle” (Rom 1:1), announced to the
world of his day—and, through his letters, to human beings of all ages
since then.

Paul sometimes used the noun euangelion to express his activity of
evangelization (Gal 2:7; Phil 4:3, 15; 1 Cor 9:14b, 18b; 2 Cor 2:12;
8:18). In this sense he often used the verb euangelizesthai absolutely (Gal
1:8-9, 16; 4:13; 1 Cor 1:17; 9:16a, b, 18; 15:2: 2 Cor 10:16; Rom 1:15;
15:20). But in the vast majority of passages euangelion denotes the
content of his apostolic message—what he preached, proclaimed,
announced, or talked about.® That content, succinctly stated, is “the
gospel of Christ” (1 Thess 3:2; Gal 1:7; Phil 1:27; 1 Cor 9:12; 2 Cor
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2:12; 9:13; 10:14; Rom 15:19), “the gospel of our Lord Jesus” (2 Thess
1:8), or “the gospel of his Son” (Rom 1:9), wherein the genitive is
normally understood as objective, i.e., the good news about Christ. In
some of these instances, however, one can also detect the nuance of
Christ as the originator of the gospel (e.g., Rom 15:18-19). More
specifically, the gospel is “the good news of the glory of Christ” (2 Cor
4:4), i.e., a message about the risen Christ: “It is not ourselves that we
preach, but Christ Jesus as Lord” (2 Cor 4:5). Here Paul uses of Christ
the title par excellence for his risen status, “Lord.” At times, however, the
content of the gospel can also be expressed as “the faith” (Gal 1:23, in a
content-sense), or as “the unfathomable riches of Christ” (Eph 3:8).

Another synonym for the gospel in the Pauline letters is “the word” (1
Thess 1:6) or “the word of God” (2 Cor 2:17). Often enough, when he is
discussing the gospel, he refers to it by these synonyms (see 2 Cor 4:2;
Phil 1:12-14; 1 Thess 2:13). What is implied in “God’s gospel” thus
finds expression in a more traditional term, borrowed from the Old
Testament -itself (1 Chr 17:3 [Hebr.]).®

But “gospel” is par excellence Paul’s personal way of summing up the
significance of the Christ-event, the meaning that the person, life,
ministry, passion, death, resurrection, and lordship of Jesus of Naz-
areth had and still has for human history and existence. “Christ did
not send me to baptize, but to preach the gospel” (I Cor 1:17). This is
why Paul speaks at times of “my gospel” (Rom 2:16; 16:25), “the gospel
that I preach” (Gal 2:2; cf. 1:8, 11), or “our gospel” (1 Thess 1:5; 2
Thess 2:14; 2 Cor 4:3; ¢f. 1 Cor 15:1).

Though “my gospel” emphasized Paul’s personal awareness about
the special nature of the commission given to him by God to preach his
Son among the Gentiles (Gal 1:16), he did not mean thereby that he was
announcing a message wholly peculiar to himself or different from that
preached by others “who were apostles before me” (Gal 1:17). For he
insisted, “whether it was I or they, so we preach and so you came to
belief” (1 Cor 15:11). He knew of only one gospel (Gal 1:6) and called
down an anathema on anyone who would seek to proclaim a different
one (Gal 1:8). Involved in this mode of speaking about the gospel was
Paul’s own struggle to be recognized in the early Christian church as an
apostle and as an authentic preacher of “the gospel,” as the first part of
Galatians (1:1-2:10) and isolated passages in other of his letters (e.g., 1
Cor 9:1-2; 2 Cor 11:4-6) make clear. He was only too keenly conscious
of the special grace of apostolate which had been given to him and
which enabled him to announce the good news of Christ Jesus.

Paul realized, of course, that he was preaching a message which had
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its origin in God himself, “God's gospel” (1 Thess 2:2, 8-9; 2 Cor 11:7;
Rom 1:1; 15:16). Just as Christ in his person and ministry brought
God’s salvific bounty to human beings in a new way, so now, as object of
the gospel that is preached, his work is carried on, and the gospel
brings that salvific bounty in its way. In it God accosts human beings,
soliciting from them a response of “faith working through love” (Gal
5:6). Because of its origin in God himself, it manifests its character as
“gift” and “grace” (cf. 2 Cor 9:14-15).

Obviously, what Paul preached about Christ was phrased by him at
times in other ways. Synonyms for “the gospel” reveal some aspects of
that notion. They are found in such affirmations as “we preach Christ
crucified” (1 Cor 1:23; cf. 15:12; 2 Cor 1:19; Phid 1:15, 17) or in
phrases like “the story of the cross” (1 Cor 1:18), “the word of faith”
(Rom 10:8), or simply “Jesus” (2 Cor 11:4). Indeed, the last cited
passage clearly implies an identity of “the gospel” and “Jesus.” In all of
these formulations, however, Paul plays on nuances of the Christ-event
itself. That one essential in his thinking he viewed in various ways and
expressed the effects thereof under various images.” In all; however, he
sought to proclaim a message about “Jesus our Lord, who was handed
over for our transgressions and raised for our justification” (Rom 4:25),
about him who became “the source of life” for human beings, “Christ
Jesus, whom God made our wisdom, our uprightness, sanctification,
and redemption” (1 Cor 1:30). Paul never told his “story of the cross” in
the form of stories about what Jesus did and said. Yet even before those
stories took final shape he had presented his “gospel,” his interpreta-
tion of the Christ-event.

IL. The Main Characteristics of the Pauline Gospel

The above survey reveals in a superficial way the various modes in
which Paul spoke of the “gospel,” but it is now necessary to probe a little
more deeply into the characteristics or aspects of that gospel. We may
single out six of them.

(1) The first characteristic that we should consider is the revelatory or
apocalyptic nature of the gospel. For it is the means whereby God’s
salvific activity toward human beings is manifested in a new way,
involving specifically the lordship of Jesus Christ. The thesis of Romans
makes this immediately clear, since the aspect of God, which is at
the root of that salvific activity, viz., “the righteousness of God,” is
revealed in the gospel (1:17). This is why it is “good news,” because
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it makes known the reality of the new age, the reality of the escha-
ton. (Cf. Eph 3:3-6.) Paul is also aware that his gospel can be veiled;
but it is so only for the blinded minds of unbelievers, “hindered
from seeing the light of the gospel of the glory of Christ who is the
likeness of God” (2 Cor 4:4).

(2) A very important characteristic of the gospel for Paul is its dynamic
character. Though the evangelists’ stories about what Jesus did and said
may be a more vivid and less abstract way of presenting the Christ-
event and its effects, Paul’s use of abstractions, such as we have quoted
above-—including “the gospel”—should not obscure this very important
aspect of it. In announcing the thesis of Romans, Paul begins by
insisting that he is not ashamed of the gospel, because it is “the power of
God (dynamis theou) for the salvation of everyone who has faith, for the
Jew first and also the Greek” (1:16). In other words, he views the gospel
not merely as an abstract message of salvation or as a series of
propositions about Christ (e.g., “Jesus is Lord”) which human beings
are expected to apprehend and give assent to, but rather as a salvific
force unleashed by God himself in human history through the person,
ministry, passion, death, and resurrection of Jesus, bringing with it
effects that human beings can appropriate by faith in him. That is why
it is “God’s gospel,” though in the human words of Paul.? That is why
Paul could maintain that he proclaims a Son whom God has raised
from the dead, Jesus, who “is delivering us from the coming wrath” (1
Thess 1:10) and that his gospel came to the Thessalonians “not in
words only, but with power (en dynamei) and the Holy Spirit, and with
much conviction” (1 Thess 1:5). In his earliest letter Paul thus hints that
the power associated with the gospel is somehow related to the Spirit of -
God himself (see further Eph 1:13). That is why he can speak of “the
word of God, which is at work (energeitai) among you who believe” (1
Thess 2:13).

(3) Another characteristic of the Pauline gospel is its kerygmatic
relationship. This is expressed not only by the verbs associated with it,
mentioned above in part 1, which emphasize its proclamatory charac-
ter, but also in the association of the gospel with a pre-Pauline tradition.
For Paul has embedded elements of a primitive proclamation in 1 Cor
15:1-7; indeed, he makes use of language that implies dependence on
a prior tradition (“the gospel, which you received . ; 1 passed on to
you above all what I received,” 15:1-2). To be noted in this passage is
his reference to the “form” or “terms” (tini logo) in which he “evange-
lized” them (15:2). This seems even to suggest that the prlmmve
kerygma or gospel had already taken a somewhat fixed shape in the
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pre-written tradition. Moreover, what appears in that embedded frag-
ment is merely another way of formulating what Paul calls his “gospel”:
“that Christ died for our sins in accordance with the scriptures, that he
was buried, that he was raised on the third day in accordance with the
scriptures, and that he appeared to Cephas, then to the twelve. Then he
appeared to more than five hundred at one time. . . . Then he
appeared to James, then to all the apostles.. . . Last. . . he appeared
to me.”® This relation of the Pauline gospel to the primitive kerygma is
what enabled Paul to afhirm, “Whether it was 1 or they, so we preach
and so you came to belief” (1 Cor 15:11).

In the New Testament kérygma can denote either (a) the content of
Christian preaching (Rom 16:25; 1 Cor 1:21), as in 1 Cor 15:1-7 cited
above, or (b) the activity of proclaiming (1 Cor 2:4; 15:14), or (c) the
role or task given to a preacher or herald (Titus 1:3). Martin Kahler, in
a reaction against exaggerated efforts of the Leben-Jesu-Forschung of the
last century, insisted that “the real Jesus is the preached Jesus.”1° This is
truly part of the kerygmatic aspect (Botschaftscharakter) of the Pauline

- gospel, since its purpose is to re-present Jesus to human beings of all
ages, ever since he first appeared in human history, as one who
confronis them with God’s new mode of salvific activity to be appropri-
ated by faith working itself out through love. This kerygmatic aspect is
not independent of the gospel's dynamic character discussed above; it
merely presents it in a different light. It needs to be emphasized, even
though one cannot divest either the kerygma or the gospel in Pauline
thinking of a content sense, as C. H. Dodd saw years ago.! For an
essential part of the Pauline gospel is its backward glance—what Christ
Jesus did “once and for all” (Rom 6:10) for human beings. That
immediately says “content,” even though the effort to re-present that
“what” is equally important. Both of the aspects constitute the proclam-
atory or kerygmatic character of the gospel.!?

Yet another aspect of the kerygmatic character of the gospel has to be
considered, viz,, the implication that the gospel (as content) and
evangelization (as activity) are related to an emergent official process in
the Christian community. As the structures of the church begin to
appear in the Pauline letters, one detects an awareness of those who are
ofhicial gospel-heralds (euangelista: [not to be confused, of course, with
“evangelists” in the modern sense of Gospel-authors]). This provision in
church structure is born of the corporate appreciation of Easter faith:
To say “Jesus is Lord,” there have to be gospel-preachers as well as
gospel-hearers (Rom 10:8-17). The gifts and services listed in 1 Cor
12:8-12, 28-30 or Rom 12:6-8 eventually come to include the euange-
listai (Eph 4:11).13 But, if this implication is truly present, it must be
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rightly understood and in two ways: (a) Hidden in it is the logical
priority of the gospel over the structured community (or “church”); it is
the gospel that calls the church into being, as it were. () The
kerygmatic character of the gospel relates the communal faith-reaction
to it only because of a Spirit-guided process of tradition: No one,
individual or community, can react to the proclaimed gospel and
identify himself/herself/itself with other Christians in confessing that
“Jesus is Lord” unless empowered by the Spirit (1 Cor 12:3). That,
ultimately, is why Paul reminded the Christian community of the
“form” or “terms” in which he had originally “evangelized” them. He
appeared among them as euangelistés, a gospel-herald with a Spirit-
empowered challenge, accosting them from an already existent tradi-
tion and representing an emerging, structured community.

These diverse, yet related, aspects of the kerygmatic character of the
gospel lead to yet another characteristic of it.

(4) A significant characteristic of the gospel in Pauline thinking is its
normative role. For there is a sense in which the gospel stands critically
over Christian conduct, church officials, ecclesiastical teaching, and
even the written Scriptures themselves. This role emerges from various
ways in which Paul treats of “the gospel.”

In Gal 1:6-9 Paul makes it clear that the gospel that he has preached
to the Galatian churches tolerates no rival. There is simply no “other
gospel” (1:7). This was said in a context of the Judaizing problem in the
early church in which certain Jewish practices were being imposed on
Gentile Christians (circumcision, dietary regulations, and the celebra-
tion of certain feasts in a Jewish calendar). Though Paul was anxious to
“share” his gospel with others (1 Thess 2:8), he never tolerated its
adulteration or contamination, because he recognized its sovereignty
and unmanipulability.

In preaching the gospel, Paul insisted that human beings were
expected to listen to it (Eph 1:13), welcome it (2 Cor 11:4), even obey 1t
(2 Thess 1:8; Rom 10:16). In short, they were to “believe” or “put faith”
in Christ Jesus preached in it (Rom 1:5, 17; 10:16). Their hearing of it
{ako¢) was not to stop short of a personal commitment to it (ypakoé,
Rom 10:16-17; 1:5; 16:26). Thus, the gospel is understood to exer-
cise a certain authority over human beings, playing 2 normative role
linked 1o its kerygmatic character. It accosts them, challenging them
to conform to its proclamation.

With regard to Christian conduct, Paul sees the gospel as an
inspiration and guide for it: “Let your manner of life be worthy of the
gospel of Christ, so that whether 1 come and see you or am absent, I
may hear of you that you stand firm in one spirit, with one mind
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striving side by side for the faith of the gospel” (Phil 1:27). Here Paul
sees the united testimony of Christians governed by the gospel itself
and not by any allegiance to him.

Though we may look in vain in the Pauline letters for a passage in
which he discusses explicitly the relationship of the church to the
gospel, we can detect some of his thinking about this relationship when
we recall the famous Antioch incident (Gal 2:11-14). There he re-
buked Cephas, one of the “pillars” of the church (2:9), when he saw
that he was not “walking straight according to the truth of the
gospel” (2:14). Regardless of how one interprets the respective roles
of Cephas and Paul in the early chapters of Galatians," it is clear
that Paul considered the gospel as a norm: its “truth” was the gauge
of the conduct even of an important church-official. And the impli-
.cation is that the gospel is above him.

But “norm,” almost by definition, seems to imply restriction, bound-
ary, or limit. Yet the gospel, especially as 1t has been historically
understood ever since Marcion, who sought to separate law and gospel
as two antitheses,’® has seemed rather to be liberating or open. This
idea seems to be founded in yet another place in Galatians itself; in 2:5
Paul speaks of “the truth of the gospel,” mentioning it in a context of
“the freedom which we have in Christ Jesus” (2:4), which has to be
preserved in the face of the “false brothers” who were seeking to
undermine it. The freedom of which Paul speaks there was being
endangered in the Judaizing problem, when Christians, who should
have understood the role of the liberating gospel in Christian life, were
seeking to impose forms of a man-made legalism on other Christians.
One may see a dialectic here in the Pauline notion of gospel, which is
normative but liberating. It plays a liberating role vis-a-vis the restric-
tions of man-made legalism, whereas it plays a normative role because of
1ts God-based origin. If one wants to accept the new mode of salvation
offered to humanity in Christ Jesus, one has to accept its demands. In
the long run the irony exists in that the very “truth of the gospel”
according to which Paul was asking Cephas to walk was itself a
liberation of him from a man-made contamination of the gospel itself.

The gospel can also be understood as an entity that even plays a
normative role over the Scriptures themselves. All through this discus-
sion of the Pauline notion of gospel, we have been regarding it as “the
good news of Jesus Christ,” dealing with it as the “word” (1 Thess 1:6)
in a pregnant sense, as “the word of God” (2 Cor 2:17), as a reality that
existed prior to the written Gospels and even prior to Paul’'s preaching
of Christ, But the Scriptures—those of the New Testament—came into
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being only several decades after the gospel or the word of God had
already beert dynamically and kerygmatically at work. The New Testa-
ment writings in all their diversity, record a distillation of that dyna-
mism and kerygma-—in a privileged form, to boot, that no subsequent
church teaching or dogmatic formulation can rival—but they still
remain a reflection, an inspired reflection, of the gospel reality. And as
such, the gospel acts as a norm even for the written Scriptures.'® Herein
one would find at least one aspect of the relation of the gospel (in the
Pauline sense) to the written Gospels.V

(5) Still another characteristic of the Pauline gospel is its promissory
nature. In the very opening formula of the Letter to the Romans, Paul
speaks of God’s gospel, “which he promised beforehand through his
prophets in the holy scriptures” (1:2). The gospel, then, is looked on as
a concrete realization of God’s promises of old. This is, however, the
only place in Romans where Paul brings “the gospel” into close
relationship to “the promise.” This may seem strange in view of his
explicit quotation of the prophetic words of Isa 52:7, about the
beautiful feet of those who announce good news, quoted in 10:15 in the
context of the need of Christian heralds so that human beings may
come to faith. Though the notion of God’s promise of old plays an
important role in Paul’s treatment of Abraham in Rom 4:13-2]; 9:4-
13 and in Gal 3:14-29; 4:21-31, where it is pitted against “the law,” in
none of these passages is the gospel explicitly introduced or brought
into relationship with the promise. However, in the Epistle to the
Ephesians the two ideas are closely joined (cf. 1:13; and especially
3:6).18

(6) The preceding characteristic, especially as it is presented in Eph
3:6, introduces yet another; the universal character of the gospel in
Pauline thinking. This aspect of the gospel is proposed in the thesis of
Romans, where it is described as the power of God for salvation “to
every one who has faith, to the Jew first and also to the Greek” (1:16).
Indeed, the word that is preached and that seeks to elicit faith in view
of salvation is announced to all, “for there is no distinction between Jew
and Greek; the same Lord is Lord of all” (Rom 10:12). Paul recognized
that he had been entrusted with the gospel for the uncircumcised, just
as Peter had been entrusted with it for the circumcised (Gal 2:7). If Paul
admitted a priority in the matter to the Jews, as he did in Romans 1:16
(cf. 2:10), that is simply because of the relation of the gospel to the
promise mentioned above and because of the prerogatives that he,
even as a Christian apostle, always admitted about his former co-
religionists (see Rom 3:1-2); “to them belong . . . the promises”
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(Rom 9:4). But, he insisted, “God shows no partiality” (Rom 2:11).
Thus the salvific bounty made available to human beings in the
Christ-event was destined for Jew and Gentile, for everyone.

II1. The Origin and Background of “Gospel”

The foregoing survey of the use of euangelion/euangelizesthai and of its
various characteristics in Pauline theology reveal that it was a notion of
no little importance to the Apostle. How did he come to express his
interpretation of the Christ-event in terms of it?

The initial survey of the use of euangelionfeuangelizesthai in the
Gospels and Acts in the introduction to this paper revealed how rarely
these terms were used by the evangelists in contrast to Paul. Though
one may want to debate the question, the data in Mark and Matthew
are such that one cannot conclude with certainty that jesus himself
made much use of the terms or of the Aramaic counterpart of
euangelion. The Greek noun appears on his lips in Mark 1:15; 8:35;
10:29; 13:10; 14:9; [16:15].*® But in the Matthean parallels to the first
three of these sayings it is absent. Moreover, though the great commis-
sion of the risen Christ in the Marcan appendix (16:15) is phrased in
terms of it (in keeping, as it were, with a theme in the Gospel itself), the
commmission in Matthew avoids all reference to it (28:18-20). Hence the
question is raised whether the use of it in Mark 13:10 and 14:9 (on
which Matt 24:14 and 26:13 depend) is to be attributed to Marcan
formulation or not. If it were to be, then further questions arise. Willi
Marxsen is of the opinion that Mark introduced the term euangelion
into the material of the Synoptic tradition, and that Paul’s understand-
ing of “gospel” is the presupposition of the Marcan usage, even though
one may not assume direct dependence.?’ This may be an acceptable
interpretation of the evidence,? but it raises the further question about
how Paul came to use the term so frequently and significantly.

The noun euangelion had already been in use in Greek literature and
inscriptions long before Paul. In Homer’s Odyssey it denotes-a “reward
given to a herald of good news” (14.152, 166). In the sense of “good
news” or even simply of “news” it is often found in Hellenistic
writings.? A religious connotation was associated with the word when it
came to designate a “sacrifice” offered to gods “for good news.”?? A still
more significant use of the word is found on the Calendar Inscription
from Priene (in Asia Minor), first published in 1899, It had been set up
as part of the introduction of the use of the Julian Calendar into the
Roman province of Asia, making New Year’s day coincide with the
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emperor Augustus’ birthday, 23 September: “And (the birthday] of
the god (= Augustus, the divi filius) was for the world the beginning of
the good tidings owing to him (&rxen de tG kosmi ton di’ autou evangelt [on
hé genethlios] tou theou).** Here a beneficial, even sacral, connotation of
the plural euangelia is recognized to be present.

Yet despite this considerable Greek evidence of the use of euangelion
in the contemporary world, recent students and commentators have
been reluctant to ascribe the Pauline use of euangelion solely to this
background, because evangelizesthai occurs in the Greek Old Testament
in a far closer religious sense (e.g., Ps 68:12; 96:2; Nah 2:1; isa 52:7; cf.
Ps. Sol. 11:1).2% It is often the translation of the Hebrew noun béirah,
“good news” (announced by a herald). The sole dependence of the
Pauiine usage on that in the contemporary emperor cult is, indeed,
simply not that evident. There exists a notable difference between the
eschatological connotation of Pauline euangelion and its beneficial
connotation in that cult. Moreover, the fact that Paul deliberately
quotes Isa 52:7 in Rom 10:15, precisely in a context in which he is
speaking of the preaching of “the gospel” (10:16), shows that his notion
of euangelion is heavily dependent on the Old Testament idea of God’s
herald and his message.

It is, of course, not impossible that the Christian kerygma was already
cast in terms of euangelion prior to Paul—1 Cor 15:1-2 may even
suggest that—but we cannot be sure. Yet, in any case, it seems as
though the Christian use of euangelion as the good news about the risen
Jesus as Lord and the new mode of salvation available to human beings
in him may have emerged quite independently of the so-called sacral or
beneficial use of euangelion in the contemporary emperor cult in the
eastern Mediterranean lands.

If we are right in relating the Pauline use of euangelion to that in the
Old Testament writings of the postexilic period, then we can appreci-
ate better the nuance of Paul's reference to the “gospel promised
aforetime through his prophets” (Rom 1:2) and the promissory charac-
ter of the gospel that Paul himself preached.

That Paul's use of euangelion is related to the New Testament Gospels
is thus rather likely, even though he never uses the word in the sense of
a literary composition. We have seen above that his use of the term may
have been the presupposition of the Marcan introduction of the term
into his account of what Jesus did and said. From there it would have
spread as a Christian word to designate the other “Gospels” (canonical
and apocryphal). The distinctive Christian use of the term 1s seen when
one considers that Greek euangelion was not translated into Lati.n as
nuntius bonus (as it might have been), but was rather simply transcribed
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as evangelium because of the distinctive religious content-sense that it
carried. Having entered Latin as evangelium, it spread to the ro-
mance languages as évangile, vangelo, evangelio.

NOTES

* Qriginally published in Interpretation 33 (1979) 339-50.

1 An exception would have to be made for the etymological sense of the verb
in Luke 4:18, where he so uses it in a quotation from Isa 61:1. Also in Luke
7:22, which alludes to these passages.

2 It should be recalled, however, that some interpreters would date Mark after
A.D. 70. Yet, if one were 10 prefer to go along with J. A. T. Robinson (Redating the
New Testament [Philadelphia: Westminster, 1976] 352) and date all the New
Testament writings before a.p. 70, one should note that even for him the entire
Pauline corpus antedates Mark. See my review, Int 32 (1978) 309-18.

3 Since the use of euangelion in 2 Thessalonians, Colossians, and Ephesians is
so similar to that of the uncontested Pauline letters, I shall include data from
them in this survey, considering only the Pastorals as Deutero-Pauline.

*+See R. Morgenthaler, Stafistik des neutestamentlichen Wortschatzes (Zirich:
Gotthelf, 1958) 101; K. Aland, Volistindige Konkordanz zum griechischen Neuen
Testament (Berlin: de Gruyter, 1978), 2. 118-16.

3 With the noun euangelion, Paul uses various verbs: euangelizesthai (Gal 1:11;
1 Cor 15:1; 2 Cor 11:7); lalein (1 Thess 2:2); keryssein (1 Thess 2:9; Gal 2:2);
katangellen (1 Cor 9:14); gndrizein (Eph 6:19). See further E. Molland, Das
paulinische Evangelion: Das Wort und die Sache { Avhandlinger utgitt av Det Norske
Videnskaps-Akademie i Oslo, II. Hist.-Filos. Klasse, 1934, No. 3; Oslo, J.
Dybwad, 1934) 11-12, 41-42.

% See further Col 1:5, “The word of truth, the gospel”; Eph 1:13, “the word of
truth, the gospel of your salvation.” Cf. 2 Cor 6:7. See R. Bultmann, Theology of
the New Testament (2 vols.; London, SCM, 1952), 1. 188-89.

TFor further discussion of these effects of the Christ-event, see pp. 163-64
below.

® See H. Schlier, “Euangelion im Rémerbrief,” Wort Golies in der Zet: Festschrift
Karl Hermann Schelkle zum 65. Geburtstag dargebracht (ed. H. Feld and J. Nolte;
Dusseldorf: Patmos, 1973) 127-42, '

# The last phrase in v. 7 is a Pauline addition to the kerygmatic fragment. For
further discussion of this passage, see R. E. Brown et al. (eds.), PNT, 33-36. Paul
has also embedded further fragments of the kerygma into other parts of his
letters (e.g., Rom 1:3-4; 1 Thess 1:9-10).

Y See Der sogenannte historische Jesus und der geschichtliche, biblische Christus
(Iéeipzig: A. Deichert, 1892) 22 (new edition by Ernst Wolf; Munich: Kaiser,
1953, 44).

HThe Apostolic Preaching and Iis Developments (London: Hodder and
Stoughton, 1944) 7-17; The Gospel and the Law of Christ (London: Longmans,
Green, 1947) 5; History and the Gospel (New York: Scribner’s Sons, 1938) 7.

12 For further discussion of the kerygmatic character of the gospel, see my
article, *The Kerygmatic and Normatve Character of the Gospel,” Evange-



The Gospel in the Theology of Paul 161

lium—Welt—Kirche: Schlussbericht und Referate der rimisch-katholischievangelisch-
lutherischen Studienkommission “Das Evangelium und die Kirche”, 19671971, Auf
Veranlassung des Lutherischen Weltbundes und des Sekretariats fiir die Einheit der
Christen (ed. H. Meyer; Frankfurt am M.: O. Lembeck; J. Knecht, 1975) 111-
28, esp. pp- 118-21.

13 See also Acts 21:8; 2 Tim 4:5.

4 For various possibilities of interpretation, see PNT, 27-32.

15 Tertullian (Adv. Marc. 1.19) wrote of him: “Separatio legis et evangelii
proprium et principale opus est Marcionis” (see also 1.21; 4.1 [CSEL, 47.314,
318, 423]). _

18 The normative role of the gospel vis-a-vis the Old Testament is seen in
Paul's attitude toward it, viewing some of its essential teachings in the light of
the Christ-event (see Rom 4:23-24; 15:4),

17 For some comments on the gospel as a canon-critical principle (discussed by
Kasemann), see the article mentioned in n. 12, p. 124.

18 I¢ may cause some surprise that it is only in the Epistle to the Ephesians that
gospel and promise are really brought into explicit relationship. For those who
regard Ephesians as Deutero-Pauline it may create something of a difficulty; but
it should be kept in mind in view of the emphasis put on these notions over
against law at the time of the Reformation.

® In Mark 1:1, 14 it occurs in a remark of the evangelist.

2 Mark the Evangelist: Studies on the Redaction History of the Gospel (Nashville:
Abingdon, 1969) 146.

2! Marxsen seeks to explain further differences that Mark introduced beyond
the Pauline conception (e.g., a certain identification of Jesus with the gospel [see
8:35; 10:29, “for my sake and that of the gospel”] with the result that in Marcan
usage Jesus is both the subject and the object of the gospel; see pp. 126-50). On
this explanation, see Georg Strecker, “Literarkritische Uberlegungen zum
euangelion- Begriff im Markusevangelium,” Neues Testament und Geschichte: His-
torisches Geschehen und Deutung im Neuen Testament: Oscar Cullmann zum 7).
Geburtstag (Zurich: Theologischer Verlag; Tiibingen: Mohr [Siebeck], 1972)91-
104.

22 E.g., Plutarch, Sertor. 11.4; Appian, Bell. civ. 3.93 §384; 4.20 §78; Josephus,
JW. 2.17,4 §420; 4.10,6 §618. The profane use of euangelion/euangelia can
also be found in the Greek OT: 2 Sam 4:10; 18:20, 22, 25, 27; 2 Kgs 7:9;
Jer 20:15.

2 E.g., Diodorus Siculus 15.74,2; Plutarch, Sertor. 26.3.

2¢ See W. Dittenberger, Orientis graect inscriptiones selectae (2 vols.; Leipzig, S.
Hirzel, 1903-05; reprinted, Hildesheim, G. Olms, 1970) sec. 458, pp. 40-41.
Cf. Hennecke-Schneemelcher, N74, 1. 71-75.

* The background of the Pauline usage has been well worked out by P.
Stuhlmacher, Das paulinische Evangelium: I. Vorgeschichte (FRLANT 95; Got-
tingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1968).



Seven

RECONCILIATION IN PAULINE
THEOLOGY*

IN CHRISTIAN THEOLOGY reconciliation has always played an important
role.t The doctrine of reconciliation is rooted in biblical teaching, but it
has also been developed in various ways through the course of the
centurtes, as theologians wrestled with the concept in their explanations
of the ways of God with man. The Christian doctrine of the reconcilia-
tion of sinful man is rooted in the Old Testament as well as in the New
Testament, and an adequate discussion of the biblical treatment of the
topic would demand a monograph. But one of the main proponents of
reconciliation in the Bible is the Apostle Paul, and since the role of
reconciliation in his theology has recently been called in question,?
there 1s reason to reconsider it. My purpose, then, is to discuss the
notion of reconciliation in Pauline theology.

Before we examine the idea of reconciliation itself, however, it might
be wise to situate it in a general way in Pauline theology as a whole. As
the first Christian theologian, Paul left us in his letters many teachings,
and among them are the various ways in which he interpreted the
Christ-event. In reflecting on what Christ Jesus accomplished for
mankind and what his effect was on human history, different writers of
the early Christian community summed up his words, his deeds, and his
personal impact in various ways. Paul showed little interest in the
earthly life of Jesus or in what he actually did and said—in what is for
so many Christians of today a thing of no little importance. Paul did
learn indeed of some of the sayings of Jesus and of his teachings, as a
number of passages in his letters reveal.? But because most of his letters
were composed prior to the composition of the earliest Gospel, it 1s
understandable that he did not echo much of what we know of today as
the gospel-tradition.® Paul’'s dominant interest was in what Jesus
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accomplished for humanity in his passion, death, burial, resurrection,
exaltation, and heavenly intercession. This complex of the last phases of
Christ’s earthly career can be referred to as “the Christ-event,” even
though Paul himself never so expressed it; it is a convenient modern
way of labelling that about which he preached and wrote. Some writers
call it the “whole work of Christ.”® It has also been termed the “objective
redemption,” i.e., that aspect of the redemption of human beings
wrought in Christ Jesus which he accomplished “once for all” (ephapax,
Rom 6:10) and which is wholly independent of our cooperation. It
consequently underlines its gratuitous character. In this view, it stands
in contrast to our attempt to appropriate or apprehend the effects of
the Christ-event through faith (and baptism), which is often then
regarded as the “subjective redemption.” This terminology, actually
born of a later problem, is not biblical or Pauline; but it does help at
least to sharpen the aspects of the Christ-event about which we are
talking. |

" Looked at in this way, it is not difficult to single out the various ways
in which Paul objectively viewed the Christ-event, because in many
instances he himself employed abstractions which enable us to grasp
what he had in mind. As labels for the effects of the Christ-event, Paul
used a series of abstract nouns and also some verbal forms. We can cull
at least nine of them from his letters. Thus, as Paul looked back at the
Christ-event, he interpreted its effects as (1) “justification”™ (dikaiosis,
dikaiosyne, dikaioun), an acquitting of human beings, whereby they may
stand before God’s tribunal or judgment-seat innocent, upright, or
righteous (Gal 2:16; Rom 3:26-28; 4:25; 5:18)—to this effect goes the
pride of place;® (2) “salvation” (sotéria, sozein), a restoration of human
beings to safety, health, wholeness, or integrity from a state of danger,
sickness, corruption, or sin (2 Cor 7:10; Rom 1:16; 10:10; 13:11;7 (3)
“expiation” (hilastérion), a wiping away of human sin® by the blood of
the crucified Christ, who is now the new “mercy seat,” superseding the
kapporet of old (Rom 3:25);9 (4) “ransom/redemption” (apolytrosis), an
emancipation or manumission of human beings bringing about their
liberation through a ransom, whereby God acquires a people in a new
sense (1 Cor 1:30; Rom 3:24; 8:32; cf. Eph 1:14);'° (5) “sanctification”
(hagiasmos, hagiazein), a dedication of human beings to God’s service,
thus removing them from the profane (1 Cor 1:2, 30; 6:11);* (6)
“freedom” (eleutheria, eleutheroun), a liberation of human beings which
gives them new rights (as citizens of a heavenly commonwealth) and an
outlook freed of the anxiety of Self, Sin, Death, and Law (Gal 5:1, 13;
Rom 8:1-2, 21: 2 Cor 3:17);22 (7) “transformation” (metamorphosis), a
gradual reshaping of human beings by the glory of God reflected in the
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face of Christ; it is the effect of the Creator God, who through Christ
shines light anew into human life (2 Cor 3:18; Rom 12:2; cf. Eph 4:22-
94);13 (8) “new creation” (kainé kiisis), a creating of a new life and of a
new humanity, of which Christ is the head as the Adam of the eschaton
through his life-giving Spirit (Gal 6:15; 2 Cor 5:17; Rom 6:4; | Cor
15:45);* and (9) “reconciliation” (katallage, katallassein), a restoring of
humanity (and the world [kosmos]) to a status of friendship with God
and fellowmen (2 Cor 5:18-20; Rom 5:10-11; 11:15; cf. Col 1:20-22;
Eph 2:16)—this effect is listed last only because we shall treat it more
extensively in the rest of this essay.'® These are, then, the main ways in
which Paul characterized or described the effects of what Christ Jesus
did for humanity in his proclamation of “the story of the cross.”

It is important to note, however, that when Paul refers to the Christ-
event in these ways, he is applying to it various images or figures
derived from his background, Jewish or Hellenistic. For instance, his
view of the Christ-event as justification can only be explained from his
Jewish or Old Testament background; or his view of it as redemption
cannot be adequately accounted for without some reference to modes
of emancipation in the Hellenistic world of his time. For in his
interpretation of the whole work of Christ he applies to it igures which
have definite connotations, and these have to be respected. In certain
developments of later Christian theology these figures were eventually
erected into propositions, with all sorts of baneful results. But the effort
to depict Paul's understanding of any one of the figures must treat
them for what they are.

Reconciliation is one of these figures, and my concern here is to
comment (1) on the figure and its background or origin; (2) on Paul’s
use of it; (3) on problems in the modern interpretation of it; and (4) on
the pertinence of it to modern life.

L. The Figure of Reconciliation and Its Background

The basic idea that is conveyed by the figure of reconciliation is the
restoration of men and women to a status of friendship and intimacy.
The Greek words, katallage, apokatallasso, diallasse, katallasso, are all
compound forms of a root meaning “other” (all-}) and denote a
“making otherwise.”!” The words are abundantly used in the literature
of the Greeks, both in a secular sense and a religious sense.'® In the
secular sense, they denote a change or alteration of relations between
individual persons or groups of persons (e.g., nations); it is a change
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from anger, enmity, or hostility to love, friendship, or intimacy. The
words do not express primarily a change of feelings or a psychological
reaction. This may be present, but the essential change is rather in the
relationship or situation vis-a-vis another. It is a change of relationship
in the social or political realm. This secular use of the word is even
found in the Bible. In translations of Judg 19:2—-3 we read of a Levite
who took to himself a concubine, who eventually became angry with
him and went home; the Levite went to talk to her “to reconcile her to
himself,”"® i.e., to restore a relationship with her (lit., “to cause her to
return,” the hiphil infinitive of §ub, “return”—Hebrew has no verb for
“reconcile”). And in the Sermon on the Mount Jesus teaches, “If you are
offering your gift at the altar, and there remember that your brother
has something against you, leave your gift there before the altar and
go; first be reconciled {(diallagéthi) to your brother, and then come and
offer your gift” (Maut 5:23-24; cf. 1 Cor 7:11). These are instances of
the secular use of the word. In the religious sense, the words are used in
Greek literature of the reconciliation of gods and humans (e.g.,
Sophocles, Ajax, 744).%° This use is likewise found in the Greek Old
Testament. In 2 Macc 1:5 the Jews of Jerusalem and Judea write to
their brethren in Egypt and pray, “May he [God] hear your prayers and
be reconciled to you” (katallageic hymin). See further 7:33; 8:29.
Similarly, the Jewish historian Josephus tells of Samuel the prophet
who learned that God had repented of having made Saul the king:
“Samuel was quite disturbed and all night long undertook to entreat
God to be reconciled (katallattesthat) to Saul and not to be angry with
him” (Ant. 6.7,4 §143). What is noteworthy here in these two instances
of Jewish authors who wrote in Greek is the use of the verb katallassein
in the passive of God; God is expected to be reconciled with men. What
should also be noted, however, is that in Greek writings the verb plays
no essential role in the propitiatory rites of the Greek and Hellenistic
religion, for in these rites “the relation between divinity and humanity
does not have this personal nearness.”! Since Hebrew lacks a specific
term for “reconcile,” and it begins to appear in Hellenistic Jewish
writings, such examples suggest that Paul derived this figure for the
Christ-event from the Greco-Roman world,? even though he makes his
own use of it. Before we try to describe his use of the figure, there is one
further remark that must be made about it, and that concerns the
relation of reconciliation to atonement.

Fundamentally, reconciliation as we have described it above is the
same as atonement. But the history of the use of the latter term has
loaded it with connotations that are not part of the Pauline figure.
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“Atonement” is, in fact, a peculiarly English word, lacking any real
counterpart in other modern European languages. It really means at-
one-ment and denotes the setting of two or more persons at one with
each other, implying the restoration of them to a mutually shared
relationship after a period of estrangement. The word was so used in
English in a secular sense. But it also developed a theological sense, and
the Oxford English Dictionary says of it: “As applied to the redemptive
work of Christ, atonement is variously used by theologians in the senses
of reconciliation, propitiation, expiation, according to the view taken of its
nature.”?® Now it is precisely the confusion of reconciliation with
“expiation” (the wiping away of human sins by the crucified Christ who
is now the new “mercy seat,” superseding the kapparet of old)** and with
“propitiation” {the appeasing of an angry God by rites and sacrifices)
that creates the difficulty in interpreting Paul’s use of the figure of
reconciliation. As we examine the texts in which he speaks of reconcilia-
tion, we. shall see that for him reconciliation can be understood as
atonement (= at-one-ment), but that it is not the same as expiation, and
has, practically speaking, nothing to do with propitiation. So much for
the idea of reconciliation and its background.

IL. The Pauline Use of the Figure of Reconciliation

Paul describes the status of human beings without Christ as one of
hostility with God. “If, while we were enemies, we were reconciled to
God by the death of his Son, much more, now that we are recon-
ciled, shall we be saved by his life. Not only so, but we also rejoice
in God through our Lord Jesus Christ, through whom we have now
received our reconciliation” (Rom 5:10-11). This is said by Paul in a
passage in Romans in which he has just finished setting forth his
thesis on the justification of man by faith in Christ Jesus and apart
from what he calls “the works of the Law” (1:16-4:95). He sees the
situation of human beings vis-a-vis God as having been basically
changed by what Christ did; if they are now justified in the sight of
God because of the Christ-event, then their relationship has been
radically altered, and not merely in a legalistic, juridical sense that
the figure of justification connotes, but in the fundamental way of
reconciliation. Similarly, in writing to the Colossians,® to a congre-
gation that was made up largely of Gentile Christians, Paul says of
their former relation to God: “You . . . once were estranged (apélio-
triomenous) and hostile in mind . . . 7 (Col 1:21). This is, then, the
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situation of mankind without Christ according to Paul, a situation of
hostility or estrangement. This is but another way of describing the
human condition that Paul spoke about in Rom 1:18-3:20, mankind
without the gospel.

Wherein lies the cause of this hostility or estrangement, as Paul sees
it> In 2 Cor 5:19 he cites human “wrespasses” as the root of the
difficulty. In Rom 8:5-7 he probes more deeply and shows that it is
human preoccupation with “flesh” (sarx): “Those who live according to
the flesh set their minds on the things of the flesh. . . . To set the
mind on the flesh is death, but to set the mind on the Spirit is life
and peace. For the mind that is set on the flesh is hostile to God; it
does not submit to God’s law.” One must understand what Paul
means by “flesh” in such a passage, especially in its contrast to the
Spirit. On the one hand, it has the Old Testament connotation of
basar, meaning “flesh” as opposed to blood, or, in a collective sense,
“man,” “mankind,” “humanity.”?® On the other hand, it often has
for Paul a pejorative connotation, meaning the humdrum, non-ele-
vating condition of human existence in its down-trodden, earth-
oriented propensities. It represents all in human beings that makes
them close in on themselves and refuse openness to the Spirit, to
God, and to one’s fellowman. In this sense, Paul says, “To set the
mind on flesh is death.” By contrast, the spirit is that aspect of
human nature that makes one open to God's Spirit. Hence, the
mind that is set on flesh does not submit to the law of God and is
actually hostile to God. As Paul sees it, human beings left to them-
selves cannot help but set their minds on flesh and cannot help but
be alienated and estranged from God. This is why Paul lists “en-
mity” among the “works of the flesh” in Gal 5:20.

Paul also finds another cause for the hostility, when he addresses
Gentile Christians and refers to their former condition as pagans as a
separation from Israel; in this he finds another source of alienation
from God. “You were at that time separated from Christ, alienated
from the commonwealth of Israel, and strangers to the covenants of
promise” (Eph 2:12). This estrangement implied the very futility of
their existence: “They are darkened in their understanding, alienated
from the life of God because of the ignorance that is in them, due to
their hardness of heart” (Eph 4:18). Thus Paul writes, as he exhorts the
Gentile Christian recipients of his letter to realize that they must “no
longer live as the Gentiles do, in the futility of their minds” (4:17).
These may sound like harsh words, but Paul’s view of the condition of
pagans in his day is otherwise well known to us (Rom 1:18-32). These,
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then, are the two main causes of the hostility between mankind and
God, “trespasses,” coming from minds set on flesh, and the estrange-
ment of pagans.

How has God remedied this situation, or brought about the reconcili-
ation of hostile, alienated human beings? Paul never says that God is
reconciled (in the passive) to them, as did the author of 2 Maccabees or
Josephus.?” He rather sees God actively taking the initiative and
bringing about the reconciliation of mankind through his Son, Jesus of
Nazareth. True, Paul invites human beings to be reconciled to God (2
Cor 5:20), burt that is an invitation to appropriate or apprehend the
effect of the Christ-event for themselves (the aspect of subjective
redemption). What Christ Jesus did is actually the restoration of the
relationship of friendship, love, and intimacy. Once human beings
react to the invitation and accept it through faith in Christ Jesus, they
are introduced into the realm of reconciliation; one is no longer
echthros, “hostile,” asebés, “impious,” asthenes, “weak,” or hamartolos, “a
sinner.” These are the adjectives that Paul uses of human beings in
their enmity in Rom 5:6-8. Moreover, the change of status is not
Just a legal fiction; it i1s a genuine renewal of human life, a radical
altering of humanity’s relation with God.

Paul attributes this reconciliation of mankind with God especially to
the death of Jesus. “We were reconciled to God by the death of his Son

. now that we are reconciled, we shall be much more saved by his
life” (Rom 5:10). Here the figure of reconciliation is associated closely
with the death of Christ, whereas that of salvation is associated with the
risen life of Christ (i.e., with the influence of the risen Lord on Christian
life and conduct). Sometimes, instead of speaking of the “death” of
Christ, Paul will refer reconciliation o his “blood,” i.e., the blood shed
in his passion and death. Thus, “you [Gentiles] who were once far off
have been brought near in the blood of Christ”; this is said in the
context of reconciliation in Eph 2:13. Or again, “he has now reconciled
[you] in his body of flesh by his death, in order to present you holy and
blameless and irreproachable before him [God]” (Col 1:22). “For in him
[Christ] all the fulness of God was pleased to dwell, and through him to
reconcile to himself all things, whether on earth or in heaven, making
peace by the blood of the cross” (Col 1:19-20).

There are two other aspects of Paul’s reflection on the Christ-event as
reconciliation which call for comments. The first is his calling Christ
“our peace,” ascribing to him in an abstract way the very effect of
reconciliation that he has brought into human lives. Paul sees this as a
breaking down of barriers, between Jew and Greek, and between man
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and God—or, tf 1 might so put it, as a horizontal and a vertical
reconciliation.

UTherefore remember that at one time you Gentiles in the flesh, called the
uncircumcision by what 1s called the circumcision, which is made in the flesh
by hands—"#remember that you were at that time separated from Christ,
alienated from the commonwealth of Israel, and strangers to the covenants
of promise, having no hope and without God in the world. *But now in
Christ Jesus you who once were far off have been brought near in the blood
of Christ. MFor he is our peace, who has made us both one, and has broken
down the dividing wall of hostility, by abolishing in his flesh the law of
commandments and ordinances, that he might create in himself one new
man in place of the two, so making peace, ®and might reconcile us both to
God in one body through the cross, thereby bringing the hostility to an end.
7And he came and preached peace to you who were far off and peace 1o
those who were near; “*for through him we both have access in one Spirit to
the Father (Eph 2:11-18).

