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Introduction
G. K. Beale
The purpose of this book is to present various perspectives concerning the hermeneutical issue of whether or not Jesus and the apostles quoted Old Testament texts with respect for their broader Old Testament context. Did they refer to Old Testament passages in a way that is inconsistent with or contradictory to the original intention of an Old Testament passage?
The articles assembled here represent different perspectives on this basic question and are written by authors from diverse theological backgrounds. The book is organized into seven sections. Each discusses major issues in the study of the Old Testament in the New. Part I consists of articles that provide introductory overviews of the use of the Old in the New. Each of the remaining parts address one major issue of the hermeneutical debate.
Part 2 analyzes the problem of authorial intention. Can an Old Testament text be understood by New Testament authors with a fuller meaning (i.e., census plenior) than was understood by the original Old Testament author? Or, do Old Testament texts retain the same meaning in the New Testament, so that there is merely a different application in the New Testament than in the Old Testament?
Parts 3, 4, and 5 examine the problem of hermeneutical integrity. Did Jesus and the apostles quote Old Testament texts with exegetical respect for the broader context? This matter is at the heart of the book and is crucial for any study of the Old Testament in the New. The majority of the essays in these three sections address this issue from a variety of perspectives. The essays in part 3 argue that the New Testament uses the Old Testament without regard for its original contextual meaning. In response, the essays in part 4 assert that the Old Testament is interpreted with contextual respect. Two studies in part 5 focus on one much debated text as a test case. One essay contends that Paul's creativity in 2 Corinthians 3 goes beyond the bounds of the original meaning of the Old Testament text used there and contradicts its intent. The other article argues that Paul exegetes the Old Testament background of 2 Corinthians 3 creatively, yet consistently with the original intent of Exodus 34.
Part 6 of the book presents the problem of typology. A number of questions must be addressed. First, what is the definition of typology? Is typology merely an analogy between an Old Testament text and a New Testament passage? Or, does typology have both an analogous and a prophetic nature? Second, if New Testament authors understand certain Old Testament events to foreshadow prophetically events in the New Testament, how does this relate to the original Old Testament author's intention in recording the Old Testament event, and how can this be contextual interpretation of the Old Testament?
Part 7, the conclusion of the book, inquires whether or not twentiethcentury interpreters should emulate all of the exegetical methods used by Jesus and his followers. Were the New Testament writers so immersed in Jewish interpretative methods that they employed both the contextual and the non-contextual? If they sometimes employed noncontextual interpretative procedures in using the Old Testament, did they err in doing so or did the Holy Spirit guarantee the truth of their doctrinal conclusions for the church of following generations? Put another way, did Jesus and the apostles preach the right doctrine from the wrong Old Testament texts? If so, did apostolic inspiration make their exegetical methods unique and unrepeatable? Or did inspiration give the New Testament writers unique and greater epistemological certainty about their interpretative conclusions than twentieth-century interpreters could ever hope to attain concerning their interpretations?
The issue of typology is of special interest here as well. On numbers of occasions New Testament authors see events in Old Testament narratives as being prophetic of events in the life of Christ. Even if one judges such interpretation legitimate, is it an exegetical method that interpreters should attempt to use today? Should we attempt to discover "prophetic types" in the Old Testament even where New Testament writers did not find them? This is a debate which has generated much discussion, especially in the twentieth century.
All of the preceding issues should be of interest to anyone with a serious interest in the way the New Testament uses the Old Testament, a question which has generated much debate in the twentieth century. There is no editorial evaluation of the essays. They stand on their own, and the reader has the responsibility of evaluation. However, some of the essays evaluate prior work done in the field on the issues at hand, and these will be of particular value. Additional bibliography can be found in the notes at the conclusion of the studies which further discuss the various topics debated (the chapter by Snodgrass is a good example of this).
The reader may notice that there is more space devoted to articles arguing in favor of the New Testament's contextual approach to the Old (in part 4) than to the opposing perspective (most of which is found in part 3). The reason for this is threefold. First, the articles have been chosen primarily for their clarity in setting out the issues of debate. Second, some of the essays have also been selected because of their "classical" nature and significant impact on Old Testament in New Testament studies. Included are some which are often sought, but hard to find (note especially the essays by Dodd, Foulkes, and Kaiser). Third, there is a consensus among the significant group of New Testament scholars, if not a majority, that the New Testament uses the Old without regard for its original meaning. The collection of essays here is intentionally lopsided in order that there be fuller exposure for the "minority view" in the public forum. Nevertheless, the following books and articles, together with other references in the concluding bibliography, should be consulted, if the reader wants more samples of representative works arguing for the non-contextual interpretation of the Old in the New (for full citations of the references below see the bibliography at the end of the book).
(1) K. Stendahl, The School of St. Matthew and Its Use of the Old Testament.
(2) B. Lindars, New Testament Apologetic.
(3)A.T. Hanson, The Living Utterances of God: The New Testament Exegesis of the Old.
(4) D. Juel, Messianic Exegesis. A Christological Interpretation of the Old Testament in Early Christianity.
There is no book which addresses the crucial issues revolving around the use of the Old Testament in the New in the manner in which this book does. The uniqueness of the book especially lies in its unswerving focus on exegetical methodology instead of theology, as this pertains to the use of the Old Testament in the New. In this respect, the presuppositions and assumptions which underlie Jesus' and the apostles' exegetical method will be examined and compared with the presuppositions underlying typical twentieth-century methods of exegesis.
The essays collected in this volume represent some of the best in scholarship on the various subjects written since the middle of the twentieth century. To have all of these essays finally gathered into one volume should be a service for scholars, teachers, and other interested readers.
More specific treatments of some of the above issues can be found in the following books, though many others could also be cited:
1) On the use of the Old Testament in the Gospels see
a) R. T. France, Jesus and the Old Testament
b) R. Gundry, Use of the Old Testament in Matthew
c) D. Moessner, The Lord of the Banquet (on Luke)
d) D. L. Bock, Proclamation from Prophecy and Pattern: Lucan Old Testament Christology.
2) On the use of the Old Testament in Paul see
a) E. E. Ellis, Paul's Use of the Old Testament (and a spate of others recently published on this topic).
3) On the use of the Old Testament in Revelation see
a) G. K. Beale, The Use of Daniel in Jewish Apocalyptic Literature and in John's Apocalypse
b) J. Fekkes, Isaiah and Prophetic Traditions in the Book of Revelation.
4) On themes which have bearing on the use of the Old Testament in the New Testament see
a) J. S. Feinberg (editor), Continuity and Discontinuity, which discusses how such Old Testament theological themes as covenant, salvation, the law, kingdom, and Israel are related to the New Testament.
There are other selected studies on the use of the Old Testament in the New Testament (e.g., see Ellis's other works cited in the bibliography at the end of the book). Other studies significant to mention are W.C.Kaiser's The Uses of the Old Testament in the New Testament and It Is Written: Scripture Citing Scripture: Essays in Honor of Barnabas Lindars, ed. D.A.Carson and H.G.M.Williamson. Only half of the latter volume concerns Old Testament in New Testament studies, which attempt to cover each corpus in the New Testament canon. Some of the studies are more technical or focus on narrow aspects of the use of the Old Testament in the New, while others are of a more general nature.
The essays in this volume have been selected from a larger collection of works which have been gathered over a ten-year period for a class on "The Use of the Old Testament in the New Testament," which I have taught annually at Gordon-Conwell Theological Seminary since 1985.
Part
Introductory
Issues
1
The New Testament Use
of the Old Testament
Roger Nicole
From Roger Nicole, "The New Testament Use of the Old Testament," in Revelation and the Bible, ed. Carl F. H. Henrv (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1958), 135-51.
The New Testament contains an extraordinarily large number of Old Testament quotations. It is difficult to give an accurate figure since the variation in use ranges all the way from a distant allusion to a definite quotation introduced by an explicit formula stating the citation's source. As a result, the figures given by various authors often reflect a startling discrepancy.
Range of Old Testament References
The present writer has counted 224 direct citations introduced by a definite formula indicating the writer purposed to quote. To these must be added 7 cases where a second quotation is introduced by the conjunction "and," and 19 cases where a paraphrase or summary rather than a direct quotation follows the introductory formula. We may further note at least 45 instances where the similarity with certain Old Testament passages is so pronounced that, although no explicit indication is given that the New Testament author was referring to Old Testament Scripture, his intention to do so can scarcely be doubted. Thus a very conservative count discloses unquestionably at least 295 separate references to the Old Testament. These occupy some 352 verses of the New Testament, or more than 4.4 percent. Therefore one verse in 22.5 verses of the New Testament is a quotation.
If clear allusions are taken into consideration, the figures are much higher: C.H.Toy lists 613 such instances, Wilhelm Dittmar goes as high as 1640, while Eugen Huehn indicates 4105 passages reminiscent of Old Testament Scripture. It can therefore be asserted, without exaggeration, that more than 10 percent of the New Testament text is made up of citations or direct allusions to the Old Testament. The recorded words of Jesus disclose a similar percentage. Certain books like Revelation, Hebrews, Romans are well nigh saturated with Old Testament forms of language, allusions, and quotations. Perusal of Nestle's edition of the Greek New Testament, in which the Old Testament material is printed in bold face type, will reveal at a glance the extent of this practice. These facts appear even more impressive when one remembers that in New Testament times the Old Testament was not, as today, duplicated by the million but could be obtained only in expensive handwritten copies.
If we limit ourselves to the specific quotations and direct allusions which form the basis of our previous reckoning, we shall note that 278 different Old Testament verses are cited in the New Testament: 94 from the Pentateuch, 99 from the Prophets, and 85 from the Writings. Out of the 22 books in the Hebrew reckoning of the canon only 6 (Judges- Ruth, Song of Solomon, Ecclesiastes, Esther, Ezra-Nehemiah, Chronicles) are not explicitly referred to. The more extensive lists of Dittmar and Huehn show passages reminiscent of all Old Testament books without exception.
It is to be noted that the whole New Testament contains not even one explicit citation of any of the Old Testament Apocrypha which are considered as canonical by the Roman Catholic Church. This omission can scarcely be viewed as accidental.
Authority of Old Testament References
From beginning to end, the New Testament authors ascribe unqualified authority to Old Testament Scripture. Whenever advanced, a quotation is viewed as normative. Nowhere do we find a tendency to question, argue, or repudiate the truth of any Scripture utterance. Passages sometimes alleged to prove that the Lord and his apostles challenged at times the authority of the Old Testament, when carefully examined, turn out to bolster rather than to impair the evidence for their acceptance of Scripture as the Word of God. In Matthew 5:21-43 and 19:3-9, our Lord, far from setting aside the commandments of the Old Testament, really engages in a searching analysis of the spiritual meaning and original intent of the divine precepts, and from this vantage point he applies it in a deeper and broader way than had been done before him. In some pas sages in which comparison is made between the revelation of the Old Testament and that of the New (John 1:17; 2 Cor. 3:6; Gal. 3:19ff.; Heb. 1:1-2, and so forth), the superior glory of the New Testament is emphasized, not as in conflict with the Old, but as the perfect fulfillment of a revelation still incomplete, yet sanctioned by divine authority.
It is noteworthy that the New Testament writers and the Lord Jesus himself did not hesitate on occasion to base their whole argumentation upon one single word of Old Testament Scripture (Matt. 2:15; 4:10; 13:35; 22:44; Mark 12:36; Luke 4:8; 20:42-43; John 8:17; 10:34; 19:37; Acts 23:5; Rom. 4:3,9,23; 15:9-12; 1 Cor. 6:16; Gal. 3:8, 10, 13; Heb. 1:7; 2:12; 3:13; 4:7; 12:26), or even on the grammatical form of one word (Gal. 3:16).
Of special interest are the formulas by which the New Testament writers introduce their quotations. In a particularly significant way these formulas reflect their view of the Old Testament Scriptures, since they do not manifest any design to set forth a doctrine of Scripture, but are rather the instinctive expression of their approach to the sacred writings.
The formulas emphasize strongly the divine origin of the Old Testament, and commonly (at least 56 times) refer to God as the author. In a number of passages God is represented as the speaker when the quotation is not a saying of God recorded as such in the Old Testament, but the word of Scripture itself, in fact, at times a word addressed to God by man (Matt. 19:5; Acts 4:25; 13:35; Heb. 1:5-8, 13; 3:7; 4:4). These "can be treated as a declaration of God's only on the hypothesis that all Scripture is a declaration of God's" (B. B. Warfield, The Inspiration and Authority of the Bible, 143).
Often passages of the Old Testament are simply attributed to the Scripture, which is thus personified as speaking (John 7:38, 42; 15:25; 19:37; Rom. 4:3; 7:7; 9:17; 10:11; 11:2; 1 Cor. 14:24; 2 Cor. 6:2; Gal. 3:8; 4:30; 1 Tim. 5:18; James 2:23; 4:5). In Romans 9:17 and Galatians 3:8 the identification between the text of Scripture and God as speaking is carried so far that the actions of God are actually ascribed to Scripture, which is represented as speaking to Pharaoh and as foreseeing justification by faith. Warfield urges that "These acts could be attributed to Scripture only as the result of such a habitual identification, in the mind of the writer, of the text of Scripture with God as speaking that it became natural to use the term 'Scripture says,' when what was really intended was'God, as recorded in Scripture, said"' (ibid., 299-300).
The collaboration of man in the writing of Scripture is also emphasized. The names of Moses, David, Isaiah, Jeremiah, Daniel, Joel, and Hosea appear in the formulas of quotation. It is noteworthy that, in the majority of the cases where the human author is named, reference is made not to a personal statement recorded in Scripture but to an utterance of God, which the writer was commissioned to transmit as such. In a number of passages both the divine and the human authorship appear side by side.
"... which was spoken by the Lord through the prophet. . ." (Matt. 1:22). "David himself said in the Holy Spirit" (Mark 12:36; cf. Matt. 22:43). "... the Holy Spirit spake before by the mouth of David" (Acts 1:16; cf. 4:25). "Well spake the Holy Spirit through Isaiah the prophet ..." (Acts 28:25). "He saith also in Hosea. . ." (Rom. 9:25).
These passages supply clear evidence that the divine superintendence was not viewed as obliterating the human agency and characteristics of the writers, but rather, that God secured a perfectly adequate presentation of the truth through the responsible and personal agency of the men he called and prepared for this sacred task.
"It is written" is one of the frequent formulas of introduction, the one, in fact, which our Lord used three times in his temptation (Matt. 4:4, 7, 10). This expression does not connote merely that an appeal is made to the written text of Scripture but, as Warfield so aptly has said, "The simple adduction in this solemn and decisive manner of a written authority carries with it the implication that the appeal is made to the indefectible authority of the Scriptures of God, which in all their parts and in every one of their declarations are clothed with the authority of God Himself" (ibid., 240).
The use of the terms "law" (John 10:34; 15:25; Rom. 3:19; 1 Cor. 14:21), or "prophets" (Matt.13:35), where reference is made to passages belonging, strictly speaking, to other parts of the Hebrew canon, indicates that the New Testament writers viewed the whole Old Testament Scripture as having legal authority and prophetic character.
In their formulas of quotation the New Testament writers give expression to their conviction as to the eternal contemporaneity of Scripture. This is manifest in particular in the many (41) instances where the introductory verb is in the present: "He says," and not "he said." This is reinforced by the use of the pronouns "we," "you," in connection with ancient sayings: "That which was spoken unto you by God" (Matt. 22:31); "The Holy Spirit also beareth witness to us" (Heb. 10:15; cf. also Matt. 15:7; Mark 7:6; 12:19; Acts 4:11; 13:47; Heb. 12:5). This implication gains explicit statement in Romans 15:4: "Whatsoever things were written aforetime were written for our learning" (cf. also Rom. 4:23, 24; 1Cor. 9:10; 10:11).
The New Testament writers used quotations in their sermons, in their histories, in their letters, in their prayers. They used them when addressing Jews or Gentiles, churches or individuals, friends or antagonists, new converts or seasoned Christians. They used them for argumentation, for illustration, for instruction, for documentation, for prophecy, for reproof. They used them in times of stress and in hours of mature thinking, in liberty and in prison, at home and abroad. Everywhere and always they were ready to refer to the impregnable authority of Scripture.
Jesus Christ himself provides a most arresting example in this respect. At the very threshold of his public ministry, our Lord, in his dramatic victory over Satan's threefold onslaught, rested his whole defense on the authority of three passages of Scripture. He quoted the Old Testament in support of his teaching to the crowds; he quoted it in his discussions with antagonistic Jews; he quoted it in answer to questions both captious and sincere; he quoted it in instructing the disciples who would have readily accepted his teaching on his own authority; he referred to it in his prayers, when alone in the presence of the Father; he quoted it on the cross, when his sufferings could easily have drawn his attention elsewhere; he quoted it in his resurrection glory, when any limitation, real or alleged, of the days of his flesh was clearly superseded. Whatever may be the differences between the pictures of Jesus drawn by the four Gospels, they certainly agree in their representation of our Lord's attitude toward the Old Testament: one of constant use and of unquestioning endorsement of its authority.
Accuracy of Old Testament References'
A difficulty comes to the fore, however, when the New Testament citations are carefully compared with the original Old Testament texts. In their quotations the New Testament writers, it would appear, use considerable freedom, touching both the letter and the meaning of the Old Testament passages.
Opponents of verbal inspiration repeatedly have brought forward this objection mainly in two forms:
1) The New Testament writers, not having taken care to quote in absolute agreement with the original text of the Old Testament, it is urged, cannot have held the doctrine of plenary inspiration. Otherwise they would have shown greater respect for the letter of Scripture.
2) The New Testament writers, in quoting the Old "inaccurately" as to its letter, or "improperly" as to its sense, or both, cannot have been directed to do so by the Spirit of God.
The first argument impugns mainly the inspiration of the Old Testament, the second mainly that of the New. Both will be met if it can be shown that the New Testament method of quotation is entirely proper and consistent with the highest regard for the texts cited. In the present treatment it is possible only to delineate the main principles involved, without showing their application to particular cases. We shall consider first, principles involved in the solution of difficulties arising from the New Testament manner of quoting, after which brief comments will be offered regarding the methods of interpretation exhibited by the New Testament authors in their application of Old Testament passages.
Form of Quotation
It must be recognized that each of the following principles does not find application in every case, but the writer is of the opinion that, singly or in combination, as the case may be, they provide a very satisfactory explanation of apparent discrepancies in almost all cases, and a possible solution in all cases.
The New Testament writers had to translate their quotations. They wrote in Greek and their source of quotations was in Hebrew. They needed therefore either to translate for themselves or to use existing translations. Now no translation can give a completely adequate and coextensive rendering of the original. A certain measure of change is inevitable, even when one is quoting by divine inspiration.
When the New Testament writers wrote, there was one Greek version of the Old Testament, the Septuagint. It was widespread, well known, and respected in spite of some obvious defects when appraised from the standpoint of modern scholarship. In most cases, it was a fair translation of the Hebrew text, and possessed distinctive literary qualities. Its position in the ancient world is comparable to that of the Authorized Version before the Revised was published. A conscientious scholar writing nowadays in a certain language will use for his quotations from foreign sources the translations which his readers generally use. He will not attempt to correct or change them unless some mistake bears directly on his point. When slight errors or mistranslations occur, generally he will neither discuss them, for in so doing he would tend to direct the reader's attention away from his point, nor correct them without giving notice, for this might tend to arouse the reader's suspicion. This practice is followed by many preachers and writers who use the Autho rized Version in English or Luther's translation in German. They are often well aware that some verses rather inadequately render the Hebrew or the Greek, but no blame can be laid on them as long as they base no argument on what is mistaken in the translation. Similarly, the writers of the New Testament could use the Septuagint, the only Greek version then existing, in spite of its occasional inaccuracy, and even quote passages which were somewhat inaccurately translated. To take advantage of its errors, however, would have been inadmissible. We do not find any example of a New Testament deduction or application logically inferred from the Septuagint and which cannot be maintained on the basis of the Hebrew text.
Some of the recently discovered Dead Sea scrolls at times provide the Hebrew text which underlay the Septuagint where it differs from the Masoretic Text. This is the case, for instance, in Isaiah 53:11, where the scroll Isaiah A reads "He shall see light," thus supporting the Septuagint rendering. While great caution is still necessary in any textual emendation of the Massoretic text, the possibility that in some divergent translations the Septuagint occasionally represents the primitive Hebrew original may be held to have received some support from these discoveries. In such cases, of course, it would not only have been proper for the New Testament writers to quote from the Septuagint, but this would actually have been preferable.
The use of the Septuagint in quoting does not indicate that the New Testament writers have thought of this version as inspired in itself. A fortiori they did not confer inspiration upon the translation of the passages they have used. Samuel Davidson was laboring under a regrettable confusion when he wrote: "It will ever remain inexplicable by the supporters of verbal inspiration that the words of the Septuagint became literally inspired as soon as they were taken from that version and transferred to the New Testament pages" (Sacred Hermeneutics [Edinburgh: Clark, 1843],515). This statement misconstrues verbal inspiration. When the New Testament authors appealed to Scripture as the Word of God, it is not claimed that they viewed anything but the original communication as vested in full with divine inerrancy. Yet their willingness to make use of the Septuagint, in spite of its occasional defects, teaches the important lesson that the basic message which God purposed to deliver can be conveyed even through a translation, and that appeal can be made to a version insofar as it agrees with the original. It would be precarious, however, to rest an argument on any part of the Septuagint quotations which appears not to be conformed to the Hebrew original nor to the point of the New Testament writers, for the mere fact that the quotation was adduced in this fashion was not meant as a divine sanction upon incidental departures from the autographs. In the quotations made from the Septuagint we have indeed God's seal of approval upon the contents of the Old Testament passage, but the form of the citation is affected by the language and conditions of those to whom the New Testament was first addressed. Such use of the Septuagint was not a case of objectionable accommodation. That the inspired Word is accommodated to humanity is an obvious fact: it is written in human languages, uses human comparisons, its parts are conditioned by the circumstances of those to whom they were at first destined, and so forth. But we cannot admit of an accommodation in which inspired writers would give formal assent to error. In their use of the Septuagint, however, the New Testament authors were so far from actual endorsement of error that the best scholars of all times have used similar methods in adducing translated quotations, as noted above.2
The frequent use of the Septuagint, it must also be noted, did not impose upon the New Testament authors the obligation to quote always in accordance with this version. Whenever they wanted to emphasize an idea which was insufficiently or inadequately rendered in the Septuagint, they may have retranslated in whole or in part the passage in question. In certain cases the reason for their introduction of changes may remain unknown to us, but we are not on that account in a position to say either that a careful reproduction of the Septuagint is illegitimate or that a modification of that text is unjustifiable.
The New Testament writers did not have the same rules for quotations as are nowadays enforced in works of a scientific character. In particular, they did not have any punctuation signs which are so important in modern usage.
They did not have any quotation marks, and thus it is not always possible to ascertain the exact beginning, or the real extent of quotations. They were not obliged to start actual citations immediately after an introductory formula, nor have we a right to affirm that their quotations do not end until every resemblance with the Old Testament text disappears. In certain cases they may very well have made shorter citations than is generally believed, and also may have added developments of their own, retaining some words taken from the original source but not actually intended as part of a quotation. Criticism of such passages if they were not intended as actual citations is manifestly unfair.
They did not have any ellipsis marks. Thus special attention is not drawn to the numerous omissions they made. These ellipses, however, are not to be considered as illegitimate on that account.
They did not have any brackets to indicate editorial comments introduced in the quotation. Thus we should not be surprised to find intentional additions, sometimes merely of one word, sometimes more extended (cf. Eph. 6:2).
They did not have any footnote references by which to differentiate quotations from various sources. Sometimes we find a mixture of passages of analogous content or wording, but we are not justified on that account in charging the writers with mishandling or misusing the Old Testament.
We readily recognize that the New Testament writers fell into these patterns, whose legitimacy is universally granted, much more than a present-day author would. Modern punctuation rules make such practices tiresome and awkward. One tries nowadays to omit, insert, or modify as little as possible in quotations, in order to avoid the complexity of repeated quotation marks, ellipsis marks, brackets, and so forth. Yet this common present usage is by no means a standard by which to judge the ancient writers.
The New Testament writers sometimes paraphrased their quotations.
Under this heading we might first mention certain cases where we find a free translation of the Hebrew rather than a real paraphrase. Such a procedure certainly needs no justification, since a free translation sometimes renders the sense and impression of the original better than a more literal one.
Slight modifications, such as a change of pronouns, a substitution of a noun for a pronoun or vice versa, transformations in the person, the tense, the mood, or the voice of verbs, are sometimes introduced in order to better suit the connection in the New Testament. These paraphrases are perhaps the most obviously legitimate of all.
There are cases in which the New Testament writers obviously forsake the actual tenor of the Old Testament passage in order to manifest more clearly in what sense they were construing it. In this they are quite in agreement with the best modern usage, as represented, for example, in W. G. Campbell, A Form Book for Thesis Writing (New York: Houghton Mifflin, 1939): "A careful paraphrase that does complete justice to the source is preferable to a long quotation" (p. 15).
In certain cases the New Testament writers do not refer to a single passage, but rather summarize the general teaching of the canonical books on certain subjects in phrasing appropriate to the New Testament, although as to the essential thought they express indebtedness to, or agreement with, the Old Testament. This method of referring to the Old Testament teachings is obviously legitimate. The following passages might be viewed as examples of "quotations of substance," as Franklin Johnson calls them in his able treatise on The Quotations of the New Testament from the Old Considered in the Light of General Literature (London: Baptist Tract and Book Society, 1896): Matthew 2:23; 5:31, 33; 12:3, 5; 19:7; 22:24; 24:15; 26:24, 54, 56; Mark 2:25; 9:12, 13; 10:4; 12:19; 14:21, 49; Luke 2:22; 6:3; 11:49; 18:31; 20:28; 21:22; 24:27, 32, 44- 46; John 1:45; 5:39, 46; 7:38, 42; 8:17; 17:12; 19:7, 28; 20:9; Acts 1:16; 3:18; 7:51; 13:22, 29; 17:2-3; Romans 3:10; 1 Corinthians 2:9; 14:34; 15:3-4, 25-27; 2 Corinthians 4:6; Galatians 3:22; 4:22; Ephesians 5:14; James 4:5; 2 Peter 3:12-13.
Finally, we must consider the possibility that the writers of the New Testament, writing or speaking for people well acquainted with the Old, may in certain cases have intended simply to refer their readers or hearers to a well-known passage of Scripture. Then, in order to suggest it to their memory they may have accurately cited therefrom some expressions, which they then placed in a general frame different from that of the original. At times the actual words quoted may have been intended merely or primarily to indicate the location of a passage, as the general context of the Old Testament in which the stipulated truth could be found, rather than as an express citation.
The New Testament writers often simply alluded to Old Testament passages without intending to quote them. It was quite natural that people nurtured and steeped in the oracles of God should instinctively use forms of language and turns of thought reminiscent of Old Testament Scripture.
The speakers or writers, in such cases, do not profess to give forth the precise words and meaning of former revelations; their thoughts and language merely derived from these the form and direction, which by a kind of sacred instinct they took; and it does not matter for any purpose, for which the inspired oracles were given, whether the portions thus appropriated might or might not be very closely followed, and used in connections somewhat different from those in which they originally stood (Patrick Fairbairn, Hermeneutical Manual [Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1858], 355).
Only in cases where the New Testament authors definitely manifest the intention of citing by the use of a formula of introduction can we require any strong degree of conformity.
With respect to what might be viewed as formulas of introduction, the following remarks may be made:
Only a quotation which immediately follows such a formula is to be certainly considered as a formal citation. In cases of successive quotations "and again" always introduces an actual citation (Rom. 15:11; I Cor. 3:20; Heb. 1:5; 2:13; 10:30), but in the case of "and" or "but," or of successive quotations without any intervening link, criticisms are quite precarious, since no formal quotation may be intended.
Even when a definite formula points directly to an Old Testament passage, we may not expect strict adherence to the letter of the source when this quotation is recorded in indirect rather than in direct discourse. In such cases we often find remarkable verbal accuracy, but we cannot criticize departure from the original when the very form of the sentence so naturally allows for it.
When what may appear to be a citation is introduced by a form of the verbs "say" or "speak," it is not always certain that the writer actually intended to quote. Rather, the possibility must at times be taken into consideration that we are facing an informal reference to some saying recorded in Scripture. Perhaps some of the clearest examples along this line may be found in the discourse of Stephen in Acts 7, in which free references are made to sayings of God, of Moses, and of the Jews, woven in the survey of covenant history presented by the first martyr. In Acts 7:26, a declaration of Moses is mentioned which is not found at all in the Old Testament and obviously was not intended as an actual quotation. In all cases of this type it must certainly be acknowledged that a considerable measure of freedom is legitimate and that one could scarcely expect here the exactness looked for in actual citations. The following may belong to this category: Matthew 2:23; 15:4; 22:32; 24:15; Mark 12:26; Acts 3:25; 7:3, 5-7, 26-28, 32-35, 40; 13:22; Romans 9:15; 11:4; 2 Corinthians 4:6; Galatians 3:8; Hebrews 1:5, 13; 6:14; 8:5; 10:30; 12:21, 26; 13:5; James 2:11; 1 Peter 3:6; Jude 14.
The New Testament authors sometimes recorded quotations made by others. Not all quotations in the New Testament are introduced by the writers themselves for the purpose of illustrating their narrative or bolstering their argument. Sometimes they record quotations made by the personalities who appear in the history, as by Jesus, Paul, Peter, James, Stephen, the Jews, and Satan. In two cases we have a record of a reading-Luke 4:18-19 and Acts 8:32-33. The New Testament writers had at their disposal at least three legitimate methods of recording such quotations:
1) They could translate them directly from the original text;
2) They could use the existing Septuagint and quote according to this version, as suggested earlier;
3) They could translate directly from the form used by the person quoting, often presumably an Aramaic translation of the Hebrew text. A few words are needed here only with reference to the last possibility. Of course, we expect the persons quoting, at least those who were inspired (Jesus, Paul, Peter, James, and probably Stephen), to quote accurately, so that in these cases no divergence from the original can be explained by the mere fact that somebody else's quotation is recorded. Since, however, probably most of these quotations were originally made in Aramaic according to a current oral or written Aramaic translation, certain discrepancies between the Old Testament and the New, which cannot be accounted for on the basis of the Septuagint, may have their true explanation in the use of this probable Aramaic version.
Other principles whose application must be limited. Under this heading we need to consider briefly three additional principles of explanation of apparent discrepancies between the text of the Old Testament and that of the New. These principles, in the writer's opinion, may well be at times the ground of a legitimate explanation, but they ought to be handled with utmost discrimination, lest the assured present authority of Scripture appear to be placed in jeopardy.
1) The texts may have been altered in the process of transmission. We have ample reasons to be grateful for the marvelous state of conservation of the text of Scripture: the New Testament possesses a degree of certainty no doubt unequalled by any other ancient text transmitted to us by manuscript; the Hebrew Old Testament has been the object of the loving and painstaking watchcare of the Jews and the accuracy of the Massoretic text has been confirmed in a striking way by the Dead Sea Scrolls. Nevertheless, it is conceivable that at times an early mistake in copying may have vitiated our texts, thereby introducing a discrepancy which was not present in the autographs. Still, it would be very injudicious to indulge in unrestrained corrections of the texts on the ground of the quotations, and the present writer has not found any instance in the New Testament where such a correction might appear as the only possible legitimate explanation of a quotation difficulty.
2) In the quotations, as well as in other inspired texts, the personality of the writers has been respected. It is an unsearchable mystery that the Holy Spirit could inspire the sacred writings so as to communicate his inerrancy to their very words and, at the same time, respect the freedom and personality of the writers so that we might easily recognize their style and their characteristics. The same thing is true of the quotations, for there also we may discern the individuality of the writers in their use of them, in the sources quoted, and in the method of quoting. There is, however, a dangerous distortion of this principle in the appeal made by some to slips of memory in order to explain certain difficulties in the quotations. Now the very idea of a slip of memory undermines seriously the whole structure of inerrancy and is therefore out of keeping with a consistent upholding of plenary verbal inspiration. In fact, as C. H. Toy himself recognized-and he cannot easily be charged with undue bias in favor of the conservative view of Scripture!-so many quotations show verbal agreement with the Septuagint "that we must suppose either that they were made from a written text, or, if not, that the memory of the writers was very accurate" (Quotations in the New Testament, xx).
3) The Spirit of God was free to modify the expressions that he inspired in the Old Testament. While this is no doubt true with respect to the interpretation of Old Testament passages and with respect to allusions or distant references, the statement should not be made too glibly with respect to quotations, and some conservative writers may have been too prone to advocate this approach when other less precarious solutions might be advanced. Nevertheless, in this connection, one may well give assent to the judgment of Patrick Fairbairn:
Even in those cases in which, for anything we can see, a closer translation would have served equally well the purpose of the writer, it may have been worthy of the inspiring Spirit, and perfectly consistent with the fullest inspiration of the original Scriptures, that the sense should have been given in a free current translation; for the principle was thereby sanctioned of a rational freedom in the handling of Scripture, as opposed to the rigid formalism and superstitious regard to the letter, which prevailed among the Rabbinical Jews.... The stress occasionally laid in the New Testament upon particular words in passages of the Old ... sufficiently proves what a value attaches to the very form of the Divine communication, and how necessary it is to connect the element of inspiration with the written record as it stands. It shows that God's words are pure words, and that, if fairly interpreted, they cannot be too closely pressed. But in other cases, when nothing depended upon a rigid adherence to the letter, the practice of the sacred writers, not scrupulously to stickle about this, but to give prominence simply to the substance of the revelation, is fraught also with an important lesson; since it teaches us, that the letter is valuable only for the truth couched in it, and that the one is no further to be prized and contended for, than may be required for the exhibition of the other (Hermeneutical Manual, 413-14).
Meaning of the Old Testament Passages
It has been urged at times that the New Testament writers have flouted the proper laws of hermeneutics, have been guilty of artificial and rabbinical exegesis, and thus have repeatedly distorted the meaning of the Old Testament passages which they quote.
This type of objection may appear at first more weighty than those which affect merely the wording of the quotations, since an alleged discrepancy in meaning is more grievous than a mere divergence of form. Yet the problems raised in this area are probably less embarrassing to the advocates of plenary inspiration, since a verbal comparison is largely a matter of plain fact, while the assessment of the full extent of the meaning of a passage calls for the exercise of human individual judgment and fallible opinion. Few Christians, it is hoped, will have the presumption of setting forth their own interpretation as normative, when it runs directly counter to that of the Lord Jesus or of his apostles.
There is obviously a deep underlying relationship between the Old Testament and the New: one purpose pervades the whole Bible and also the various phases of human history, more especially of Israel. Thus the Old Testament can and must be considered, even in its historical narratives, as a source of prefigurements and of prophecies. It has been widely acknowledged that, in spite of certain difficult passages, the New Testament interpretation of the Old manifests a strikingly illuminating understanding of Old Testament Scripture. C.H. Dodd, although not a defender of verbal inspiration, could write: "In general ... the writers of the New Testament, in making use of passages from the Old Testament, remain true to the main intention of their writers" (According to the Scriptures [London: Nisbet, 1952], 130). And again: "We have before us a considerable intellectual feat. The various scriptures are acutely interpreted along lines already discernible within the Old Testament canon itself or in pre-Christian Judaism-in many cases, I believe, lines which start from their first, historical, intention-and these lines are carried forward to fresh results" (ibid., 109).
There are certain Old Testament passages in which the connection with the New Testament is so clear that there can hardly be doubt about their applicability and about the fact that the Old Testament writers foresaw some events or some principles of the new covenant. This is not necessary in every case, however, and the Spirit of God may very well have inspired expressions which potentially transcended the thoughts of the sacred writers and of those to whom they addressed themselves. This certainly occurred in the case of Caiaphas (John 11:49-52), and there is no ground to deny the possibility of such a process in the inspiration of the Old Testament Scripture.
While the doctrine of verbal inspiration requires that we should accept any New Testament interpretation of an Old Testament text as legitimate, it does not require that such interpretation be necessarily viewed as exclusive or exhaustive of the full Old Testament meaning. In many cases the New Testament makes a particular application of principles stated in the Old, whose fulfillment is accomplished in more than a single event. Thus certain Old Testament prophecies may have conveyed to the original hearers a meaning more restricted than the perspective opened in the New Testament pages. The original understanding was a legitimate interpretation of the prophecy, yet one which does not preclude the propriety of the larger vistas, authoritatively revealed in the New Testament.
Not all the passages quoted in the New Testament are necessarily to be considered as definite prophecies, but many are cited as simply characterizing in a striking way the New Testament situation. At times the New Testament writers may have simply used Old Testament language without intending to imply that there is a distinct relationship of prophecy to fulfillment, or of antitype to type.
Writing about this subject, C.H. Toy makes a remark which he apparently intends only with respect to apostolic times, but which may well be viewed as having more general reference: "The deeper the reverence for the departed Lord and for the divine word, the greater the disposition to find him everywhere" (quotations in the New Testament, xxv). Conservatives hope that, judged by this standard, they will not be found to have less reverence for their Lord and for the divine Word than the New Testament writers!
In conclusion, one could wish to quote at length some remarks of B. B. Warfield (The Inspiration and Authority of the Bible, 218-20), which for the sake of brevity we shall be constrained to summarize here. The student of Scripture is not bound to provide the solution of all the difficulties which he encounters in the Bible. It is better to leave matters unharmonized than to have recourse to strained or artificial exegesis. Even when no solution of a difficulty is offered, we are not thereby driven to assume that the problem is insoluble.
Every unharmonized passage remains a case of difficult harmony and does not pass into the category of objections to plenary inspiration. It can pass into the category of objections only if we are prepared to affirm that we clearly see that it is, on any conceivable hypothesis of its meaning, clearly inconsistent with the Biblical doctrine of inspiration. In that case we would no doubt need to give up the Biblical doctrine of inspiration; but with it we must also give up our confidence in the Biblical writers as teachers of doctrine" (ibid., 220).
It has been the writer's privilege to devote substantial time to the consideration of all quotations of the Old Testament in the New. This study has led him to the conclusion that the principles mentioned above can provide in every case a possible explanation of the difficulties at hand in perfect harmony with the doctrine of the inerrancy of Scrip ture. There is no claim here that all the difficulties are readily dispelled, or that we are in possession of the final solution of every problem. Nevertheless, possible if not plausible explanations are at hand in every case known to the present writer. It is therefore with some confidence that this presentation is made. In fact, the quotations, which are often spoken of as raising one of the major difficulties against the view of plenary inspiration, upon examination turn out to be a confirmation of this doctrine rather than an invalidation of it. To this concurs the judgment of men who can surely be quoted as impartial witnesses, in statements such as the following, made precisely with reference to Old Testament quotations in the New:
We know, from the general tone of the New Testament, that it regards the Old Testament, as all the Jews then did, as the revealed and inspired word of God, and clothed with his authority (C. H. Toy, Quotations, xxx).
Our authors view the words of the Old Testament as immediate words of God, and introduce them explicitly as such, even those which are not in the least related as sayings of God. They see nothing in the sacred book, which is merely the word of the human authors and not at the same time the very word of God Himself. In everything that stands "written," God Himself is speaking to them (R. Rothe, Zur Dogmatik [Gotha: Perthes, 1869], 177-78).
In quoting the Old Testament, the New Testament writers proceed consistently from the presupposition that they have Holy Scripture in hand.... The actual author is God or the Holy Spirit, and both, as also frequently the graphe, are represented as speaking either directly or through the Old Testament writers (E. Huehn, Die Alttestamentlichen Citate ... im Neuen Testament [Tubingen: Mohr, 1900], 272).
Such statements, coming as they are from the pen of men who were not at all inclined to favor the conservative approach to the Scripture, are no doubt more impressive than anything a conservative scholar could say. They may be allowed to stand at the end of this study as expressing in a striking way the writer's own conclusions on the subject.
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The Use of the Old Testament in the New
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No subject is perhaps more important for the understanding of the Christian faith than the use of the Old Testament in the New Testament. The Hebrew and Aramaic Scriptures were, of course, the only Bible the early Christian thinkers and writers had. Many of these Christians were transformed Jews and would have known Hebrew. Other early Christians would have known the Jewish Scriptures only in Greek translation. Regardless of their language, however, all Christians would have been engaged in relating the two most important realities of their lives-the Scriptures and Jesus Christ.
At every point early Christians attempted to understand their Scriptures in the new light of the ministry, death, and resurrection of Jesus Christ. They used the Old Testament to prove their Christian theology and to solve Christian problems. The Old Testament provided the substructure of the New Testament theology.' The Old Testament also provided the language and imagery for much of New Testament thought, although this is not always obvious to a casual reader. Therefore, New Testament concepts must be understood from Old Testament passages. Virtually every New Testament subject must be approached through the contribution of the Old Testament. As Augustine observed, "The New Testament is in the Old concealed; the Old Testament is in the New revealed."2
However, not everything in the Old Testament is brought into the new faith. There is both continuity and discontinuity between the Old Testament and the New Testament. That is, while some parts of the New Testament are direct extensions of the Old Testament message, some parts of the Old Testament message have been superseded. Even so, none of the New Testament writers ever suggests that the Old Testament is less than fully the Word of God.