Thus Paul sees the Christ-event as having achieved reconciliation,
peace, at-one-ment for Jews and Greeks alike and for both with God
through faith in Christ Jesus. In a similar way he writes in Rom 5:1,
“We have peace with God through our Lord Jesus Christ.”?®

The other aspect of Paul's reflection is the cosmic dimension of
Christ’s reconciliation. In the earliest passage in which he discusses
reconciliation (2 Cor 5:18-21) he introduces it thus: “All this is from
God, who through Christ reconciled us to himself and gave us the
ministry of reconciliation; that is, in Christ God was reconciling the
world to himself. . . .” Now “the world” (kosmos) may seem at first to
mean the world of human beings,? but it is probably to be understood
in the sense of the universe of creation, since that is what is implied in
Col 1:20, where Paul speaks of God reconciling to himself through
Christ “all things, whether on earth or in heaven.” In this view of things,
Paul sees reconciliation as having not merely an anthropological
dimension, but also a cosmic dimension; it affects not only the relation
of human beings to God, but also that of the created universe. It thus
recasts in terms of reconciliation what Paul wrote about in Rom 8:19-
23, where he saw material creation, subjected to futility because of
human sinfulness, now sharing in the hope that is born of the Christ-
event: “Creation itself will be set free from its bondage to decay and
obtain the glorious liberty of the children of God™ (8:21). In Romans
the figure used was freedom, in 2 Corinthians and Colossians it is
rather reconciliation.

This, then, is a brief description of the main elements of Paul's use of
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the figure of reconciliation to describe an effect of the Christ-event.
What is striking is the absence of any allusions to expiation, propitia-
tion, or even sacrifice in any of the passages which deal with the notion
of reconciliation.? Paul clearly says that the reconciliation was effected
by the death of Christ, by his blood, or the blood of the cross; yet he
does it without importing these nuances. And with that we may now
pass to another phase of our discussion.

IIL. Problems in the Modern Interpretation of Reconciliation

From the foregoing survey of Pauline passages dealing with reconcil-
iation we can see that the figure being used is derived from the
sociological or political spheres of life. The notions of enmity, hostility,
estrangement, and alienation, as well as their counterparts, reconcilia-
tion, atonement, friendship, and intimacy are derived from social
intercourse of human persons or from the relations of ethnic and
national groups, such as Jews and Greeks, Palestinians and Romans.
There is nothing in the Pauline passages that suggests a cultic or
liturgical background to the figure, and even less a sacrificial origin. By
contrast, expiation (used by Paul only in Rom 3:25) does have a cultic or
liturgical background, since it is derived from the Yom Kippiir ceremony
of Leviticus 16. In saying that Christ himself has been proposed as the
hilastérion, “the means of expiation” or the “mercy seat,” Paul sees the
blood of Christ achieving what the ritual sprinkling of the mercy seat in
the Holy of Holies on the feast of Yom Kippiir was supposed to achieve.
That was a yearly rite, a cultic act; and Paul’s figurative use of expiation
reflects that background. But it is a distinct figure, having nothing to do
with reconciliation.!

A few years ago E. Kasemann, contributing an article to Bultmann’s
third Festschrift, Zeit und Geschichte, penned some “Erwagungen zum
Stichwort ‘Verséhnungslehre im Neuen Testament.””?? His purpose was
to show that “the whole soteriology of the New Testament” could not be
summed up as a doctrine of atonement, as he sees it done “in the
Anglo-Saxon theological world in particular.” Though he names no
Anglo-Saxon authors and refers only to “a large number of theological
textbooks,” his critical finger is not entirely misdirected. Though he
speaks of the “Versohnungslehre im Neuen Testament,” he finds that
“the motif [of reconciliation] appears only in the general realm of
Paulinism, though without having any significant meaning for Pauline
theology as a whole.”?® And he concludes that “there is no such thing as
a doctrine of reconciliation which is regulative for the whole New
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Testament. It does not exist even in Paul, who only occasionally makes
use of the motif, however important it becomes in the context of 2 Cor
5.18ff.7% The bulk of Kasemann’s subsequent discussion is devoted to
the Pauline passages.

Though he may be right in castigating the Anglo-Saxon theological
world for thinking of atonement as the summation of New Testament
soteriology, 1 am not sure that he rightly understands the role of
reconciliation in the Pauline writings or that one can write it off as
having no significant meaning for Pauline theology. Part of the
difficulty is Kéaserhann’s understanding of Pauline theology. It is not
until the next-to-last page of the article that one learns that “to Paul the
doctrine of justification is the heart of the Christian message; it
establishes the legitimacy and sets the limits of all varieties and even
interpretations of NT teaching.”?® Let us grant for a moment—dato, non
concesso—that for Paul the doctrine of justification is the heart of the
Christian message, does that mean that since reconciliation is not the
same as justification, it plays no significant role in Pauline theology as a
whole?

Kasemann arrives at this understanding of reconciliation in Pauline
writings by deciding initially that reconciliation “acquires terminologi-
cal significance in Rom. 5.10f.; 11.15; and—here only with theological
emphasis!—II Cor. 5.18ff.,” whereas “it appears as a catchword in the
hymnic fragments in Col. 1.20,22 and Eph. 2.16.”% Now this is a subtle
way of writing off unwanted evidence, since we are never told just what
the acquiring of terminological significance in the two passages In
Romans and the one in 2 Corinthians really means, or what having
“theological emphasis” in 2 Corinthians implies. How can a motif
acquire terminological significance or theological emphasis “without
having any significant meaning for Pauline theology as a whole?” And
who decides that?

Kasemann further confuses the issue by associating katallassein and
hilaskesthai; he writes, “The exegete can, strictly speaking, find the New
Testament speaking of ‘reconciliation’ only in those passages in which
katallassein and hilaskesthai and their derivatives occur.”?” Then he asks
“to what extent the translation ‘reconciliation’ ought to take the place of
(the surely more appropriate) ‘expiate’.” By this association and this
query, he falls into the same trap that has bedevilled Anglo-Saxon
theology for the last four hundred years. In associating katallassein and
hilashesthai, he does what Paul has never done, and this enables him to
attribute to the figure of reconciliation a cultic nuance and a liturgical
background which it does not have. Again, when he says that “eschato-
logical reconciliation does not exist apart from the ‘means of expiation’
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mentioned in [Rom] 3.25, which is the dying Christ himself, or apart
from his vicarious mediation,”® he imphes the same confusion. For
though it is true that no effect of the Christ-event (described under any
of the nine figures mentioned earlier) can exist apart from the event
itself, it does not mean that reconciliation is expiation or that klasterion
and katallagé are the same figure, having the same connotation or
origin.

When we look at Kasemann’s treatment of the Pauline passages in
which reconciliation is mentioned, there are further problems in his
discussion. He finds the phrase “the reconciliation of the world” in Rom
11:15 to be used without any preparation and to be obviously a formula
that “can only be explained on the grounds of a fixed tradition.”* Since
this is the passage in which Paul discusses the so-called rejection of
Israel and finds that in God's providence the reaction of the Jews to the
Christian gospel has opened it up tothe Gentiles de facto, he reflects on
how wonderful it will be when they too accept it: “For if their rejection
means the reconciliation of the world, what will their acceptance mean
but life from the dead?”# “Reconciliation of the world” is here used as a
tag, without any preparation indeed; that it is part of a “fixed tradition”
is quite plausible. But does that mean that it is not Paul’'s own? Why
could it not be echoing Rom 5:1-11 or, better still, 2 Cor 5:19,
“in Christ God was reconciling the world to himself.” Again, the prob-
lem is how to decide that a formulaic expression is echoing something
other than Pauline teaching, and not an important element in his
theology.

When Kasemann turns to Rom 5:9-10, he finds that reconciliation is
used “in a non-cultic sense and means bringing hostility to an end.”#
This is accurate enough; but when he continues that reconciliation
takes place “by his blood” (Rom 5:9) or “by the death of his Son” (Rom
5:10) and “tor us” (hyper hemon, 5:8), he immediately decides that these
phrases “have a liturgical colouring.”® But is this clearly so? The “cultic
assoclations” in these phrases are not per se evident, and they could just
as easily express social or political associations of interpersonal, inter-
group relationships quite independently of cult.

The real question in Romans 5 is whether Paul has introduced the
motif of reconciliation to heighten the concept of justificatio impiorum,
viz., by the assertion of justificatio inimicorum.* There is no doubt that
justification and reconciliation are related in Romans 5; but the real
question is, what is the nature of that relation? Is reconciliation
subordinated to justification? In Rom 5:1 Paul says, “Having been
justified . . ., we have peace with God.” As I read that verse, it
suggests that justification takes place in view of something, viz.,



Reconciliation in Pauline Theol ogy 173

reconciliation, so that reconciliation does not “sharpen and point up the
doctrine of justification” in Pauline thought. It is rather the other way
round. Further involved in this issue is the subtle question of the
relation of Romans chaps. 1-4 to Romans chaps. 5-8, and indeed the
place of Romans 5 in the whole of chaps. 1-8.4% No matter how one
decides this question, it seems to me to be clear that the climax of chaps.
1-8 is not in chap. 4, for as Paul begins chap. 5 he moves from
justiﬁcation to the manifestation of God’s love in Christ and through
the Spirit (chap. 8), so that the latter is the climax of it all. If so,
justification is only a part of the process and a stage in the development
of his thesis in Romans chaps. 1-8—and then justification finds a more
adequate expression in reconciliation; indeed, “reconciliation” becomes
the better way of expressing that process.

When Kasemann takes up 2 Cor 5:18-21, he finds that it is most
likely a piece of tradition which was handed down to Paul and that Paul
is there echoing a Jewish-Christian tradition, with vss. 19-21 being “a
pre-Pauline hymnic fragment.”# But if Paul has indeed “taken up and
used motifs from earlier forms of the Christian proclamation,” does
that mean that they do not become part of Pauline theology? And the
same question has to be asked about the “hymnic fragments in Col.
1.20, 22 and Eph. 2.16.7% Once we ascertain that there is pre-Pauline
material in Paul’s writings, does that mean that it is not really part of his
thinking or that it cannot be considered a part of his theology?

The extreme to which this sort of analysis of Pauline writings is
carried is found in Kasemann’s discussion of the relation between what
he calls anthropological and cosmological reconciliation. It is the
question that we mentioned earlier in terms of cosmic reconciliation
over against the reconciliation of human beings to God. For Kasemann
the anthropological reconciliation presupposes cosmological reconcilia-
tion; the latter is especially prominent in the “two deutero-Pauline
texts” of Col 1:20 and Eph 2:16.#8 Kasemann argues thus:

We have already seen in Rom. 5.10f. the goal and result of the reconciling
act to be peace; similarly these texts [Colossians and Ephesians] are clearly
concerned with cosmic peace, the revelation of which is dreamed of as early
as Vergil's Fourth Eclogue. This peace is thought of as the e§chato_loglcal
state of salvation, not as a psychological attitude, something in which the
NT is very rarely interested. In this situation of peace what was formerly
separated becomes solidly united, i.e., the heavenly is united with the
earthly, just as warring earthly camps are united with one anothe_r. Even
religious antipathies now become irrelevant, as may be seen in a radical way
in the antithesis between Israel and the Gentile world. The world is made
peaceful, as under the pax romana, in that it is everywhere subjected to
its new Lord, Christ, as Cosmocrator.®
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Now in this paragraph Kiasemann has caught up beautifully some of
the Pauline or Deutero-Pauline nuances of reconciliation, and his
paraphrase of them leaves little to be desired. And again,

Though the world may not yet know of the transformation that has taken
place, the Christian community does. Its message is characterized by the
open proclamation of the seizure of power by God and his appointed Savior
and by the verification of that proclamation in the union of both Jews and
Gentiles in the Christian church.®

The difficulty is that Kasemann sees the athrmation of cosmic reconcili-
ation as something that precedes anthropological reconciliation and
" understands both Col 1:20-22 and 2 Cor 5:19-20 implying a “transi-
tion from a cosmological to an anthropological message of reconcilia-
tion.”® He seems to mean that Paul or the author of the Deutero-
Paulines only came to the idea of the reconciliation of mankind from
the notion of the reconciliation of the world (or the All), and that this
was a notion current in the Hellenistic world of the time, as 1s dreamed
of in Vergil's Fourth Eclogue.®

There are several comments that are in order in this regard. First,
one may concede that there is a vague idea of reconciliation in the
Fourth Eclogue. In it Vergil sings of the ultima aetas, when “a new
generation descends from heaven on high” and “a golden race springs
up throughout the world,” putting an end to “the iron brood.” As it
begins in Pollio’s consulship, “lingering traces of our guilt shall become
void and release the earth from its continual dread.” And the child to
be born “shall have the gift of divine life, shall see heroes mingled with
gods, and shall himself be seen of them, and shall sway a world to which
his father’s virtues have brought peace.” And the untilled earth shall
pour forth its bounty of flowers and plants and vegetables, while “the
herds shall not fear huge lions” (Eclogues 4.4-22). I regard the idea of
reconciliation that may be contained in this Eclogue as vague because it
1s really dealing with another matter, the birth of the Golden Age, when
all will be blissful and bountiful. To compare such a view of cosmic
progression with the cosmic reconciliation of Pauline or Deutero-
Pauline writings is somewhat farfetched. What they have in common is
only a rosy, utopian view of a future age; but all the details are
remarkably different.

Second, it seems to me that the prime analogate in the Pauline
writings that deal with reconciliation is anthropological reconciliation, -
and that the transition is from mankind to the world, or to the All, not
the other way round. Cf. Rom 8:21-23 for the progress of his thought
(under another image, to be sure).
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Third, it is difficult to understand how a notion that Kiasemann
generally relegates to Deutero-Pauline writings, cosmic reconciliation in
Colossians and Ephesians, can be considered the source of something
that is found In the authentic Pauline writings themselves, anthropo-
logical reconciliation.

These are, then, some of the difficulies that I have with the
Kasemann interpretation of the role of reconciliation in Pauline
theology. Despite them I have recognized that there are some excellent
paragraphs in the article on the consequences of this notion for
Christian life and conduct. And this brings me to the last point of my
discussion.

IV. The Pertinence of Pauline Reconciliation to Modern Life

Having reflected on the figure of reconciliation that Paul uses to
describe one of the effects of the Christ-event and that emphasizes the
gratuitous initiative taken by God to bring humanity closely into a
sphere of friendship and intimacy with himself, we can see that this idea
has to be proclaimed anew by Christians of today. Ours is a world in
which we have struggled to put an end to war, not merely because we
fear the consequences of a Third World War of atomic- or hydrogen-
bomb dimensions, but because people of varying religious back-
grounds, Judeo-Christian or other, have come to a stage of cosmic or
worldwide awareness that simply as human beings we can no longer act
that way with one another. “Jamais plus la guerre,” said Paul VI,
addressing the United Nations. For Christians in particular the motiva-
tion for this is found in the Apostle’s idea of reconciliation, in the
breaking down of the barriers between human beings (and by implica-
tion, between nations).

On another level of dealings between groups and individuals within a
given national or ethnic society there is need for further reflection on
the Pauline message of reconciliation. There is a feeling abroad that
our human society is sick—for all sorts of reasons. One aspect of it 1s
precisely the alienation of men and women from those things or those
persons with which they have been intimately identified in the past. To
such as are estranged and alienated the Pauline message of reconcilia-
tion addresses itself ever anew: “For as many of you as were baptized
into Christ have put on Christ; there is neither Jew nor Greek, there is
neither slave nor free, there is neither male nor female; for you are all
one in Christ Jesus.” This Paul wrote in another context (Gal 3:27-28),
but it supplies the background to his thinking on reconciliation or at-
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one-ment. The Christian, regardless of his/her ethnic origin, social
status, or sexual identity, is expected to meet the challenge of putiing on
Christ, of donning his outlook on life. If he is “our peace” and has
made us both one (Eph 2:14), then in him the Christian finds the
remedy to the alienation that besets him/her in the society in which he/
she lives.

In the earliest passage in which Paul deals with reconciliation, he
speaks of himself as having been given “the minisiry of reconciliation”
(2 Cor 5:18) and of being an “ambassador for Christ” (5:20). In this, as
in some other passages (cf. Col 1:24), Paul did not hesitate to depict
himself as having the task of extending, in a sense, one of the effects of
the Christ-event. Paul would never have substituted himself for Christ,
implying that anything that he would do would replace or substitute for
the Christ-event itself. But he could speak of himself as a “minister of
reconciliation,” proclaiming to the world the message of reconciliation,
announcing the effect of the Christ-event, and striving to get more and
more of mankind to appropriate 1o itself the benefits thereof. So, as
ambassador for Christ, he extends the ministry of reconciliation.

Paul’s teaching about reconciliation obviously has something of the
idyllic about it. We look at other Christians who surround us, and we
see all the forms of estrangement and alienation among them as among
many others who are not Christian. We wonder why it is that such an
effect of the Christ-event has not taken root and manifested itself in the
lives of such persons, if faith in Christ Jesus and baptism into his life
really mean all that they are supposed to mean. This is a real problem,
and it has often been called the problem of the integration of Christian
life. How does a Christian become aware that his outlook and life are to
be dominated by the person of Christ and all that he stood for and
taught? Paul was not unaware of this himself. Writing in a context that
did not deal with reconciliation as such, he said, “I have been crucified
with Christ; it is no longer 1 who live, but Christ who lives in me; and
the life I now live in the flesh (kata sarka) I live by faith in the Son of
God” (Gal 2:20). The ontological reality of Christ-in-me has somehow
or other to be brought to the level of psychological awareness. This is
the problem of the integration of Christian life: “Be what you are.” You
are in Christ; you have entered a state of reconciliation with God and
with your felowmen through your faith and baptism into Christ Jesus.
Let them influence your existence, life, and conduct. The challenge is
thus given to men and women of all ages and generations to be what
they are.

By extension of the last two points that have been made, it would not
be false to say that the Christian of today shares in a sense in that
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“ministry of reconciliation” of which Paul spoke. The role of the
Christian in the twentieth century would be to manifest that reconcilia-
tion to others, to other Christians, to his/her Jewish brother or sister, to
other members of the human race who are not part of the Judeo-
Christian heritage.

There is obviously a greater problem here today than that envisaged
by Paul. His horizons were limited to the Christian message that he was
explaining to the Christians to whom he wrote, whether they came
from a Jewish or a Gentile background. He found the reconciliation of
them in Christ Jesus, who is “our peace.” Today the role of the
Christian is to be faithful to his/her own Christian heritage, yet so
manifest his’her love and friendship as to include even those who are
not of his/her own immediate Christian circle. If the Roman poet
Terentius could write, “Homo sum; humani nihil a me alienum puto”
(Heaut. 1.1,25: “I am a human being; I consider nothing human to be
foreign from me”), the Christian could also boast, “Christianus sum;
christiani nihil a me alienum puto.” That Christian challenge would be
at once a Joyalty to one’s own heritage and an openness to and love of
what is not of it.

In Paul’s ken the reconciliation of Jew and Greek of which he spoke
was envisaged as an at-one-ment brought about between them through
faith and baptism in Christ Jesus—through the conversion of both Jews
and Greeks to Christianity. This is Paul’s sole perspective. Today we
have all witnessed in one way or another the alienation of Christian and
Jew. Itis an age-old problem of a barrier that exists between us, born of
what Paul calls “their rejection.” This stern word, used of his former co-
religionists, was likewise associated with his sorrow about that barrier
(see Rom 9:2-3). But as we ponder the implications of his teaching
about the reconciliation of all human beings in Christ, we cannot be
blind to the problems that that teaching has created and can still create.
For Christian theologians have never yet been able to explain satisfacto-
rily why it is that the God that they worship has in his providence
continued to favor a people which nourishes itself on a great deal of the
same Scriptures that feed our Christian lives and yet have not accepted
the reconciliation that is at hand in Christ Jesus. Christian theologians
have no adequate theology of Israel. This is the enigma that the Pauline
theology of reconciliation proposes.

If I was somewhat critical of Kasemann earlier in this paper, I should
like to end by making my own some of his comments on an aspect of
reconciliation. Without buying all the connections which he establishes
between the New Testament hymns and “the unbridled enthusiasm

. . of the earliest Hellenistic community and the beginnings of its
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world mission,” I can agree that the Pauline teaching on reconciliation
could be viewed too enthusiastically and with too rosy a hue, so that an
“individual Christian will understand the salvation he experiences as
devoid of temptation and consequently cease looking toward the future
and giving himself to the service of others. So it is no accident that the
anthropological statements about reconciliation occur in a parenetic
context, portraying existence as still hanging in the balance. The
message of reconciliation is not an eschatological myth, as in Vergil's
Fourth Eclogue. It is actualized between the indicative of the gift of
salvation and the imperative of the duttes of salvation, ie., in the
historical realm, the realm of concrete daily life and corporate commu-
nity. Cosmic peace does not settle over the world, as in a fairy tale. It
takes root only so far as men in the service of reconciliation confirm that
they have themselves found peace with God.”?

In concluding this discussion of the theological notion of reconcilia-
tion, I should like to stress that 1 have sought merely to situate it in
Pauline theology as a. whole and to restore it to its merited relation to
justification. I have not tried to say that it is in Pauline theology more
important than justification or that the essence of Pauline theology can
be summed up by it. It expresses an aspect of the Christ-event that
justification does not, and it is really impossible to say which is more
important. In certain discussions of Paul (e.g., Romans 5) one may
debate, as I have above, whether justification is not subordinated to
reconciliation, but that still leaves the question open about the place of
reconciliation in Pauline theology as a whole.5*
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Ephesians is so similar to that in 2 Corinthians and Romans that it is almost
impossible to distinguish a Pauline and a Deutero-Pauline view of this matter.
See further my remarks on Kasemann's treatment of the Pauline material
above, pp. 173-75, who does not radically separate them from the authentic
Pauline corpus.

* See further R. Bultnann, Theology of the New Testament, 1.232-38; J. A.
Fitzmyer, “Pauline Theology,” §119.

*” See p. 165 above; cf. J. Dupont, La réconciliation, 10-18.

28 Here one could add further Pauline passages that deal with the peace of
Christ. He is “the peace of God™ that surpasses all understanding and that will
keep your hearts and your minds in Christ Jesus™ (Phil 4:7). Or “let the peace of
Christ rule in your hearts, to which indeed you were called in one body” (Col
3:15). Cf. 2 Thes 3:16. Moreover, “peace” is not to be understood in this
connection merely as the absence of war or enmity, for it carries with it the Old
Testament nuances of salém, the wholeness or perfection of bounty that can
come only from God himself.

% As in Rom 3:6; 5:12. But Paul also used Zosmos in the sense of the created
universe; see Rom 1:20; 1 Cor 3:22; cf. Eph 1:4. See R. Bultmann, Theology of
the New Testament, . 25459,

301, Dupont (La réconciliation, 39~42) associates reconciliation with both
sacrifice and propitiation. In this I have to disagree. It is not that Paul did not
consider the death of Christ a sacrifice (cf. Eph 5:2), but rather whether in the
passages in which he deals with reconciliation he uses the expressions, “his
death,” “the blood of the cross,” or “the blood of Christ” with the sacrificial
connotation. No one will deny that the saying of Lev 17:11 (“for the lite of the
flesh isin the blood; and 1 have given it for you upon the altar to make expiation
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for yourselves; for it is the b]_Ot_Dd that makes expiation”) underlies Paul's use of
“blood” in Rom 3:25, where 1t is closely associated with hilastérion. That meanin

of blood is thus clearly related to expiation. But in Romans 3 Paul does not
introduce the figure of reconciliation.

i cannot help but think that D. E. H. Whiteley (“St. Paul's Thought on the
Atonenment,” 240-55, esp. pp. 247-49) comes closer to Paul's sense when he
relates the mention of blood in the reconciliation passages 1o “covenant blood”
(cf. Exod 24:3-8): “The Apostle means that through his death Christ consti-
ruted a refationship with all things analogous to that established in the Old
Testament by means of the blood of the covenant™ (249). Cf. his Theology of St.
Paul, 140. Lihrmann (“Rechtfertigung und Versdhnung,” 438-40) speaks of
the use of blood in Rom 3:24-26 as also related to “Bundestheologie.” In a
footnote he recognizes the connection with Leviticus 16 and the similar use of
material in Qumran literature. To my way of thinking, the primary reference in
Romans 3 is to Leviticus 16—and only thereafter possibly a reference to
“Bundestheologie.” The reason is that only in Romans 3 are “blood” and
hilasterion associated, whereas elsewhere the “blood” or “death” of Christ (e.g.,
when related to reconciliaton) could have the covenant reference more
directly.

3t What is curious is to recall that English-speaking Jews translate Yom hak-
Kippurim as the “Day of Atonement.” See The Torah: The Five Books of Moses
{(Philadelphia: Jewish Publication Society, 1962) 226 (Lev 23:27). This name is
undoubtedly influenced by the translaton of Christian English Bibles. In
French the Hebrew expression is more accurately translated as “Jour de
I'Expiation.” The JPS Torah uses, however, the noun “expiation” in Lev 16:6, 10,
11, 17; 17:11 (where the RSV has “atonement™; but cf. Lev 16:34 in the JPS
Torah). Apparently, English-speaking Jews have never used any other transla-
tion for the Hebrew name of this feast-day; at least so | have been informed by
Prof. Harry M. Orlinsky and Dr. Philip Goodman, the compiler of The Yom
Kippur Anthology (Philadelphia: Jewish Publication Society of America, 1971). To
both of these gentlemen I owe my thanks.

%2 See n. 1 above for details. The article was translated under the title “Some
Thoughts on the Theme ‘The Doctrine of Reconciliation in the New Testa-
ment,” ™ but in view of the article's starting-point it would have been better to
render “Versohnungslehre™ as “the doctrine of Atonement,” for this is the term
more properly used in the Anglo-Saxon theological werld, which Kasemann
criticizes. g

¥ “Some Thoughts,” 51. Kasemann considers Colossians and Ephesians to be
Deutero-Pauline; but in realiry this distinction means little in his discussion.
Hence my position; see n. 25 above.

% Kasemann continues: “In the deutero-Paulines [presumably Colossia ns an-d
Ephesians] it also characterizes only very limited contexts, specifically the liturgi-
cal tradition contained in two passages" [presumably Col 1:20, 22; Eph 2:16).
But the fact that the image is used n a text of “liturgical tradition” does not
mean that the image itself is of a liturgical background; liturgy does use figures
and language drawn from other contexts and relationships.

*"Some Thoughts,” 63. I can understand how one might say that the
doctrine of justification establishes the legitimacy and sets the limits of Pauline
teaching, but “of [presumably, all] NT teaching”? How does Paul become a
norm for John, or Pauline theology a criterion of, say, Lucan theology?
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D. Lihrmann (“Rechtfertigung und Verséhnung," 446) likewise asserts that
reconciliation has “keine eigenstandige Bedeutung” in Paul's theology, but is
subordinated to the “Hauptthema semer Theologte, das in der Antithese von
Glaube und Gesetz zu beschrieben ist.” Though Lihrmann tries to refine
Kasemann's position somewhat, he is still operating with the basic presupposi-
tioit of the latter. He breaks with Kasemann, when the latter describes
“Versohnung” as only one soteriological variant among others that were taken
up in early Christianity, especially in those circles in which Christ was hailed as
the cosmic victor. But he still derives the whole idea of anthropological
reconciliation from cosmic reconciliation, as does Kasemnann.

3% “Some Thoughts,” 50

37 Ihid.

3 Ihid. This is not merely a problem of the English translation of Kasemann's
article, to which I referred above in n. 32, but it is even true of the German
original: “Blickt man von da aus auf die um hilaskesthai kreisende Wortgruppe,
muss sofort gefragt werden, ob und wie weit die Ubersetzung ‘versoh-
nen’ Gberhaupt an die Stelle des sicher angemesseneren ‘suhnen’ treten darf”
(“Erwagungen,” 48). The problem is by what right one can say that the
katallassein-words belong to the orbit of hilaskesthai in Pauline thinking.
Sihnen/expiate has cultic, liturgical, and even sacrificial overtones; but does
versihnen/reconcile imply any of that? Moreover, Paul never uses the two
together in the same-passage. That atonement, reconciliation, expiation, and
even propitiation, came to imply all that is part of the history of the doctrine
of the atonement. But is it so in Pauline theology?

3% “Some Thoughts,” 52. To show that hilaskesthai and words related to it
designate “an event in the cultic realm,” Kasemann cites Rom 3:25; Heb 2:17;
8:12; 9:5; 1 John 2:2; 4:10. Then he adds, confusing the issue still more, “t0
whlch ma) be added the ransom-sayings in Mark 10.45 and } Tim 2.6" (p. 50).
But the image in lytren (or antilytron) is distinct. The mere fact that Paul links
both apolytrosis and hilastérion in Rom 3:24-25 does not necessarily mean that
they have the same background or, for that matter, share a cultic background,
let alone the same cultic background. That hilasterion has a Palestinian Jewish
cultic background can be readily admitied; but if one were to insist rather on its
Hellenisuc background (e.g., on its derivation from propitiatory rites in the
Greco-Roman world), it could also be of cultic origin. But it is not at all clear that
the figure involved in apolytrisis is necessarily cultic. Here one would have to
discuss the extent to which the (fictive) emancipation of a slave or a prisoner at
the shrine of a god in the ancient eastern Mediterranean world was really
considered to be an act of worship or cult. And if it were, would that imply the
same cultic background that the Hellenistic origin of hilaskestha: might?

9 “Some Thoughts,” 51.

*! The phrase, “life from the dead,” is very difficult to interpret and has been
understood in many ways; for my preferred understanding of it, see the
commentary on Romans in fBC, art. 53, §112.

 “Some Thoughts,” 51

3 Ibid., 52.

# Ibid. Kasemann's starting-point was a criticism of Anglo-Saxon theology
and 1ts use of the doctrine of atonement as a summation of New Testament
soteriology. Given all the overloading of the term “reconciliation™ or “atone-
ment” with the nuances of expiation, propitiation, satisfaction, penal substitu-
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tion, etc., that ensued in that “theological world,” Kasemann was rightly critical.
But when he employs the tag justificatio imptorum in the context of a discussion of
Pauline theology and fashions another in imitation of it, justificatio inimicorum
(thereby subordinating reconciliation to justification), he runs the risk of
importing into Pauline theology nuances born of a later problematic. For that
Latin abstract phrase, though based on Rom 4:5 (dikaiounta ton asebé), is not
found precisely in Paul’s writings—and I do not mean simply that Pau! did not
write in Latin. The abstraction with the genitive plural is not his way of putting it;
in using it, Kasemann betrays a later theological stance. '

%5 For a brief summary of the discussion about the relation of chap. 5 to the
whole of Romans, see my commentary in JBC, art. 53, §49 and the literature
cited there. Cf. U. Luz, “Zum Aufbau von Rém. 1-8TZ 25 (1969) 161-81. As
for the relation of reconciliation and justification, it might be well to recall the
treatment of J. Weiss, The History of Primitive Christianity (ed. F. C. Grant; New
York: Wilson-Erickson, 1937), 2. 496-504, esp. p. 497: “The most common and
comprehensive expression for the event which Paul had experienced, and which
all Christians must experience, is undoubtiedly ‘reconcihation”. . . .”

4 “Some Thoughts,” 53.

# Ibid., 50. Obviously, it would not be part of it if one insists on the Deutero-
Pauline character of these hymnic fragments in Colossians and Ephesians.

48 Actually cosmic reconciliation is not found in Eph 2:11-22, Since it is found
in Col 1:20-22, it may be called Deutero-Pauline. But it should be remembered
that it is explicitly mentioned in 2 Cor 5:18-19 and is echoed in Rom 11:15.
Hence it cannot be simply written off as a Deutero-Pauline motif, as Kise-
mann implies in his discussion of the idea in An die Romer (HNT 8a; Tu-
bingen: Mohr, 1973) 129.

19 “Some Thoughts,” 54.

50 Ibid., 55.

1 Ihid.

52 Ibid.

52 Ibid., 55-56.

¢ See P. T. O'Brien, “Colossians 1,20 and the Reconciliation of All Things,”
Reformed Theological Review 33 (1974) 45-53; J. 1. Vicentini, “ ‘Déjense reconci-
liar con Dios': Lectura de 2 Corintios 5, 14-21," RevistB 36 (1974) 97-104; A.
Stoger, “Die paulinische Versdhnungstheologie,” TPQ 122 (1974) 118-31; V. P.
Furnish, “The Ministry of Reconciliation,” CurTM 4 (1977) 204-18: E. Lohse,
“‘Das Amt, das die Versohnung predigt,” ” Rechtfertigung: Festschrift fiir Evnst
Kdsemann zum 70. Geburtstag (ed. . Friedrich et al.; Tubingen: Mohr [Siebeck];
Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1976) 339-49; [. Milgrom, *Atonement
in the OT,” IDBSup, 78-82; P. Garney, Salvation and Atonement in the Qumran
Scrolls (WUNT 2/3; Tibingen: Mohr (Siebeck], 1977).



Eaght
PAUL AND THE LAW"®

As I BEGIN this discussion of Paul and the Law with members of the
Canon Law Society, I cannot help but recall the famous words of the
Apostle, “I am speaking to those who know the law” (Rom 7:1). Such a
realization did not deter him, however, from devoting no little space to
the subject in his writings, and in this I take courage.

Paul's treatment of law is found for the most part in two letters: in
Gal 2:16-6:13 and in Rom 2:12-8:7. Though there are scattered
remarks about it elsewhere (e.g., in 1 Cor 9:20; 15:56; 2 Cor 3:17-18,;
Rom 9:31; 10:4-5; 13:8-10; Eph 2:15 [cf. 1 Tim 1:8-9]), it is well to
recall at the outset that his main discussion is found in polemical
contexts. The Judaizing problem in the early Church called forth his
remarks on the subject; this was a threat o his fundamental under-
standing of the Christ-event, and he reacted vigorously against it.! But
it would be a mistake to think that Paul’s teaching about law occupies
the center of his theology. To regard it in this way would be to commit
the same error which has plagued much of Christian thinking since the
Reformation which identified the essence of his theology solely with
Justification.? We have finally come to recognize that the Pauline view of
Christ lies as much in the “new creation” brought about in Christ and
through the Spirit, as God initiated a new phase of salvation-history.
Similarly we have learned that Paul viewed this Christian condition in
terms of justification mainly because of the context of the Judaizing
problem. Even though his teaching about law is, therefore, somewhat
time-conditioned and polemical, nevertheless it has in all parts of it
aspects which are relevant and pertinent to our situation today.

Likewise at the outset it is necessary to mention one further minor
problem. It concerns the literal and figurative sense of nomos used by
Paul as well as his use of the noun with and without the article. In a
number of instances Paul will make statements such as these: the
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Gentiles “are a law to themselves” (Rom 2:14); or “in my members
another law at war with the law of my mind” (Rom 7:23); or, as he
makes use of oxymoron, “the law of the Spirit of life” (Rom 8:2), “the
law of Christ” (Gal 6:2), or “the law of faith” (Rom %:27). In all such
instances the use of nomas is figurative, and its prime ana"logate is the
Mosaic law. These figurative expressions attempt to describe pagan or
Christian counterparts of the Mosaic law in a term that is frankly
borrowed from it. But aside from such clearly figurative expressions
Paul otherwise speaks only of the Mosaic law, “the religious system
under which the Jews had lived since the time of Moses.”* He speaks
only of 1t, and makes no distinction between its cultic, ritual, or ethical
demands.* It may be that he sometimes extends it, designating by nomos
the whole of the Old Testament and not just the Torah or Pentateuch
(cf. Rom 3:19 and the quotations cited in the preceding context). But it
is useless to try to distinguish his statements according to the use of the
article or the lack of it.* If we emphasize this at the outset, it is only 1o
avoid a misunderstanding; for Paul does not really talk about “law as
such.” Not even the verse quoted at the beginning of this paper (Rom
7:1) refers to anything but the Mosaic law, as the verses in the
immediately following context show.® However, it is true that some
statements are couched in terms which are generic and lend themselves
by extension to other legal systems than that of Moses; for this reason it
is not difficult to apply them to other types of law, Christian or
otherwise, and find that they are still relevant.

With such preliminary remarks we may turn to the discussion itself,
which will have three parts: (1) Paul’s view of the law and the anomaly
which it presents in human life; (2) his explanation of the anomaly; and
(3) his solution of the anomaly.

L. Paul’s View of the Law and Its Anomaly

We can best describe Paul’s view of the law by making five observa-
tions about it.

(1) Paul personifies nomos, just as he does hamartia (“sin”) and thanatos
(“death”)” This is especially true in the letter to the Romans. Like
Thanatos and Hamartia, Nomos is depicted as an actor playing a role on
the stage of human history (see Rom 5:20). .

Tounderstand its role, we must recall Paul’s view of salvation-m?tory.
His conception of it is based on the unilinear view of world hlstr:ory
which he inherited from the Pharisaic tradition. Early rabbis main-
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tained that the duration of the world would be 6000 years, divided into
three phases: (a) the period of Tohi-wa-bohii (“Chaos,” see Gen 1:2),
lasting from Adam to Moses when there was no law; (b) the period of
Térah (“Law™), lasting from Moses to the Messiah when the law ruled
human existence; (c) the period of the Messiah, when either the law
would cease (according to some rabbis), or the Messiah would perfect it
by giving it a new interpretation (according to others).? Paul employs a
similar threefold division of history: (a) From Adam to Moses the
period was law-less; human beings did evil or sinned, but there was no
imputation of transgressions (Rom 5:13).° “For the law brings wrath;
but where there is no law, there is no transgression” (Rom 4:15). (b)
From Moses to Christ the law reigned and sins were imputed as
transgressions of it; “the law brings wrath” (Rom 4:15). (c) The
Messianic Age began with Christ Jesus, who is “the end of the law”
(Rom 10:4).

Paul apparently followed that view which regarded the law as coming
to its end in the period of the Messiah.!® For him Jesus himself is “the
end of the law” (telos nomou}, not only in the sense that it was aimed at
him as its consummation, its goal, or its finis (Gal 3:24), but also in the
sense that, as the Christos (or “Messiah™), he put an end to it. For he
“abolished in his flesh the law with its commandments and ordinances”
(Eph 2:15). Through him “we are discharged from the law” (Rom
7:6)." Upon us “the ends of the ages have met” (1 Cor 10:11 [my
translation]), 1.e., the last end of the age of the Torah and the first end
of the age of the Messiah. In the latter there reigns instead ko nomos tou
Christou, “the law of the Messiah” (Gal 6:2).

Thus all of human history has become a stage; and the actors who
come upon 1t to influence this condition are Death, Sin, and the Law.

(2) When Paul describes the actor Nomos for us, we learn that he is
good: “The law is holy, and the commandment is holy and righteous
and good” (Rom 7:12; see also 7:16). Indeed, it is even said to be
“spiritual” (preumatikos, Rom 7:14), i.e., belonging to the sphere of God
and not of earthbound humanity. For it is “the law of God” (Rom-7:22,
25; 8:7; cf. 1 Cor 7:19), since it ultimately came from God and was
destined to lead human beings to “life,” i.e., to communion with God. It
was “the very commandment whose purpose was life” (ke entole heé eis
zoen, Rom 7:10). In a broad sense it could even be said to be “the oracles
of God” (Rom 3:2), for it manifested to human beings God’s word and
his will. In Gal 3:12 Paul quotes Lev 18:5 and is constrained to admit
that “he who does them [i.e., the prescriptions of the law] shall live by
them,” i.e,, shall find life through them. Even though the law was
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secondary and inferior when compared to the promises made to
Abraham by God (Gal 3:21), it was certainly not a contradiction of
_ them. It enjoyed, therefore, a fundamental goodness by which the
saints of the Old Dispensation were to achieve their destiny, a life of
uprightness in the sight of God.

(3) This character Nomos constituted one of the privileges of Israel.
Paul frankly lists it among the prerogatives enjoyed by his kinsmen by
race: “They are Israelites, and to them belong the sonship, the glory,
the covenants, the giving of the law . . .” (Rom 9:4). They were
privileged in that they possessed a God-given means of seeking their
justification. And everything that the law says is addressed to those who
are under its authority and who acknowledge it (Rom 3:19).

But Paul turns the coin, precisely in this regard. For it does little good
for a Jew to boast of his possession of the law and of hearing it read
every Sabbath in the synagogue, if he does not obey it (Rom 2:17~24).
As a prerogative of Israel, the law set Paul’s kinsmen by race apart from
those who were a-nomoi and hamartolo:, “law-less” and “sinners” (seeing
that they were without the law). But Paul emphasizes the obligation
which lay on Israel to observe that law, and to observe it in its entirety
(Gal 5:3), if it is recognized as a norm for life.

(4) In spite of all this, Nomos is depicted as incapable of producing the
uprightness which it was destined to achieve. Though it was “holy and
righteous and good,” came from God, and was Israel’s prerogative, yet
it did not bring “life” to men. Paul is severe in his judgment, as he
makes a daring addition to Ps 143:2, “No human being will be justified
in the sight of God—by observing the law” (lit., “from the deeds of the law”
[my transiation]). The last phrase, boldly added by Paul to the Psalm in
Rom 3:20, amounts to a devastating accusation which formulates the
anomaly which the character Nemos brings into human existence. Nomos
was supposed to bring life, as Lev 18:5 had promised; but in reality it
brought just the opposite. Thus Paul describes the negative role of the
law: its inability to give life, because it is nothing more than an extema-l
norm. It tells people what they must do without giving them the dynamas
(“the force™) to do it. And so, the law was not a dynamic force for life
(unlike the gospel [see p. 153 above)).

To prove his point, Paul appeals to the de facto situation of the Jews
who are just as much subject to God’s wrath, even though they possess
the law, as the heathen who do not obey it because they do not know it.}?
Indeed, his acciisation implies that the Jews cannot really obey it. As
proof he cites the Old Testament itself in the words of Hab 2:4, “the
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upright person shall live by faith” (see Rom 1:17; Gal 3:12); but faith
has nothing to do with the law. This, then, is the negative role of Nomos:
it fails to give human beings the ability to fulfill the obligations which it
imposes on them.

(5) But Nomos also plays a positive role by multiplying or enhancing
sin and by levelling a curse on human beings. And herein we find the
real anomaly which Paul sees in the law. Good though it was, the law
really multiplied sin. Paul teaches this explicitly: “It was added [to the
promises made to Abraham] for the sake of transgressions” (Gal 3:19);
“the law came in to increase the transgression” (Rom 5:20 [my
translation]).

These Pauline statements must be understood in terms of the periods
of salvation-history mentioned above. Arriving on the stage of human
history in the second period, Nomos became the tool and the instrument
of Hamartia. In fact, it became the very “dynamis of Sin” itself (1 Cor
15:56). While supplying to human beings no dynamas of its own whereby
they might find “life,” it ironically enough became the henchman of
Hamartia; and thus it unleashed on humanity God’s wrath: “for the law
brings wrath” (Rom 4:15). Though it was not sin itself, it contributed to
sin: “What then shall we say? That the law is sin? By no means! Yet, if it
had not been for the law, I would not have known sin” (Rom 7:7). And
the reason is that in the absence of law “sin was dead” (Rom 7:8).

This positive role of Nomos is played in three ways: (a¢) The law acts as
an occasion (aphormé) for sin. It instructs human beings in the material
possibility of sinning, either by forbidding what is indifferent (e.g., the
eating of unclean animals, Lev 11:2-47; Deut 14:4-21), or by exciting
desires in annoying the conscience by the imposition of an external,
positive regulation against “forbidden fruit.” This aspect of law,
however, as an occasion of sin, is for Paul only secondary; he alludes to
it briefly in Rom 7:5, 8, 11, but otherwise makes very little of it.!?

(b)) Much more important is the role which Nomos plays as a moral
informer. For Nomos gives human beings “a real and profound knowl-
edge of sin” (epignosis [not just gnosis] hamartias, Rom $:20). This deep
awareness of the true character of moral disorder shows sin up to be a
rebellion, a transgression, an act against a personal God, and an
infidelity to the covenant relation and stipulations formulated in the
Decalogue. This i1s why Paul could say, “Sin indeed was in the world
before the law was given; but sin is not counted (ouk ellogeitat) where
there is no law” (Rom 5:13). Paul would not deny that human beings
were evil during the period from Adam to Moses (during the “law-less”
period of Chaos). But he insists that their sinfulness did not have the
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character of open rebellion and transgression because the Mosaic law
had not yet been given. Men sinned, but it was not “like the transgres-
sion of Adam” (Rom 5:14), who violated a command of God (Gen 2:17;
3:6, 11). Again, “where there is no law there is no transgression” (Rom
4:15), or “apart from the law sin lies dead; I was once alive apart from
the law, but when the commandment came, sin revived and I died”
(Rom 7:8b~9a).

(¢} In addition to being an occasion for sin and a moral informer
about the real nature of sin, Nomos also played its positive role by laying
a curse on human beings. This stern view of the law, which modern
Christians may be inclined to tone down, is derived by Paul from Deut
27:26, which he quotes in Gal 3:10, “Cursed be every one who does not
abide by all things written in the book of the law and do them.” This
shows, as Paul argues, that the law itself cursed the very human beings
on whom it imposed its obligations. It brought them under “condemna-
tion” (Rom 8:1), and thus it became a “ministry of condemnation” (2
Cor 3:9) and a “dispensation of death” (2 Cor 3:7). And this is the
height of the anomaly of human existence in the period of Torah.
Understanding it all in this way, Paul can only exclaim, “Did that which
is good, then, bring death to me?” (Rom 7:13). Did the God-given
Nomos in the service of Hamartia bring humanity into the clutches of
Thanatos? His answer is “yes,” and it happened that the true colors of
Hamartia might be shown up: “that sin might be shown to be sin” (Rom
7:13). But could this be? How could such a thing happen? To answer
this brings us to our second point, Paul’s explanation of the anomaly.

I1. Paul’s Explanation of the Anomaly

Paul not only recognized and described the anomaly that Nomos
brought into human life, but he also tried to explain how it could
have come about. His explanation is twofold, differing according to his
letters. In his earlier letter to the Galatians Paul gives an extrinsic
explanation, setting forth the temporaty role of the law: “Now before
faith came, we were confined under the law, kept under restraint until
faith should be revealed. So that the law was our custodian (paidagogos)
until Christ came, that we might be justified by faith” (Gal 3:23-24).
Here in Galatians Nomos is depicted as a slave who in the Hellenistic
world accompanied the school-age boy to and from classes, kept him in-
tow, and supervised his studies. Thus the law schooled and disciglmed
humanity in preparation for Christ, “the end of the law.”* But this was
only a temporary disposition of God, permitted until mankind reached
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the maturity in which it could do without the paidagogos and respond to
Christ, who came in the fulness of time, with an adult and personal
commitment which is faith. Thus the law played a temporary role in
salvation-history, disciplining God’s people that it might gradually
come of age to learn of Christ.

Paul stresses its temporary, provisional character by pointing out that
it was added to Israel’'s promised heritage four hundred and thirty
years after the original promises made to Abraham. Paul’s chronology
may be off by several centuries, but in any case the law came in later.
This shows that it was in reality inferior to the promises and could in no
way annul them. Its inferiority was also manifest in that it was
promulgated by angels and through the mediation of Moses (see Gal
3:19-20). Whatever Paul may have thought about the angels, he
certainly relegated them to the same category as the Mosaic law as far as
Christians were concerned.’ He chides the fickle Galatians, warning
them that to adopt any of the Judaizers’ practices would be a return to
the worship of “the elements of the world” (Gal 4:3, 9). As heathens,
they were once ensiaved to such elements or primitive rudiments; but
to adopt any of the material observances of the Judaizers would be
tantamount to a return to such slavery. Such is the pejorative view of
the law and its worth that Paul finally developed. Now that Christ’s rule
has replaced that of spirits and angels, their role in human history is
over; and thus their identification with the law reveals its inferior and
temporary status as well.

This explanation of the anomaly of the law was apparently not very
satisfactory even for Paul, being in effect quite extrinsic. For it did not
really come to grips with the problem of human incapacity to obey the
God-given law. So when Paul composed Rom 7:1%-24, he abandoned
that explanation and sought a more intrinsic, philosophical explana-
tion. Paul finally realized that the difficulty was not with the Mosaic law
as such, but rather with human beings in their earthbound condition of
sarx, “flesh,” alienated from God and dominated by Hamartia. In
Romans 7 Paul explains the anomaly of the law from the fact that
human beings are sarkinoi, “made of flesh,” i.e., composed of a principle
which ties their whole personal existence, outlook, and mentality to
earth and to a material mode of existence which distracts them from
any consideration of God. Here we must let Paul speak for himself:

Did that which was good, then, bring death to me? By no means! It was sin,
working death in me through what is good, in order that sin might be
shown to be sin, and through the commandment might become sinful
beyond measure. We know that the law is spiritual; but I am carnal
(sarkinos), sold under sin. I do not understand my own actions. For I do not
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do what I want, but I do the very thing I hate. Now if I do what I do not
want, I agree that the law is good. So then it is no longer I that do it, but sin
which dwells in me. For I know that nothing good dwells in me, that is, in
my flesh; I can will what is right, but I cannot do it, for I do not do the good
I want, but the evil I do not want is what I do. For if I do what I do not want,
it is no longer I that do it, but sin which dwells in me.

So I find it to be a law that when I want to do right, evil lies close at hand.
For 1 delight in the law of God, in my inmost self, but I see in my members
another law at war with the law of my mind and making me captive to the
law of sin which dwells in my members. Wretched man that I am! Who will
deliver me from this body of death? (Rom 7:13-24)

It is the evil force introduced into the world by Adam’s transgression,
Sin (with a capital S), which keeps human beings in bondage and
slavery. Even if they want to obey God’s law, they cannot do so because
the earthbound self (sarx) is dominated by Hamartia. Paul even goes so
far as to call, figuratively indeed, this indwelling sin a “law”; it is “the
law of sin” (Rom 7:25), an appositional genitive.

At the end of chap. 7 in Romans Paul can only exclaim, “Wretched
man that I am! Who will deliver me from this body of death?” And his
answer to his own question yields the solution to the anomaly of the law.
It also provides us with our third point.

IIL. Paul’s Solution of the Anomaly

Paul's solution is, “Thank God! It is done through Jesus Christ our
Lord” (Rom 7:25 [my translation]), an answer that is as remarkable as it
is simple.*¢ He continues, “There is therefore now no condemnation for
those who are in union with Christ Jesus. For the law of the Spirit of life
in Christ Jesus has freed me from the law of sin and death” (Rom 8:1-
2). It has often been pointed out how in that short answer Paul
introduces his great insight into the meaning of the Christ-event for
humanity (viz., freedom from the law, from sin, and from death) and
succinctly summarizes the entire second part of the doctrinal section of
Romans. For Rom 8:2 is a brief résumé of chaps 5, 6, and 7: “The law
of the Spirit of life in Christ Jesus had freed me from the law of sin and
death.” The three key-words, law, sin, and death, are significantly
Jjuxtaposed.

With a slightly different nuance the same message is the burden of
the letter to the Galatians, which is Paul's “Charter of Christian
Liberty.” In it he almost had to thrust his ideas of liberty on reluctant
Gentile-Christian neophytes, who seemed to prefer bondage and
restraint in Judaizing practices. To those who did not want to be free of
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the law he could only exclaim: “For freedom Christ has set us free” (Gal
5:1). And these words sum up his whole message of Christian liberty.!”
In the same context he brands the law of Moses as a “yoke of slavery.”
“I testify again to every man who receives circumcision that he is bound
to keep the whole law” (5:3).

We must specify further the sense in which Paul can say that Christ
has freed human beings from the law. For it is also obvious that the
freedom he preached did not mean a throwing off of all restraint, an
invitation to license. Even Paul insisted, “For you were called to
freedom, brethren; only do not use your freedom as an opportunity for
the flesh” (Gal 5:13). Even in the letter, which is his “Charter of
Christian Liberty,” Paul inserts the catalogues of vices and virtues which
he inherited from the catechesis of the primitive church. Here as in
other letters they serve as norms of Christian conduct. For instance, in
Gal 5:19-21 he lists “the works of the flesh” as “fornication, impurity,
licentiousness, idolatry, sorcery, enmity, strife, jealousy, anger, etc.”
and ends with the warning, “those who do such things shall not inherit
the kingdom of God.” To put it more bluntly, Paul for all his talk about
Christ’s abolition of the law still seems to have in the hortatory sections
of his letters elaborate lists of do’s and don’t’s. Moreover, he seems to
regard them as fundamental to Christian community life. It might
seem, then, that Paul has simply done away with the Mosaic law with its
Pharisaic interpretation and casuistry only to set up his own code.

To understand his attitude, we must try to see what he meant by
saying that Christ “abolished in his flesh the law of commandments and
ordinances” (Eph 2:15), or that Christians “have died to the law
through the body of Christ” (Rom 7:4). For it is noteworthy that Paul in
his letters ascribes this freedom from the law or death to the law
precisely to the crucifixion and death of Christ himself. The explana-
tion of this facet of Pauline theology is found in one of the most difficult
verses of the Pauline corpus: “Through the law I died to the law, that I
might live for God; I have been crucified with Christ” (Gal 2:19-20).18
In these words Paul means that the Christian identified with Christ
through baptism shares in his death by crucifixion. As Christ by his
death,put an end to the law, so the Christian has died to the law; it no
longer has any claim on him. But how did this death (of Christ and the
Christian) take place “through the law”? Paul almost certainly means
“through the pernicious effects of the law,” or, as we might say today,
“through legalism.” For Paul implies that it is the attitude of mind
fostered by the Mosaic law itself in those who crucified Jesus (cf.l
Thess 2:14-15). He was undoubtedly thinking of the formalism and
legalism of the traditions that he knew as a Pharisee which made it
impossible for his “kinsmen by race” (Rom 9:3) to accept Jesus of
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Nazareth as Messiah. So it was “through the law” that the Christian
has died to the law (by his con-crucifixion with Christ, synestauromai)
that he/she might live for God.

This liberty from the law brought about by the death of Christ is stil
further explained in Galatians 3. In that and the following chapter Paul
develops an elaborate midrash on the Abraham story of Genesis; he
shows how God, foreseeing the justification of the Gentiles by faith,
announced in effect the gospel aforetime to Abraham in blessing all
nations in him. But by contrast, Paul argues, the law, which came in
after these promises made to Abraham, levels a curse on all who would
live by it: “Cursed be every one who does not abide by all the things
written in the book of the law, and do them” (Deut 27:26). But Christ by
his death has removed this curse from humanity.

To show how this was done Paul indulges in a little “rabbinic” logic.®
His argument is not marked by Aristotelian logic, and any attempt to
reduce it to a syllogism fails, for there are actually four terms in the
argument. Christ has removed the curse of Deut 27:26 from humanity
because he became the “curse of the law” in the sense of Deut 21:23,
and by dying he blotted it out. When he died as “the curse of the law,”
in one sense, the curse of the law in another sense died with him:
“Christ redeemed us from the curse of the law, having become a curse
for us—for it is written, ‘Cursed be everyone who hangs upon a tree’”
(Gal 3:13). Here Paul cites the curse of Deut 21:23, levelled against the
exposed dead body of an executed crizninal. It was customary to hang it
up as a deterrent to crime, but it was not allowed to remain beyond
sundown, for it would defile the land; in this sense it was accursed. In
Roman times, when punishment by crucifixion became frequent in
Palestine, the verse was applied to this form of capital punishment.
Paul, knowing that Jesus died by this manner of death, realizes that the
curse of the law materially applied to him. So by a free association he
maintains that Jesus, the “curse of the Law” (in the sense of Deut 21:23)
blotted out by his death the curse levelled against humanity (by Deut
27:26). Thus Christ “abolished the law” (Eph 2:15). Thus he “cancelled
the bond that stood against us with its legal demands; this he set
aside, nailing it to the cross” (Col 2:14). Thus he became “the end
of the Law” (Rom 10:4).

Instead there now reigns the “law of the Spirit of life” (Rom 8:2),
which is in reality no “law” at all,2° but is given that appeliation by Pgul
through oxymoron. The Christian who has been baptized into Christ
lives a new life, a symbiosis of himself with Christ. Having grown
together with Christ, the Christian can now only think as Chfist .thm!cs
and conduct his life only for God. “I live, now not I, but Christ lives in
me” (Gal 2:20). For the Christian is now motivated, energized, and
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vitalized by the Spirit of the Risen Jesus; it frees him from his condition
assarx; 1t is what later theology calls “grace.”?! “For God has done what
the law, weakened by the flesh, could not do: sending his own Son in
the likeness of sinful flesh and for sin, he condemned sin in the flesh, in
order that the just requirement of the law might be fulfilled in us, who
walk not according to the flesh but according to the Spirit” (Rom 8:3-
4). The principle of Christian activity is no longer merely an external
list of do’s and don’t’s, but rather the internal whispering of the dynamic
Spirit which enables the Christian to cry, “Abba, Father,” and which
testifies to him that he/she is a child of God (Gal 4:6; Rom 8:15). For the
Christian is “led by the Spirit” (Rom 8:14); it has become for him/her a
nomos, principle, a figurative “law.” He/she 1s no longer earthbound sarx
when so activated, but is now pneumatikos, “spiritual.” Living thus for
'God, and being so captivated with Christ that he/she is even his “slave”
(doulos, 1 Cor 7:22),22 the Christian has nothing to do with sin, evil,
disorder, or transgression. For Paul it is inconceivable that a human
being identified with the death, burial, and resurrection of Christ in
baptism could ever again think of sin and evil. “How can we who died to
sin still live in 1t?” (Rom 6:2); just “as Christ was raised from the dead by
the glory of the Father, so we too must walk in the newness of life”
(Rom 6:4). In other words, for the Christian there is no need of a legal
system such as was the Mosaic law, especially as understood in the
Pharisaic tradition with its 613 commands and prohibitions.

How explain, then, Paul’s insistence on the catalogues of vices and
virtues mentioned earlier? True, Paul does not hesitate to exhort his
Christian communities to the practice of virtue. But his norms for
individual conduct are now subsumed all under one notion: under love,
under concern for others, under the dynamic demand of Christian
communal living, In Rom 13:8-10 he makes it explicit:

Owe no one anything, except to love one another; for he who loves his
neighbor has fulfilled the law. The commandments, “You shall not commit
adultery, You shall not kill, You shall not steal, You shall not covet,” and any
other commandment, are summed up in this sentence, “You shall love your
neighbor as yourself.” Love does no wrong to a neighbor; therefore love is
the fulfilling of the law. (See also Gal 5:14.)

Love is the fulfilment of the law, not because it replaces the Mosaic law
with another external norm of conduct, but because it is uself a
dynamic force impelling human beings to seek the good of others,
energizing their faith in Christ Jesus (Gal 5:6: pusies di’ agapes ener-
goumene, “faith working itself out through love”). For Paul what does
not express love does not lead to life.®
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It is in this sense that Paul speaks of “the law of Christ.” For this
pauline expression is obviously a “take-off” on the expression, the law
of Moses. When, however, we look at the context in which the
expression is used in Gal 6:2, %t Is obviously that of brotherly love, and
speciﬁcally of fraternal correction. “Brethren, if a person is overtaken in
any violation, you who are spiritual should restore him in a spirit of
gentleness; but look to yourself, lest you too be tempted. Bear one
another's burdens, and so fulfill the law of Christ."?* The example
which Paul uses here should obviously be understood as precisely that,
an example; for if the “law of Christ” is to be understood in terms of
love, as the passage suggests, it is not to be restricted to that form of
Jove which would manifest itself only in fraternal correction.

When one sees how Paul does away with the Mosaic law and its
legalism and substitutes for it the “law of the Spirit of life” and the
principle of love, one cannot help but ask how Paul, the former
Pharisee, could ever have come to such a view of the Old Testament.
But, to my way of thinking, it is precisely his background which has
brought him to this reaction.?® We must remember that Paul’s attitude
toward the Old Testament is at least double. ¥or if he is very severe in
speaking of the Old Law, nevertheless he frequently quotes the Old
Testament, appeals to it as the source of the promises made to
Abraham (Rom 4:13), as “the oracles of God” (Rom 3:2), and sees in it
“the book written for our instruction” (1 Cor 10:11; cf. Rom 4:23-24;
15:4). But his negative attitude toward the Old Testament is undoubt-
edly due to the “traditions of the Fathers” (Gal 1:14) which surrounded
and encrusted it and in which he had been schooled. How often he
looked on it as “law,” and how infrequently he thinks of it as
“covenant”! This notion, which looms so large in modern interpretation
of the Old Testament and in a sense sums it up, is somewhat slighted in
Paul’s letters.?® This may well be owing to his dependence on the Old
Testament in the Greek translation of the LXX, where the Hebrew
word berit, “covenant,” was rendered by diathéké, a word which in
Hellenistic Greek often bore the connotation of “last will, testament”
(see Gal 3:15). This Greek translation colored the Old Testament
covenant with the connotation that it was an expression of God’s will;
and this aided the tendency to exploit it legalistically and casuistically. Tt
obscured the covenant as “pact,” which might have been more appro-
priately translated as synthéke. The result was a preoccupation with the
Old Testament as an expression of God’s will that had to be carried out
by Israel and as a legal system which had to be interpreted to the
€xtreme of casuistry. . .

Finally, we conclude our remarks on the subject by referring to one
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verse which we have not considered so far. It is found in the Pastoral
Epistles, but since Paul did not write these letters himself, we have been
reluctant to introduce it into the main discussion. Whether it is
authentically Pauline or not, it forms a fitting conclusion to it. For it
sums up succinctly what has been said—in a way, however, not said
above: “Now we know that the law is good, if one uses it as law should
be used, understanding this, that the law is not laid down for the just
but for the lawless and disobedient, for the ungodly and sinners. . .”
(1 Tim 1:8-9 [my translation]). This statement fits in perfectly with
what Paul wrote about the law, about its fulfillment in love, about the
Spirit as the principle of the “new creation” (Gal 6:15), and about the
complete incompatibility of the Christian with what is evil and sinful.

In summary, then, Paul’s teaching is a reaction to the Mosaic law, on
the one hand, abolished by Christ Jesus who has now enabled man
through his own Spirit to transcend the earthbound condition of sarx,
and, on the other, summed up and fulfilled in the dynamic principle of
love. The grace and favor of Christ enables human beings to be truly
Christian. The norm, however, for the Christian’s conduct is no longer
an external list of do’s and don’t’s; such a thing exists for “the lawless and
the disobedient.” Instead, Paul's specific exhortations and recommen-
dations express not so much a code or a norm to be exploited and
interpreted casuistically as examples of the Christian principle of love
reacting to communal situations. If my presentation of Paul’s reaction
to law has stressed the Mosaic over against any generic consideration, it
is because this is in fact the perspective from which he viewed and
treated it. But it is well to repeat here one phrase that he did write.
“The commandments, ‘You shall not commit adultery, You shall not
kill, You shall not steal, You shall not covet,” and any other commandment,

are summed up in this sentence, ‘You shall love your neighbor as
yourself” ” (Rom 13:9).27
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?See, e.g., E. Kasemann’s remarks quoted above, p. 171; also his articles
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(1975) 266-76. Cf. H. D. Betz, Galatians, 300.

* Here one should have to cope with the thesis of E. P. Sanders, Paul and
Palestimian Judaism: A Comparison of Patterns of Religion (Philadelphia: Fortress,

1977). But that is a task too vast to undertake here,

*® Passing allusion is made to “covenant” in Rom 9:4 (actually in the plural!); 2
Cor 3:14; Gal 3:17 (the covenant of promise made with Abraham, not that of
Sinai); 4:24; Eph 2:12. In this matter one may consult H. J. Schoeps, Paul: The
Theology of the Apostie in the Light of Jewish Religious History (London: Lutterworth,
1959), chap. 5 (to be used with caution).

*” See further W. Grundmann, “Gesetz, Rechtfertigung und Mystik bei
Paulus: Zum Problem der Einheitlichkeit der paulinischen Verkiindigung,”
ZNW 32 (1933) 52-65; S. Lyonnet, “Liberté chrétienne et loi de Y'Esprit selon
Saint Paul,” Christus 4 (1954) 6-27; R. Bring, “Die Erfullung des Gesetzes durch
Christus: Eine Swdie zur Theologie des Apostels Paulus,” KD 5 (1959) 1-22;
G. E. Ladd, “Paul and the Law,” Soli Deo gioria: New Testameni Studies in Honor
of William Childs Robinson (ed. J. M. Richards; Richmond, VA: John Knox,

1968) 50-67.
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“TO KNOW HIM AND THE POWER
OF HIS RESURRECTION” (Phil 3:10f

IN THE cOURSE of his letter to the Christians of the young church of
Philippi the Apostle Paul composed one of his more significant
statements on the meaning of Thrist’s resurrection for the life and
destiny of every Christian. It is a statement that is fully appreciated only
when understood in the light of Paul’s complex and total view of the
resurrection of Jesus. It also reflects an understanding the early church
had of the mystery and an aspect of it that must vitalize the modern
appreciation of Christian life.

Many writers have stressed the importance of Christ’s resurrection in .
Pauline soteriology.! My purpose is not to repeat what they have
presented so well, much less to gainsay it, but rather to bring into
clearer focus a perspective of Pauline theology of the resurrection that
might be overlooked. Though my remarks are centered about Phil
3:10, which gives formal expression to the perspective in which I am
interested, the discussion will go farther afield. For it is concerned with
the phrase, “the power of his resurrection,” and its implications in
Pauline theology.

I. The Philippian Context

The verse on which our attention immediately focuses is found in the
third chapter of Paul's letter to the Philippians. As a whole, it is the
most charming of his letters, one written to a cherished and fervent
community, and filled with counsels of love and joy. As a whole, it
reads like a letter of gratitude. Paul thanks his Philippian converts for
the material aid sent to him on several occasions: while he was laboring
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in Macedonia, and now that he is imprisoned (see Phil 4:16; 1 Thess
2:9; cf. Acts 17:1-9). Modern interpreters of Philippians have pointed
out the abrupt joining of paragraphs and the lack of a real transition in
certain parts of the letter (2:19; 3:2; 4:4, 10). For a variety of reasons
Philippians seems 1o be a composite letter, made up of several notes
that Paul once wrote to the church of Philippi. Composed on different
occasions, they were joined together subsequently, perhaps when the
Pauline corpus was being fashioned toward the end of the first
century.? This plausible analysis of the canonical letter to the Philip-
pians atlows us to reckon with the following division of it:

- Letter A: :

1:1-2; 4:10-20 (Paul’s note of thanks for the aid sent by the Philip-
pians)

Letter B:

1:3-3:1; 4:4-9, 21-23 (Personal news and a report about Epaphroditus
and Timothy)

Letter C:

3:2-4:3 (A warning 1o the Philippians).

The verse that interests us, Phil 3:10, is part, then, of the warning
that Paul sends to the Philippian Christians, cautioning them against
certain enticements of “Judaizers.” These Christians were apparently
advocating the adoption of circumcision, and he seems to have learned
about their presence in Philippi. Writing from an imprisonment—
possibly in Ephesus, ca. A.p. 56—he admonishes his favorite community
against the deceptions latent in these enticements. This he does with an
unwonted vehemence, and in a surprising tone (when it is compared
with the rest of Philippians): “Look out for the dogs, look out for those
evil workers, and look out for those who mutilate the flesh” (3:2). The
boast implicit in the attitude of those opponents, that Paul found so
incomprehensible, causes him to counterpoise the real foundation of
his Christian confidence. Rather than set his hope on a mark in the
flesh, Paul bases his hope on knowing Christ Jesus. This foundation is
greater than all else: “Whatever gain I had, I counted as loss for the
sake of Christ” (3:7). “Indeed”, he exclaims, “I count everything as loss
because of the surpassing worth of knowing Christ Jesus my Lord”
(3:8). In this affirmation Paul acknowledges his faith in the Kyrios, his
risen Lord, giving him the title that denoted par excellence the
primitive church’s belief in Christ as the instrument of the Father's
plan of salvation. To know Jesus as Kyrios—the summation of Christian
faith—is the basis of his hope and his “boast.”
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Consequently, Paul continues:

8For his sake I have suffered the loss of all things and count them as refuse,
in order that I may gain Christ ®and be found in him, not having a
righteousness of my own, based on law, but that which is through faith in
Christ, a righteousness from God that depends on faith; *that I may know
him and the power of his resurrection, and may share his sufferings,
becoming like him in his death, that if possible I may attain the resurrection
from the dead (3:8-10).

Having come to “know” Christ Jesus as Kyrios through faith, Paul's
hope is to “gain Christ,” i.e., to be associated with bhim in the future, or
“to attain the resurrection from the dead.” The implication is that
somehow through faith in Christ Jesus the power of the risen Kyrios
brings it about that Paul—and every Christian—will be “found in him,”
to share a glory that is his. This immediately raises the question about
the nature of that “power of his resurrection.”

IL. The Power of His Resurrection

A facile way of explaining the “power of the resurrection” in Phil
3:10 would be to invoke the divinity of Christ. Since Jesus is the Son of
God and himself rose from the dead as “the firstborn from among the
dead” (Rev 1:5), he will bring about the resurrection of the righteous
by his own divine power. Such an explanation, while true when
formulated in terms of the later Chalcedonian definition of christology,
goes beyond the Pauline conception and fails to reckon with either its
primitive formulation or the complex notion involved in Paul's theol-
ogy of the resurrection. '

To understand the phrase, *the power of his resurrection,” in
Pauline theology, one should recall a few basic tenets of the Apostle’s
teaching about Christ’s resurrection. First of all, Paul almost always
ascribes it to the Father. To cast it in terms of Aristotelian cau sality, God
(or the Father) would be the efficient cause of Jesus’ resurrection. In 1
Thess 4:14 Paul speaks of the resurrection intransitively: “Since we
believe that Jesus died and rose again (anesté), even so, through Jesus,
God will bring with him those who have fallen asleep.” He is referring
here to the parousia of Jesus and to the resurrection of Christian dead
that is to take place at that event. But this is the only place in his writings
where he uses the intransitive anest¢ of Jesus' resurrection. It stands in
signthcant contrast to 1 Thess 1:10, where Paul also refers to the
parousia of the “Son,” “whom he [i.e., God] raised (¢geiren) from the
dead, Jesus who delivers us from the wrath to come.”
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On occasion, Paul uses the passive form of the verb egeirein to express
Jesus’ resurrection (e.g., Rom 4:25; 6:4,9; 7:4; 8:34; 2 Cor 5:15). It
would seem to mean that Jesus “was raised.” But grammarians of
Hellenistic and New Testament Greek have often pointed out that the
aorist passive form, unlike its use in the classical period, was being used
more often in a deponent sense—though passive in form, it was
becorning active in meaning.® Consequently, it is sometimes argued that
when Paul or other New Testament writers* use the aorist passive of
egetretn,® it may not mean “was raised” but simply “rose,” and be a
synonym of aneste. Indeed, to support this argument, appeal is often
made within the New Testament itself to such passages as Mark 2:12
(“and he rose”) or Luke 7:14 (“arise,” to be compared with the active in
8:54).% In such passages the only suitable meaning is admittedly the
intransitive “rose.”

Yet aside from the fact that most of the passages to which appeal is
thus made have nothing to do with resurrection from the dead in the
same sense as the resurrection of Jesus, there are many places in Paul's
letters where he uses the active, transitive form of the verb egeirein with
ho theos, “God,” as the subject and Jesus or Christ as the object. Thus at
the beginning of his earliest letter, in the passage referred to above,
Paul reminds the Thessalonians how they turned from idols “to serve a
living and true God, and to wait for his Son from heaven, whom he
raised from the dead, Jesus who delivers us from wrath to come” (hon
egeiren ek ton nekrom, 1 Thess 1:10). Similarly in 1 Cor 15:15 he says, “We
are even found to be misrepresenting God, because we testified of God
that he raised (¢geiren) Christ, whom he did not raise if it is true that the
dead are not raised.”” In the light of such texts that clearly attribute
Jesus' resurrection to the Father (or to God) in the active sense, one
should prefer the passive meaning of the aorist (and perfect) forms to
the deponent usage, at least in Paul’s letters, and elsewhere as well,
when there is a trace of a similar primitive tradition.® This is to respect
the specifically primitive Pauline nuance in speaking of Jesus’ resurrec-
tion, a nuance undoubtedly inherited from the early Christians who
preceded him.

Another minor issue ought also to be mentioned in this connection,
viz., that of the so-called theological passive.® To avoid the mention of
God’s name, Palestinian Jews out of reverence often cast a sentence in
the passive voice.!® This practice seems to have been adopted by early
Jewish Christians too. The former Jew and Pharisee, Paul, would not be
expected to differ from them in this regard. This practice explains the
lack of a prepositional phrase with the passive forms that would

formally express the agency (hypo tou theou or hypo tou patres), €.g., in
Rom 4:25; 1 Cor 15:4.
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Second, for Paul the God who raised Jesus from the dead was a God
of power. This view of God reflects his inherited Jewish understanding
of the might and power of Yahweh in the Old Testament.!! Paul refers
to this understanding in Rom 1:20, when he speaks of God’s aidios
dynamis, “eternal power,” in parallelism with his theiotes, “divinity,” that
pagans should have come to recognize and reverence. It is the dynamis
of Yahweh, the personal God of Israel, and not merely of some nature
god such as was commonly venerated in lands surrounding Israel,
much less some magic force. It represents the personal power of
Yahweh, the creator, who fashioned for himself a people; it is his life-
giving power which manifested itself on various occasions in Israel’s
behalf, particularly at the Exodus from Egypt and the passage of the
Reed Sea (see Exod 15:6; 32:11; Josh 4:23-24; Ps 77:15; Isa 40:26). It
is the power of Yahweh that Israel celebrated in its prayers, “Yours, O
Yahweh, is the greatness, and the power, and the glory, and the victory,
and the majesty. . . . In your hand are power and might” (1 Chr
29:11-12).12 That Paul thinks of such a quality of Yahweh is clear from
Rom 9:17, where he cites Exod 9:16, “For the Scripture says to Pharaoh,
‘I have raised you up for the very purpose of showing my power in you,
so that my name may be proclaimed in all the earth.’” The life-giving
quality of this power appears too in Rom 4:17-21, where Paul,
commenting on the Abraham story in Genesis and the promise made to
the patriarch of a numerous progeny to be born of Sarah, speaks of
God as one “who gives life to the dead and calls into existence the things
that do not exist” and who revitalized Abraham’s body “which was as
good as dead” because “God was able (dynatos) to do what he had
promised.” Abraham, consequently, became the model of the believer;
and “the power of God” became the basis of Christian faith (see 1 Cor
2:5).

Third, for Paul the act of raising Jesus from the dead was not a mere
restoration of him to the life that he formerly led on earth. It was not a
return to the terrestrial existence Jesus had known and experienced
during his ministry. Paul never speaks of Jesus' resurrection as other
New Testament writers speak of the resuscitation of Lazarus, of the son
of the widow of Nain, or of the daughter of Jairus.® Lazarus appar-
ently had to face death again; the risen Jesus is the victor over death.
Hence, the resurrection for Paul meant the endowment of Jesus by the
Father with the “power” of a new life. In 2 Cor 13:4a Paul explains, “He
was crucified in weakness, but lives by the power of God (z¢ ek dynameos
theou).” The precise nuance of this Greek phrase indicates that God’s
life-giving power became the source of the vitality of the risen Christ.

This is, further, the meaning underlying the enigmatic phrase in Rom
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1:4, where Paul speaks of “his [i.e., God’s) Son, who was born of the line
of David according to the flesh, but established'* as the Son of God in
power according to the Spirit of holiness as of (his) resurrection from
the dead.” The act by which the Father raised Jesus from the dead
became in Paul's view an endowment of him with power as of the
resurrection. It is not sufficient to explain this verse in terms of some
messianic enthronement of Jesus;'® nor is it convincing to explain away
the difficult phrase en dynamei by construing it as a prepositional phrase
modifying the participle horisthentos.'® While defensible grammatically
in the immediate sentence-context, it does not reckon with the nuances
the phrase has when considered in its relational sense (i.e., against
other Pauline passages dealing with the resurrection or the background
of Paul’s theology of the resurrection as a whole). In this passage,
then, Paul seems to be contrasting Jesus as the Son, born into
messianic, Davidic lineage, with a fuller idea of him as powerful Son
“appointed, established, installed, constituted™ as such as of the res-
urrection. Once this is understood, it is easy to grasp how Paul
could even come to speak of the risen Christ as “the power of God”
(1 Cor 1:24). So endowed at the resurrection, he is, abstractly
expressed, the very power of God.

Paul offers a further explanation (2 Cor 13:4): “He was crucified in
weakness, but lives by the power of God. For we are weak in him, but in
dealing with you we shall live with him by the power of God.”"?
Here Paul sees the dynamis of the risen Jesus as something not given
for himself alone, but for human beings. What effected the resur-
rection of Jesus works also for the salvation of humanity. Hence
Paul can say in 1 Cor 6:14, “God raised the Lord and will also raise
us up by his (ie., Jesus) power.”'® The power is ultimately derived
from the Father and is life-giving; it brings about the resurrection
of Jesus, and of Christians in union with him. It is not something,
therefore, that is related solely to Jesus himself.

In the light of this background one must interpret the phrase, “the
power of his resurrection,” in Phil 3:10. Frequently enough, the phrase
is explained of a power that emanates from the risen Jesus and becomes
the source for the vitality of Christian life. Commentators are accus-
tomed to insist that Paul is not thinking of the physical event of the
resurrection itself,?® but rather of the state in which the risen Jesus
exists as an influence exerted on the believer. For instance, E. Osty
insists that “the power of his resurrection” is “not the power which had
raised Christ, but that which emanates from Christ.”?® Similarly, E.
Lohmeyer, “It is not a question of God activating the process, but rather



208 TO ADVANCE THE GOSPEL

‘his resurrection’ possesses the formative and perfecting ‘power.” "
Again J. Huby displays a similar understanding of it, when he writes,
“The resurrection, of which the Christian experiences the power, is not
the very act by which Christ came forth living from the tomb, but the
term of this action, the life of the glorified Christ.?® M. R. Vincent
" also proposes this sort of explanation: “Dynamin i1s not the power by
which Christ was raised from the dead (Chr., Oec.), nor as Theoph.
‘because to arise is great power’; nor Christ's power to raise up
believers. Like the preceding expressions, it describes a subjective
experience. It is the power of the risen Christ as it becomes a
subject of practical knowledge and a power in Paul's inner life. .
The resurrection is viewed, not only as something which Paul hopes
to experience after death, nor as a historical experience of Christ
which is a subject of grateful and inspiring remembrance, but as a
present, continuously active force in his Christian development.”??
Or again, P. Biard writes, “The power of the resurrection, then, of
which Paul speaks, is certainly not a power which is exercised on
Christ in order to raise him, but the powerful and glorious state of
the risen Christ to which believers are assimilated (configurés).”?4
Similary, D. M. Stanley, “It is this power of his [i.e., Christ’s] new
supernatural life which gives the Christian the capacity for sharing
in Christ’s sufferings (Médebielle, Dibelius) which so unites the
Christian’s sufferings with Christ’s that they are part of his pas-
sion.”2s

On the other hand, a writer like B. M. Ahern believes the “the activity
of the Holy Spirit . . . constitutes the ‘power of Christ’s resurrec-
tion.'"? Ahern offers no explanation for this interpretation of the
phrase. Perhaps he is thinking of Rom 1:4, “established as the Son of
God in power according to the Spirit of holiness as of (his) resurrection
from the dead.” Here, however, one must be careful not to equate “the
Spirit of holiness” too hastily with “the Holy Spirit,” since the phrase
kata pmeuma hagiosynes, being parallel to kata sarka, seems to desig-
nate something intrinsic to the risen Christ himself in that context.?”

It seems to me, however, that the adequate understanding of Paul’s
theology of the resurrection calls for a reconsideration of the phrase,
“the power of his resurrection,” and of a perspective that is being
overlooked in such interpretations. This “power” is not limited to
‘the influence of the risen Jesus on the Christian, but includes a
reference to the origin of that influence in the Father himself. The
knowledge, then, that Paul seeks to attain, the knowledge that he
regards as transforming the life of a Christian and his/her suffer-
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ings, must be understood as encompassing the full ambit of that
power. It emanates from the Father, raises Jesus from the dead at
his resurrection, endows him with a new vitality, and finally pro-
ceeds from him as the life-giving, vitalizing force of the “new crea-
tion” and of the new life that Christians in union with Christ experi-
ence and live. It is not something simply equated with the “physical”
-act of raising Jesus from the dead, or with the miraculous character
of that event, or with the state of the risen Jesus. It is rather the
full, comprehensive power in its various phases; and the knowledge
of it, emanating from Christian faith, is the transforming force that
vitalizes Christian life and molds the suffering of the Christian to
the pattern which is Christ. This 1s the basis of Paul’s hope and his
boast.

This interpretation may be confirmed by the (Pauline or Deutero-
Pauline?) letter to the Eph 1:19-20, where the author gives thanks and
prays that the Christians of Ephesus may come to know “what is the
immeasurable greatness of his [i.e., God's] power in us who believe (to
hyperballon megethos tés dynameds autou ets hémas tous pisteuontas), according
to the working of his great might (kata ten energeian tou kratous tes ischyos
autou), which he accomplished in Christ when he raised him from the
dead and made him sit at his right hand in the heavenly places.” See
further Eph 2:5-7; ¢f. 1 Pet 1:5.

This interpretation seems to underlie the very brief explanation of
the phrase, “the power of his resurrection,” that has been proposed by
such commentators as P. Bonnard, F. W. Beare, K. Staab, and possibly
G. Friedrich.2®

When this interpretation is pondered, it can be understood as a
primitive attempt to formulate the relation of the risen Son to the
Father and can be seen as the Pauline basis of the later Trinitarian |
speculation about the relations of the Divine Persons.

IIL A Further Specification of This Power

What precedes may seem coherent enough, but the question still has
to be asked whether Paul gives any further indication of what this
dynamis might be. My discussion began with the rejection of the idea
that it can be simply explained in terms of Jesus’ divinity. Is there any
other way in which Paul regards it?

In Paul's theology the power of God is closely related to his g]o.ry.29
That which brings about the glorification of Christ is not merely said to
be the power of God, but even the glory (doxa) of the Father. The risen
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Jesus is in the status of glory; he is not merely raised from the dead, but
is exalted. Just as it was for Paul the God of power who raised Jesus
from the dead, so it is “the Father of glory” (Eph 1:17) who has exalted
him. Indeed, if it seemed that the “power” of God was the instrument
whereby Jesus was raised, it is the “glory” whereby he is exalted. This
indicates the close relation of God’s power and glory in the resurrec-
tion.

The significance of this is seen above all in Rom 6:4, where Paul states
that “we were buried with him by baptism into death, so that as Christ
was raised from the dead by the glory of the Father, we too might walk
in newness of life.” Here Paul speaks of glory (doxa) almost in the
same way he spoke of power (dynamis). Glory belongs to the Father,
was used in raising Jesus from the dead, and results in a “newness
of life” for the Christian.

The “glory of the Father” is related to the “power of God” in 2
Thess 1:9, where Paul explicitly joins the two, “the presence of the
Lord and the glory of his might (@po tes doxés tes ischyos autou).
Again, in Phil 3:21 the two ideas are closely related, as Paul teaches
that our commonwealth is in heaven, from which we await a Savior,
the Lord Jesus Christ, “who will change our lowly body to be like his
glorious body (to somati tés doxes autou), by the power (kata tén ener-
geian) which enables him to subject all things to himself.” This too is
the background of the prayer that Paul utters in Col I[:11, “May
you be strengthened with all power, according to his glorious might
.. (en pasé dyamer dynamoumenot kata to kratos tés doxés aulou).
Again, “when Christ who is our life appears, then you also will
appear with him in glory” (Col 3:4). This is “our hope of sharing
the glory of God” (Rom 5:2).

Just as Paul was able to refer to Jesus as “the power of God” (1 Cor
2:5), so too he called him “the Lord of glory” (1 Cor 2:8). In the latter
passage the quality of the state is linked explicitly to the title of the risen
Jesus, who is depicted by the Apostie as sharing the Old Testament
attributes of Yahweh himself. In an analogous way the gospel that Paul
preached was related by him both to the power and the glory of God
and Christ; his “gospel” is the “power of God™” for the salvation of
everyone who believes (Rom 1:16), but it is also “the gospel of the glory
of Christ, who is the likeness of God” (2 Cor 4:4).3° (Cf. the Deutero-
Pauline way of putting it in 1 Tim 1:11, “the gospel of glory of the
Blessed God with which I have been entrusted.”)

The richness of the Pauline concept of doxa as the source of the new
life that the Christian enjoys can be further seen in the conclusion of
Paul’s midrash on an Exodus passage developed in 2 Cor 3:7-4:6. Paul
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alludes to and cites from Exod 34:29-35, which tells of the descent of
Moses from Mt. Sinai. The “glory” (kabéd) of Yahweh had shone on the
face of Moses as he conversed with him; when he came down from the
mountain, Moses had to veil his face because Yahweh's glory reflected
there frightened the Israelites. “Whenever Moses went in before the
Lorp to speak with him, he took the veil off, until he came out . . . ;
and the people of Israel saw the face of Moses, that the skin of Moses’
face shone; and Moses would put the veil upon his face again, until he
went in to speak with him” (34:34-35).

In 2 Corinthians 3—-4 Paul contrasis the new covenant with that of
Sinai; if the old covenant were ushered in with such glory, how much
more attends the new. To make his point, Paul shifts the sense of the
veil. He sees it as hiding from the Israelites not that which frightened
them, but the fading of the glory on Moses’ face. This detail is not in the
Exodus story itself; it represents a Pauline view of the passing of the
covenant of old. For him it has “faded” (2 Cor 3:7, 10-11). But this is
not all, for he introduces still another free association: a veil hanging
before someone’s face not only conceals from others what is there (and
frightens) or what is not there (because it is fading away and imperma-
nent), but it also hinders the sight of the one before whose eyes it hangs.
Once again, this detail is not in the Exodus story. Paul introduces it into
his midrash as he transfers the veil from Moses to his Jewish contempo-
raries: “Yes, to this day whenever Moses is read a veil lies over their
minds” (2 Cor 3:15). With this unflattering condition Paul conirasts the
lot of the Christian who has turned to the Lord—an allusion to Moses’
turning to the Lord when he went in to speak with him. “When a
person turns to the Lord the veil is removed. Now the Lord is the Spiri,
and where the Spirit of the Lord is, there is freedom. And we all, with
unveiled face, beholding the glory of the Lord, are being changed into
his likeness from one degree of glory to another; for this comes from
the Lord who is the Spirit” (2 Cor 3:16-18).3' Underlying Paul's
conception here is the belief that as of the resurrection Jesus became
“the Lord"” and a “vivifying Spirit” (1 Cor 15:45; cf. Rom 1:4). This he
became as the “last Adam,” i.e., the Adam of the eschaton, the head of a
new humanity which began with the dawning of the messianic age. To
this “new creation” (Gal 6:15; 2 Cor 5:17) Paul alludes at the end of the
midrashic development in 2 Cor 4:4-6. He insists that he preaches the
“gospel of the glory of Christ, who is the likeness of God (etkon tou
theou),” and explains it all by referring to the Creator, Yahweh himselt.
“For it 1s the God who said, ‘Let light shine out of darkness,” who has
shone in our hearts to give the light of the knowledge of the glory of
God in the face of Christ” (2 Cor 4:6). Thus the source of the new
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Christian life is vraced back to the Creator himself. Yahweh caused his
glory to shine on the face of Jesus, endowing him with a glory greater
than that of Moses; this glorification and exaltation of “the Lord” made
him the “image” or mirror of the Creator. He reflects the glory by
degrees to the Christian who turns to him. This reflection brings about
what the Greek Fathers often called the “progressive divinization of the
Christian” through the influence of the risen Jesus.

The involved midrash on Exodus 34 thus spells out in its own way the
relation of the glory of Yahweh to the resurrection of Jesus and to the
new life that the Christian lives who is “in Christ Jesus.” The Father’s
glory is again seen to be the origin of the life-giving power that vitalizes
Christian experience. It is true that there is no reference to “the power”
of God in this passage.’ But that is because of its starting-point, the
glory on the face of Moses. And yet, the role of glory depicted here fills
out the Pauline picture of its relation to “power,” used elsewhere in his
letters in a similar context.

What underlies the Pauline equation of dynamis, energeia, orischys with
doxa with reference to the resurrection of jesus and the new life of the
Christian is the Old Testament association of these as attributes of God.
We have already cited above 1 Chr 29:11-12, where these attributes of
Yahweh are mentioned in prayer. Similarly one could refer to Dan 2:37
in the LXX version; also Ps 135:2; Wis 7:25; Isa 2:10, 19, 21. Perhaps
more significant is Isa 40:26: “Lift up your eyes on high and see: who
created these? He who brings out their host by number, calling them all
by name; by the greatness of his might and because he is strong in
power . . . ." Here the LXX translates the Hebrew of the last clause
merob “onim wé&ammis koah by apo polles doxés kai en kratei ischyos, i.e.,
rendering ’énim (“strength”) by doxe (“glory”). G. Kittel has noted “how
strongly the LXX came to sense the thought of God’s power in the term
doxa.” He compares the Greek and Hebrew of Ps 67:34; Isa 45:24 and
continues, “in reality, the term [doxa] always speaks of one thing. God’s
power is an expression of the ‘divine nature,” and the honour ascribed
to God by man 1s finally no other than an affirmation of this nature. The
doxa theou is the ‘divine glory’ which reveals the nature of God in
creation and in His acts, which fill both heaven and earth.”*

Though this collocation of God’s power and glory is found in the
Old Testament, it is not as frequent as one might expect. In con- -
trast, the frequency of the parallelism of kabéd and géhirah (or more
rarely koak) in Qumran literature is striking. It reveals a develop-
ment in Palestinian Jewish thinking in pre-Christian times. For ex-
ample, “to God shall I say, ‘My righteousness’ and to the Most
High, ‘Founder of my welfare, source of knowledge, spring of holi-
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ness, height of glory and power of all'” (1QS 10:11-12). “Your
power is [unfathomable] and your glory is immeasurable” (1QH
5:20). “There is no one besides you, there is no one with you in
might; there is nothing to compare with your glory, and for your
power there is no price” (IQH 10:9-10). “And I have learned that
your mouth is truth, in your hand is righteousness; and in your
thought all knowledge, in your might all power; and all glory is with
you” whkwhkh kwl ghurk whwl kbwd ’tkh hw’, 1QH 11:7-8); “. . . a
collection of glory and a spring of knowledge and powe(r]” (1QH
12:29). See also 1QS 11:6-7, 20; 1QH 4:28-29; 9:16-17, 25-26;
15:20. These examples scarcely bear directly on the meaning of the
Pauline phrase in Phil 3:10; there is no direct contact here. But they
at least illustrate the growing frequency of the parallelism of power
and glory in more or less contemporary Jewish (Essene) writings. It
makes all the more plausible the close relationship of God's “power”
and “glory” in Paul’s theology of the resurrection.