In addition to being fascinating, the study of the use of the Old Testament in the New Testament is comprehensive and demanding. To enter this arena is to be engaged in studies on the history of the text. Serious study requires the knowledge of Hebrew, Greek, and Aramaic because one has to compare the New Testament wording with the Masoretic Hebrew text, the Septuagint (the translation of the Old Testament into Greek), information from the Dead Sea Scrolls, the targums (Aramaic paraphrases of the Old Testament), and other Jewish or Christian uses of the Old Testament. Do not think that this is an exercise in tedium, however, for the use of the Old Testament in the New Testament also engages a person in hermeneutics, exegesis, and theology, study that in many cases will require adjustment of previous conclusions. How the Old Testament is viewed is the theological issue dividing many Christians. Dispensational theology, which views God as operating in different ways in different eras, and covenant theology, which emphasizes the unity of God's action throughout history, divide from each other and also from other approaches specifically over this issue.
Brief Historical Considerations
The question of how the Old Testament should be appropriated exists already with the teaching of Jesus. His way of reading the Old Testament angered the religious authorities, for he did not focus on Sabbath keeping and laws of purity as they did. In fact, according to the Gospels, Jesus appeared to flaunt violation of the purity code by touching lepers, a woman with an issue of blood, and corpses, and by eating with defiled people (note especially Matt. 8-9 in contrast with Lev. 13; 15:19-20; and Ezra 10:11). He argued that sin defiled a person, not eating with unclean hands (Matt. 15:10-20). Mark 7:19 extends Jesus' teaching so that all foods are clean.' So much for dietary laws! Jesus focused on the intent of the law in the love commands and on the theme of mercy. Still, he claimed that none of the Scripture was set aside (Matt. 5:17-20) and complained that the Jewish authorities substituted human traditions for the commands of God (Matt. 15:3).7 In Luke 24:44-45 the risen Christ claimed that all three sections of the Hebrew Scriptures (Law, Prophets, and Writings) find their fulfillment in him. He then opened the mind of his disciples to understand the Scriptures. Clearly the issue both for the earthly and risen Christ ishou' the Hebrew Scriptures are to be interpreted correctly. The usual reading of the religious authorities was not sufficient.
The same question dominated the life of the early church. When asked whether he understood the text from Isaiah 53, the Ethiopian eunuch replied, "How am I able unless someone should guide me?" Beginning from that text Philip then proclaimed Christ to him (Acts 8:26-35). This account points both to the Christological way in which the early church interpreted the Old Testament and to the need of guidance in understanding.
One crucial issue for the early church was the question how to treat the Old Testament commands on circumcision. At the "Jerusalem Council," surprisingly, explicit Old Testament commands on circumcision were set aside because of Christian experience and other Old Testament texts focusing on the inclusion of the Gentiles (Acts 15). One can well ask how Paul could say, "Circumcision is nothing and uncircumcision is nothing, but keeping the commands of God is what counts" (1Cor.7:19), when circumcision was obviously an Old Testament command. Clearly it was no longer a relevant command for him. Still, the discussions of law in the epistles to the Galatians and to the Romans show how much the debate continued over the right use of the Old Testament. However, even when conclusions were drawn that a command was not binding, they were made from the Old Testament itself and with no thought of nullifying the Word of God.
In the second century a radical solution to the problem of the Old Testament emerged. Marcion of Sinope, influenced by Gnosticism, argued that the whole Old Testament should be rejected, even though he found value in some sections of the Old Testament. Marcion repudiated the God of the Old Testament as the creator of evil and sought to separate Christianity from anything Jewish. Consequently, he accepted as canonical only Paul's epistles (excluding the Pastorals) and the Gospel of Luke. In addition, he expurgated sections of these books that he felt were influenced too much by the Old Testament.8 Unfortunately, there are still those around who are essentially Marcionite in their approach.
Most Christians, thankfully, did not follow Marcion. Instead, they sought to extend the interpretive practices of the New Testament writers and appropriate the Old Testament for Christian purposes in new ways. The Old Testament was combed for passages that could be under stood of Christ and his church. Christians used the Old Testament to teach morality, to explain who Jesus was, and to provide illustrations of Christian thought. Unfortunately, however, usually there was little historical sensitivity or treatment of extended texts. Instead, the Old Testament was viewed as prophecy about Christ, as providing types of Christ, or as holding hidden ideas and symbols that may be spiritually understood through allegory.' Justin Martyr, for example, and numerous others found references to Christ in places most of us could hardly imagine. The stone cut out without hands in Daniel 2:45 was understood as a reference to the virgin birth. Nearly every stick, piece of wood, or tree was understood as pointing to the crucifixion.1°
In the centuries that followed, the Old Testament and New Testament were interpreted along two diverse New Testament paths. The Antiochean School, represented by John Chrysostom and Theodore of Mop- suestia, argued against allegorizing and engaged in fairly straightforward exegesis. Far more influential, but far more unacceptable from a modern viewpoint, was the Alexandrian School represented by Origen and Augustine. This school engaged in allegorical exegesis, by which a spiritual meaning could be assigned to a text, especially if that text were troublesome.'' Allegorizing made it easy to read Christian theology into Old Testament texts. Allegorical exegesis was dominant until the Reformation and is still encountered today as pastors read into texts spiritual meanings that have nothing to do with the original purposes of the authors.
The Protestant reformers turned away from allegorical exegesis to focus on the plain meaning of the text, although Martin Luther on occasion still allegorized. Both Luther and John Calvin were aware of the unity and the differences between the Testaments. Luther stressed the discontinuity between the Testaments because of his distinction between law and gospel. Calvin, on the other hand, focused on continuity between the Testaments and argued for a "third use" of the law.12 By this he argued what Luther was not ready to accept, that the law still has a role in guiding Christian morality. These differences in under standing the Old Testament have characterized the followers of Luther and Calvin to the present day.
How the Old Testament should be viewed in relation to the New Testament is still a matter of debate. In his Two Testaments: One Bible, D. L. Baker presented eight modern solutions to the problem of the relation of the Testaments.13 Some of these solutions, such as that by A. A. Van Ruler, place priority on the Old Testament.14 Some are much more negative in the assessment of the Old Testament, such as the view of Rudolf Bultmann, for whom the Old Testament is the necessary presupposition of the New Testament, but in actuality is only a history of Israel's failure.15 The other solutions all view both Testaments positively, but vary in the degree to which they see the Old Testament as Christological, how they deal with Old Testament history, and how they balance continuity and discontinuity.
The main problem for modern readers in the New Testament use of the Old Testament is the tendency of New Testament writers to use Old Testament texts in ways different from their original intention. A particular expression came into use to provide a solution. Sensus plenior is a Latin term popular among Roman Catholics and also among some evangelicals. It refers to the "fuller sense" God intended for a text beyond the human author's intention. The New Testament writers are viewed as inspired by the Spirit to understand and apply this fuller sense.16 For some this is a solution; for others it is an obfuscation.
The questions that emerge from this historical overview cannot be neglected. Is the Old Testament really revelation for Christians? Can it be appropriated without being violated? To what degree does it tell of Jesus Christ? How do we deal with the discontinuity?
Distribution and Frequency of the Use of the Old Testament in the New Testament
Interesting results derive from an examination of Old Testament quotations and allusions printed in bold print in the United Bible Society's first edition of The Greek New Testament." Three-fourths of the 401 quotations and allusions appear in the Gospels, Acts, Romans, and Hebrews. Of those 401 uses of the Old Testament, 195 have some type of accompanying formula such as "it is written" to inform the reader that a Scripture text is being cited.18 In the remaining uses the only way the reader would know the Old Testament was being cited is by knowing the wording from the Old Testament text.
How and where the Old Testament is used depends on the author's purposes. Whereas Matthew focused on Jesus as the fulfillment of the Old Testament, Paul did not use this language, even though he believed it (Rom. 1:2). Paul's use of the Old Testament is clearly circumstantial. When he discussed the relation of Jews to salvation in Christ in the epistle to the Romans, he quoted the Old Testament fifty-four times. But in several of his letters he makes little or no reference to the Old Testament. Colossians, for example, does not have any explicit reference to the Old Testament. The author of Revelation never quotes the Old Testament, but he uses wording of the Old Testament as much as any other writer. He merely reuses Old Testament language and images to make his point. The more an author attempts to explain the identity of Jesus or address Jews, the more likely the Old Testament will be used. To the degree that the identity of Jesus is assumed or that Gentiles are addressed, there is usually less use of the Old Testament.19 The New Testament books with the most dependence on the Old Testament are Hebrews, Revelation, and 1 Peter.
Methods and Hermeneutical Assumptions
The fascinating aspect of this subject is the way in which Old Testament texts are used. As is clear already, not all New Testament writers use the Old Testament in what we would consider straightforward ways. Straightforward uses do occur, of course. Old Testament texts are used as direct prophecy (Matt. 2:5-6) or as direct logical proof of an argument (Matt. 4:4-5; Rom. 4). New Testament writers adapt the words of the Old Testament for new purposes in easily understood ways. Analogies to the ministry of Jesus are found in Old Testament events (John 3:14). Words of judgment in Hosea 13:14 become words of victory in 1 Corinthians 15:54-55.20 Such uses are easily justified as merely the rhetorical adaptation of familiar language. It is easy to understand the use of an Old Testament text as an illustration (1 Cor. 10:7-8). It is not so easy to understand how a text that was not intended as messianic (Deut. 18:15) becomes understood as messianic (Acts 3:22-23).21 This is not a straightforward use. It is also not easy to see how Hosea 11:1, which refers to the exodus of Israel from Egypt, can be fulfilled by Joseph taking Jesus and Mary to Egypt (Matt. 2:15). Nor is it easy to see how words clearly addressed to Isaiah (6:9-10) are seen as fulfilled in Jesus (John 12:39-41). Such examples of unexpected uses of the Old Testament could be multiplied easily.
The key to understanding the New Testament writers' use of the Old Testament is in understanding the presuppositions and exegetical methods by which they operated. Most of this necessary framework can be gleaned from the New Testament itself, but the discovery of the Qumran Scrolls has provided helpful insight and parallels to the practices of the New Testament writers.
The first presupposition about which we need to know is corporate solidarity.22 This expression refers to the oscillation or reciprocal relation between the individual and the community that existed in the Semitic mind. The act of the individual is not merely an individual act, for it affects the community and vice versa. The individual is often representative of the community and vice versa. Achan sinned and the nation suffered (Josh.7). An individual speaks in Psalm 118: 10, but almost certainly he is representative of the nation. The "servant" is a collective term for the nation (Isa. 44: 1), but it also refers to the remnant (Isa. 49:5) and probably also to an individual. Corporate solidarity should not be viewed as strange, for it is the basis for Paul's understanding of the atonement: "One died for all; therefore, all died" (2Cor.5:14).
The representative character of Jesus' ministry, which is closely related to corporate solidarity, is one of the most important keys in understanding him and the way Old Testament texts are applied to him. The christological titles "Servant," "Son of man," and "Son of God" were all representative titles that were applied to Israel first. Jesus took on these titles because he had taken Israel's task.23 He was representative of Israel and in solidarity with her. God's purposes for Israel were now taken up in his ministry. If this were true, what had been used to describe Israel could legitimately be used of him.
The second presupposition is correspondence in history, which is sometimes referred to as "typology."24 Correspondence in history is ac tually a conviction about God and the way he works. The presupposition is that the way God worked in the past is mirrored in the way he works in the present and future. There is a correspondence between what happened to God's people in the past and what happens now or in the future. Climactic events in Israel's history become the paradigms by which new events are explained. For example, the exodus was the climactic event by which God saved his people. Later writers use exodus terminology to describe God's saving his people from Assyria (Isa.11:6) or salvation generally. The suffering of a righteous person (Ps.22) finds correspondence in the crucifixion of Jesus (Matt. 22:39-46)25
The important point about correspondence in history is that the text is not used up by a single event. Isaiah 40:3 was understood as a classic expression of God's salvation from Babylon. Malachi 3:1 reused the language to express the promise of future salvation. The New Testament writers saw John the Baptist as the one in whom this verse finds its climax.26 He was the voice crying in the wilderness to prepare the way before the Lord for ultimate salvation (Luke 3:4-6). Still, Luke 9:52 can adapt the words of Isaiah 40:3 to the disciples who prepare the way for Jesus as he goes to Jerusalem.27 Those same words from Isaiah can even be applied to others who prepare the way.28 Often words that find their climax in Jesus find further correspondence in his followers. If Jesus is the fulfillment of Isaiah 49:6 as the light to the Gentiles (Luke 2:32), the words can still be applied to Paul (Acts 13:47). If Jesus is a living stone, partly on the basis of Isaiah 28:16 and Psalm 118:22, his followers are living stones (1Pet. 2:4-5). If he is the anointed One, they too are anointed (2Cor. 1:21). If 2 Samuel 7:14 can be interpreted of Jesus in Hebrews 1:5, it can also be applied to Christians in 2 Corinthians 6:18. We have not interpreted a text appropriately until we have determined how it corresponds or does not correspond with our present situation.
A third presupposition of the early church is that they lived in the days of eschatological fulfillment.29 They believed that the end time had dawned upon them (1 Cor. 10:1 1). This presupposition has a near parallel in the beliefs of the people of the Qumran community. They and many other Jews had an eschatological focus in their reading of the Hebrew Scriptures. Whereas for some Jews the end time belonged to an unknown future, the people at Qumran believed they were an end-time community from whose gates God would break out very soon in victorious conquest over his enemies. The early Christians viewed themselves as an end-time community as well, but there are major differences. For Christians, the end time was not just soon to appear. It had already appeared in the ministry of Jesus and especially in his resurrection and the pouring out of the Spirit. They could look at these events and know that God's kingdom had broken into their midst, even though its full realization was yet to come.
The fourth presupposition is actually inherent in the third, but needs to be made explicit. The early church, like most of Judaism, assumed that the Scriptures were christological. Texts that may have been general statements about the nation, prophets, priests, or kings were often idealized in anticipation of God's end-time deliverer who would fill the categories as no one else had. David had been the king par excellence, but one day there would be a king like him, only better." The early church applied such texts to Jesus because of their conviction about his identity. The conviction about his identity did not derive from the Old Testament. They did not find texts and then find Jesus. They found Jesus and then saw how the Scriptures fit with him. They were notprov- ing his identity in the technical sense so much as they were demonstrat ing how the Scriptures fit with him. Often they were merely following his lead in pointing to texts that summarized his ministry32
Before examples of how these presuppositions are evidenced in specific New Testament quotations of Old Testament texts, another point needs to be made. Too often people look only at Old Testament texts and New Testament quotations without asking what those Old Testament texts had become in the history of Judaism. Specifically because of christological or eschatological concerns, texts had a "life" in Judaism that led to their being understood in specific ways. These traditional interpretations have influenced the way Jesus and the early church adapted texts. Many times they are only picking up or adapting common understandings so as to make their point. They were only entering into the conversation of their hearers. The Dead Sea Scrolls have been particularly helpful in showing how texts were understood in the time of Jesus.
The application of Isaiah 6:9-10 to the ministry of Jesus is another example of correspondence in history. This Old Testament text was spoken specifically to Isaiah about the hardness of heart of his hearers. Other Old Testament prophets picked up the language of Isaiah 6:9-10 so that these words became the classic expression of hardness of heart (cf.Jer.5:21; Ezek. 12:2). In the synoptic Gospels the words are applied to Jesus' ministry as evidence of the hardness of heart of Jews in not responding to his teaching in parables (Matt. 13:14-15/Mark 4:12/Luke 8:10). They are applied in a similar way in John 12:39-40 as a summary statement marking the rejection of Jesus by the Jews. Interestingly, these words are also addressed to the disciples in Mark 8:18 to ask whether they have hardened hearts. Isaiah 6:9-10 finds further correspondence as a description of the rejection of the Jews in Paul's ministry (Acts 28:26-27).34
Such examples suggest that the statement "Jesus is the fulfillment of the Scriptures" might be more adequately expressed as "Jesus is the climax of the Scriptures." His identity and ministry are mirrored there in unique ways, but "fulfillment" suggests a singularity and a focus on predictive prophecy that does justice only to some texts. Many Old Testament texts had other initial referents and also found later referents after Jesus. They find their coherence and true brilliance in him. This suggestion is not an effort to diminish the importance of predictive prophecy. It is merely a recognition that other uses of the Old Testament are common in the New Testament.
The use of Deuteronomy 18:15-19 is a good example of a text that had a life in Judaism. This text was not messianic originally, but the promise of a prophet like Moses became idealized (possibly because of Deut. 34:10) so that hope emerged for an eschatological prophet. In both the Samaritan Pentateuch and in 40 Testimonia of the Dead Sea Scrolls, Deuteronomy 18:18 is understood messianically. This expectation of an eschatological prophet is obvious in John 1:21, where John the Baptist is asked whether he is the prophet, and in 6:14, where people exclaim that Jesus is "truly the prophet, the one coming into the world." In Acts 3:22 Peter uses this expectation to define the identity of Jesus for his hearers.35 Such usage arises from a context where certain assumptions were held about a text and where those assumptions become the tools to describe something else.
Pesher and Midrash
In addition to the Jewish presuppositions we have mentioned, an interpreter of the New Testament's use of the Old Testament needs to be aware of other Jewish methods of treating the Scriptures. One method of appropriating Scripture for some Jews, particularly Jews from Qumran, was pesher. This practice does not seek to explain a text so much as it seeks to show where a text fits. The word pesher derives from an Aramaic root meaning "solution." The presupposition is that the text contains a mystery communicated by God that is not understood until the solution is made known by an inspired interpreter. With pesher, the starting point for understanding is not the Old Testament text, but a historical event or person. By viewing a text in the framework of an event, a pesher interpretation provides a solution to the mystery involved in understanding. In effect, pesher says "This [event or person] is that [of which the Scripture speaks]."36 For example, the Qumran Pesher on Habakkuk understands the judgment spoken against Babylon (Hab. 2:7-8) to refer to a wicked priest in Jerusalem who caused trouble for the Qumran community (1QpH8:13-14).
Pesher also occurs in the New Testament. The most obvious example is Acts 2:17.37 The event of the pouring out of the Spirit provided a framework for understanding Joel 2:28-29. The event is seen as an actualization of the text.
The more common method of interpreting Scripture among Jews, however, was midrash. Midrash derives from a Hebrew word meaning "to seek" and refers to interpretive exposition. The starting point is the text itself, and the concern is to provide practical instruction so that people may understand God's Word and live accordingly. If pesher says "This is that," midrash says "That [Scripture] has relevance to this [aspect of life]." In the earlier rabbinic material, midrashic interpretation is fairly straightforward, but later rabbinic practices often focused more on individual words and even letters. The result is a "creative" exegesis in which the original concern of the text is often lost.3S Even where the midrashic interpretation is fairly straightforward, the focus with midrash is on the application of the text rather than with understanding the text itself. Midrash is not usually a commentary on the text.
Still, midrash is not arbitrary application of the text. There are rules to guide an interpreter that legitimated an interpretation. The early rabbinic practices were guided by seven rules of exposition, which later were expanded until eventually there were thirty-two.39 The seven rules are fairly logical and may have derived from Hellenistic rhetoric40 Such procedures have frequently been adopted by expositors of texts. These seven rules merit repetition and consideration, for at least some of them are observable in the New Testament.1
Qal wahomer-"light and heavy," meaning what applies in a less important case applies also in a more important case and vice versa.
Gezerah shawa-"an equivalent regulation," meaning where the same words are applied in two separate cases the same considerations apply.
Binyan ab mikathub 'ehad-"constructing a family from one passage," meaning that where texts are similar a principle derived from one of them applies to the others.
Binyan ab mishene kethubim-"constructing a family from two texts," meaning that where texts are similar a principle derived from two texts can be applied to the others.
Kelal uferat-"general and particular," meaning that a general rule may be applied to a particular situation and vice versa.
Kayotse bo bemaqom 'aher-"something similar in another passage," meaning that a text may be interpreted by comparison with a similar text.
Dabar halamed me `inyano-"explanation from the context.
Such midrashic techniques are observable in the New Testament. When Jesus argued that if God cared for the birds, surely he cared much more for humans (Matt. 6:26), he was arguing in good rabbinic fashion from the less important case to the more important. Similarly, when Jesus justified his disciples' eating grain on the Sabbath by pointing to the eating of the showbread by David and his men, he was arguing on the basis of an equivalent regulation (or possibly also from a less important case to a more important).42 When Paul quoted several Old Testament texts with common key words, as he does in Galatians 3:8-1443 he was following the midrashic technique of bringing texts together to provide explanation. Such grouping of texts as a method of argumentation occurs often.44
Testimonia
One further Jewish practice that must be noted is the use of testimonia. If one analyzes the use of Old Testament passages in the New Testament, very quickly one sees that certain Old Testament passages are quoted by several New Testament writers. In addition, sometimes the New Testament writers agree in using combinations of texts, and sometimes they even agree in wording that does not agree with the Septuagint or other known texts. The best example of these interesting phenomena is the agreement between 1 Peter 2 and Romans 9. First Peter 2:6-10 uses Isaiah 28:16; Psalm 118:22, Isaiah 8:14; parts of several other texts and Hosea 2:23. Romans 9:25-33 uses Hosea 2:23, other texts from Isaiah, and then a conflation of Isaiah 28:16 and 8:14 in the same non-Septuagintal form that 1 Peter has.45 Should we account for such instances by arguing that one writer copied from the other?46 Furthermore, there are a few places where Old Testament texts seem to have been joined in unexpected ways. For example, Mark 1:2-3 attributes to Isaiah words that ap- pear to be a combination of Exodus 23:20, Malachi 3:1, and Isaiah 4740:3.
An attractive explanation of these phenomena is the argument that early Christians used testimonia. That is, they used collections of Old Testament texts that had been grouped thematically for apologetic, liturgical, and catechetical purposes. While it would be easy to overstate the case for testimonia,48 their existence and use seem to be beyond doubt. Pre-Christian Jewish testimonia have been found at Qumran.49 Evidence of the continued use and growth of testimonia in the patristic period also is without question.50 For the New Testament itself, the ar gument that one author copied from the other is often far too simplistic to account for the data.51 Rather, there were collections of Old Testament texts that were useful to the church in a variety of ways. Such collections would have circulated in both written and oral forms and would have offered practical resources for both itinerant preachers and gentile congregations.
The stone testimonia, then, would have been a pre-Christian Jewish collection that was adopted by Christians. The frequent use of Psalm 8 and Psalm 110 in combination reflects christological testimonia brought together by the church.52 The most common uses of testimonia were christological and apologetic, but catecherical and liturgical uses are present as well. Romans 3:10-18 possibly is a grouping of testimonia on sin.53 Romans 15:9-12 may reflect testimonia thematically arranged around the subject of the Gentiles.
Testimonia provide a window into the way the early church did its theology and ministry. They also provide insight into Old Testament quotations that are otherwise anomalies. Therefore, when an Old Testament quotation occurs, one must inquire about its use and textual form elsewhere in the New Testament and, if possible, in Judaism and the patristic period as well.
Example One-An Important Allusion John 1:14-18
John 1:14-18 is a marvelously rich theological text on almost any reading, but a reading that does justice to the Old Testament background increases the significance of this text considerably. There is no Old Testament quotation in these verses, but there is an important allusion. Without an awareness of the Old Testament background on which the author frames his material, not only will much of the theological significance of this passage be lost, but one will not know why the author has chosen these words. There often is argument about whether a New Testament writer is alluding to an Old Testament text,54 but there is such a constellation of words drawn from Exodus 33:17-34:6 that there can be no doubt that John 1:14-18 is based on this passage.55
Exodus 33:17-18 is about Moses seeking a revelation of God's glory. Moses was told that neither he nor any other human could see God and live. He was allowed to see all God's goodness pass before him and, as it were, also to see the "back" of God. In this context Moses received the two tables of the law and was told that God is, among other things, full of lovingkindness and truth (hesed ve`emet). More than any text, this Old Testament passage defined who God was for Israel, and this event was viewed by Jews as the supreme revelation of God.
In John 1:14 the author claims to have seen the glory of the Word (logos), who was full of grace and truth. "Glory" is frequently to be understood as that which makes God visible.56 Although "grace" (charis) is not often used to render the Hebrew word for lovingkindness (hesed), clearly the intention in John 1:14 is to say that in the logos made flesh, we encounter a revelation of God. He is the unique one from the Father in whom we encounter the very character of the Father, grace and truth.
Similarly in John 1:17, the intention of the author is clear with an awareness of the background in Exodus. The law, a valid revelation, was given through Moses. The true revelation of the Father, however, was given through Jesus Christ. There is a contrast with the revelation of Moses, but there is not a rejection of that revelation. In effect, this verse says, "Revelation did take place through Moses, but the supreme revelation of God is to be found in Jesus Christ."
John 1:18 expresses the whole of Johannine theology in a nutshell. The assertion that no human can see God and live is drawn from Exodus 33:20 and is an important theme throughout the Gospel.57 No one, not even Moses, has ever seen God, but the unique God,58 the one in the bosom of the Father, has revealed him. To see him is to see the Father (John 14:9).
Example Two-An Important Quotation Luke 4:18-19
Like John, the other Gospel writers use Old Testament quotations early in their writing to establish the identity of Jesus. The reader knows who Jesus is right from the start in every Gospel. In addition, Luke 4:18-19 established the character of Jesus' ministry through the quotation of Isaiah 61:1-2. This Old Testament text was the focus of Jesus' preaching in Nazareth.59 Luke has placed this incident first in his account of Jesus' ministry to provide a programmatic description of Jesus' task. The importance of Isaiah 61:1-2 for Luke is obvious. He has moved this narrative to the beginning of his account of Jesus' ministry, whereas Matthew and Mark had it much later. Also, many of the main themes of Lukan theology are evidenced in this quotation (the Spirit, proclamation of the good news, the aphesis-which is both release and forgiveness, the poor and oppressed, and eschatology).
The words of Isaiah 61 are obviously important, but this text is another example of an Old Testament passage with a life in Judaism. The ideas associated with this text would have made it even more significant for Jesus and his hearers. Isaiah 61, with its focus on the "acceptable year of the Lord," would have alluded both to the "Year of Jubilee" described in Leviticus 25 and to God's end-time salvation.0 The interpretation of Isaiah 61 in 11Q Melchizedek with reference to the "end of days" is clear proof of the eschatological association this text had. When people heard Isaiah 61, they understood it as a classic text describing end-time salvation. In effect, Jesus proclaimed to his hearers that God's end-time salvation had been fulfilled in their hearing. Their surprise is understandable.61
Guidelines
We have looked at a few examples of the significance of the Old Testament quotations in the New Testament. Other examples could be multiplied easily. Given that the use of the Old Testament in the New Testament is one of the most important issues in understanding the New Testament, certain guidelines will be helpful for studying those quotations.
1) Determine the original intention of the Old Testament passage. Close attention must be given to the context and to the theology at work in the Old Testament text.
2) Analyze the form of the text. To the degree that one is able, comparison should be made between the New Testament quotation and Old Testament text and various witnesses to it. Is the New Testament reference a precise quotation, a quotation from memory, a paraphrase, or an allusion? Does the New Testament agree with the Masoretic text or the Septuagint or some other witness such as a targum? Are any insights to be gained from the form of the quotation? Even when one cannot make an independent comparison of other forms of the text, good commentaries will provide summaries of such comparisons.
3) Determine, if possible, how the Old Testament text was understood and used in Judaism. Again, where personal investigation is not practical, good commentaries will provide such information.
4) Determine the hermeneutical or exegetical assumptions that enabled the use of the Old Testament text. Is the use straightforward from our standpoint, or is there an assumption such as corporate solidarity or correspondence in history that makes the usage possible? Have any rabbinic techniques or wordplays made the Old Testament text attractive?
5) Analyze the way the New Testament writer uses the Old Testament text. Is the text being used as divine proof of the validity of his statement? Are words from the Old Testament used to enlighten, but with no thought of providing validation (as John 1:14-18)? Are the words adapted and used for rhetorical effect in the writer's own argument (as in I Pet. 1:3)? Is the New Testament writer only using an analogy based on an Old Testament text (John 3:14)?
6) Determine the theological significance and relevance of the use of the Old Testament text. For example, the christological importance of the adaptation of Isaiah 8:12-13 to Christ in 1 Peter 3:14-15 is enormous. An Old Testament text that was explicitly about "Yahweh of hosts" has been applied to Christ without hesitation or any sense of need for explanation. That Paul could interpret Isaiah 49:8 eschatologically of his own ministry (2 Cor. 6:2) is important in understanding both him and our own ministries.
7) Note which Old Testament texts are used in the New Testament and which are not.62 Most of the New Testament refer ences to the Old Testament come from parts of the Pentateuch, the Psalms, and a few of the prophets, especially Isaiah. Clearly all the Hebrew Scriptures were considered the Word of God, but what theological conclusions should be drawn with regard to texts that were set aside (as the food laws) or ignored? On what ground did Jesus and the New Testament writers find the essence of their gospel in certain texts, especially those that focused on God's promises, love, and mercy rather than those that focused on separation and the exclusiveness of Israel?
Beyond these guidelines, a further question must be mentioned. In view of the fact that the New Testament writers use Old Testament passages in ways that we find surprising, should we interpret the Old Testament the same way they did? In other words, can we use their technique to find Christian significance in Old Testament texts, or were they operating from a revelatory stance in ways that we cannot?63 This question is crucial, for the abuse of the Old Testament message is all too common in Christian history. Clearly the proximity of the apostles to the ministry, death, and resurrection of Jesus places them in a unique category. Also, the eschatological significance of Jesus' ministry and his identity have been marked out in ways that, even though they may be enhanced, do not need improvement. We should not expect to see new instances of verses applied to Jesus on the basis of corporate solidarity or eschatological or messianic presuppositions.
With great fear of possible abuse, however, I would not want to argue that the apostles could be creative because of their context, but that we are confined to more mundane methods. In terms of approaching the text, whether Old Testament or New Testament, we must be guided by the author's intention. We do also, however, read the Scriptures in light of the person and work of Christ. We must resist superimposing Christian theology on Old Testament texts and should feel no compulsion to give every Old Testament text, or even most of them, a christological conclusion. But we will have failed if we do not ask how Old Testament texts function in the whole context of Scripture. Without allegorizing the Old Testament, we must seek to understand God's overall purpose with his people. I am not impressed with the concept of sensus plenior, but neither am I willing to isolate texts from God's overall purpose.
Specifically, I have become convinced that the concept of correspondence in history is particularly valuable in interpretation. We have not completed the interpretive task until we have determined how a text does or does not correspond with Jesus' ministry or the ministry of the church.64 The writers of the New Testament seem to have looked for patterns of God's working in the Hebrew Scriptures, in the life of Jesus, and in their own experience. Our reading of the Scriptures should do no less. Noting such patterns is a far cry from the abusive interpretation of allegorizing.
The New Testament writers were immersed in their Scriptures. The Scriptures were the frame of reference for their theology and provided many of the tools for their thinking. The same should be true of us.
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The Single Intent of Scripture
Walter C. Kaiser, Jr.
From Walter C. Kaiser, Jr., "The Single Intent of Scripture," in Evangelical Roots: A Tribute to Wilbur Smith, ed. K. S. Kantzer (Nashville: Nelson, 1978), 123-41. Reprinted by permission.
Even before T. S. Eliot, Ezra Pound, and their associates began to argue on literary grounds that the meaning of a biblical text was independent of an author's verbal meanings, evangelical exegetical practice had likewise begun to slip into an easygoing subjectivism. Words, events, persons, places, and things in Scripture were allowed to signify all they could be made to signify apart from any authorial controls of those prophets and apostles who claimed to have stood in the divine council and received this intelligible revelation.
Almost as if to prepare for the banishment of the author in later theories of literary criticism, evangelicals began to excuse their multiple interpretations of a single text as logical outgrowths of the fact that 1) Scripture had two authors (God and the human writer); 2) prophecy had at least two meanings (the prophet's understanding and God's surprise meaning in the distant fulfillment); and 3) interpreters are divided into two groups: the natural man who fails to "receive the things of God" (1 Cor. 2:14) and the spiritual man who understands the deep things of God.
But such views were so antithetical to the actual statements and claims of Scripture that if any or all of them were consistently pressed, they would lead to outright departure from the concept of an intelligible revelation from God. Bishop Ryle likewise commented:
While few would directly challenge the general legitimacy of Ryle's principles, many would conveniently escape its full application to personal Bible study and the practical needs of the professional ministry. For this group of unconvinced evangelical exegetes, there are parts of the Bible that are given in terms unintelligible to the sacred writers themselves and, as a consequence, to their original listeners. Accordingly, on this line of reasoning, there must be parts of the Bible incapable of being interpreted by the ordinary aids and procedures of exegesis. These texts then become the exceptions that prove the rule that, by and large, biblical exegesis is to be placed outside the pale of the ordinary conventions of literary interpretation. Therefore, before any progress can be made in the area of general hermeneutics or any practical applications can be implemented in preaching and teaching, an examination must be made of a representative number of texts that point to the biblical writers' alleged ignorance, passivity, or mundane apprehension of the messages they were receiving and delivering to Israel and the church.
Alleged Proof Texts for "Double Meaning"
1 Peter 1:10-12
No text has appeared more frequently in the argument against the single meaning of the text as found in the author's verbal meanings than 1 Peter 1:10-12. I have treated this text at some length already,2 but it must be included here because of its central place in the debate.
Of which salvation the prophets have enquired and searched diligently, who prophesied of the grace that should come unto you:
Searching what, or what manner of time the Spirit of Christ which was in them did signify, when it testified beforehand the sufferings of Christ, and the glory that should follow.
Unto whom it was revealed, that not unto themselves, but unto us they did minister the things, which are now reported unto you by them that have preached the gospel unto you with the Holy Ghost sent down from heaven; which things the angels desire to look into.
Does this text teach that the writers of Scripture "wrote better than they knew"? Indeed it does not. On the contrary, it decisively affirms that the prophets spoke knowingly on five rather precise topics: 1) the Messiah, 2) his sufferings, 3) his glory, 4) the sequence of events (for example, suffering was followed by the Messiah's glorification),and5) that the salvation announced in those pre-Christian days was not limited to the prophets' audiences, but it also included the readers of Peter's day (v. 12).
What they "enquired and searched diligently for" without any success was the time when these things would take place. The Greek phrase that gives the object of their searching was "what" [time] or "what manner of time" [eis tina e poion kairon] this salvation would be accomplished. In no case can the first interrogative "what" [tina] be translated as the RSV, NASB, the Berkeley, the Amplified, and the NEB footnote have it-"what person." Greek grammarians such as A.T. Robertson;3 Blass, DeBrunner, and Funk;' the lexicon by Baur, Arndt, and Gingrich;5 and Moulton, along with such important commentaries as Charles Briggs and Edward G. Selwyn,6 are all emphatic on the point: tina and poion are "a tautology for emphasis"7 and both modify the word "time."
This passage does not teach that these men were curious and often ignorant of the exact meaning of what they wrote and predicted. Theirs was not a search for the meaning of what they wrote; it was an inquiry into the temporal aspects of the subject, which went beyond what they wrote. Let it be noted then that the subject is invariably larger than the verbal meaning communicated on any subject; nevertheless, one can know adequately and truly even if he does not know comprehensively and totally all the parts of a subject.
Daniel 12:6-8
And one said to the man clothed in linen, which was upon the waters of the river, How long shall it be to the end of these wonders?
And I heard the man clothed in linen, which was upon the waters of the river, when he held up his right hand and his left hand unto heaven, and sware by him that liveth for ever that it shall be for a time, times, and an half; and when he shall have accomplished to scatter the power of the holy people, all these things shall be finished.
And I heard, but I understood not: then said I, 0 my Lord, what shall be the end of these things?
Attention usually moves from 2 Peter 1:10-12 to this statement of Daniel. "I heard, but I understood not." But again, what was it that Daniel did not understand? Was it the words he was speaking? Not at all; the words he did not understand were those of the angel, not his own! Furthermore, the fact that these words of the angel were to be "closed up and sealed until the time of the end" was no more a sign that these events were to remain unexplained until the end time than was the equivalent expression used in Isaiah 8:16, "Bind up the testimony, seal the law." There, as here, the "sealing" of the testimonies was a reference primarily to the certainty of the predicted events.
Moreover, Daniel's question in verse 8 involved the temporal aspect and consequences of the angel's prophecy: "What shall be the end of these things?" One of the angels had asked in verse 6, "How long shall it be to the end of these wonders?" But Daniel asked a different question: "What" would be the state of affairs at the close of "the time, times, and an half?" Concerning this question he was given no further revelation. Therefore the "sealing up" of the prophecy only indicated its certainty, not its hiddenness.
Let it be admitted, however, that whenever the prophet received his revelation in a vision (for example, Dan. 8 or Zech. 1-6), the objects presented to his mind's eye were usually a preparation for the verbal prediction that accompanied that vision. Thus, in those cases the interpreting angel did not refuse to clarify the prophecy. So clear was Daniel's understanding of the meaning of his prophecy and so dramatic was its effect on him that he "was overcome and lay sick for some days" (Dan. 8:27 Rsv).
To say that we now understand the predictions of the apostles and prophets better than they did contributes nothing to the present debate about authorial controls over meanings. Certainly a man who visits a country can understand the description of a place better than one who never personally saw it. But this is to confuse fullness of consequences or fullness of a total subject with the validity, truthfulness, and accu racy of contributions to that subject. And should this lead to the argument that God is the real Author of Scripture, it would still make no important difference. God did not make the writers omniscient. Rather, he imparted just as much as they needed to make their message effective for that moment in history and for the future contribution to the whole progress of revelation.8
John 11:49-52
And one of them, named Caiaphas, being the high priest that same year, said unto them, Ye know nothing at all,
Nor consider that it is expedient for us, that one man should die for the people, and that the whole nation perish not.
And this spake he not of himself: but being high priest that year, he prophesied that Jesus should die for that nation;
And not for that nation only, but that also he should gather together in one the children of God that were scattered abroad.
Relentlessly the argument is pressed into the New Testament. There it is hoped that Caiaphas could be a witness for the double-author theory of hermeneutics.
Caiaphas pronounced an accurate judgment on his colleagues, "You know nothing at all" (John 11:49). But as Rudolf Stier asked, "What better, then, [did Caiaphas] know?"9 His suggestion was one of political expediency: it is better to let one man be a sacrificial lamb to save the Jewish cause than to have everyone implicated, with Rome's wrath falling on the whole body politic.
John's comment on Caiaphas's speech was: "And this spake he not of himself: but being high priest that year, he prophesied...."
Now, several things must be observed:
1) These words are not to be classed along with later rabbinic alleged examples of unintentional prophecy, as cited by Strack and Billerbeck on John 11:51 and 2 Peter 1:20-21 (11.546). Nor is this proof that the earlier prophets belonged to such a category as Rabbi Eleazar (ca. A.D. 270), who argued, "No prophets have known what they prophesied. Only Moses and Elijah knew." Indeed, according to the same line of logic, even "Sam uel, the master of the prophets, did not know what he prophe- sied."10 Thus it is argued that Caiaphas illustrates the same process. But Caiaphas said what he wanted to say and mean. There was no compulsion or constraint here any more than there was in the superscription Pilate put over Jesus' cross. Rather, in these words John immediately saw there was "a grand irony of a most special Providence"" in the case of both Pilate and Caiaphas.'2
2) The truth-intention of Caiaphas (v. 50) is to be sharply contrasted with the significance (v. 51) John found in these words, especially since Caiaphas was high priest when he uttered his cynical estimate of the situation. For John there was a strong contrast (note John's word, "on the contrary" [alla]) between what Caiaphas said and meant and what John under the inspiration of the Spirit of God disclosed by using many of the same words.
3) With that John corrected Caiaphas's provincial statement with its ethnocentricities and turned it into a comprehensive statement of the universal implications of Jesus' death (v.52). Whereas Caiaphas had used the expression, "on behalf of the people" (v.50), John corrected those words of cynical political expediency and expanded them to match the value of Jesus' death; it was now, "on behalf of the nation" (v.51) and on behalf of the "children of God scattered abroad" (v.52). Caiaphas had said that the nation was going to perish-therefore Jesus must die. John said that the people and nation were perishingtherefore Jesus must die to unite all the children of God, including the nation, into the true "people" of God as Jesus had proclaimed in John 10:15-16 and as Paul would later describe in Ephesians 2:14.
4) John's evaluation of Caiaphas's speech was that "he did not speak on his own authority, but being high priest that year, he prophesied." The expression "on his own authority" is unique to John and occurs in six passages (John 5:19; 7:18; 11:51; 15:4; 16:13; 18:34). In three of the instances, it clearly means to say something on one's own authority: "The Son can do nothing on his own authority" (5:19), "a person who speaks on his own au thority" (7:18), and "The Spirit ... will not speak on his own authority" (16:13). If this meaning is also correct for John 11:51- and we believe it is-then John's point was not the method in which Caiaphas spoke (unconscious or involuntary prediction), but that since he was in the office of high priest when he gave this somewhat bitter proverb, it had the significance of an official prediction.13 One cannot miss the repeated emphasis of verses 49 and 51, "He being high priest that year."
5) When verse 51 comments that he (Caiaphas) was prophesying that [hoti] Jesus was about to die, John is not giving us the contents of Caiaphas's prophecy, but only that the significance of this otherwise witty speech could be found in reference to the fact that Jesus was about to die. In Caiaphas we do not have the words of a true prophet coming with authority from God. Instead we see an erring high priest giving wicked counsel. However, God was pleased to turn this advice back on the speaker as a most appropriate explication of the very principle he was intent on denying.
Thus we conclude that if Caiaphas had prophesied in the ordinary sense of the word, there would have been no need for any immediate corrections on John's part. But when an official like himself or Pilate gave a verdict that could take on a proverbial status and significance which accorded with the plan of God, only the God of providence could be praised, for now the wrath of men had been turned into the glory of God. But such examples could not be used to support a double-author view of normative revelation. Even if every part of our previous argument failed, it still remains true that Caiaphas never belonged to the class of the apostles and prophets who received revelation.
2 Peter 1:19-21
We have also a more sure word of prophecy: whereunto ye do well that ye take heed, as unto a light that shineth in a dark place, until the day dawn, and the day star arise in your hearts:
Knowing this first, that no prophecy of the scripture is of any private interpretation.
For the prophecy came not in old time by the will of man: but holy men of God spake as they were moved by the Holy Ghost.
Scholars of the standing and stature of E. W. Hengstenberg have appealed to 2 Peter 1:19-21 to show that the prophets did not always understand nor could they always interpret their own words. But Peter makes the opposite point. Christians, he argues, "have not followed cleverly devised fables" (v. 16), for not only was Peter among those eyewitnesses who saw Jesus' glory on the Mount of Transfiguration (2 Pet. 1:16-18), but "we have the stronger or more secure prophetic word" found in the Old Testament prophecies (v. 19a). If readers would attentively contemplate what was said in these Old Testament prophecies, they would find the day dawning and the day star rising in their own minds; they would become instructed, illuminated, and satisfied by means of the light shed from these prophecies (v. 19b).
These Old Testament Scriptures were not a matter of one's own "loosing" (epiluseos, v. 20), "because prophecy came not in old time by the will of man, but holy men of God spoke as they were moved by the Holy Spirit" (v. 21).
To make the word epiluseos mean in this context an "explanation" or "interpretation," as some do, would be to argue that no prophet can interpret his own message-hence he had to write better than he knew. So argued Hengstenberg.
However, the claim is too bold for the following reasons:
1) The substantive epilusis in classical usage is a "freeing, loosing" or "destroying"; in other words, it is an unleashing from life. The only example of this form in the New Testament is 2 Peter 1:20; the Septuagint exhibits no instances of its usage either. However, the verbal form in its original meaning would appear to be "to set at liberty, to let go, to loose," while secondarily it came to mean "to explain, unfold, or interpret," as in Mark 4:34.
2) Even if that secondary meaning were intended by Peter here, it would claim too much. Can it be said that all prophetic writings were closed to their writers?
3) Peter's readers are urged to give heed to the Old Testament prophecies, "as unto a light that shineth in a dark place" because the Spirit of God has revealed through these prophets what is certain, plain, and intelligible. The light offered in the text came not from the ability of men, but from the "Father of lights" above. Had Peter's logic been, "Give heed to the light shining in a dark place since no prophet understood or could even explain what he said, but wrote as he was carried along by the Holy Spirit," then the light would have been darkness and how could any, including the prophet, give heed to that enigmatic word? No, since the prophets were enlightened, instructed, and carried along by the Holy Spirit, they too were thus enabled to understand what they wrote. Otherwise we must ask for a second miracle-the inspiration of the interpreter.
John 14:25, 26; 15:26, 27; 16:12-15
Some, of course, will not shrink from following this last suggestion to its ultimate end. After all, they say, did not the Spirit promise to "teach us all things" (John 14:26) and then take what was his and declare it to us (John 16:15)?
But as any serious New Testament student will immediately recognize, the "you" intended in these passages was not the body of believers at large but the future writers of the New Testament. This is clear from its larger contextual setting (the "upper room discourse") and from the immediate contextual notations such as:
John 14:26 "... he will teach you all things, and bring to your remembrance all that I have said to you when I was with you" (RSV).
John 15:27 "You also are witnesses, because you have been with me from the beginning [of my earthly ministry]" (RSV).
John 16:12-13 "I have yet many things to say to you, but you cannot bear them now [while I am still on earth with you men]. When the Spit-it of truth comes, we will guide you into all the truth ..." (RSV).
Therefore, believers must refrain from using these texts as proofs of their own inspired interpretations as against those meanings derived through the hard labor of exegesis. Almost every cult or aberration from historical Christian doctrine has appealed at one time or another to these three texts as their grounds for adding to the inscripturated Word of God, but all have failed to meet the demands of the text. They have never personally walked with the Lord while he was on earth. They have never heard from his lips his instruction, and they were not witnesses from the start of his three-year ministry. But the apostles were! Therefore, that special band of men could record the life, words, and works of Christ in the Gospels with the Spirit's aid of recollection (John 14:26); teach doctrine ("what is mine"-John 16:14-15); and predict the future (John 16:12). They were eyewitnesses of what had happened to the Christ (John 15:26-27).
If believers complain that this principle, if applied consistently, could signal the ruin of the Great Commission (Matt. 28:18-20) for contemporary believers, let it be noted that this was the precise problem William Carey faced when he launched the modern impetus for missions. Believers resisted the appeal to "go and make disciples" by arguing that that command was delivered to the disciples alone. But Carey answered wisely that the principle was extended to all, for that same text also said: "And lo, I am with you always even to the end of the age"! Hence the divine intention would admit no such easy excuses as the one Carey's generation offered at first. Such is also the solution to our texts; where the extension is made, it must be observed.
2 Corinthians 3:6; Romans 2:29; Romans 7:6
As a final line of defense, some will appeal to the contrast between the dead exegesis of the "letter" of Scripture (according to them, the author's verbal meanings) versus the freedom of viewing the text under the fresh and immediate aid of the "Spirit."14 But this stems from a false dichotomy that pretends to use the method it assails in order to substantiate the validity of its practice, only to depart from it once it is aloft. However, it is wrongheaded on both counts.
2 Cor. 3:6 "... the letter kills, but the spirit gives life" (NASB).
Rom. 2:29 "But he is a Jew, which is one inwardly; and circumcision is that of the heart, in the spirit, and not in the letter ..."
Rom. 7:6 ". . . we serve in newness of the Spirit and not in oldness of the letter" (NASB).
The Pauline word for "letter" in these verses is gramma, not graphe. Paul assails outward, fleshly, uncommitted "letterism"-a perfunctory external observance of the law which has no antecedent commitment of the life by faith to the God who has given the law. Such ceremonialism was a "serving in the oldness of the letter." But the graphe was sacred to Paul: it was the very Word of God.
Paul's complaint is not about the inadequacy of what was written or about what the words of the text meant grammatically and syntactically as used by individual writers. His complaint was rather with those who by means of observing the outward letter of the law and by means of [in strumental use of dia in Rom. 2:20] circumcision were actually breaking the law. Circumcision was really a matter of the heart by means of the Spirit and not a matter of letter-keeping (gramma).t5
Once again, Scripture is abused if such contrasts as "the letter kills, but the Spirit makes alive" is turned into a slogan to allow so-called Spirit-led interpreters to bypass the authorial verbal meanings in each text in favor of more practical, personal, relational, spiritual, or sensational meanings obtained allegedly from the Holy Spirit as promised in these three texts. But the promise is nonexistent and the method is therefore subbiblical and ultimately heretical.
The work of the Holy Spirit in 2 Corinthians 3:14ff. must not be used in a dialectical way that relates understanding to an existential response or to the tension that exists between the "letter" and the "Spirit" as Peter Richardson and others have proposed. The source of our understanding in 2 Corinthians 3:14 is still located in our "reading." What Paul prescribed for the removal of the veil that prevented a personal reception and application of either Moses' or Paul's words was that men should "turn to the Lord" (v. 16), who is the Spirit (v. 17).
Evangelical Exegetical Procedure
If each of the above arguments can be successfully sustained (and we believe they will bear even more intense scrutiny than is possible in the short scope of this chapter), then all alleged biblical grounds for finding some sort of superadditum or sensus plenior in addition to the human writers' supposed nominal or prosaic meanings is cut away. We are back to searching for God's revelation for our generation through the verbal meanings and contexts supplied by the ancient writers of Scripture.
That is exactly where the Pauline claim of 1 Corinthians 2:9-16 figures so prominently. Indeed, this may be one of the most neglected, yet most significant texts in the whole inspiration-hermeneutical debate. Paul located the source of his inscripturated wisdom in God. It was altogether different from that wisdom found in empirical sources or from pockets of political savvy (1Cor.2:6-9). And this wisdom God had revealed (aorist tense) to the apostle (the "us" of v. 10 and "we" of vv. 12 and 13 are used editorially; cf. 3:1, "I") by means of the Holy Spirit. The words Paul wrote, then, were not merely the result of his own human intelligence, but the result of "words taught by the Spirit" as he "explained spiritual truths with words given by the Spirit" (note the Greek grammar here versus the misunderstanding of most modern translations on ICor.2:13). An identical claim was repeated again in 1 Thessalonians 2:13: ". . . you received the word of God which you heard from us ... not as the word of men but as what it really is, the word of God" (RSV, italics mine).
But it is the organic unity between the words of the writer and the work of the Holy Spirit that is the key point of the 1 Corinthians 2:13 reference. There the Holy Spirit teaches the apostle in words. Consequently, the writer was not oblivious to the import or verbal meaning of his terms: he himself was taught by the Holy Spirit. Such a claim can only mean there was a living assimilation of God's intended truth into the verbalizations of the writers of Scripture, rather than a mere mechanical printout of semi-understandable verbiage.
Therefore evangelicals are urged to begin a new "hermeneutical reformation" to correct this type of growing malpractice our profession has allowed in recent years. As a contribution towards that end, it is urged that the following axioms be adopted and implemented in our preparation of lectures, sermons, home Bible studies, and personal devotions:
1) God's meaning and revelatory-intention in any passage of Scripture may be accurately and confidently ascertained only by studying the verbal meanings of the divinely delegated and inspired human writers.
2) Only one verbal meaning is to be connected with any passage of Scripture unless the writer of the text gives literary and contextual clues that he has several aims in view for this exceptional passage (for example, the two or three questions asked at the beginning of the Olivet Discourse).
3) That single, original verbal meaning of the human author may be ascertained by heeding the usual literary conventions of history, culture, grammar, syntax, and accumulated theological context. And if it cannot be ascertained by these means then it cannot be ascertained at all.
4) This authorial meaning can be understood by all readers who will allow the writer to first say what he wants to say without introducing conservative or liberal prejudices as a preunder- standing.
5) The personal impact, significance, application, reception, and value this text has for particular individuals or situations is directly linked to the illuminating ministry of the Holy Spirit. The Spirit takes the single truth-intention of the author and in his convicting, comforting, teaching, and motivating power urges us to apply the principle taught in this text to scores of different situations.
In addition to these axioms, the following clarifications should be added if exegetical practice is to be worthy of the Bible.
1) The "original meaning" of any text can be defined, as John F. A. Sawyer reminds us, in two different ways: "original" in an etymological sense, and "original" in the meaning it had in its original context.17 Exegesis is interested in this second usage. The object of exegesis is to discern the original meaning of the present canonical shape of the text rather than the root meaning of words or even the original meaning of the text's separate units (if indeed it had such a prehistory).
2) "Theological exegesis" of a passage is most important if we are to transcend the chasm between the scientific dissecting of the text into its philological components, complete with parsings and grammatical notes. However, a premature use of the analogia fidei, "analogy of faith," is as destructive of true meaning as no interaction with the accumulated and antecedent theology that "informed" that text. The "analogy of faith" is the sum of the prominent teachings of Scripture gathered from all its parts without regard to any diachronic considerations. This "rule of faith" was first set forth by Augustine and further defined by men like Chemnitz (Examen, VIII.I) to say that the ar tides of faith were to be derived from clear passages and in no case was a clear passage to be set in opposition to a difficult or problematic passage. Hence a principle of harmonization or proportionality was introduced."
But can the analogy of faith function as a "pre-understanding" with which the interpreter approaches his task of exegesis in a distinctively Christian way? I believe not! The interpreter must not even carry such high and worthy goods as these to his task. Only the doctrine and the theology prior to the time of the writer's composition of his revelation (which theology we propose to call here the "Analogy of Scripture"19) may be legitimately used in the task of theological exegesis, in other words, where the writer directly cites or obviously alludes to the theology that preceded his writing and formed a backdrop against which he cast his own message. Only the discipline of biblical theology, if it traces the buildup of doctrine from era to era within each of the Testaments, will supply the extremely important theological data necessary to rescue an otherwise dull philological and grammatical exercise.20 The "analogy of Scripture" then was the "pre-understanding" of both the writer and of those in his audience who were alert to what God had revealed prior to this new word of revelation. Likewise, the interpreter must employ the identical method if he is to be successful in aiding modern hearers to hear the total word in a text.
Having arrived at the original historical, cultural, grammatical, syntactical, theological meaning of the text, the exegete may now use the analogy of faith (of the whole of Scripture) in the summaries and conclusions he offers to each section of his exegesis and to the whole message, for what is learned in this context may relate to what was later revealed in Scripture. However, our methodology must be clean and there must be no confusion about these two methods in the name of orthodox or pragmatic results.
Nowhere, then, does Scripture support the view that the Bible has a multi-track concept of meanings. If the human author did not receive by revelation the meaning in question, then exegetes and readers have no right to identify their meanings with God. Only by following the careful distinctions set forth in the authorial autonomy view can the Word of God be preserved for future generations and be handled as what it is indeed-the powerful and authoritative Word from God.
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The Importance of Intention
A fundamental question behind most biblical exegesis is and ought to be: "What was the intention of the human author?" Most of the meaning of the biblical text is identical with the human author's intention. The importance of his intention is highlighted when one considers that social context is an essential part of meaning. Often underlying the question of an author's intention, however, is a misunderstanding of the word "intention" and of its proper significance for exegesis. Some of the various ways in which the word "intention" is used and the complexity of this idea will be considered below. It will be seen how difficult it can be to demonstrate what the original intention of a biblical author was centuries ago.
But beyond specifying the problems related to the word "intention," the thesis of this chapter is that in spite of the crucial role the human author's intention has for the meaning of a text his conscious intention does not necessarily exhaust the meaning of his statements, especially in more poetic and predictive writings. Ultimately God is the author of Scripture, and it is his intention alone that exhaustively determines its meaning. Therefore the exegete should not necessarily restrict the meaning of the text to what he feels can be demonstrated to be the intention of the human author.
Nonetheless, interpretation of any text should not obviate the intention of the human author. He does have the right to say that certain interpretations of his words are wrong. It should be remembered, though, that God can reveal more through the words of a writer of Scripture than he fully understood. An exegete can know that God has done this only when further revelation shows that he did.
Intention should guide exegesis only tentatively and as the text opens it up. Ultimately the text is the source from which the exegete draws meaning. In order to draw out this meaning, the text must be considered in the light of its total context, literary and historical. The literary context of a passage includes first and foremost its immediate literary setting, then the whole book, other books by the same author, the illumination given by the rest of Scripture, and all other documents that elucidate the meaning of the text. The historical context involves primarily the immediate configuration of the author (including his intention), his audience, and their situation, which may be elucidated by other social, cultural, and historical factors.
The Social Context of Meaning
The meaning of a saying depends frequently on who said it, to whom, and on what occasion. Its context helps to specify its meaning. When something is said to a particular audience, the author's intention usually concerns that audience. He chooses terms appropriate to them, and so the saying reflects the character of the audience.
For some years we have been realizing more and more clearly that the occasion of an utterance matters seriously, and that the words used are to some extent to be "explained" by the context in which they are designed to be or have actually been spoken in a linguistic interchange.2
Thus meaning is related to the author's intention and may be elucidated by an understanding of his hearers and their situation. Investigation of the probable understanding of the audience can often be done more objectively than investigation of the author's intention, which depends on probing his consciousness to find his purpose behind writing.
Various aspects of the social context of meaning have at times been used selectively to the exclusion of others. Two fallacies concerning the identification of meaning have become widely recognized within literary circles: the "intentional fallacy,"3 and the "affective fallacy." The former makes complete identification of a text's meaning with the author's intention, the latter with its understanding by or its effect on its hearers. At an opposite pole to these two fallacies is a third fallacy, namely that of divorcing meaning from the author, his original audience and the occasion of utterance. Such thinking has typified the approach of the newer criticism, which characteristically treats the text as autonomous from its original situation.
The Difficulty of Demonstrating Intention
The Bible authors' intentions are an elusive matter for many reasons. We will consider only four reasons here: 1) "intention" can be understood at many levels; 2) an author may have more than one reason for making a statement-his intention, in other words, may be complex; 3) intention is a complex category involving mental states that are in a constant flux; intention may suggest subconscious as well as conscious factors; and 4) it is difficult to demonstrate what the intentions of the biblical authors were, since we are separated from them by many centuries and their thoughts are known to us only through their writings.
"Intention" can be understood at many levels. These include the intention of an author in writing a book, a chapter, a paragraph, a sentence, a phrase, or even a particular word. It is important to recognize the particular levels of intention under consideration and not to confuse them. Occasionally someone says that the Chronicler or an Evangelist did not intend to convey historical information but that in writing his book(s) he was concerned only with spiritual truths. It may be true that the Chronicler's primary intention in writing the books of 1 and 2 Chronicles was to convey spiritual truths, such as God's involvement with his people. But this does not exclude-indeed, it may even demand-his intention through particular narratives (chapters, paragraphs, sentences) to convey historical information that demonstrates God's involvement with his people, acting in history.
Often there are many reasons for, or intentions behind, a work. Why did Luke write Luke and Acts? Was it as an evangelistic work, or to encourage Christians, or to propound a particular theological viewpoint, or to vindicate Paul, or out of interest in the early history of the church? No single answer would exhaust Luke's reasons for writing. Perhaps if we could ask Luke for all the reasons why he wrote, he would list several and then admit that there were probably more reasons but that he had never consciously set out to specify all of them. If he could look over what he had written, the text would probably suggest further reasons to him.
The complexity of intention applies on other levels as well as on that of books. Frequently the author has more than one reason for writing a chapter, paragraph, sentence, or word. Therefore to limit meaning to "the intention of the author" as if he had only one intention may truncate the meaning he intended to convey. This is not to deny the importance of an author's having a specific purpose in mind, one that gives his writing coherence. Nor is it to deny that it is crucial for exegetes to recognize what is primary in any given text.
Few if any writers or speakers could describe all the complex factors that contribute to the development of their work, such as why they chose the imagery they did and all they wanted their work to accomplish. Behind, and in some sense "causing," every piece of literature is a reservoir of sensory and mental experiences. The mental process, of which intention is a part, is constantly developing as a work progresses. But this progression can never be known fully, nor need it be identified in order to understand and evaluate a given work.
The elusiveness of changing intentions is further complicated by the possibility of subconscious intentions being expressed or of intentions being expressed accidentally. It is impossible to know for sure how much of an author's intention was subconscious or how his choice of words and forms was shaped by unconscious desires and patterns. In the case of the biblical writers and Jesus, the only access we have to their intentions is in the texts that survive from their time.
When we are considering men whose minds were immersed in the Hebrew Scriptures, it is difficult to distinguish conscious from unconscious allusions to the Old Testament and both of these from coincidental similarities in expression. Probably these biblical authors themselves were not aware of every allusion they made to Scripture.
Even if it were possible for an author to specify his intention(s) exhaustively and with precision, should a hearer ask him for further clarification, still in the case of biblical exegesis centuries separate us from those authors. Their thoughts are accessible to us only through their writings. Hence it is difficult if not impossible to prove exactly what the intentions of an author were. To equate "intention" with "purposes that can be demonstrated" will tend to truncate the author's original intent.
The various levels at which intention can be understood, its frequent complexity, its elusiveness, and the time gap separating us from the biblical authors all add to the difficulty of demonstrating what the intentions of the biblical authors were.
This difficulty is further complicated since the phrase "the intention of the author" is commonly understood in three different ways: 1) the author's primary intention; 2) the totality of the author's conscious understanding of the import of his words at the time he originally spoke them; and 3) all those factors, subconscious as well as conscious, that guided him in his choice of words and total expression. We will argue next that given any one of these three understandings of "intention," particularly of the first two, it is fallacious to assume that meaning always ought to be equated with the author's intention.
The Fallacy of Equating Meaning with the Human Author's Intention
Error comes when we define "intention" as the author's primary intention, if we then proceed to exclude on principle any other meaning from the text. This is fallacious because the author may originally have intended to convey more than his primary intention. It is also fallacious because he might originally have intended subconsciously to convey more than his primary intention. This would be confirmed if the author himself were later to recognize that originally, even though he had not verbally or consciously formulated the secondary import that is in question, he had in fact desired to convey such an import through his words.
Error also comes when we define intention as the author's conscious understanding of the import of his words at the time when he originally spoke them, if we then proceed to exclude on principle any other meaning from the text. This is fallacious because an author may say something that carries a meaning he might subsequently acknowledge and approve, even though this meaning had been subconscious when it first came to expression in his words. It is not uncommon for someone to be surprised by the degree of insight that appears in something one has said or written. The expression of the subconscious is so characteristic of human language that to say that the prophets could not speak better than they knew would be to consider them in this respect unhuman, unless "knew" were taken to include all their subconscious thought and perception.
The inadequacy of intention exhaustively to define meaning is compounded in the case of poetry. Poetic writings usually have a more complex meaning and are more pictorial than prose. Their depth of meaning does not lend itself easily to fitting into precise intentions, since it often grows out of emotion or intuition. The literary critic Stephen Ullmann has correctly observed that "the intention behind an image is often very difficult to determine, and one must also allow for the presence of two or three intentions in the same image."5 The extensive poetic and parabolic material in the Scriptures should be interpreted with particular caution lest the conjectured intention of the author be used to truncate its meaning. But on the other hand one must not ignore the necessary quest for the author's intention, nor must he give an interpretation that would obviate the author's intention. Such expressions of unintended but still desired meanings are not restricted to poetic language. One common example in all sorts of writing is what is called the principle of entailment. Speakers are frequently unconscious of meanings which are entailed in their utterances. There is such a complexity involved in certain types of utterances that they entail things other than their primary assertions. For instance, in an ethical challenge, there may be entailed some description of the situation, an evaluation of it, a declaration of the possibility of action in the situation, and advice concerning the right course of action to take. But the person presenting the challenge is usually not conscious that he is performing all of these functions.
We may illustrate this with Nathan's parable of the ewe lamb, which urged David to repent. In this challenge to David, Nathan, at least in part, described David's situation, assessed it, declared David's situation to be open for repentance, and advised David to repent. We do not know if Nathan consciously intended to convey each of these separate yet entailed aspects of his challenge. But to deny that any one of these factors is entailed in Nathan's challenge would be to undercut the basis of its effective performance as a challenge.
Many sorts of utterances entail more than the conscious intention of their speaker: commands, calls to action, urgings, challenges, expressions of attitudes, warnings, advice, judgments, and statements of intention." 1. A. Richards and Christine Gibson affirm that most sen tences are "at least attempting to do" these sorts of work: selecting, describing, realizing, valuing, influencing, ordering, and proposing.7 Whether or not these critics are correct in saying that most sentences attempt to do each of these functions, it seems to be beyond question that many of our statements perform functions of which we are unconscious at the time of utterance. From this basic insight into the nature of entailment, which characterizes so much of language, it should be evident that meaning should not be confined to the author's conscious intention.
Even if we were to define "intention" to include the subconscious factors at work in molding the author's expression, in the case of the biblical authors we would still be in error if we were to equate, on principle, meaning with the author's intention. This is because of the further influence of the Holy Spirit inspiring their words.
The scriptural text seems to teach that at least in certain instances the biblical writer was not aware of the full import of his own words. This recognition does not necessitate, as Walter Kaiser assumed in his 1970 article, "The Eschatological Hermeneutics of `Epangelicalism': Promise Theology," that the meaning would then be "totally unknown to the human writer."8 But the biblical text does seem to teach that there were certain things the biblical writers conveyed that they themselves did not fully understand.
For instance, Daniel 8:27 states: "And I, Daniel, was overcome and lay sick for some days; then I rose and went about the king's business; but I was appalled by the vision and did not understand it." Here Daniel makes it clear that he did not understand the vision of a ram, a he-goat and a horn. Even the interpretation left him baffled. Likewise in Daniel 12:8-9 we read: "I heard, but I did not understand. Then I said, '0 my lord, what shall be the issue of these things?' He said, 'Go your way, Daniel, for the words are shut up and sealed until the time of the end."' Daniel again admits he did not understand and asks, "What shall be the issue (or as the NASB has it, "the outcome") of these things?" His question is not merely "When," as Kaiser says,9 but "What will be the outcome of these events?" In context, "these events" are those of which he had been prophesying. Again, Daniel was not fully aware of the import of his prophecy.
When Abraham said to Isaac, "God will provide himself the lamb for a burnt offering, my son" (Gen. 22:8), he seems to have been anticipating the sacrifice of Isaac. But he spoke better than he knew, as could also be said of Caiaphas in his statement, "It is expedient for you that one man should die for the people, and that the whole nation should not perish" (John 11:51).10
Likewise, it would be difficult to defend that every prophecy identified in the New Testament as being fulfilled by Jesus Christ, such as Psalm 16, 22, or 1 10, was understood in just that sense by its author or that each was on his part intended as a messianic prediction. First Peter 1:10-12 seems to indicate that this was a fairly common phenomenon:
The prophets, who spoke of the grace that was to come to you, searched intently and with the greatest care, trying to find out the time and circumstances to which the Spirit of Christ in them was pointing when he predicted the sufferings of Christ and the glories that would follow. It was revealed to them that they were not serving themselves but you, when they spoke of the things that have now been told you by those who have preached the gospel to you by the Holy Spirit sent from heaven. Even the angels long to look into these things (NR').
In the light of these texts and the previous observations on the character of language, we cannot agree with the conclusion of Kaiser that the Scriptures have "one truth-intention, whose meaning is to be found in the intention of the human writer."12 The "intention of the human writer" is not necessarily identical with "the sense conveyed by his words."13
If we were to be correct in limiting meaning to the author's intention, we would have to define "intention" to include all those factors, unconscious and subconscious as well as conscious, that guided him in his choice of words and total expression. In the case of the Scriptures, this would include the influence of the Holy Spirit.
But is it appropriate to include the work of the Holy Spirit as part of the unconscious "intention" of a biblical author? In English usage "intention" generally refers to "what one has in mind to do or bring about." Hence, it is typically associated with a conscious plan. Even if we understand the term so as to include subconscious factors, it still seems to be an odd use of language to include the influence of the Holy Spirit as part of an author's "intention." In the examples mentioned above, the prophets seem not to have understood consciously or subconsciously the total import of their prophetic words. Since the influence of the Holy Spirit was not something arising from the mental framework of the speaker, we should not necessarily include his influence as part of the author's "intention." Therefore, at least in cases of prophecy in which the prophet was not fully cognizant of the import of his words, it would be fallacious to equate the meaning of the prophecy with the author's intention.
The Supposed Autonomy of Literature
Many modern literary critics speak of literary works of art as autonomous in the sense of being independent of their original setting in life. For instance, there is a tendency in treating the parables of Jesus as literature to divorce them from their setting in history and to subordinate their original meaning to some contemporary or timeless meaning. Dan 0. Via, R. W. Funk, and J. D. Crossan deny that a parable's meaning depends on its context in Jesus' life.14 Via claims that reapplication rather than the original reference of parables is the true goal of interpretation and that the parable itself apart from its context carries meaning.15 He states, "I have no interest at all in even the Persona of the historical Jesus."16
The key reason for this lack of historical concern has been exposed by one who should know, the literary critic Northrop Frye: "The commenting critic is often prejudiced against whatever restricts his freedom."" Such a divorce of meaning from the context of the parables in Jesus' life detracts from the interdependence of factors in the original speech event which contributed to their meaning. Our concern as exegetes should be restricted to the original meaning that God intended, not the contemporary impressions that the text can evoke.
When Via and others treat the parables as independent of their original setting in Jesus' life, they are not really treating them as autonomous. They merely substitute a new setting, that of their own world. It is not possible to set a piece of literature free, as "autonomous" might suggest. One can only perceive it from new vantage points, always providing it with a new setting. This can be an interesting venture as Via's existentialist interpretations demonstrate, but it is not exegesis. It is eisegesis of existential philosophy into the parables. When parables are used as springboards for contemporary reflection divorced from their setting in Jesus' life, they lose their peculiar power and authority as parables of Jesus.
Implications for the Exegete's Task
The task of the exegete, as is suggested by the term "exegesis," is to "lead" the meaning "out" of the text. Foundational in any investigation of the meaning of Scripture must be the scriptural text. It is the written text, the graphe, which the Scriptures claim to be God-breathed (2 Tim. 3:16). Throughout the teaching of Jesus there is recognition of the divine origin and authority of the written Scriptures,'8 but he never cites as authority the human author's intention.
Ultimately all argument about meaning or the author's intention must be rooted in the text if it is to be objective. Many today build on another foundation, that is, the intention of the author. But as "intention" refers to the purpose in the mind of the author, it is inevitably subjective. Roman Catholic advocates of a sensus plenior typically argue from church tradition, designated as divine intention, to substantiate their peculiar views, which find no obvious support from the biblical text. Such subjective interpretation is rightly criticized by Kaiser, and we need a hermeneutic that can effectively challenge it. If we are to be objective, the foundation must be the biblical text itself.19
To say that the text is foundational for meaning does not mean that we simply look at the text, and meaning issues forth. The text develops ideas and arguments. Not everything in the text is of equal importance. It is imperative for the exegete to ask what ideas and arguments are developed by the text. A question that must always be considered concerns what is most important in any text. What receives emphasis? How much emphasis does it receive? The observations of an exegete may be correct, but if he misses the overall development of thought in the passage or fails to emphasize its major point his exegesis has failed. This is applicable at each level at which a work might be considered: as a total book, a chapter, a paragraph, or a sentence.
The process by which meaning is specified is basically the scientific process. Observation leads to hypotheses which are subsequently tested and refined. The text read in its total context leads the exegete to a tentative understanding of the primary (divine) author's intention. This tentative understanding is tested through closer scrutiny of the text and adjusted to take into account any new understanding of the structure, content, and context of the text. Various meanings may be conjectured to see which best explains the text and the ideas and arguments it develops.
The exegete must be cautious lest he argue from a conjectured intention to dismiss elements of the text as insignificant. The danger is that of circular argumentation: positing an aim and dismissing as insignificant those elements that do not reinforce that aim. Concerning the parable of the sower, for example, those who interpret "the point of comparison" as the eschatological harvest tend to dismiss the parable's other details as though they were not intended to have particular significance. But until it has been established that this is indeed the major point of the parable, any deductions one might make must be done tentatively.
The correct understanding of the meaning of the text is that which accounts for all of the text, puts it together as a coherent development of ideas and arguments, and takes into account its total context.
Unhappily, some of those who wish to preserve objectivity and to place a limitation on uncontrolled allegorical exegesis have based their hermeneutical system on the intention of the secondary (human) author. But it is precisely the conjectured intention of this author that has been used at times to justify an interpretation the text itself cannot bear. While it is true that a proper investigation of the intention of the human author can put a check on uncontrolled exegesis, this is more effectively accomplished when the foundational role of the text is recognized and argument proceeds from the text in its total context, including any elucidation given by the rest of Scripture.
The classical hermeneutical principle of analogia Scripturae states that we must interpret each passage in the light of, and in harmony with, other Scriptures. As the Westminster Confession of Faith 1, 9 puts it:
The infallible rule of interpretation of Scripture is the Scripture itself; and therefore, when there is a question about the true and full sense of any Scripture (which is not manifold, but one), it may be searched and known by other places that speak more clearly.
If we were to limit meaning to the human author's intention we would have no basis for using the analogy of Scripture to check present-day interpretations that conflict with other teachings of Scripture. This principle of analogia Scripturae assumes correctly that our primary task is to understand God's intention, not fundamentally the human author's. After all, the Bible is God's Word.
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What is the relation between God and human authors of the Bible? Does God's meaning at every point coincide with the intention of the human author? Can we use the same procedures of interpretation as we would with a noninspired book?
Suppose, then, that we confine ourselves to people who hold to this classic doctrine of inspiration. We still do not have agreement about the relation of God's meaning to the meaning of the human author. A recent article by Darrell Bock' delineates no less than four distinct approaches among evangelicals. The specific issue which Bock discusses is the question of New Testament interpretation of the Old Testament. Does New Testament use of Old Testament texts sometimes imply that God meant more than what the human author thought of? Walter C. Kaiser, Jr., says no, while S. Lewis Johnson, James I. Packer, and Elliott Johnson say yes.4 Bruce K. Waltke introduces still a third approach emphasizing the canon as the final context for interpretation. A fourth approach, represented by E. Earle Ellis, Richard Longenecker, and Walter Dunnett, emphasizes the close relation between apostolic hermeneutics and Jewish hermeneutics of the first century.5
Admittedly the New Testament use of the Old Testament has some complexities of its own. We cannot here look at all of the ways in which the New Testament makes use of the Old Testament. Instead, we will concentrate on the problem of dual authorship, a problem touching on our understanding of the entire Bible, rather than on the New Testament or Old Testament specifically.
Divine Meaning and Human Meaning
Disagreements in interpretation arise from differing views of the relation of divine and human authorship. The chief question is this: What is the relationship between what God says to us through the text and what the human author says? Let us consider two simple alternatives. First, we could take the view that the meaning of the divine author has little or nothing to do with the meaning of the human author. For instance, according to an allegorical approach, commonly associated with Origen,6 whenever the "literal" meaning is unworthy of God, it is to be rejected. And even when the "literal" meaning is unobjectionable, the heart of the matter is often to be found in another level of meaning, a "spiritual" or allegorical meaning. If we were to take such a view, we could argue that the spiritual or allegorical meaning is part of the divine meaning in the text. But the human author was not aware of it.
The difficulties with this view are obvious. When we detach the divine meaning from the human author, the text itself no longer exercises effective control over what meanings we derive from it. The decisive factor in what we find God to be saying is derived from our allegorical scheme and our preconceptions about what is "worthy" of God. We can read in what we afterwards read out. God's lordship over us through his word is in practice denied.
When we see the dangers of this view, we naturally become sympathetic with the opposite alternative. In this case, we say that what God says is simply what the human author says: no more, no less.? Sometimes, of course, there may be difficulties in determining what a particular human author says at a particular point. Moreover, sometimes what authors say may be not perfectly precise. Sometimes they may choose to be ambiguous or to hint at implications without blurting them out. But the difficulties here are the same difficulties that confront us with all interpretation of human language. Such difficulties have never prevented us from understanding one another sufficiently to carry on. The divine authorship of the Bible does not alter our procedure at all.
I am sympathetic with this view. With some qualifications it can serve us well: much better, certainly, than the procedure of unbridled allegorization. However, there are several nuances and complexities about interpretation that this view does not handle well.
First of all, and perhaps most obviously, this view, at least as described so far, does not tell us enough about how the Bible speaks to our situation and applies to ourselves.' Some of the human authors of the Bible were, perhaps, consciously "writing for posterity," but most, at least, were writing primarily to their contemporaries. They did not write with us directly in view. Nor did they foresee all our circumstances and needs. We can still overhear what they said to people in their own time, but that is not the same as hearing them speak to us. How do we know what they want us to do with their words, if they did not have us in mind?
A popular solution to this difficulty is to invoke E. D. Hirsch's distinction between "meaning" and "significance."9 "Meaning," in Hirsch's view, is what the human author expressed, including what is expressed tacitly, allusively, or indirectly. It includes what can legitimately be inferred. "Significance" is a relation that we as readers draw between what is said and our own (or others') situation. Interpretation of a biblical passage, narrowly speaking, determines the meaning of the human author. Application involves the exploration of the significance for us of that one meaning, and action in accordance with it.
Let us take as an example Malachi 3:8-12. Malachi here instructs his readers that they have robbed God in tithes and offerings, and that they are to bring the tithes to the temple storehouse, as Moses commanded. Both the general principle of not robbing God and the specific application to keep the law of tithes are part of the "meaning." Malachi did not have our modern situations immediately in view. Nevertheless, modern readers are to apply Malachi's meaning to themselves. In a comprehensive way, they are to devote all their lives and substance to the Lord, and specifically they are liberally to give a portion (some would say, at least one tenth) of their gains to the church and Christian causes. These applications are "significances," based on a relation between Malachi's meaning and the modern situation.
So far this is reasonable. But there is a difficulty. "Significance" is here understood as any kind of relation that readers perceive between their own situations and the passage. There are many possible "significances," even for a single reader. There are many possible applications. What then distinguishes a good from a bad application of a passage of the Bible? Is it up to the reader's whim? In cases when we read Shakespeare, Camus, or some other human writer, we may derive "lessons" from what we read, and apply things to ourselves. But, as Hirsch and other theorists in his camp assert, it is we as readers who decide how to do this, based on our own framework or values.10 To be sure, even a human writer may want to challenge our values. But we treat that challenge as simply a challenge from another human being, fallible like ourselves.
In the case of the Bible it is different. Precisely because it has divine authority, and for no other reason, we must allow it to challenge and reform even our most cherished assumptions and values. But how do we do this? We listen to the human author of, say, Malachi. But he speaks to the Jewish audience of his day, not to us. Hypothetically, therefore, modern readers might evade applying Malachi 3:8-12 to themselves by any of several strategies. 1) God's intention is simply Malachi's intention: that Malachi's Jewish readers repent concerning their attitude and practice in tithing. There is no implication for us. 2) God intends us to understand that we ought not to rob God, but this applies simply to our general attitude toward possessions, since there is no longer a temple in the Old Testament sense. 3) God intends us to understand that if we are remiss in our financial obligations in our day, he will send a prophet to let us know about it.
Note that these construals do not dispute the "meaning" of Malachi 3:8-12 in a Hirschian sense. They dispute only the applications ("significances"). There are several possible replies. For one thing, we could argue that the rest of Scripture, and the New Testament in particular, shows that we are to give proportionally (1 Cor. 16:1-4), and that in various other ways we are to be good stewards of God's gifts. That is not disputed. The question is whether Malachi shows us such applications.
Second, we may say that, in the light of the rest of the Bible, we know that God intends us to apply Malachi to our proportional giving. But if we say that God intends(!) each valid application of Malachi, then in an ordinary sense each valid application is part of God's meaning (=inten tion), even if it was not immediately in the view of the human author of Malachi. This seems to break down the idea that there is an absolute, pure equation between divine intention and human author's meaning. Divine intention includes more, inasmuch as God is aware of all the future applications.
Third, we may say that even though the human author did not have all the applications in mind, they are part of his "unconscious intention."1i That is, the (valid) applications are the "kind of thing he had in mind." Once Malachi saw our circumstances, he would acknowledge the legitimacy of our applications. This is quite reasonable. But there are still some complexities. 1) Some people, with a very narrow conception of "meaning," might object that this breaks down the initial distinction between meaning and significance. I do not think that this is so, but it is sometimes hard to know where the exact line is drawn between "meaning" and "significance." 2) We still need to discuss what guidelines to use in drawing applications. How do we go about determining what Malachi would say were he confronted by a situation very different from any that he confronted in his own lifetime? We have only his text to go by. Or do we have also the rest of the biblical canon, which expresses thoughts consonant with Malachi's? But appealing to the rest of the canon as revealing the mind of God takes us beyond the mind of Malachi, unless we say that all this is in his "unconscious intention." 3) Even if Malachi were acquainted with our situation, he would never be as well acquainted with it as God is. Moreover, there is an undeniable difference between God's understanding of the text and Malachi's, since God is conscious of those aspects of Malachi's intention which are unconscious to Malachi himself.
What are we to do with these difficulties? I think it indicates that when we come to the point of application, we must somewhere along the way appeal directly to God's knowledge, authority, and presence. Otherwise, we are simply "overhearing" a human voice from long ago, a voice to which we may respond in whatever way suits our own value system. To be sure, the idea of simply equating divine and human meaning in the Bible is a useful one. It directs us away from the arbitrariness of an allegorical system. But when we use this idea in order simply to stick to human meaning, arbitrariness can still exist in the area of the application. No technical rigidity in our theory of meaning will, by itself, allow us to escape this easily, because there are an indefinite number of applications, and many of them are not directly anticipated in the text of Scripture.
I propose, then, to deal with this area of application. I count as "applications" both effects in the cognitive field (e.g., concluding mentally, "I ought to have a practice of giving to my church") and effects in the field of overt action (e.g., putting money in the collection plate). "Application" in this sense includes all inferences about the meaning of a biblical text. Such inferences are always applications in the cognitive field. For example, to conclude that Malachi teaches tithing (inference about meaning) is simultaneously to come to believe that "Malachi teaches tithing" (a cognitive effect in the reasoner).