If this explanation of Paul's view of the role of “power” in the
resurrection of Jesus has any merit, it serves to unite a number of
elements in his theology that might otherwise seem disparate. It also
enables one to understand the full theological meaning that is latent in
the phrase of Phil 3:10, “the power of his resurrection.” Paul sought to
bring his Philippian converts to a deeper knowledge and awareness of
this transforming power that they might better appreciate their experi-
ence of the Christ-event.
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NEW TESTAMENT KYRIOS

AND MARANATHA AND THEIR
ARAMAIC BACKGROUND"

WHENEVER NEW PALESTINIAN Aramaic texts from the early centuries
of Christianity are made available to the scholarly world, there is
inevitably some aspect or other in them that illumines New Testament
expressions and bears on the interpretation of them. Recently some
material has been published which sheds light on such age-old prob-
lems as the New Testament title kyrios for Jesus and the phrase
maranatha preserved in 1 Cor 16:22. Such new light has been shed on
these problems in the recently published Enochic material from
Qumran Cave 4.

First discovered in 1952, by both Bedouins and archaeologists, the
fragments of Qumran Cave 4 are still in large part unpublished. It has
been estimated that, out of the nearly 15,000 fragments found in that
cave, 511 fragmentary texts have been pieced together like a jigsaw
puzzle and mounted under glass in 620 plates.! To date, not even a
hundred of these texts have been fully published.? Preliminary reports
have been issued and partial publications of some of the texts have been
made;® these have told us about the astounding character of the
material discovered.

The bulk of the Enoch fragments is part of the lot entrusted to J. T.
Mihk for publication; a few of them also belong to the lot of fragments
entrusted to J. Starcky. The preliminary reports issued by these
scholars had warned us about the complicated picture of the Qumran
fragments of this Enoch-literature now available in its Semitic original.
Late in 1976 Milik published the majority of the Enochic fragments.* He
presented the Aramaic text of seven fragmentary copies of the book
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that we know of as I Enoch or Ethiopic Enoch.5 He also published the text
of four fragmentary manuscripts of Astronomica! Enoch and parts of
three fragmentary texts of the Enochic Book of Giants. Besides these
fourteen fragmentary manuscripts Milik also identified several frag-
ments from Qumran Caves 1, 2, and 6, which had been published
earlier by others, but had either gone unidentified or had been wrongly
identified.

Milik speaks of the Books of Enoch, because what we have normally
known as I Enoch is the result of a later redactional process; and it is
now apparent that the Enochic literature at Qumran existed in a
different form. It has been customary to speak of five parts of I Enoch:
(1) The Book of Watchers (chaps. 1-36); (2) The Book of Parables
(mesallé, chaps. 37-71); (3) The Astronomical Book (chaps. 72-82); (4)
The Book of Dreams (chaps. 83-90); and (5) The Epistle of Enoch
(chaps. 91-108, with a possible insert in the latter [chaps. 106-7]
originally separate [?] and sometimes called the Book of Noah). At
Qumran, however, the “Astronomical Book” was copied separately on a
scroll by itself and was much more extensive than its counterpart in the
third section of / Enoch. Moreover, the Book of Parables is completely
missing from the form of the Book of Enoch found at Qumran. In its
stead Milik has discovered a number of fragments of the Enochic Book
of Giants, otherwise known from Manichean and patristic literature. In
one case, part of the Book of Giants is actually copied on the same
fragments as part of the Book of Enoch (4QEnGiants® was part of
4QEn®). So it seems clear that the Book of Enoch at Qumran was
likewise a pentateuch, composed of (1) The Astronomical Book; (2)
The Book of Watchers; (3) The Book of Giants; (4) The Book of
Dreams; and (5) The Epistle of Enoch.

In publishing this Qumran Enoch-material, Milik has proposed a
thesis that needs further scrutiny: that the Book of Parables, known to
us as the second part of ! Enoch, was originally a Christian Greek
composition, which was only later inserted into the Enochic litera-
ture by Christians, who for some reason replaced the Book of Gi-
ants with it—possibly because the Book of Giants was popular with
the Manicheans. If Milik’s thesis has any foundation, then it will
have great repercussions on the debate about the New Testament
title Son of Man.®

Milik dates these fourteen Enochic texts roughly from the end of the
third century B.c. to the beginning of the first century a.p. They thus
preserve for us a form of the Aramaic language that was in use in
Palestine during the last two centuries B.C. and the first century A.p.
Hence, in addition to their importance for the recovery of the original
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Aramaic text of some of the Enoch-literature, they also preserve for us
examples of this important language in which the Palestinian traditions
of the early church were, in part at least, first formulated.

With these preliminary remarks about the nature of the Aramaic
texts which bring to light some data that are pertinent to age-old New
Testament problems, we may pass on to the discussion of two of them:
(1) the New Testament kyrios-title for Jesus; and (2) the acclamation
maranatha. -

I. The New Testament Kyrios-title for Jesus

As a title for Jesus, (ho) kyrios is used by various New Testament
writers. It is but one of several titles given to him. As in the case of the
others, one invariably has to inquire into three aspects of the title for an
adequate understanding of it: (1) its origin or background; (2) its
meaning and connotations; and (3) its application—was it used of the
earthly Jesus, of the exalted or risen Jesus, or of the parousiac Jesus?
The answer that is given to the first question (its origin and back-
ground) often colors the meaning and connotations which the title
carries and eventually even the quest for the stage of Jesus' career to
which it was originally applied. The new evidence bears on the question
of the origin or background of the kyrios-title.

At 1ssue is the absolute usage of (ko) kyrios for Jesus, 1e., the
unmodified title, without any adjectival, possessive, or genitival attri-
butes.” In the second part of this paper, we shall be discussing the
acclamation marantha, which does contain the possessive, “our Lord.”
But the question is, How did it come about that early Christians came to
call Jesus “Lord” or “the Lord” simply? This New Testament Greek
absolute usage is not to be confused with the Aramaic absolute state of
the noun, for in reality both the absolute (or indeterminate) state of the
noun, maré’, “Lord,” or the emphatic (or determinate) state, marya’,
“the Lord,” could be regarded as the Aramaic substratum of the Greek
absolute usage—if there be evidence for it. ‘

Currently, four different views are proposed for the origin or
background of the absolute usage in the New Testament. (1) 4
Palestinian-Semitic Secular Origin: (Ho) kyrios as a religious title for Jesus
would have developed from the ordinary vocative or suffixal form for
“Sir” or “Milord” (in either Hebrew [’ddén] or Aramaic [maré®]). This
secular usage would be reflected in the address kyrie, “Sir,” the vocative,
used even of Jesus at times in the New Testament (e.g., Matt 8:2). (2) 4
Palestinian-Semitic Religious Origin: (Ho) kyrios would have developed as


file:///marp}

Kyrios and Maranatha and Their Aramaic Background 221

a title for Jesus from the religious title ’adon or maré® used by Pales-
tinlan Jews of Yahweh and extended by Jewish Christians of Pales-
tine to Jesus. This view has usually cited the maranatha acclamation
of 1 Cor 16:22 as evidence, but it has normally encountered the
objection that the title preserved in maranatha is not absolute, but
modified, “our Lord,” and hence cannot explain the emergence of
the absolute usage. (3) A Hellemstic-[Jewnsh Religious Origin: Greek-
speaking Jewish Christians of the diaspora, in carrying the Christian
message to the Hellenistic world, would have applied to Jesus the
title £yrios used in the Greek Old Testament as the translation of the
tetragrammaton, as, e.g., in the so-called LXX. Indeed, for some
New Testament interpreters, this explanation is often joined to the
preceding. (4) A Hellenistic Pagan Origin: The absolute title (ko) kyrios
was derived by Christian missionaries, carrying the kerygma of the
primitive Palestinian church to the Hellenistic world, from the use
of kyrios for gods and human rulers in the eastern Mediterranean
world of the first centuries B.c. and A.p. In this case, kyrios was not a
kerygmatic ttle, i.e., it was not part of the original kerygma, but
rather the product of Greek-speaking Christian evangelization of
the eastern Mediterranean world ®

O. Cullmann popularized the combination of the second and third
explanations.®? The fourth explanation has been widely advocated by R,
Bultmann and his followers. The Hellenistic pagan origin has been
proposed mainly for the three following reasons: (2) Paul's allusion to
“many ‘gods’ and many ‘lords "—yet “for us there is one God, the
Father, . . . and one Lord, Jesus Christ” (1 Cor 8:5-6)—seems to
allude to such an origin; () kyrios as a title for Yahweh or as a
translation of the tetragrammaton is said to be found only in Christian
copies of the LXX, whereas pre-Christian Greek translations of the Old
Testament, made by Jews or for Jews, preserve in the Greek text itself
the tetragrammaton written in either the Aramaic “square” characters
or paleo-Hebrew writing (thus Papyrus Fuad 266; 8HevXII gr); and (c)
the conviction that Palestinian Jews simply did not refer to Yahweh as
“Lord” or “the Lord” and hence the title for Jesus could not have been
an extension of this to him. To quote R. Bultmann, “At the very outset
the unmodified expression ‘the Lord’ is unthinkable in Jewish usage.
‘Lord’ used of God is always given some modifier; we read: ‘the Lord of
heaven and earth,” ‘our Lord’ and similar expressions.”!?

The evidence that comes from Palestinian Aramaic and Hebrew
texts that bear on this issue now supports, in my opinion, the second of
the views set forth above: that the absolute use of kyrios for Jesus was
originally of Palestinian-Semitic religious background. I set forth the
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arguments in full in an article in the Conzelmann Festschrift.” From
the various evidence available today it seems quite likely that there was
an incipient custom among both Semitic- and Greek-speaking Jews of
Palestine to call Yahweh adon, mdré®, or kyrios. The Hebrew evidence
was cited from Ps 114:7 in the canonical psalter, from Ps 151:4 (in
11QPs2 28:7-8), and from deuterocanonical Ben Sira 10:7. Greek
evidence can be found in Josephus, Ant. 20.4,2 §90; 13.3,1 §68 (in the
latter case, even in a quotation from Isa 19:19); and also in
Philo (De mut. nom. 2 § 12; Quis rer. div. heres 6 §22-29; De somn. 1.63), if 1
may be permitted to add a non-Palestinian source. The Aramaic
evidence was cited from two Qumran texts: (a) 11QtgJob 24:6-7,
which translated Job 34:12, “Of a truth, God will not act wickedly,
and the Almighty will not pervert justice. In Aramaic this becomes,
hkn sd’ Ih® [ y$qr wmr® [y ‘wt dyn’], “Now will God really act treacher-
ously, and will the Lord [pervert justice]?"** Here the absolute state
maré’, “Lord,” stands in parallelism with ’elaha’, “God.” Maré® here is
not a translation of Yhwh, but of jadday, because the tetragrammaton
is used in the Book of Job only in the prologue, epilogue, and final
speech of Yahweh, whereas in the dialogues of the book it is practi-
cally non-existent.”® Another instance of the absolute usage of
“Lord” can be found in the Genesis Apocryphon from Qumran Cave
1: bryk *nth °l lywn mry lhwl tmym dy nth mrh wslyt U kw!’, “Blessed
are you, O God Most High, my Lord for all ages; for you are (the)
Lord and ruler over all” (1QapGen 20:12-13; cf. also 20:15).** In
these instances, which 1 had already set forth earlier, the title for
God is found not only in the absolute usage, but also in the absolute
state of the noun in Aramaic, mr’/mrh. Now, however, in the new
Enoch material from Qumran Cave 4, we have a clear instance of
the absolute usage of the title for God in the emphatic state of the
noun, marya’. It is found in 4QEn® 1 iv 5: [wighry’l *mr mlry’ z{I n° ¢
mmzry’ . . .], “[And to Gabriel] the {L]ord [said]: ‘G[o now to the
bastards . . ."]".13> Moreover, what is striking here is that the Greek
translation of Enoch, which is extant for this part of I Enoch (10:9),
reads: kat t6 Gabriél eipen ho KS.'® Although the first letter of mry’ is
missing in this Aramaic text, it is nevertheless certainly restored on
the basis of the Greek version. We had often suspected that the
emphatic form of the noun would be written with the final radical
yodh, as in later Aramaic and Syriac, but now the form with it is
clearly attested in this Palestinian Aramaic text from Qumran,
which copy Milik dates “in the middle . . . of the second century”
B.c.!” This text, then, supplies further evidence to that which has
gradually been building up for what was an incipient custom among
Semitic-speaking and Greek-speaking Jews of Palestine in the last
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‘century prior to Christianity of referring to Yahweh as “Lord” or

“the Lord.” Even though we do not yet have a clear case of Yahweh,
the tetragrammaton, being translated directly as mdré® or marya’, it
was scarcely “unthinkable in Jewish usage” to refer to God as “the
Lord.”

If such evidence be acceptable, then another aspect of the kyrios-title
- for Jesus in the New Testament has to be reconsidered. If, as seems
likely, the title ’ddon, or maré>, or kyrios were, indeed, in use among
Palestinian Jews for Yahweh, and the title were borrowed by Palestinian
Jewish Christians for Jesus from such a usage, then it would seem that it
was used of him as a means of expressing his transcendent and regal
status. In this, I find myself thrust back to the explanation of the
meaning of the title that O. Cullmann once advocated, even though for
reasons quite different from his.!® The title would suggest a Gleichset-
zung of Jesus with Yahweh, a setting of him on a par with Yahweh, but
not an /dentifizierung—because he is not ‘abba’. This would, then, imply
perhaps a higher christology for him than the kyrios-title derived from a
Hellenistic pagan context of the eastern Mediterranean world. It would
also imply that the kerygma of the Palestinian church actually included a
recognition of him as maré’ and kyrios. It would root in Palestine itself
the christological confession of Kyrios I¢sous (1 Cor 12:3; Rom 10:9),
among the Hebraists as well as the Hellenists. It would, therefore, deny
that the title was solely the product of the evangelization of the Greek
world, being applied to Jesus by Greek-speaking apostles or disciples
alone.

The absolute usage of this title would also make intelligible the
acclamation preserved in 1 Cor 16:22, maranatha—an acclamation that
may be as old and as primitive as the absolute usage itself. Perhaps the
acclamation does not explain the emergence of the absolute title, but it
does help to provide a context in which the absolute title is intelligible.

I1. The Aramaic Acclamation Maranatha

The ancient acclamation maranatha has been called by J. H. Moulton
and G. Milligan “an old Aramaic watchword . . . misunderstood in
most of our English versions down to the AV."® It is preserved for us,
first of all, by Paul and, strangely enough, in that most Greek of his
letters, 1 Corinthians (16:22). There it forms part of his final farewell to
the Corinthians and of his blessing upon them: “I, Paul, write this
greeting with my own hand. If any one has no love for the Lord, let him
be accursed. Maranatha! The grace of the Lord Jesus be with you.”
Moreover, it is also preserved in Didache 10:6, where it forms part of the
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final blessing of an ancient eucharistic liturgy: *“Let grace come and let
this world pass away. Hosanna to the God of David. If any one be holy,
let him/her come! If any one be not, let him/her repent. Maranatha!
Amen.” Cf. Apostolic Constitutions 7.26,5.

In neither case is this Aramaic phrase preserved in a context of a
miracle-story, like ephphatha (Mark 7:34) or talitha koum (Mark 5:41).
Hence its. preservation cannot be explained as the use of onoma
thespesion € rhésis barbartké, “a holy name or a foreign phrase,” used in
healing stories, as Lucian likes to caricature them.?* R. Bultmann has
compared the use of Aramaic phrases in miracle stories of the Gospel
tradition to such extrabiblical descriptions.?* Though one might have to
reckon with this character of the Aramaic phrases used in such miracle
stories, this does not seem to be the reason for the preservation of
maranatha. In Paul’s use of it, it seems rather to be the use of a familiar
phrase in his farewell to the Corinthians—who are presupposed to
understand it. And in the Didache it is, in a somewhat similar way, part of
a liturgical blessing.

Patristic writers such as John Chrysostom and John of Damascus
thought that the expression maranatha was Hebrew;?* but eventually it
was correctly identified as Aramaic in the patristic tradition: Theodoret
of Cyrrhus speaks of it as written in “the language of the Syrians.”?

Attempts to explain the meaning of the phrase throughout the
centuries have been numerous. It is clear, however, that the first
problem to be resolved is the division of the words involved 1n it, for the
meaning depends on how the phrase is to be divided. It is precisely on
this point that the new Palestinian Aramaic texts of Enoch shed some
light. However, before we consider this new evidence, it may be wise to
recall how the problem of the division arose.

In the major Greek majuscle mMss of the New Testament the phrase
is normally written as one word. At the end of the last century N.
Schmidt studied the reading of the phrase in the main Greek mss then
available.® The problem of the division is aggravated in these Mss by
the custom of seriptio continua, in which there were generally no division
of words, no accents, and no breathings. In some cases, however,
accents/breathings were later added, and these give a clue to the
interpretation of the phrase then in vogue. Schmidt found four
different forms of the continuous writing of the phrase as one word:

(¢) MAPANAOA (in codices of the Pauline corpus R, A, B, C);
(6) MAPANNAGOA (in codices F, G);

() MAPANAGOA (with an acute accent on the ultima, in codex M and in 6
minuscles);

(d) MAPANABA (with an acute accent on the propenult, in codex E).2
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He also found suggestions for the division of the phrase in the accents
and breathings eventually added to the one-word writing of it:

(¢) MAPAN’AOA (with a grave accent on mardn and an acute on the final
syllable, added by a ninth-century scribe to codex Claromonianus, and also
found in codex L);

(f) MAPAN’AOA (with a circumflex accent on marén and on the final
vowel, added by a ninth/tenth-century scribe to codex Vaticanus).

Both of these readings, therefore, suggest the division maran atha.

Since Schmidt’s research, only one new Greek ms of 1 Corinthians,
containing 16:22, has come to light, P, the Chester Beatty Papyrus
text of the Pauline letters.?® It preserves the phrase written as one word,
agreeing with the codices listed above under (a).

In the Greek text of the Didache published by J. Rendel Harris, the
phrase is written in ligated minuscule letters and clearly as one word,
maranathd. = \

The ancient attempts to divide the phrase in the Greek mss, by the
addition of accents or breathings, date from the end of the first
Christian millennium and reflect the division and interpretation of it
already present in patristic and early medieval writers. For it is written
as one word in the homilies or commentaries of John Chrysostom,
Theodoret of Cyrrhus, John of Damascus, Oecumentius, and Theophy-
lact.?® But here we are hampered by the lack of critical editions of most
of these commentaries on 1 Corinthians. In any case, it is significant
that all these writers interpret the phrase as meaning ko Kyrios hemon
élthe, “our Lord has come,” and the later writers are undoubtedly
merely repeating what their predecessors had written. However, this is
the meaning that is also preserved in the Peshiita (maran ethd®),?® and a
fifth century Coptic translation of the Didache preserves a similar
sense: pjs afi amen, “The Lord has come. Amen.”*

When one consults the various critical editions of the New Testament
in modern times, one finds three varieties of readings:

(a) maranatha (written as one word): C. Tischendorf (Novum Testamentim
graece et latine, 1848), K. Lachmann (1850).

(6) maran atha (divided after the ny): J. J. Griesbach (1818), A. Mai
(following the accentuation added to Codex Vaticanus, 1859), C. Tischen-
dorf (in the edito octava, 1872), B. F. Westcott and F. J. A, Hort (1890), H.
von Soden (Handausgabe, 1913), the British and Foreign Bible Society's text
(1914), A. Merk (9 editions from 1933-64), H. J. Vogels (1950).

(¢) marana tha (divided after the third alpha): E. Neste (at least since the
20th ed., 1961), J. M. Bover (since 1953), R. V. G. Tasker (1964), K. Aland
et al. (UBSGNT 1961), Nestle-Aland, 26th ed. (1979).
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Here one notes the weight of iradition: either the phrase was printed
as one word (as in the main Greek Mss) or was divided as maran atha
(according to the accents and breathings added to certain manuscripts
or, more likely, according to the patristic and early medieval interpreta-
tion of the phrase). For it is only in the more recent modern critical
editions that the division marana tha is found. The traditional division,
however, was defended in modern times by no less a scholar than P. de
Lagarde: “muss man maran atha schreiben oder auf den Ruhm ein
verstandiger Mann zu sein verzichten.”*

The division marana tha, however, can be traced back at least to such
scholars as J. Wellhausen, T. Noldeke, and G. Dalman.?

The meanings that have been given to the phrase have been
numerous; some of them are quite implausible, e.g.:

(1) “Our Lord is the sign,” understanding the divided words asmaran ‘atha
(A. Klostermann, E. Hommel),® in which the “sign” would be the liturgical
kiss.

(2) “A Lord art thou,” understanding the words as mar ’ant@’ (J. C. K.
Hofmann, who even changed the Greek text to suit his interpretation).?
(3) “Devoted to death,” understanding the words as maharam motha (M.
Luther, giving an explanation that does not correspond to the Greek
transcription).33

(4) “Our Lord has come,” the patristic interpretation, which understood
the phrase as maran “dthd’ (the perfect tense). (I consider this implausible
because there is no way to justify the past tense interpretation in the context
of 1 Corinthians or the Didache. )*®

(5) “Our Lord wilicome,” understandingthe perfectasaprophetic furure (C.
L. W. Grimm).?

Apart from these implausible interpretations, there are three others
which would have to be considered seriously:

(6) “Our Lord is coming,” understanding the phrase to stand for mdran
‘athé’, the active participle.®® But then the problem would be to explain how
the Greek maranatha would reflect the Aramaic participle *athé’; one would
rather expect maranathe.

(7} “Our Lord cometh,” understanding the phrase as divided maran *atha’,
the perfect tense with a present meaning ( J. Buxtorf, E. Kautzsch).®

{8) “Our Lord, come!”, understanding the phrase to be divided marana thd,
with the second element taken either as the apocopated imperative (tha)
or as an elided form of the imperauve (C@tha’), i.e., with the elision of

aleph and the reduced vowel because of the preceding final long a of the
pronominal suffix.4

In favor of the imperatival interpretation,“Our Lord, come!”, com-
mentators have often appealed to Rev 22:20, where in a similar final
greeting at the end of that apocalyptic writing the seer makes the
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testifying heavenly Jesus say, “Surely I am coming soon,” and he adds
his own response, “Amen, come, Lord Jesus” (amén, erchou, kyrie Iesou).
Here the imperative erchou supports the interpretation of the second
element of maranatha as imperatival. This meaning does no violence
to the Didache context, with its reference to the close of a eucharistic
liturgy, especially when it is thought by some commentators to echo the
sentiment of Paul in 1 Cor 11:26, “proclaiming the Lord’s death until
he comes” (achri hou elthe).

In the light of these varied interpretations, we can see that the real
problem is still that of the division of the phrase maranatha. Should one
divide it maran atha or marana tha? No little part of the problem is the
form of the suffixal ending in Aramaic. Is it -an or -dna>? When the
suffix of the first plural is first attested in Old Aramaic texts (from 925-
700 B.C.), it is -an (e.g., in the Hazael ivory inscription from Arslan
Tash,mr’n [KAT 232:1]).#* Similarly, in the period of Imperial or Official
Aramaic (from 700-200 B.c.), it is invariably written as -an in extrabibli-
cal inscriptions or papyri (thus, m¥n in AP 17:1, 5; 27:2, 10, 19,
21, 22; 30:1, 2, 18, 23; 31:17, 22; 33:7, 12, 13; KAI 273:9; on other
words: AP 7:6; 2:3, 9, 13; 3:4; 20:8, 9; etc.).® Toward the end of
this period one begins to meet the fuller ending -dnd’ (in AP
81:110, 115); this is also found in Biblical Aramaic (Ezra 5:12; Dan
3:17). When one looks for evidence from Middle Aramaic texts
from Palestine (from the last two centuries B.c. and the first century
A.p.), one finds only the fuller form -éna” (thus in 1QapGen 12:16;
19:12, 13; 21:5; 11QtgJob 26:5; the Hyrcania inscription, frg. 2,
line 3 [Inpsn’]%%). Moreover, to clinch the matter, we may cite the
very form that we have long been looking for, since this suffixal
form of maré’ has now wurned up in the Enoch fragments recently
published by J. T. Milik.

In4QEn* 1 ii1 14 (= I Enoch 9:4) we read about Raphael and Michael,
whoare described as great Waichersand holy ones, whogoinbefore God’s
presence and say: [nth hw’) mrn’ vb’ [hw] mr® I’ [ . . whwrsT yqrk Lk
{t}dr dry’ dy mn bn[’], “[You are] our great Lord; (you) are Lord of
the world . . . and your glorious [thronle (is) for every generation
of generations which are from eter[nity].”# Here we have the miss-
ing link, mrn’, which is to be vocalized as mardné’. This form now
puts to rest the question about how the Aramaic word for “our
Lord” would have been pronounced (and written) in first-century
Palestine '

However, it still leaves a problem, for, although the verb “até’ is well
attested in Qumran texts, there is so far no example of the peal imperative
of it. When imperatives of other Pe Aleph verbs appear in this literature,
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they usually appear with the initial aleph, asin 1QapGen 20:23, 24, “go!”;
4QEn®1iv 5, 2{l], quoted above in part I of this paper;*4QEn® 5129, %,
“go!” There is no sign, however, in these texts, which are purely
consonantal, of how the imperatives were pronounced. The presumption
is that the initial aleph was still being pronounced.*” But in a number of
other forms of the verb ’ty, “come,” the aleph has disappeared in the
writing, reflecting the quiescence of it in the pronunciation (e.g., ytwn,
11QtgJob 16:1, 2 [for ytwn); Imth, 4QEnastr® 7 iii 2 [for im’th]; Im?’,
4QEnastr® 7 iii 5 [for Im’t’]).

So far, however, there is no evidence for the apocopated imperative
ta’ in the Aramaic of Palestine of this period (200 B.C.-A.D. 200), such
as one finds later in Palestinian Jewish” Aramaic texts*® or in Syriac
writings.®

In the light of these data, I should prefer to regard the Greek
transcription maranatha of 1 Cor 16:22 and Dud. 10:6 as a represen-
tation of an elision of Aramaic mardna’ ’atha’, “our Lord, come!” (an
imperative with the elision of the reduced vowel and imtial aleph
because of the preceding long a).5°

Thatthe phraseisintended tobe aliturgical acclamation in a eucharistic
context in Did. 10:6 seems clear,5! but I hesitate to find the ending of 1
Corinthians reflecting a similar eucharistic situation, pace J. A. T,
Robinson .52

On the other hand, the collocation of marana tha in 1 Cor 16:22 with

éto anathema, immediately preceding it, has suggested to some commen-
tators that marana tha might itself have had an imprecatory meaning.®
Most of the evidence for this sort of interpretation of marena tha comes
from a later period, when the Pauline collocation of the two phrases
was taken up into a context of malediction. It seems that at some point
the original sense of marana tha was completely lost, and it was thought
io be a foreign curse (a sort of abacadabra), formulating perhaps the
anathema which immediately precedes. In this way it became what
J- H. Moulton and G. Milligan have called asymbolon.5* And this undoubt-
edly accounts even for the misspelling of it in a 4th/5th-century
inscription, maranathan,% where it is used as an imprecation. But as far
as I can see, there is not the slightest hint that marana tha itself was to be
so understood in the time of Paul. To read it thus in 1 Corinthians
is to be guilty of either eisegesis or anachronism.

The best explanation of marana tha remains that of an ancient
acclamation, held over from some primitive Palestinian liturgical
setting,’” which can no longer be specified more precisely. Paul would
have made use of it at the end of 1 Corinthians as part of his final
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blessing on the community to which he writes. The brief, almost
disjointed, concluding phrases of that blessing make it difficult to say
whether marana tha goes with the preceding or the following phrase. To
me it makes more sense to relate it to what follows and to regard it as an
acclamation referring to Jesus’ parousiac coming, understood at least as
eschatological and regal, and perhaps also as judicial.®8

In any case, the Palestinian Aramaic evidence that now bears on the
phrase helps to relate the words to a primitive Jewish-Christian context,
the same to which T sought earlier to relate the kyrios-title for Jesus
itself. It thus gives evidence of a veneration of Jesus by early Jewish
Christians as the “Lord,” as a figure associated with Yahweh of the Old
Testament, even as one on the same level with him, without saying
explicitly that he is divine.5®
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Ct. Ep. 26.4 (PL, 22. 431). Ambrosiaster, In ep. ad Cor. I, 16:22 (CSEL 81.194):
“Maranatha enim ‘dominus venit’ significat. Hoc propter Judaeos qui Jesum
non venisse dicebant, hi ergo anathema sunt a Domino, qui venit.” Augustine,
however, 1s said to have recorded another interpretation which refers the phrase
not to the mcarnation, but to the parousia (“*Anathema dixit graeco sermone:
condemnatus; maranatha definivit: Donec dominus redeat™), but I have been
unable to verify this interpretation in Augustine’s writings. This interpretation,
however, is echoed in a ninth century codex G (Boernerianus): “Anathema sit in
adventu domini.” Cf. Du Cange, Glossarium mediae et infimae latinitatis (Niort: L.
Favre, 1885), 5. 2568. On this sort of interpretation, see p. 228.

The New Testament in Syriac (London: British and Foreign Bible Society,
1950) 101.

% See G. Horner, “A New Papyrus Fragment of the Didache in Coptic,” JT§
25 (1924) 225-31 (= Brit. Mus. Or. 9271). Cf. C. Schmdt, “Das koptische
Didache-Fragment des British Museum,” ZNW 24 (1925) 81-99; L.-Th. Lefort,
Les Peres apostoliques en copte (CSCO 135; Louvain: Imprimerie orientaliste
L. Durbecq, 1952) 32 (Lefort reads pj[s] afi (h)amén, and translates: “Le
seigneur est venu, amen” [CSCO 136, 26]). Cf. E. Peterson, “Ueber einige
Probleme der Didache-Ueberlieferung,” Rivista di archeologia cristana 27 (1951)
37-68, esp. pp. 60 n. 80, 61 n. 86. '

# Quoted by N. Schmidt, JBL 13 (18%4) 51.

32 See T. Noldeke, Review of E. Kautzsch, Grammatik des Biblisch-Aramdischen
mil einer kritischen Erérterung der aramdischen Worter im Neuen Testament (Leipzig:
F.C.W. Vogel, 1884),GGA 1884/2, 1014-23, esp. p. 1023. Noldeke there cites the
agreement of J. Wellhausen with him in adopting the suggestion of G. Bickell
(“Die neuentdeckte ‘Lehre der Apostel' und die Liturgie,” ZKT 8 [1884] 400~
12, esp. p. 403 n. 3), who was apparently the first person in modern times to
suggest this division and meaning of the phrase. He compared Rev 22:20.See
further J. Halévy, “Découvertes épigraphiques en Arabie,” REJ 9 (1884) 1-20,
esp. p. 9; G. Dalman, Grammatik des fjidisch-paldstinischen Aramdisch nach den
Idiomen des paléstinischen Talmud, des Onkelostargum und Prophetentargum, und der
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jerusalemischen Targume (2d ed.; Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1903; reprinted, Darmstadt:
Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 1960) 357 n. 1. There is now no longer any
reason to appeal to Nabatean forms, as did Dalman and Halévy.

3 These different meanings have been well discussed by K. G. Kuhn,
“Maranatha,” TDNT 4 (1967) 466-72. Cf. A. Klostermann, Probleme im Apos-
teltexte neu erirtert (Gotha: Perthes, 1883) 200-46; E. Hommel, “Maran atha,”
ZNW 15 (1914) 317-22.

37, C. K. von Hofmann, Die heilige Schrift neuen Testaments zusammenhdngend
untersucht: 11/2 Der ersie Brief Pault an die Korinther (Nordlingen: G. H. Beck,
1874) 401-3.

3B Sammtliche Werke: 4. Abl., Vermischte deutsche Schriften 12 (Frankfurt/
Erlangen: Heyder und Zimmer, 1855}, 64. 233; Deutsche Bibel 1522 ~1546, 7. Das
Neue Testament, 2. Halfte (Weimar: H. Bohlaus, 1931) 136-37 (“So jemandden
HErrn Jhesu Christ nicht lieb hat, der sey Anathema Maharam Motha.” His
marginal gloss reads: “Bann auf deutsch, Anathem, Griechisch, Maharam auff
Ebreisch ist ein ding. Moth aber heisst tod. Wil nu S. Paulus sagen, Wer Christus
nicht liebet, der ist verbannet zum tode”). Luther was, however, aware of
another interpretation, that of the Fathers and Scholastics before him, for he
wrote in his commentary of 1519 on Galatians: “Si quis non amat dominum
Iesum Christumn, sit anathema maranata (quod Burgensis pessimum maledi-
cendi genus apud Hebreos esse dicit, ubi nostri maranata ‘dominus venit’
intelligunt, non absque errore, ut puto): nihil mirum sit, si et hic [ie., in
Galatians] maledicat, externi hominis malum detestans, quo bonum spiritus
impediri cernebat” (Weimar Ausgabe, 2. 573). “Dominus venit” is, of course,
ambiguous, because it could be the perfect or the present tense. The translator
of the Commentary on Galatians in Luther’s Works (ed. ]J. Pelikan and W. A.
Hansen; Saint Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 1964), 27. 345, translated it,
“the Lord is coming,” but I daresay that that is not what Luther meant, since the
tradition ‘before him almost unanimously understood it as the past tense
(pertect). The translator has here been influenced apparently by a modern
understanding of the phrase, in preferring the present.

The passage to which Luther refers can be found in Nicolaus de Lyra, Postilla
super lotam bibliam, cum additionibus Pauli Burgensis (Unveranderter Nachdruck
der Ausgabe Strassburg, 1492; Frankfurt: Minerva, 1971), vol. 4, no pagina-
tion: Ad Corinthios 1, in 16:22. (I am indebted to Prof. Karlfried Froehlich for
this reference.)

The interpretation, maharam motha, “devoted to death,” is ascribed by Corne-
lius a Lapide (Commentarii in Sacram Scripturam [Milan: F. Pagnoni, 1870], 17.
456) to Erasmus, Theodore de Beéze, and Bullinger. His own comment on this
interpretation is: “Sed hoc tortum est et longe distat mackaram mota amaran ata.”
A similar judgment was made by Melanchthon, “cum adpareat longius accersi-
tam esse” (Comm. in ep. Pault ad Cor., cap. xvi; C. G. Bretschneider, Phifippt
Melanthonis opera quae supersunt omnia [Corpus reformatorum, 15; Halle/S.: C. A.
Schwetschke, 1848] 1190-92).

I have been unable to find the use of this explanation in the works of
Erasmus. In his Novum instrumentum: Annotationes Novi Testamenii (Basel: Froben,
1516), 2. 483, he gives the usual translation, “Dns noster venit.” This is repeated
in the printing of 1519, and also in his revision, In annotationes Novi Testamenti
(Basel: Froben, 15640) 522 (= Des. Erasmi roter. operum sextus tomus, 522).

Theodore de Beze gives the explanation of maeranatha which relates it to Hebr.
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herem; see Annotationes maiores in Novum Dn. nostri Jesu Christi Testamentum (2 vols.;
[no place or publisher], 1594), 2. 250~51. Cf. J. Calvin, Commentary on the Epistle
of Paul the Apostle to the Corinthians (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1948), 2. 80—
83.

% According to this interpretation, the phrase was often said to be a
“confession,” 1o disunguish it from other interpretations. See K. G. Kuhn,
“Maranatha,” TONT 4 (1967) 470-72. The reason why this is still preferred by
some comrentators is the patristic tradition that is associated with it. It seems
rather obvious that the Fathers either did not understand what the phrase meant
or related 1 to the preceding anathema, or simply repeated what earlier
interpreters had said it meant. The past tense was often used in patristic and
early scholastic writings to athrm the incarnation in the face of unorthodox
views of Jesus, either Docetic or Jewish. See especially B. Botte, “Maranatha,”
Noél-Epiphanie, retour du Christ: Semaine liturgique de Institut Saint-Serge (Paris:
Cerf, 1967) 25-42, esp. pp. 37-39. Cf. F. Field, Notes on the Translation of the New
Testament: Being Otium norvicense (pars tertia) (Cambridge: University Press, 1899)
190; R. Payne Smith, Thesaurus syriacus (2 vols.; Oxford: Clarendon, 1901), 2.
2205; also G. Klein, “Maranatha,” RGG 4 (1960) 732-33, esp. col. 732.

5 In J. H. Thayer, A Greek-English Lexiwcon of the New Testament, Being Grimm’s
Wilke's Clavis Novi Testamenti Translated, Revised and Enlarged (New York: Harper,
1892) 389. See K. G. Kuhn, “Maranatha,” TDNT 4 (1967) 472. Cf. M. Black
“The Maranatha Invocation and Jude 14, 15 (1 Enoch 1:9),” Christ and Spirit in
the New Testament: In Honour of Charles Francis Dighy Moule (ed. B. Lindars and
S. S. Smalley; Cambridge: University Press, 1973) 189-96, esp. p. 196; "The
Christological Use of the Old Testament in the New Testament,” NTS 18 (1971-
72) 1-14, esp. p. 10 n. 4. I remain skeptical, along with G. Dalman and K. G.
Kuhn, about the so-called prophetic perfect or perfectum futurum in Aramaic,
especially in main clauses, as this phrase would be. Cf. H. Bauer and P. Leander,
Grammatik des Biblisch-Aramdischen (Hall/S.: Niemeyer, 1927) §77a, 79n.

¥ See A. Adam, “Erwagungen zur Herkunft der Didache,” ZKG 68 (1957) 1-
47, esp. p. 6 n. 14. He cites as an authority for this interpretation “ein arabisch,
syrisch, englisch sprechender Monch” of St. Mark'’s Syrian Orthodox Monastery
in Jerusalem, who pronounced it miran dte and translated it, “Der Herr ist im
Kommen” (1).

31, Buxtorf, Lexicon chaldaicum, talmudicum et rabbinicum (2 vols; ed. B.
Fischer; Leipzig: M. Schaefer, 1875) 633; E. Kautzsch, Grammatik des Biblisch-
Aramdischen, 12; J. Weiss, Der erste Korintherbrief (MeyerK 5; 9th ed.; Gottingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1910) 387.

-4 This explanation is given by E. Kautzsch (Grammatik des Biblisch-Aramdi-
.schen, 12) as an alternative. The same suggestion was made by J. Hehn, recorded
in F. ]. Dolger, Sol salutis: Gebet und Gesang im christlichen Altertum (Liturgiege-
schichtliche Forschungen, 16/17; Miinster in W.: Aschendorff, 1925) 201.

““True, -and’ should be regarded as the older form. On the basis of
comparative Northwest Semitic grammar, one would postulate a Proto-Semitic
from -ana (see H. Bauer and P. Leander, Grammatik des Ba'bh'sch—Ammtizlscken [n.
37 above], 79 §20¢'; C. Brockelmann, Grundriss der vergleichenden Grammatik der
semitischen Sprachen {2 vols.; Berlin: Reuther & Reichard, 1908; reprinted,
Hildesheim: Olms, 1966], 1. 309 [§105d]). But the earliest historically attested
Aramaic forms end simply in -n; there is no evidence that this was merely a
consonantal writing for -na. See F. M. Cross and D. N. Freedman, Early Hebrew
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Orthography: A Study of the Epigraphic Evidence (AOS 36; New Haven: American
Oriental Society, 1952) 21-34; J. A. Fitzmyer, The Aramaw Inscriptions of Sefire
(BibOr 19; Rome: Biblical Institute, 1967) 139-49; R. Degen, Aliaramdische
Grammattk der Inschriften des 10.-8. Jh. v. Chr. (Abh. f. d. Kunde des Morgenlandes,
38/3; Wiesbaden: Deutsche morgenlandische Gesellschaft, 1969) 44 36. S.
Segert (Altaramdische Grammatik mit Bibliographie, Chrestomathie und Glossar [Leip-
zig: VEB Verlag Enzyklopadie, 1975) 5.1.3.4.1 [sic!]) considers it a possibility that
final -» was pronounced -na, but he offers not a shred of evidence for the
possibility. Cf. L. A. Bange, 4 Study of the Use of Vowel-Letters in Alphabetic
Consonantal Writing (Munich: Verlag-UNI-Druck, 1971) 78; he offers no proof
for the actual pronunciation of final -n beyond the postulated Proto-Semitic
ending that everyone acknowledges. When hnal long @ was preserved in the
pronunciation, it was invariably written with 2 (see znh [= zénah], “this,” Sf' T A
36, 40; 1 B 28, 33; 1 C 17; ’nh [= ’anan], “1,” SE 11 C 8; 111 6).

2 This evidence shows that -an was the historically older ending of the first
plural suffix in Aramaic, at least as far as what 1s attested, and that -dna’
prevailed at a later date. The latter may, of course, represent a preservation of
the more original Proto-Semitic ending -arnd in certain areas—or at least a
return 10 an older pronunciation. This evidence should at least make one
cautious in describing the fuller ending as the “old suthx form mdrdnd’” over
against what is sometimes called “the more recent popular maran™ (F. Hahn, The
Tutles of Jesus in Christology: Thetr History in Early Christianity [London: Lut-
terworth, 1969] 93).

* See J. Naveh, “Ktwbt ’rmyt mhwrgqnyh [An Aramaic Inscription from
Hyrcanial,” ‘Atigot: Hebrew Series 7 (1974) 56-57 (+ pl. XV/8). :

34 The Books of Enoch {n. 4 above), 171. Literally, the text reads, “[You are} our
Lord, the Great One.”

% This evidence 1s, consequently, significant, because several writers in recent
times have insisted on the division maran atha, citing evidence for the short
ending -an from Palestinian pentateuchal targums, Samaritan Aramaic, and
Chrnisuian Palestinian Aramaic. Thus, e.g., H.-P. Riiger, “Zum Problem der
Sprache Jesu,” ZNW 59 (1968) 113-22, esp. p. 121: “Und in der Tat heisst das
Suffix der 1. communis pluralis am konsonantisch auslautenden Nomen im
[diom des palastinischen Pentateuchtargums, im samaritanischen Aramaisch
und im Christlich-palastinischen stets -an, teils -ena’.” Riiger cites F. Schulthess,
Grammatik des christlich-paldstinischen Aramdisch, (Tibingen: Mohr [Siebeck], 1924)
33 §57; G. Dalman, Grammatik des fridisch-paldstinischen Arvamdisch, 95 and 202-3.
The short ending reappears, indeed, in the Late Phase of the language (for the
phases in question, see WA, 57-84). The question has always been, What form
did the first plural suffixal ending take in first-century Palestine? None of the
evidence that Riiger cites answers that question; and the same has to be said for
most of what is cited by K.-G. Kuhn, TDNT 4 (1967) 467-68. See further J. A.
Emerton, “Maranatha and Ephphata,” JTS ns 18 (1967) 427-31, esp. p. 427.

“See p. 222 above.

“CI. E. Qimron, “Initial Alef as a Vowel in Hebrew and Aramaean Docu-
ments from Qumran Compared with Other Hebrew and Aramaean Sources,”
Les 39 (1975) 133-46.

 See G. Dalman, Grammatik des pidisch-paléistinischen Aramdisch, %57, 300. Cf.
H. Odeberg, The Aramaic Portions of Bereshit Rabba, with Grammar of Galilaean
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Aramate (Lunds Universitets Arsskrift, ns 1/86 n. 4: Lund: Gleerup; Leipazig:
Harrassowitz, 1939} 77, 160.

49 See T. Néldeke, Cmnpendioui S_'W‘ZG,C Grammar (Lond()n', Williams and
Norgate, 1904) 133 (§183). Cf. the Peshitta of Rev 22:20: ¢’ madryd® Yesu©.

s0 As suggested earlier by E. Kautzsch and J. Hehn (see n, 40 above).

5t There it occurs at the end of a rather lengthy description of an early
eucharistic liturgy. See B. Botte, “Maranatha,” 33-34.

52«The Earliest Christian Liturgical Sequence,” JTS ns 4 (1953) 33-41;
reprinted In Twelve New Testament Siudies (SBT 34; Naperville: Allenison, 1962)
154-57.

53 See C. F. D. Maule, “A Reconsideration of the Context of Maranatha, > NTS
6 (1959-60) 307-10. He takes up a suggestion of E. Peterson, Heis theos:
Epigraphische, formgeschichtliche und religionsgeschichtliche Untersuchungen (Got-
tingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1926) 130-31. For the later evidence on
which this interpretation is based-—apart from the implication of it in patristic
writing—see H. Leclercq, “Maranatha,” DACL 10/2 (1932) 1729-30. Cf. W.
Dunphy, “Marantha: Development in Early Christology,” ITQ 37 (1970)) 294-
308; M. Black, “The Maranatha Invocation” (see n. 37 above), 189-96.
According to B. Botte (“Marantha,” 29-34), this linking of maranatha with what
precedes was the source of the long-standing patristic and medievai under-
standing of the phrase. My own investigations agree with his on this score.

54 The Vocabulary (see n. 17 above), 33.

55 See CIG, 4. 9303; J. H. Moulton and G. Milligan, The Vocabulary, 33. Pace
C. F. D. Moule (NTS 6 [1959-60] 308), the misspelling is precisely the
evidence for the misunderstanding of the phrase.

56 Still further wide of the mark is the interpretation of the text of 1 Cor 16:22
set forth by W. F, Albright and C. S. Mann, “Two Texts in I Corinthians,” NTS
16 (1969-70) 271-76.