With this in mind, the central question confronting us is, "What applications of a biblical passage does God approve?" To answer this, we have to look at some characteristics of communication through language.
Interpreting Human Discourse
Let us first consider communication from one human being to another. Person A speaks discourse D to person B. Now, given almost any fixed sequence of words (D), we can plausibly interpret them in several different conflicting ways. We can do this by imagining different contexts in which they are spoken or written. "The door is open" can easily be intended to imply, "Please shut it," or "Get out," or "That is the cause of the draft," or "Someone was careless." Or it may simply convey a bit of information. To understand what another human being A is saying, in the discourse D, is not simply to explore the range of all possible interpretations of a sequence of words. Rather, it is to understand what the speaker as a person is saying. We do this using clues given by the situation and by what we know of the person. We must pay attention to the author and to the situation as well as to the exact choice of words.
Moreover, many different things are happening in an act of communication. For one thing, speakers make assertions about the world. They formulate hypotheses, they express assumptions, and otherwise make reference to the world. Let us call this the "referential" aspect of communication. But referring to the world is not all that speakers do. They may also be trying to bring about actions or changes of attitude on the part of their hearers. They are trying to achieve some practical result. Let us call this the "conative" aspect of communication. Next, whether they want to or not, speakers inevitably tell their hearers something about themselves and their own attitudes. Let us call this the "expressive" aspect of communication. In fact, Roman Jakobson, in analyzing communicative acts, defines no less than six planes or aspects of communication.12 For our purposes, we may restrict ourselves to three prominent aspects: referential, conative, and expressive.
Note that most of the time a speaker is not doing only one of these. In fact, any of the three indirectly implies the others. Facts about the speaker's attitudes (expressive) are also one kind of fact about the world (referential). And facts about the speaker's goals or attempts to change the hearer (conative) are also one kind of fact about the world (referential). Conversely, any statements about the world (referential) simultaneously give information about what a speaker believes (expressive) and what the speaker wants others to believe (conative).
Interpreting Divine Speech
Now consider what is involved in interpreting speech from God to a human being. I have in mind instances such as God's speeches to Abraham (e.g., Gen. 12:1-3; 15:1-21; 17:1-21) and God's pronouncements from Mount Sinai to the people of Israel (Exod. 20:2-17). Of course, these speeches (or portions or condensations of them) are later on recorded in written form by human authors writing the books of the Bible. But for the moment let us concentrate on the original oral communication. This is useful, because no human being mediates these original acts of communication. In these cases, does interpretation proceed in the same way as with human speech? In a fundamental sense it does. For one thing, the speeches come in a human language (in this case Hebrew). They are sometimes directly compared with speech from one human being to another (Exod. 20:19). The audiences are expected to proceed in a way similar to what they do with speech from a human being. They interpret what God says in terms of the situation in which he speaks (Exod. 20:2; 20:18, 22), and in terms of what they already know about God and his purposes (Exod. 20:2; 20:11). But here lies the decisive difference, of course. The people are listening to God. Using the "same" interpretive process that we use with human speech is precisely what causes us to acknowledge the profound difference and uniqueness of divine speech-for God is unique.
Now consider what it means to know that God is speaking. We earlier observed that a discourse detached from any author and any situation could mean any number of things. Moreover, if we attribute a discourse to a different author or a different situation than the real one, we will often find that we interpret the same sequence of words in a different fashion. For example, if we think that the wording of Colossians 1:15 is a writing of Arius, we will interpret it differently than if we think it is a writing of the apostle Paul.
Likewise, if we think that the wording of God's speech at Mount Sinai is spoken by someone else, or if we have mistaken conceptions about God, this will more or less seriously affect our interpretation of the speech. What is authoritative about God's speech at Mount Sinai? Divine authority does not attach to whatever meaning other people may attach to the words. They may even choose to speak the same sequence of words as in Exodus 20:2-17, yet mean something different. In this sense, we may freely admit that many "meanings" can be attached to these same words. But that is not the issue. Rather, divine authority belongs to what God is saying. What is crucial is what God means. To find this out, we must interpret the words in accordance with what we know about God, just as we would take into account what we know of human authors when we interpret what they say.
But, someone may say, this is circular. How can we know God except by what he says and does? And how can we properly understand what he says and does unless we already know him? Well, how do we come to know another human being? In both cases there is a certain "theoretical" circularity. But in fact, it is more like a spiral, because earlier incorrect impressions may be corrected in the process of seeing and hearing more from a person.
In addition, we may say something about the application of God's words. God expects his words to be applied in many situations throughout history. He binds us to obey, not only what he says in the most direct way ("meaning"), but what he implies ("application"). Each valid application is something that God intended from the beginning, and as such has his sanction. Divine authority attaches not only to what he says most directly, but to what he implies. It attaches to the applications.
Of course, we must be careful. We may be wrong when we extend our inferences too far. We must respect the fact that our inferences are not infallible. Where we are not sure, or where good reasons exist on the other side, we must beware of insisting that our interpretation must be obeyed. But if it turns out that we did understand the implications and applications correctly, then we know that those applications also had divine sanction and authority.
This means, then, that we do not need a rigid, precise distinction between meaning and application, in the case of God's speech. To be sure, some things are said directly ("meaning"), and some things are left to be inferred in the light of seeing a relation between what is said and our situation ("significance," "application"). But the distinction, as far as I can see, is a relative one. It is a distinction between what is said more or less directly, and between what needs more or less reckoning with a larger situation in order to be inferred.
The usual way of distinguishing between meaning and application is to say that meaning has to do with what the text itself says (in itself), whereas application has to do with a relation between the text and the reader's situation. But we have already seen that, in general, we cannot properly assess "meaning" even in the narrowest possible sense apart from attention to the author's situation. This situation includes the hearers. All assessment of an author's expressed meaning must reckon with the intended hearers and their situation. In the case of divine speech, all future hearers are included, hence all their situations are included. Therefore, focus on what the text says most directly and obviously, and focus on what it is seen to say in the light of relation to a situation, are both a matter of degree.
Next, we may observe that God's speeches include referential, expressive, and conative aspects. God's speeches make assertions about the world and about ethical standards for our lives (the referential aspect). Secondly, we meet God when we hear him speaking (the expressive aspect). And thirdly, we are affected and transformed by what we hear (the conative aspect). God's word may empower us to do good, but it may also harden our hearts when we are rebellious.
These three aspects of God's communication are not so many isolated pieces. Rather, they are involved in one another. In fact, each one can serve as a perspective on the whole of God's communication.
First of all, all of God's speech is referential in character. In all of what God says, he is bringing us to know him and his world. For knowledge includes not just information (knowing that), but skills in living (knowing how) and personal communion with God (knowing a person).
Second, in all of what God says, we meet him: he "expresses" himself. God is present with his word.
Third, in all of what God says, he affects us ("conatively") for good or ill, for blessing or for cursing (e.g., 2 Cor. 2:15-16).
These three aspects of God's speech are expressions of his knowledge (referential), his presence (expressive), and his active power (conative). These are nothing less than attributes of God. It is no wonder that we find these features in all that God says.
Divine Speech as Propositional and Personal
We may already draw some conclusions with respect to modern views of revelation. Neo-orthodoxy and other modernist views of divine revelation typically argue that revelation is personal encounter and therefore not propositional. But these are not exclusive alternatives. Human communication in general is simultaneously both. That is, it simultaneously possesses a referential and an expressive aspect. To be sure, one or other aspect may be more prominent and more utilized at one time, but each tacitly implies the other. Moreover, to know a person always involves knowing true statements about the person, though it means also more than this. If the supposed "encounter" with the divine is indeed "personal," it will inevitably be propositional as well. When I say that communication is "propositional," I do not of course mean that it must be a logical treatise. I mean only that communication conveys information about states of affairs in the world. One may infer from it that certain statements about the world are true.
In our claims about divine speech we do not rely only on general arguments based on the nature of human communication. The reader of Scripture over and over again finds accounts of divine communication that involve both propositional statements and personal presence of God. (Exodus 20 may serve as well as many other examples.)
But there are lessons here also for evangelicals. Evangelicals have sometimes rebounded against modernist views into an opposite extreme. In describing biblical interpretation, they have sometimes minimized the aspect of personal encounter and divine power to transform us. There is no need to do this. The issue with modernism is rather what sort of divine encounter and personal transformation we are talking about: is it contentless, or does it accompany what is being said (referentially and propositionally) about the world?
Moreover, there may be a tiny grain of truth in the slanders from modernists about evangelicals "idolizing" the pages of the Bible. We say that divine speech is "propositional." To begin with, we mean only that God makes true statements referring to the world. That is correct. But then, later on, we may come to mean something else. We think that we can isolate that referential and assertive character of what God is saying into gem-like, precise, syllogistic nuggets which can be manipulated and controlled by us, from then on, without further reflection on God's presence and power at work in what we originally heard. The "proposition," now isolated from the presence of God, can become the excuse for evading God and trying to lord it over and rationally master the truth which we have isolated. And then we have become subtly idolatrous, because we aspire to be lords over God's word.
I do not mean to bar us from reasoning from Scripture. We must do this in order to struggle responsibly to apply the Bible to ourselves. We must take seriously its implications as well as what is said most directly. What I have in mind is this. Even with the discourses from human beings, it would be unfair not to take into account what we know of their character, their views and their aspirations when we draw out the implications of an individual sentence. A statement with no explicit qualifications, and with no explicit directions as to the way in which we are to draw implications, may nevertheless not be completely universal. It may not have all the implications that we think. A larger knowledge of the author forms one kind of guide to the drawing of implications. At least this much is true with respect to the situation where God is the author.
Speech with Two Authors
So far we have discussed speech with a single author. But of course the Bible as we have it is a product of both the divine author and various human authors. How do we deal with this situation?
Well, the Bible makes it very clear that what God says does not cease to be what God says just because a human intermediary is introduced (Deut. 5:22-33). After all, it is God who chose the human intermediary and who fashioned his personality (Ps. 139:13-16). Hence everything that we have said about divine speech, such as God's speeches to Abraham, applies also to God's speeches through human spokesmen. In particular, it applies to all of the Bible, as the written word of God.
Conversely, what human beings say to us does not cease to be what they say when they become spokesmen of God. Hence, it would appear, everything that we have said about human communication applies to all of the Bible, as the writings of men.
But now we have a complex situation. For we have just argued that interpretation of a piece of writing interprets the words in the light of what is known of the author and his situation. If the same words happen to be said by two authors, there are two separate interpretations. The interpretations may have very similar results, or they may not, depending on the differences between the two authors and the way in which those differences mesh with the wording of the text. But, in principle, there may be differences, even if only very subtle differences of nuances.
Hence it would seem to be the case that we have two separate interpretations of any particular biblical text. The first interpretation sees the words entirely in the light of the human author, his characteristics, his knowledge, his social status. The second sees the same words entirely in the light of the divine author, his characteristics, his knowledge, his status. In general, the results of these two interpretations will differ.
But couldn't we still stick to a single interpretation? Couldn't we say that interpretation in the light of the human author is all that we need? Then, after we complete the interpretation, we assert that the product is, pure and simple, what God says.
Well, that still leaves us with the earlier problems about applications. But in addition to this, there are now several further objections. First, the strongest starting point of the "single interpretation" approach is its insistence on the importance of grammatical-historical exegesis. But it has now ended by hedging on one of the principles of grammaticalhistorical exegesis, namely the principle of taking into account the person of the author. When we come to interpreting the Bible, we must pay attention to who God is.
Secondly, this view seems dangerously akin to the neo-orthodox view that when God speaks, his attributes of majesty are somehow wholly hidden under human words. That is why the neo-orthodox think that they need not reckon with the divine attributes when they subject Scripture to the historical-critical method. As evangelicals, we do not want to use the anti supernaturalist assumptions of historical-critical method. We will not do that when it comes to miracles described in the Bible. But are we going to do it when we deal with the actual reading of the Bible?
Third, we must remember that God's speech involves his presence and power as well as propositional affirmations. At the beginning of interpretation we cannot arbitrarily eliminate the power and presence of God in his word, in order to tack them on only at the end. That automatically distorts what is happening in biblical communication from God. Hence it is asking for skewed results at the end.
Fourth, this procedure virtually demands that, at the first stage, we not reckon with the fact that God is who he is in his speaking to us. We must put wholly into the background that he is speaking to us. We must simply and exclusively concentrate on the human author. But how can we not reckon with all that we know of God as we hear what he says? This seems to be at odds with the innate impulse of biblical piety.
But there may still be a way to save this "single interpretation" approach. Namely, we can claim that God in his freedom decided to "limit" what he said to the human side. Namely, God decided to say simply what we arrive at through the interpretation of biblical passages when treated as though simply human.
This is a valiant effort. It is close to the truth. But, myself, I think that it will not work. First, it is difficult to see how one can justify this from Scripture. Deuteronomy 5:22-33 is a natural passage with which to begin. It describes the nature of God's communication through Moses. Since later Scripture builds on Moses, Deuteronomy 5:22-33 indirectly illuminates the nature of all God's later communication through human beings. Now Deuteronomy 5:22-33 starts first with divine communication. The human instrument is taken up into the divine message, rather than the divine message being "trimmed down" to suit the human instrument. If we were willing to use the analogy with the person and natures of Christ, we could say that Deuteronomy 5:22-33 is analogous to the Chalcedonian view (human nature taken up into the divine person), whereas the "single interpretation" approach is analogous to a kenotic view (divine person "losing" some attributes for the sake of assuming human nature).
Second, I find it psychologically impossible to maintain the experience of God's power and presence on the one hand, and on the other to exclude all reckoning with them when we come to assessing the referential aspect of biblical communication. It is not so easy thus to separate the referential from the expressive and the conative aspects of communication. God speaks to us as whole people. Moreover, if one could separate them, one would have arrived back at an essentially neo-orthodox dichotomy between propositional content and personal encounter.
Third, I think that scholarly hesitation about emphasizing God's role in authorship, though understandable, is groundless. Perhaps some scholars are influenced by the modernist atmosphere. Since modernists disbelieve in divine authorship, naturally their hermeneutical approach will demand its exclusion. We may unknowingly have absorbed some of this atmosphere.
But scholars have another cause for hesitation. Mention of God's role easily leads to dehistoricizing the message of the Bible. Readers reason to themselves that since God wrote the book, and since God is not subject to the limitations of knowledge of any historical period, he can be expected to write to all historical periods equally. Hence the historical circumstances in which the Bible appeared are irrelevant. The Bible is just like a book dropped directly from heaven.
Against this argument we may point to Exodus 20. There God speaks without a human intermediary. But this speech is not simply a speech "for posterity." It is a speech directly to specific people in specific circumstances (Exod. 20:2, 12), people subject to specific temptations (Exod. 20:17). The most important factor leading to a historically rooted message is not the human intermediary (though this further emphasizes it), but the fact that God chooses to speak to people where they are. He can do so fluently because he is competent in Hebrew, Greek, Aramaic, and is master of all the customs of each culture into which he chooses to speak. Over against this, the dehistoricizing approach not only neglects human intermediaries. It unwittingly denies God's linguistic and cultural competence!
Hence, I conclude, the confinement to purely human meaning is not correct. But if this is not the answer, what is? If we do not collapse the two interpretations into one, do they simply exist side by side, with no necessary relation to one another? This would result in reproducing the problems of the old allegorical approach.
Personal Communion of Authors
The Bible itself shows the way to a more satisfactory resolution of the difficulty. In the Bible itself, the two authors, human and divine, do not simply stand side by side. Rather, each points to the other and affirms the presence and operation of the other.
First, God himself points out the importance of the human authors. For example, when God establishes Moses as the regular channel for conveying his word to the people of Israel, he makes it clear that Moses, not merely God, is to be active in teaching the people (Deut. 5:31; 6:1). Similarly, the commissioning of prophets in the Old Testament often includes a mention of their own active role, not only in speaking God's word to the people, but in actively absorbing it (Ezek. 2:8-3:3; Dan. 10:1-21; Jer. 23:18). This is still more clear in the case of Paul's writings, where his own personality is so actively involved. Now, what happens when we pay careful attention to God as the divine author? We find that we must pay attention to what he says about the role of the human authors. Sometimes he directly affirms the significance of their involvement; sometimes this is only implied. But whichever is the case, it means that God himself requires us to interpret the words of Scripture against the background of what we know about the human author. We cannot simply ignore the human author, when we concentrate on what God is saying.
Conversely, the human authors of the Bible indicate that they intend us to interpret their words as not merely words that they speak as ordinary persons. For example, here and there Isaiah says, "Thus says the Lord." What is the effect of such phrases? Would the inhabitants of Jerusalem in Isaiah's time say, "Now we must interpret what our friend Isaiah is saying simply in terms of everything we know about him: his relations with his family, his opinions about agriculture and politics, and so on." Certainly not! When Isaiah says, "Thus says the Lord," it is no doubt still Isaiah who is speaking. But Isaiah himself, by using these words, has told people to create a certain distance between himself, merely viewed as a private individual, and what the Lord has commissioned him to convey. In addition to this, consider what happens when Isaiah makes detailed predictions about the distant future. If the hearers treat him simply as a private human being, they would say, "Well, we know Isaiah, and we know the limits of his knowledge of the future. So, because of what we know about him, it is obvious that he is simply expressing his dreams or making artistically interesting guesses." Again, such a reaction misunderstands Isaiah's claims.
We may try to focus as much as possible on Isaiah as a human author. The more carefully we do our job, the more we will realize that he is not just any human author. He is one through whom God speaks. His own intentions are that we should reckon with this. It is not a denial of human authorship, but an affirmation of it, when we pay attention to God speaking. In particular, in the case of predictions, we pay attention to all that we know of God, God's knowledge of the future, the wisdom of his plan, and the righteousness of his intentions. This is in accord with Isaiah's intention, not contrary to it. In fact, we might say that Isaiah's intention was that we should understand whatever God intended by his words.13 Hence there is a unity of meaning and a unity of application here. We do not have two diverse meanings, Isaiah's and God's, simply placed side by side with no relation to one another.
But the matter is complex. What we have here is a situation of personal communion between God and prophet. Each person affirms the significance of the other's presence for proper interpretation. On the one hand, God has formed the personality of the prophet, has spoken to him in the heavenly counsel (Jer. 23:18), has brought him into inner sympathy with the thrust of his message. What the prophet says using his own particular idiom fits exactly what God decided to say. On the other hand, the prophet affirms that what God is saying is true even where the prophet cannot see all its implications.
This situation therefore leaves open the question of how far a prophet understood God's words at any particular point. The Bible affirms the prophets' inner participation in the message. In addition extraordinary psychological experiences were sometimes involved. Because of this, it would be presumptuous to limit dogmatically a prophet's understanding to what is "ordinarily" possible. On the other hand, it seems to me equally presumptuous to insist that at every point there must be complete understanding on the part of the prophet. Particularly this is so for cases of visionary material (Dan. 7, 10; Zech. 1-6; Rev. 4:1-22:5) or historical records of divine speech (e.g., the Gospel records of Jesus' parables). Why should we have to say, in the face of Daniel 7:16; Zechariah 4:4-5; Revelation 7:14, and the like, that the prophets came to understand everything that there was to understand, by the time that they wrote their visions down? Isn't it enough to stick with what is clear? It is clear that the prophet faithfully recorded what he saw and heard. He intended that we should understand from it whatever there is to understand when we treat it as a vision from God. Similarly, there is no need to insist that Luke understood all the ramifications of each of Jesus' parables. He may have, but then again he may not have. The results for our interpretation of the parables in the Gospel of Luke will be the same.
For instance, consider the case of Mosaic law. The background of the meeting at Mount Sinai forms a framework for Moses's later writings, and leads us to reckon more directly with the divine source of the law. On the other hand, Moses' close communion with God (Num. 12:6-8) hints at his inner understanding of the law.
In the case of prophecy, narrowly speaking, the prophet's pronouncement, "Thus says the Lord," and the predictive elements in his message frequently have the effect of highlighting the distinction between the prophet as mere human being and the prophet as channel for the Lord's message. The prophet himself steps into the background, as it were, in order to put all the emphasis on God's speaking. In visionary experiences this may be all the more the case, inasmuch as it is often not clear how much the prophet understands.
Here we confront still another complexity. What is human nature, and what does it mean to analyze a passage as the expression of a human author? If the human author is Paul, that means Paul filled with the Holy Spirit. We are not dealing with "bare" human nature (as if human beings ever existed outside of a relationship to God of one kind or another). We are already dealing with the divine, namely the Holy Spirit. Paul as a human being may not be immediately, analytically self conscious of all the implications of what he is saying. But people always know more and imply more than what they are perfectly self-conscious of. How far does this "more" extend? We are dealing with a person restored in the image of Christ, filled with the Holy Spirit, having the mind of Christ. There are incalculable depths here. We cannot calculate the limits of the Holy Spirit and the wisdom of Christ. Neither can we perform a perfect analytical separation of our knowledge from our union with Christ through the Holy Spirit.
Christological Fullness in Interpretation
The complexities that we meet here are only a shadow of the greatest complexity of all: the speeches of the incarnate Christ. Here God is speaking, not through a mere human being distinct from God, but in his own person. The eternal Word of God, the Second Person of the Trinity, speaks. Hence we must interpret what he says in the light of all that we know of God the author. At the same time a man speaks, Jesus of Nazareth. With respect to his human nature, he has limited knowledge (Luke 2:52). Hence we must interpret what he says in the light of all that we know of Jesus of Nazareth in his humanity.
This is a permanent mystery! Yet we know that we do not have two antithetical interpretations, one for the human nature speaking and one for the divine nature speaking. We know that there is a unity, based on the unity of the one person of Christ. However, it is possible, with respect to his human nature, that Jesus Christ is not exhaustively selfconscious of all the ramifications, nuances, and implications of what he says. He nevertheless does take responsibility for those ramifications, as does any other human speaker. As the divine Son, Jesus Christ does know all things, including all ramifications, applications, et cetera, of his speech. There is a distinction here, but nevertheless no disharmony.
In addition to this, we may say that Jesus in his human nature was especially endowed with the Spirit to perform his prophetic work, as planned by God the Father (Luke 4:18-19; 3:22). When we interpret his speech, we should take into account that the Holy Spirit speaks through him. Thus, we are saying that we must take into account the ultimately trinitarian character of revelation, as well as the unique fullness of the Spirit's endowment in Christ's messianic calling.
In short, when we interpret Christ's speech, we interpret it (as we do all speech) in the light of the author. That is, we interpret it as the speech of the divine Son. But Christ says that the Father speaks through him (John 14:10; 12:48-50). Hence it is the speech of the Father. Since the Holy Spirit comes upon Jesus to equip him for his messianic work, we also conclude that it is the speech of the Spirit. And of course it is the speech of the man Jesus of Nazareth. Each of these aspects of interpretation is distinct, at least in nuance!
What we meet in Christ is verbal communication undergirded by a communion and fellowship of understanding. In Christ's being there is no pure mathematical identity of divine persons or identity of two natures, but harmony. The result is that there is no pure mathematical identity in the interpretive product. That is, we cannot in a pure way analyze simply what the words mean as (for instance) proceeding from the human nature of Christ, and then say that precisely that, no more, no less, is the exhaustive interpretation of his words.
The case of divine speech through apostles and prophets is, of course, secondary, but none the less analogous. The revelation of Jesus Christ is the pinnacle (Heb. 1:1-3). All other revelations through prophets and apostles are secondary to this supreme revelation. There is ultimately no other way to gain deeper insight into the secondary than through the pinnacle. Hence we cannot expect to collapse the richness of divine presence into a mathematical point, when we are dealing with the words of the Bible.
Progressive Understanding
A further complexity arises because the many human authors of the Bible write over a long period of time. None of the human authors except the very last can survey the entire product in order to arrive at an interpretation of the whole.
Once again, we may throw light on the situation by starting with a simpler case. Suppose that we have a single uninspired human author speaking or writing to a single audience over a period of time. Even if we are dealing with only a single long oral discourse, the discourse is spread out in time. Individual statements and individual paragraphs near the beginning of the discourse are understood first, then those near the end. Moreover, an audience is in a better position to draw more inferences from earlier parts of a discourse once they have reached the end. Typically, all the parts of a discourse qualify and color each other. We understand more by reading the whole than we do from reading any one part, or even from all the parts separately. The effect is somewhat like the effect of different parts of an artist's picture. If we just attend to small bits of paint within the picture, one by one, we may miss many implications of the whole. The "meaning" of the picture does not reside merely in a mechanical, mathematical sum of the blobs of paint. Rather, it arises from the joint effect of the individual pieces. Their joint effect arises from the relations between the pieces. Likewise, the import of an author's discourse arises partly from the reinforce ments, qualifications, tensions, complementations, and other relations between the individual words and sentences, as well as from the effects of each sentence "in itself."
The overall effect of this is that an audience may understand what the first part of a discourse means, and then have that understanding modified and deepened by the last of the discourse.
Now consider a particular example of two people in communication over a long period of time. Suppose a father teaches his young son to sing "Jesus Loves Me." Later on, he tells the story of the life of Christ from a children's Bible story book. Still later, he explains how the Old Testament sacrificial system depicted aspects of Christ's purpose in dying for us. Finally, the son becomes an adult and does extended Bible study for himself. Suppose then that the son remembers how his father taught him "Jesus Loves Me." He asks, "What was my father saying in telling me the words of the song?" At the time, did I understand what he was saying? The answer may well be yes. The son understood what the father expected that he would have capacity to understand at that point. But the father knew as well that the child's initial understanding was not the end point. The father intended that the earlier words should be recalled later. He intended that the son should understand his father's mind better and better by comparing those earlier words with later words that the father would share.
Now, suppose that there was no misunderstanding, no misjudgment at any point. There is still more than one level of understanding of the father's words. There is what one may understand on the basis of those words more or less by themselves, when not supplemented by further words, and when seen as words adapted to the capacity of the young child. And there is what one may understand on the basis of comparing and relating those words to many later words (and actions) of the father. The first of these understandings is a legitimate one, an understanding not to be underestimated. As long as the child has only those words of the father, and not all the later history, it would be unfair of him to build up an exact, elaborate analysis of all the ramified implications of the statements. But once the father has said a lot more, it throws more light on what the father intended all along that those words should do: they should contribute along with many other words to form and engender an enormously rich understanding of Christ's love, an understanding capable of being evoked and alluded to by the words of the song.
The complexity arises, as before, from the dynamic and relational character of communicative meaning. The understanding we achieve from listening arises not only from individual words or sentences in the discourse but from the complex relations that they have to one another and to the larger situation, including what we know of the author himself. In particular, the song, "Jesus Loves Me," conveys meaning not simply in virtue of the internal arrangement of the words, but also in virtue of the context of who is saying it, what else is being said by way of explanation, and so on. True, there is something like a "common core" of meaning shared by all or nearly all uses of the song. But the implications that we may see around that common core may differ. (Imagine the song being used by a liberal who believes that in fact Jesus is merely human, and therefore still dead. In his mouth, the song is only a metaphorical expression of an ideal of human love.)
Progressive Revelation
Now we are ready to raise the crucial question: does something analogous to this happen with God's communication to his people over the period of time from Adam onwards? Is God like a human father speaking to his child?
The basic answer is obviously yes. But, for those who do not think it is so obvious, we can supply reasons.
1) Israel is called God's son (Exod. 4:22; Deut. 8:5), and Paul explicitly likens the Old Testament period to the time of a child's minority (Gal. 4:3-4). These passages are not directly discussing the question of biblical interpretation, but they are nevertheless suggestive.
2) From very early in the history of the human race God indicates in his speeches to us that more is to come. History and the promises of God are forward-looking. The story is yet to be completed. It is altogether natural to construe this as implying that earlier promissory statements of God may be more deeply understood once the promises begin to be fulfilled, and especially when they are completely fulfilled. Similar reflections evidently apply even to the hope we now have as Christians (1 Cor. 13:12).
3) In at least a few cases, within the pages of the Old Testament, we find prophecies whose fulfillments take unexpected form. One of the most striking is Jacob's prophecy about the dispersion of Simeon and Levi (Gen. 49:7b).16 If we attend only to the immediate context (49:7a), we are bound to conclude that God undertakes to disgrace both tribes by giving them no connected spot of settlement. The actual fulfillment is therefore quite surprising in the case of Levi. But it is not out of accord with God's character of turning cursings into blessings. What we know about him includes his right to exceed our expectations. This whole affair is more easily understood when we take into account the fact that Genesis 49:7 is not an isolated word of God, but part of a long history of God's communications, yet to be completed. We are not supposed to make dogmatically precise judgments without hearing the whole.
In short, God's actual ways of bringing fulfillments may vary. Some of them may be straightforward, others may be surprising. This is true just as it is true that an author may continue a discourse in a straightforward way, or in a surprising way that causes us to reassess the exact point of the first part of what he says.
4) The symbolic aspect of Old Testament institutions proclaim their own inadequacy (Heb. 10:1, 4). They are not only analogous to the final revelation of God, but at some points disanalogous (Heb. 10:4). Suppose that people stand in the Old Testament situation, trying to understand what is symbolized. They will inevitably continue with some questions unanswered until they are able to relate what is said and done earlier to what God does at the coming of Christ. Until the point of completion, the interpretation must remain open-ended (but not contentless).
5) Likewise, the speech of God is not complete until the coming of Christ (Heb. 1:1-3). We must, as it were, hear the end of the discourse before we are in a position to weigh the total context in terms of which we may achieve the most profound understanding of each part of the discourse.
I conclude, then, that any particular passage of the Bible is to be read in three progressively larger contexts, as follows.
a) Any passage is to be read in the context of the particular book of the Bible in which it appears, and in the context of the human author and historical circumstances of the book. God speaks truly to the people in particular times and circumstances.
b) Any passage is to be read in the context of the total canon of Scripture available up to that point in time.17 The people originally addressed by God must take into account that God's speech does not start with them, but presupposes and builds on previous utterances of God.
c) Any passage is to be read in the context of the entire Bible (the completed canon). God intended from the beginning that his later words should build on and enrich earlier words, so that in some sense the whole of the Bible represents one long, complex process of communication from one author.
In addition to these three analyses of the passage we may, in more fine-grained reflection, distinguish still other possibilities. In principle, we may ask what the passage contributes at any point during the progressive additions to canon through further revelation. For example, Bruce K. Waltke argues that in the case of the Psalms (and presumably many other Old Testament books), it is illuminating to ask about their meaning at the time when the Old Testament canon was complete but before the dawn of the New Testament era.'9 For simplicity we confine the subsequent discussion to the approaches (a), (b), and (c).
As we have said again and again, what we understand from a passage depends not only on the sequence of words of the passage, but the context in which it occurs. Hence the three readings (a), (b), and (c) can, in principle, lead to three different results. Some people might want to speak of three meanings. Meaning (a) would be the meaning obtained from focusing most on the human author and his circumstances. Meaning (c) would be the meaning obtained from focusing most on the divine author and all that we know about him from the whole of the Bible.
However, for most purposes I myself would prefer to avoid calling these three results three "meanings." To do that suggests that three unrelated and perhaps even contradictory things are being said. But these three approaches are complementary, not contradictory. The difference between these three approaches is quite like the difference between reading one chapter of a book and reading the whole of the book. After taking into account the whole book, we understand the one chapter as well as the whole book more deeply. But it does not mean that our understanding of the one chapter by itself was incorrect. Remember again the example of "Jesus Loves Me."
Psalm 22:12-18 as an Example
To see how this works, let us consider Psalm 22:12-18. Let us begin with approach (a), focusing on the human author. The passage speaks of the distress of a person who trusts in God (22:2-5, 8-10), but is nevertheless abandoned to his enemies. In a series of shifting metaphors the psalmist compares his suffering to being surrounded by bulls (22:12-13), to being sick or weak in body through emotional distress (22:14-15), to being caught by ravening dogs (22:16), to being treated virtually like a carcass (22:17-18).20 The psalmist's words evidently spring from his own experience of a situation of abandonment.
We encounter a special complexity in the case of psalms. The actual author (David, according to the title of Psalm 22)21 and the collector or collectors who under inspiration included Psalm 22 in the larger collection both have a role. The psalm receives a new setting when it is included in the Book of Psalms. This provides a new context for interpretation. In my opinion, it means that the collector invites us to see Psalm 22 not simply as the experience of an individual at one time, but a typical or model experience with which the whole congregation of Israel is to identify as they sing and meditate on the psalm.22 Hence, in the context of the Book of Psalms (the context with divine authority), we compare this psalm of lament and praise (22:25-31) with other psalms. We understand that there is a general pattern of suffering, trust, vindication, and praise that is to characterize the people of Israel.
Now we move to approach (b). We consider Psalm 22 in the light of the entire canon of Scripture given up until the time when the Book of Psalms was compiled. But there is some problem with this. The Book of Psalms may have been compiled in stages (e.g., many scholars think that Book 1, Psalms 1-41, may have been gathered into a single collection before some of the other psalms had been written). Whatever the details, we do not know exactly when the compilation of the book took place. Hence we do not know exactly what other canonical books had already been written.
What the messianic mediator will be like becomes progressively revealed in the course of the Old Testament. Yet it is never made very clear just how the experience of the Messiah ties in with Psalm 22 in detail. We know that Psalm 22 is related to the prophetic passages, but just how is not so clear.
Finally, let us proceed to approach (c). Let us consider Psalm 22 in the light of the completed canon. In this light, we know that Christ has come to fulfull all righteousness (Matt. 3:15), to fulfill all God's promises (2 Cor. 1:20; Rom. 15:8; Luke 24:45-48). We know too that Christ used the opening words of Psalm 22 when he was on the cross (Matt. 27:46). This already suggests that he is in a brief way indicating the relevance of the whole psalm to himself. If we remain in doubt, other New Testament passages assure us that that is indeed the case (Matt. 27:35; John 19:24; Heb. 2:12).
What Is "in" a Verse
Now let us ask, "What is the correct understanding of what God is saying in a verse like Psalms 22:16, 22:18, or 22:1?" Is it the understanding that we gain from approach (a), or the understanding that we gain from approach (c)? The answer, I think, is both. If we simply confine ourselves to approach (a), or even to approach (b), we neglect what can be learned by reading the whole of the Bible as the word of the single divine author. On the other hand, if we simply confine ourselves to approach (c), we neglect the fact that God's revelation was progressive. We need to remember that God was interested in edifying people in Old Testament times. Moreover, what he made clear and what he did not make so clear are both of interest to us, because they show us the ways in which our own understanding agrees with and sometimes exceeds previous understanding, due to the progress in revelation and the progress in the execution of God's redemptive program.
Moreover, certain dangers arise if we simply confine ourselves to approach (a) or to approach (c). If we neglect approach (a), we miss the advantage of having the control of a rigorous attention to the historical particulars associated with each text of the Bible. Then we run the danger that our systematic understanding of the Bible as a whole, or our subjective hunches, will simply dictate what any particular text means.
On the other hand, if we neglect approach (c), we miss the advantage of having the rest of the Bible to control the inferences that we may draw in the direction of applications. Perhaps we may refuse to apply the text at all, saying to ourselves, "It was just written for those people back there." Or we may apply it woodenly, not reckoning with the way in which it is qualified by the larger purposes of God. We miss the Christocentric character of the Bible, proclaimed in Luke 24:45-48. We refuse to see the particulars in the light of the whole, and so we may repeat an error of the Pharisees, who meticulously attended to detail, but neglected "justice and the love of God" (Luke 11:42).
But how can these approaches be combined? They combine in a way analogous to the way in which a human son combined earlier and later understandings of "Jesus Loves Me." There is a complex interplay.
But I think that we can be more precise. In scholarly research, we may begin with approach (a) as a control. For Psalm 22, we focus narrowly on the original historical context, and what is known within that context. We do grammatical-historical exegesis as the foundation for all later systematizing reflection. We try to avoid simply "reading in" our total knowledge of Scripture, or else we lose the opportunity for the Bible to criticize our views. As a second, later step, we relate Psalm 22 to earlier canonical books and finally to the New Testament. Whatever we find at this stage must harmonize with the results of approach (a). But we come to "extra" insights and deeper understanding as we relate Psalm 22 to the New Testament. These extra things are not "in" Psalm 22 in itself. They are not somehow mystically hidden in the psalm, so that someone with some esoteric key to interpretation could have come up with them just by reading the psalm in isolation from the rest of the Bible. Psalm 22 in itself gives us only what we get from approach (a). The extra things arise from the relations that Psalm 22 has with earlier canonical books (approach b), with the New Testament, and with the events of Christ's death. These relations, established by God, provide the basis for our proceeding another stage forward in understanding.
Hence, we are not talking about some purely subjective process of letting one's imagination run wild. Nor are we talking about a traditional Roman Catholic view of authority, where church tradition provides extra input with divine authority to enrich biblical understanding.25 Rather, the "extra" understanding comes from the biblical canon itself, taken as a whole.
But now suppose we consider the case of nonscholars, of ordinary people. Suppose that we are not scholars ourselves, but that we have been Christians for many years. Suppose that through the aid of the Holy Spirit we have been growing spiritually and studying the Bible diligently for the whole time. From our pastors and from other scholarly sources we have gained some knowledge of Old Testament and New Testament times, but not elaborate knowledge. But we have gained a thorough knowledge of the Bible as a whole. Much of this knowledge might be called unconscious or subconscious knowledge. Especially when it is a matter of large themes of the Bible, we might not be able to say clearly what we knew, and exactly what texts of the Bible had given us our knowledge.
When we read Psalm 22, we read it against the background of all that unconscious knowledge of biblical truths. When we see the opening words of 22:1, we naturally assume that the psalm speaks of Christ's suffering. We read the rest of the psalm as a psalm about Christ. In each verse we see Christ's love, his suffering, his rejection by his enemies.
The results we gain may be very similar to the results gained by the scholar who goes through all the distinct "steps." But the scholar knows that his understanding arises from the relations of Psalm 22 to the rest of the Bible. He self-consciously distinguishes what arises from the psalm viewed more or less in itself, and what arises from other passages of the Bible as they illumine the significance of the psalm. Laypeople may have the same "results," but without being able to say exactly what all the stages were by which they could logically come to those results.
The psychological perception of what is "in" the text of Psalm 22 may also be different. Lay readers are not consciously aware of the immense and important role played by our general knowledge of the rest of the Bible. Hence it seems that all the depth of insight that laypeople receive as they read Psalm 22 comes from Psalm 22. It is all "in" the psalm. By contrast, the scholar knows where things come from, and prefers to speak of the depth of insight as arising from the relations between many, many individual texts of the whole Bible, as these are brought into relation to Psalm 22 in a systematizing process.
But now consider once more the central question: what is God saying in Psalm 22? Well, he is saying what he said to the original Old Testament readers of the psalm. He speaks the truth to them. Hence, scholars are correct in taking care to distinguish what comes from the psalm itself and what comes from the psalm seen in the light of the whole Bible.
But God also intends that we should read Psalm 22 in the light of the rest of what he says. Scholars are correct in going on to a second stage in which they relate the psalm to the whole Bible. And laypeople are correct when they do the same thing. Of course, we must suppose that the laypeople are sober, godly readers, well versed in the Scripture. Then, as they read Psalm 22, all the depth that they receive is a depth that God intends them to receive. God is saying all that richness to them as they read. But that means that their psychological perception is correct. All that richness is "in" the psalm as a speech that God is speaking to them now.
Hence, I believe that we are confronted with an extremely complex and rich process of communication from God. The scholarly psychological process of making the distinctions is important as a check and refinement of laypeople's understanding. But that lay understanding, at its best, is not to be despised. We are not to be elitists who insist that everyone become a self-conscious scholar in reading the Bible. Laypeo- pie have a correct perception, even psychologically, of what God intends a passage like Psalm 22 to say. God does say more, now, through that passage, than he said to the Old Testament readers. The "more" arises from the stage of fuller revelation, and consequent fuller illumination of the Holy Spirit, in which we live.
All this is true without any need to postulate an extra, "mystical" sense. That is, we do not postulate an extra meaning which requires some esoteric hermeneutical method to uncover. Rather, our understanding is analogous to the way that a son's understanding of "Jesus Loves Me" arises and grows. At the end of a long period of reading and digesting a rich communication, we see each particular part of the communication through eyes of knowledge that have been enlightened by the whole. Through that enlightenment, each part of the whole is rich.
What relation does all this have to the discussions of sensus plenior?26 Raymond E. Brown's dissertation defines sensus plenior as follows:
My distinction between the intention of the human author and divine intention, as well as my discussion of the role of later revelation, shows affinities with this definition. But I am also concerned to distinguish, from a scholarly point of view, between what is "in" the passage and what arises from comparison of the passage with later revelation. This shows affinities with the rejection of sensus plenior by John P. Weisen- goff.21 Weisengoff rejects sensus plenior precisely in order to protect the idea that the added knowledge comes from the new revelation.9 In fact, the situation is complex enough to include the major concerns of both points of view.30
New Testament Interpretation of the Old Testament
Our reflections up to this point also throw light on some of the problems arising from New Testament interpretation of the Old Testa- ment.31 I would claim that the New Testament authors characteristically do not aim merely at grammatical-historical exegesis of the Old Testament. If we expect this of them, we expect something too narrow and with too exclusively a scholarly interest. The New Testament authors are not scholars but church leaders. They are interested in showing how Old Testament passages apply to the church and to the New Testament situation. Hence, when they discuss an Old Testament text, they consider it in the light of the rest of the Old Testament, in the light of the events of salvation that God has accomplished in Christ, and in the light of the teaching of Jesus himself during his earthly life. They bring all this knowledge to bear on their situation, in the light of all that they know about that situation. In this process they are not concerned, as scholars would be, to distinguish with nicety all the various sources that contribute to their understanding. Both they and their readers typically presuppose the context of later revelation. Hence, what they say using an Old Testament passage may not always be based on the Old Testament text alone, but on relations that the text has with this greater context. There is nothing wrong or odd about this process, any more than there is anything wrong with laypeople who read Psalm 22 in the light of their knowledge of the whole of Scripture.
Scholarly Use of Grammatical-Historical Exegesis
In conclusion, let us ask what implications we may draw concerning scholarly grammatical-historical exegesis. By grammatical-historical exegesis I mean an approach like approach (a), which self-consciously focuses on each biblical book as a product of a human author, in a particular historical setting. On the positive side, we have seen that grammatical-historical exegesis has an important illumining role. Several points can be mentioned.
1) In writing the Bible God spoke to people in human language, in human situations, through human authors. God himself in the Bible indicates that we should pay attention to these human factors in order to understand what he is saying and doing.
2) On a practical level, grammatical-historical exegesis serves to warn the church against being swallowed up by traditionalism, in which people merely read in the system of understanding which afterwards is read out. It alerts us to nuances in meaning that we otherwise overlook or even misread.
3) It serves to sensitize us to the genuinely progressive character of revelation. God did not say everything all at once. We understand him better the more we appreciate the wisdom involved in the partial and preliminary character of what came earlier (Heb. 1:1).
On the other hand, grammatical-historical exegesis is not all that there is to responsible biblical interpretation. Again, we can summarize the results in several points.
1) If grammatical-historical exegesis pretends to pay attention to the human author alone, it distorts the nature of the human author's intention. Whether or not they were perfectly self-conscious about it, the human authors intend that their words should be received as words of the Spirit.
2) God meets us and speaks to us in power as we read the Bible. God's power and presence must be taken into account from the beginning, just as we take into account all that characterizes a human author of any human text. We cannot, with perfect precision, analytically isolate God's propositional content from his personal communion. To attempt to perform grammatical-historical exegesis by such an isolating procedure is impious.
3) It is legitimate to explore the relations between what God says in all the parts of the Bible. When we perform such a synthesis, what we conclude may go beyond what we could derive from any one text in isolation. Yet it should not be in tension with the results of a narrow grammatical-historical exegesis. (Of course, sometimes because of the limitations of our knowledge we may find no way to resolve all tensions.)
4) We are not to despise laypeople's understanding of the Bible. We are not to reject it just because on the surface it appears to "read in" too much. Of course, laypeople may sometimes have overworked imaginations. But sometimes their conclusions may be the result of a synthesis of Bible knowledge due to the work of the Holy Spirit. Scholars cannot reject such a possibility without having achieved a profound synthetic and even practical knowledge of the Bible for themselves.
5) When later human writers of Scripture interpret earlier parts of Scripture, they typically do so without making fine scholarly distinctions concerning the basis of their knowledge. Hence we ought not to require them to confine themselves to a narrow grammatical-historical exegesis. In many respects their interpretations may be similar to valid uses of Scripture by nonscholars today.
6) God intends that the Bible's words should be applied in people's lives today. In complex personal, social, and political situations, we may not always be sure what the correct applications are. But applications genuinely in accord with God's word are part of God's intention. Hence, in a broad sense, they are part of what God is saying to us through the Bible as a whole. God continues to speak today. When we read the Bible, aware that it is God's word, we understand that he is speaking to us now. We are constrained to obey, to rejoice in him, and to worship.
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The Formula-Quotations of Matthew 2 and the Problem of Communication
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From R. T. France, "The Formula-Quotations of Matthew 2 and the Problem of Communication," New Testament Studies 27 (1981): 233-51. Reprinted with the permission of Cambridge University Press.
This chapter takes its cue from L. Hartman's study of "Scriptural Exegesis in the Gospel of Matthew and the Problem of Communication,"I and more specifically from two comments on that paper made by Professor M. D. Hooker.' The first was to the effect that the title of Hartman's study involved a promise which was not fulfilled, in that he did not in fact deal significantly with "communication," in the sense of discussing what the ordinary reader might have been expected to get out of Matthew's scriptural quotations and allusions. The second was the related question whether the ordinary Jew of New Testament times, as opposed to the professional theologians or the exegetes of Qumran, could be expected to have as full an acquaintance with the Old Testament as Hartman assumed. This last point reminded me of a principle set out in a recent article by Humphrey Palmer, which neatly articulated a persistent doubt which I have felt when reading suggestions of sophisticated midrashic developments in the Gospels: "The complexity of allusion intelligible to a modern scholar with lots of books and little else to do is much greater than that accessible to any member of Jesus' audience."3 A civilization based on the printed book may be in danger of forgetting that a scroll of even one Old Testament book was in the first century an inconvenient and expensive luxury, and so of assuming an ease of reference which is more appropriate to the age of the "pocket Bible" than to primitive Christianity.
Scripture and Tradition in Matthew 2
Matthew, unlike Luke, does not have, properly speaking, a birth-narrative. The birth of Jesus is merely hinted at in 1:25, and then presup posed in chapter 2. Nor is there any attempt at an account of Jesus' childhood as such. While Jesus is certainly the center of interest in these chapters, the stories are not about the child himself, but about Joseph, the Magi, and Herod. Chapters 1-2 are rather a theological, and to some extent apologetic, introduction of Jesus the Messiah before the story proper begins in chapter 3; they explain in genealogical and narrative form some salient features of Jesus' origin, his yevFm;, and aim to answer, as Stendahl put it in 1960, the question "Quis et unde?"5
The structure of the chapters is fairly clear: the genealogy, itself a carefully structured composition, is followed by five narrative sections, each of which is centered on a formula-quotation. The four of these narrative sections which comprise chapter 2 deal with the visit of the Magi, quoting Micah 5:1; the escape to Egypt, quoting Hosea 11:1; the slaughter of the children, quoting Jeremiah 31:15; and the settlement in Nazareth, quoting the elusive "He shall be called a Nazarene."
With the exception of the location of Jesus' birth in Bethlehem and his later residence in Nazareth, and of the bare historical datum of the death of Herod and the succession of Archelaus, these stories find no echo in any independent source, Christian or non-Christian. This in itself suggests that we are not dealing here with mere historical reporting, and the impression is strengthened when we note the contrast with Luke's infancy narrative. Luke presents us with memorable stories and living characters, in whom he appears to be interested for their own sake. Matthew does not really tell stories at all. Even the visit of the Magi, by far his most colourful narrative, is built around a succession of Old Testament allusions. And the accounts of Jesus' birth (or rather of Joseph's preparation for it) and of his family's movements during his infancy give only enough detail to show the historical application of his chosen scriptural texts and to draw out the Moses typology which forms a subplot to the main theme of the formula-quotations.
All this suggests that in the composition of Matthew 2 it is the narrative element which has been hung on the peg of the scriptural quotations and allusions rather than vice versa. Scriptural exegesis takes priority over historical reporting.
This is, I think, undeniable in view of the characteristics of the text itself. What I would question is the further step of labeling this chapter as "midrash," often with the implied assumption that the "facts" related in these chapters are merely the product of a scripturally activated imagination; that, in other words, the events of chapter 2 are not recorded elsewhere for the cogent reason that they did not happen outside the mind of Matthew or his exegetical "school." This seems to me a non sequitur.
"Literature about literature": that is, it is literature which comments in some way, generally but not always in a creative way, upon a biblical text. As such it is not an appropriate description of the Infancy Narrative, which is not a commentary on the biblical quotations found in it, but is rather commented on by these quotations. In midrash ... it is the scriptural text which is the object of investigation; in the Gospels it is always some past event, and Scripture is brought in merely to illuminate it.
This is a formal point, but it is an important one. Nowhere in the Gospels (and seldom in the New Testament) do we find a sustained commentary on a given biblical passage. The Evangelists did not, like the Qumran exegetes, sit down with an Old Testament book in front of them and work out its relevance to their situation. Rather they drew freely from the whole corpus of Old Testament literature (and beyond) whatever seemed to them suitable texts to illustrate their account of Jesus. There was no compulsion on them to comment on one text rather than another.
The point may be made with reference to Matthew 2 by asking two of what Dennis Nineham delightfully calls "idiot-boy questions."
First, why did Matthew choose these particular Old Testament texts for his formula-quotations? He had the whole Old Testament to choose from. On the assumption that he was uncontrolled by a historical tradition, and could invent whatever stories he liked to fit his texts, why these? Only one is clearly messianic in its Old Testament context (Mic. 5:1). Stendahl's answer is that all have explicit geographical reference, and that Matthew's aim in this chapter is to construct an apologetic for Jesus' geographical origin. This I believe is right, as we shall see. But if so, I ask again: why these texts? One mentions a geographical location which is in fact embarrassingly different from that of the narrative (Ramah instead of Bethlehem); and one is not even in the Old Testament at all ("He shall be called a Nazarene"). Any of us could have done much better in finding geographical messianic proof-texts and constructing stories around them if there were no historical controls. Isaiah 11:1116, for instance, could provide a very rich source for stories about the travels of the infant Jesus from Assyria to Egypt and in all the lands between, and all arising out of a Davidic messianic prophecy. Why not, if Matthew was free to create his narrative around his texts? It would be a lot more convincing than Rachel weeping at Ramah and "He shall be called a Nazarene."
My second question is related. If the facts were negotiable, why need Matthew twist the wording of his chosen texts? Why not twist the facts to fit the wording? Micah 5:1 has undergone some careful surgery, and something so dreadful has apparently happened to whatever text lies behind 2:23 that no one can now be sure what it was. Outside chapter 2 the most striking instance of Matthew's textual surgery is of course the composite quotation of 27:9-10, and there, as here, it is hard to explain such drastic modification of the text unless there was a pre-existent narrative situation into which it had to be fitted.8 The freedom with which Matthew finds it necessary to adapt his chosen texts to the narrative strongly suggests that the narrative was there first. It was the fact of Jesus' residence at Nazareth that made it necessary to concoct the quotation "He shall be called a Nazarene," and not vice versa.
It is not correct, therefore, to describe Matthew 2 as "midrash," if that means a commentary on a given scriptural text or texts, which may involve the creation of imaginative stories out of the text. Rather this chapter is using scriptural texts, freely chosen and adapted as necessary, to comment on given traditions about the origins of Jesus. The evangelist at least believed these stories to be factual, and hence felt it incumbent on him to illuminate them with Scripture.
Thus we have not a simple relation of either facts controlling texts or texts creating "facts," but a more complex dialectic. The Evangelist (if we may for the sake of the argument credit him with the composition of the chapter as we have it)9 is aware of traditions which he believes to be factual, and which seem to him to require explanation or comment. This he achieves not only by incidental allusions and by a carefully drawn parallel with the experiences of Moses (and perhaps the story of Balaam),10 but by one selected proof-text for each episode of his narrative. The narrative then affects the texts, as each is adapted more or less drastically to fit its new context and to draw out the message which was the evangelist's purpose in including this incident in his account. Conversely, the text affects the narrative, in that it is structured around the text and related in such a way as to bring out the relevance of the text to that situation, so much so that in some cases it is little more than a framework for the text. In short, the narrative tradition is the motive for the selection and shaping of the texts, but the texts have become the organizing principle for the narrative.
The Purpose and Message of Matthew 2
We may now broach more directly our primary question: what was the message these formula-quotations were intended to convey? Or, in the light of what we have just been considering, it could be put the other way: why did the evangelist choose to include and provide scriptural comment on these particular narrative traditions in the introduction to his Gospel?
The answer lies primarily, Stendahl argued, in geography. It is not only that each of the four formula-quotations in chapter 2 contains a place-name, though that is true. After the birthplace of the Messiah has been established in the story of the Magi and its associated quotation, the whole narrative of the rest of the chapter is devoted to the geographical movements of the Messiah and their justification: why he left Be- thelehem, where he took refuge, how he returned from there and was further directed to a new home. In short, how the baby of Bethlehem became the prophet of Nazareth. These movements are all presented not as the accidental results of uncontrolled events, but as divinely planned and guided; this point is made not only by the quotations, but by a series of dreams in which the angel of the Lord directs Joseph's successive moves, to Egypt, Judaea, and finally Galilee (vv. 13, 19, 22).
Moreover, beyond this specific series of adventures, there is a clear interest in geographical locations throughout chapters 2-4. (Chapter 1, which introduces the person and name of the Messiah, is by contrast devoid of place-names.) The Magi come "from the East" to Jerusalem, and from there to Bethlehem. After Jesus' settlement in Nazareth, John the Baptist begins preaching in the wilderness of Judaea, and wins a fol lowing from "Jerusalem and all Judaea and all the regions about the Jordan." Jesus comes from Galilee to the Jordan and thence to the wilderness. He then withdraws to Galilee, leaves Nazareth, and goes to live "in Capernaum, by the sea, in the territory of Zebulun and Naphtali," giving rise to another geographically oriented formula-quotation. Subsequently his mission extends "about all Galilee," his fame spreads "throughout all Syria," and his following comes from "Galilee and the Decapolis and Jerusalem and Judaea and from beyond the Jordan."
But what is all this geographical material meant to communicate about Jesus? Chapter 1 has presented him as the Davidic Messiah in his genealogy and in the giving of his name; what do his geographical movements tell us about him?
Undoubtedly there is an apologetic element here.'' The problem is that articulated in John 7:41-42: "Is the Christ to come from Galilee? Has not the scripture said that the Christ is descended from David, and comes from Bethlehem, the village where David was?" This was inevitably an embarrassment for anyone who made messianic claims for the prophet from Nazareth. The scandal (for Jewish orthodoxy) of a Galilean domicile is dealt with by the formula-quotation of 4:15-16; but in chapter 2 the requirement of an origin in Bethlehem is reaffirmed in the quotation of Micah 5:1, and Jesus of Nazareth is shown to meet it. Not only, however, does Jesus meet the generally recognized messianic requirement; even his home in Nazareth, the potential source of geographical embarrassment, is boldly claimed to be itself in fulfillment of the scriptural pattern. The whole itinerary of chapter 2 thus links these two fixed points of the geographical tradition, and culminates in the triumphant quotation, "He shall be called a Nazarene."
But if that were all Matthew wanted to communicate, it is not easy to see why he needed to introduce the escape to Egypt and Hosea 11:1. Nor would this account for the many other geographical references listed above. There is apparently some more positive purpose in Matthew's geographical interest than merely the explanation of embarrassing traditions.
Chapter 1 has been geared to showing Jesus as the Messiah of Israel, the son of David, by means of his name and genealogy. Chapter 2 is now providing a geographical argument for the same point, and at the same time extending it further to show that his mission is wider than even the ideal extent of Israel.
The geographical elements in chapters 2-4 listed above (which are additional to the formula-quotations) explicitly include the whole of the classical area of Israel; note especially 4:25: "Great crowds followed him from Galilee and the Decapolis and Jerusalem and Judaea and from beyond the Jordan [i.e. Peraea]." There is only one notable geographical lacuna, and that is Samaria, which is conspicuously absent from the whole Gospel of Matthew except to be bracketed with the Gentiles in 10:5 as a prohibited area for the disciples' mission. Samaria, then, is for Matthew an apostate region, but otherwise the whole of Old Testament Israel welcomes its Messiah. Moreover, his fame spreads "throughout all Syria" (4:24), thus taking in much of the "greater Israel" of King David.
But chapter 2 spreads the net wider. The Magi come "from the East," and are presumably Gentiles from Mesopotamia. Their involvement thus represents an ultimately wider role for Israel's Messiah, and the probable echoes of Psalm 72 and Isaiah 60 in the account of their "worship" reinforce this theme of the homage of the Gentiles. Moreover, both these passages refer to Sheba as the source from which gifts are brought, and these are specified in Isaiah 60:6 as "gold and frankincense"; the gifts of the Magi in Matthew 2:11 are therefore probably also designed to echo those of the Queen of Sheba to Solomon, son of David-"spices and very much gold and precious stones" (1 Kings 10:2). If so, Arabia is also brought within the scope of the influence of the son of David.
After Arabia and "the East" there is one other major geographical component of the Old Testament world to be taken into account, and that is Egypt. This too finds its place in Matthew 2, not by a mere deputation but by a personal visit from the son of David himself. The Messiah of Israel has thus been shown to be at home also in the wider Gentile world, and the places of Israel's exile in the Old Testament period, Egypt and "the East," have played their part in the preparation for his ministry.
Even if some details of this account are overdrawn, there is enough to show that the geographical element in Matthew 2 serves not only an apologetic but also a positive christological purpose, and that this geographical element is the main structural principle of the chapter. I would thus not agree with Hartman's assertion that "its warp is something like a midrashic haggadah based on the Moses haggadah and the first chapters of Exodus."12 If I am right in thinking that the warp is the primary framework of vertical strands into which horizontal strands are then woven, I would maintain that the geographical theme is the warp, the main organizing principle of the chapter, into which the woof of the Mosaic and Exodus typologies (together with other possible scriptural elements) is woven. Or, abandoning the metaphor, Matthew's primary purpose in chapter 2 is to teach about the Messiah through his geographical movements and associations, with the scriptural texts which these bring to mind. This is not to deny that he is also developing a Moses and Exodus typology, but this forms only a subplot, less conspicuous and even capable of being missed completely by the casual reader.
Preliminary Observations on the Problem of Communication
We now come at last to the problem of communication. If we may assume that the main thing Matthew was concerned to communicate in this chapter was an understanding of the geographical associations of Jesus as not only divinely directed and scripturally validated, but also as an indication of the universality of his role as Messiah, how successful may we adjudge him to have been in communicating this, and other subsidiary themes, to his putative readership? Specifically, how far do the four formula-quotations succeed in getting this across?
I would like first to defend Hartman's article against one of Professor Hooker's criticisms. He does try to deal with the problem of communication in at least one way which seems to me to be of value, and that is in a distinction which is not systematically spelled out, but which emerges at certain points in his article, between different levels of understanding. Thus he refers to "a nuance in the text" which is available to "the appreciative reader"13 and to "what a sharp-eyed reader found in the text";14 on the other hand he mentions what is "on the surface," "this surface meaning."15 He then concludes his discussion of Matthew 2:18 with the statement, "Only one who shared or thoroughly understood the religious tradition out of which and in which (and for which) Matthew 2 was written, was able to grasp these subtle meanings and nuances added to a quotation that could be understood, otherwise, solely as a way of saying that mothers grieved for their slain children."16 It is in this "religious tradition" common to author and readers that he sees the key to the problem of communication, and it is the attempt to discover such shared traditions which is the main object of the article.
Now this seems to me a legitimate way to approach the problem of communication, but it is hard to control in the absence of any direct independent evidence of the religious traditions available to Matthew's readers, even supposing that we could be sure who they were! Studies of interpretative traditions in first-century Judaism, even where we have the material from which to reconstruct them, can in the nature of the case never be exhaustive, and it is seldom that we dare claim that we have isolated such a tradition which would have been universally accepted in early Jewish Christianity. There are too many examples, both in the New Testament and in non-Christian Jewish literature, of variant and even conflicting exegetical traditions (as in the case of Daniel 7:1314) to allow any such precision.
In fact the only direct evidence we have for the interpretative traditions accepted in the community for whom Matthew writes is the text of Matthew itself. In what follows I shall try to use this direct evidence to suggest what may be some of the background of shared understanding which Matthew exploits in the presentation of his formula-quotations in chapter 2. I shall do this on the assumption, which I hope need not be justified, that Matthew wrote to be understood, that he expected there was at least somebody who would derive from the words he wrote the message which he intended to communicate. But I shall also bear in mind Hartman's distinction between the "surface meaning," which any reasonably intelligent reader might be expected to grasp, and what we may call a "bonus" meaning accessible to those who are more "sharp-eyed," or better instructed in Old Testament Scripture, or who may have shared with the author certain traditions of interpretation which were not commonly followed.
I am sure that such a distinction between surface meaning and a bonus meaning for the initiated or alert is realistic; any adult reader of children's classics, or any adult viewer of some of the more sophisticated children's television shows, will be well aware that the surface meaning may be communicated to the great delight of the more naive audience, while at the same time a whole world of more esoteric pleasure is in store for those who share the author's private adult viewpoint and erudition. It is a poor author who aims to communicate only with the lowest common denominator of his potential readership.
The Four Formula-Quotations of Matthew 2
Turning then briefly to the four formula-quotations, we consider first Micah 5:1. The surface meaning here is quite straightforward, that Bethlehem was the predicted place of origin of the Messiah, and that the birth of Jesus in Bethlehem duly fulfilled this prediction. There is nothing arbitrary or forced in this use of Micah 5:1, nor anything in the least esoteric. So far, communication is fully successful to anyone with the most elementary knowledge of the Old Testament-or even without, if he is prepared to take Matthew's word for it that there is such a prophecy to be found.
But to achieve this, Matthew had no need to alter the received wording. In any recoverable version Micah 5:1 clearly names Bethlehem as the place of origin of the future leader of Israel. Why then has Matthew found it necessary to introduce at least three deliberate changes into the wording? (The substitution of "chieftains" for "clans" may perhaps be explained by an independent vocalization of the Hebrew text, and does not significantly affect the impact of the quotation.)
The substitution of 7f Iov&x for "Ephrathah," the ancient name of Bethlehem, is not likely to be designed solely for geographical preci- sion,'7 to differentiate it from the Bethlehem in Galilee (Josh. 19:15), for the latter is not clearly mentioned outside the list in the Book of Joshua, and could not conceivably come to mind in this messianic connection in preference to the "city of David." It may be intended to emphasize the difference between the two geographical poles of the Messiah's itinerary in this chapter, from Bethlehem in Judah to Nazareth in Galilee. But more probably the double reference to Judah in Matthew's form of the quotation is reinforcing the christological point already stressed in the genealogy, that Jesus really did derive from the royal tribe, from which alone a truly Davidic Messiah could come. The second alteration, to ov&aµcic EXaxia rt, emphatically reversing the original description of Bethlehem's insignificance, is shown by the following addition of yap to be deliberate, and not just a reflection of a variant Hebrew text.8 The effect is to call attention to the dramatic alteration in Bethlehem's role from the insignificant village of David to the birthplace of the great son of David. (This paradox was, of course, already the point of the mention of Bethlehem's insignificance in Micah 5:1 itself; what Matthew has done is, perhaps rather prosaically, to remove the paradox by substituting Bethlehem's ultimate status for its original condition.)19 Thirdly, the substitution of the words from God's charge to David in 2 Samuel 5:2 (notgavei toy ?,aov you tiov 'Iaparjk) for the last words of Micah 5:1, while it in no way alters the meaning, and in fact takes up the theme of shepherding which is already present in Micah 5:3, imports a further significant echo of the prototype king David?°
All these three alterations, then, while not at all necessary for the surface meaning of the text, combine to convey a deliberate christological message to those who can recognize them. The ordinary reader, who was not closely acquainted with the Old Testament text, might well miss them all, as alterations. In that case he might still notice the repeated word "Judah," and be confirmed in his belief that Jesus was the true king of Israel; this would be a small bonus point for the "sharpeyed reader." But the other two alterations would escape him. ou&. t( etc ia'rtl achieves its force precisely as an alteration: in itself it would cause no surprise. As Hartman says in another connection: "A'twisted' quotation can communicate very special nuances of meaning, just as twisted. To a reader or a writer who knows the original text the twisted words become salient and draw attention to a new, wise or shrewd interpretation."Zt Similarly the words from 2 Samuel 5:2 would only convey a special meaning if recognized as an intrusion. But to those who had the necessary detailed knowledge of Scripture, these variations of wording would powerfully reinforce the message of the Davidic character of the Messiah which has already been so strongly stressed in chapter 1. To them, and to them only, Matthew offers this bonus point, without in the least detracting from the surface meaning which was open to all his readers.
Hosea 1 1:1 does not present any clear alteration in the wording; it is apparently a straightforward, if independent, translation of the Hebrew text. The surface meaning here is again the geographical point that there is scriptural warrant for a connection of the "son of God" with Egypt, and the addition of into tcupiou to the introductory formula ensures that there can be no doubt whose son was meant.22 (That it is the mention of Egypt itself which is the main point, rather than the phrase "out of Egypt," is suggested by the position of the quotation in verse 15, where Jesus' arrival and settlement in Egypt has just been mentioned, rather than in verse 21 where the departure from Egypt is narrated.)23 The Christian reader, who already regarded Jesus as "son of God,"24 could appreciate this surface meaning however little his knowledge of the Old Testament: there was a proof-text for this further geographical connection of Jesus' childhood. The problem, so obvious to us, that the "son of God" in Hosea was Israel, not the Messiah, would only occur to those with a reasonable acquaintance with Hosea.
A fuller knowledge of the Old Testament, however, would immediately demand a more sophisticated interpretation. This must have involved, for Matthew himself and for the better instructed of his readers, an Israel-Jesus typology25 such as we meet elsewhere, for instance, in the quotations in the temptation narrative.26 The rich interpretative possibilities of such a typology, as they have been explored throughout Christian history, would be a strong bonus point for those who stopped to question the exegetical basis of Matthew's use of this Old Testament text, and there is no reason to doubt that Matthew so intended it. A further bonus point might be found in an exploration of the significance of the Exodus as a type of salvation, and this would be especially apparent to any readers sufficiently erudite to have noticed the parallels to the childhood of Moses, both in its Old Testament form and more explicitly in its developed form as seen in Josephus and the Palestinian Targum,27 which have already occurred in the story of the Magi and of Herod's subsequent search for the child, and which will continue in the slaughter of the children, finally coming to the surface in the allusion to Exodus 4:19 in verse 20.28 So here again, as in the use of Micah 5:1, we have both a surface meaning based on the central geographical term and also a variety of christological implications available to those with the scriptural knowledge and perceptiveness to dig deeper into Matthew's purpose.29
The quotation of Jeremiah 31:15 is more difficult, for its surface meaning is not at all apparent. There is a place-name, to be sure, but it has no obvious connection with the narrative; if there is any significance in the mention of Ramah, it is certainly not on the surface. The immediately apparent connection of the text with the narrative is in the misery caused by the loss of children. But while this correlation may be the excuse for the quotation, it can hardly be the point of it, since one hardly needs a scriptural text to inform one that the loss of children causes unhappiness. Why is the Old Testament brought in here at all? Is it that the fact that there is an Old Testament precedent for such apparently senseless suffering shows that it is not outside the purpose of God, that in some mysterious way the wretched events at Bethlehem fit into a scripturally authenticated pattern? That much could, I think, be deduced from Matthew's quotation by even the most unlearned reader, so that it may be appropriately described as the surface meaning, and that alone would perhaps be enough to justify the inclusion of this text. But few commentators have been content to leave it at that, and we may well doubt whether that was all Matthew had in mind.
For one thing, this surface meaning stands out in this geographically oriented chapter as having, in contrast with the other three formulaquotations, no geographical application. Is there then, perhaps, a bonus geographical significance for the more inquisitive reader?
Nothing much can be derived from any alteration in the wording in this case, Matthew's version being independent, but a quite acceptable, if slightly abbreviated, rendering of the Hebrew test.
But the place-name Ramah immediately draws attention. Why was Rachel's weeping heard "in Ramah"? Probably because that was one of the traditional sites of her grave,;0 but it would hardly escape Matthew that it was also the site of the gathering of the exiles in 586 for the march to Babylon, Jeremiah himself being among them (Jer.40:1); this connection is noticed also by the Targum of Jeremiah 31:15, which interprets Rachel's weeping as "the house of Israel weeping and sighing after the prophet Jeremiah when Nebuzaradan the chief slaughterer sent him from Ramah." The fact that Jeremiah, like Jesus, subsequently escaped to Egypt may also have occurred to him. Moreover, there were probably already rival traditions of the site of Rachel's grave, at Bethlehem and in Benjamin,3' as we find debated among the rabbis in the third century,32 so that Rachel's weeping in Ramah may not have appeared so irrelevant to a disaster in Bethlehem as it seems to us. These geographical associations would be completely lost on the more naive reader, but might well have provoked (and been intended to provoke) some fascinating lines of thought for those with the scriptural knowledge to discern them. The fact that Matthew chose to include the name "Ramah" in his quotation, when he could easily have eliminated it either by omission or by a translation along the lines of the Septuagint A text (4covij iv TTY vnXrj tjxovaOrl),33 indicates that he intended it to communicate something, however recondite.
This suggestion of a "respect for context" in the original intention of the quotation is made not on the basis of an all-embracing theory, but because of a strong feeling, perhaps irrational, that the surface meaning of this particular quotation is simply not enough to explain why Matthew bothered to include it. There was a not entirely insignificant surface meaning accessible to the scripturally illiterate, but can we credit Matthew with introducing a long quotation with a sonorous fulfillment-formula, in a chapter devoted to the scriptural significance of the childhood movements of Jesus, simply in order to illustrate the very general theme that there is a place for loss and sorrow in the purposes of God? Most interpreters assume that there is something more here than can be derived from the cited words themselves. The trouble is that they do not agree on what that "something more" is. It is salutary to notice that Hartman's search in his article for the "subtle meanings and nuances added to (the) quotation"35 produces almost entirely different results from the bonus points I have suggested above.36 None of us is privy to the mind of Matthew, or of his intended readers, to be able to say which of these answers (if any) he wanted us to derive from the puzzle he has set for us. But that he intended us to try seems to me certain, and it may be that he would have regarded the variety of possible answers as an enrichment rather than an embarrassment.
The fourth "quotation" presents us with a different problem. Here there can be no uncertainty about the surface meaning. It is the simple apologetic point that Jesus' upbringing in Nazareth was scripturally authenticated. This, as we have seen, was a point of some importance to the primitive church in its relations with mainstream Judaism, and it is the QED to which the whole chapter has been building up. The Messiah, correctly born at Bethlehem, has by a series of scripturally sanctioned movements arrived at his known domicile, and this too, contrary to orthodox belief, is in fulfillment of the announced purpose of God. It is an important point, and it deserves to be strongly made. Our problem is that we cannot see how Matthew is trying to make it. By alleging a quotation which is not in fact found anywhere in the Old Testament, is he not in fact giving the game away at the very point where he needs to play his strongest card?
Now it is difficult to know how far we may press the assumed naivete and scriptural ignorance of the ordinary reader, but I suspect that the majority of ordinary readers today who come across Matthew 2:23 are prepared to take it on trust that there is, as Matthew seems to claim, an Old Testament text saying "He shall be called a Nazarene," and I wonder whether the same might not have been true in Matthew's day.7 If so, his purpose is achieved, as far as the uninstructed reader is concerned. The surface meaning is plain enough, for those who are not disposed to question how he arrived at it.
But if that was all Matthew intended, it was nothing more than a confidence trick, and one which could not hope to work with the more instructed readers whom we have elsewhere seen reason to believe that Matthew had in view. Nor can I believe that the Matthew to whom scriptural fulfillment was so important could have written 2:23 unless he was himself convinced that Jesus' residence in Nazareth really did in some way fulfill the Old Testament. Both the repetition of the fulfillment-formula and the explicit use of the term Na~wpaio; in what is ostensibly a specific quotation indicate that Matthew had some new Old Testament datum in mind here, and was not just, as Rothfuchs sug- gests,38 referring to Nazareth as the end result of the events validated by the three preceding formula-quotations.
Nazareth is not mentioned in the Old Testament. To find scriptural warrant for Jesus' residence there, rather than in Galilee in general (and that is the point of the next formula-quotation in 4:15-16), therefore required a more oblique approach, and Matthew gives warning of this by the phrasing of his introductory formula, which by speaking of "the prophets" in the plural39 and substituting on for Xyovio; already indicates that he is not making a direct quotation, but rather introducing a theme of prophetic expectation.40 What this theme was has been variously formulated, but some commentators who accept this approach think of Na~wpaio; as an epithet conveying a sense of inferiority, a humble and obscure origin inconsistent with the expected royal dignity of the Messiah.41 Whether or not Na~wpatoq originated as a term for one from Nazareth,42 by the time of Matthew it had clearly acquired this connotation, and the remoteness of Nazareth would thus give it a derogatory sense of "backwoodsman" particularly for the Judaean whose view of Galilee in general was not flattering.3 In the application of this opprobrious term to Jesus (hence iX119tjaei(Xt) Matthew sees, it is suggested, the fulfillment of prophecies of a humble and unrecognized Messiah, "despised and rejected by men."44 To put it a little whimsically, it is Nazareth's very absence from the Old Testament which makes it a fitting fulfillment of this Old Testament theme.
If this is pronounced exceedingly tortuous, I agree! But Matthew must have meant something! What is the alternative? To look, in defiance of the conspicuously irregular introductory formula, for a single passage sufficiently resembling Nacwpaio; KA.rl91j ctat to be recognized in those words. It is a forlorn hope. The -IY: of Isaiah 11:145 suffers from the rather serious disability that there is no way a Greek-speaking reader of Matthew could spot the reference, nor does it offer any explanation of KX119rjaetat. Judges 13:5, 7, the other main contender, does offer the Greek term va@tpaioc in the A text of the Septuagint, but it is odd that Matthew should have substituted KX.riQrjaetat for the no less suitable eclat of the Septuagint,46 thus reducing the allusion to a single word, and that differing from any known Greek rendering of 1'i:.47 When one adds that Jesus was not a Nazirite, and was even known as a winebibber (Matt. 11:19), this suggested allusion seems no less tortuous than that proposed above, which did at least have the merits of taking the modified introductory formula seriously, and giving some reason for Matthew's use of O.r191j ctat. It is possible, even probable, that a secondary allusion to Samson as the miraculously born savior figure could have been intended,41 providing a further and yet more abstruse bonus point for the persistent searcher, but I think we are entitled to claim that if this reference had been Matthew's primary purpose he ought not to have placed so many gratuitous obstacles in its way.
Communication in Matthew 2-Conclusions
Our object in this very sketchy account of the formula-quotations in Matthew 2 has been to isolate what the author was in fact trying to communicate by his selection of quotations, and how he set about doing so in the way he introduced them into the narrative and in some cases adapted their wording to bring out his intended interpretation. The final stage is to ask how far he may be judged to have succeeded in communicating.
It is, of course, essentially an unanswerable question. It could only be answered by interviewing those for whom he wrote his Gospel. If there was a large element of subjectivity in our attempt to read the mind of Matthew, whose writing we do at least possess, there is a far larger element of subjectivity in any attempt to question his readers, who are not only inaccessible, but unidentifiable. All we may be sure of is that their background and outlook would be very different from ours. But a few general comments may be ventured.
But we have seen reason at each point to believe that Matthew had more in mind than the "surface meaning"; that he had bonus points to offer to those whose acquaintance with the Old Testament enabled them to spot his "deliberate mistakes" in Micah 5:1 and his sophisticated creation of the Nazarene text from a minor theme of Old Testament prophecy, or to recollect the context of Jeremiah 31:15 and the original identity of the "son" in Hosea 1 1:1. There were bonus points too for those with the theological inquisitiveness to dig into the associations of Ramah, or to follow up the assonance of Na~(opatog with vact- patoS. Those whose exegetical sophistication would enable them to appreciate the numerous scriptural allusions in the story of the Magi and the sub-plot of Mosaic typology would also find in the formula-quotations material for christological reflections on the Davidic elements in Jesus' background, the typology of the Exodus, the exile-and-return pattern of Jeremiah 31, and perhaps Samson as the prototype of the Godsent redeemer. More could be added, all of it admittedly speculative and inevitably subjective. For what any given reader will find in a chapter like Matthew 2 will vary with his exegetical background. What I want to suggest is that Matthew would not necessarily have found this regrettable, that he was deliberately composing a chapter rich in potential exegetical bonuses, so that the more fully a reader shared the religious traditions and scriptural erudition of the author, the more he was likely to derive from his reading, while at the same time there was a surface meaning sufficiently uncomplicated for even the most nave reader to follow it. This surface meaning is essentially apologetic, but the bonus meanings convey an increasingly rich and positive understanding of the person and role of the Messiah, not integrated into a tidy theological scheme, but diverse and suggestive for those with eyes to see.
I am arguing, in other words, that Matthew was well aware of differing levels among his potential readership. I would want to say not so much with Professor Moule, that he "does not seem to discriminate between the more superficial and the more profound,"50 but rather that he deliberately included both, that he was a sufficiently sophisticated author and communicator not to aim only for the lowest common denominator in his readership, nor to write an esoteric manual for initiates only, but to cater for the different levels of comprehension at the same time. And I believe that in so doing he was in the company of many of the most successful writers of all ages, whose work has an immediate impact without extensive academic analysis, but is not exhausted on a first reading and continues to delight and reward in successive encounters over the years.
The existence of the sophisticated and varied readership which I have described is not, of course, a firm historical datum. I have postu lated it on the basis of the text itself. The procedure is inevitably circular in that one understands and criticizes the text in terms of the readership, and reconstructs the readership from the text. But if there is any validity in the initial assumption that Matthew wrote to be understood by somebody, there is some justification for this procedure, if carried out with a due awareness that the background and thought-processes of Matthew and his readers were different from ours. The only firm datum is the text itself, so that is where we must start. That Matthew wrote these words rather than any others must tell us something about both the man and his purpose. The more obscure and tantalizing his words may seem to us, the more they demand some explanation in terms of a cultural and religious tradition different from ours.
Thus it is not surprising that the use of the Old Testament by Matthew is, in Professor Moule's words, "to our critical eyes, manifestly forced and artificial and unconvincing."" Our cultural and religious traditions would not allow us to write like this, and do not allow us to read Matthew, initially at least, with the shared understanding which we must assume his original readers, or some of them, would have had. But the inevitable distance which cultural relativity puts between us and Matthew's original readers does not entitle us to write him off as obscurantist or incapable. And when we attempt to read him on his own terms, by putting ourselves in the place of his original readers, we may not only achieve a more respectful appreciation of his literary ability and his skill as a communicator, but we may also be in a position to discern those guiding principles of interpretation which need to find as appropriate an expression in our cultural situation as Matthew gave them in his.52
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The Place of the Old Testament in the Formation of New Testament Theology
Prolegomena
Barnabas Lindars
From Barnabas Lindars, "The Place of the Old Testament in the Formation of New Testament Theology: Prolegomena," New Testament Studies 23 (1976): 59-66. Reprinted with the permission of Cambridge University Press.
In a recent article on the interpretation of the Old Testament in the New Testament Traugott Holtz1 takes as his point of departure the twice repeated kata tas graphas of 1 Corinthians 15:3, 5. C. H. Dodd took the same words for the title of his influential book, According to the Scriptures. So we may suitably start with this for our consideration of the place of the Old Testament in the formation of New Testament theology. Paul's use of this phrase in the credo of I Corinthians 15 is remarkable. For one thing, it is the clearest possible case in the New Testament of appeal to the Scriptures in order to provide the basis of a theological interpretation of the Christ-event. This at once alerts us to expect the importance of the Old Testament for New Testament theology to be in the realm of Christology, or rather of the person and work of Christ. It can be expected to be the most important factor in the primitive church's understanding of its own faith. But another point about I Corinthians 15:3, 5 is even more significant. In this instance Paul does not even consider it necessary to adduce the relevant texts. It is implied that he could do so, if he wished, and scholars have made various suggestions about which texts he actually had in mind. But the point is that he can presuppose that it is sufficient for his argument merely to allude to the possibility of adducing Scriptures. And this implies that they are common ground between him and his readers. The Scriptures are, then, an agreed basis for discussion. They have an authority which is unquestioned. Consequently it can be taken as axiomatic that they will play a most important, indeed indispensable, part in the formation of New Testament theology.
I
The first thing that must be done is to decide what is denoted by "the Scriptures." At the time of the rise of Christianity no final decision had been taken on the limits of the canon. Study of the New Testament shows that almost all the books of the Hebrew canon were quarried for supporting texts. Also certain books were used which were eventually excluded from the canon, for example, Ben Sira and the Wisdom of Solomon, and even one or two of the Pseudepigrapha. Thus, though the limits are undefined, and a certain degree of fluidity must be presupposed concerning the status of some writings, it would be quite wrong to suggest that the canon shared by primitive Christianity with the contemporary Judaism was anything less than the complete Old Testament. This remains true, even though individual writers may not have had personal access to all the books of the Old Testament. Thus Holtz has argued, in his very full investigation of the scriptural citations in Luke-Acts,2 that Luke was only able to quote directly from Isaiah, Minor Prophets, and Psalms. The rest of his quotations and allusions were found already in his sources. G. Reim has gone even further with regard to John.3 He argues that the Evangelist did not normally make firsthand use of Scripture, and that he was only thoroughly familiar with the chapters of Isaiah which we know today as Deutero-Isaiah. These conclusions may be disputed, especially in the latter case, but even if they are correct, they only highlight more strongly the significance of the pervasive influence of all the Old Testament Scriptures upon New Testament theology. For in spite of the scarcity of books, which must have been a real problem as the church became separated from the synagogue, the Old Testament is woven into the fabric of the New Testament.