57 The attempt of W. Helumizller (“Zum Problem Paulus und Jesus,” ZNW 13
[1912] 320-37, esp. pp. 333-34) to seek a Hellenistic Christian origin for the
title, either in bilingual Antioch or Damascus, has found little support. Cf. W.
Bousset, Kyrios Christos: A History of the Belief in Christ from the Beginnings of
Christianity to Irenaeus (Nashville: Abingdon, 1970) 129. On Bousset's vacilla-
tions, see S. Schulz, “*Marantha und Kyrios Jesus,” ZNW 53 (1962) 125-44, esp.
p. 125. Cf. V. H. Neufeld, The Earliest Christian Confessions (NTTS 5; Leiden:
Brill, 1963) 55 n. 4.

8 See further B. Botte, “Maranatha,” 40-42; G. Bornkamm, Early Christian
Experience {London: SCM, 1969) 169-76, 178-79; P.-E. Langevin, Jéus Sag-
neur et leschatologie: Exégése de textes prépauliniens (Studia, 21, Bruges/Paris:
Desciée de Brouwer, 1967) 168-208.

3% See G. Klein, “Maranatha,” RGG 4 (1960) 732-33.



Eleven

HABAKKUK 2:5-4
AND THE NEW TESTAMENT™

IT 1s wELL KNOWN that in the New Testament, Hab 2:4 is used by Paul in
Gal 3:11 and Rom 1:17, and Hab 2:3-4 by the author of the Epistle to
the Hebrews (10:37-38). This Old Testament text is also commented
on by the author of the péser on Habakkuk from Qumran Cave 1. The
different forms of the quotation from Habakkuk have at times been
discussed.! But it is puzzling why the differing Hebrew and Greek
forms of these verses, which must have been behind the New Testa-
ment use of this famous quotation, have not been more adequately
ireated. Moreover, the original verses in the Hebrew form of Ha-
bakkuk have concealed problems that would have to be considered in
an adequate treatment, since many of the modern translations of the
passage have been greatly influenced by—at least—a Greek version of
it. The dependence of New Testament writers on the Habakkuk
passage is rather obvious, but it s not always clearly stated that the
dependence is on a rather narrowly understood Greek version of it.
Consequently, it might be well to survey the data now available in a
more comprehensive way with the hope that they may shed some light
on the problems that one has in the interpretation and use of Hab 2:3-
4 in the New Testament.

I. The Text of Hab 2:3—4 in Pre-New Testament Usage

The passage that concerns us reads as follows in the Hebrew of the
MT (Hab 2:3-4):
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The Hebrew text of Hab 2:3-4 has usually been translated somewhat
as follows:

3For still the vision awaits its time;
it hastens to the end—it will not lie.

If it seem slow, wait for it;
it will surely come, it will not delay.

‘Behold, he whose soul is not upright in him shall fail,
but the righteous shall live by his faith. (RSV)

Or:

3For the vision still has its time,
presses on to fulfillment, and will not disappoint;
If it delays, wait for it,
it will surely come, it will not be late.
*The rash man has no integrity;
but the just man, because of his faith, shall live. (NAB)

In the original context of Habakkuk, these verses form part of
Yahweh's reply to the prophet’s second complaint about the continuing
oppression of Judah. Chaldean invaders, who are expected and whose
god is their might, are contrasted with Judah, whose deliverance lies in
fidelity to Yahweh. Yahweh has just ordered the prophet to record the
vision clearly upon tablets so that even a runner can read it. Then
follow vv. 3-4, which tell of a vision destined for an appointed time,
which will make clear that Judah's deliverance will not depend on its
wealth; rather, only fidelity to Yahweh will prove its righteousness and
bring life. The Hebrew word ’émiinah, “fdelity, steadfastness,” ex-
presses the key idea.

The meaning of these verses has been queried in recent times by a
number of writers. In particular, v. 3, as translated above, may really
express a slightly different idea. The crucial word is wyph (vocalized in
the MT as wéydpéah) and is usually translated, “hastens”; related to it is
‘wd (vocalized as %), “still.” Frequently enough, the word wyph has
been regarded as a verb, derived from the root pwh/pyh, and related to a
similar form yapiah in Proverbs (6:19; 12:17; 14:5, 25; 19:5, 9, 26) and
Ps 27:12. Recently, however, it has become clear that yph must mean
“witness” in a good number of these instances, since this root is now
abundantly attested in Ugaritic.? Baumgartner has admitted this expla-
nation for yapéah in Ps 27:12.3 W. McKane has made use of this
meaning, “witness,” for the passages in his commentary on Proverbs.*
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Because of the parallelism found there between yapiah and ‘ed, which
has the same meaning, it has been further suggested that possibly in
Hab 2:3 one should rather read ‘wd as ‘yd in the first bicolon, and then
take wyph in parallelism with it. Recently, D. Pardee essayed such an
interpretation:

For there is yet a vision (or: the vision is a witness) for a set time,
Even a witness for the end,
One that will not lie’

If Pardee’s suggestion proves correct—though he is still somewhat tied
to the older mode of rendering the bicola, given his double transla-
tion—then it is clear that Habakkuk’s text here carries a nuance slightly
different from that to which we have been accustomed.

However, Hab 2:3 is quoted in full in 1QpHab 7:5~10. The second
word of v. 3 was read there by M. Burrows as ‘wd in the editio princeps.®
However, the word could just as easily be read as 4d.” If so, then
possibly the Qumran reading would support this more recent mode of
understanding Hab 2:3. The difhculty is that waw and yod in this
Qumran text are not always clearly distinguished; and Burrows almost
certainly read ‘wd under the influence of the MT. In eliminating the
waw before ypyh, the Qumran form removes the possibility of under-
standing the word as a verb, as is done in various Greek translations
(see below).

The text of 1QpHab 7:5-8:3 is presented below so that one can see
how it has interpreted Hab 2:3-4 and preserved parts of those verses.
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SFor a viston (is) a witness 3for a sel-thme, a witness far the end-time, and it will not
lie. "The interpretation ot it: The final end-time will be long and (will be) an
extension beyond all #that the prophets have said, because the mysteries of
God are amazing. *If it tarries, wait for it, because it will surely come and will not
Wgelay. The interpretation of it concerns the men of truth, 'the observers
of the Law, whase hands slacken not in the service of 2the truth, as the final
end-time is prolonged over them, for *?all God’s times will come according
to their appointment, as he has determined “for them in the mysteries of
his providence. Now {as Jor the) puffed-up ome, [his soul) is not SJound upright
S[yathin ham]. The interpretation of it: [Their sins} will be doubled upon
them, '®[and] they will njot] be found acceptable at their judgment

t7 , but (the) righteous ome because of his fidelity shall find life).
#1The interpretation of it concerns the observers of the Law in the house of
Judah, whom 2God shall deliver from the house of judgment because of
their struggle and their fidelity to the Teacher of Righteousness.

Unfortunately, the peser sheds little light on the words “wd/*yd or ypyh,
since the author concentrates only on the extension of the final end-
time beyond that which was announced by the prophets. Again, the
péser in lines 9-14 assures the sectarians of the coming of the end-time
and recalls to them their need not to slacken their allegiance. The
commentary on v. 4a does not present a clear interpretation of the
words of Habakkuk, because it is almost as incomprehensible as the
original, and the two last words of it (npSw bw) may not be correctly
restored. Hesitation about this restoration will be more evident when
one considers the Greek translation in the LXX where eudoke: may
correspond in some way to the verb yrsw (from rsy), even though the
form itself seems to be different. The phrase k¢ psyche mou en auto, which
changes the sense of the MT, may be closer to what the author of the
péser originally wrote. In any case, vv. 4a and 4b in the commentary
seem to contrast two types of persons, those not upright and those who
are righteous. Though the lemma of v. 4b is missing in the fragmentary
col. 7, the comment on it makes it clear that it was once there. Because
of struggle and loyalty to the Teacher of Righteousness God will deliver
them from the house of judgment.

Over against such an understanding of the text of Habakkuk one has
to consider the various Greek translations of it that exist today. The

oldest is probably that of the so-called Septuagint, which runs as
follows:

3 dioti eti horasis eis kairon kai anatelei eis peras
kai ouk eis kenon-

ean hysterésé, hypomeinon auton, hoti erchomenos
héxei kai ou mé chronis,

4 ean hyposteilétai, ouk eudokei hé psyché mou en auto:
ko de dikaios ek pisteos mou zésetat.®
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Mss R, B, Q, W* read ek pisteos mou; mss A, C read dikaios mou ek
pisteds; and Ms We omitsmou. A corrector of X? read apangelei instead of
anatelei, subsequently erased. The LXX may be translated thus:

3For (there is) still a vision for the set-time, and it will appear for the end,
and not for naught; if it tarries, wait for it, because it will surely come and
will not delay. *If one draws back, my soul takes no delight in him; but the
righteous one because of my fidelity shall find life (Mss A, C: but my
righteous one shall find life).

When one compares this LXX text with the MT, one notes that its
Hebrew Vorlage clearly read “wd, here translated asetz, “still.” Moreover,
the Hebr. wyph (with the conjunction) was understood as a verbal form,
here translated as anatelei, “will appear” (lic., will spring up on the
horizon). The reading in Ms X% introduced by a corrector, apangelei,
“will announce,” shows that the same word was also understood as a
verb. Through this could be seen as expressing the tunction of a
witness, the Greek translator scarcely had this in mind. In any case,
these words, eti and anatelei (or apangelet), are undoubtedly the reason
for the more or less traditional mode of translating v. 3.

In the treatment of v. 4, the LXX has understood Hebr. “uppélah as a
verb (hyposieilétai) and yaserah similarly (eudokei); the latter seems to be
related to rsh, found in 1QpHab 7:16. Above, I followed the vocaliza-
tion of E. Lohse, who took yrsw as a niphal impf.;* if correct, then it
seems that both the Qumran commentator and the LXX translator
understood the Hebr. Vorlage in a somewhat similar way. But the LXX
translator obviously read Hebr. napsdé as napsi, “my soul.”

It is, however, the last clause in v. 4 that is of more interest. Whereas
the MT has wésaddig be’émunatd yihyeh, “but the righteous one because of
his fidelity shall find life,” the LXX has either changed it to Yahweh’s
righteousness (Mss X, B, Q, W*: ¢k pisteos mou, “because of my fidelity”)
or introduced a close connection between the righteous one and
Yahweh himself (Mss A, C: ho de dikaios mou ek pisteds, “my righteous
one because of [his] fidelity will find life”).!t What is at work here again
is the confusion of a waw and a yodh (bmwntw/b’mwnty), as in npsw/inpsy
above.

There is, however, another Greek translation of Habakkuk, unfortu-
nately fragmentary, with which that of the LXX can be compared. It is
found in the scroll of the Minor Prophets in Greek that comes from the
eighth cave of Wadi Habra (Nahal Hever), 8HevXlIIgr, col. 12. What is
preserved of it reads as follows: |

31 klairon kai emphanéset{a kai ou di)a-
pseusetar. Ean stran{geusétal aulton hot
erchomenns he[xei ]
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4 id[ou ] skotia ouk eutheia psyché awtou| i
[dik)aios en pistet autou zéset[ai).'?

3 se]t-time and 1t will appealr and it will not]}

lie. If it (or: he) tar(ries, i]t (or: h}im), because it (or:
he) will surely co{me .] *No[w] (as for) darkness,

his soul is not upright| ; but the ri]ghteous one with his

fidelity will find li[fe].

The hexaplaric aepparatus criticus of Ziegler's edition of the LXX
Minor Prophets reveals that Aquila read kai dikaios en pistei autou zéseta
(see also Eusebius, Dem. evang., p. 269). But Symmachus had a
significant addition ko (de) dikaios t¢ heautou pistei zései. ®

What is striking here is that the Greek translation from Wadi
Habra, usually regarded as from Proto-Theodotion, seems to be
independent of the so-called LXX. The few words that it has in
common with LXX are kawron kai, ean, auton, hoti.erchomenos héxei,
ouk, psyché, dikaios, zesetai (with pestis in a different case).

More striking, however, is the use of emphanésetai for yph and skotia
for ‘uppelah. In the LXX the verb emphainein is used to translate yp°; and

skotia the noun ’épel. 1s a confusion of h/¢ and /> at the bottom of this?
More noteworthy is the translation of the last clause of v. 4: [ho de
di)kaios en pistei autou 2ésetai. This is a closer rendering of the Hebrew of
the MT and differs from the various preserved LXX forms.

In any case, it is clear that the New Testament passages that make use
of Hab 2:3~4 are more dependent on a Greek translation-tradition that
is related to the LX X than to this Greek text of the Wadi Habra cave, of
Palestinian provenience. It is not easy to say to what extent this New
Testament Greek text might represent a Palestinian fradition. In any
case, the New Testament quotations of Hab 2:3—4 stand closer to
what is found in the Egyptian text-tradition.

I1. The Text of Hab 2:3—4 in the New Testament

In turning to the New Testament passages in which Hab 2:3-4
occurs we can treat the two Pauline passages with more dispatch than
that in Hebrews, since they make use of only the last clause of Hab 2:4.
In Gal 3:11 Paul really only alludes to the passage. 1t reads:

hot{ de en noma oudeis dikaioutar para 6 theo délom,
hoti ho dikaios ek pisteds zésetad.

It is evident that no one is accepted as righteous by God for obeying the
Law, since the righteous one because of faith will find life. (My translation)
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And in Rom 1:17 Paul writes, quoting Habakkuk explicitly:

kathos gegraptai. ho de dikaios ek pisteos zésetai

. . ., as it has been written (in Scripture}, “The righteous one because
of faith shall find life.” (My translation)

Now Paul, in using ek pistess, is clearly dependent on the text-tradition
which we know from the LXX; he.does not translate the Hebrew text of
Habakkuk, nor does he use the Proto-Theodotionic version, en pistei
autou.'® Strikingly, he omits the personal pronoun entirely, and un-
doubtedly the reason for this omission is that, although the word pistis is
the same in his texts as in either the LXX or the Proto-Theodotionic
version, he fills that word with his own Christian meaning of “faith.”
The meaning of *émunah which we preferred earlier, “fidelity, stead-
fastness,” seems to be demanded by the original context. In 1QpHab
8:2 the word also has to be translated in the same way, again not only
because of the context which speaks of “the observers of the Law™ (6§
hattérah), but also because mwntm is set in juxtaposition to ‘mim, “their
struggle,” suggesting that the former must have some meaning like
“fidelity” or “loyalty” to the Teacher of Righteousness.'® For Paul,
however, the word pistis is pregnant with all that he means by that in his
view of Christian experience.'” It would not have been impossible for
Paul to use the reading ek pisteos mou (referring to God); but that would
have introduced an entirely different notion, since Paul was speaking of
something that involved a human self-involving act. In this regard, the
reading of Mss A and C (ho de dikaios mou ek pisteds zésetai) would
probably have been more congenial to him. But he avoids both of them,
omitting the mou, probably because of the sense in which he wanted
pistis to be understood.!®

When one turns to Heb 10:37-38, the matter is a little more
complicated. The author has finished his main exposé of christology
and soteriology, of the way in which he understood Jesus Christ and
what he once did for all human beings. He makes use of Hab 2:3-4
as part of an exhortation addressed to his readers, which recalls
their struggles and sufferings when they first became Christians and
encourages them to endurance, confidence, and faith. After having
quoted Hab 2:3—4, he says, “But we are not of those who draw back
and are liable to destruction, but of those who have faith and ac-
quire life” (10:39). On the heels of that declaration, he introduces
his famous description of faith and his recital of its Old Testament
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heroes and heroines. Into such a context he introduces the quota-
tion of Habakkuk, which reads as follows:

3 eti gar mikron hoson hoson

ho erchomenos héxei kai ou chronisei.

B ho de dikaios mou ek pisteos zésetai

kai ean hyposteilétai, ouk eudokel hé psyché mou en auts,

3For yet a little while (and) the coming one will come and will not delay;
%®my righteous one because of fidelity will find life; and if one draws back,
my soul delights not in him. (My translation)

First of all, the author of Hebrews has conflated the verses of
Habakkuk with a phrase from I[sa 26:20 (LXX: mikron hoson hoson),
which is added to the adverb ez, “still,” undoubtedly derived from the
LXX of Hab 2:3 (the conjunction gar serves as the author’s introduction
of the quotation from Habakkuk). The phrase is impossible to trans-
late; it merely intensifies “yet.”

Second, the author of Hebrews adds the definite article to the
participle erchomenos, which served in the LXX as the translation of the
intensifying infinitive absolute of the Hebr. ” y5°. In adding the article
ho, the translator has personalized the participle and made it refer to
Jesus himself (in this parousiac appearance). The steadfastness that he
demands of the Christians to whom he addresses his hortatory homily is
that demanded by the coming of Christ.

Third, the author of Hebrews has inverted the order of phrases in
Hab 2:4, and the reason for it is not clear. There does not seem to be at
present any justification for this order in the various Mss of the LXX; so
it must be the work of the author of Hebrews. ‘

Fourth, the author of Hebrews reads Hab 2:4b as in Mss A and C of
the LXX: ho de dikaios mou ek pisteds zésetat, “my righteous one because of
fidelity will find life” (or possibly, “because of faith”). “My righteous
one” in this context must mean the person who finds a righteous status
in the sight of God. It may be queried whether one should translate
pistis here in Hebrews as “fidelity” or as “faith.” The former certain.ly
suits the general context of the homily, but some other passages In
Hebrews may demand a different understanding of the wm:d. Cer-
tainly, the word in Heb 4:2 has to be understood as a reaction to a
“word of hearing” (ho logos tés akoes) and the description of pistis in chap.
11 would also color the notion. In any case, pistis here in Hebrews
should not be simply equated with Pauline “faith,” even though

Christian faith is meant. .
Of Hab 2:3-4 used in Heb 10:37-38 G. Howard has said that the use
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is “unlike either” the Hebrew text of Habakkuk or the LXX, but is
under “LXX influence.”*® This is a correct assessment of the textual
situation. He has also noted that it is not right “to characterize the
quotations in Hebrews as always Septuagintal,” since “a great many of
them do not correspond exactly to any Septuagint, and some agree with
a known Hebrew text, either whole or in part, against the Septuagint.”?
He has also asked whether the New Testament might not have
influenced the Mss of the LXX. His query takes on significance in the
light of the reading ho de dikaios mou ek pristeos zésetai in Heb 10:38. Is it
possible that this reading in Mss A and C of the LXX has been
influenced by the text of Hebrews? After all, those LXX Mss are
Christian copies and do not antedate the fourth/fifth century a.p.2!

NOTES

* Originally published in De la Loi au Messie: Le développement d'une es-
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though not the most common, is found in the MT. See Exod 14:3 (nébukim hém
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TCf. CD 9:23; 10:1.

 Note the fo]lowipg diEfert?nces in the Qumran text from the M T of Hab 2:3-
4 (apart _fn:)m seriptio plena like bw’ or ky’): “yd (if correctly read) for ‘wd; Yoyh
(Wlth()l:lt'lrlltlal waw); ywirh (pual pf. 3d sg. fem.). The form “‘wplh, apart from
the scriplio plena, is as enigmatic hete as in the MT. I follow the suggestion in
BHS (1051, app. crit.) to read “uppal or ‘appal. The latter is more difficult for the
consonants in 1QpHab, but seems to be a better form; a masc. substantive is
needed (without the article) for the parallelism with saddig. In line 16 1 have
followed the emendation of E. Lohse, Die Texte aus Qumran hebrdisch und deutsch
(Munich: Kasel, 1964) 236,

Another Hebrew text of Habakkuk is found in the scroll of the Minor
Prophets from a Murabba‘at cave (Mur 88); see P. Benoit, J. T. Milik, and R. de
Vaux (eds.), Les grottes de Murabba‘dt (DJD 2; Oxford: Clarendon, 1961) 199.
But only wyp# is preserved of the verses in which we are interested (col. xviii, line
19 + pl. 1xvii).

See further K. Elliger, Studien 2um Habakuk-Kommentar vom Toten Meer (BHT
15; Tibingen: Mohr [Siebeck], 1953) 191-96. For further use of *mwnh in QL,
see 1QS 8:3; 1QM 13:3; 1QH 16:17; 17:14; 1QSb 5:26; 11QPs? 19:14,

9See ]. Ziegler, Septuaginta: Vetus Testamentum graecum, XIHI: Duodecim
Prophetae (Gotungen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1967) 264, See C. Tischendorf,
Bibliorum codex sinaiticus petropolitanus (4 vols.; Hildesheim: G. Olms, 1969), 1.
XVi¥,

1 Dig Texte aus Qumran, 236. '

11 It is scarcely likely thatmou in Mss A, C is to be understood as a prepositive
modifier of ek pisteds. Note too that a corrector of Ms W deleted the mou; but he
may well have been influenced by the Pauline use of the text. It is certainly not
demanded by the Hebrew of the MT.

12 See D. Barthélemy, Les devanciers d’Aquila: Premiére publication intégrale du
texte des fragments du Dodécaprophéton trouvés dans le Désert de Juda, précédée d'une
étude sur les traductions et vecensions grecques de la Bible véalisées au premier siecle de
notre ére sous Uinfluence du rabbinat palestinien (VISup 10; Leiden: Brill, 1963)
175.

13 Septuaginta, XI11: Duodecim Prophetae, 264-65. It is this text-tradition (Proto-
Theodotion, Aquila, and especially Symmachus) that 1 related to the Latin
Vulgate translation, iustus autem in fide sua vivet. _

Eusebius (Dem. evang. 6.14 §276-77 [GCS 23. 268-69]) shows h§s dependel?ce
on Heb 10:37-38 when he quotes the Greek text of Habakkuk in 6.14,1 with
the article ko before erchomenos. The erchomenos héxei of Hab 2:3 was unde.rstood
in a personal sense by Eusebius because of Zech 6:12 (anatolé onoma awtou is used
to explain the mysterious verb anatelei). He actually quotes Hebrews 10.
Actually, he reads the verse in three ways: (a) ko de dikaios ek pisteos mou zeseial
(16.4,3); (b) ko de dikaios ek pisteds zésetai (16.4,6—influenced by Paul’s phrase?);
(c) ho de dikaios mou ek pisteds zesetai (16.4,8). o i )

“See F, M. Cross, “The History of the B:bhc'al Text n ‘th_e Light of
Discoveries in the Judaean Desert,” Qumran and the History of the B thlical Text (ed.
F. M. Cross and S. Talmon; Cambridge, MA: Harvard University, 1975) 177-
95, esp. p. 178. g

15 Tlljlepor}giial hand of Ms C inserted mou after ko de dikatos n Rom 1:17,
obviously making the passage conform to its own reading of Hal?, 2:4bl. s d

18 |. Carmignac (“Interprétation de propheétes et de psaumes, Les textes de
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Qumran traduits et annotés [ed. J. Carmignac et P. Guilbert; 2 vols.; Paris:
Letouzey et Ané, 1961, 1963], 2. 107) remarks: “Le contexte, qui parle de la
pratique de la Loi, indique suffisamment qu'il s’agit de la fidelité aux directives
du Docteur de Justice sur 'observation de cette Loi. Ce contexte interdit de
projeter ici la notion chrétienne de la ‘foi’ (C'est-a-dire: adhésion de
l'intelligence) et de comprendre: ‘La foi aux paroles du Docteur de Justice’, ou a
plus forte raison: ‘la foi a la personne du Docteur de Justice’.* Carmignac is
correct, but I should hesitate to say that for Paul pistis can be simply defined as
an “adhésion de I'intelligence.” J. A. Sanders (“Habakkuk in Qumran, Paul, and
the Old Testament,” JR 39 [1959] 232-44) has noted, however, that the
interpretation in 1QpHab shares with Paul a notion of faith that is “centered in a
person” and a belief which involves commitment and and [sic] perseverance in
the face of adversity and suffering” (p. 233). Does it really?

17 For an attempt to describe Pauline pistis, see my Pauline Theology: A Brief
Sketch (Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall, 1967) 67-65; cf. JBC, art. 79, §125-
27.

18 See further A. Feuillet,- “La citation d'Habacuc ii. 4 et les huit premiers
chapitres de I'épitre aux Romains,” NT$ 6 (1959-60) 52—80.

19 “Hebrews and the Old Testament Quotations,” NovT 10 (1968) 208-16,
esp. p- 210.

20 Imd., 215.

2! Note that, when Eusebius quotes Heb 10:37-38 (Dem, evang. 6.14, 3 [GCS,
23.268]), he reads ek pisteds mou. See n. 13 above.

See further j. C. McCullough, “The Old Testament Quotations in Hebrews,”
NTS 26 (1979-80) 363-79, esp. pp- 376-77; J. G. Janzen, “Habakkuk 2:2-4 in
the Light of Recent Philological Advances,” HTR 73 (1980) 53-78.
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JESUS IN THE EARLY CHURCH
THROUGH THE EYES OF LUKE-ACTS*

IN RECENT DECADES we have learnt to speak more precisely about the Marcan
Jesus, the Matthean Jesus, or the Johannine Jesus. Now the topic of our concern
is the Lucan Jesus: How has Luke presented Jesus of Nazareth in his two-
volume work? It may be that this distinction of different kinds of Jesus has
undermined the global view of him that earlier writers of so-called New
Testament theology sought to construct; but it has enriched the individual
portraits of him sketched by the various New Testament writers. It has taught
us how diversely Jesus of Nazareth was comprehended in the heritage of the
early Christian communities.
This enrichment is important for the faith of twentieth-century Christians.

As Christians, people today acknowledge not only their faith in and allegiance
to the Jesus of history, but also their indebtedness to the diverse portraits of him

and interpretations of his ministry and work enshrined in the first records put

in writing about him. Both must be kept in tandem: Jesus himself and the early

testimony to him, diverse though it be. For Christian faith necessarily has a

backward-looking aspect; we are Christians because we look back to him and

to the tradition inherited about him from his earliest followers. Indeed, without

that recorded tradition we would have no other access to him, but the diversity

of that recorded tradition accounts for the different Gospels that we have in-

herited. It may be puzzling why in God’s providence we have been given four

different Gospel portraits, and not just one. How simple it would be to understand

Jesus if we had, say, only the Matthean or the Johannine Gospel! How different

would be our understanding of Jesus of Nazareth! And how impoverished it

would be!

The diversity of the gospel tradition that we have inherited makes us‘reflect
at the outset on the growth and development of that tradition. Today we realize that
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we must keep in mind two different aspects of such growth and development. First,
the development of the gospel tradition out of the church’s primitive kerygma.!
Traces of this kerygma or early proclamation are still found in various New
Testament passages (such as | Cor 15:3-5; Rom 1:3-4; 4:25; 10:9; and parts of the
early speeches in Acts). The first development beyond the early kerygma was the
passion narrative, the continuous account of what happened to Jesus during his last
days, from at least his arrest onward (something like Mark 14:43 to 16:8 or possibly
Mark 14:1 on). All four canonical Gospels (the Synoptic as well as the Johannine)
manifest this development, despite their diversity of detail, with a remarkable
similarity. In time, there was prefixed to the passion narrative the minisiry narra-
tive, the account that told of what Jesus did and said. It sought to explain in part
why his earthly career ended as it did. This stage of the development is best seen
in the Marcan Gospel (apart fromits canonical appendix, 16:9-20). Eventually, two
further developments emerged in the gospel tradition, and it is hard to say which
came first. There was the resurrection narrative, the account of diverse appearances
of the risen Christ to Cephas and other select followers, who were destined to
become ‘““‘witnesses of his resurrection” (Acts 1:22). There was also the infancy
narrative (or other gospel beginning), which was prefixed to the ministry narrative;
in the case of Matthew and Luke we have the well-known narratives of chapters 1
and 2; in the case of the Johannine Gospel, we have instead the quasi-poetic
Prologue to the Logos. Moreover, we realize today that both the Matthean and the
Lucan Gospels made use of the Marcan Gospel and supplemented that tradition
with other material from a postulated Greek written source that we usually call
“Q” and from other private sources (respectively called “M” and “L™). Itis all a
development of the gospel tradition that bears on the Lucan portrait of Jesus, as we
shall see.

Second, we have also learned to view that gospel tradition from another
important standpoint, according to which we must distinguish in it three stages:

(a) Stage I, representing A.D. 1-33, which has to do with what Jesus of
Nazareth, the Jesus of history, did and said, i.e., with the actual words and deeds
of his earthly ministry up until his crucifixion and death.

(b) Stage II, representing a.D. 33-65, which has to do with what the apostles
and disciples of Jesus preached and taught about him to Jews and Gentiles after
his death and resurrection. A.D. 65 is taken as the time of the composition of the
carliest Gospel (Mark). Up to that time the disciples were concerned about
spreading the word about him, his impact, and his message in various parts of
the eastern Mediterranean world.

(c) Stage III, representing A.D. 65-95, which has to do with what the
evangelists recorded in writing about Jesus the Christ, as they culled from the
preaching and teaching of Stage II, synthesized it in literary forms, and expli-

cated or explained it according to the needs of the Christian communities for
which they wrote.2
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When, then, we ask about Jesus in the early church as seen through the eyes
of Luke-Acts, we are clearly asking about how an evangelist of Stage HI
understood him. Luke’s portrait of Jesus is presented to us in a unique way. He
is the only evangelist who has not only recounted Jesus’ conception and birth,
his preparation for a public ministry, his preaching of the kingdom of God in
Galilee, Judea, and Jerusalem, his teaching of a new way of salvation, and his
performance of mighty deeds on behalf of human beings beset with various sorts
of sickness, but has also narrated the sequel to that Jesus-story. He has penned
for us a continuation of that story in an extended, often idyllic, account of early
Christian communities in the Acts of the Apostles. In Luke’s writings, then, we
are confronted with a two-volume account, composed during Stage NI of the
gospel tradition, and set in writing about A.p. 80-85. It is an account that builds
on Stage II, as Luke’s prologue makes clear: he has consulted “eyewitnesses
and ministers of the word” (Luke 1:2), i.e., eyewitnesses who became ministers
of the word. His Gospel presents us with a view of Stage I, but the Lucan account
is neither stenographic nor cinematographic. (To maintain that Stage III presents
such a report of Stage I would be to subscribe to the fundamentalist reading of
the Gospels.) It is the Lucan literary interpretation of the life and ministry of
Jesus.

With such preliminary remarks that have attempted to make clear my
understanding of the growth and development of the gospel tradition and of the
sense in which one must think about the Lucan portrait of Jesus, I pass on to
the main part of this discussion. I shall describe how that portrait of Jesus is
painted in Luke-Acts under four headings: (I} the Lucan kerygma; (II) the geo-
graphical and historical perspectives of the Lucan portrait of Jesus; (III} the
Lucan emphasis in his use of christological titles; and (IV) the Lucan view of
Jesus and the Spirit.

I. The Lucan Kerygma

We may begin by admitting with Rudolf Bultmann that the primitive kerygma
of the early church was the proclamation about Jesus Christ, crucified and risen,
as God’s eschatological act of salvation; or, as the challenging word in the
salvific act of Christ — God’s proclamation made in the crucifixion and resur-
rection of Jesus the Christ for our salvation.? In other words, in what Jesus Christ
did and suffered God proclaimed to humanity a new mode of salvation, which
brought to a climax all that he had done for the chosen people of Israel. That is
what is meant by the ““eschatological act of salvation.” In that primitive kerygma
Jesus himself was not only the preacher who announced that salvation, but also
the one “who formerly had been the bearer of the message [but who] was [now]
drawn into it and became its essential content. The proclaimer became the
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proclaimed.”4 Bultmann’s formulation of the early kerygma is widely admitted
today. Yet, given such an understanding of it, is it found in Luke-Acts?

Bultmann himself once claimed that Luke had *‘surrendered the original
kerygmatic sense of the Jesus-tradition,” because it had become for Luke “an
entity of world history.”3 Luke rooted the kerygma in world history and sub-
jected it to historicization and periodization; the result was that Luke deformed
the kerygma. In this, too, Bultmann has had a wide following.

How accurate is this view of Luke’s treatment of the kerygma? As we shall
see, Luke is the only evangelist who roots the Jesus-event in history; but does
that mean that he deformed the kerygma? As Q. Betz has noted, Luke has not
written the Antiquities of the Christians,® as a counterpart of the Antiguities of
the Jews of the historian Josephus. To read Luke-Acts in such a way would be
to miss its fundamental proclamatory and accosting thrust; it is clearly a work
that has been composed in faith and seeks to stir up the response of faith in a
reader like Theophilus, to whom Luke in his best Hellenistic literary style
dedicates his two volumes. Luke’s opus contains a proclamation of the Christ-
event, and even if it is no longer cast in terms of “‘gospel” or “power,” as was
the Pauline proclamation (Rom 1:16), it no less challenges the reader to respond
with faith in the risen Christ and his significance for humanity. Luke has not
spoiled or deformed the kerygma; he has simply played it in another key,
historical though that may be. In the process he proclaims to Theophilus the
basic Christian message and assures him (Luke 1:4, asphaleia) that what the
church of his own day was preaching as the Christian message was indeed rooted
in the teaching of Jesus himself. Luke makes the proclamation itself the
guarantee and assurance, He has not composed his account in order to guarantee
the kerygma, as E. Kidsemann would have us believe.” If one has to ask what it
is that guarantees the Lucan kerygma, it is the proclaimed Spirit, as his account
time after time shows.

I shall restrict my further comments on the Lucan kerygma to its content sense,
even though one could also discuss kerygma as an act of proclamation in the Lucan
writings.? In the content sense, the kerygma includes what Luke depicts Jesus
preaching, what the disciples preached, and what Luke himself proclaims. In each
of these details we see that Luke has not only preserved the primitive kerygma, but
has also given it a distinctive Lucan nuance. First, he presents Jesus proclaiming
himself as the fulfillment of Isa 61:1-2, and in such a radical way that his own
townspeople of Nazareth cannot accept it (4:16-30). Second, he presents Jesus
proclaiming the kingdom of God; it is the task for which he has been sent (4:34).
Third, in the Lucan Gospel Jesus himself is the kingdom preacher par excellence.
Though in Matt 3:2 John the Baptist is portrayed preaching the kingdom in the
same words as Jesus would later proclaim it (4:17), in the Lucan Gospel Jesus is
the sole kingdom preacher. His proclamation of it is an event: the Lucan Jesus does
not deliver a professorial lecture on the nature of God’s kingship.? Rather, Luke’s
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emphasis on such preaching is found in the announcement of this kingdom as
present in Jesus’ own person and activity: it is “among you” (17:21), i.e., some-
thing within your grasp and reach, something you can possess. The force with
which the Lucan Jesus makes this proclamation is no less radical than in the
Marcan Gospel, from which the evangelist indeed inherits the theme of Jesus’
kingdom preaching (see Luke 8:19; 9:27; 18:16) as well as from “Q” (see Luke
6:20; 7:28; 10:9).

Equally important is the way Luke depicts Jesus’ disciples proclaiming the
kerygma, especially after his death and resurrection; now it becomes a procla-
mation about Jesus himself: the proclaimer has become the proclaimed one.
First, during Jesus’ own ministry, the disciples are sent out by him to announce
the kingdom (Luke 9:2; 10:9). This is continued in Acts 8:12; 14:22; 19:8; 20:25.
Their proclamation, however, is often made in Acts in terms of “‘the word” or
“the word of God,” which is a Lucan recasting of the fundamental message
derived from Jesus (Acts 4:4, 29, 31; 6:2, 4; 8:4, 14, 25; 10:36, 37, 44; 20:32).
Second, the disciples also announce the Christ-event itself as a manifestation of
that kingdom: Jesus as the crucified, risen, exalted Messiah and Lord. Thus Peter
proclaims on Pentecost, “This Jesus God has raised up; . . . Let all the house
of Israel know for sure, then, that God has made him both Lord and Messiah,
this Jesus whom you crucified” (Acts 2:32, 36). Later on, as he appears before
the Sanhedrin and the high priest, Peter declares, ‘“The God of our fathers raised
up Jesus whom you killed by hanging him on a tree; God exalted him at his
right hand as Leader and Savior, to give Israel repentance and forgiveness of
sins” (Acts 5:30-31). Still later, Paul similarly proclaims to the Jews in the
Thessalonian synagogue that same truth, explaining from the Scriptures and
proving that it was necessary for the Messiah to suffer and rise from the dead:
“This Jesus, whom [ proclaim to you, is the Messiah™ (Acts 17:2-3).

Third, Luke’s own formulation of the content of the kerygma comes through
most clearly in Acts, especially in Peter’s preaching in Jerusalem: “Let it be
known to you and to all the people of Israel that in the name of Jesus Christ of
Nazareth, whom you crucified and whom God has raised from the dead, through
him this man stands before you sound and well. . . . There is salvation in no
one else, for there is no other name under heaven given to human beings by
which we must be saved” (Acts 4:10, 12). So Peter preaches before the elders
and scribes in Jerusalem, after the cure of the lame man at the Gate of the Temple
called Beautiful. In this case the formulation is clearly Lucan, but it is not for
that reason any less kerygmatic. Indeed, Luke uses the word onoma, “'name,”
in the Old Testament sense of “person” (cf. Joel 3:5 [2:32E], quoted in Acts
2:21). He means: “there is no other person under heaven. . . .” Thus one may
query, Does a Lucan formulation of the kerygma in the content sense Fhfter
really from the Pauline, even if one were to admit that it is less eschatologlic‘ally
nuanced? Paul speaks of the scandal of the cross (1 Cor 1:23); but Luke differs
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little from him when he puts on the lips of Simeon the declaration that the child
the old man holds in his arms is “‘marked for the fall and rise of many in Israel,
a symbol that men will reject” (Luke 2:34).

Finally, we must at least mention some aspects of Luke’s soteriology as part
of the content-sense of the proclamation that he makes in Luke-Acts. There is
not space to develop these aspects, but one would have to include them in a
fuller discussion of the Lucan view of the effects of the Christ-event: What has
Christ done for humanity in the Lucan view. He sums up the effects of the
Christ-event under four headings: (1) Salvation: Jesus has saved, rescued, or
delivered humanity from evil (from physical evil, political evil, cataclysmic evil,
and moral evil [sin]); (2) Forgiveness of Sins: Jesus has brought about pardon
of our offences before God; (3) Peace: Jesus has put us at ease with God and
showered us with bounty from God; (4) Life: Jesus has become the Leader and
Author of Life (meaning eternal life).!0

So much for remarks on the Lucan kerygma. I now come to the second
point in this discussion.

II. The Geographical and Historical Perspectives
of the Lucan Portrait of Jesus

It may seem strange that I should use two such adjectives as “geographical”
and “‘historical” of the Lucan portrait of Jesus, but they are both highly important
aspects of the literary and theological portrait that Luke sketches.

The geographical perspective is seen in various ways. In his Gospel Luke
has followed the basic order of the Marcan Gospel, with its one jouney of Jesus
to Jerusalem, in contrast to the Johannine Gospel, with three journeys. Yet Luke
gives greater emphasis to that one journey by his artificially expanded travel
account (9:51 to 19:27), the central portion of the Third Gospel. H. Conzelmann
and W. C. Robinson, Ir. have, in particular, devoted much attention to this
geographical aspect of the Third Gospel.!!

The overarching geographical perspective in Luke-Acts is seen in the
author’s preoccupation with Jerusalem as the goal of Jesus’ movements and as
the pivot-city whence the new message of salvation will go forth. Throughout
the Gospel Luke is concerned to depict Jesus moving without distraction towards
the city of David’s throne: it is his goal (Luke 13:33), and there he will bring
about his exodos (9:31), his transit to the Father through suffering, death, and
resurrection. From Jerusalem “the word of God” will likewise go forth in Acts
and spread ‘““to the end of the earth™ (Acts 1:8). Thus Jerusalem is not merely
the place where Jesus dies and is raised to glory, but is also the place where
salvation itself is thus accomplished for humanity and whence preordained and
trained witnesses carry forth the kerygma.
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The Lucan Gospel begins and ends in Jerusalem: It begins with the service
of Zechariah I its Temple (Luke 1:9) and ends with the Eleven and others
praising God there (24:53). The infancy narraiive strikes the chord of this
important Lucan motif, as the child Jesus is taken there twice by his parents (in
2:22, for the presentation in the Temple; and in 2:42, for the feast of the Passover,
when he as a twelve-year old stays behind in his Father’s house). Thus the
infancy narrative itself ends with an episode involving Jerusalem, as does the
Gospel itself. In the preparatory episodes of the ministry narrative, the same
motif accounts for the ordering of the temptation scenes, where the sequence in
the Lucan Gospel is desert — view of world kingdoms — pinnacle of the
Temple, in contrast to the Matthean sequence of desert — pinnacle — high
mountain. 12

In the ministry narrative Jesus is active in Galilee, Samaria, and Judea or
Jerusalem, as in the Marcan Gospel, but one detects the Lucan concern to move
Jesus trom Galilee to Jerusalem wirhout distraction. To it the Son of Man makes
his way, “as it has been determined” (Luke 22:22). This geographical perspec-
tive accounts for the Big Omission in the Third Gospel, the dropping of what
corresponds to Mark 6:45-8:26, where Jesus leaves Galilee for Bethsaida, Tyre,
Sidon, and the Decapolis.!? All of this is passed over in the Lucan Gospel, where
one reads instead about Jesus, realizing that “the days wete drawing near when
he was to be taken up (to heaven),” “sets his face resolutely towards Jerusalem™
(9:51). Only in this Gospel among the Synoptics is such a notice found. Later
on, not even the threat from Herod, “that fox,” can deter Jesus from moving
en: “Today, tomorrow, and the next day I must keep on my way, because it is
impossible that a prophet will die outside of Jerusalem™ (13:33). In the trans-
figuration scene Luke depicts Jesus with Moses and Elijah, as does Mark (9:4),
but only Luke adds that they “were conversing with him’” and “speaking about
his departure, the one that he was to complete in Jerusalem” (9:31). For it was
in Jerusalem that the Lucan Jesus was destined to accomplish his transit to the
Father through suffering, death, resurrection, and ascension.

All of this geographical perspective is skillfully orchestrated by Luke in the
use of the word hodos, “way,” and its various compounds, eisodos, “‘entrance’’
(Acts 13:23); exodos, “departure” (Luke 9:31), and of the word dromos,
“course” (Acts 13:25). Indeed, to this idea of Jesus making his way to his destiny
is related an important aspect of Lucan discipleship, for the disciple must be
one who follows Jesus on his way.

This geographical perspective is also linked to the Lucan historical perspec-
tive. By this I do not mean a concern for historicity or any emphasis on Lu!(e’s
role as a historian (see the prologue, Luke 1:3-4). It is rather this evangelist's
concern to anchor the Jesus-story and its sequel about the church in time or In
human history. In contrast with the Pauline or the Marcan kerygma, where th'e
emphasis falls on proclamation and the challenge it presents, the kerygmatic
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message in the Lucan writings is rather proclaimed in a narrative that is rooted
in history.!'4 This historical concern is seen in various ways.

First, in Acts 26:26 Luke depicts Paul speaking before King Agrippa and
rehearsing details of his own conversion and of the Christ-event and saying,
“None of these things has escaped the king’s notice, for this was not done in a
corner.” By contrast, all these things might well have come to pass in a corner,
if we had to depend on information from Paul, Mark, Matthew, or John about
when they happened. Apart from the mention of Pontius Pilate, none of them,
save Matthew (in one isolated reference: 2:1, about Jesus’ birth in the days of
Herod), ever supplies a date for the Jesus-story. Luke, however, goes out of his
way to do so.

Second, Luke relates the Christ-event to human history in three ways: (a) 7o
Roman history: He connects the birth of Jesus with a decree of Caesar Augustus
and with the census of Quirinius (2:1-2), thus depicting Jesus as one born in the
well-known period of Pax Augusta, “‘the Augustan Peace.” Later on, he relates
the beginning of the ministry of John the Baptist, and indirectly of Jesus himself,
to the fifteenth year of the Emperor Tiberins (probably August/September A.D.
28) and to the prefecture of Pontius Pilate (A.D. 26-36). Luke makes further
allusion to a famine in the days of Emperor Clandius (A.D. 41-54) in Acts 11:28.
Finally, he depicts Paul haled before the proconsul Gallio in Achaia, which is
now certainly dated to the summer of A.D. 52. (b) To Palestinian history: Luke
links the birth of Jesus to the “days of Herod” the Great (374 B.C.) in 135, and
his ministry to the high priesthood of Annas and Caiaphas, as well as to the
reigns of Herod Antipas, tetrarch of Galilee, of Philip, tetrarch of Iturea and
Trachonitis, and of Lysanias, tetrarch of Abilene (Luke 3:1). Though this sixfold
synchronism raises some problems in detail, they need not concern us now.13 It
1s these references to Roman and Palestinian rule, the historical anchoring of
the Jesus-story, that Bultmann and others think have spoiled the kerygma. (c) To
church history: Luke is the only evangelist who joins to his account of Jesus’
ministry a sequel, an account of the beginnings of the early church. As one
watches in Acts the spread of the word of God from Jerusalem, to Judea, to
Samaria, to parts of the eastern Mediterranean world, and even to *‘the end of
the earth,” i.e., Rome (in the Lucan story),!¢ one cannot fail to see how the
Jesus-movement is thus related to church history as well as to Roman and
Palestinian history.

Luke alone has in this way sought to relate his account of the Jesus-story
to known human history, but this is not all there is to his historical perspective,
because for him it is all part of sacred history. If Luke has sought to depict Jesus
of Nazareth as an important figure in human history, he has done so in order to
make clear how God himself has intervened in that history to give it a new
direction and to relate the manifestation of his kingship to humanity in a new
way. Luke speaks of it as “God’s design™ (he boule tou theou, Luke 7:30) or
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as “God’s will”” (theléma, 22:42), for “the Son of Man goes his way, as it has
been determined” (Luke 22:22; cf. Acts 10:42).

This is Lucan salvation history, and it is seen to have three phases: (a) the
Period of Israel (from creation to John the Baptist); (b) the Period of Jesus
(from John the Baptist to the ascension); and (¢) the Period of the Church under
Stress (from the ascension to the parousia).

This threefold division of salvation history, first proposed by H. von Baer
and later worked out in greater detail by H. Conzelmann,!? is widely accepted
today. Conzelmann makes much of Luke 16:16, “Up until John it was the law
and the prophets, from that time on the kingdom of God is being preached, and
everyone is pressed to enter it.”’ Despite proposals by others (e.g., W. G. Kiim-
mel, H. H. Oliver, S. G. Wilson, and C. H. Talbert)!® who have preferred to
speak of a two-phased Lucan salvation history, governed by promise and ful-
fillment, I insist on the threefold distinction that Conzelmann has used, even
though I make some slight modification of it.'% Promise and fulfillment are not
distinctive enough, since one finds this in the Matthean and Johannine Gospels
as well, whereas only the Lucan story has the sequel about the post-ascension
phase, which cannot be simply categorized as part of the fulfillment. Luke
recounts the ascension of Jesus twice (once in Luke 24:50-51, and again in Acts
1:9-11), and in the context of the ascension depicts the disciples asking the risen
Christ whether ““at this time” he is going to restore the kingdom to Israel (Acts
1:6), clearly showing that “this time” is different from that which preceded in
the Period of Jesus himself, when salvation was wrought, die Mitte der Zeit, to
use Conzelmann’s phrase for it.

What ] have sketched in this part of my discussion is the exclusive emphasis
on the way that this evangelist has presented the ministry of Jesus and its sequel.
One will find nothing like it in any of the other Gospels. It orients the ministry
of Jesus in a peculiar way to Jerusalem; it ties down the Jesus-story in time and
place. Thus it plays the basic kerygma of the early church in a different key.

With this I shall pass on to my third point.

II1. The Lucan Emphasis in His Use of Christological Titles

One of the important elements in New Testament Christology is the use of titles
for Jesus. From them one learns quickly how the early church came to regard
him. Some of these titles emerged during the earthly ministry of Jesus itself.
Indeed, one or other may have been used by him of hi mself; but others emerged
only in the post-resurrection period. In the latter period, they may have served
either a kerygmatic or a confessional function, i.e., they may have been part of
the kerygmatic proclamation in Palestine or elsewhere, or they may have been
used in confessional creeds and the cultic liturgy. Some of them arose as a result
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of a fuller awareness of who Jesus was that developed with post-resurrection
faith and the corporate gift of the Spirit to his followers,

In studying such christological titles one has to ask oneself about three
aspects of them: (1) What was the origin, background, or matrix of the title?
Was it an Old Testament title, a Palestinian Jewish title, or a Hellenistic title?
(2) What did the title mean? (3) Where or in what context was it first predicated
of Jesus? To what phase of his existence was it first applied?

The answers to these questions are not easy, and the last one 1is especially
important, because we realize today that New Testament writers have sometimes
retrojected christological titles, i.e., they have often pushed them back into
earlier phases of Jesus’ existence from the post-resurrection phase where they
first came to be used of him. In the limited space available I cannot undertake
such a threefold discussion of every title used of Jesus in the Lucan writings.
Instead, I shall concentrate on a few of the titles to which Luke has given a
peculiar emphasis or nuance, but I shall list the Lucan titles, to give an overview
of the diversity of Jesus’ titles that this New Testament writer has employed.
They are: (1) Christos, ‘‘Christ, Messiah,” (2) Kyrios, “Lord,” (3) Soter, ““‘Sav-
ior,” (4) Huios or Huios tou Theou, “Son” or “Son of God,” (5) Ho huios tou
anthropou, “‘Son of Man,” (6) Doulos, “‘Servant,” (7) Prophetes, “‘Prophet,”
(8) Basileus, “King,” (9) Huios David, “Son of David,” (10) Archégos or
Archégos tés z0¢s, “‘Leader,” “Pioneer,” or “‘Pioneer of Life,” (11) Ho Hagios,
“Holy One,” (12) Ho Dikaios, “‘Righteous One,” (13) Ho Eklektos, **Chosen
One,” (14) Krités, ““Judge,” (15) Didaskalos or Epistates, ‘“Teacher” or “Mas-
ter,” and (16) possibly Theos, “God.”20

From such a lineup of christological titles in the Lucan writings one realizes
that most of them are traditional, being used already in the Marcan Gospel, in
“Q.” or in earlier New Testament writings. In some instances Luke uses tradi-
tional titles in the same sense as other evangelists, especially those who would
have writien after Mark or in dependence on him. In other instances, he has
introduced his own nuances, and on these I now prefer to concentrate.

The more or less exclusively Lucan title for Jesus is sgter, “Savior.” Although
John uses it once (4:42), it is found in the Synoptics only in Luke. In the message
given by the angels to the shepherds of Bethlehem, Jesus is identified as *“Savior,
Messiah, and Lord” (Luke 2:11). It occurs again in Acts 5:31; 13:23, 34 and is
closely related to the primary abstract way in which Luke refers to effects of the
Chnist-event, viz. “salvation.”2! Although satér was used in the contemporary
Greco-Roman world for a god, philosopher, staiesman, or king, it also has an Old
Testament background. There “Savior™ is used of individuals whom God has
raised up for the deliverance of his people (Judg 3:9, 15) and also of God himself
(I Sam 10:19; Isa 45:15, 21), where he is called in Hebrew mdésii* and in Greek
Sotér. Hence, in this instance the background of the christological title may be
disputed, whether it is Jewish or Hellenistic in origin. As applied to Jesus, it
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designates him as the deliverer, the one who rescues human beings from evil, be
it physical, psychic, political, cataclysmic, or moral evil (sin).

A more important Lucan title for Jesus, however, is Christos, and one may
debate how one should translate it, whether as “Christ” or as “Messiah,” which
it means. Only Luke tells us that because of this title Jesus’ followers came to
be known as “Christians” (Acts 11:26; cf. 26:28). He uses Christos as a title
about 24 times, but it has also become for him a sort of second name, Jesus
Christ, having lost its titular sense (especially in Acts 2:38; 3:6; 4:10, etc.). As
atitle, itis derived from Palestinian Judaism, where it was often used to designate
an “anointed agent™ of Yahweh for the service, protection, and deliverance of
Israel. Within the last two centuries before the time of Jesus it came to connote
further an expected anointed agent, to be sent by God either in the Davidic
(kingly or political) tradition for the restoration of Israel and the triumph of
God’s power, or in the priestly tradition. From the Dead Sea Scrolls we know
how both a Messiah of Israel and a Messiah of Aaron were expected (1QS 9:11).
This title was adopted by Christians and used of Jesus, in reality, only after his
death. I follow N. A. Dahl in thinking that Pilate’s inscription on the cross, which
attributed to Jesus a kingly status, was the catalyst for the Christian use of it by
Jesus’ followers. If he were “the king of the Jews’” (Mark 15:26), then he easily
became for his followers God’s anointed kingly agent of that salvation being
wrought in a new sense by his death on that cross.?? The title then became
kerygmatic; it formed part of the early Christian proclamation, as 1 Cor 15:3
reveals: **Christ died for our sins in accordance with the Scriptures.” And Peter
proclaims in his pentecostal sermon, ““This Jesus whom you crucified, God has
made Lord and Messiah” (Acts 2:36).

Luke, however, has given a distinctive nuance to this title: the idea that
Jesus was a suffering Messiah. “Was not the Messiah bound to suffer all this
before entering into his glory?”” So the risen Christ queries the disciples on the
road to Emmaus in the Lucan Gospel (24:26). Or again, “This is what stands
written: the Messiah shall suffer and rise from the dead . . .” (24:46; cf. Acts
3:18; 17:3: 26:23). The idea of a suffering Messiah is found nowhere in the Old
Testament or in any Jewish literature prior to or contemporaneous with the New
Testament. This has to be maintained, despite what Luke himself attributes to
“Moses,” *“all the prophets,” and *“all the Scriptures” in his Gospel (24:27, 4.6).
Nor does any other New Testament writer ever speak of Jesus as a suffering
Messiah. This is an exclusively Lucan theologoumenon. Luke may well have
developed it from Mark 8:29-31, where after Peter’s confession at Caesarea
Philippi Jesus begins to teach the disciples about “the Son of Marn who must
suffer, be rejected, and killed by his people’s leaders.” Needless to say, one
should not confuse the Suffering Servant of Isa 52:13-53:12 with a suffering
Messiah. The Suffering Servant is eventually called “‘the Messizah™ in the Jewish
tradition, but that cannot be traced back earlier than the fourth century A.D.23
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The most frequently used title for Jesus in Luke-Acts is Kyrios, “Lord.”
The absolute, unmodified use of this title, Kyrios or ho Kyrios, has often been
attributed to the efforts of Christian missionaries carrying the Christian message
into the eastern Mediterranean Greek world. When such emissary disciples
preached there, they would have recognized, “Though there are many ‘lords,’
yet for us there is . . . one Lord, Jesus Christ” (1 Cor 8:5-6). Indeed, R. Bultmann
maintained that it was ‘“‘unthinkable” that a Palestinian Jew would have used
“the Lord” of Yahweh.2¢ So it could not have emerged as a title for Jesus on
Palestinian soil. In this Bultmann has been followed by many NT interpreters,
but it is now clear that Yahweh was indeed referred to as “Lord,” not only in
Aramaic as maréh, or in Hebrew as “adon, but even in Greek as Kyrios (by
Greek-speaking Jews).25 The upshot of this is that a Palestinian matrix is not
impossible for the transfer of this absolute title used among Jews for Yahweh
to the risen Christ himself among Semitic- and Greek-speaking Jewish Chris-
tians. Indeed, the slogan-like statement, ““Jesus is Lord” (1 Cor 12:3; Rom 10:9),
which can easily be retroverted into contemporary Aramaic or Hebrew, could
well have been part of the kerygmatic proclamation in Palestine, as well as in
the eastern Mediterranean Greco-Roman world. To call the risen Christ “Lord”
or “the Lord” was thus to use of him a title that had been used of Yahweh; it
gave to Christ a status equal to Yahweh. It does not mean that Christ was
identified with Yahweh, for he is never said to be abba; but it did put him on a
par with Yahweh, and his lordship was something that all Christians came to
acknowledge.

In using Kyrios of Christ, Luke has also given it a nuance, for in his writings
it is no longer reserved for the risen Christ. Luke never predicates it of Christ
at his parousia, and Peter’s speech on Pentecost clearly refates it to the resur-
rection: ““This Jesus God has raised up . . . ; this Jesus whom you crucified God
has made Lord and Messiah™ (Acts 2:32, 36). All of this would be conventional
enough, but Luke has further retrojected this title not only into the ministry
narrative, but even into the infancy narrative. Whereas Kyrios is employed only
once during Jesus’ ministry in the Marcan Gospel (11:3), Luke frequently intro-
duces the title into his account of the ministry: “and the Lord said” (e.g., Luke
12:42a; 17:5, 6; 19:8). In all this title occurs about 20 times, and Luke is simply
using for Jesus the title that had become current in his own day, as the narrative
in Acts clearly shows (1:21; 4:33; 5:14; 8:16, etc.). But he even retrojects it into
the infancy narrative, where the child just born is announced to shepherds of
Bethlehem as “Savior, Messiah, and Lord” (Luke 2:11). Here we see how a
title, born of resusrection faith, has been made applicable to the ministry and
even to the time of Jesus’ birth, to the Period of Israel itself.

I terminate my discussion of the distinctive Lucan emphasis given to tradi-
tional New Testament titles of Jesus in order to give some brief treatment of yet
another important aspect of Lucan Christology.
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IV. The Lucan View of Jesus and the Spirit

No account of Lucan Christology would be complete without some discussion
of Jesus and the Holy Spirit. This is, in fact, only one aspect of the Lucan
treatment of the Spirit, for a full treatment would have to deal with the relation
of the Spirit to the Father and his salvific plan, to Jesus the Christ, and to the
emergent Christian church.

References to the Spirit in the Lucan writings are far in excess of anything
in Mark, Matthew, or John. Whereas Mark mentions the Spirit six times, and
Matthew 12 times, Luke refers to the Spirit 17/18 times in his Gospel and 57
times in Acts. It has been claimed that the Spirit is “the connecting thread’’ that
runs through the two works; this may be true, but it needs to be nuanced a bit
differently. For of the 17/18 times that the Spirit appears in the Lucan Gospel,
seven of them occur in the infancy narrative, six in the chapters that inaugurate
the public ministry (chaps. 3—4), and four in the opening chapters of the travel
account {chaps. 10-12). It is not easy to say why the Spirit does not appear
towards the end of the travel account, or in the Jerusalem ministry of Jesus, or
in the passion narrative, or even in the resurrection narrative, save for the vague, |
unidentified “promise of my Father” in Luke 24:49 (for the identification of
which one has to wait until Acts 1:4). Similarly, the Spirit appears often in Acts
1~16, but from chapter 17 on only 12 times in all. From all of this it appears
that the Spirit is considered by Luke to be, above all, a divine inaugurating
influence not only in the career of Jesus, but also in the life of the early church.

In most instances, the Spirit appears in the Lucan writings as it does in the
Old Testament: a force expressive of God’s presence to his people or his world
in an active, creative, prophetic, or renovative way. Occasionally, Luke attributes
10 it personal activity (Luke 2:26; 4:1; Acts 16:7).

Conzelmann maintained that the Spirit in Luke-Acts was no longer regarded
as God’s gift in the eschaton but had rather become a substitute for the delayed
parousia.2é But other writers {(e.g., W. B, Tatum et al.)?? have rightly emphasized
the work of the Spirit in the Period of Israel, especially its influence in the Lucan
infancy narrative. Indeed, one has to insist that it is the same Spirit that is
promised for the eschaton (“the promise of my Father”), which is active in the
Lucan infancy narrative and under whose influence the Lucan Jesus inaugurates
his ministry. ‘“The promise of my Father” (Luke 24:49) clearly relates the Spirit
to the Father and his salvific plan, but, as Peter proclaims on Pentecost, it is
Jesus, “having been exalted to the right hand of God,” who has “received from
the Father the promised Holy Spirit and poured it out” (Acts 2:33).

The Period of Jesus begins with the preaching of John the Baptist, as ‘he
announces the imminent arrival of One-Who-Is-to-Come; he will baptize with
the Holy Spirit (3:16), and his Spirit baptism will transcend John’s own water
baptism. Luke retains from his Marcan source the baptism of Jesus. In Mark
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this scene is of supreme importance in that through it the evangelist first iden-
tifies Jesus’ relation to heaven. In the Lucan Gospel, however, especially in its
present form with the prefixed infancy narrative, in which Jesus is already
identified not only as “Savior, Lord, and Messiah” (2:11), but even as “the Son
of God” (1:35), that function of the baptismal scene is no longer so important.
Yet Luke retains it because it reveals the beginning of the ministry of Jesus
under the infiuence of the Spirit. Nothing in that episode determines Jesus’
relationship to heaven as “messianic,” despite what is often said about it. Yet
in Acts 10:38, Luke interprets that baptism as an gnointing of Jesus with the
Holy Spirit. Thus he goes beyond the details of the baptism scene itself and
stresses the inaugurating role of the Spirit in Jesus’ ministry.

Finally, the Spirit poured out on Pentecost performs another inaugural
function. Now it is no longer with reference to Jesus himself, but with the new
phase of salvation history, the Period of the Church under Stress. The role of
the Spirit as initiator was important for the inception of both Jesus’ life and his
ministry; and now it has become the initiator of the common testimony of his
followers. The Spirit becomes the dynamo and the guiding force of Christian
disciples. Indeed, through the Spirit Jesus will henceforth be present to his
followers, no longer in the visible way of appearances of the risen Christ, but
they will know him “in the breaking of the bread” (24:35) and in the “promise
of my Father’ (24:49).

These remarks terminate my discussion of Lucan Christology. Luke has
painted a portrait of Jesus of Nazareth that depicts him as a fully human being,
“a man (andra) attested to you by God with mighty deeds, wonders, and signs
- that God did through him in your midst” (Acts 2:22), but also with characteristics
that transcend such a human condition: virginally conceived through the power
of the Holy Spirit, carrying out a ministry among human beings that was further
guided by the same Spirit, 2 ministry in which he manifested an absolute
dedication to his heavenly Father (Luke 2:49; 13:33; 22:42). He completed that
ministry by suffering and dying at the hands of those who rejected him and
handed him over to the Roman authorities, and he was raised to glory by the
Father’s power. Exalted at the right hand of God, he poured forth the Spirit; he
thus became the bearer of God’s Spirit to humanity, the dynamo of its spiritual

life. So Jesus appears in the writings of Luke, which form a quarter of the New
Testament itself,

NOTES

* Originally published in Scripture Bulletin 17 (1987) 26-35; an abbreviated form of the
essay can also be found as “Luke’s Portrait of Jesus: The Bearer of God’s Spirit,” Church
6/1 (1990) 24-28.
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Thirteen

THE ASCENSION OF CHRIST
AND PENTECOST*

DID LUKE INVENT the ascension? Why is the Christian feast of Pentecost referred
to only by Luke in the New Testament?' How are these two early Christian
events recounted by him to be understood in relation to the resurrection of
Christ? These modern questions are occasioned by the annual liturgical celebra-
tion of the Ascension between two feasts inherited by the Christian community
from the Palestinian Jewish calendar and “baptized”: Passover celebrated as
- paschal Easter and the Feast of Weeks celebrated as Pentecost. The article of
the Creed of Nicaea and Constantinople recited by Christians every Sunday
includes the affirmation “He ascended into heaven,” but only rarely does one
reflect on the implications of such an affirmation. Furthermore, the way in which
modern Christians think about the ascension of Christ and about the Pentecost
experience often gives rise to problems in the understanding of the New Testa-
ment texts that treat of these two early Christian events. Hence it may be
worthwhile to try once again to sort out what the New Testament itself has to
say about the ascension of Christ and about Pentecost to deepen our theological
understanding of them, for the two events are not only intimately connected but
are also related to the resurrection, the heart of Christian faith.

L. The Ascension of Christ

Data about Christ’s ascension are found only in certain New Testament writings.
In fact, in the majority of the books there is not a line about it: nothing in
Matthew, Mark,2 most of the Pauline corpus, the Catholic Epistles, or Revelation.
Allusions to the ascension are found in Romans, Ephesians, John, and I—Ie?{rews,
whereas the appendix of the Marcan Gospel and Luke-Acts treat it explicitly. It
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is an affirmation of major importance in Lucan Christology and intimately
related to the Lucan theme of testimony about the word of God and the Lucan
teaching about the Spirit. The relation of the Lucan material to the rest of the
New Testament data has been discussed before from a variety of viewpoints,
but not always with the requisite distinctions.3 If such distinctions are not
properly made, one runs the risk of picturing to oneself the ascension differently
from the way the New Testament jtself presents it. In this study I shall treat the
New Testament data that bear on the ascension under three headings: (1) the
exaltation of Christ; (2) diverse New Testament assertions about the ascension;
and (3) the New Testament meaning of the ascension.

1. The Exaltation of Christ

The earliest New Testament references to the phase of Christ’s existence following
his burial cast it in terms of exaltation, i.e., his being taken up to the glorious
presence of the Father, but without specifying the mode of such a taking up.

Such an assertion is found in the pre-Pauline hymn, probably of Jewish-
Christian origin, preserved in Phil 2:5-11.4 According to a widespread opinion
today Paul has incorporated into chap. 2 of his letter to the Philippians an early
(probably Jewish) Christian hymn to Christ, as he seeks to motivate his beloved
converts of Philippi to a proper or befitting attitude of mind:

Have this mind among you, which was also in Christ Jesus,
SWho, though of divine status,

did not treat like a miser’s booty

his right to be like God,

Tbut emptied himself of it,

to take up the status of a slave

and become like hurnans;

having assumed human form,

Bhe still further humbied himself

with an obedience that meant death —

even death on a cross!

That is why God has so greatly exalted him
and given him the name

which is above all others:

10that everyone at Jesus’ name

should bend his knee

in heaven, on earth, and under the earth;
that every tongue should proclaim

unto the glory of God the Father

that Jesus Christ is Lord! (2:5-11)
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In using this primitive hymn, the structure of which traces the bend of a parabola
(with a descending arm and an ascending arm), Paul sings of Christ Jesus and
his pouring out of himself in six strophes:

(a) his divine preexistence;

(b) the humiliation in shedding his divine status and becoming human;

(c) the further humiliation of death — to which Paul adds the gloss, *even
death on a cross!”;

(d) (as the parabola begins its upward swing) Christ Jesus’ celestial exaltation;

(e) the adoration of him by the entire universe;

(f) the new name the exalted one receives, “Lord.”

In a striking assertion about the sequel to Jesus’ obedience in crucifixion
and death, early Christians acknowledged that God had “exalted” him and
bestowed on him a name superior to every other name, i.e., Kyrios, the title par
excellence for the risen Christ. What is noteworthy in this early Christian
homologia or confession is the omission of any reference to Jesus’ resurrection,
or even his burial; one passes from his death on the cross to his exaltation to
glory. Likewise noteworthy is the adoration which is owed to him as Kyrios:
that which Isa 45:23 ascribed to Yahweh, as the allusion makes clear, “to me
(God ['El]) every knee shall bend, every tongue shall swear.” In this pre-Pauline
hymn one finds affirmed the adoration of the crucified and exalted Christ.

Another reference to Christ’s exaltation without mention of the resurrection
is found in another primitive Christian confession embedded in a much later
writing, 1 Tim 3:16:

Who was manifested in the flesh,
vindicated by the Spirit;

seen by angels,
preached among the nations;

believed in throughout the world,
taken up in glory.?

Whereas the pre-Pauline hymn in Philippians 2 affirmed that God had “so
greatly exalted him” (hyperypsasen, lit. “superexalted him”), Christ is here said
to have been “taken up in glory” (anelemphthé), i.e.. enthroned. In bf’th ir_“
stances “‘glory’’ (doxa) is associated with Christ’s risen status, and in this
instance it is the term of the various phases of his existence mentioned: earthly
manifestation, vindication (by God’s Spirit), association with angels, ObjeCt. of
proclamation and faith, and glorious enthronement. Again, in noteworthy fashion

all this is acknowledged without any reference t0 tht? resurrection. _
To such early references to the exaltation of Christ one has to relate certain



268 TO ADVANCE THE GOSPEL

intriguing assertions in the Johannine Gospel that seem to allude to the same
phase of his existence. In his conversation with Nicodemus the Johannine Jesus
says, “As Moses lifted on high the serpent in the desert, so must the Son of
Man be lifted on high (hypséthénai), that everyone who believes in him may
have life eternal”® (3:14). Later on Jesus says to Jews, “When you have lifted
on high the Son of Man, then you will know that I am (he)” (8:28). In this
instance the allusion seems to be to a lifting on high in crucifixion, because
human beings are the subject of the verb (hypsosete). The ambiguity, whether
lifting up on the cross or lifting up to glory, may be found in 12:32, “If I am
lifted up (hypsoths) from the earth, I shall draw all (human beings) to myself”;
or again in 12:34, when the crowd replies that it has learned from the Law that
the Messiah remains forever, ‘‘How then can you say that the Son of Man must
be lifted up (hypsdthénai)?” Although some commentators would restrict the
“lifting on high” in 3:14 and 12:32, 34 to the crucifixion of Jesus, as in 8:28,6
the verb hypsoun is used elsewhere in the New Testament of Jesus’ glorious
exaltation (Acts 2:33; 5:31) and may be a relic of a primitive tradition about
such exaltation. Other commentators on the Johannine Gospel have little diffi-
culty in seeing Jesus’ “being lifted on high™ in these verses as “one continuous
action of ascent,”” in which he begins his transit to the Father in crucifixion
and completes it with exaltation. Even though the final redaction of the Johan-
nine Gospel postdates the Synoptic Gospels, it contains early Christian tradi-
tional affirmations, which have developed independently of the Synoptic tradi-
tion.®

In time, however, references to Jesus’ exaltation came to be coupled with
his resurrection. Indeed, this is found in the so-called Jerusalem kerygma, ele-
ments of which have been embedded in the early speeches in Acts, according
to the thesis of C. H. Dodd.? In his speech on the first Christian Pentecost Peter
affirms, “This Jesus God raised up (anesrésen), and of that we are all witnesses.
Being therefore lifted on high (hypsdtheis) to the right hand of God, and having
received from the Father the promise of the Holy Spirit, he has poured it out —
this which you see and hear” (Acts 2:33). Similarly 5:30-31.

Thus some of the earliest references to Jesus’ postcrucifixion status were
expressed in terms of his exaltation, sometimes without allusion to his resurrec-
tion, sometimes with it. Those without the allusion do not deny the resurrection,
but they reveal at least that Jesus’ status as the risen Kyrios was at times thought
of independently as an exaltation to the Father’s glory, as a glorious enthrone-
ment. Indeed, on one occasion Paul even speaks of Jesus’ resurrection as being
effected by “the glory of the Father”: *. . . so that as Christ was raised from
the dead by the glory of the Father, we too might walk in newness of life”” (Rom
6:4).10

This belief in the glorious exaltation of Christ is further implied in a series
of New Testament texts that speak of his being in heaven or at the right hand
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of the Father, with no mention of how he arrived there. Thus, in Paul’s earliest
letter, the Thessalonians are said to be awaiting “his Son from heaven whom
he raised from the dead, Jesus who delivers us from the coming wrath” (1 Thess
1:10); or “he will come down from heaven” (I Thess 4:16).!! The same presence
of Christ in heaven is depicted with apocalyptic stage props in the book of
Revelation (1:12-18; 3:21; 6:1-7; 7:17). In all these instances the celestial exis-
tence of Christ is affirmed or assumed without any reference to ascension.

2. Diverse New Testament Assertions about the Ascension

Since there are New Testament assertions of Christ’s exaltation to heavenly glory
without any mention of his resurrection, it is not surprising to find the primitive
proclamation of his resurrection without any reference to exaltation or ascension.
Thus, in the fragment of early kerygmatic preaching passed on by Paul in 1 Cor
15:3-5, “that Christ died for our sins according to the Scriptures, that he was
buried, that he was raised on the third day according to the Scriptures, and that
he appeared to Cephas, then to the Twelve. . . .”” Here, though the resurrection
and Jesus’ postresurrectional appearances are proclaimed, nothing is said of the
ascension.

That the exaltation of Christ should in time have been thought of in terms
of an assumption or an ascension is not surprising, given the Old Testament
notices of the assumption of Enoch (Gen 5:24) and Elijah (2 Kgs 2:11) and the
development of this theme about other Old Testament figures in intertestamental
and later Jewish literature.!?

In dealing with Jesus’ ascension in New Testament writings, one has to
distinguish two sorts of references: (1) those which allude to an ascension in
the context of other affirmations, without describing it; and (2} those which
describe or depict it, i.e., which situate it in time and space.

(1) Texts Alluding to Jesus’ Ascension.  One must further distinguish between
texts (a) that imply motion upwards without using the word “‘ascend”; and
(b) those that employ the verb or its equivalent. Thus (a) in Heb 4:14, Jesus is
“a great high priest who has passed through the heavens” (dielélythota tous
ouranous; cf. 6:19-20); or he has “entered . . . into heaven itself” (etsélthen . . .
eis auton ton ouranon, 9:24). Or agairi, in 1 Pet 3:22, “who has gone into heaven
(poreutheis eis ouranon) and is at the right hand of God.” In these passages the
motion is not only that of Christ himself, but one that implies either passage
through the heavens (plural ouranoi) or into heaven (ouranos, understood as a
place).

There are also the texts (b) that employ the word “ascend” in a context
where some other affirmation is primary. Thus in Romans Paul argues that God’s
new way of righteousness through faith in Christ Jesus is open to all and easy
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of access. He alludes to Deut 30:11-14, where Moses persuades the Israelites
that the observance of the Law just promulgated does not require one laboriously
to scale the heights or descend to the depths. Paul accommodates these words
of Moses in an allusion to Christ himself. The ease of the new righteousness is
seen because the heights have been scaled and the depths have been plumbed,
for Christ has come to the world of humanity and been raised from the dead:
““Who will ascend into heaven’ (that is, to bring Christ down) or ‘who will
descend into the abyss’ (that is, to bring Christ up from the dead)? But what
does it say? The word is near to you, on your lips and in your heart . . .”” (10:6-8).
Paul thus alludes to the incarnation and resurrection of Jesus; but his use of
anabésetai in v. 6, though derived from Deut 30:12 (LXX), makes the Christian
reader think of someone “ascending” into heaven, as Christ Jesus did. The
allusion to the ascension may be remote, but it is unmistakable, even when Paul’s
main concern is the ease of Christian faith as the way to righteousness.

Such an allusion is, however, ciearer in Eph 4:7-11. In this Deutero-Pauline
writing, the author speaks of the gifts that the risen Christ has bestowed on his
church:

To each one grace has been given according to the measure of Christ’s gift.
That is why it [Scripture] says, ‘“Ascending on high, he led a host of captives;
he gave gifts to human beings.” In saying “he ascended,” what does it mean
but that he also descended to the lowest parts of the earth? He who descended
is the same as he who ascended far above all the heavens, that he might fii! all
things. His gifts were that some should be apostles, some prophets, some
evangelists, some pastors and teachers.

In these verses the writer quotes Ps 68:19 (LXX: ‘“You ascended on high, you
took caplivity captive; you took gifts [from] among men”); but he adapts the
words to his purpose by inserting the verb edoken, “he gave” (gifts), in place
of elabes, “you took” (gifts), thus Christianizing the quoted psalm in order to
affirm that the ascended Christ has graced his church with apostles, prophets,
evangelists, pastors, and teachers, His main affirmation bears on the gift of
church officials, and the ascension of Christ is affirmed incidentally to that
affirmation.

To this category also belongs Jesus’ statement to Mary Magdalene on the
day of the discovery of the empty tomb, when he appears to her and bids her
not to cling to him, “for I have not yet ascended” (John 20:17). Immediately
he adds the charge that she go to his brethren and tell them, “I am ascending
to my Father and your Father, to my God and your God.” Jesus’ intention in
this Johannine episode is to get Mary Magdalene to go and inform his disciples
about his risen status: he is returning to him who sent him,!3 and the tense of
the verbs is not to be pressed. Jesus speaks of his “ascension,” which in this
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Gospel is to be understood as “the terminus of ‘the hour’ in which Jesus passed
from this world to the Father (xiii 1).”!4 In other words, for the Johannine Jesus
the “lifting on high,” which began with the crucifixion, finds its climax in his
“ascending to my Father” (20:17).

(2) Texts That Describe or Depict the Ascension. The ascension in these pas-
sages is now treated as something happening to the risen Christ, situating it as
an event in time and space, as “an observable incident,”!5 an “objectified
ascension,” '8 or an “‘objectified transfer,” 17 as various writers have sought to
describe it. To this category belong three New Testament passages:

(a) Luke 24:50-51: “Then he {Jesus] led them [the Eleven and others} out
as far as Bethany, and raising up his hands he blessed them. While he was
blessing them, he happened to be parted from them and was carried up into
heaven.”

Several things should be noted: (i) The last clause of v. 51, “and was carried
up into heaven,” has been treated as a Western Non-Interpolation ever since
Westcott and Hort published their critical edition of the Greek New Testament
in 1881.1% Because of their influence, the last part of v. 51 has either been
bracketed or omitted entirely in many modern critical editions of the Greek New
Testament, The reason: because it is lacking in the so-called Western text-
tradition of the Lucan writings. As late as the 25th edition of Nestle-Aland
(1975), it was still relegated to a footnote, despite the fact that all the major
Greek manuscripts except the prima manus of Codex Sinaiticus and the Codex
Bezae contain it.!? The discovery and publication in 1961, however, of Papyrus
Bodmer XIV (P79),20 a text dated to A.D. 200 (25 years), has clinched the matter.
It contains the clause and supports what is in reality the lectio difficilior, which
is to be preferred. As a result, the 26th and 27th editions of Nestle-Aland and
the UBSGNT (3d and 4th editions) read the clause without brackets.?! Yet, even
if someone were to continue to question the reading, one would have to cope
with the beginning of the Lucan second volume, which implies that the “first
volume” (protos logos) ended with a mention of the ascension: “until the day
when he was taken up”’ (Acts 1:2), seemingly a reference to Luke 24:51b.

(ii) The Greek verb in 24:51 is the passive anephereto, “he was carried
up,” and not a form of the intransitive anabainein, **go up, ascend.” Here one
encounters the same sort of problem as when the New Testament speaks of
Jesus’ resurrection in the passive, egégertai or 2gérthe, ‘He has been/was raised”
(1 Cor 15:12; Rom 4:25), rather than in the active intransitive anesté, “he
rose.”22 In all these instances one has to do with the so-called theological
passive, “he was carried up” or “he was raised” by God. In the case of the
resurrection one also finds the active of egeirein with “God” or “the Father”
as its subject (e.g., 1 Thess 1:10; Gal 1:1; 1 Cor 6:14).23 The apparently more
primitive expressions of the ascension, as of the resurrection, were couched in
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the passive; with the gradual development of a higher Christology in the early
Christian communities, the use of the active intransitive forms for both the
resurrection and the ascension became more common.

(iii) This taking up of Jesus from Bethany, as he was blessing his disciples
in a priestly act, is recounted in Luke 24 as happening on the evening of the
day of the discovery of the empty tomb. The series of temporal adverbs, prep-
ositional phrases, and subordinate clauses used in that chapter make this dating
clear: v. 1, “on the first day of the week™ (i.e., Sunday); v. 13, “that same day”
(Cleopas and his companion leave for Emmaus); v. 33, “that same hour™ (they
set out to return to Jerusalem); v. 36, “‘as they were saying these things” (the
Eleven and others report about Jesus’ appearance to Simon; thereupon Jesus
appears to them all); vv. 45, 50, “but” (= “then,” RSV). Thus Luke ends his
first volume with a description of Jesus betng carried up to heaven from Bethany
on the first Easter Sunday evening. In this connection one should recall the
timing of Jesus’ statement to Mary Magdalene (John 20:17) discussed above.?*

(b) Acts 1:9-11. The second text in this category is found at the beginning
of Luke’s second volume, addressed to the same Theophilus and fitted with an
allusion to Jesus’ being “‘taken up” (anelémphthé, Acts 1:2), a reference to the
detail at the end of the first volume (Luke 24:51b). The first two verses of Acts
make it clear that Luke regards the ascension of Jesus as the term of his public
ministry.23 If the reference to Jesus’ ascension were confined to vv. 1-2, there
would be no problem; his being ““‘taken up” would simply be understood as a
reference to that which was recounted at the end of Luke 24. Immediately
thereafter, however, one reads about the appearance of the risen Christ to the
“apostles whom he had chosen” (v. 2b; cf. Luke 6:13) and about his “speaking
of the kingdom of God’ during a period of “‘forty days” (v. 3). At first one
might think that these were postascension appearances of Christ, but then we
soon learn that during one of the appearances, when he had commissioned the
apostles to be witnesses to him “in Jerusalem and in all Judea and Samaria, and
even to the end of the earth’ (v. 8), he was taken up from them: *“As they were
looking on, he was lifted up (epérthé), and a cloud took him out of their sight”
(v. 9). As they continued to gaze into the sky, two white-robed persons stood
by and asked, “Galileans, why do you stand looking into heaven? This Jesus,
who has been taken up (anelémphrhé) from you into heaven, will come in the
same way as you have seen him go into heaven™ (v. 1]).26

Again, several things should be noted: (i) The “forty days’ of appearances
of Christ and of instruction about the kingdom now create a problem when this
time notice is compared with Luke 24:51. It seems clear that this difference in
timing is the reason for the textual omission of v. 51b mentioned above.2?

(11) This passage in Acts supplies a date for Jesus’ ““ascension’’ sometime
after “forty days” had elapsed from his resurrection; but in Acts 13:31 the
interval is given merely as “many days” (epi hémeras pleious), which suggests
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that Luke was taking “forty days” merely as a round number. In any case, this
passage supplies not only a temporal terminus ad quem for this event in Christ’s
existence, but also a spatial rerminus a quo, the Mount of Olives (1 :12),28 and
a spatial ferminus ad quem, “heaven” (1:11). Moreover, it specifies the mode
of motion, “lifted up,” with a cloud taking him out of sight and with angels
commenting on the connection of his ascension with his parousia.

(ii1) Here Luke has employed apocalyptic stage props to recount the ascen-
sion of Christ. Whereas in the Lucan Gospel Christ was simply “carried up into
heaven,” in Acts this is done with the aid of clouds? and angel-interpreters.30
Such props are found only in the Lucan story.

(iv) Some commentators think that vv. 9-11 are actually a later insertion by
Luke into a context that originally did not contain these verses or that Luke had
originally composed a continuous story that would have gone from Luke 24:49
directly to Acts 1:3 (without the mention of the “forty days’').3! Whatever one
wants to think about such suggestions, the second alternative is attractive,
because the story would flow smoothly from Luke 24:49, with its mention of
the “promise of my Father,” to the reference of Jesus’ appearance “alive after
his passion” and his instructions about the kingdom, and especially to the further
charge to await the “promise of the Father . . . before many days” (Acts 1:3-5).
[ shall return to the question of the ‘“‘forty days” in the second part, but one
should note now that the insertion of “during forty days” into Acts 1:3 could
well have come to pass when Luke decided to divide his opus ad Theophilum
into two books. Further discussion of the matter would involve the whole
question of the composition of Luke-Acts, into the details of which I cannot
enter now. I need only recall that many commentators on the Lucan writings
consider it likely that these works existed at one time in an earlier form, to which
Luke later added not only the infancy narrative (Luke 1:5-2:52) and prologue
(Luke 1:1-4), but even the secondary prologue (Acts 1:1-2).32

Why would Luke insert a reference to the ascension of Christ on two
occasions, on the day of the discovery of the empty tomb in Luke 24 and after
forty days in Acts 17 Part of the reason was his decision to divide his opus into
two parts; part of it was his lack of concern to eliminate all inconsistencies in
his writing; and no little part of it was the emphasis that the double reference
gives to the ascension as the caesura or line of demarcation between two periods
of salvation history. That is why Conzelmann’s theory of the three phases of
Lucan salvation history is basically correct,33 and not the two-phased theory of
W. G. Kiimme), C. H. Talbert, and others.>4

(c) Mark 16:19: “When the Lord Jesus had spoken to them, he was taken
up into heaven (aneleémphthé eis ton ouranon) and took his seat at the right hand
of God.” This third text records that, after Christ “appeared to the Eleven
themselves as they sat at table” (16:14, presumably still in Jerusalem on the
evening of the day of the discovery of the empty tomb), he was s0 taken up.
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(Verses 12-13 record a short, primitive form of the Emmaus episode [expanded
and dramatized in Luke 24:13-35].) Once again, there is a notice of Jesus’
ascension on Easter Sunday evening and of its spatial terminus ad quem.

These, then, are the different ways in which New Testament writers allude
to or depict the ascension of Christ. They range from mere allusions to graphic
descriptions of his passage through the heavens. Given this diversity of modes
of speaking about the ascension, we have to pose the real guestion about its
meaning in the New Testament. It is important, however, to stress at this point
that the “ascension’ of Christ is scarcely a Lucan creation or invention. Even
though Luke may be the only one to describe it, apart from the author of the
appendix to the Marcan Gospel, and situate it in space and time, other New
Testament writers have already noted Jesus’ exaltation, sometimes with a clear
distinction of it from his resurrection, and sometimes without that distinction.
In other words, the exaltation is pre-Lucan, even if the graphic details of its
mode are not.

3. The New Testament Meaning of the Ascension

The major problem for modern readers of the New Testament passages referring
to the ascension stems from the way they tend to think about or imagine to
themselves what the New Testament 1s saying about it or about the risen Christ.
In this regard several things must be recalled.

(1) Despite Acts 1:22, where criteria are set forth for the person to replace
Judas among the Twelve and one of them is that such a person must have been
a “witness to the resurrection,”’ no one witnessed the resurrection of Jesus. It is
never so stated or depicted, not even in Matt 28:2, where, as the earth quaked,
an angel of the Lord descends to roll back the tombstone and sit on it. The
resurrection itself is not described. In Acts 1:22, Luke has formulated absrractly
what he really means: the person to replace Judas has to be someone who has
been a witness to the risen Lord, someone to whom the risen Christ has appeared.
For none of the canonical Gospels does for the resurrection what the later
apocryphal Gospel of Peter does.3> The sort of development found in that
apocryphal Gospel for the resurrection is similar to what Luke has provided for
the ascension. He describes it in Acts 1:9-11, albeit in a more sober fashion. He
has supplied the concrete termini for what was earlier known in the tradition as
the “exaltation” or the “ascension.”

(2) The New Testament never presents the resurrection of Jesus as a re-
suscitation, i.e., a return to his former mode of physical, terrestrial existence,
such as that of, say, Lazarus in John 11:43-44; 12:1-2. Jesus is never depicted
in the New Testament as inhabiting the earth for forty days. Indeed, he walks
. the road from Jerusalem to Emmaus with Cleopas and his companion: “Jesus
himself drew near and walked with them’ (Luke 24:15). Their eyes were at first
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kept from recognizing him (v. 16), and when they were finally opened (v. 31),
Jesus “vanished from their sight.” The question to be asked here is, whence did
Jesus appear to them along that road? What was the spatial terminus a quo of
his appearance?

(3) We are never told in the New Testament whence Christ appears in his
postresurrection encounters with his disciples. Regularly enough, the beginning
of these encounters is narrated; but at the end, where does he go? A clue,
however, is hidden away in the Emmaus account, one on which most readers
do not reflect. At one point the Lucan Jesus exclaims to the two disciples, “Was
not the Messiah bound to suffer all this before entering into his glory?” (24:26),
Thus on the day of the discovery of the empty tomb, Luke depicts Jesus speaking
of having entered “his glory,” i.e., the glory (doxa) of his Father’s presence.
The implication, then, is that the crucified and risen Christ appears to his
disciples from glory, i.e., from the glorious presence of his heavenly Father, on
whose right hand he has already been installed.3

(4) The foregoing considerations also shed light on the transit of Christ
Jesus from “death on a cross” to the status of exaltation in the glory of the
Father, to which the pre-Pauline hymn in Phil 2:6-11 referred. They also explain
the ambiguity of assertions about his “being lifted up” in the Johannine texts
to which we have referred earlier.

(5) **Ascent/ascension” means motion upwards, and implied in the New
Testament account of Jesus’ ascension is his movement upward through the
heavens or the celestial spheres (see Eph 4:10).37 It is this sort of time-
conditioned thinking about where God is that likewise led to the use of apoca-
lyptic stage props to describe Jesus’ ascent: ‘‘He was lifted up, and a cloud took
him out of their sight” (Acts 1:9). Though the Lucan description has made use
of such time-conditioned stage props, they are not necessarily part of the essen-
tial New Testament affirmation of the presence of the risen/ascended/exalted
Christ in the Father’s glory, wherever that may be. From the Father's glory the
risen Christ not only appears to his disciples but also sends forth the promise
of the Father, the Holy Spirit.

(6) Once we understand these fundamental New Testament modes of speak-
ing about the risen/ascended Christ, we can see that his “ascension” is nothing
more than the appearance from glory in which Christ took his final leave from
the community of his followers, his last visible leave-taking from the assembled
followers: “And when he had said this . . .” (Acts 1:9). In other words, Christ
would no longer present himself visibly to them in their corporate unify. Hence-
forth, his “presence” to them would be either through “the promise of my
Father” (Luke 24:49; Acts 1:4), which he as the exalted One pours out (Acts
2:33), or “in the breaking of the bread,” as the Emmaus incident makes clez:’r
(Luke 24:35); . .. how he became known to them in the breaking of the bread.

(7) Finally, this explains why Luke, John, and the appendix of the Marcan
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Gospel speak of the “ascension” of Christ as an aspect of his entrance into glory
associated with the day of the discovery of the empty tomb. If the exaltation or
ascension of Christ makes it easier to understand the period during which he
manifested himself as risen to his early followers, we see that the risen Christ could
appear to his disciples at any time, on the day of the discovery of the empty tomb
or “many days” later (Acts 13:31). Luke has not invented the “‘ascension’” as
distinct from Jesus’ resurrection, for that was in the tradition before him; but he
has Aistoricized it in a way that no other New Testament writer has done, by his
introduction of the “forty days,” about which I shall say more in connection with
Pentecost.? Luke has done this because of his concern for a historical perspective,
which he more than any other evangelist has introduced into his form of the early
Christian kerygma and the Jesus-story.3® He has, indeed, periodized aspects of the
existence of the risen Christ in a way that no other Christian writer has done. The
passion, death, burial, resurrection, exaltation or ascension, and heavenly interces-
sion of Christ have often been called the “paschal mystery.” Luke has periodized
aspects of this unit in an attempt to make it more comprehensible — in effect, to
describe the indescribable.

Moreover, one might recall the diverse ways in which the ascension of
Christ was understood in the patristic tradition.*¢ It was not until the fourth
century A.D. that the feast of the Ascension was celebrated distinctly. Even so,
Jerome could still write that “the Lord’s Day, the day of the Resurrection, the
day of Christians . . . is also called the Lord’s Day, because on it the Lord
ascended as a victor to the Father.” 41

In concluding this first part, I must stress that the ascension of Christ is the
guarantee of Christian destiny. Even if Luke assures the Christian reader that
“this Jesus, who was taken up from you into heaven, will come in the same
way as you saw him go to heaven™ (Acts 1:11), Paul in his earliest letter to his
Christian followers assures them that “the Lord will descend from heaven with
a cry of command, with the archangel’s call, and with the sound of the trumpet
of God; and the dead in Christ will rise first; then we who are alive . . . shall
be caught up together with them in the clouds to meet the Lord in the air; and
so we shall always be with the Lord” (1 Thess 4:16-17). Paul, no less than Luke,
makes use of apocalyptic stage props to assure his Christian followers of their
destiny, “to be with the Lord always.” In his own way the author of the Epistle
to the Hebrews affirms this belief, too, when he says that “we have this as a
sure and steadfast anchor of the soul, a hope that enters into the inner shrine
behind the curtain, where Jesus bas gone as a forerunner on our behalf, having
become a high priest forever after the order of Melchizedek™ (6:19-20).