It would be a mistake, however, to generalize from these observations with regard to Luke and John, and to suppose that the New Testament writers as a whole were not in a position to make extensive use of the Old Testament. Paul at any rate knew his Bible well. But even with Paul false conclusions are possible. It has been pointed out that Paul only makes actual quotations from the Old Testament when he is arguing with opponents who are either Jews or Judaizing Christians. This might suggest that he does not depend on the Old Testament for his creative thought. Conzelmann, noting this suggestion, replies that the category of fulfillment is essential to Paul's constructive theology, so that the Old Testament cannot be excluded from this aspect of his work. That Christ is the fulfillment of the Old Testament prophecies is a basic presupposition of his thought. This observation in its turn draws attention to the extent to which the Old Testament has been used without direct quotation. Besides literary allusions there are also major themes, such as creation, exodus, Israel, covenant, righteousness, life, et cetera, to name just a few at random. The conclusion easily follows that the Old Testament is the greatest single influence in the formation of New Testament theology.
11
The implications of this fact must now be considered. Numerous books have been written to show the immense debt of the New Testament writers to the Old Testament, and writers of theologies of the New Testament are not slow to acknowledge it. But this does not mean that the church by-passed contemporary Jewish interests and exegesis in making recourse to the Old Testament, though such a view could be expressed, for example, by F. C. Grant, some twenty-five years ago.' All recent studies tend to confirm the fact that contemporary Jewish exegesis is the proper background to the church's use of the Old Testament. In the first place, the debt to Judaism in the case of liturgical forms is obvious. This needs no further demonstration. Secondly, rabbinic literature has been combed not only to illuminate gospel teachings and customs, but also, and increasingly in recent years, to trace exegetical techniques and midrashic themes in early Christian use of the Old Testament. Thirdly, Targumic studies have been going on apace, and have been given a strong impulse from the discovery of Neofiti I, which can be expected to yield much that is of value to the New Testament specialist. Thus, to mention just one example, the rabbinic exegesis of Jacob's dream, in which Jacob is joined to his heavenly archetype by the ladder between heaven and earth, and which formerly could not be traced with certainty into the Tannaitic period,' has now turned up in Targum Neofiti.7 The possibility that in John 1:51 the author is exploiting a contemporary Jewish exegesis is accordingly strengthened.
Fourthly, there is obviously the extremely important biblical exegesis of the Qumran sect. The significance of this, by comparison with the rabbinic literature, consists not primarily in rules of interpretation, which are often shared with rabbinic exegesis, but in the sect's conviction that it was living in the crucial time before the transition of the ages, to which all Scriptures refer. Consequently the fulfillment of Scripture can be discerned in the sect's own history and experience. This differs from the characteristic timelessness of the rabbinic application of Scripture. There are really two points at issue here. First, there is the conviction that all Scriptures, not only the Prophets and Psalms, but even the Torah itself, have the end time as their proper point of reference. Secondly, there is the conviction that the present generation is actually the end time to which they refer. This conjunction of two convictions is characteristic of Qumran, and applies too to a fifth category of contemporary Jewish thought, the apocalyptic literature. It is true, of course, that the rabbis also share the tendency to refer Scriptures to the end time to some extent. But the point is that their timing tends to be indeterminate, and we miss altogether in their writings the sense of involvement of the present in the future-or, rather, of the future in the present-which is characteristic alike of Qumran, apocalyptic, and early Christianity.
Nevertheless there is also a fundamental distinction between early Christianity and these sources. For it is in the christological use of the Old Testament in the New Testament (to quote the title of Professor Black's Presidential Address in 1970)8 that the links between early Christian and contemporary Jewish exegesis can be most clearly seen. This points to the fact that it was the Christ-event which stood at the center of the church's conviction of living in the end time. Hence this aspect of the matter is not simply due to contemporary influences. It is also due to the tremendous impact of the Christ-event itself. But, when all due allowances are made for this fact, it remains true that the rapid expansion of Christianity would really be inexplicable except against the background of a widespread feeling amongst Jews of the day that they were living in the end time. For it is, as Holtz has pointed out, only because of the pre-understanding of the Bible in this eschatological sense, attested not only in Qumran and apocalyptic, but also to some extent in rabbinic sources, that the church's application of the whole range of the Old Testament to Jesus could be felt to be a plausible undertaking and find acceptance.
III
Turning now to the actual use of the Old Testament in the New Testament, we must first sound a warning note. Qumran and apocalyptic are undoubtedly very important for the New Testament, but it would be a mistake to press the comparison too far. There is very little evidence in the New Testament for a deliberate scholarly activity comparable to that of the writers of this contemporary literature. Early Christianity uses what can be styled for the sake of convenience (if incorrectly) the pesher type of interpretation,10 but there are no biblical commentaries in the New Testament and early Christian literature comparable to those of Qumran. Rather, the evidence of the Old Testament citations points to a process of selection and adaptation of proof-texts. This might suggest the existence of a testimony-book at a very early date, preceding the composition of the books of the New Testament and even of the letters of Paul, as Rendel Harris argued in his well-known monographs on the subject nearly sixty years ago." The discovery of such documents as 4Q Testimonia and 4Q Florilegium has revived support for this theory. But the variations in the form of the citations in the New Testament do not permit the conclusion that the writers are making use of a common document. What we see in the New Testament is the beginning of a process which can be traced through the Epistle of Barnabas and Justin Martyr's Dialogue with Trvpho, and eventually culminates in the testimony-books of the anti-Judaic literature. This starts with the christological application of texts already current in contemporary messianic speculation. Further texts, often unique to Christianity in this sense, are added to the common stock on an ad hoc basis in a living situation. It is not credible that a scholarly Christian Jew raked through the Old Testament in order to write a handbook for Paul to carry around on his journeys. In fact Paul did not need one. With his thorough training as a Pharisee, he had his own vast store of knowledge both of the Old Testament itself and of contemporary exegesis, which he drew on constantly in the course of his missionary labors. He made use of texts already well established in Christian discourse, and also added to this much further biblical material, as the need arose.
Apocalyptic, as von Rad has shown,12 is also very largely a scholarly activity, though very different in kind from that of Qumran and that of the rabbis. It is a matter of theorizing about the times of the end, on the basis of encyclopedic learning. Paul is aware of such speculations, as we know from 1 Corinthians 15 and the Thessalonian epistles. But the New Testament writers on the whole do not do the theorizing. They are content to accept current speculations. What they are concerned with is the application of them to Christ. They work in a real-life situation, marked by a sense of urgency. Their apocalyptic is not in the first instance worked out quietly in the study. At a slightly later stage a genuinely Christian creative apocalyptic can be discerned, as is evident in the Little Apocalypse of Mark 13 and the Book of Revelation. It is not to be denied that there was some scholarly activity of this kind in the early church. But the point is that this is not the primary setting in which the Old Testament came to be a fundamentally formative influence on New Testament theology. The use of the Old Testament in apocalyptic is much more a mode of expression than the support for a theological enterprise.
The same considerations apply to the Epistle to the Hebrews. The classification of this work has always been a problem, as it appears to oscillate between academic theological exposition and urgent exhortation to the readers. If Hebrews is taken to be a theological treatise, it is natural to conclude that the extensive use of Scriptures in it is the writer's method of formulating his Christology by references to Old Testament types, which are fulfilled in Christ. However, the view that the Epistle is primarily an exhortation is to be preferred. From this point of view the theology is not a christological exercise, but the grounds for appeal to the readers. In both theological and hortatory passages the Old Testament is woven into the structure of the argument in such a way that it represents God himself speaking to the readers. The Old Testament is God's living word (4:12), his mode of address to the readers in their actual situation. Thus we have here precisely the same presupposition as appears in Paul in 1 Corinthians 10:6, 11 (cf. Rom. 15:4): that the present age, which is the beginning of the end time, is the proper point of reference for the whole of Scripture. God's word only reaches its full meaning when it is understood in the light of the present age, so that-to quote Paul again-those who do not accept this fact remain blind, and the "veil remains unlifted, because only through Christ is it taken away. Yes, to this day, whenever Moses is read a veil lies over their minds; but when a man turns to the Lord the veil is removed" (2 Cor. 3:14-16).
I hope that these brief indications are sufficient to show that the use of the Old Testament-whether in direct quotations, in allusions, or in the employment of biblical themes-is primarily a mode of expression for early Christian thought, arising from a contemporary understanding of the meaning of Scripture. There is no sign of a direct interest in the Old Testament for its own sake, as at Qumran. The New Testament writers do not take an Old Testament book or passage, and sit down and ask, "What does this mean?" They are concerned with the kerygma, which they need to teach and to defend and to understand for themselves. Believing that Christ is the fulfillment of the promises of God, and that they are living in the age to which all the Scriptures refer, they employ the Old Testament in an ad hoc way, making recourse to it just when and how they find it helpful for their purposes. But they do this in a highly creative situation, because the Christ-event breaks through conventional expectations, and demands new patterns of exegesis for its elucidation. It has been reasonably argued that some of the intuitions which contribute to this process are to be traced back to Jesus himself.13 But, just as there is no such thing as a systematic theology in the New Testament, so there is no sign of an attempt to construct a theology of the Old Testament as the pedestal on which a New Testament theology can be erected.
IV
Finally, a word must be said about typological theories. It is obvious that, given the attitude to the Old Testament which I have indicated in this chapter with its central emphasis on the fulfillment in Christ, typology plays an important part in the early Christian use of the Old Testament, and numerous examples can be cited. It can also be granted that it is more pervasive than appears on the surface, seeing that some allusions are so light that they can easily be missed. We can also allow that the writers could, in some cases at least, expect their readers" ears to be better attuned to pick up Old Testament allusions than could be expected in a Christian congregation today. But this does not warrant theories which attempt to discover the "real" meaning of a passage in the light of a supposed reference to the Old Testament, which the readers are not only expected to observe for themselves, but also expected to use as a basis for inferences which are not actually and openly expressed in the text which they are reading. Such theories have plagued Johannine studies, and continue to do so. Take, for example, the recent theory of A. M. Serra,14 which has been enthusiastically espoused by B. Olsson in his dissertation Structure and Meaning in the Fourth Gospel, that the sequence of days in John 1:19-2:12 is to be elucidated from the events of the Sinai theophany, as expounded in the Targum Pseudo-Jonathan to Exodus 19-24. We may well ask what this is supposed to mean. The Johannine sequence does seem rather artificial, so that it is reasonable to ask whether symbolical considerations have been at work in its composition, and various theories have been produced. But what does John wish to communicate? Is his meaning lost if the supposed allusions to the Sinai narrative are missed? If they are essential, why has he not taken the trouble to make his point plain? One can say that the interpretation has already been made explicit in 1:17: "For the law was given by Moses; grace and truth came through Jesus Christ." But then what does the recognition of a "Sinai screen"15 for the sequence which follows add to this? The text must be allowed to make its point for what it is in itself. In fact this kind of interpretation is far more likely to distort the author's meaning than to elucidate it. There is simply no firm evidence that the New Testament writers were accustomed to work in this way. It presupposes a process of superimposing a gospel narrative upon a corresponding Old Testament narrative in order to convey a deeper meaning. Alternatively, it presupposes the more radical conclusion that items of gospel tradition were entirely evolved out of Old Testament prototypes. The actual, provable use of the Old Testament in the New Testament does not support such a hypothesis. For the same reasons, lectionary theories, in which New Testament books are supposed to receive illumination from the use of synagogue readings in conjunction with them, need to be treated with considerable reserve.16
In this chapter I have argued that the New Testament writers used the Old Testament for a variety of purposes, kerygmatic, apologetic, catechetical, hortatory, liturgical, et cetera, because it was the natural medium of expression in religious contexts. They understood the Old Testament to refer to their own generation, in common with the Qumran sect and some apocalyptic writers. This, then, is a contemporary attitude to Scripture, and contemporary methods of exegesis must be regarded as regulative for the primitive church. God speaks to their own generation through the Scriptures, which are therefore subservient to God's new declaration in his Son, Jesus. The place of the Old Testament in the formation of New Testament theology is that of a servant, ready to run to the aid of the gospel whenever it is required, bolstering up arguments, and filling out meaning through evocative allusions, but never acting as the master or leading the way, nor even guiding the process of thought behind the scenes. God's new word, the "yes," the "now," of the gospel is Jesus, who demotes the Scriptures from master to servant, as much as he changes the basis of religion from law to grace.
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Matthew Twists the Scriptures
S. V. McCasland
From S. V. McCasland, "Matthew Twists the Scriptures," Journal of Biblical Literature 80 (1961): 143-48. Reprinted by permission of the Society of Biblical Literature.
The theme of this chapter was suggested by a remark of the author of 2 Peter (3:16) with reference to the way some persons of the early church dealt with the letters of Paul. He says, "There are some things in them hard to understand, which the ignorant and unstable twist to their own destruction, as they do the other Scriptures." Our modern critical study of the New Testament writings makes it possible to document this ancient author's observation in many interesting ways. The words of this man who wrote under the name of Peter throw light not only on the use of the Scriptures in the early church but also on the way some of the New Testament writings were actually produced. One of the important discoveries of recent biblical studies is the position the Old Testament Scriptures held in the worship and piety of Jews and early Christians and in their understanding of the events of history through which they were passing, indeed in some cases shaping their own actions according to patterns of conduct which they believed they saw prescribed for them in the Scriptures.
I have chosen for this chapter to document some of these practices among early Christians by observing how the author of the Gospel of Matthew interpreted the Old Testament, and then to suggest that his uses of the Old Testament give some indication of how he treated his immediate sources for the story of Jesus recorded in his Gospel.
Let us begin with Matthew's treatment of Scripture in the genealogy of Jesus (1:1-17). Here he constructs a genealogy beginning with Abra ham. It is constructed on a scheme with three subdivisions, the breaks being at David and the captivity, and each division contains fourteen generations, making a total of forty-two from Abraham to Christ. Luke's genealogy covering the same period (3:23-34) lists fifty-six generations. Without attempting to decide which, if either, of these is correct, a discrepancy of fourteen generations is noteworthy; but the exact division of Matthew's genealogy into three groups of fourteen generations each, and four times fourteen in Luke's, is enough to put one on guard. Indeed we discover that, in order to obtain fourteen in the first division, Matthew omitted the names of Ahaziah, Joash, Amaziah, and Jehoiakim from the kings of Judah (Matt. 1:8, 11; 1 Chron. 3:11-15). To get fourteen in the second division and also in the third, Matthew counted Jeconiah in both groups. It is evident therefore that Matthew imposed an arbitrary pattern on the genealogy and adjusted the Old Testament data to fit the pattern.
In order to explain the mystery surrounding the personality of Jesus, in 1:23 Matthew quotes Isaiah 7:14, "Behold a virgin shall conceive and bear a son, and his name shall be called Immanuel," thus providing a basis in Scripture for the belief that Jesus was born of a virgin mother. Matthew is the only New Testament writer to quote Isaiah 7:14. It is now well known that this saying of Isaiah refers to an event of his own time, and that the Hebrew word 'ahndh, for the mother of the child, does not mean a virgin but only a young woman. This makes it evident that Matthew transfers the event to his own time and follows, not the Hebrew text, but a Greek translation, which renders the Hebrew bypar- thenos, usually meaning a virgin.
Matthew is also the only New Testament author to relate the flight of Joseph and Mary with the child Jesus to Egypt. He says that when the little family returned from Egypt after Herod's death, only to discover that his son Archelaus reigned in Jerusalem, they went and dwelt in Nazareth of Galilee, and remarks that they did this to fulfill the saying of the prophets, "He shall be called a Nazarene," a passage which no scholar has been able to locate with certainty in the Old Testament (2:19-23). It is clear that Matthew, not being close to the facts of the birth of Jesus, has assumed from another passage he quotes from Micah 5:2 that Joseph and Mary lived in Bethlehem before the child was born, and that they transferred their residence to Nazareth after returning from Egypt. Matthew's conclusion contradicts the testimony of Luke that the family lived in Nazareth before Jesus was born, and made the journey to Bethlehem because of a census.
Moreover, Matthew 2:15 interprets the return of Joseph and Mary with the child Jesus from Egypt as fulfillment of Hosea 11:1, "Out of Egypt I called my son," which in its original setting means the exodus of Israel from Egypt. As only Matthew records the flight to Egypt, there is a strong possibility that the entire episode is an inference from the misunderstood Hosea 11:1.
Matthew's account of the triumphal entry of Jesus into Jerusalem (21:1-11) radically changes Mark (11:1-11), the source he is following. He says that Jesus rode into the city, not on one donkey, but on two at the same time, thus changing Mark's simple, dignified narrative of this historic event into something like a circus spectacle. Matthew was led to make this extraordinary change by misunderstanding the Scripture he quoted from Zechariah 9:9, which he thought was fulfilled by this entrance of Jesus into the city. The passage says,
The study of Hebrew poetry by modern scholars enables us to see that the literary structure is the well-known parallelism in which the second line of a couplet repeats in slightly different words the same idea expressed in the first. Zechariah had no intention to say the king would come riding on two asses at the same time. Matthew's failure to understand the poetic lines caused him to say that the disciples "brought the ass and the colt, and put their clothes on them, and he sat thereon" (entOilxav en' au,tCov 'ta iµaTta, xat engxaOtoEv enavw ai tcwv). Matthew's unfamiliarity with the nature of Hebrew poetry caused him to alter Mark's statement so as to fit Mark's narrative into his twisted understanding of the poem.
Another example from Matthew is his famous quotation (12:40), "For as Jonah was three days and three nights in the belly of the whale, so will the Son of man be three days and three nights in the heart of the earth." Matthew is the only New Testament author to cite this Scripture in connection with the resurrection. It is obvious, however, according to Matthew's own account of the resurrection, that Jesus was buried on Friday evening, that he lay in the grave that night, Saturday, and Saturday night, and arose early Sunday morning. So the passage from Jonah, as Matthew quotes it, does not fit the narrative of the resurrection as all the Gospels give it.
With these passages before us, it is possible to make certain generalizations with reference to Matthew's use of the Scriptures. The arbitrary pattern he imposed on the genealogy, by means of actually dropping the names of certain kings, shows that Matthew was experimenting with his skill in literary arrangement based on numbers. He was evidently fascinated by the number seven; his genealogy pre sents this number in various multiples. Matthew's use of Isaiah 7:14 to explain the mystery of the birth of Christ not only shows the power exercised by the ancient Scriptures in forming Christian doctrine, but how a misinterpreted passage might be just as influential as one correctly understood. The effort to explain why the family of Jesus resided in Nazareth by deriving it from a postulated Scripture illustrates the belief that all events of the life of Christ were in some specific sense not only implicit, but explicit in the Old Testament, even though one did not know the precise passage of Scripture in which the ancient writers had concealed it. The interpretation of Hosea 11:1 not only illustrates how early Christians found a meaning entirely foreign to the original; it may also show how incidents in the story of Jesus have been inferred from the Old Testament. Twisting the story of Jesus' ride into Jerusalem by making him ride two animals at the same time shows Matthew's lack of literary appreciation; that he failed to recognize the literary character of the poetic passage before him. The application of the saying about Jonah's sojourn in the belly of the whale to the period during which Jesus lay in the grave between his death and resurrection, although it does not really fit the narrative of the resurrection, indicates how desperately early Christians searched the Scriptures to find proof for the things happening among them.
Distorting Contemporary Sources
What we have observed about the liberties Matthew took with passages of Scripture he quoted suggests that he may have done the same thing with his more contemporary sources of the life and sayings of Jesus. The writings of the Old Testament were one group of Matthew's sources, but, being holy Scripture, they possessed a quality of sanctity far beyond that of his more recent contemporary sources, such as Mark, Q, and other documents relating to Jesus. Since we have discovered that Matthew felt free in changing and distorting the Scriptures, it becomes a probability that he has used an even freer hand in modifying, rearranging, and shaping documents not protected by scriptural sanctity, sources of a popular character which he used in putting together his gospel. And that is just what we find on examining Matthew's Gospel in comparison with Mark and Luke, the other synoptic Gospels.
Using a harmony which sets the texts of these Gospels side by side, one can quickly see changes of various kinds which Matthew has made. His account of the triumphal entry, as we have already noted, changes Mark's record and makes Jesus ride on two donkeys into Jerusalem. The sequel to this episode is driving the money-changers out of the temple. In this case also Matthew has not hesitated to change Mark's ac count. According to Mark (11:1-11) Jesus went into the temple on Sunday, looked around to observe what was going on there, returned to Bethany that night, and came back the next day to drive the traders from the temple. Matthew tells Mark's story, repeating most of it almost word for word, but he has changed the time when Jesus drove the money-changers out. Matthew says Jesus drove the traders out immediately after his arrival in the temple, that is, on Sunday afternoon (21:12-17; Mark 11:15-19; Luke 19:45-48). In taking over Mark's account, Matthew dropped out Mark's clear statement that Jesus returned to Bethany and spent the night before he came back the next day to cleanse the temple. Mark says Jesus did this on Monday.
Matthew's readiness to distort Mark is shown also in the way he deals with Mark's account of the Gadarene demoniac (Mark 5:1-20; Matt. 8:28-34) relieved by Jesus. When Matthew tells the story, Mark's one demoniac becomes two.
A similar treatment appears in Matthew's retelling of Mark's story of the blind beggar Bartimeus at Jericho (Mark 10:46-52; Matt. 20:20-34; Luke 18:35-43). In this case also, according to Mark there was only one blind man; but when Matthew tells the same story, the one blind man becomes two.
When Matthew comes to the account of the resurrection (Matt. 28:110; Mark 16:1-8), he quite boldly changes what Mark says. Mark states that the women who came to the tomb of Jesus early that Sunday morning were frightened when they found the tomb empty, and fled in fear; that they did not say a word to anyone because they were afraid. On the other hand, Matthew says the women ran with great joy and reported to the disciples what they had seen.
Editing the Words of Jesus
It is also possible to demonstrate Matthew's editorial freedom with the sayings of Jesus. Many years ago it was pointed out that Matthew had grouped sayings of Jesus into five collections, creating the impression that Jesus gave extended lectures or sermons, contrary to what otherwise appears to be the fact. The first of these is the Sermon on the Mount (Matt. 5-7); second, instructions to the Twelve (10:5-42); third, a collection of parables of the kingdom (13:1-52); fourth, another group of parables (18:1-35); fifth, sayings about the end of the world (24-25). Professor E. J. Goodspeed thinks there are six of these collections (Matthew, Apostle and Evangelist, 1959, 29ff.). These groups show that Matthew has freely picked up sayings of Jesus from various places and put them together in convenient collections, showing no concern for preserving the integrity of any original sources from which he drew them.
It is clear that Matthew has relocated sayings in new contexts, where they may have lost their original meanings. This may be illustrated by a famous passage from the Sermon on the Mount (5:27-31) dealing with adultery. It goes,
27"You have heard that it was said, `You shall not commit adultery.' 28But I say to you that every one who looks at a woman lustfully has already committed adultery with her in his heart. "If your right eye causes you to sin, pluck it out and throw it away; it is better that you lose one of your members than that your whole body be thrown into hell. 30And if your right hand causes you to sin, cut it off and throw it away; it is better that you lose one of your members than that your whole body go into hell.
31"It was also said, 'Whoever divorces his wife, let him give her a certificate of divorce.' But I say to you that every one who divorces his wife, except on the ground of unchastity, makes her an adulteress; and whoever marries a divorced woman commits adultery."
The much debated Matthew 16:19, where Jesus gives Peter the keys of the kingdom of heaven and all power on earth to bind and loose, is another problem which appears to have been created by Matthew's disregard of original contexts, transference, relocation, and rewriting of sayings on the basis of a superficial similarity, literary whim, or theological idea. In 18:18 Matthew quotes a saying of Jesus to all the disciples, "Whatever you bind on earth shall be bound in heaven, and whatever you loose on earth shall be loosed in heaven." This word of Jesus is reflected also in John 20:23, "If you forgive the sins of any, they are forgiven; if you retain the sins of any, they are retained." The conclusion appears inescapable that Matthew's admiration for Peter has caused him to transfer this saying to a new context and to rewrite it, so as to give to Peter alone authority which Jesus otherwise gives to all the disciples alike.
A Dissenting Opinion about Respect for Context in Old Testament Quotations
Richard T. Mead
From Richard T. Mead, "A Dissenting Opinion about Respect for Context in Old Testament Quotations," New Testament Studies 10 (1964): 279-89. Reprinted with the permission of Cambridge University Press.
A recent short study by S. L. Edgar claims that various New Testament writings show varied degrees of respect for the context of Old Testament passages which they quote.' This encourages him to draw conclusions about the historical sources of the materials. I find reason to take issue with his argument and to dissent from his conclusions.
Dr. Edgar's study proceeds by comparison. Several unarguable examples demonstrate a free approach to Old Testament context among writers like Paul, Matthew, and John. These writers quote, combine, and freely reapply isolated sentences; they divest Old Testament verses of their historical subjects and objects-and so forth. "When we come to the use Jesus made of the Old Testament we are confronted with a different respect for context."2 That judgment must be scrutinized before one deals with the inferences drawn from it.
What are the data? Dr. Edgar offers to study "the words of Jesus, as recorded in the gospels . . . compared with the editorial comments of the evangelists"3 and seems to imply that a red-letter New Testament would just about suffice for this. (In an earlier study he offered specific views on some of the pertinent passages.)' In order to stay with his argument as he presents it, we will keep within this definition of the data until (further along) some more specific comments are needed.
All but one of Dr. Edgar's cases for Jesus come from the synoptic Gospels, so we will keep to them. Even so, the amount of Old Testament material is so bulky as to need distinctions. One can exclude merely incidental references to Old Testament history or institutions (for example, the leper told to "show yourself to the priest" in Matt. 8:4: cf. Lev. 13:49).5 One may also exclude passages for which the quoted Old Testament material is so brief, so fragmentary, or of such general biblical idiom as to throw doubt upon intention to quote.6 (For example, in Matt. 24:6 the two words dei and genesthai do not prove that Dan. 2:28 is quoted, Nestle's black-face type notwithstanding.) The remaining passages show intention to quote that varies from crystal clear on down to probable. Do these sustain Dr. Edgar's propositions?
First let us look at synoptic passages which have Jesus quoting Old Testament words which are to be fulfilled in the future (however immediately or remotely future). References to Jonah and the queen of the south in Matthew 12:40-2 do respect the Old Testament contexts. Now we face a large group which must be judged to be, at best, detached from their Old Testament contexts. That is to say, the situation which Jesus would clarify by quoting may resemble the Old Testament situation in one or a few particulars; the quotation runs far enough to associate these particulars; but then it stops. His arrest is near because Jesus must be "reckoned with transgressors" (Luke 22:37/Isa. 53:12); when the shepherd is struck the sheep will be scattered (Matt. 26:31/Zech. 13:7). Jerusalem's dark hour will resemble that of ancient Samaria enough for mountains and hills to be addressed in Hosea's words (Luke 23:30/Hos. 10:8). So much (for now) for detached quotations. More interesting are several cases of violated Old Testament context. On the basis of Dr. Edgar's treatment of Paul, Matthew, and John we may say that violation has occurred when the historical Old Testament situation is thoroughly disregarded (e.g., Matt. 2:18, weeping at Ramah refers to the slaughter of the innocents under Herod) and/or when novel subjects or objects are substituted into the interpretation (e.g., 1Cor.14:21, where Paul replaces the Assyrians of Isa. 28:11-12 with speakers in tongues). Whether other forms of violation exist, these two suffice to deal with: Capernaum's being brought from exaltation down to Hades, instead of the king of Babylon (Matt. 11:23/Isa. 14:13-15); instead of God, the Son of man who will requite each man his activities (Matt. 16:27/Ps. 62:12; Prov. 24:12); and the Son of man's coming into human ken rather than being presented "to the Ancient of Days" (Matt. 26:64/ Dan. 7:13). Most of all, what shall we say about the synoptic Apocalypse? Even if we set aside phrases for which any doubt exists of intention to quote,8 we face serious disturbances of context. A good argument might be made for contextuality at Matthew 24:15 (the desolating sacrilege, Dan. 9:27 and 12:11) and Matthew 24:21 (an unmatched time of trouble, Dan. 12:1). Reference to seeing the Son of man coming (Matt. 24:30/Dan. 7:13) is more contextual than at the trial scene, because less entirely earthly, but it is still not free from the objection made above. We have three detached quotations (i.e. one or a few particulars are associated by means of each quotation, which for that reason often is merely a fragment): at Matthew 24:29c (Isa. 34:4) and Matt. 24:31a+c (Isa. 27:13; Deut. 30:4). Sprinkled among these are three others with violated contexts: use of an oracle explicitly against Babylon (Matt. 24:29a, b/Isa. 13:10), the tribes of the earth substituted for those of Israel (Matt. 24:30/Zech. 12:12); and an apocalyptic ingathering in place of return from Babylonia (Matt. 24:31b/ Zech. 2:10 [LXX]). In sum, Matthew 24:29-31 offers us a panorama of fragmentary quotations not superior in any way to the diversely based mixture of denunciations which Paul brings forward in Romans 3:10-18 to prove that all men are in the grip of sin.9
When we turn to the synoptic record for Jesus' use of Old Testament words which are presently being fulfilled, we do find less disregard for context. Violation of context (in the strict definition set forth earlier) does not occur at all. Two passages may be judged respectful of context, and each time for the same reason-that the Old Testament base itself is predictive and thus cannot prescribe what fulfilment it shall have. John the Baptist is Elijah (Matt. 17:11/Mal. 4:5, cf. the clear allusion to the same at Matt. 11:14), and the Last Supper is the (new) covenant (Matt. 26:28/Exod. 24:8, cf. Jer. 31:31 and Zech. 9:11).
On the basis of the material reviewed so far, I find it impossible to support Dr. Edgar's claim that Jesus showed exceptional respect for Old Testament context. The prophetic-fulfillment material has been reviewed simply because Dr. Edgar seems inclined to affirm Jesus' authorship of all that the Synoptics ascribe to him.'' Many critics, however, will long since have ascribed such material to the early church. Therefore we must push our inquiry into uses of Old Testament context in passages which are not predictive. In this connection, let me antici pate something. We will soon see that among the nonpredictive passages the Old Testament contexts are well respected when compared with predictive passages. (In fact, this is what gives Dr. Edgar's article its apparent cogency, for most of his examples are taken from nonpredictive materials.) Observing the difference, one might feel stimulated to leap for the conclusion that Jesus caused it. The detached and violated predictive contexts would indicate material dominated by church Christology, while by the implication of contrast other material would be credited "authentically" to Jesus. One should resist the stimulus, lest it vault him into presumptuous error. We must not neglect New Testament contexts as we study Old Testament contexts. That would be a curious error to make. I point this out due to its considerable bearing upon our data and because doing so may check leaping to conclusions.
Statements to the disciples
Statements to outsiders (who are often opponents)
If anything can, this extensive list upon important subjects should sustain Dr. Edgar's statement that "the Old Testament passages quoted by Jesus were used with a respect for the original context that is unmatched by other New Testament writers."13 Let us cross-examine these important witnesses to see what may account for their respect of context.
Items 1 to 5 belong to the well-known set of contrasts between new law and old law found in Matthew 5:21-47. The governing principle here is transparent: valid commentary must begin from a true text. No more need be said.14 The same principle controls Old Testament usage in item 11. Item 12 reflects the same principle in that to elevate certain commandments above others is to comment upon the Torah. For that reason accurate citation of texts should surprise no one. (Whether Jesus was doing a radical or a conventional thing is outside our subject.)
Four items remain: numbers 7, 8, 9, 10. In these cases we must notice the premises brought to the discussion by those who took part in it. In other words, the New Testament context must be honored.
Item 8 (Jesus' reply to John through his disciples) has already been considered briefly among our prophetic fulfillment passages, but the presence of "outsiders" leads us to discuss it more fully here. In this case the "outsiders" are more friendly than many who confronted Jesus, and we may suppose that they share with Jesus an interest in prophetic renewal and fulfillment anticipating the dawning of God's reign. This shared premise makes possible a generalized verbal reference to three Isaianic passages of renewal-29:18-9; 35:5-6; 61:1-in terms of Jesus' activity: the blind see, the deaf hear, the poor are preached good news. Matthew 11:5 does not literally represent any of the passages from Isaiah. One might say it is nonetheless "true to the spirit" of the Isaiah passages. What one then really has said is that he shares the premises: he sympathizes with the connection Jesus offers to make between his own deeds and the blessings mentioned in Isaiah. For that reason one does not raise literalistic quibbles about the contextuality of fragmentary quotation.
By contrast, item 9 provides a hostile audience who consider casual grain-picking an unlawful form of Sabbath work. This is a "Pronounce ment Story" (Vincent Taylor), so we must note what functions our materials serve within the form. All but one of the Old Testament quotations and clear allusions belong to the narrative set-up which "merely supplies the necessary background for the question and answer."16 The allusion to sabbath violation is made by the questioners, not Jesus, and it appeals to a clear Old Testament law-as it must, in order to pose a legitimate question. Jesus' reply alludes to David's violation of Torah. Matthew alone contains another allusion, to lawful sabbath violation for the sake of the sacrifices. Either way, the Old Testament material supports an a fortiori extension of freedom toward Torah-there David (and the priests), here how much more the Son of man. The presence of hostile questioners demands that examples which are to be developed a fortiori must be contextually unimpeachable. 17
The divorce question (our item 10) again brings together hostile questioners and a Pronouncement Story. Scripture confronts Scripture in a clear collision of torah passages. This sufficiently explains careful respect for context. Jesus opposes a clear and well-known halakah based on Deuteronomy 24:1. As David Daube shows, even the example of what God did (Mark 10:6/Gen. 1:27) is not strong enough. Jesus must provide an opposing halakah based upon God's precept (Mark 10:7-8a/ Gen. 2:24))8 In such a high-powered conflict, only the purest inferential materials will serve.
Our item 7, the temptation, is one for which Dr. Edgar makes considerable claim of contextuality. Although the devil's use of Psalm 91:11-12 is more ingenious than contextual, we will dismiss it as being not formally a quotation from Jesus. The three Old Testament statements which are quoted for Jesus all come from Deuteronomy 6-8, one of the most familiar scriptural sections in Israel. All three quotations state commonplace truisms of Jewish religion. If the temptation narrative is even remotely historical, it is noteworthy but not astonishing that Jesus' responses are satisfyingly contextual: after all, they are ready portions of a heritage-direct comments upon familiar ancient situations with which he might easily have identified his own. If the truisms themselves gave rise to the temptation narrative, respect for Old Testament context is implicit and an appeal to it would be petitio principii.
In order not to neglect material which might clarify any of the issues, we need turn finally to nonpredictive passages which have Jesus quoting Old Testament material in ways not satisfactory to modern, critical canons of context. The most prominent among these concern the resurrection, David's son, the parable of the wicked tenants, and opposition to the traditions of the Pharisees.
The general resurrection is treated in a Pronouncement Story containing two Old Testament quotations. The first (Matt. 22:24/Deut. 25:5-6; Gen. 38:8) simply paraphrases the basis for levirate marriage: it belongs to the narrative set-up; and it is satisfactorily contextual. The second (Matt. 22:32/Exod. 3:6) either is the pronouncement or stands integral to it; it quotes very closely; and we would say it flagrantly violates the Old Testament context if we did not know about pharisaic Judaism. The key, as we do know, is the exegetical stress upon God's being even now God of Abraham et al., therefore they live, therefore resurrection of the dead.20 Acceptance of this "proof" depends altogether upon prior belief in the doctrine of resurrection.21 Something similar happens in the argument whether the messiah can be David's son. Since everyone accepted David for the author of Psalm 110, its 5:1 ("The Lord says to my lord," cf. Mark 12:36) proves that three people are involvedDavid, the Lord [God], and David's lord. But who is meant by David's lord? The Messiah (Mark 12:35). The entire argument rests upon that voluntary equation. Apart from it the scriptural context is violated and the proof falls.
In other words, we have reached passages where respect for context depends upon a friendly judgment from the reader (or the hearer). Such is again the case with Jesus' condemnation of Pharisaic tradition (Matt. 15:1-9 and Mark 7:1-13). Once more we meet the familiar pattern of the Pronouncement Story: those Old Testament citations belonging to narrative introduction are quoted accurately and are respectful of context (Matt. 15:4/Exod. 20:12; Deut. 5:16; Exod. 21:17; Lev. 20:9). In the case at hand Jesus uses these citations to expose by midrashic methods an area in which the Pharisees depended almost altogether upon mishnaic methods (tradition) with the result that a way sometimes opened to abuses.22 Jesus' accusation of respect for human tradition to the disrespect of God's word refers pointedly to Isaiah 29:13 (quoted Matt. 15:8-9). Here is the crucial quotation, integral to the pronouncement; it is contextual if you agree to equate the Pharisees with Isaiah's stupefied leaders; but a hostile hearer could raise endless contextual objections. The same holds for the crucial equation (Matt. 21:42/Ps. 118:22- 3) in the parable of the wicked tenants. Here, however, the quoted verse is not integral to the decisive point of the parable (rejection of the tenants). Perhaps it comes in by association under the rubric of rejection. As it stands, the rejected cornerstone must have the rejected son (Matt. 21:38-9) for its antecedent and of course it does.23 But that equation springs from the mind of a sympathetic reader, not from the context of Psalm 118.
For the remainder of Jesus' nonpredictive citations of the Old Testament we may revert to our category of detached material-that is, the situation clarified by Scripture does resemble the original situation in a few particulars and the quotation does not go beyond these. We may list two beatitudes (Matt. 5:5/Ps. 37:11 and Matt. 5:8/Ps. 24:4) and possibly the command to be perfect (Matt. 5:48/Deut. 15:13). The directions for praying secretly seem (Matt. 6:6) to show the content of Isaiah 26:20 [LXX] attracted into the model of Elijah (2 Kings 4:33) and thus brought into connection with prayer. At the calling of the tax-collector Hosea 6:6 occurs again, still only in Matthew (9:13). It functions more allusively than it does at Matthew 12:7. In Mark 8:17 Jesus' comment upon his undiscerning disciples runs close to Jeremiah 5:21, closer still to Ezekiel's statement (12:2) that the "son of man" is dwelling among those who will not use their eves or ears. Mark 9:48 defines Gehenna by means of Isaiah 66:24-a detached usage and not a violation of context unless you posit a supernatural hell. When Jesus portrays temple conditions by the contrast between a "house of prayer" and "a den of robbers" (Matt. 21:13), he has detached and contrasted Isaiah 56:7 and Jeremiah 7:11. The Scripture cited by Matthew a few verses later (Matt. 21:16/Ps. 8:2 [LXX 8:3]) is detached and yet not violate, for God seems to remain the ultimate subject of praise.
I state conclusions. First: Dr. Edgar's finding, that Jesus quoted the Old Testament "with a respect for context that is unmatched by other New Testament writers [sic],"24 is unfounded. Only an atmosphere of selected evidences can keep such a generalization alive, for the instances of detached or violated context are too numerous to count as exceptions to rule. Therefore respect for Old Testament context is no "mark of authenticity" upon Gospel material. Second: the greater respect for Old Testament context in nonpredictive, as against predictive, synoptic words of Jesus does not give us a usable tool with which to distinguish "authentic" statements of Jesus from those which the early church "put in his mouth." (This conclusion is not, of course, directed at anything said by Dr. Edgar.) Respect for context appears to be a function of the uses to which Old Testament materials were put. High respect tends to appear in incidental narration and in places requiring either 1) a true text to comment upon, 2) a solid basis for valid inferences, or 3) attack upon or defence against hostile questioners. Therefore respect for context may be a useful companion to the study of forms within the Gospel tradition, but it does not supply independent proof that it was Jesus whose words the tradition preserved. Respect for context is neutral toward authorship. Disrespect for context might be less neutral but it is too widespread to support generalizations.
In order to keep my discussion in contact with Dr. Edgar's, I have used "respect for context" throughout in its modern, critical connotation. That done, "respect for context" as an approach must be condemned as inappropriate to the material being studied. Dr. Edgar's article would not merit a dissent had it not raised a claim about historical verification of Gospel materials. To use our current, scholarly sense of respect for context is to make unfair, modernized demands upon the biblical materials. The simple fact that such respect tends to appear as a function of only certain kinds of Old Testament uses suggests quite plainly that historical contextuality was not cherished on principle in New Testament times. The New Testament writers as well as their Palestinian Jewish contemporaries (who also had the Old Testament for their Scripture) move about in an atmosphere of revealed religion which regards scriptural statements as true both in whole and in various sized parts.25 If we feel constrained to detach Jesus from that atmosphere and bring him into line with current tastes in context, are we not victimized by a desire to make him respectable through modernity, despite Schweitzer, Cadbury, and many others?