According to Luke 24:50, Jesus’ final leave-taking was accompanied by a
hieratic gesture: “Lifting up his hands, he blessed them.” Like Melchizedek,
“priest of God Most High,” who blessed Abram (Gen 14:16-19), or like Aaron
of old blessing the people of Israel (Num 6:23-27), or even like Simon son of
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Onias, the high priest (219-196 B.c.), who blessed the “whole congregation of
the children of Israel” (Sir 50:20), the departing risen Christ calls heaven’s
blessing down upon the assembly of his followers.

We may now pass to the second part of this paper.

. Pentecost

Before Christ ascends in Luke 24, he charges his disciples to await ““the promise
of my Father” (24:49). In that chapter we are not told what that promise 18, but
at the beginning of the second Lucan volume the risen Christ describes it as a
baptism *“with the Holy Spirit” (Acts 1:5). As the Lucan story continues, when
“the day of Pentecost” (2:1) arrives and is running its course, the promise is
realized: a sound from heaven like a mighty wind fills the whole house where
the aposties and others are sitting; tongues as of fire appear resting on them,
and they are all filled with the Holy Spirit and begin to speak in other tongues
(2:2-4). Readers of Acts 2 tend to think that what is recorded in vv. 2-4 is the
most important part of the early Christian Pentecost-experience. However, the
outpouring of the Spirit occupies but three of the forty-two verses that Luke
devotes to his pentecostal account. Those three verses are only introductory to
the real pentecostal event, the first proclamation by Spirit-filled, tongue-speaking
Galileans to “Jews and proselytes™ sojourning in Jerusalem from all over the
Jewish diaspora. For Peter stands up with the Eleven and addresses such Jews
in Jerusalem, climaxing his discourse with the words, “Let the whole house of
Israel know with certainty that God has made this Jesus, whom you crucified,
both Lord and Messiah” (2:36). Shortly before this climax Peter has explained
that the phenomenon of tongues is not caused by “new wine” (2:13) or by the
drunkenness of the speakers (2:15), but by the outpouring of the Spirit: *“This
Jesus God raised up, and of that we are all witnesses; being exalted then at the
right hand of God and having received from the Father the promise of the Holy
Spirit, he has poured it out; this is what you see and hear” (2:32-33). The event
of Pentecost, then, was not merely the outpouring of the Spirit on Jesus’ fol-
lowers, but more so the first Spirit-filled proclamation of “the word of the
gospel” (Acts 15:7) made by the spokesman of the group, Peter, to the Jews in
Jerusalem.

As the Lucan story continues, the newly empowered Christian communify
grows daily into the Spirit-guided institutional church, so idyllically depi.cted in
the rest of Acts. The promise of the Father has been realized in the pouring out
of the Spirit by the risen/ascended Christ. This gift of the Spirit to th.e thrlstlan
community is known, however, elsewhere in the New Testament, but itis spoken
of in different ways. These differences raise questions about the origin of the
Christian Pentecost and the meaning of that event in the Lucan story.4? The
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different descriptions of the gift of the Spirit also create problems in the modern
understanding of that primitive phenomenon. Hence an attempt has to be made
again to sort out the different aspects of this so important heavenly gift from
the ascended Christ to his church. These problems will be treated under four
headings: (1) the relation of the Lucan story to the Johannine and other New
Testament references to the gift of the Spirit; (2) the relation of the gift of the
Spirit to Pentecost; (3) the relation of the fifty to the forty days; and (4) the role
of the Spirit of the ascended Christ in Christian life.

1. The Relation of the Lucan Story to the Johannine and Other New
Testament References to the Gift of the Spirit

We have just recalled briefly the Lucan story of the gift of the Spirit, with which
the apostles and others were to be clothed (Luke 24:49) or baptized (Acts 1:5)
on “the day of Pentecost” (Acts 2:1). In the Lucan story “fifty days” have
elapsed since Jesus’ resurrection. In the Johannine Gospel, however, the risen
Christ appears to the disciples on “the evening of that day” (20:19), announces
his peace, commissions them, and then breathes on them, saying, “Receive the
holy Spirit! If you forgive the sins of any people, they are forgiven; if you hold
back the sins of any, they are held back™ (20:22-23). In both the Lucan and the
Johannine stories the phrase for the gift bestowed is the same, “a Holy Spirit”
{pneuma hagion). In Luke-Acts fitty days separate the discovery of Jesus’ empty
tomb from the outpouring of the Spirit (Acts 2:1, 33), whereas in John the
insufflation of the Spirit takes place on the occasion of Christ’s first appearance
to assembled disciples on the very day of that discovery (20:19-23). Some writers
have even called this episode the ‘“‘Johannine Pentecost.”43 In contrast to the
effect of the outpouring of the Spirit in the Lucan story, by which Peter and the
others are emboldened to stand up and proclaim the risen/ascended Christ, the
breathing of the Spirit on the disciples in the Johannine story has no recorded
effect. In fact, “‘eight days later” (20:26) the disciples are still closeted in the
house, apparently as vet “for fear of the Jews”™ (20:19). This difference of
description of the bestowal of the Spirit on the Christian community raises again
the question whether Pentecost is a Lucan “invention.”

Moreover, Paul shows no awareness of the meaning of Pentecost for Chris-
tian life or conduct,® or for that matter of the Johannine “insufflation,”’ even
though he is fully aware of the gift of the Spirit to Christians. In his earliest
letter, the first to the Thessalonians, he stressed that his gospel came to them
“not only in word but also in power and in the Holy Spirit” (1:5). A few years
later, in writing to the Galatians, he expostulated, ““O foolish Galatians, who has
bewitched you? . . . Did you receive the Spirit through deeds of the law or
through a hearing with faith?” (Gal 3:1-2). With the Corinthians he insisted,
“No one can say ‘Jesus is Lord’ except through the Holy Spirit” (1 Cor 12:3).
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Paul even speaks of t’hf: “outpouring” of God’s love into Christian hearts
“through the Holy Spirit” (Rom 5:5), but it is unrelated to Pentecost. His
formulation may be no more than an independent echo of Joel 3:1-2 or an
antithetical reflection of the Old Testament idea of God pouring out the wrath
of anger on his people.®> At any rate, Paul either affirms or takes for granted
the bestowal of God’s Spirit on the Christian community in a way related to
faith in the risen/ascended Christ.4¢ The same awareness of the presence of the
Spirit to Christians is found in other New Testament writings as well (e.g., Heb
2:4; 10:15; Jas 2:5; Jude 20), but again without reference to Pentecost.

Although Luke has similarly recorded the bestowal of the Spirit on the
Christian community, only he has temporally distanced its bestowal from the
resurrection of Christ. This again ties in with what we have noted above about
his periodization of salvation history.#7 What John has closely related to the
newly risen Christ, Luke has associated with the exalted/ascended Christ in his
view of such history. The result is that we cannot be sure today just when the
early Christian community first became aware of the gift of the Spirit to it, or
apropos of what function it was performing, whether the forgiveness of sins, as
in John 20:22-23, or the first proclamation of the Christian message to Jews in
Jerusalem, as in Acts 2:5-41. Neither the Lucan nor the Johannine testimony
about the fime of that bestowal comes to us from the earliest strata of New
Testament tradition. This 1s, in itself, an indication of the amount of time it took
early Christians to realize the presence and activity of the Spirit among them as
a gift of the risen/ascended Christ.

It is important, however, to note that the Lucan tradition is not alone in
separating temporally the Christian disciples’ reaction to the resurection of
Christ from their carrying out of the commission laid on them by the risen Lord.
The Lucan Christ, appearing to the disciples on the day of the discovery of the
empty tomb, commissions them to preach repentance and the forgiveness of sins
in his name to all the nations, beginning from Jerusalem: “You are witnesses
of this” (Luke 24:47-48). They first must remain, however, “in the city” and
await “what my Father has promised” (v. 49). So Luke explains the interval.
The Johannine Christ, however, though he charges his disciples, “As the Father
has sent me, so I too send you” (20:21), says nothing further either about the
specifics of their mission or about a waiting period. Yet the disciples likewise
delay in the Johannine story. Indeed, the Johannine account distances the first
appearance of the risen Christ from another one “eight days later, “when T hon.]as
is present with them, presumably in the same house (20:26). The Johannine
appendix (chap. 21) even portrays seven of the disciples, having returned. to
their old haunts, going out to fish. In fact, we never leam from the Johannine
Gospel whether the disciples ever carried out the mission on which ‘they were
“sent” (20:21). That, of course, is implied, but what is important 18 th_at the‘
Johannine Gospel, in effect, testifies to a period between the resurrection of
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Christ and the beginning of the Christian mission, to a period during which the
risen/ascended Christ appeared to his followers. This shows that the periodiza-
tion that one finds in the Lucan tradition is not without some foundation in the
general gospel tradition. The Johannine Gospel may not know of a “Pentecost”
in the Lucan sense; but it does imply that the period between the resurrection
and the beginning of the Christian mission was more than a matter of hours,

2. The Relation of the Gift of the Spirit to Pentecost

Only two of the great Jewish feasts of old have become part of the Christian
tradition, Passover and Pentecost. The Feast of Booths or Tabernacles, though
mentioned in John 7:2 as an occasion when Jesus made his way to Jerusalem
(7:10) and perhaps reflected in the transfiguration scene of the Synoptic tradition
(Mark 9:5 and parallels), has remained without significance for the Christian
community. Passover (pesah) was transformed into the Christian paschal feast
of the resurrection at an early date. Paul may already be alluding to such a
Christian feast when he writes, *‘Christ, our passover lamb, has been sacrificed;
let us celebrate, then, the festival not with the old leaven, the leaven of wicked-
ness and evil, but with the unleavened bread of sincerity and truth” (1 Cor 5:7-8).

The first feast that would normally occur after Passover in the Jewish
calendar was the Feast of Weeks (hag $abi‘ot, Deut 16:10). Although Luke is
the only New Testament writer to pass on to us an event connected with such
a Jewish feast, he has scarcely invented this connection. E. Lohse would have
us believe that Luke inherited an oral tradition about a mass ecstasy of members
of the primitive Christian community, with some of them speaking in tongues
on some occasion.*8 Haenchen rather associates with Pentecost the beginning
of the church’s mission to diaspora Judaism.*® Either of these suggestions is
possible, but it seems more likely that Luke inherited a tradition about Jerusalem
as the place and Pentecost as the occasion when Peter and the Eleven, em-
powered and emboldened by the Spirit, confronted both diaspora and Jerusalem
Jews for the first time with the kerygma about the crucified and risen Jesus, who
was now for them Lord and Messiah. The dramatization of the scene is Lucan,
and the details are sketched in typically Lucan style in imitation of the LXX.

Why would Pentecost have been the occasion? To answer that question, [
have to say something about the nature and celebration of this feast among
Palestinian Jews of the first century. This will enable us to appreciate the
significance of the Lucan story in Acts 2.

The Feast of Weeks was known among Greek-speaking Jews as Pentecost:
hé hemera pentékoste, “the fiftieth day,” or hé hémera pentékostés, “‘the Day
of Pentecost” (or “‘of the Fiftieth”), or even hé pentékosté hé heorté, hé estin
hagia hepta hebdomadon, ‘“‘the fiftieth feast, which is the sacred (festival) of
Seven Weeks.”3C It was originally a farmers’ feast at the end of a harvest. In
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Num 29:26 it is identi‘fieq with “the day of the first-fruits” (yom habbikkirim,
cf. Exod 23:16a), but in time it came to be understood specifically as the feast
at the end of the wheat harvest (Exod 34:22: bikkiiré gesir hittim). According
to Deut 16:9, one was to “count seven weeks from the time you first put the
sickle to the standing grain.” In time this was more specifically explained as a
counting “from the morrow after the sabbath (mimmohdrat hassabbat), from
the day that you brought the sheaf of the wave offering: seven full weeks shall
they be, counting fifty days to the morrow of the seventh sabbath™ (Lev 23:15-
16). This became the feast when two loaves made of new flour and baked with
leaven were to be offered to Yahweh. Hence, fifty days after the beginning of
the harvest, fifty days after Passover, when massét, “unleavened bread,” had
been eaten, the Jews would offer farmers” leavened bread to the Lord. The date
of the Feast of Weeks, however, was not really fixed until the Priestly tradition
had related it to the joined feasts of Passover and Unleavened Bread.’!

Then debate ensued among the Jews of Palestine. Some of them, the Sad-
ducees, started to count the fifty days from “‘the morrow after the Sabbath,”
understanding Sabbar generically as “feast day,” hence equal to Passover itself
{14 Nisan, the first month). Reckoning from the day after Passover, they cele-
brated Pentecost on 6 Siwan (the third month). Other Jews, the Pharisees,
counted from the Sabbath after Passover, whenever that would come; and still
others, the Essene community of Qumran and those who used the Book of
Jubilees and followed a calendar in which the feasts fell every year on the same
day of the week, held that the first sheaf, which was to be offered on “the
morrow of the Sabbath,” was to be presented on the Sunday following the
Passover octave (21 Nisan).52 Reckoning from that date, they celebrated the
Feast of Weeks on the 15th of Siwan (the third month).53 The debate persisted
for centuries, and traces of it are found in the rabbinical writings of subsequent
centuries.3* This dispute about how to reckon the date of Pentecost need not
detain us, since in the Lucan story the only important thing is “the fiftieth day,”
and the connotations that it carried. _

According to Exod 19:1, Israel arrived in its exodus wanderings at Mt. Sinai
in the third month after leaving Egypt, 1.e., after Passover. This gave rise in time
to the celebration of the making of the covenant, or to a yearly renewal of the
Sinai covenant, in the middle of the third month. This celebration may be
reflected in the assembly of Jews in Jerusalem in the fifteenth year of King Asa
recorded in 2 Chr 15:10-12, but in recent decades it has been customary to think
that the association of the renewal of the Sinai covenant with the Feast of Weeks
was attested in Judaism only in the Christian period. 5

A more thorough study of the Book of Jubilees and of some Qumran
writings, however, seems to show that at least some Palestinian _JBWS were
celebrating the Feast of Weeks in the middle of the third month pI‘E(:tlsely as the
renewal of the Sinai covenant. From Jub. [:I; 6:17-19; 14:20 it has been
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concluded that on that feast all the ancient covenants, from Noah to Sinai, were
celebrated in renewal.5® Moreover, part of the ritual of an annual celebration
seems to be recorded in the Qumran Manual of Discipline (1QS 1:16-2:25).57
According to many interpreters of the Qumran literature, this celebration was
held on the Feast of Weeks itself.538 However, the question is not unanimously
answered in the affirmative, for R. de Vaux has stated categorically that “there
is no connection between the Christian feast of Pentecost and the Feast of Weeks
as understood by the Qumran community, or in later days, by orthodox Judaism.
The story in Acts contains no allusion to the Sinaitic Covenant nor to the New
Covenant of which Christ is the mediator.””59 That might seem to clinch the
matter, but many New Testament commentators continue to associate the Jewish
celebration of Pentecost with the giving of the Torah at Sinai.®®

In the Lucan story of Pentecost there is no direct reference to the Sinaitic
Covenant, but there are allusions to be pondered. First of all, Luke recounts
the gift of the Spirit on an occasion when not only “Judeans” but “devout
Jews from every nation under heaven” (Acts 2:5; cf. Deut 2:25) are gathered
or assembled for a feast in Jerusalem. Even though Luke says to plethos
synéithen, *‘the multitude came together” (RSV), he may be speaking of a
festive assembly, what Josephus called asartha (Ant. 3.10.6 §252), the Aramaic
name for Pentecost {‘dsarta’). Second, Peter, “standing up with the Eleven”
(Acts 2:14), confronts the assembled Jews. In other words, the “twelve apos-
tles” (Luke 6:13) confront ‘“the twelve tribes of Israel” and function as their
judges (Luke 22:29). This scene clearly echoes the saying of Jesus at the Last
Supper in the Lucan Gospel, wherein only shortly before allusion was made
to the shedding of Jesus’ blood as a sign of *“‘the new covenant” (Luke 22:29,
20). This allusion may seem subtle, but in a correct understanding of Lucan
foreshadowing it is not. Now Peter as the spokesman for the newly reconsti-
tuted Twelve confronts the assembled “house of Israel” on its “dsartd@’, its
Feast of Weeks, and lets it be known that, despite what it had done in crucifying
“this Jesus,” the promise of old made by God to that house was still valid for
it and its children, far and near, as being those “whom the Lord our God calls
to him” (Acts 2:39). That “promise” cannot be limited in the Lucan story to
the ancient experience of the twelve tribes at Sinai. Third, J. Dupont has
worked out a list of verbal allusions in Acts 2 to the important chaps. 19 and
20 of Exodus, wherein are recounted the theophany at Sinai and the giving of
the Torah.6! Thus, the adverb homou, “together” — or its variant homothyma-
don%? — may be an echo of pas ho laos homothymadon of Exod 19:8, *all the
people together.” In Acts the “sound” from heaven is échos (v. 2) and phoné
(v. 6); in Exod 19:16 one reads, eginonto phonai, “there were sounds”
(= thunders) and phané tés salpingos echei mega, “a sound of the trumpet
blasted loudly.” The source of the sound is ek tou ouranou, “‘from heaven”
(Acts 2:2); compare Exod 20:22, ek tou ouranou lelaléka pros hymas, *“1 have
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spoken to you from heaven.” Yahweh’s descent to Mt. Sinai in fire (Exod
19:18) provides an Old Testament background for “the tongues as of fire”
(Acts 2:3). Further support for the allusions may come from an unfortunately
fragmentary liturgical text of Qumran, which associates “tongues of fire”
(lesonot “28) with Yahweh commanding assembled Israelites to “observe all
these words™ (1Q29 1:3 and 5:1-7:4),53 and one fragment of which carries the
isolated word rérah (frg. 16). Dupont further suggests that Acts 2:33, which
mentions Jesus’ exaltation to the right hand of God, may be an allusion to Ps
68:19, the very passage used in Eph 4:8 (about the ascension!), and drawn
from a psalm which Jews of the later rabbinic tradition interpreted of Moses
and his ascent of Mt. Sinai to get the Law and promulgate it.5¢ The last
suggestion, however, is far from clear. Admittedly, none of these allusions is
unambiguous, but if there is any validity to them, they may supply an Old
Testament and Palestinian Jewish background for the first Christian Pentecost,
when the newly reconstituted Twelve, filled with and emboldened by the Spirit,
confronted “‘the whole house of Israel” (2:36) with its “word of the gospel”
(Acts 15:7) on the Feast of its Assembly for the renewal of the Sinai Covenant.

Until recently it has been customary to interpret the Pentecost of Acts 2
as the equivalent of the Feast of Weeks alone, i.e., as the feast celebrated at
the end of the wheat harvest, when at least some Palestinian Jews may have
gathered for the renewal of the Sinai Covenant. In the newly published Temple
Scroll from Qumran Cave 11, however, we learn that the Jews, who used this
scroll and who may have considered it as their “sectarian Torah,”® actually
celebrated three pentecostal feasts, and one of them may shed some light on .
what has always been a puzzling aspect of the Lucan story of the first Christian
Pentecost.

Texts of the Temple Scroll speak of the three pentecostal celebrations as
follows:

(1) 11QTemple 18:10-13  Feast of Weeks or Feast of First Fruits, third month,
fifteenth day (hag $abii ‘6t wéhag bikkdrim, 11QTemple 19:9):

10 wsprth

Uflkmh] 3b° $brwt tmymwt mywm hby’kmh 't h'wmr
2fhtnwph tsjpwrw ‘d mmwhrt hbt hsby'yt tspwrw
Biumsyn} ywm whby wtmh mnhh hdSh Iyhwh . . .

10 You will count .
[for yourselves] seven Sabbaths complete from the day you bring the sheaf
12{of waving]; you will count until the morrow of the seventh Sabbath; you

will count ‘
13{fifty] days and you will bring a new meal-offering to Yahweh . . .
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(2) 11QTemple 19:11-14  Feast of New Wine, fifth month, third day (kag yayin
hadas):

U pwspritmh lkmh mywm hbykmh 't hmnhh hd$h lyhw(h]
127t} Ihm hbkwrym $b°h Sbwwt $b° $btwt tmymwt
137thyynh “Jd mmwhrt hibt hiby'yt tspwrw hmSym ywm
14w hby'wt]mh yyn hds Insk . . .

11'You [will count] for yourselves from the day you bring the new
meal-offering to Yahweh,

12[the] bread as the first fruit, seven weeks; seven Sabbaths complete
13[they will be un]til the morrow of the seventh Sabbath; you will count
fifty days,

14and {you will bring] new wine for a libation . . .

(3) 11QTemple 21:12-16  Feast of New Oil, sixth month, twenty-second day
(hag Semen hadas):

12wspr{tm]h [Ikmlh mywm hzh $bh $b'wt §b° p'mym §°h
Bw'rb'ym ywm $b° $btwt tmymwt thyynh ‘d mmwhri hbt
14h$by yt tspwrw hmSym ywm whqgrbtmh $mn hd3¥ mmEbwt
15[m]twt b{ny y§]r'l mhsyt hhyn *hd mn hmth §mn hds ktyt
16 ] yshr ‘1 mzbh h*wlh bkwrym lpny yhwh.

12You wiill] count for y[ourselves] from this day seven weeks, seven times
(seven), forty-nine

13days, seven Sabbaths complete they will be until the morrow of the
seventh '

14Sabbath; you will count fifty days, and you will offer new oil from the
dwelling-places of

5[the] tribes of the Is[rael]ites, a half hin from each tribe, new oil crushed
16 ], fresh oil upon the altar of holocaust as fresh-fruits before
Yahweh,

In other words, fifty days from the morrow of the Sabbath of the Passover octave
occurred the Pentecost of New Grain/Wheat. Then, fifty days from the morrow
of the Pentecost of New Grain/Wheat was celebrated the Pentecost of New Wine.
Finally, fifty days from the morrow of the Pentecost of New Wine was celebrated
the Pentecost of New il 66

This seems to have been the complete cycle of pentecostal feasts for the
Palestinian Jews who used this document. One should note the express mention
of “fifty days” in the formulation of each of the regulations.
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If I am ri'ght in t.hinkjng tha'f Luke was a non-Jewish Semite, a native or
im:Ofa of Syrl-an Antlf)Ch, to Wh{Ch ancient ecclesiastical tradition has rather
uniformly assigned him,%7 then it is readily understandable how he did not
comprehend everything perfectly about Palestinian Judaism, He had certainly
heard about the Jewish Feast of Pentecost, and maybe even about Jewish Pente-
costs; perhaps he has unwittingly mixed some of their details. This may be why
he introduces Peter justifying the disciples’ speaking in “other tongues’ as not
being “filled with new wine” (Acts 2:13, 15). It has always been puzzling why
Peter mentions “‘new wine,” since new grain and new wine were not normally
harvested at the same time.®8 Now that we see from the Temple Scroll that there
were multiple Pentecosts in some forms of Palestinian Jewish life, that may
provide a background for Luke’s association of “new wine” with Pentecost.

In his story of the first Christian Pentecost, Luke has probably mingled
allusions to details of the Jewish Pentecost of New Grain and the Pentecost of
New Wine. For him it makes little difference, since the only thing that is
important is that a period of “fifty days” has separated the resurrection of Christ,
shortly after Passover, from the occasion when the Spirit-guided proclamation
of the gospel was made to Jews of Jerusalem, “Judeans” and Jews assembled
“from every nation under the heavens.”

Lastly, if there is any value in the proposal that I am making, it would be
a substitute explanation for the connection between “new wine”” with the speak-
ing in “‘other tongues.” Q. Betz once tried to explain that connection by appeal-
ing to Isa 28:7-13, where the prophet inveighs against religious leaders and
teachers who reel with wine and stagger with strong drink. Betz had to resort
to the later targumic translation of it in his attempt to establish such a farfetched
connection.?

In any case, in the Lucan story the “promise of the Father” is bestowed on
the nucleus of the Christian community, empowering it to begin its mission of
testimony on a feast that is marked in more than one way as pentecostal.

3. The Relation of the Fifty to the Forty Days

According to Conzelmann, the dating of the Pentecost event is related to the
“forty days” of Acts 1:3 and “thus does not necessarily belong to the substance
of the story.””7 To my way of thinking, the “fiftieth day™ is more important
than the forty days, since that is the import of Luke’s formula “whgn the flgy
of Pentecost was running its course” (lit. “was being filled out”’).”! This specific
designation stands in contrast to the vague phrase “during forty days” (1:3). If
Luke has, indeed, inherited from the tradition before him Jerusalem as the place
and Pentecost as the time when the Twelve confronted Jerusalem Jews with the
kerygma, what is the point of the “forty days™? Several thingfs must be con-
sidered in answering that question. First, because Acts 13:31 refers to the same
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interval merely as “many days” (hémeras pleious), ““forty” is undoubtedly to
be understood as a round number, as its Old Testament background may also
suggest.”2 Second, the “forty days” are not meant by Luke as a period needed
by Jesus himself, i.e., for some development in Ais role in salvation history.”
Third, chap. 1 of Acts suggests rather that the interval was needed by the
disciples, who were being further instructed about the kingdom (v. 3). Their
continuing misunderstanding of the role of the risen Christ in regard to the
kingdom is recorded in v. 6, “Lord, are you going to restore the kingship to
Israel at this time?” Though Christ corrects this misunderstanding, he commis-
sions them to bear witness to him in Jerusalem, Judea, Samaria, and “to the end
of the earth” (v. 8), once they have received the promise of the Father. Fourth,
since n the Lucan understanding of salvation history the exalted Christ had to
be with the Father in order to pour forth the promised Spirit (Acts 2:33), Luke
has used the end of that classic interval of forty days to depict the final leave-
taking of the risen Christ from his disciples as a preparation for the fiftieth day.
This is thus part of the Lucan periodization of salvation history, already ex-
plained.

4. The Role of the Spirit of the Ascended Christ in Christian Life

As we have seen, the gift of the Spirit of Christ to the Christian community is
not a Lucan invention. Pauline, Johannine, and other New Testament writings
are likewise tributary to what was a primitive tradition about that gift. If only
Luke links that gift with Pentecost, he clearly wants the connotations of that
feast of old to be associated with the gift. In the Palestinian Jewish tradition,
Pentecost, despite its Greek name, was clearly a feast of first-fruits, whether
they be understood in the conventional sense of the wheat harvest or now, in
light of the Temple Scroll, of multiple harvests, wheat, wine, or oil. This nuance
of Pentecost explains why the story in Acts 2 ends with the note of the first
Christian harvest: “Those who welcomed his [Peter’s] word were baptized, and
that day there were added about three thousand persons” (2:41). Thus the
first-fruits of the Christian harvest come from the Spirit-inspired proclamation
of Peter, the spokesman of the nucleus community.

A. R. C. Leaney once summed up various ways in which the Lucan pente-
costal story has been interpreted: ‘““The reversal of Babel, the proclamation of
the New Law, the fulfilment of the prophecy of Joel, of the threat of John the
Baptist and of the promise of Jesus, and an earnest of the spread of the gospel
throughout the world.”7 The last-mentioned interpretation is related to the
suggestion made in the foregoing paragraph, but goes beyond it. Most of the
other modes of interpreting the Lucan story tend to be eisegetical, apart from
the fulfillment of Joel’s prophecy; yet to put emphasis on that minor detail in
Peter’s speech might be inappropriate. Anything that might be valid in these
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suggestions has to be subordinated to the main Lucan emphasis: the Spirit, as
the promise of the Fathext now poured out by the ascended Christ, empowers
the Twelve to make the first proclamation of the Christ-event to Jews in Jeru-
salem, which results in three thousand of them becoming the first-fruits of the
new Christian pentecostal harvest. This is the inaugurating role of the Spirit in
the corporate life of the early Christian community. This is the real Lucan
emphasis.

Another aspect of the role of the Spirit of the ascended Christ is found in
the Epistle to the Ephesians: *““You were sealed with the Holy Spirit of promise”
(1:13). Although “the Holy Spirit of promise” resonates with the Lucan view
of the Spirit, Ephesians adds that individual Christians have been marked or
“scaled” as belonging to that Spirit, since in antiquity a seal (sphragis) was
often used to show ownership. Again, in the same writing the author mentions
how Gentiles have become “‘fellow heirs, members of the same body, and fellow
sharers of the promise in Christ through the gospel” (3:6). The “promise”
appears again and resembles the Lucan relation of the Spirit as *“‘the promise of
the Father,” even if the Spirit’s influence is described as having other effects on
individuals, even on Gentiles. In the use of “promise” in both Luke-Acts and
Ephesians, one detects the Old Testament background of God’s promise made
to the patriarchs of old, which is now related to the Spirit of God and thus
realized in a new way, as the promise of the Father and of the risen/ascended
Christ.

It would take another article to discuss fully the role of the Spirit in Christian
life, which is not my purpose here. Accordingly, I have limited the discussion
to the role of the Spirit of the ascended Christ, which is the Lucan emphasis.
For Paul, the Spirit is the gift of the risen Christ (1 Cor 15:45; 2 Cor 3:17),
especially to individuals, whereas the Spirit is the gift of the ascended Christ in
Acts bestowed more in a corporate sense.
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Fourteen

THE USE OF THE OLD TESTAMENT
IN LUKE-ACTS*

THE MATRIX OF CHRISTIANITY was Palestinian Judaism. So it is not surprising
that Christianity made use of the sacred writings of Palestinian Jews. Jesus of
Nazareth was himself a Palestinian Jew, brought up and trained in the tradition
of his people, whose spiritual life was nourished by such writings. In the New
Testament writings, which record what he did and said, he is often said to have
alluded to or quoted the Hebrew Scriptures of old. When his ministry began a
movement among his followers, it developed a tradition of its own, which not
only built upon Jesus’ teaching and preaching, but used the Hebrew Scriptures
to enhance the transmission of that teaching.

After Jesus’ death and resurrection his disciples proclaimed him as the
Messiah or Christ and fashioned by their own preaching and teaching about him
a fradition that has been passed on to Christians throughout the centuries that
followed. Part of that tradition was eventually consigned to writing under the
guidance of the Holy Spirit in what we have come to know as the Gospels,
Epistles, and other books of the New Testament. Yet those writings not only
preserve a record of what Jesus did and said or an interpretation of his teaching
and his meaning for humanity, but they also associate with that record and
interpretation numerous teachings of the Old Testament itself. They draw upon
the very Scriptures that Jesus himself used, as he derived from them inspiration
and motivation for his ministry. Thus the Christian tradition itself was formed
by the preexistent Scriptures of Palestinian Jews. In this way, Christianity be-
came a Religion of the Book, a religion shaped by the Hebrew Scriptures of old
and by a pre-written Christian tradition that eventually developed its own book,
what we call the New Testament. These Christian Scriptures grew out of the
existent Old Testament and the early Christian pre-written trac!it.ion. From this
experience the early church has evolved its Scripture and Tradition.
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The Third Gospel and the Acts of the Apostles are not the earliest writings
of the New Testament, being composed about A.D. 80-835. Luke-Acts was
preceded by some of the Pauline letters and other writings of the gospel tradition.
Acts, however, presents us with a picture of the emergent Christian community,
of the body of followers with whom Jesus had surrounded himself and who
eventually became his church, as well as of their preaching, teaching, and activity
that gradually fashioned the tradition of that church. Acts is a good example of
a New Testament writing that reflects the use of the Old Testament; it reveals
the role that the Old Testament played in the formation of the nascent Christian
community and of the tradition that antedated the consignment of part of it to
writing.

Moreover, Acts was written by Luke the evangelist, who also gave us an
account of the life and ministry of Jesus of Nazareth. For this reason the Lucan
writings, the Third Gospel and the Acts of the Apostles, are a unique New
Testament record of the early beginnings of Christianity. The way that the Old
Testament is used in them is unparalleled. Other New Testament writers, to be
sure, quote the Old Testament, but Luke-Acts, written by one person, represents
about a quarter of the New Testament. The Lucan writings show us, then, how
one New Testament writer used the Old Testament to enhance his story about
Jesus and about the sequel to the movement that he started, viz. the early church.
Yet the imitation of Old Testament phrases would be expected in a writing that
secks to tell that story in the manner of biblical history or of the historical
narratives of the Old Testament.! For this is recognized today as one of the
purposes of Luke-Acts: Luke sought to retell the Jesus-story and its sequel in a
fashion that imitated the historical narratives of the Old Testament.

To illustrate the use of the Old Testament in Luke-Acts, I shall devote my
remarks to four main topics: (1) formulas used by Luke to introduce explicit
Old Testament quotations; (2) Old Testament passages that Luke explicitly
quotes; (3) the mode in which Luke quotes the Old Testament; and (4) the
significance of the Lucan use of the Old Testament.2

1. Formulas Used by Luke to Introduce
Explicit Old Testament Quotations

Luke not only quotes Old Testament passages in an explicit fashion, making use
of introductory formulas to identify them as such, but often ailudes to Old
Testament episodes or employs Old Testament phrases without calling attention
to them. In at least three places in his Gospel and seventeen places in Acts he
incorporates such allusive phrases: Luke 21:27; 22:69; 23:30; Acts 2:30, 31, 39;
3:13; 7:3, Sb, 7, 18, 27-28, 30, 32, 33, 34, 35, 37, 40; 13:22.3 In many other
places he does so, but not as clearly.?
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Luke also quotes the Old Testament explicitly in twenty-three instances in
his Gospel and in twenty-two instances in Acts3 introducing them by special
formulas that relate his account to the Old Testament as a continuation of its
biblical history. Such quotations show the connection between Christianity and
Judaism, between the Christ-event and its sequel and Old Testament history.

Luke uses introductory formulas to show that he is deliberately citing Old
Testament writings and thereby relating his account to the history enshrined in
those writings. He uses different forms of two/three verbs, “to write” and “to
say,” which were commonly used by contemporary Palestinian Jewish writers,
when they were quoting other writers.

(1) Using yp&erv, “write,” Luke employs such formulas as these:

(@) yéypomton, “it has been written™ (Luke 4:8; 19:46).
(b) yéypomton 81y, “it has been written that™ (Luke 4:4).
(¢} véypomton yop o1, “for it has been written that” (Luke 4:10; Acts 23:5).
(d) véypamton yop év BiPAm yorudy, “for it has been written in (the) Book of
Psalms™ (Acts 1:20).
(e) nobag yéypamtal, “as it has been written™ (Acts 15:15).
(f) »x0blg yéypamton év vope Kvplov 811, “as it has been written in (the) law
of the Lord” (Luke 2:23).
(g) woBdg yYéypamron ev BifAwm 1@V npoditev, “as it has been written in (the)
book of the prophets™ (Acts 7:42).
(h) dxg yéyponton év BifAg Adywv "Hoalov tod npodritov, “as has been written
in (the) book of the sayings of Isaiah the propbet” (Luke 3:4).
(1) ¢ xod &v 1 YoAud yéypoamnton 1@ devtépw, “as it has also been written
in the second psalm” (Acts 13:33).6
() obtdc éomv mepi ob yéyporton, “this is the one about whom it has been
written” (Luke 7:27).
(k) Tl ovv éotv 10 yeypoppévov toto, “What, then, is this which has been
written?” (Luke 20:17).
(1) toiTo 10 Yeypapuévoy B¢l tehecdfivon &v époi- 6, “that which has been
written must be fulfilled in me, namely” (Luke 22:37).
(m) 1OV 16moV 00 TV Yeypaupévov, “the place where it was written” (Luke
4:17).
(n) Mabotig &ypoaev fuiv, “Moses wrote for us” (Luke 20:28).

(2) Using Aéyewv, “say,” or Aceiv, “speak,” Luke employs such formulas
as these:

(0) Adyer & Oede, “God says” (Acts 1:20).
(P) 6 Oedg elnev, “God has said” (Acts 7:7).
(@) dx Aéyer, “as He/it says” (Luke 20:37).
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(r) sipnron, “it is said” (Luke 4:12).
(s) érdanoev 8 obitag 6 Bsd¢ 8m, “and in this way God said that . . .” (Acts
7:6).
t) Aéyer 8 oo [Aawis], “but [David] himself says™ (Acts 2:34).
(u) Acuid v Aéyel elg odtov, “for David says about him”™ (Acts 2:25).
(v) ontog yop Aowid Adyer &v BiPAe wodudv, “for David himself says in the
Book of Psalms” (Luke 20:42).
(w) Motofig uév elnev &1, “now Moses has said that™ (Acts 3:22).
(x) Aéyov mpog ABpady, “saying to Abraham” (Acts 3:25).
(y) wobivg 6 mpogritng Aéyel, “as the prophet (Isaiah) says™ (Acts 7:48),
(z) oBtwe elpnixev 61, “so he has said that . . . (Acts 13:34).

(aa) $16m1 xod év £1épw Aéyer, “because it also says in another [psalm]” (Acts
13:35).

(bb) Prénete obv N EmEAOT 10 elpnuévov €v T0ig pogritang, “see to it, then,
that what was said in the prophets does not come about™ (Acts 13:40).

(cc) O 10D moTpdg UMY b mveduatog ayfov otépatog Aawis Tauddg Gov
eirav, “(You, O Lord), who said by the Holy Spirit (through) the mouth
of our father David, your servant” (Acts 4:25-26).

(dd) »xoridg T Tvedue 1o &yiov EAdAnocey it "Hoolov 1o tpodpntov mpog 10hg
natépog Vudv Afywyv, ‘well indeed has the Holy Spirit spoken through
Isaiah the prophet to your fathers, saying” (Acts 28:26).

(ee) xotd 10 eipnuévov &v 1d vouwm Kuplov, “according to what has been said
in the law of the Lord” (Luke 2:24).

(3) Lastly, sometimes Luke writes simply:

(ff) »ai &m, “and that” (introducing a follow-up quotation, Luke 4:11).
(gg) ovté¢ domv, “this is. . .~ (Acts 4:11).
(hh) 70916 gotv 10 elpnpévov Sk tod mpodritov ‘oA, “this is what was said
by the prophet Joel” (Acts 2:16).
(i) 0Ytdc Eotv 6 Muwbotig 6 elnag toic vioig "TopanA, *‘this is the Moses who
said to the children of Israel” (Acts 7:37).
(i) obtwg yixp éviétoton fuiv 6 Kopiog, “for so the Lord has commanded
us” (Acts 13:47).
(kk) 1 8¢ meproxn) 1fic yoodfic v dveyivwoxey v edrn, “now the passage of
Scripture that he was reading was this” (Acts 8:32).
() vég évrordg oldoag, “you know the commandments” (Luke 18:20).
(mm) tvo, “in order that” (Luke 8:10).

Two instances need special attention. In one, Jesus asks a question, using
a formula, which does not introduce an Old Testament passage that he cites:
(nn) év ©d vépo Tl yéypantoy, mig dvoayvéoxels; ““What is written in the law?
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How do you read (it)?”” (Luke 10:26). The lawyer’s answer then quotes part of
the Decalogue. In the other instance, the risen Christ purportedly quotes the Old
Testament, but no one has ever been able to identify the passage: (00) obtwg
yéypORTOL, TOBETV T0v Xp1otdv xel dvootivor éx vexpdv i pltn Nuépa,
“thus it has been written, ‘the Messiah must suffer and rise on the third day’ ”
(Luke 24:46).

Significantly, not many of these introductory formulas turn up in the LXX,
though one or other does: %060 yéypoanton is used in 2 Kgs 14:6; 23:21; 2 Chr
23:18 (xaBdg Yéyporon év voue Mavofi); 25:4;7 1 Esdr 3:9; Tob 1:6; and in
the Theodotion text of Dan 9:13. '

Much more significantly, however, a good number of these introductory
formulas have Hebrew counterparts in Qumran texts, in which isolated Old
Testament verses are similarly quoted.$ Thus, xofdg véyponrton corresponds to
3102 WNRI, which is also found in the MT of Dan 9:13. In 2 Kgs 14:6 and
2 Chr 23:18 there is the abbreviated form 2022, 2112 “WX2J is often used in
Qumran writings: 1QS 5:17; 8:14; CD 7:19; 4QFlor 1-2 1 12; 4Qplsac 4-7 ii 18;
47:2; 4QCatena? 10-11:1; 4Q178 3:2.

Similarly, one finds in the same writings other Hebrew equivalents of Lucan
formulas. For instance, with the verb “to write™:

[TWIN] D903 21N IWKI, “as (is) written in the book of [Moses]’” (4QFlor
1-2 1 2). Compare d and f above.

TR MWK TIT VWA THY 20D WRD, “as (is) written about it in the
songs of David, who said” (11QMelch 2:9-10; cf. 2:23). Compare d above.

AMN3 12 *3, ““for so it (is) written” (1QS 5:15; CD 11:18). Compare oo
above.

A2 *0, “for (it is) written” (CD 11:20). Compare ¢ above.

R2A3T APW® 9903 217 WK, “as/what (has been) written in the book
of Isaiah the prophet” (4QFlor 1-2 i 15). Compare g and h above.

X237 YR*T 9903 2N AWK, “as/what (has been) written in the book
of Daniel the prophet” (4QFlor 1-2 ii 3). Compare g above.

X327 PRPIN® 7003 ARTPHY 2D WK MY, “and these are the things
about which (it has been) written in the book of Ezekiel the prophet”
(4QFlor 1-2 1 16). Compare i and hh above.

Y 20D 77 WX NYR R, “this is the time about which it has been
written” (CD 1:13). Compare j above,

IR WR X2 PR 12 AWW U272 2D WR 2T K123, “when
there comes to pass the thing which (is) written in the words of Isaiah
son of Amoz the prophet, who said” (CD 7:10-11). Compare h, which is
not exact, and also bb, which may be a sort of opposite formula.

X327 73T P2 3100 WK 377 K133, “when there comes to pass the
thing which (has been) written by Zechariah the prophet” (CD 19:7).
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With a verb “to say’’:

MR WK, “as He/it said” (CD 7:8 [= 19:5], 14, 16; 20:16 [13:23]). Com-
pare q above.

137 WK, “as He/it said” (CD 19:15). Compare q above.

AW 2T [WRI], “‘as Moses said” (4QO0rd {4Q159] 5:7). Compare w
above.

Aoy DR MR IR, “what/as God has said about them” (CD 6:13; 8:9),
Compare o and p above.

3Py 13 M7 ORPRY AR WK, “about whom Levi son of Jacob said” (CD
4:15). Compare 1 above.

HRPIN® 7°2 IR WK, “what/as He said through Ezekiel” (CD 19:11-12).

YW MR WK, “what/as Isaiah said” (CD 6:7-8). Compare y above.

TNT N WK, “what/as David said” (4QCatena? 12-13 i 2). Compare t
above.

1By HRYJIT PR IR, “what/as Dan(iel] said [about it]” (11QMelch
2:18). Compare u above.

R AW MR WX, “what/as Moses said to Israel” (CD 8:14;
19:26-27). Compare ii above.

MR AN, “‘and Moses said” (CD 5:8). Compare w above.

1S W] T PR, “what/as [Moses) informed us” (1QM 10:1). Com-
pare ii above. '

TR WK X7 X[*3], “[folr that is what it says” (1QpHab 3:13-14; 5:6;
CD 10:16; 16:10). Compare gg and hh above.

929 AT MR WK 270 RIT, “this is the word that Jeremiah spoke
to Baruch” (CD 19:7). Compare hh above.

PR 13 X217 7WWS T2 DR 92T WRD, “as God said through Isaiah
the prophet, son of Amoz” (CD 4:13). Compare cc and dd above.

19 MR WR PR MED, “God’s commandment, which said to him” (CD
9:7). Compare 1l above.

MR WR AYWR 7Y, “about the oath which said” (CD 9:9).

The Lucan formulas are not in every instance an exact equivalent, but they

resemble the Palestinian Jewish formulas enough to reveal how closely Luke
depends on a genuine Palestinian Jewish custom of quoting the Hebrew Scrip-
tures in other writings. This is noteworthy, because Luke is the evangelist most
influenced by his Hellenistic ambiance. Despite it, his interpretation of Old
Testament passages reveals his dependence on such a Palestinian Jewish ex-
egetical tradition. This has been noted by other writers as welil.? It is thus a mode
of relating Luke’s understanding of the Christ-event and its sequel to the record
of God’s salvation history in the sacred writings of the Jewish people.

Moreover, these Lucan formulas reflect a first-century Palestinian Jewish
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mode of quoting Scripture, and precisely as this mode differs from the later
rabbinic mode. Although introductory formulas are used in the early rabbinic
writing, the Mishnah, and even various forms with the verbs an3, “write,” or
X, “say,” the Lucan formulas are closer to those of Qumran writings than to
the Mishnaic forms. In fact, very few of the Mishnaic formulas find counterparts
in Luke-Acts. Only three or four Lucan formulas are listed by B. M. Metzger
in his comparative study of the Mishnaic and New Testament introductory
formulas.'0 They are not exact, but again only somewhat similar:

TMRD TV AWH NN 2N, “as (is) written in the law of Moses,
your servant, saying” (m. Yoma 3:8; 6:2 [4:2]).! Compare f above,

SR Ion TIT T HY 0Y%nNn 10A 210D 13, “and thus (it is) writien
in the book of Psalms by David, the king of Israel” (m. Aboth 6:9 [with
variants in some mss.]). Compare d above.

ARV, “which/it is said” (m. Shabb. 9:1-4). This niphal form ($ene’émar)
is very common in the Mishnah. Compare r above.

KNP ADR R\, “How do you read?” (m. Abod. Zar. 2:5). Compare nn
above. '

Here we are confronted with a difference of the Mishnaic from the Qumran
formulas because of the relative dating of them; those in Qumran literature date
roughly from the end of the second century B.C. to the second or third quarter
of the first century A.D., whereas those in the Mishnah do not antedate A.p. 200.
The fact that the Lucan formulas conform to those in Qumran literature more
than they do to the Mishnaic types is yet another indication of the kind of Jewish
literature that best illustrates the Palestinian background of the New Testament,
and even of the Lucan writings.

Related to this mode of introducing Old Testament quotations in his narra-
tive account or discourses is the way Luke introduces a quotation from classical
Greek literature in the Areopagus speech (Acts 17:28). R. Renehan has shown
that the use of the plural dg xof Tiveg T@V x00° DUAG moNTdY, “as even some
of your own poets (have said),” is a normal Greek method to introduce a single
and specific poetic quotation,!? and that the only poetic citation used here bly
Luke is Aratus’ half-verse, 100 yop xod vévog éopev, “for we are indeed his
offspring.”!3 Luke’s introductory formulas should probably also be compared
with those of a writer like Josephus.!

I, The Old Testament Passages That Luke Explicitly Quotes

In considering the passages that Luke quotes explicitly, one should note four

things:
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(1) Normally, Luke does not cite an extended passage from the Old Testa-
ment, but only a verse or two. The only exception to this is found in Acts 2:17-21,
where five verses of Joel 3 are cited (vv. 1-5a). Moreover, he does not cite the
Old Testament either in the manner of a Qumran pesher, 1.e. citing continuously
verse after verse, commenting on them, and relating them to his account,!> or
in the manner of later rabbinic midrashim.

(2) The chapters in the Gospel and Acts in which the Old Testament quo-
tations occur and the literary forms into which Luke has introduced them may
be significant. Conversely, the chapters in which they do not appear and the
literary forms in which he has not introduced them may also be noteworthy.

For instance, although the Lucan infancy narrative is written in heavily
Septuagintal Greek, it contains only two explicit quotations: Exod 13:2, 12,
15 (regulations about the presentation of the firstborn) in Luke 2:23; and Lev
12:8 (offering of turtledoves or pigeons) in Luke 2:24. The story of Jesus’
temptation, however, is a dialogue in which the conversation 1s wholly that of
QOld Testament gquotations: Deut 8:3 in Luke 4:4; Deut 6:13 in 4:8; Ps 91:11-12
in 4:10-11; Deut 6:16 in 4:12. This is derived from “Q,” and so it may not be
a characteristically Lucan feature.!® The programmatic scene in the Nazareth
synagogue (4:18-19), where Jesus speaks of being anointed with the Spirit to
preach good news to the poor, is built on Isa 61:1-2, conflated with Isa 58:6.
Thus nine of the Old Testament quotations occur in these early chapters in the
Gospel. The other fourteen are scattered through chaps. 7, 8, 10, 13, 18, 19,
20, 22, 23, without any apparent reason for their appearance apart from the
earlier gospel tradition on which Luke depends (either “Mk’ or “*Q”). Again,
it may be noteworthy that there is no Old Testament quotation in the Lucan
resurrection narrative.

As for Acts, there are no explicit quotations of Old Testament passages in
chaps. 5, 6, 9-12, 15, 16-22, and 24-27 of Acts. This means that Luke has seen
~ fit not to incorporate such quotations into his narrative of the persecution of
early Christians, the story of Paul’s conversion, the evangelization of Judea and
Samaria, Peter’s mission in Palestine, the Cornelius incident and the inauguration
of preaching to Gentiles, most of Paul’s first missionary journey (apart from the
speech in the synagogue of Pisidian Antioch), the entire story of Paul’s later
missionary journeys (II and Ti), and the accounts of Paul’s arrest in Jerusalem
and voyage to Rome. In the whole second half of Acts Luke introduces an
explicit Old Testament quotation only once: in 23:5, when Paul appears before
the Sanhedrin, he excuses himself for having unwittingly called the high priest
a “whitewashed wall” by citing Exod 22:27, which forbids anyone to speak
against or curse a leader in Israel. Finally, at the very end of Acts (28:26-27),
as Paul addresses the leaders of the Roman Jews, he is made to quote against

them the prophetic saying about a people of ears that hear not and eyes that see
not (Isa 6:9-10).
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(3) In {kcts the vast majority of the -explicit quotations of the Old Testament
are fo.und in chaps. 1-4, 7, and 13, with isolated individnal quotations in the
narratlv:es of chaps. 8, 135, 23, and 28. In the first group, the Old Testameni is
quoted in the four speeches of.Peter (chaps. 1-4), in the speech of Stephen (chap.
7), and in the speech of Paul in Pisidian Antioch (chap. 13). From these occur-
rences we see that Luke has used the quotations, never in his well-known
summary statements, rarely in his narrative episodes, and frequently in the
discourses put on the lips of important figures in his story,!7

Apart from the address of Peter before the selection of Matthias to replace
Judas as a member of the Twelve (1:16-24), the Old Testament quotations occur
in the missionary discourses of Peter (2:14-36; 3:12-26; 4:8-11) and of Paul
(13:16-41, 46-47), and in the indictment that Stephen addresses to the Jews of
Jerusalem (7:2-53), in effect, in speeches addressed to Jews. Apart from these
occurrences in speeches, an isolated quotation is used in the prayer of the early
Jewish Christian community in Jerusalem in 4:24-30.

In the discourses of Stephen and Paul it is, on the one hand, easy to see
why so many Old Testament passages would be used, since both of these
discourses include résumés of Israel’s history as part of their argument. Israel’s
history forms part of Stephen’s indictment of the Jerusalem Jews as well as of
the background to Jesus’ ministry that Paul presents to the Jews of Pisidian
Antioch. Likewise in these speeches of Stephen and Paul, most of the allusions
to the Old Testament or phrases drawn from it occur. Stephen’s speech (chap.
7) includes forty such allusions, and Paul’s speech (chap. 13) seven. On the
other hand, it is not surprising that there are no explicit quotations from the Old
Testament in the speeches that Paul addresses to pagans in Lystra (14:15-17) or
to Athenians on the Areopagus (17:22-31). There are Old Testament phrases,
however, even in these speeches: one from Exod 20:11 in the speech at Lystra
(14:15),!8 and two in the speech to the Athenians, from Isa 42:5 in Acts 17:24,
and from Ps 9:919 in Acts 17:31. In the latter Paul cites a pagan poet instead of
Scripture (Acts 17:28), the third-century Aratus of Soli in Cilicia, 100 yop ol
Yévoc gopév, “for we are indeed his offspring” (Phainomena 5), a suitable
substitute for his non-Jewish audience.

(4) When one looks at the Old Testament books from which Luke draws
his explicit quotations, one finds that he derives sixteen of them from the
Pentateuch (ten in the Gospel and six in Acts), sixteen from the Prophets
(seven in the Gospel and nine in Acts), and fourteen from the Psalms (se.ven
in the Gospel and seven in Acts). Interestingly enough, there are no quotations
from the historical books (Joshua, Judges, 1-2 Samuel, 1-2 Kings, 1-2 C.hI’Ofl-
icles, Ezra, Nehemiah). This is striking, because Luke’s obvm}ls desire in
writing Luke-Acts is to construct a story of the Jesus-event and its sequel 1n
imitation of biblical narratives of old. Though he quotes from the prophets
Isaiah, Jeremiah, Joel, Amos, Habakkuk, and Malachi, there are no quotations
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from Ezekiel or Daniel, and none from the so-called Writings, apart from the
Psalter.

Thus, Luke has quoted from those parts of the Old Testament that he himself
has mentioned in Luke 24:44, where he depicts the risen Christ appearing to the
disciples and saying, “Now this is what my words meant which I addressed to
you while T was still with you: all that was written about me in the Law of
Moses, in the Prophets, and in the Psalms must see fulfillment.” This mode of
referring to the Old Testament has often been appealed to as an indication of
the parts of the Old Testament that were then regarded as canonical among the
Jews of Luke’s day:2® the 3N, the 0°R*2), and the 027N, We have always
been puzzled why Luke mentions only the Psalms from among the Writings
(0°327N2). Were other parts of the Writings not yet regarded as books that “defile
the hands” (m. Yadaim 3:5),2! or what Christians would call canonical? Now
that we have analyzed Luke’s Old Testament quotations, we may have at least
a partial answer to that question, why Luke speaks only of the Law, the Prophets,
and the Psalms.

II1. The Mode in Which Luke Quotes the Old Testament

When we scrutinize the way in which Luke cites the Old Testament, we see that
he normally quotes it in 1ts Greek form, according to what we usually call the
Septuagint (LXX). Thus in sixteen instances the guotation is drawn from the
LXX verbatim:

Lev 19:18 in Luke 10:27d

Deut 6:16 in Luke 4:12

Deut 8:3 in Luke 4:4 :

Isa 6:9-10 (except for the introductory phrase) in Acts 28:26-2722

Isa 53:7-8 in Acts 8:32-33

Isa 61:1-2 (with a clause omitted, but conflated with Isa 58:6) in Luke
4:18-19

Isa 66:1-2 (with a change of word order) in Acts 7:49-50

Ps 2:1-2 in Acts 4:25-26%3

Ps 2:7 in Acts 13:33

Ps 16:8-11ab in Acts 2;25-28%4

Ps 16:10 in Acts 13:35

Ps 91:11 in Luke 4:10

Ps 91:12 in Luke 4:11

Ps 110:1 in Luke 20:42-43 and Acts 2:34-35

Ps 118:22 in Luke 20:1725

Ps 118:26 in Luke 13:35 and 19:38
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In twenty-three instances Luke cites the Old Testament text in a manner
close to but not exactly corresponding to the Greek of the 1.XX:

Gen 15:13-14 in Acts 7:6-7a

Gen 22:18 in Acts 3:25

Exod 3:15 in Luke 20:37

Exod 22:27 in Acts 23:5

Lev 12:8 in Luke 2:24

Lev 23:29 (conflated with Deut 18:19) in Acts 3:23
Deut 5:17-20, 16 (or possibly Exod 20:13-16, 12) in Luke 18:202
Deut 6:5 (with influence from Deut 10:12) in Luke 10:27bc
Deut 6:13 in Luke 4:8

Deut [8:15 in Acts 3:22 and 7:37

Isa 40:3 in Luke 3:4-5

Isa 49:6 in Acts 13:4727

Isa 53:12 in Luke 22:37

Isa 55:3 in Acts 13:34

Isa 56:7 in Luke 19:46

Jer 7:11 in Luke 19:46

Joel 3:1-5a in Acts 2:17-21

Amos 5:25-27 in Acts 7:42-43

Amos 9:11-12 in Acts 15:16-17

Hab 1:5 in Acts 13:41

Ps 31:6 in Luke 23:46

Ps 69:26 in Acts 1:20a

Ps 109:8 in Acts 1:20b

In six instances the quotation is not close to the Greek text of the LXX at
all; it is impossible to tell whether Luke is conflating, quoting from memory, or
using a Greek version different from the LXX:

Exod 3:12 in Acts 7:7b

Exod 13:2, 12, 15 in Luke 2:23

Deut 25:5 (influenced by Gen 38:8) in Luke 20:38
Isa 6:9 in Luke 8:10

Mal 3:1 (influenced by Exod 23:30) in Luke 7:27
Ps 118:22 in Acts 4:11

In these forty-five examples of Old Testament quotations introduced explic-
itly by formulas, there is no instance of a citation that follows the Hebrfew MT
rather than the Greek, when the latter differs from the Hebrew. Even in Acts
4:11, when Luke cites Ps 118:22, his text is clearly a rewording of the Greek
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and not a translation of the Hebrew; similarly in Acts 7:7b the Lucan quotation
does not correspond to the Hebrew. In such instances either Luke has freely
reworded the quotation or was using another Greek translation different from
the LXX; the last option is the least likely.

In some instances of explicit quotations one finds variant readings. Some
of these variants, when they occur in the LXX, may reflect the form of the
quotations in Acts, where Christian copyists of the LXX have harmonized the
Old Testament text to make it agree with the Lucan text of Acts. Again, some
variants in the quotations in Acts seem to be a copyist’s harmonization of the
Lucan text to make it agree with the LXX.

In one instance (Acts 13:41), where Hab 1:5 is quoted, the Lucan text reads:
Bete, ol nomadpovntad, xoi dovudoate kol doavicdnte St €pyov Epyélopon
gym &v Toig MUEparg VPGV, Epyov & 0b U moTedonte £hv T1g £xdnyfyton Duiy,
“Look, you scoffers, be amazed and disappear! For I am doing a deed in your
days, a deed which you will not believe, even if someone tells you (about it).”

In this case every word in the Lucan text corresponds to a word in the LXX
version, except for the repeated £€pyov before the relative pronoun 6, which Luke
has added. It omits some words that are in the Greek text of the LXX; but, more
importantly, the Lucan text reads {8ete, ol xatadpovnral, “Look, you scoffers,”
as does the LXX. This reading, however, does not translate the Hebrew of the
MT, 822 WM, “Look at the nations.” Both the Lucan and LXX forms pre-
suppose as a Hebrew Voriage D™TA120 IR, a reading which is now attested in
1QpHab 2:1-2, where the pesher on Hab 1:5 — the verse itself is unfortunately
missing in the fragmentary Qumran text — begins: B¥ D*TA130 (7% 9277 WD
2137 WR], “[the interpretation of the saying concerns) the scoffers along with
the Man of the Lie (because they did no[t listen to the words of] the Teacher of
Righteousness).”28 In this case the Lucan text preserves a better translation of
Hab 1:5, one that is the same as that of the LXX and reflects that of the Peshitta
{marahe), but also a Hebrew Vorlage previously not known to have existed.

Because Luke quotes the Old Testament almost always in a form either
corresponding to the LXX or close to it, and not according to the Hebrew MT,
it bolsters the identity of Luke himself. He is often said to have been a “Greek”
or “an Antiochene Greek.”2? Yet that identification hardly accords with what
can be garnered from his two-volume writing or with the early ecclesiastical
tradition that considered him a Syrian from Antioch.?® If he were, indeed, a
Syrian from Antioch, well educated in Hellenistic tradition, this would account
for his not using the Hebrew text of the Old Testament, but for his depending
rather on a Greek translation of it. As a Syrian, he would have been a non-Jewish
Semite, an incola of the Roman province of Syria, whose native language would
have been Aramaic; but not necessarily one who would have used or read
Hebrew. None of this is certain, but it is noteworthy that Luke shows his
familiarity with the Old Testament in Greek.
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IV. The Significance of the Lucan Use of the Old Testament

As other New Testament writers have done, Luke has quoted the Old Testament
as an illustration of what the God of the Hebrew Scriptures of old has now
brought to pass in the life and ministry of Jesus of Nazareth and in their sequel,
the early Christian church. In a unique way, Luke prefixed to his Gospel a
carefully constructed literary prologue, the like of which is found in no other
evangelist’s writing. In that prologue he calls attention to “the events that have
come to fulfillment among us” (Luke 1:1}. What he means by t& terAnpogopt-
uévo &v v mpdyparo. is not mere “facts” or “happenings,” which any secular
historian or pagan annalist might have recounted. For Luke, the npéypota were
rather “events” of salvation history, the significance of which depended on their
relation to the mighty acts of God recorded in the Old Testament and were
regarded as foreshadowing what was to be brought to realization in the Christ-
event. Thus the special Lucan nuance given to the Old Testament was its
preparation for the “‘events that have come to fulfillment among us.” What God
planned of old as a mode of salvation for his chosen people has now come to
a realization and a climax in the life and ministry of Jesus of Nazareth, and in
the sequel to them.

Due significance has to be accorded the fact that so many of the Old
Testament quotations in Luke-Acts are found in the Lucan discourses in Acts,
in the speeches of Peter, Paul, and Stephen. These speeches were either mis-
sionary discourses, intended to stir up belief among Jews in Jesus as the Messiah
and in his role in salvation history, or a polemical and apologetic discourse, in
which Stephen is portrayed indicting the Jews for their disbelief.3! It is well
known that Luke often draws a parallel between Peter and Paul; hence it is not
surprising that Paul’s first recorded address to Jews in the synagogue of Pisidian
Antioch echoes that of Peter speaking to the Jews gathered in Jerusalem on
Pentecost. Paul’s speech, recorded in chap. 13, serves as a turning point in his
ministry and also as a turning point in the Lucan story of evangelization. At the
end of his discourse, as he notes the reaction of the Jews of Antioch to his
proclamation of Jesus as the resurrected “Son” of God (13:30-33), Paul an-
nounces, ‘“The word of God had to be addressed to you first, but since you reject
it and condemn yourselves as unworthy of eternal life, we turn now to the
Gentiles” (13:46). Just prior to that announcement Paul quotes the verse from
Hab 1:5 discussed above, “Look, you scoffers, be amazed and disappear! For I
am doing a deed in your days, a deed which you will not believe, even if someone
tells you (about it)”” (13:41); and right after it, he cites Isa 49:6, “I have made
you a light of the Gentiles, that you may be a (means of) salvation unto the e“_d
of the earth” (13:47). So Luke ends the Pauline discourse. As Pau.l and his
companion Barnabas turn in their missionary work to evangelize Gefmles, Luke
never again uses Old Testament quotations in his narrative of Pauline evange-
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listic activity. There are isolated instances in chap. 15, where James of Jerusalem
at the so-called Council quotes Amos 9:11-12 on behalf of the Gentiles, who
are not to be burdened with circumcision, or in chap. 23, where Paul cites Exod
22:27 in his defense before the Sanhedrin in Jerusalem, but not in an evangelical
endeavor. Finally in chap. 28, where Paul quotes Isa 6:9-10 against the leaders
of the Jews of Rome, Luke makes Paul more or less repeat what he had intimated
in chap. 13. Chapter 13, then, serves not only as the turning point in Luke’s
story of Paul’s evangelical ministry, but also in Luke’s own appeal to the Old
Testament in Acts. The “word of God™ had to be addressed first to the Jewish
people, and in addressing it to them Luke makes Peter and Paul appeal to their
Scriptures to bolster up the Christian message, the story of whose spread to the
end of the earth is the message of Acts itself.

In effect, we see that Luke has used quotations from the Law, the Prophets,
and the Psalms in a global fashion, interpreting the bulk of the Old Testament
in a christological sense. He makes passages that he quotes from the Pentateuch
and the Psalter, passages that really have nothing to do with prophecy, into
prophetic passages that not only announce God’s message to humanity, as Old
Testament “prophecy” was intended to do, but even into predictive passages.32
This is why Luke can quote the Old Testament and assert its relation to the
“events that have come to fulfillment among us” (Luke 1:1). He makes use of
the Old Testament for this proof-from-prophecy argument in his two-volume
work. Paul Schubert rightly called attention years ago to this element “‘proof
from prophecy™ in the story of Luke 24,33 but it applies to the whole Lucan
work as well. Luke’s argument, then, depends in large part on his way of reading
the Old Testament as predictive of what was fo come, of the “events that have
come to fulfillment among us.”

This aspect of Lucan composition comes to the fore at the end of the Gospel.
There Luke not only quotes a specific Old Testament text in 22:37, introducing
it explicitly with a fulfillment formula, Aéye yap Opiv 611 10010 10 Yeypouudvoy
del tedecBiivon v €nol, 16 xoi uetdt avopwy ghoyiodn, “For I tell you, what
has been written in Scripture must find its final sense in me: He was classed
even with outlaws,” quoting the Servant Song of Isa 53:12. Luke also depicts
Jesus globally interpreting the Old Testament as referring to himself: &p&éuevos
dmd Moboémg %ol Gno naviov t@v Tpodntdv Sieppiivevcey adtoig év tdooig
TOAG ypodois To mepl €avtod, “Then he began with Moses and all the prophets
and interpreted for them what pertained to himself in every part of Scripture”
(Luke 24:27). Or again, obtwg yéypanton nobeiv 1dv Xptotdv kol dvoaotivat
£x vexp@v i tpltn Nuépe, “Thus it stands written, “The Messiah shall suffer
and rise from the dead on the third day’ ” (24:46). In neither of the last two
quoted passages does Luke hint at what Old Testament passages he has been
thinking of. He is content to interpret the Old Testament globally in a christo-
logical sense.34 Cf, Acts 10:43, which echoes this global mode.
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This christological interpretation of a specific Old Testament passage is
perhaps best seen in what Luke makes of Psalm 16 in Acts 2. It is cited there
as scriptural testimony for the resurrection of Christ,3% or better to show that
God was present to Jesus not only in his life, but also in his death, for he did
not allow him to see the “corruption” of the grave, but restored him to life (with
himself). Thus the quotation of Ps 16:10-11 is cited as proof of God’s providence
for what Luke has made Peter say in vv. 23-24, and possibly even in vv. 22-24.
God has been with Jesus, and as a result he is with God now. It has always been
puzzling why Luke does not round off his citation by quoting Ps 16:11c (Tep-
mvoTnTEG &V TH) 82818 GOV £ig 1Ehog, “delights at your right hand without end”).
Commentators debate whether there is an allusion to this part of the verse in
Acts 2:33, “Being exalted, therefore, at God’s right hand, he has received the
promise of the Holy Spirit from the Father and poured it out.”36 Possibly Luke
sees the “‘delights™ as the risen Christ’s reception of the Spirit to be poured out.
In any case, this citation of Psalm 16 is a prime example of the christological
interpretation of the Old Testament by Luke in his writings.

Thus in considering the ways in which Luke has introduced his explicit
quotations of the Old Testament into the Gospel and Acts with the use of special
formulas, the passages that he has quoted from it, the form in which he has cited
them from the Greek LXX, and finally in considering the meaning of his use
of the Old Testament, we understand through his example not only the impor-
tance of the Old Testament to New Testament writers, but also the relevance of
the Old Testament to Christian faith even today. Our faith-heritage has been
nourished by the Hebrew Scriptures, by the Scriptures that God entrusted to his
chosen people of old. Those Scriptures have become part of the Christian Bible
and part of the Christian tradition. For us who are Christians in the twentieth
century, the Hebrew Scriptures have been a source for our spiritual lives pre-
cisely because they have been picked up in the New Testament and animate the
message of Jesus of Nazareth, which the New Testament writings bring to us.
No little part of that heritage is owing to the way Luke quotes the Old Testament
in his Gospel and in Acts.

When, then, Luke wrote his Gospel and Acts as the continuation of the
history of God’s dealings with his people, he was clearly concerned to show
how the Jesus-movement and its sequel in the early church fitted into that history.
Thus he, too, wrote biblical history. In order to achieve such a goal, as he h::is
manifested in his writing, even though he does not call explicit attention to 1,
he made use of the device of promise and fulfillment. He saw that that rccqrd
of God’s dealings with his people in the Old Testament was meant as a promise
of what God would accomplish in the ministry of Jesus of Nazare.th anq its
sequel. When Luke recorded the events of that ministry and of the birth of the
Christian church, he saw it all as the fulfillment of such a promise. For this
reason the characterization of the writing of the Acts of the Apostles as an
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explanation of the delay of the parousia or as an account of how the Spirit
became the Ersarz for the parousia, as Conzelmann once tried to maintain,37 is
today seen as misguided and wrongheaded. Acts itself turns out to be an account
of how Jesus the Messiah fulfills that promise, of how God brings about in a
new way the salvation of his people. Luke shows how God has been faithful to
his promise, and Jesus becomes the proof incarnate of God’s fidelity to the
promise made through Moses and the prophets of old.

Luke’s biblical history also explains Christianity as the Way (Acts 9:2; 19:9,
23: 22:4; 24:14, 22), the way to follow Christ.?8 In appointing the Twelve as
apostles, the Lucan Jesus restored the twelve tribes of Israel under the symbol
of the patriarchs of old. These Twelve have continued the work of Jesus himself,
and the Christian Way that they have preached becomes the restored Israel, made
up of Jews and Gentiles, who put faith in Jesus of Nazareth, thus the reconstituted
Israel, the People of God in a new sense. This is the meaning that underlies the
quotation of the Old Testament in the Lucan writings, both in his Gospel and
in the Acts of the Apostles.

NOTES
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GA: Scholars, 1992} 524-38.

1. This is not the stated purpose of the Lucan writings (for which see Luke 1:1-4),
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20. See, e.g., I. H. Marshall, The Gospe! of Luke (NIGTC; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
1978) 905; G. Schneider, Das Evangelium nach Lukas (QOkumenischer Taschenbuch-

Kommentar zum Neuen Testament 3/1-2; Wiirzburg: Echter; Giitersloh: Mohn, 1984)
502.
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Fifteen

THE DESIGNATIONS OF CHRISTIANS
IN ACTS AND THEIR SIGNIFICANCE*

THE PROBLEM OF THE LOCAL CHURCH in its relation to the universal people of
God has to be viewed from the data in the New Testament that record traces of
the emergence of the Christian community as ““church.” The Acts of the Apostles
purports to describe the emergence of that community as the sequel to the
Jesus-story. In fact, Luke is the only evangelist! who has provided us with such
a sequel, and even though it recounts the beginnings of that community, it does
so from the viewpoint of a writer already conscious that he belongs to “the
church.” For Luke seeks to give Theophilus and readers like him asphaleia,
“assurance” (Luke 1:4), that what the church of his own day is teaching (peri
hon katechzthes logén) is rooted in the teaching of Jesus of Nazareth himself,
Yet we have in the New Testament writings that antedate the Lucan two-volume
work and that offer even more primitive data about the emergence of the early
Christian community and of its awareness of being “church,” e.g., some Pauline
letters. In Acts Luke writes with hindsight, and his later perceptions have colored
some of his descriptions of the beginnings of that community. Hence an attempt
has to be made to sort out from the many designations used in Acts for Christians
as a body what may be Lucan traits (reflecting his theological view of the
Jesus-movement) and what may be primitive nomenclature.

When one looks at the Acts of the Apostles, one notes the variety of designa-
tions used to express the early Christians as a group. Some of these designations
have been studied before, either in part? or as part of data drawn from a wider
ancient scope (e.g., the New Testament and patristic literature).* When one looks
at the lists presented in such earlier studies, one realizes immediately two prelimi-
nary problems that confront anyone who begins to study these denominations.
First, are all the designations rightly to be called “names,” since some of them,
especially those that occur only once or twice, seem to be rather descri ptive phrases
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and not real names? Second, it is not easy to sort out the designations that were
imposed on the group from without from those that may have been the result of
conscious choice, 1.e., self-designation. The latter problem bears on the signifi-
cance of some of the designations or names. Moreover, Acts depicts the early
Christians, despite their faith in Jesus Christ as “Lord and Messiah™ (2:36), as still
frequenting the Temple and sharing in its Jewish cult at stated hours of prayer (2:46;
3:1). Their separation from Judaism comes only in the course of time, and this
implies a difference or an isolation that was not experienced from the outset. The
gradual development of events may account for the variety of designations used
to express the Christians as a group.

My plan is to present the various denominations in a list and comment on
their meaning and significance as an aid to understanding the awareness of the
early Christians as a church, as this is presented in the Acts of the Apostles. I
shall list first the descriptive phrases and then what may be regarded as the real
names for the Christians as a body or group. The order of the listings cannot
claim any real priority in time or in importance. The frequency of usage will in
the long run determine the latter. Finally, I shall conclude with some comments
of the relation of the local church to the universal people of God.

1. Word or Phrase Designations for the Christians as a Group

These words or phrases, even though they are not regarded as real names for
the body of Christians, form the beginning of our inquiry because they reveal
something about the way early the Christians perceived themselves or were
perceived by others.

(1) Witnesses of the Risen Christ?

This designation is rooted in the commission that the risen Christ gives to “the
Eleven and their companions” (Luke 24:33) before he departs from them by
ascension on the evening of the day of the discovery of the empty tomb: “In
his [i.e., the Messiah’s] name repentance for the forgiveness of sins shall be
preached to all the nations —— beginning from Jerusalem. You are witnesses Qf
this!” (hymeis martyres touton).5 This is repeated in a slightly different form 1n
Acts 1:8: “You shall be my witnesses both in Jerusalem and in all Judea gnd
Samaria and 1o the end of the earth.” Thereafter on several occasions Christl.an
individuals and groups are depicted as aware of their role of having to testify
to the risen Christ and refer to themselves as “witnesses” (martyres, 1:22; 2:32;
3:15; 4:33; 5:32: 10:39; 13:31; 22:15, 20; 26:16). That the term refers to a group
can be seen from the part that it plays in the reconstitution of the Twelve after
the death of Judas (1:22). “We are witnesses (O this” (3:15) reveals not only the
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group’s awareness of itself, but also of its obligation to speak out boldly about
the new mode of God’s salvation that comes only through the name of Jesus

Christ of Nazareth.

(2) Brethrent

The first expression used in Acts to designate the early Christians® corporate
existence is adelphoi: “Peter stood up among the brethren” (1:15).7 This abso-
lute use of adelphoi is further found throughout the Book of Acts (1:16; 9:30;
10:23: 11:1, 12, 29; 12:17; 14:2; 15:3, 22, 32, 33, 40, 17:6, 10, 14; 18:18, 27,
21:7, 17, 20; 28:14, 15).8 The term has nothing to do with blood relationship or
kinship and designates the closeness experienced by those who were followers
of the risen Christ. That Peter addresses the Jews assembled in Jerusalem as
adelphoi (2:29; 3:17), as does Stephen (7:2, 26), shows that the early Christians
took over from their former co-religionists a designation already common among
them. Indeed, Stephen depicts Moses visiting ‘‘his brethren, the sons of Israel”
(7:23). Because “brethren” could express the common bond that united Jews
to each other, it became almost a natural term to adopt for the self-designation
of Jewish Christians in that early period still so intimately connected with its
Jewish matnx. This source of the Christian usage is further suggested by 22:5;
28:21, but the bond clearly expressed more than it did for the Jews, for it was
expressive of the solidarity of the Christians in their newfound faith in Jesus
Christ. Subsequently, the term disappears in Christian usage, save in sermons
or in common religious life.?

(3) Believers!?

Luke sometimes designates the Christians simply as koi pisteuontes, “the believ-
ers” (present participle in 2:44; 4:32 [aorist]; 5:14, 15 {perfect]; 18:27 [perfect];
19:18 [perfect]; 22:19). By the phrase Luke means those who have come to faith
in Jesus Christ as the risen Lord, as 9:42; 11:21 show.!! On one occasion (10:45)
he refers to them simply as hoi pistoi. This designation is basic, since it expresses
the fundamental relationship of these persons and the link that binds them
together as a religious group. That these participles sometimes appear with
modifying phrases (“in you,” 22:19; “through grace,” 18:27), and not always
absolutely, made H. I. Cadbury query whether they are really “fixed terms.” 2
This is why they are discussed here as designations and not in section II; they
are not real names. R. Bultmann expressed well the significance of this desig-
nation when he described faith as the acceptance of the kerygma:

The importance of this act of believing acceptance of the message, the act which
makes the believing one a member of the Congregation, had the result that the
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concept “faith” took on a meaning which it had not had either in the Old
Testament or in other ancient religions. In Christianity, for the first time “faith”
became the prevailing term for man’s relation to the divine; in Christianity, but

not before it, “faith™ came to be understood as the attitude which through and
through governs the life of the religious man.!3

(4) Those Who Call upon the Name of the Lord*

Though this phrase has its roots in the OT (Joel 3:5 [2:32E}), as 2:21 reveals,
it becomes a designation for Christians later in Acts, when Kyrios is understood
to mean the risen Christ (hoi epikalountes to onoma Kyriou). Thus in 9:14, 21
it designates the members of the group that Paul was commissioned by the chief
priests to imprison. Cf. 22:16. The phrase expresses the cultic affirmation of
Jesus Christ as Lord: to acknowledge his lordship was part of the early Christian
cult.l> Closely related to it is also the idea of baptism in his name (see 2:38;
8:16; 10:48; 19:5).

(5) Those Being Saved!s

Hoi sozomenoi occurs only once (2:47), in a Lucan summary, where we learn
that the Lord “added to their number day by day those who were being saved.”
Cadbury linked this designation with hoi pisteuontes and rightly queried whether
it is merely used ad hoc or has “‘a more established character.”!” Though
Cadbury toyed with the possibility that hoi sézomenoi might be middle, “im-
plying the initiative of believing,” the passive sense is preferred because of its
LXX background and its use in the remnant passages of Isa 37:32; 45:20.18
Given the Lucan emphasis on salvation as an effect of the Christ-event,' the
designation takes on added significance as a term for the Christians as a group
in Acts.20 -

(6) Miscellaneous Designations

I list here terms that appear in some lists of earlier students, but that are only
possibly meant as generic designations. These are:

(a) The Flock?! In 20:28-29 Luke depicts Paul speaking about the church as
poimnion, “a flock,” entrusted to the elders as overseers appointed by the Holy
Spirit. Is “flock’ an “established term,” as Cadbury himself queried, or only a
commonly used pastoral figure, as 1 Pet 5:2-3 seems to suggest?

(b) The Company?? The noun pléthos, when used to denote a l:fu;ge number
of Christians gathered together, is usually qualified by some modifier, e.g., fo
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pléthos ton pisteusanton, “‘the company of believers” (4:32), to plethos ton
mathéton, “‘the company of disciples” (6:2); loudaion te kai Hellenon poly
pléthos, “a great company of Jews and Greeks” (came to believe, 14:1). How-
ever, in 6:5 pan to plethos, “the whole company,” is used absolutely, referring
in the context to that mentioned in 6:2. Similarly in 15:12 pan to pléthos is used
absolutely, but it refers to those Christians gathered together (James, the apostles,
and the elders), not to the whole Christian church, even of Jerusalem. Only in
15:30 does the absolute usage refer to the congregation in Antioch, i.e., to the
specific Antiochene community of Christians. It is, moreover, difficult to say
whether pléthos designates the group of ordinary Christians as distinct from their
leaders, as becomes clear in Ignatius, Smyrn. 8:2. Such a distinction may be
present in Acts 6:2; 15:30, but it 1s not clear elsewhere.

(c) Fellowship?®  The noun koinonia occurs only in 2:42, where Luke tells of
the early Christians devoting themselves to “‘the apostles’ teaching, the fellow-
ship, the breaking of bread, and the prayers.” In a sense, it might be regarded
as the earliest abstract designation of the Christian group, but it is in reality more
expressive of the group’s activity of sharing in common (see 2:44-45) than of
a static quality or name like “the Fellowship.”24

(d) Jesus?>  With no little hesitation I list this last designation, /esous. It ap-
pears in the words of the risen Christ to Paul in the three accounts of his
experience near Damascus: “‘I am Jesus [the Nazorean), whom you are persecut-
ing” (9:5; 22:8; 26:15). The risen Christ thus identifies his persecuted followers
with himself. When we look in the context at the designations for the persecuted
Christians, they turn out to be terms that we shall be considering as names in
section II: thus “the Lord’s disciples” (9:1), “the Way” (9:2; 22:4); “many of
the saints™ (26:10). Significantly, the word ekkiésiu is absent from these contexts.
In any case, the words of the risen Christ express the solidarity of his persecuted
followers with himself, an important item in Lucan theology.

This terminates the discussion of the Lucan generic designations for the
Christians as a group in Acts. We turn now to the terms that have been more

widely recognized as “names”’ for the Christians as a body in this New Testament
book.

II. The Names for the Christians as a Group

In this section I propose to discuss the following terms that appear in Acts: the
Disciples, the Saints, the Way, the Church, Christians, the Sect of the Nazoreans,
and Galilaeans. Only the first six of them will be recognized as real names for
the body of Christians.



The Designations of Christians in Acts and Their Significance 319

(1) The Disciples?s

Luke uses bgth the rpasculine mathétés and the feminine mathétria, the latter
only in the singular in 9:36. It may be significant that the term hoi mathétai,
“disciples,” does not occur in chaps. 1-5. Its first occurrence is noted when the
disciples were increasing in number (6:1) and the Hellenists (Greek-speaking
Jewish Christians of Jerusalem) complained about the treatment of their widows.
Whether the absence of hoi mathérai in the first five chapters is owing merely
to chance or whether it reflects the passage of a certain amount of time in early
church history before the followers of Jesus came to cail themselves mathétai
is not easy to say. The idea of discipleship has often been discussed, and its use
in a religious sense may be, practically speaking, a Christian phenomenon.
Talmid is almost wholly absent from the Old Testament,?? and is completely so
in Qumran literature. Mathétes occurs abundantly in the four Gospels to denote
those who personally have been called to attach themselves as “‘followers™ to
Jesus the *‘teacher,” but apart from Acts, the term is conspicuously absent from
the rest of the New Testament writings. Its emergence in the Gospels is often
attributed to Hellenistic influence on that growing tradition.?® By contrast, we
read in the Old Testament of followers: *“son of the prophets” (= a prophetic
guild, 1 Kgs 20:35; 2 Kgs 2:3, 5, 7, 15; 5:22; 6:1; 9:1); Elisha, who “followed
after”” Elijah (1 Kgs 19:20); Baruch and Jeremiah. They are never called “dis-
ciples,” and the religious sense of discipleship or even of following is practically
nonexistent.?®

In the Greek world, however, ““disciples” of eminent teachers appear from
the fifth century on: of the Sophists, of Pythagoras, of the Stoics, of Epicurus.
Socrates would not allow his companions to be called mathétai, and in this he
was followed by Plato and Aristotle, but many others encouraged the relationship
of teacher-disciple, and among them the idea of mimésis, “‘imitation,” developed.
This relationship provides the background for the specific personal attachment
of many persons depicted as followers of Jesus, who not only preached the
kingdom but also engaged in teaching. There are also abundant references in
the four Gospels to the use of akolouthein to express that relationship of fol-
lowers to Jesus. Such data suggest that in Stage I of the gospel tradition (= the
words and deeds of the earthly Jesus, roughly A.D. 1-33) the relationship was
expressed more in terms of “following” (as in the Old Testament) than of
discipleship. The latter seems to have been the result of 2 gradual reinterpretatfon
of the former under Hellenistic influence, when the gospel tradition was Ca“:'ed
into the Greco-Roman world.3? In any case, both “following” and “disCipleShfP”
expressed originally a close personal relationship to Jesus of Nazareth, often
initiated by an invitation from him. Discipleship was eventually extended to
others through faith, when he became the preached one in the kerygma.

Hoi mathétai occurs abundantly in Acts from 6:1 on as the name for the
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body of Christians, whether in Jerusalem, Damascus, Antioch, or Ephesus (6:2,
7: 9:1, 19, 25, 38; 11:26, 29; 13:52; 14:20, 22, 28; 15:10; 18:23, 27; 19:1, 9,
20; 20:1, 20; 21:4, 16; the singular is used in the same sense in 9:10, 26, 36;
16:1; 21:16). Whereas the nuance originally intended by the relationship was
the personal schooling of the follower by the teacher Jesus, that was extended
after his death and resurrection to a personal commitment in faith. A distinctively
Christian nuance of discipleship is detected in the Gospels, as the “disciples”
are “called” (see Mark 2:14; Matt 8:24; Luke 5:27; John 1:43). The disciples
do not choose the teacher, as in the Greek world. Though hoi mathétai has a
dependent genitive in 9:1, “the disciples of the Lord,” it is otherwise used
absolutely in Acts. Strangely enough, the use of marhétai eventually dies out,
for what reason it is hard to say; its last appearance in the Lucan story 1s at Acts
21:16, which tells of Mnason of Cyprus, an ‘“‘early disciple” (archaios
mathétes).3!

(2) The Saints?2

Of less extensive use in Acts is another name for the body of Christians, Aoi
hagioi, “‘the Saints” or “the Holy Ones,” which occurs in 9:13, 32, 41; 26:10,
in the first and last instances for those persons whom Paul was sent to imprison,
hence Christians. Related to these occurrences is 20:32, where hoi hégiasmenoi
pantes, “‘all the sanctified,” occurs, undoubtedly another way of saying the same
thing (cf. 26:18). Cadbury may well be right in tracing the name to Septuagintal
usage (Ps 34:10; Isa 4:3; Dan 7:18, 22) and in suggesting that the name probably
had “an eschatological rather than an ethical significance, though of course the
ethical element is not wanting.”33 There is undoubtedly also a cultic nuance in
the use of this name, since Christians are called such precisely as redeemed by
Christ and gifted by his Spirit. As such they are dedicated to God’s service in
a new way (continuing the Old Testament sense of dedication to Yahweh and
his awesome cult). As hoi hagioi, Christians are thus related to the “Holy and
Righteous One” (Acts 3:14) and to God’s “‘holy Servant Jesus” (4:27), just as
Christianoi are related to ho Christos (11:26).34 1t should be noted that Luke
does not share the Pauline idea of Christians as “‘called holy ones” (klétoi hagioi,
Rom 1:7).

(3) The Way¥

An exclusively Lucan name for the early Christians as a group is k¢ hodos, ‘‘the
Way’’ (9:2; 19:9, 23, 22:4; 24:14, 22). Though it occurs in two of Luke’s accounts
of Paul’s experience on the road to Damascus as the name for those whom Paul
is persecuting (9:2; 22:4), it is not confined to those accounts; nor does it always
appear on Paul’s lips. It is 2 name that Luke reveals was known not only in
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Palestine but even in Ephesus (19:9, 23) and to the Roman procurator Felix
(24:22). Is this unusual name for the mode of life lived by Christians a Lucan
creation? Haenchen claims that “we do not know for certain — despite Repo’s
fine study — the origin of the absolute use of hodos for Christianity.”3
Haenchen rightly relates the name to the phrases “the way of the Lord™ (18:25)
or “the way of God” {18:26), which undoubtedly lie behind the abridged name.,
The first of these phrases echoes Isa 40:3, “make ready the way of the LORD”
(used by Luke of John the Baptist in his Gospel, 3:4), but this Old Testament
background does not explain the absolute use of the expression as a name for
Christianity. Haenchen is also right in rejecting the parallels in rabbinic literature
cited in Str-B (2.690); but his agnosticism and his passing over the Qumran
parallels are eloquent indeed. The absolute use of Hebrew derek or hadderek to
designate the Essene way of life is attested in Qumran literature: lbwhry drk,
“those who have chosen the Way” (1QS 9:17-18); ium sry drk, “these are they
who turn away from the Way” (CD 1:13; cf. 1QS 10:21); *Ih thkwny hdrk Imski,
“these are the regulations of the Way for the Master™ (1QS 9:21).37 Among the
Essenes of Qumran, “‘the Way™ referred above all to the strict observance of
the Law of Moses, as understood by the community.3® This is made clear in
1QS 8:12-15, with its quotation of Isa 40:3, where ‘‘the way” is explicitly
interpreted as mdr$ htwrh, “the study of the Law.”3% Although both the Essenes
and the early Christians could have derived the name from Isaiah 40 indepen-
dently, it is much more plausible that the absolute term A& hodos in the Lucan
story reflects a memento of an early historical name for the Christian community,
which imitated Essene usage, After all, this is not the sole instance of such
contact between the Essenes of Quinran and the early Christians in Palestine. 40

(4) The Church#

The term hé ekklésia, which became the standard and enduring name for the
body of Christians, is notoriously absent from the Gospels, save for Matt 16:18;
18:17, and it occurs in none of the early chapters of Acts. When it does first
appear in Acts (5:11), it is found in the comment with which Luke concludes
his account of the Ananias and Sapphira incident: “Great fear fell upon the
whole church,” There Luke is using the name current in his own day to designate
(with hindsight) the early Jerusalem Christian community, the idyllic existence
of which has been shattered by the deception of Ananias and his wife. The
comment employs charactenstic Lucan hyperbole, Aolé hé ekkiésia (cf. 15:22).
Otherwise, the name ekkigsia first appears with the beginning of the story of
Paul and the great persecution against “the church in Jerusalem” (8:1). From
then on, the name occurs frequently: 29 times in all. It is used not only of the
Christian community in Jerusalem (8:3; 11:22; 12:1, 5; 15:4, 22; 18:22), but
also of that in Antioch (11:26; 13:1; 14:27; 15:3), Lystra and Iconium (14:23),
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Syria and Cilicia (15:41), Ephesus (20:17, 28), unnamed cities (16:4), and
throughout all Judea, Galilee, and Samaria (9:31).

The pericope in Matt 16:16b-19 — a retrojected post-resurrection narrative
of the appearance of the risen Christ to Peter?4? — ascribes 1o Jesus the building
of his ekkiésia on Cephas. The absence of a parallel to this pericope in the other
Gospels creates its own problem.*3 Consequently, the gradual emergence of the
use of ekkiésia in Acts, though it is hardly a Lucan creation, may reflect the
historical growth in awareness of the early Christians that they were “church.”
The name was certainly in use before Luke begins to associate it with the
Paul-story. Paul’s own abundant use of the name (44 times in his seven undis-
puted letters#4) attests the early usage, at least by a.p. 51. Though the name is
a Greek word (and used by Luke as such in Acts 19:32, 39, 41, “town as-
sembly™"), its religious connotation is colored by the Old Testament gahal, which
is translated regularly in the LXX by ekklésia. This Jewish usage is important
and cannot be discounted in the discussion of the Christian use of ekklesia.
Indeed, the Lucan story itself suggests this Old Testament origin of the name,
when Stephen refers to Israel of old as hé ekklesia en t€ eremas, ““the congregation
in the desert” (7:38, alluding to Deut 9:10). In the LXX ekkiésia translates
Hebrew gahal (Deut 23:2; Judg 20:2; 1 Kgs 8:55; 1 Chr 29:10), especially when
it denotes the religious and cultic gathering of Israel. Strikingly enough, ekkiesia
fou theou 1s not found there, save possibly in Neh 13:1 (where mss. S, L read
kyriou againsi the others). New Testament commentators have normally ap-
pealed to géhal YHWH of such passages as Num 16:3; 1 Chr 28:8 as the
background of the expression, but géhal °El, the exact Hebrew equivalent, is
found in 1QM 4:10, where it is to be the slogan on the sixth campaign-banner
of the Essenes marching out to the holy war. A Palestinian Jewish religious 