So far as I know, we have no critical history of the use of proof-texts in either the Christian or the Jewish tradition. Yet anyone reading, say, the New Testament, Justin Martyr, the Westminster Confession, and current Jehovah's Witnesses' literature might wish we had. Perhaps no generalizations are safe, yet one may risk some as obiter dicta inviting comment and clarification for a perennial problem. What makes for unrestrained proof-texting? We might find an answer by pursuing this premise: "context" depends upon consensus.26 Consensus, however, can be affected from two directions: one, the ideas within a group; the other, the group's colloquy with outsiders. The latter tends to enforce restraint by putting every step of a demonstration under scrutiny.27 Consensus within is not different in principle, but may be so in fact: the same loyalties which bind people together may lead them to think that certain assumptions and forms of demonstration stand beyond ques- tion.28 However, if these common loyalties are shaken by other loyalties, interest in methods of proof and steps of a demonstration may quickly emerge.21 In general, therefore, we should expect unrestrained proof-texting to flourish in groups marked by strong inner consensus shielded with an impenetrable parochialism. If so, it is not surprising to find that New Testament materials directed to tiny conventicles of recent Christian converts should contain a rich vein of (what we call) noncontextual proof-texts. Yet the contrast between such material and some other series of items does not in itself tell the precise cause of the contrast. Only careful study of evidence can clarify specific causes.
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The Old Testament in the New
C. H. Dodd
From The Old Testament in the New by C. H. Dodd, copyright 1963 Fortress Press. Reprinted by permission of Augsburg Fortress. [This essay is a brief summary and theological development of Dodd's classic book According to the Scriptures: The Substructure of Neii' Testament Theology (see full reference in the concluding bibliography).]
Any reader of the Bible who is accustomed to the salutary, if now somewhat old-fashioned, practice of using an apparatus of marginal references cannot fail to be aware of the immense extent to which writers of the New Testament quote passages from the Old, or make unavowed but unmistakable allusions to such passages. Sometimes the appositeness of a quotation will set the reader at once upon a profitable train of thought; sometimes, but by no means always. From time to time he will have an uneasy feeling that there are links of association which elude him, which indeed may perhaps never have existed except in the fancy of an individual writer. When this is so, further study is discouraged. And the whole mass of quotations and allusions is so unwieldly and seemingly so amorphous that it is not easy to discover any system in it. Our present task is to seek for some clue to the intention, and the methods, of New Testament writers which may perhaps help us to see the relevance, not of this or that quotation, but, in some measure, of their use of the Old Testament in general.
We must no doubt allow for the possibility that in some places we have before us nothing more than the rhetorical device of literary allusion, still common enough, and even more common in the period when the New Testament was produced. Such an allusion may stimulate the fancy and give liveliness to an argument which threatens to drag; at its best it may give perfectly legitimate aesthetic satisfaction; but there is not necessarily any deeper significance in it. I believe that such writers as Paul and the author to the Hebrews, both of them accomplished in Greek rhetoric, were not above employing such a device occasionally. We must allow these two at least, and possibly other New Testament writers, rhetorical license; though I believe the number of places where they have in fact availed themselves of it is less than might appear at first sight.
Yet when we have made this allowance, it is clear that in many places the New Testament writers have a more serious purpose in view. In adducing passages from the Old Testament they are consciously appealing to an authority. A quotation may be introduced to provide an unassailable premise upon which an inference may be founded, or to test a conclusion drawn by logical argument or put forth as a corollary of experience. In such cases as these it is pertinent to enquire into the propriety of the interpretation offered, and the validity of its application to the matter in hand.
It is in the course of such enquiry that we may hope to come upon evidence of the principles upon which the early Christian use of the Old Testament was based.
In the Greek world of the New Testament period there was a widely recognized method of interpreting an ancient literature which was venerated as an authority while its antiquity presented difficulties to the "modern" commentator-the so-called allegorical method. It had apparently been devised for the purposes of Greek teachers who employed the Homeric poems as an authoritative textbook for the instruction of youth and the guidance of those who aimed at moral improvement. This method had been taken over by Jewish interpreters of the Hebrew Scriptures. Its best known exponent is Philo the Jew of Alexandria. He employed it, with great skill and subtlety, not only to circumvent certain stumbling blocks which the traditional text presented to the Greek public he wished to reach, but also to discover in this venerable literature "modern" philosophical ideas of which its authors hardly dreamed. The same method came into extensive use among the Fathers of the church in the early Christian centuries. It is not surprising that it is to be found also in the New Testament. What is surprising is that it is employed so seldom.
There are a few outstanding examples. Paul's treatment of the story of Hagar and Ishmael, in Galatians 4:21-31, is (as he expressly says) allegorical; and in fact it observes the strictest rules of the game. Hagar stands for Sinai, the mountain of the law; Ishmael her son for the Jews as "sons of the law"; Isaac, the child of promise, for the Christian church; and the whole story falls into line. Similarly, in the Epistle to the Hebrews (7:1-10) the story of Melchizedek in Genesis 14:17-20 is treated on allegorical principles closely similar to those on which Philo treats the same story, though to a different end.
In allegory proper, as we have it here, the historical setting of the original, and the intention of its author, go for nothing. The Old Testament supplies only the imagery through which an idea may be forcibly presented. The idea itself is not derived from it. Any fictitious personage would do as well as Hagar or Melchizedek.
But such examples of true allegory are far from common; and while occasional traits of allegory may be detected in passages which are not in the strict sense allegorical, the method is not characteristic of the New Testament. Here the contrast with Philo is instructive. For Philo the Old Testament presents a picture without perspective; it is two-dimensional, on the flat. The writers of the New Testament, in comparison, show themselves aware of the historical perspective. Thus Paul notes the conflict of Elijah with Baal-worship, and Isaiah's announcement of the "remnant," as successive stages in a continuous process of "purposive selection" which was in operation for many centuries, and prepared the stage at last for the coming of Christ. Farther back in history, he is impressed by the long lapse of time between the covenant with Abraham and the promulgation of the law on Sinai-430 years, he computes, and he is not so very far out by modern calculations. The author to the Hebrews, in spite of his Alexandrine proclivities, is acutely aware of the tedious centuries during which the fathers lived and died in faith, not having received the promises, because God had prepared some better thing for us. For him Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob are not lay figures upon which to hang an allegory, but human beings who played their obscure part in the early stages of a process not visible in its completion. The evangelist Matthew, again, is interested in the run of the generations, from Abraham to David, from David to the Babylonian exile, from the exile to the birth of Christ. His chronology, indeed, is symbolic rather than exact, but it is clearly his intention to present the coming of Christ as the culmination of a real process in history. In the Acts of the Apostles, the speech of Stephen before his judges is almost a cento of quotations from the Old Testament, but a cento curiously unlike the linked series of allegorically interpreted texts which we find in Philo. Stephen's quotations mark the strictly historical sequence of events, from the call of Abraham to the apostasy of Solomon, at which point the survey breaks off as tension rises and argument is swallowed up in violence.
I recall these passages-and there are others that might be placed alongside them-to point the contrast between the characteristic atti tude of the New Testament writers to the Old Testament and the attitude which underlies its thoroughgoing allegorical treatment by Philo and his like. In the main, these early Christian writers are aware of the Old Testament as history, that is to say as reflecting the process of God's dealings with his people over many centuries. With such an attitude, although they may occasionally fall into the fashionable method of allegory, and although from time to time they may make use of a phrase from Scripture simply for its aptness, without deeper consideration, yet it is unlikely that they would be systematically indifferent to the historical setting or the original intention of the Scriptures which they quote, as they understood it. In studying their quotations, it will at any rate be worth while always to turn up the context in the Old Testament and ask how far it is being kept in view.
We must begin, naturally, by noting what passages are actually quoted in the New Testament. These are usually quite short, more often than not confined to the limits of a single sentence, or even a single phrase. Only rarely do we meet with a passage amounting to several verses reproduced in extenso. But suppose we turn up each such quoted passage in its Old Testament context, and mark it by underlining. We soon begin to discover that there are some books, and some portions of books, where such underlinings cluster thickly, while other long tracts are almost or entirely devoid of them. Closer examination reveals that sometimes a particular cluster of quotations may all be made by a single New Testament writer; as for example certain chapters of Exodus and Leviticus will be thickly underlined with quotations in the Epistle to the Hebrews. Such cases we may discount as representing no more than the predilection of an individual author. But in other places references will accumulate from a considerable variety of New Testament books, and here we must be on the track of something more significant. It seems clear that certain portions of the Old Testament Scriptures commanded greater interest among early Christian thinkers than others. I will presently give some examples. But for the moment let us suppose that we have before us a given passage of the Old Testament which has been largely laid under contribution for quotation in the New. By simple examination of the facts it should be possible to draw some inferences not without importance.
If it can be shown that one particular sentence has been quoted in two or more writings of the New Testament, where we have no reason to suspect literary dependence of one writer on another, there is surely a fair presumption that the sentence had been recognized as having special significance for Christians at a date earlier than the first such quotation. If adjacent or contiguous sentences from the same context are similarly quoted, it begins to be probable that something more than the single sentence had been thus early recognized. The probability is all the stronger if the sentences quoted are in the original context very closely connected. To take one example: Psalm 69:9 reads, "For zeal for thy house has consumed me, and the insults of those who insult thee have fallen on me." The first member of this verse is quoted by John (2:17), the second by Paul (Rom. 15:3). The possibility that Paul is dependent on the fourth Gospel, or that the Fourth Evangelist had read the Epistle to the Romans, is too remote to be seriously considered. Yet it would be too much of a coincidence if the two writers independently happened to cite the two halves of a single verse, unless they were both aware that at least this whole verse, if not any more of the psalm, formed part of a scheme of scriptural passages generally held to be especially significant.
Again, if within the same chapter there are several detached sentences, in different parts of it, quoted independently by two or more writers, it seems to be a probable inference that the whole chapter was before these writers as a unit from which they might profitably draw illustrative material for their argument or exposition of the gospel. For example, in the same sixty-ninth psalm, not only are the two halves of verse 9 independently quoted by John and Paul, but verse 4 is cited by John, verse 21 by Matthew, and verse 25 in the Acts of the Apostles.' It seems at least a plausible hypothesis that Psalm 69 belonged to a group of Scriptures which had already attracted the attention of Christian thinkers even before the date at which Paul wrote to the Romans-say A.D. 57- 59. This hypothesis will need testing by the examination of a large number of similar cases. If the same order of facts is to be observed elsewhere, the probability of our tentative conclusion will grow accordingly.
As a matter of fact there are many portions of the Old Testament for which there is even weightier evidence of the same kind, and I believe it is possible, by using the method I have exemplified, to compile a list of fairly lengthy portions which formed, from a very early date indeed, a body of Scripture to which appeal might be made by Christian evangelists, teachers, and apologists for the elucidation and justification of the main themes of the gospel. I am not thinking of the kind of classified anthology of detached proof-texts which has come down to us in the shape of the later "testimony-books"-the earliest of them edited by Cyprian in the third century. There is no convincing evidence that any such book was compiled in the earliest period. I am not thinking of a book at all, but rather of something belonging to the body of instructions imparted, orally in the main, no doubt, to those whose duties in the church led them to Old Testament research; a sort of guide to the study of the Bible for Christian teachers.
I now proceed to give some examples of the phenomena in question. A very striking example is the poem upon the sufferings of the "Servant of the Lord" in the fifty-third chapter of Isaiah. Of the twelve verses in this chapter there is only one which does not reappear, as a whole or in part, somewhere in the New Testament. No one author quotes the chapter extensively; it is rarely that two or more writers quote the same verse; only one writer quotes as many as two successive verses-quoting them, however, in a way which shows that he had the whole chapter before him (Acts 8:26-40). But one sentence or another from the chapter is quoted, or unmistakably echoed, in all four Gospels, in Acts, Romans, Philippians, Hebrews, and 1 Peter. In fact, if the original text of Isaiah had been lost at this point, it would have been possible to restore almost the whole chapter (in a Greek translation, of course) out of the New Testament. This surely means that the writers of the New Testament, while one of them might choose one sentence for quotation and one another, all considered this chapter, taken as a whole, to have outstanding significance for the understanding of the gospel, and the significance it possessed as a whole has determined the sense in which extracts from it are employed.
Now let us look at the "plot" of the fifty-third chapter of Isaiah. It is the story of a character, distinguished as the Servant of the Lord, who voluntarily submits himself to contumely and suffering for the sake of others, endures the consequences of other men's sins without resistance or complaint, and is put to death, but after death achieves the glory of final achievement. Who the Servant was meant to be, whether an individual or a personified community, and if an individual, whether a historical character or an ideal figure of the future, is a point on which there seems to have been no agreement in antiquity, even as there is no agreement on the question among modern scholars.
A similar doubt arises about certain psalms which have some affinity with the fifty-third chapter of Isaiah. Their plot is similar, at least so far that they describe the troubles of someone who suffers undeservedly in unshaken loyalty to God, and is ultimately delivered and glorified through his grace and power. We may call them Psalms of the Righteous Sufferer, whether the sufferer is to be conceived individually or collectively. These psalms are largely laid under contribution by the writers of the New Testament, and applied in general to the sufferings of Christ: in Christian tradition they are often known as "Passion Psalms." For the moment we note the similarity of their "plot" to that of the Isaianic "Servant" poem, and the similar ambiguity between the individual and the collective in the description of the hero.
I now turn to another example, of a different kind: the vision of the Son of man in the seventh chapter of Daniel. Unmistakable allusions to this chapter are to be found in all four Gospels, in the Pauline epistles, and in the Revelation, and less clear but almost certain echoes elsewhere. Again we ask, what is the "plot"? The hero is a figure described as "like a son of man"-that is, a human figure in contrast to four beasts, red in tooth and claw, ramping over the earth. He has been (it is implied, though not directly stated) subject to the ravages of the beasts; but at last the tables are turned. The Son of man is called into the presence of the Eternal, enthroned at his side, and given an everlasting kingdom. The whole story is highly symbolic, borrowing its imagery from mythology. But the writer himself has supplied a key. The Son of man, he says, stands for "the people of the saints of the Most High," long oppressed by foreign powers, but called by God to victory and glory. A seemingly individual figure, who acts like an individual in the visionary drama, and yet represents a whole people, he clearly has affinities with the Servant of the Lord in Isaiah, who also appears in a guise which makes it doubtful whether he is an individual person or a community; and his fortunes are not widely different, when allowance is made for the different convention-in this case the apocalyptic convention-in which the matter is presented.
And here we may usefully compare two other Scriptures which in different ways speak of a "Son of man." The eightieth Psalm describes, in the kaleidoscopic imagery of oriental poetry, the fortunes of God's people in prosperity and adversity. They are the vine which he brought out of Egypt and planted. For a while it flourished, but then wild beasts entered the vineyard and ravaged it. "Look down from heaven," the poet prays, "and visit this vine." But then the imagery changes: "Let thy hand be upon the man of thy right hand, the Son of Man whom thou hast made strong for thyself." Here again, though the psalm is never expressly quoted, it has clearly supplied much of the standing imagery of the New Testament.
But we have not yet done with the "Son of man." The same expression occurs in Psalm 8, a poem to which there are numerous references in the New Testament, with one long quotation:
What is man, that thou art mindful of him? or the son of man that thou visitest him? Thou madest him for a little while inferior to the angels; thou crownedst him with glory and honor, and didst set him over the works of thy hands; thou didst put all things in subjection under his feet.
This is quoted by the author to the Hebrews (2:6-8), after the Greek version, which this writer invariably follows, and which I have here translated. Here the Son of man is clearly no mere individual, nor does he any longer stand for any single people. He stands for man as such, for the human race, which is described as almost too insignificant for God to notice, and yet destined, through his sole grace, to be "crowned with glory and honor." Once again we have a variation upon the same plot: the Son of man, who is the Servant of the Lord, who is the Man of God's right hand, who is the people of the saints of the Most High, who is the vine which God brought up out of Egypt, who is in the end the whole human race, is first brought very low and then, by grace of God, exalted to glory. The parallel which the New Testament writers imply between man's dominion over the "beasts of the field" in Psalm 8, and the victory of the Son of man over the four beasts in Daniel 7, is surely more than a passing fancy. To follow it out might lead us to reflect on the relations between the realms of nature and of grace. But for that this is not the place.
We shall now look at some further Scriptures in which a similar plot is worked out in different terms.
In the short book of Joel, in chapters 2-3, we come, once again, upon a context where passages quoted or echoed in the New Testament are fairly thick on the ground, among them the long passage about the Spirit poured forth upon all flesh which is reported to have been quoted by Peter on the day of Pentecost, as a clue to the meaning of the surprising events of that day. These chapters contain a dramatic and highly colored picture of what the prophet calls "the Day of the Lord." It begins, "Blow the trumpet in Zion!" and goes on to depict in lurid imagery the terrors of a day of judgment-the ravages of a destroying army like demon locusts, the darkened sun, the quaking earth, and "multitudes, multitudes in the valley of decision." Out of the darkness and terror emerges the picture of a purified and renovated people of God with the Lord dwelling in Zion, and a spring of perennial waters giving life to the whole land. There is here no suggestion of an individual hero of the drama: the hero is Israel, the people of God: Israel as a community subjected to humiliation and suffering-this time as divine judgment on their sins-and yet destined, through the sheer grace of God, to final peace and blessedness. May we not say, it is the Son of man, the Servant of the Lord, in a new guise?
Once more, in Zechariah 9-14 we have a longer context full of passages which are either quoted or echoed in the New Testament. It is a group of prophecies whose interrelations are not too clear; but essentially it constitutes, like Joel 2-3, an apocalypse of the Day of the Lord, and it employs much the same stock of imagery. It begins with the King entering Zion, meek and riding upon an ass, to bring peace and to liberate the prisoners, and it ends with all the nations of the earth coming up to Jerusalem to worship Jehovah their King-in other words, with the proclamation of the universal kingdom of God. Between this beginning and this ending there is a complicated plot, in which Israel, the "flock" of God, passes through stages of rebellion against God and the punishment it entails, in the course of which the shepherd is smitten and the flock scattered. A drastic purge follows, which selects out of the whole nation a faithful nucleus called to be God's own people, with whom the future lies. Much of the story is obscure and mysterious, after the manner of apocalypse; yet we can recognize it as an elaboration of the general plot: humiliation and suffering turned into triumph by grace of God. Here the humiliation and suffering are in the main deserved by the unfaithfulness of God's people, as in Joel, and in contrast to Isaiah 53 and Daniel 7. But there are obscure hints of a martyred leader, or at least expressions which might be so understood.
I will take one more example, of a still more complicated kind: Isaiah 6:1-9:6. The opening scene is that of Isaiah's awe-inspiring vision of the glory of God, which carries a message at once of judgment and of forgiveness; for the prophet is stirred almost to despair with a sense of the impurity that clings to him and his people, and he is cleansed by the touch of fire from the altar of God. This tension between judgment and forgiveness strikes the keynote of all that follows. The prophet is moved to pronounce a terrible sentence of all but extinction upon a people whose heart is waxed fat and their ears dull of hearing. Yet almost immediately thereafter the names of two children-Shear-jashub, "a remnant shall turn," and Immanuel, "God with us"-hold out a gleam of hope. As terror falls darkly on the scene, the prophet separates his small circle of disciples to wait for the promised redemption. At last dawn breaks over the darkness of Galilee of the Gentiles, heralding the peaceful and perpetual reign of the Prince of Peace. The exact sequence, the true interpretation, and the primarily historical reference of many of these obscure prophecies are still matters of doubt and debate among scholars, but it is easy to see how for a first-century reader it all worked out as an elaboration and enrichment of the same broad plot of suffering and humiliation followed by triumph through grace of God. Here the suffering is wholly a deserved judgment upon the people's iniquities, and the triumph is granted, not directly to the people as a whole, but first to the faithful nucleus, and ultimately to the King whom God in his mercy sends them.
We have now to ask, with what intention, and in what sense, the New Testament writers adduce these and similar passages of the Old Testament for the consideration of their readers. We should evidently be far from their main intention if we supposed that their interest was confined to single verses or expressions where some coincidental similarity might be discerned to incidents in the gospel story, such as the fact that Jesus, like the peaceful king of Zechariah, rode into Jerusalem on an ass, or that, like the Servant of the Lord in Isaiah 53, he was silent-or almost silent-before his judges. Such similarities, though suggestive and often moving, are in themselves superficial, and they do not take us to the heart of our authors' intention. We have seen reason to suppose that they often quoted a single phrase or sentence not merely for its own sake, but as a pointer to a whole context-a practice by no means uncommon among contemporary Jewish teachers, as they are reported in the rabbinic literature. The reader is invited to study the context as a whole, and to reflect upon the "plot" there unfolded. In some way, an understanding of the plot will help him to see the significance of the strange events of the life and death of Jesus, and what followed.
In one of those passages of the Acts of the Apostles which appear most directly to represent the apostolic preaching (2:23), Peter is reported to have said that those events took place "by the determinate counsel of God." It is a challenging statement. The events, to all appearance, were tragic and even scandalous. The atrocious persecution of a good man to death under the forms of the two most advanced systems of law that then existed seemed to impugn both the decencies of human nature and the divine government of the universe. Yet these events, we are asked to believe, were under "the determinate counsel of God." Having said so much, Peter was bound to say more. To suppose him to have meant that the whole drama was a prearranged puppet show would go against the entire trend of biblical teaching. In what sense, then, was "the determinate counsel of God" at work in the events that took place under Pontius Pilate? It is this question which the church undertook to answer-and to answer out of the Old Testament. Where else, indeed, upon the basic assumptions of biblical religion, could it be learned what the counsel of God is? For that man cannot by searching find out God is axiomatic.
Now let us look at the specimen Scriptures which we have had before us. They may all be said to be in part a record of (or a commentary upon) events that happened in the course of the history of Israel-as for example, in Isaiah 6-9, the struggle of Judah against the northern coalition and the menace of Assyria, or in Daniel 7, the oppression of the Jews by Antiochus Epiphanes-and in part a forecast of events yet to come. The exact point in each case where historical record ends and a visionary future begins is often difficult to determine. But for these writers history and post-history are parts of one whole. In both it is the one purpose of God which is at work. In the swaying fortunes of war in which eighth-century Judea was involved, in the Seleucid assault upon the last sanctities of Jewish life in the second century and the conse quent flaring up of the Maccabean revolt, the principles of God's providential government of the universe are disclosed in part: in the final upshot-in what Joel and other prophets call the Day of the Lord-they will be fully and finally disclosed.
For the way in which these prophets of different periods interpret the history of their own times, and forecast the future in its light, shows that they conceive the course of events, with all its unpredictable vicissitudes, to exhibit certain universal principles, embedded in the structure of this world as governed by the law and providence of God. These principles are permanent, and condition the results of human choice and action at every period of history. Upon the assumptions of biblical religion, they are most clearly to be perceived in the dealing of God with Israel as interpreted by the prophets. In this interpretation, both the comment upon contemporary events in the prophet's own time, and his vision of the Day of the Lord, are equally relevant. The process is not to be fully understood or valued apart from its consummation; but also, the true meaning of the vision of the Day of the Lord is not to be understood apart from the process which finds fulfilment in it. For the Day of the Lord, if unrelated to the moral and spiritual values recognized by the prophets in the struggles, failures, and achievements of their people, might be no more than a compensation in fantasy for a too painful reality, without spiritual worth-as Amos showed. Thus each of the different prophetic pictures of the changing experience of God's people, with the hope at the end of the road, helps to illuminate in different aspects the one purpose of God running through it all to its fulfilment.
The early church believed that with the coming of Christ, his death and resurrection, the Day of the Lord had dawned. To elucidate and justify this belief they appealed to prophetic descriptions, not only of the Day itself, but of the essential elements in the process which led up to it. Here all the various prophetic descriptions are relevant; for the Day of the Lord is fulfillment, not merely in the sense that it is the end of a process whose stages may now be put out of mind. It is fulfillment in the sense that the true meaning of all the strange and often tragic experiences of God's people in via is now at last made clear, and those experiences in turn give depth and richness to the Christian understanding of the consummation that Christ has brought.
All this seems to be implied in the New Testament appeal to prophecy. It is to be observed that its writers are not troubled by the variety, or the seeming inconsistency, of the imagery employed, as we are apt to be, with our more literal bent of mind. Being orientals they take symbolism in their stride. Nor do they make any difficulty about finding their own situation reflected, or foreshadowed, in such different pictures as those which Isaiah, Joel, and Zechariah draw after the pattern of historical situations in remote centuries before Christ. All these illustrate, in the last resort, varying aspects of the one divine plan now brought to its fulfillment in the events of the gospel story.
It seems clear that in recalling such Scriptures the New Testament writers imply that they and their contemporaries are in some sense living through the drama of disaster and glory, of death and resurrection, which in a variety of ways, and with greater or less elaboration, is the "plot" of them all. It is sometimes illuminating to note the precise point at which the writer conceived himself and his contemporaries to stand in the development of the plot. To take one example: in Joel's prophecy of the Day of the Lord the outpouring of the Spirit marks the transition from the first act of the drama to the second. In the first act Israel is purged by the terrible judgments of God and restored to favor. The second act is the judgment of the nations and the harvest of the world. The author of Acts, in quoting the prophecy of the outpouring of the Spirit, clearly intends to set the events of the day of Pentecost in this light, as the turning point of the drama. This explains the significance of the "Parthians, Medes, and Elamites," and the rest of the nations whose names roll so sonorously in the catalogue of Peter's audience on that memorable occasion: they are the first fruits of those "multitudes, multitudes in the valley of decision" whom the prophet summoned into the presence of the Eternal. In this setting, Joel's call, "Proclaim among the nations!" (3:9), becomes a direct command to the church to enter upon its missionary task, now seen to be an essential element in the fulfillment of the purpose of God, since through its faithful discharge the multitudes of the nations are in fact summoned into the presence of the King.
But if this is so, it seems to be implied that the first act of the drama is already over; and again, if so, the story of suffering, disaster, and recovery which occupies the second chapter of Joel must be held to find its fulfillment, in some sense, in the sufferings, death, and resurrection of Christ; and that in fact is the view taken by New Testament writers. To recognize it supplies an essential key to the fundamental teaching of the New Testament. There is no question of a literal "fulfillment" of apocalyptic traits such as the darkening of the sun and the shaking of the earth. This is well understood imagery suggesting the magnitude and horror of the situation; and all that horror is present in the events of Christ's conflict and death. The Gospels may be thought to hint as much when they say that at the crucifixion of Christ the sun was darkened and the earth quaked. We must always be prepared for this acute sense which the New Testament writers betray for the deep purport of imagery.
It is not always as easy as it is with the prophecy of Joel to determine the precise point in the development of the drama at which a New Tes tament writer conceives himself and his contemporaries to stand. The question deserves investigation in each case separately. But the general assumption clearly is that the course of events in which the early Christians are caught up-that is to say, the conflict, sufferings, and death of Jesus, his resurrection, and the emergence of the church as the witness and embodiment of his finished work-exhibits the essential traits of the prophetic drama of God's purpose, and is to be understood in its terms.
The plot of the drama turns, as we have seen, on what in Greek tragedy is called peripetia, a startling reversal of fortune: in this case the transformation of a scene of suffering and disaster into a scene of triumph for the good cause. There are many variations upon this theme. The various renderings differ about the identity of the hero, the cause and character of the sufferings through which he passes, the manner of his deliverance, and the nature of the ultimate triumph; they differ so widely sometimes that their inconsistencies seem hardly reconcilable. Yet it would not be wise to assume without long and careful consideration that the New Testament writers either did not observe the differences or forced them into harmony by arbitrary interpretations. I will call attention in particular to two of the most conspicuous points in which the prophecies seem to differ fundamentally. Both of them we have noted in passing.
First, there appears to be no agreement whether the hero of the drama is an individual or a people. In some passages it is apparently an individual hero who passes from disaster to triumph; in others it is clearly Israel as a whole, or some smaller circle within Israel deemed more fit to be a people of God; and sometimes it is difficult to say with certainty whether the conception in the author's mind was individual or collective.
Secondly, there is no agreement about the nature and cause of the disasters and sufferings that fall upon the hero. As is natural in any transcript from human experience there are unanswered questions. Is suffering the stern judgment of God upon the sin of an apostate people? Or the undeserved persecution of his faithful servant, or servants, at the hands of his enemies? Is the suffering to be put down altogether on the debit side of the account-sheer loss to be made good only by the intervention of God ex machina-or does it possess some positive value? Does it, for example, serve as a test and a purge, to determine who truly belongs to the people of God? Or as chastisement or discipline for the faithful? Or can the martyr-death of a leader conduce to the salvation of the whole people? Such questions, necessarily arising out of the situations depicted, are answered in different ways.
Yet all these variations of plot are applied by New Testament writers to the interpretation of the same series of facts., those comprised in the Gospel story. I believe they did not so apply them irresponsibly, in mere carelessness, or without appreciation of the differences. On the contrary, the richness and depth of their interpretation of what happened "under Pontius Pilate" results largely from bringing together these apparently inconsistent features and superimposing them to form a single composite picture of the "determinate counsel of God" and its achievement.
Thus, in interpreting the passion of Christ the New Testament writers find in it not only the undeserved persecution of God's faithful Servant; they find also the element of judgment upon human sin: "Now," says John on the eve of the crucifixion, "now is the judgment of this world." They find the element of discipline: "Although a son, he learned obedience through the things he suffered," says the Epistle to the Hebrews, and draws inferences regarding the sufferings of God's people. They find the element of vicarious self-sacrifice, of which the classical expression is the fifty-third chapter of Isaiah. It is the drawing together of these separate strands, and others, all derived from the Old Testament, that provides the basis for the Christian theology of atonement. It would have been well if theologians had always remembered this.
Again, the New Testament doctrine of the person of Christ depends for its richness and depth, almost for its intelligibility, upon the inseparable fusion of two figures of prophecy: the leader and sovereign over God's people, and the "inclusive representative," or embodiment, of that people, and indeed, in the last resort, of redeemed humanity as a whole. All the ideal attributes of the church are assigned to it in the New Testament solely insofar as it is comprehended "in Christ," and as being "in Christ" is itself the true Servant of God and the suffering and exalted Son of man. All that is said about the significance of the work of Christ presupposes that he includes in himself the whole people of God, or redeemed humanity. His death and resurrection are not to be understood if they are thought of as no more than the death and miraculous resuscitation of an individual, but only if they are seen as the fulfillment of the whole purpose of God to raise up for himself, through suffering, tribulation, and disaster, a people made wholly one in him and devoted to his righteous purpose. Christ "rose the third day," says the ancient formula quoted by Paul in his first epistle to the Corinthians, "according to the scriptures." But in the Scriptures videlicet, in Hosea 6:1-3- it is Israel whom God will raise on the third day. The bold application of that prophecy to the resurrection of Christ in the earliest Christian confession of faith known to us lies behind the Pauline doctrine of the church as dead and risen with Christ.
I have here only hinted at the significance for Christian theology of a right understanding of the treatment of the Old Testament in the New. I believe it represents an intellectual achievement of remarkable originality, displaying penetration into the meaning that lies beneath the surface of the biblical text, and a power of synthesis which gathers apparently disparate elements into a many-sided whole, not unsuitable to convey some idea of the "manifold wisdom of God."
I I
Response Against C. H. Dodd's View: On Testimonies
Albert C. Sundberg, Jr.
From Albert C. Sundberg, Jr., "On Testimonies," Novurn Testamentum 3 (1959): 268-81. Reprinted by permission.
Until the publication of C. H. Dodd's According to the Scriptures,' interest in testimonies centered around J. Rendel Harris's theory of testimony books.2 According to his theory, an enlarging collection of Old Testament proof-text prophecies fulfilled in Jesus and the Christian church were gathered into books of testimonies. The Old Testament texts, Harris supposed, were collected according to theological titles of particular interest to the church, for example, "that Jesus was the stone."3 Having knowledge of such collections in a later period of the church,4 Harris suggested that testimony collections have an intrinsic probability of representing the earliest Christian theological effort and, therefore, antedate all extant Christian writings.5 Thus, testimony books served as sources for the writers of the New Testament and other early Christian works. That the New Testament writers actually used collections of testimonies is evinced, according to Harris, by such phenomena as: 1) identical mixed Old Testament quotations found in more than one Christian writer, 2) parallel misidentification of Old Testa ment passages cited, and 3) similar textual variants from all extant Old Testament texts in Old Testament citations in the New Testament.6 These curiosities, Harris suggests, indicate common sources in which these errors were first made and from which they passed into our present Christian collection; they also support the supposition that many of the Old Testament passages cited in the New Testament belonged to such collections.
Harris presented his theory with much cogency and his work has been the basic work in the field.' Dodd tells us that he worked with Harris's hypothesis for many years and (like all subsequent students of the problem) is greatly indebted to Harris's work.' Dodd, however, has come to question Harris's theory, concluding that the theory outruns the evidence. If such a book existed and was used widely by the New Testament writers, how, Dodd asks, could it have been omitted from the canon of Christian Scriptures and never be referred to, unless by Papias's enigmatic reference to the logia of Matthew?9 And why should it not have emerged as a substantive work until Cyprian edited it in the middle of the third century?10 Actually, the earliest mention of such a collection of testimonies is found in Melito C. A.D. 170. However, either he knew no such collection or found known ones unsatisfactory since he made a collection of Old Testament testimonies for himself.'' Moreover, Dodd remarks, the recurrence of the group of passages in which a "stone" is used as a symbol is striking; it corresponds to an established grouping in known testimony books. But it is almost the only group of its kind, certainly the only one which carries any particular weight.12 Dodd's criticism continues, that the list of identical combinations of Old Testament passages occurring in more than one writer is comparatively short. They may be exceptional cases and are insufficient to prove a general theory.'3
K. Stendahl has further subjected Harris's theory to critical examina- tion.14 Noting that Matthew's use of the Old Testament is crucial to Harris's theory, he asks, "did Matthew use testimonies?" Stendahl reached a negative conclusion to his question. Findlay's study15 had shown that known collections of testimonies do not follow Matthew either in word order or in language; he concluded that Matthew was not in the main testimony stream. Thus, Stendahl continues, the question reverts to Hatch's attempt to explain the composite quotations by the use of testi- monies.16 But, similar to Dodd, here Stendahl finds more simple alternatives than the testimony hypothesis. A hint as to how the intermingling of texts came about may be found in the midrashim where Old Testament quotations are brought together by the association of ideas and by the collection of passages from the Law, the Prophets, and the Writings. The ascription of passages to incorrect authors (and, no doubt, the mixture of some passages as well) must partly be due to the faulty memory of the authors. Thus, Stendahl concludes, the methods of the synagogue in dealing with the texts of the Old Testament, both in liturgical reading and in teaching, account for most of the features Harris wanted to explain by his Book of Testimonies.17 These criticisms so weaken Harris's hypothesis as to destroy its usefulness.
A fresh approach to the problem of Old Testament citations in the New is made by Dodd in his recent study." Dodd's method in this study is to isolate those elements which are so widely common to the New Testament books that they must be regarded as forming part of a central tradition, by which they were all more or less controlled.19 This central tradition embodied the events of the kerygma: the ministry, suffering, and death of Jesus, the resurrection, the session, the infilling of the Holy Spirit, and the eschatological expectation.20 These events, however, could have significance in the early church only as they were related to the Scriptures. "Thus the church was committed, by the very terms of its kerygma," says Dodd, "to a formidable task of biblical research, primarily for the purpose of clarifying its own understanding of the momentous events out of which it had emerged, and also for the purpose of making its Gospel intelligible to the outside public."21 Therefore, Dodd turns his attention to collecting passages from the Old Testament which, "being cited by two or more writers of the New Testament in prima facie independence of one another, may fairly be presumed to have been current as testimonia before they wrote."22 Dodd makes this collection upon the assumption that where two separate writers cite the same passage from the Old Testament, unless there are definite reasons to the contrary, they represent to that extent a common tradition.23 Dodd's collection of such passages consists of fifteen examples24 Dodd then turns, in a chapter entitled The Bible of the Early Church, to the problem of collecting Old Testament passages where two or more New Testament writers "have quoted or recalled, contiguous or adjacent sentences within a wider context," which, also, "may be supposed to be drawn from pre-canonical tradition."25 Through the investigation of contiguous Old Testament passages cited in the New, Dodd would show that the unit of reference was intended to be wider than the usual brief quotation.2' He, therefore, concludes, "these sections were understood as wholes, and particular verses or sentences were quoted from them rather as pointers to the whole context than as constituting testimonies in and for themselves."27 The Old Testament sections therein discovered, Dodd would say, may be considered the bible of the early church28
In the light of Dodd's thesis, it would seem reasonable to expect a considerable concentration of interest on the part of the New Testament writers in the special Old Testament sections indicated by Dodd. And this concentration should readily appear in indices of the Old Testament citations in the New that are impartial to Dodd's study. In this expectation table 1, on Old Testament chapters multiply cited in the New, was prepared from such an impartial index. The most evident fact displayed by this table is the absence of any real concentration of New Testament references to particular passages of the Old Testament. Forty-two percent of the four hundred twenty-three Old Testament chapters cited in the New Testament are cited by more than one New Testament writer. Fiftysix of Isaiah's sixty-six chapters are cited, seventy-one percent doubly. Of the one hundred one Psalms cited, more than a third are doubly cited. Dodd's listings of "Primary sources of testimonies," and of "Subordinate and supplementary sources,"29 simply do not account for the greater portion of Old Testament citations in the New. This is true whether one compares a chapter by chapter count of Nestle's index or whether the comparison is made of doubly attested chapters, as in table 1.
A further test of Dodd's thesis that certain sections of the Old Testament served as a kind of "bible of the early church" may be had in comparison of the relative importance of each Old Testament book to each New Testament writer. A significant predominance, consistent through most of the New Testament authors, of those Old Testament books containing the passages Dodd suggests as part of the "bible of the early church" would tend to confirm Dodd's hypothesis. Such a comparison has been tabulated in table 2. The table shows the quotations per page in the New Testament authors of the Old Testament books, after the Old Testament books have been corrected to a common length3°
Again, in table 2 we are met with multiplicity rather than uniformity. Among the thirteen New Testament author groups, one-quarter of the Old Testament books appear first in importance to a New Testament author group. If one asks, how many books would be included in a list of the five most important Old Testament books to each New Testament author group, we find one-half of the Old Testament books in this list (counting a twenty-four-book canon). Even among the Synoptics, where interdependence is presumed, an unexpected degree of variation is found. Daniel is the most important book to Mark and Matthew. But Exodus ranks first in Luke-Acts; Daniel does not even appear among the five most important books for this author. Isaiah is almost twice as frequently cited in Matthew as in Mark, moving from fifth in importance in Mark to second in Matthew. The material of Dodd'sBible of the Early Church is forty-three percent from Isaiah31 but nowhere is such a preponderance of citations from Isaiah to be observed, except in 1 (31%) and 2 (52%) Peter. Otherwise Isaiah is the most important Old Testament book only to Paul (20.7%, followed by Deut.). Generally, in the New Testament, the substantial use of the Law, as compared with the Prophets and the Writings, is to be observed; the frequency ratio in the New Testament is within five percent of roughly contemporary Jewish usage (except Philo).32 Greater clarity is indicated in the Old Testament books that tend to be neglected by the New Testament authors. These include the historical books (the Former Prophets, Chronicles, Ezra-Nehemiah), the Five Scrolls, and Numbers. Even the uniformity of disuse, however, is broken: the author of Revelation has made significant use of the Former Prophets. And Hebrews cites Numbers as frequently as Isaiah! Tables 1 and 2 significantly demonstrate the breadth with which the writers of the New Testament used the Old; Dodd has overlooked a remarkable absence of concentration.
Another point of Dodd's hypothesis that bears testing is his assertion that citations in the New Testament of a verse or phrase from the Old frequently constitutes an intended reference to a larger context in doubly attested passages.33 Dodd would, thus, make the Old Testament passages cited in the New into a kind of early reference system (that could now be replaced by chapter references?). If the Old Testament citations in the New are frequently intended as mere references to a larger passage (as collected in the Bible of the Early Church), it would not be nec essary for the Old Testament portion cited to carry the weight of the argument or reference, but merely to indicate where the weight of the argument could be found. The New Testament text could be presumed to be fragmentary and incomplete at the points of Old Testament citation, which lack would be readily filled by referring to the context of the citation in the Old Testament. We may expect that such a dependence on the Bible of the Early Church would be generally self-evident in the New.
But do the citations of the Old Testament generally depend upon the context of the passage for their meanings in the New Testament citations? There are, to be sure, some few citations where a larger context seems to be implied.3`~ But these passages are heavily outweighed by the atomistic citations of the Old Testament.35 Of course, Dodd's field is more narrow and we must inquire whether the New Testament citations from those passages which Dodd suggests were the Bible of the Early Church31 usually require the larger context that Dodd suggests. There is not space here for detailed examination of all of Dodd's passages; one or two examples will suffice.
Isaiah 40:1-11 is cited by five New Testament author-groups and may serve as one example. All four Gospels have citations from this passage as a proof-text for John the Baptist. And the motifs of Isaiah 40:1- 10 compare well with the motifs of the Baptist's ministry in the Gospels: a call for preparation, the Lord is coming, and he brings judgment. When we examine the synoptic Gospels, however, the results are disappointing for Dodd's thesis. Though the motifs for the ministry of John the Baptist are to be found in this passage from Isaiah, the point of reference to Isaiah, through a curious alteration of the Septuagint text, is made to support only the wilderness preaching of John;37 the prediction of a forerunner is found in Malachi 3:1.38 Mark does not include the motif of judgment that will accompany the coming of the Lord; Matthew and Luke do not turn to Isaiah 40:10 for support of this motif.39 Likewise, in John 1:19-23 the reference to Isaiah 40:3 carries only the weight that John the Baptist preached in the wilderness, calling for rectitude; its purpose is a rejection of the suspicion that John the Baptist was the Christ or Elijah (the forerunner?).40
The Epistles of James and 1 Peter allude to Isaiah 40:6-8, which compares the transientness of life to the permanence of the word of God: physical existence ((Yap~) and human glory (naha Sofia avOpwnou) are momentary as grass and its blossom but do pf is tioti 9eoti tjxci v µEvet ci toy aiwva, that is, the word given to the prophet will be fulfilled. This is, also, the meaning of the allusion in 1 Peter 1:23-25, where, however, the permanent Of to xupiou is not the word given to the prophet but io prjµa io evayyektaOev Ct; vgd; which is anopa a46apio;. James 1:9-11, on the other hand, alludes to this passage in Isaiah as indicative of the illusion of worldly values: in the heat of the sun the grass withers, its flower falls, and its beauty perishes; ovtw, xat o nXourno; iv ,rat; nopeiatS w 'cov gapav9i eiat. Revelation 22:12 is apparently an allusion to Isaiah 40:10. As Isaiah (2) promised reward and recompense to the suffering Jews, so the Christian under persecution can look forward to the coming of the Lord who will recompense everyone for what he has done. To suggest that any of these New Testament writers, citing from Isaiah 40:1-11, is referring to the entire eleven verses is not consistent with the evidence. The precise portion cited in each instance is sufficient for the author's purpose.
Psalm 22 is cited by six New Testament author-groups and will serve as another point of testing of Dodd's thesis. The synoptic Gospels refer to verses 1, 7, 8 and 18 of this psalm in relating the crucifixion story and the fourth Gospel cites verse 18. Verse 1 a, transliterated from the Hebrew and then translated into Greek, is a cry of Jesus from the cross in Mark 15:34 and Matthew 27:46. Mark 15:29 and Matthew 27:39 allude to verse 7a when they describe the spectators at the crucifixion deriding and wagging their heads at Jesus; the same context in Luke (23:35) attributes scoffing only to the rulers. The mocking of the rulers in Matthew 27:43, nenot9ev exit tov eeov, pvaa69w vuv £i 9EXt aviov, is apparently an allusion to verse 8. Mark 15:24, Matthew 27:35, and Luke 23:34 allude to verse 18 in describing the soldiers dividing Jesus' clothing by casting lots; John 19:24 quotes this verse with the formula,'tva tj ypaotj nXrlpo911, in describing the division of Jesus' garments among the soldiers and their casting lots over his tunic as a fulfillment of prophecy. However, while the Gospel writers show their acquaintance with Psalm 22 by their repeated use of it in the crucifixion story there is no indication in any single instance that a broader reference to the psalm is intended; the portion cited is sufficient to the author's purpose. The allusions in Romans 5:5 to verse 5, in 2 Timothy 4:17 to verse 21, and in Revelation 19:5 to verse 23 and 11:15 to verse 28 appear more like verbal likenesses, such as one finds among those well acquainted with the Scriptures, than intentional references to specific passages of Scripture: Hebrews 2:12, (17) quotes verse 22 in support of the argument that Christians are brethren of Christ. Since Christians are sanctified through Christ they are related to him; the sanctifier and the sanctified have the same origin: St' fjv aitiav oux hltataXuvrtat aSE? ou; autouS KaXEty, XEywv, the writer of the Hebrews continues, and quotes Psalm 22:22, 6c1<ayyEW to ovoga aou Tot; a&X4ot; tou, by thaw hKKXiialac iug- vtjaw aE. Here the writer has used the words of Psalm 22 as appropriate to Christ. The use presupposes the suffering of Christ and his resurrection. And the quotation from Psalm 22:22 only has relevance in Hebrews from its context of suffering and deliverance in the psalm. This appears to be an instance where understanding of the Old Testament citation depends upon its larger context in the Old Testament.
Such examples could be monotonously multiplied. Citations of contiguous Old Testament passages by more than one New Testament author do not of themselves indicate that such citations serve as a kind of index-reference to a larger context in the Old Testament. It must be shown that the multiply cited Old Testament passages regularly require the larger reference in order to understand the citation in its New Testament context. But such evidence is not to be had. Only a minority of Old Testament citations seem to imply a larger Old Testament context; they will not carry the weight of Dodd's thesis.
Another issue of Dodd's hypothesis, which is closely related to the multiple citation of contiguous passages, is his supposition that there existed, prior to the writing of any books of the New Testament, a traditional method of exegesis of Old Testament passages41 This supposition can mean only one thing: that the same Old Testament passage received the same interpretation whenever it was cited in the New. However, careful examination of doubly cited passages indicates that there is no such uniformity of Old Testament interpretation. Examples of varied interpretation of Old Testament texts related to the kervgma may be had in the following: 2 Samuel 7:14 is interpreted in Hebrews 1:5 as God speaking to Jesus, hyat £aotat autw EL; naThpa, Kdt autos eatat got El; uiov; however, Revelation 21:7 relates this saying to faithful Christians. Psalm 2:1 is related in Acts 4:25-27 to the events of Jesus' trial and crucifixion; in Revelation 12:18 it is related to the final judgment. The preaching of peace from Isaiah 52:7 is depicted in Acts 10:36 as fulfilled by Jesus but Paul relates the saying to the preaching of the gospel by Christians (Rom. 10:15; cf. Eph. 6:15). More than one example of divergent exegesis is found in citations from Isaiah 53: Matthew 8:17 quotes verse 4, autos taS aa6EVEiaS tjgwv EXaPEV xdt taS vo- aouS e(360taaEV, as fulfilled in Jesus' miraculous cures; I Peter 2:21-25 cites the same passage as fulfilled in Jesus' death.42 Verse 9b, 6Tt avoµiav o1K enoirj6ev, ovSe 86Xov iv TO 6Tdµatt av'ov, is used in 1 Peter 2:22 as a description of Jesus while Revelation 14:5 alludes to it as a description of Christians. Again verse 12 appears in Luke 22:36-38 as the scriptural prediction of whatever episode in Jesus' life that sinister passage implies; but to Paul (Rom. 4:24-25), the writer of Hebrews (9:28), and the writer of 1 Peter (2:24) the verse is considered a prediction of Jesus' death.43 The prophecy in Zechariah 12:10 is quoted in John 19:37 as a prediction of the piercing of Jesus' side after his death, Kat naA,ty et£pa ypa4Ij ?'yet- oyroviat ei; ov e4cKEVTqaav; Revelation 1:7 uses the same passage as a prediction of the second coming (cf. Matt. 24:30). The variation of exegesis in these passages suggests that, while the early church was convinced that the Old Testament contained predictions about Jesus and the church, there did not exist at the time of the composition of the New Testament books an established tradition of exegesis for Old Testament passages which the New Testament writers accepted and adopted.
Indeed, the direct application of Old Testament passages to New Testament meanings may not have been as primitive as either Harris or Dodd suppose. Double citation, upon which Dodd builds his case, must have relevance apart from its relation to the kerygma if it has usefulness as a historical tool. But doubly cited passages relate, also, to what is manifestly developed positions of the church. For example, the Jewish rejection of Jesus and the gospel appears as a fulfillment of prophecy doubly cited.44 Our earliest evidences of Christianity were written against the background of Jewish rejection as an accomplished fact. Only the Gentile mission is treated seriously in the New Testament; the Jewish mission is perfunctory, to fulfill the prediction of rejection. But certainly the earliest Christian activity must have been preaching to Jewish hearers. Probably in the first instance this preaching did not presuppose rejection. The Jewish-Christian community that existed in Jerusalem until A.D. 68-70,45 probably did not regard themselves as a lost cause. If Acts (15:1-29) may be trusted, the Jewish-Christian community was cautious in its attitude toward the Gentile mission. And, yet, our earliest sources regard the Jewish rejection as a fait accompli, according to the Scriptures; and there are doubly attested Old Testa ment proof-texts attesting thereto. The conclusion that a process of development preceded this doubly attested tradition is inescapable.
Another feature reflecting theological development and doubly attested by references to the Old Testament is the concept of salvation by faith, which finds its chief example from the Old Testament in Abra- ham.46 It is evident from New Testament usage that faith means faith in Jesus Christ. However, messianic anticipations in Judaism apparently did not stipulate that only those who properly identified the Messiah when he came would share in the redemption of Israel47 Probably the first Christians were Jews who had identified Jesus as the Messiah.4s It seems likely that the earliest Christian preaching was of the glad news that the Messiah was identifiable. Faith in this identification of the Messiah with Jesus as a requirement for participation in the Messiah's reign soon to be instituted appears to be a development in Christianity resulting from Jewish refusal to receive the proclaimed good news, indeed, the Jewish attempt to suppress it. To verify this position the Christians turned to the Old Testament, as they did for proofs that Jesus was the Messiah, and found that Abraham was counted righteous because he believed God. The Christians claimed that they were inheritors of God's promises to Abraham because they, like Abraham, believed God's message, that is, that Jesus was God's Christ. This requirement of faith that the Christ was Jesus forms part of the message of our earliest sources; the Old Testament passages used to support it are doubly attested in our earliest Christian sources: Paul, Hebrews (and the speeches in Acts).
On the principle of double attestation these two features have as valid a claim to an existing tradition of primitive character as any of the features of the kerygrna. It is only by hypothesis that the kerygma features may be separated as more primitive. That is to say, the earliest historical evidence of Christian beginnings already reflects these developments.
Dodd's theory of testimonia actually only represents a variation in form of Harris's hypothesis of testimonies. It is fraught with the same canonical problem Dodd found with Harris's: if the early church made such a collection of Old Testament passages and used it as the basic Old Testament reference for its preaching of the gospel, how could it have been omitted from the canon? Like Harris, Dodd's theory outruns the evidence. Kilpatrick's observations on Harris's hypothesis still remain: it is unlikely that the Christians of the first century had a testimony book apart from the Greek Bible itself. "More truly it could be said that this was their testimony book and that, apart from the general view that Scripture in toto et in partibus was fulfilled by and in our Lord, homiletic exposition was accustomed to use certain quotations from the Old Testament regularly in connection with certain events of the Gospel story."49
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The distinguished scholar in whose honor [It Is Written] has been compiled has placed on record his view that "the Old Testament is the greatest single influence in the formation of New Testament theology" (Lindars, 1976, 60). The point is one that needs to be made and to be defended, since it is not certain that it would be universally accepted. The contents of some of the essays which follow in this book will demonstrate the pervasiveness and the variety of the use of the Old Testament in the New Testament. It should thus constitute both an elucidation and a defence of the position which Professor Lindars has stated and which he has done so much to commend as a scholar whose expertise stretches widely, though never superficially, over both fields.
The scope of this volume has admittedly been defined rather more broadly by its editors as the use of Scripture within Scripture; that is to say, it discusses not only the use of the Old Testament in the various parts of the New Testament but also the use of earlier parts of the Old Testament in later parts. But since the use of Scripture in the so-called intertestamental literature throws a flood of light on the New Testament use of the Old Testament, it is inevitable that this topic is also considered. However, the use of Scripture within Scripture in the sense of the use of earlier texts of the New Testament or of New Testament traditions within the New Testament is excluded from consideration.
This limitation of scope means that the book is not primarily concerned with such topics as the subsequent history of the Christian use of the Old Testament or how Christians today should understand and use the Old Testament, although it may be presumed that a study of how the New Testament writers used the Old Testament is of significance in answering these questions (Longenecker 1970; Hanson 1974, 225ff; 1983, 178ff).... Our task ... will be to look at some of the general problems which arise in the study of the use of Scripture by Scripture. We shall, however, steer clear of one problem .... namely the use of the Old Testament in the Old Testament, which is the field of Old Testament specialists.
There have been several recent surveys of the whole field. These can be divided into two kinds. First, there are the works which survey the actual topic of the use of the Old Testament in the New Testament, usually advancing the author's own view of the subject but manifestly not without some attention to the work of other scholars. Here we may mention the works of Tasker (1946), Barrett (1970), Shires (1974), Longenecker (1975), Hay (1976), Ellis (1978), Vermes (1976), and Hanson (1983). Second, there are the works which survey recent scholarship on the subject rather than the subject itself. Here we have particularly the work of Smith (1972). Our discussion will fall more into this second pattern, and it will confine itself for the most part to study since 1946.
The questions to which we shall attempt to devote some attention include the following: to what extent is it correct to say that the use of the Old Testament was the decisive influence in the creation of Christian theology? What led the early Christians and the New Testament writers to specific texts in the Old Testament? To what extent did they pay respect to the meaning of these texts in their context? In what kind of church situation did the Christian use of the Old Testament develop? What kind of exegetical methods were used, and how far were these methods adopted from contemporary Judaism? In what ways did the use of the Old Testament shape the content and structure of the New Testament?
The Place of the Old Testament in New Testament Theology
The first major contribution to the study of the use of the Old Testament in the New Testament in the last forty years was that of Dodd (1952). The book has an importance out of all proportion to its brevity, and has been the starting point for a fair amount of discussion. Dodd's basic concern was with the process by which theology developed in the New Testament church. If it is correct to say "In the beginning was the kerygma," how did the early church move on to the development of a theology? He argued that the kerygma was understood in the light of the Old Testament, but this then raises the question of how the church used the Old Testament to elucidate the kerygma. He rejected the theory of Harris (1916, 1920) that it was done by the creation of an apologetic testimony book in the early days. Instead he argued that the appearance of the same Old Testament texts independently in different writers but often with the same peculiarities of wording suggested the use of a common stock of textual materials, and that these texts appeared to have been drawn from various specific areas or "fields" in the Old Testament which were systematically exploited for what they might yield, due attention being paid to context. So the principles of exegesis were established, and the way in which certain doctrines were developed was expounded. It will thus be apparent that Dodd was really concerned to answer three questions:
1. In what way did the early church develop a theology? It understood the kerygma in the light of the Old Testament.
2. How did the early church find its way round the Old Testament? It recognized certain fields which were of particular theological significance.
3. How did the early church use the material from these fields? On the one hand, it recognized the presence of common themes in the various fields and therefore drew materials from them with a certain regard for the context. On the other hand, it developed its theology by the incorporation of teaching that sprang from the Old Testament.
Dodd's first point, which is of major importance, is that the roots of the early church's theologizing lie in the illumination of the kerygma by the prophecies of the Old Testament (Dodd 1952, 135).
What might be regarded as a criticism of this hypothesis has come from Wilcox (1979) and has recently been taken up by Black (1986, 78). He insists that the procedures followed by the early Christians imply a common ground between them and their partners in discussion, namely a set of accepted exegetical traditions for understanding the Old Testament on the basis of which Christians could argue that the traditions found their correct interpretation and fulfillment in Jesus. It was, then, out of debates within the context of "messianic Judaism" that the kerygma emerged.
However, it is doubtful whether this is really a criticism of Dodd's position or the presentation of an alternative to it. Rather it is a reminder of an important factor in the process, namely that when the early Christians went to the Scriptures for evidence in favor of their view of Jesus it was necessary that their methods of interpretation should follow the accepted procedures of the time. But at the same time the point should be made that it was the use of the Old Testament which helped to shape the kerygma-a fact that Dodd would surely not have denied. Thus when the early summary of the kerygma in I Corinthians 15:3 declares that "Christ died for our sins according to the Scriptures," the fact that Christ died is a "given," and probably also the fact that his death had a significance of some kind. But did the early church go to the Scriptures to find evidence that he died "for our sins" or was it study of the Scriptures that led to the realisation that he died "for our sins"? The effect of Wilcox's argument is to remind us that the latter process went on alongside the former, and we may add that many times we must envisage a dialectical process with the influences going in both directions. Again, in 1 Corinthians 15:4 the event of the resurrection is probably primary-unless we are to assume that the phenomena of the empty tomb and the appearances of Jesus were interpreted by a category drawn from the Old Testament-and the scriptural backing either for the resurrection itself or for "on the third day" will have come later. Thus it seems that Wilcox has offered a refinement of Dodd's case rather than an alternative to it.
Dodd developed his theory in express contradiction to the view that Paul based his theology on religious experience, whether visions and revelations or even his conversion experience. Nor was theology based on speculation influenced by and incorporating the religious ideas of Hellenism; its fundamental content and way of thinking are biblical. In saying this Dodd was not arguing for an early church theology which was based purely on the "Word," but rather for one in which "the mighty acts of God" in history are understood in the context which is provided by the Old Testament.
Dodd's view may seem at first sight to stand in contrast to that of Kim who argues that the origins of Paul's gospel lie in his Damascus road experience with its vision of Jesus as the image of God (Kim 1981). But it seems rather that Kim is showing how Paul came to a realization of the truth of the kerygma, and nothing that he says contradicts the possibility that the development of early church theology and of Paul's own theology took place "according to the Scriptures."
The really important question which arises is whether Dodd is justified in his claim that it was the study of the Old Testament which formed the substructure of New Testament theology. I take "substructure" to mean the basic underlying presuppositions of thought which supply the basis or structure of the gospel. Is the influence of the Old Testament so far-reaching, or does it merely supply the background fora few aspects of the kerygma, the real and central impetus to the categories in which it is formulated coming from somewhere else? Is it possible to conceive of a different substructure? In order to do so it would be necessary to disprove the claim that the essential vocabulary and conceptualization and the basic structure of New Testament theology are drawn from the Old Testament. It is true that the theology of the New Testament approaches the Old Testament wearing the spectacles of Judaism, but this does not affect the basic fact that it was to the Old Testament and to the traditions inspired by it that the church turned when it began to do theology.
Dodd's view thus stands in sharp contrast to the view of Kasemann, for example, that the mother of Christian theology was apocalyptic (Kasemann 1969, 82-107). Kasemann appears to mean that its structure of thought was determined basically by the near expectation of the parousia and also that its content consisted of the kind of thoughts expressed in the Jewish apocalyptic literature. But this view is unacceptable, for, as various scholars have observed, it is the kerygma of the death and resurrection of Jesus which figures in the earliest expressions of the church's theology (Lohse 1971, 58).
Dodd's view that it was the Old Testament which was the inspiration of New Testament theology stands over against the view that we should look for another source in the Hellenistic world. We should not expect to find much influence from Hellenism in general. It is significant that, when Knox wrote on Some Hellenistic Elements in Primitive Christianity (1944), it was a remarkably slim volume which resulted, and there is no doctrine of central importance which can be shown to have been derived from Hellenism. Earlier, of course, Bousset (1921) had tried to show that the understanding of Jesus as Lord was derived from Hellenism, but it is quite clear that his attempt was a failure. A much greater challenge has come from attempts to derive essential elements of early Christian doctrine from Gnosticism (Bultmann 1952; cf. Schmithals 1971 a; 1971 b; Schottroff 1970), but these seem to me to be equally dubious. Nevertheless, there is here a field for continuing discussion.
The Problem of Textual "Fields" in the Old Testament
The second part of Dodd's thesis was concerned with the way in which the early Christians found specific textual "fields" in the Old Testament.
The discovery of collections of texts at Qumran has made the alternative possibility of a testimony book more plausible than it was when Dodd advanced his thesis. These parallels certainly show that a testimony book was a possibility, but we have still to ask whether the internal evidence of the New Testament confirms that the texts are most plausibly to be explained in this way. The existence of an actual testimony book and of a set of "fields" side by side is of course quite possible, and the question is rather whether there is decisive evidence for the existence of either. Subsequent discussion has tended on the whole not to go back to the testimony book theory (Lindars, 1961, 14, 23-24).
Dodd's own theory has been strongly criticized by Sundberg, Jr. (1959). Against Dodd's concept of exegetical "fields" Sundberg argued, first, that the New Testament authors appear to draw their biblical citations from such a wide area of the Old Testament as to make it seem unlikely that they were following a tradition which directed attention to specific, limited fields. He also claimed, second, that the particular fields which Dodd isolated do not seem to be used particularly often in the New Testament.
Sundberg's arguments, however, must be tested. The statistics which he produced to prove his point are dubious. He worked from the list of "citations" in the index to the 1948 edition of Nestle's text, and was able to claim that out of 929 chapters in the Old Testament no less than 423 are cited in the New Testament. But the latter figure covers far more than express citations of Old Testament texts, and in this respect the figures in the index to the third edition of The Greek New Testament furnish a better guide. They show that texts from 162 chapters are cited in the New Testament. The books which show the greatest number of chapters from which citations are drawn relative to their size are Genesis, Exodus, Leviticus, Deuteronomy, Isaiah, the Twelve, and Psalms. Dodd's own list of fields included Genesis, Deuteronomy, Psalms, Isaiah, Daniel, and the Twelve. Only Exodus and Leviticus figure in the revised Sundberg list, which may suggest not that Dodd's list is wrong in principle but that it needs revision in detail. Sundberg then went on to list the relative importance of the various Old Testament books in terms of the number of "citations" from each (again using the Nestle list). But here in fact Sundberg's figures appear to support Dodd, for the books with the highest ratings are Genesis, Exodus, Deuteronomy, Isaiah, the Twelve, Psalms, Proverbs, and Daniel.
Sundberg next tries to establish his point by considering the relative usage of the different New Testament authors, but fails to observe that the different purposes and characters of the various writings make such a comparison futile. Nor does he recognize adequately that what Dodd was discussing was the fields used in the earliest stage of the church's study of the Old Testament. It is reasonable to assume that at the literary stage of composition of the New Testament the writers would not be tied to the specific fields and would feel free to explore more widely and to ignore materials that had earlier been of greater importance. This point may be relevant in dealing with the further objection that a study of the repetition of allusions to specific texts (rather than just the occurrences of actual citations) indicates that a larger area of material was being tapped; again the point may be made that the allusions are more of a literary phenomenon. Nevertheless, the point should be made that Dodd's theory need not require that the early church turned only to a limited list of fields. His view was that these fields developed in the earliest days of the church's theologizing rather than that they imposed limits throughout the New Testament period and prevented New Testament authors from looking outside them, especially to any well-known passages which were not in the fields.
Here we may take up Sundberg's next point which is that Dodd supposed that there was "a traditional method of exegesis of Old Testament passages" in the church which governed the meaning (Sundberg 1959, 278). Sundberg takes this to mean that the same Old Testament passage should have received the same interpretation whenever it was cited in the New, and he cites examples to show that this did not happen. But these examples are not wholly convincing, as when he finds texts that are applied both to Jesus and to his followers, and ignores the way in which what is true of Christ is also often true of his followers. There is no change in meaning here, only a shift in application. In any case Jewish exegesis was quite capable of finding multiple meanings in any one text (Brooke 1985, 354-55).
Sundberg (1959, 279) argues further that some doubly cited passages refer to "manifestly developed positions of the church," for example, the Jewish rejection of Jesus which cannot have existed from the beginning. But surely the evidence goes the other way and suggests that this was a problem to the church from an early date (1 Thess. 2:14-16).
Finally Sundberg argues that such a collection as Dodd presupposes should have been preserved in the New Testament canon. The reasons for this statement are not obvious, especially if the list of passages was oral and so short as to be easily memorable; one cannot see that such a list would be regarded as Scripture in the same way as the actual New Testament writings.
Sundberg's case against Dodd thus stands open to criticism at every point, and I judge that it is not successful in refuting his case. The hypothesis that the early church turned to specific fields in the Old Testament and used them can still be used as a starting point for investigation (Lindars 1961, 14). What still needs to be determined is how the church used the material from the Old Testament once it had found it.
The Problem of Attention to the Old Testament Context
A further problem is whether the New Testament writers pay attention to the context in their use of Old Testament materials. Certainly Dodd did not deny that there was what he called "a certain shift, nearly always an expansion, of the original scope of the passage" (Dodd 1952, 130), and he argued that great literature contains the potential of more meaning than the original author explicitly intended.
Again Sundberg attempts to contradict Dodd. He argues that the meanings given to the citations are not dependent upon the context of the original passages. There seem in fact to be two possible points here. One is whether there is an intended reference to the larger context in which the citation is found; the other is whether the meaning is related to that context. But is either of these quite what Dodd had in mind? He argued that the finding of an appropriate text in part of the Old Testament led the Christians to look in the same context for further appropriate texts, and that in some cases the choice of a text was dependent upon the assumption that the larger passage is christologically oriented. Thus, for example, the quotation of Psalm 69:25 with reference to the defection of Judas presupposes the belief that the psalm had already been seen to be christological and that therefore this text is relevant to the rejection of Christ. Now over against this Sundberg argues that the majority of texts are cited atomistically. But Sundberg's examination of cases where the New Testament authors cite several different texts from the same Old Testament passage does not disprove the fact that having found christological significance in one text the New Testament authors kept coming back to the same area. It is not a case so much of understanding the citation that is at issue (Sundberg 1959, 277) but of tracing how the Christians came to use it. In the broader sense all that was needed was a recognition that the passage was christological, so that the use of a text from within it was not arbitrary. This has not been disproved by Sundberg. The general question of whether respect for context in a narrower sense is preserved is a separate issue and deserves further investigation. The point may be made that the New Testament authors thought that they were respecting the context and original meaning, since they would have argued that the meaning which they found was the meaning which God intended.
The Context of the Use of the Old Testament in the New Testament
But before we discuss the question of how the early Christians determined the meaning of the Old Testament we must comment on the situation in which they did so and the effect which this had on their interpretation. The study of this aspect of our topic received a fresh impetus with the publication in 1961 of Professor Barnabas Lindars's book on New Testament Apologetic. Basically Lindars is arguing for two positions. The first is that we can trace shifts in the application of the Old Testament passages in different parts of the New Testament, and the second is that the starting point of this process lies in the apologetic activity of the early church. The early church was particularly concerned to answer Jewish objections to the messiahship of Jesus, and where such a concern can be detected we come up against the earliest uses of the texts in question. Lindars begins with the resurrection of Jesus and then turns to passion apologetic. He then moves on to a secondary development in the application of Scripture to events in the life of Jesus before the passion and to the question of his origins. Finally, he looks at developments in these lines of thinking by Paul.
The discussion is acute and full of penetrating observations. The apologetic use of Scripture by the early church is clearly documented. Nevertheless, it is open to some criticisms. These have been presented by Gundry (1967, 159-63) who lists six objections to Lindars's view before coming to his major point, which is that Lindars's case hangs on detecting Tendenz in the varied text forms which are used, whereas the evidence shows the existence of "mixed text-forms in the untendentious material of many allusive quotations throughout the synoptics." This is essentially the same objection as that which Gundry raises against the validity of Stendahl's discussion of the material in Matthew, and it is clear that much hangs or falls with the correctness of his interpretation of the material.
It seems to me that Lindars tends to make two assumptions in his work which need greater justification than he provides. One is the assumption, to which Gundry also draws attention, that the earliest use of Old Testament texts was apologetic rather than anything else. This is assumed rather than argued. Obviously much use of the Old Testament would be apologetic, and this need not be denied, and where texts were used apologetically Lindars has much that is helpful to say about them. But are we justified in assuming that in the earliest days there was no other type of use? There is a firm tradition that Jesus used the Old Testament to throw light on his mission, and there is no good reason to reject it (France 1971). Moreover, the New Testament shows clearly that the early church used the Old Testament in an explanatory manner as well as in a definitely apologetic and hence somewhat polemical context. We can also observe how the early church went to the Old Testament for the still-valid teaching which it gave and for the responsive material which it took over and used to provide the form and content of its own praise and prayer to God. There is a good deal of use of the Old Testament in the New Testament which can be labeled "liturgical," and this usage stems from the life of the church in its early days. Hence the field of use seems to be much wider than Lindars suggests.
Second, Lindars argues that it is probable that the very earliest apologetic would be concerned with the resurrection of Jesus, and he then attempts to find a putative resurrection-application as the starting point for the development of the use of any and every text. This begs the question of Jesus' own use of the Old Testament, to which we have already referred, and it further begs the question of the actual use of specific texts in the early church. Granted what lies beyond dispute, namely that resurrection-apologetic was an early phenomenon in the church, it was by no means the only form of apologetic, and it is a strange assumption that every text used in the earliest days of the church must have had an initial reference to the resurrection. Although Lindar's assumption at this point is thus a puzzling one, he has rendered an important service in stimulating further explorations of the kind of use, or rather the purposes for which use was made; of the Old Testament in the early church.
Types of Use of the Old Testament
We come now to the question of how the New Testament writers made use of the Old Testament and what understanding they had of it. If anything is clear, it is that a variety of types of use must be recognised. It may be helpful to offer a list of them before considering one or two of them in greater detail:
1) The influence of the language of the Old Testament on the diction of the New Testament authors, with the result that they write a "biblical Greek" distinguished by its secondary Semitisms (i.e. Semitisms which have been transmitted through the Septuagint).
2) The influence of the style of the Old Testament. This emerges specifically in the case of Luke whose use of a Septuagint style must raise the question whether he thought of himself as writing a work of the same kind and thus continuing the "salvation historical" story which he found in it.
3) The use of the Old Testament in a straightforward "literal" manner when reference is being made to events described in it. This use is so "obvious" that it is often passed over without comment, and yet it may demand further attention.
4. The use of the Old Testament again in a "literal" manner to refer to the divine commands, etc., which are found in it and which are believed to be still valid (or which may be cited in order to be brought up to date or even abrogated).
5) The use of the Old Testament yet again in a "literal" manner to refer to passages which were understood as prophecies and which found their literal meaning in the events now taking place. "About whom does the prophet say this?" Then Philip "told him the good news of Jesus" (Acts 8:34-35).
6) The use of the Old Testament typologically to show a correspondence between a contemporary event and an event in the Old Testament so that understanding of the former (and sometimes of the latter) may be enhanced.
7) The use of the Old Testament allegorically to draw parallels between an Old Testament story and a contemporary situation or piece of teaching.
The lines between these types of use are not always easy to draw. Our attention will centre on the problems of prophecy and typology in the light of Jewish usage.
Exegesis in the Dead Sea Scrolls
In their dialogue on "The Place of the Old Testament in the Formation of New Testament Theology" Lindars (1976) and Borgen (1976) list between them six areas of Jewish interest in, and exegesis of, the Old Testament which are relevant for understanding the use made in the New Testament. These are: Jewish liturgical forms; the rabbinic literature; the targums; the Qumran sect; apocalyptic literature; and Philo. Each of these will receive due attention later in this book. For our present purpose it may suffice to open up the question of Jewish influence on the New Testament use of the Old Testament by looking at some of the issues as they are raised by a consideration of the Qumran documents.
The first important work to show the influence of the Scrolls was Stendahl's book, The School of St. Matthew (1954; 2d ed. 1968), of which the author has been known to comment that people tended to quote the title rather than read the book. The thesis was concerned (obviously) with one limited area, namely the use of a specific set of quotations in the Gospel of Matthew, which appeared to stand out from the others for formal and textual reasons, and it had two main parts.
First, Stendahl argued that the character of these quotations and the implied interpretation of them resembled the kind of thing found in the use of Scripture at Qumran and specifically in the Habakkuk commentary; in particular, he drew attention to the use of variant readings in the text to promote a particular interpretation, and he labeled the kind of exegesis which was going on as "midrash pesher." The name was coined by analogy with midrash halakah and midrash haggadah which designate two other types of midrashic activity (Stendahl 1968, 184), and it is important to bear this fact in mind in view of later discussions of the suitability of the term. In all cases midrash refers to a manner of exegesis of the text which aims to bring out its contemporary significance, for instance by showing how the precepts of the Torah still apply in the commentator's own time. In the case of Qumran the type of midrash consists in a technique of quoting the text in a form appropriate to the meaning which is deemed to lie hidden in it and then explaining it in accordance with a set of principles of interpretation, thirteen of which are listed from Brownlee (1951); thus the interpretation lies partly in the text cited and partly in the interpretative comments in which it is embedded.
This led to the second part of the thesis which was that the activity thus demonstrated suggested the work of a "school" rather than of one specific individual.
The thesis was important for two reasons. First, there was the suggestion that some kind of corporate study of Old Testament Scriptures developed in the early church. The question whether we should speak of "school" activity in this connection was raised with specific reference to the phenomena in Matthew, and it is not necessarily implied that all early Christian exegesis was carried out in such a setting. Nevertheless, the character of the New Testament activity suggests the development of communally known and practiced methods of understanding, which it may be appropriate to call "school" activities. The activity of scriptural interpretation was not confined to a few individuals but was fairly widespread in the church and occupied a position of great importance.
But we must concentrate our attention on Stendahl's other claim, namely that in certain quarters at least the early church practiced a form of scriptural exegesis hitherto unknown but now shown to be paralleled in one area of contemporary Judaism. The character of this socalled pesher interpretation deserves some critical comment since it has become something of a catch-phrase in subsequent study. The principles of "pesher" interpretation cited by Stendahl (1968, 191) may be listed as follows:
1) What the prophets wrote has a veiled, eschatological meaning.
2) Since the meaning is veiled, the meaning may be discerned by what may appear to be a forced interpretation.
3) One may observe textual or orthographical peculiarities.
4) One may also make use of textual variants (for the light they shed on the text or to replace the text).
5) One may note analogous circumstances.
6) The text may be allegorized in an appropriate manner.
7) One may find more than one meaning in the words.
One may assume that the author has hidden the meaning he intended in various ways and "undo" his techniques:
8) by substituting synonyms for the intended words,
9) by using anagrams,
10) by substituting similar letters for the ones he really intended,
11) by running words together, which must be split to get the meaning,
12) and by using abbreviations which must be spelled out in full.
13) One may find that other passages of Scripture illuminate the meaning of the text.
It is clear that a series of assumptions are operative here. The first is that the prophet's message has a meaning which is "eschatological." That is to say, it applies to a future period which the sect identified with its own time and the immediate future. It found its own activities prophesied and it looked forward to whatever else God would do in the future. The question whether the passage had a meaning for the prophet's own time is ignored. Thus the first of the thirteen principles is a statement about the nature of prophecy rather than a method for finding its meaning. It defines the kind of meaning that is presumed to be there.
The second assumption is that this eschatological meaning is often (but not always) "hidden" and needs to be recovered by suitable procedures which involve going beyond the apparent message of the text to a hidden meaning which can be detected by noting abnormalities in the text. In other words the abnormalities represent a deliberate coding of the message which must now be decoded. Principles 3-13 are in effect methods for apprehending this hidden meaning. The procedures were presumably justified by their "results." Some of them are more justifiable than others, such as recourse to analogous circumstances or to other passages of Scripture.
The question whether the method of "decoding" can be called charismatic seems to have more relevance to the self-understanding of the Qumran interpreters than to an objective assessment of their actual procedures. It seems probable that the Qumran interpreters did claim to have special insights given by revelation into the hidden meaning of Scripture, but there is no necessary tension between this consciousness and the view that there was a "science" of exegesis, by which a set of rules was applied to get at the meaning of the text. Indeed a cynic might suggest that the rules were so arbitrary that some kind of sense of "inspired interpretation" was necessary to justify the use of any particular rule at any given time.
Many scholars have suggested that we can find a kind of "pesher" exegesis in parts of the New Testament. But the recent discussion by Brooke (1981) makes some cogent criticisms against a slipshod use of this category. He draws attention to the fascination which the term "pesher" exerts upon scholars and complains that it is used loosely, and that it really means nothing different from midrash, which is the art of bringing the application of the Scripture up to date. However, this does not necessarily rule out the useful application of the term. The special meaning, if the term has one, can be applied to the kind of exposition which takes up a text and proceeds to quote it in sections and to comment on each phrase in turn using the term pisro to introduce the identification of each significant element in the text and a justification or explanation of the identification-in short the method exemplified in the Habakkuk commentary. The ways in which the comments are "worked out" is found elsewhere in Qumran in discussions of brief texts grouped around themes rather than simply of continuous texts, but the actual method of commenting with the "pesher" formula remains distinctive, and it seems appropriate to recognize it as a specific genre of interpretation.
A further point made by Brooke (1985, chap. 1) is to ask whether the "rules" of the game at Qumran are any different from those of midrashic exegesis among the rabbis. This leads him into a discussion of the antiquity of the middoth, and to argue that while the formulations of them may be late, the practice of them is early. In point of fact there does not seem to be any great distinction between Qumran and rabbinic exegesis so far as methods are concerned. This means that the Qumran methods were, not confined to Qumran and were presumably more widespread-so they could perhaps have influenced the early Christians all the more readily. It should be remembered that the formulated middoth are very general and do not necessarily reflect the precise methods that are followed.
Qumran and the New Testament
It follows from what has been said that we need to distinguish between the presence of the more specific characteristics of pesher in the New Testament and the presence of the kinds of exegetical technique which were used at Qumran in pesher exegesis but which were broadly characteristic of Jewish midrash. The presence of the latter has been helpfully discussed by Doeve (1954), but the presence of what can strictly be called "pesher" is dubious. Even the language of "pesher" is absent, and the parallels which have been observed by Ellis (1978, 160) are not exact. Nevertheless, we can certainly say that the use of text in an appropriate textual form and the writing of the interpretation into the text are visible (Ellis 1957).
With regard to the actual methods used at Qumran we saw that they were in reality part of the general approach which has come to be called "midrashic." We can discover many parallels between Qumran and rabbinic methods of exegesis and the methods utilized in the New Testament. Ellis (1957) claims that the same Qumran-like method of exegesis, for which he took over the label "midrash pesher" from Stendahl, is to be found in some of the Pauline material. Thus the choice of appropriate wording among variant readings of a text or the deliberate alteration of the wording of a citation to fit a syntactical context or to make a theological point is easily demonstrated. However, many of the devices used at Qumran and listed by Brownlee simply do not function in the New Testament: the assumption that the Old Testament text has a hidden meaning and must be decoded by what may seem to us to be rather arbitrary procedures in order to reveal it is not present, and this marks a decisive difference between Qumran and New Testament interpretation of the Old Testament.
From their techniques we move to the first of the assumptions made by the Qumran sect, namely that the Scriptures were seen as having relevance to their own day, so that contemporary events formed a key to the understanding of passages taken to be prophetic. They also regarded their own days as being the last days, so that we can designate their interpretations as "eschatological" (in the sense of "having reference to the last days"). The New Testament writers share the view that at least some prophecy looks forward to the last days and that the coming of Jesus and the establishment of the church are parts of the events of the last days (indeed the most significant events) and are the object of prophecy. This means that both groups regarded themselves as having a "key" to understanding the Old Testament: they "know" that the text must apply to their own situation in the last days, and therefore they use their techniques to get at this meaning. The Qumran sect lived in the conviction that the life of their sect was prophesied in the prophets and Psalms. Consequently, when they came to an obscure passage the method was to ask: Granted that this text must refer to something in our recent history, can we identify a plausible event, and then see the text as a prophetic description of it? So when some genius decides that in one verse of Habakkuk there is a prophecy of the wicked priest, it is natural to look in other verses for further references and to clear away obscurity or lack of message by assuming that the verse must have something to say within this frame of reference. Thus light is thrown both on the career of the wicked priest and also on the problems of the text of Habakkuk by this means.
New Testament interpretation works in the same say by assuming that prophecy finds its fulfillment in the coming of Jesus and the history of his followers. A familiar way of putting this is: "Jesus as the Christ opens up the true meaning of the Old Testament" (Hay 1976, 443). But what does this mean? And does it apply to the whole of the Old Testament? Presumably the point is that to the early Christians it was "obvious" that some passages prophesied the coming of Jesus. Thus Jesus could be seen as, say, the Servant of Yahweh. The next step was to ask whether obscure verses about the Servant could make sense when seen as prophetic of him. Thus a "key" had been found, but the way in which the Scriptures were interpreted in the light of this conviction that they prophesied Jesus had still to be worked out. But how far can this method be applied throughout the Old Testament? Clearly it will work for passages that can be regarded as prophecy (but not necessarily for all prophecies). It will work for passages that can be interpreted typologically. It will also work for much of the Old Testament teaching, regarded as valid and still true for the church, because written for it (we are the true Israel). It works for praise and other appropriate materials for human address and prayer to God (Hay 1976, 444).
The use of this and other methods helps to draw out the continuity felt by the New Testament writers between the work of God in their own day and in Old Testament times and hence between themselves and the ancient people of God. But there is also the consciousness of differences, and it may be interesting to work out how far the early Christian use of the Old Testament as a court of appeal was affected by their readiness to do away with some of its teaching. Did they see themselves as abrogating it or rather as reinterpreting it to suit their own situations?
Finally, a question arises concerning the purpose of the Qumran exposition. Granted that we know something of the context in which it was carried on, we have still to ask why the sect did it? Was the purpose apologetic or controversial? Was it to mount a reasoned defense of themselves to others or to encourage themselves by showing that they were God's people and that what was happening to them was part of a plan that would not be thwarted? It is not obvious that the question should be answered with a simple either/or, and this should be borne in mind as we come to consider the aims and purposes of early Christian use of the Scriptures.
Space forbids discussion of the study of other Jewish exegesis of the time. In particular, recent study of the targums is of great importance in throwing light on Christian exegesis as regards both the methods used and some of the interpretations which were reached (Chilton 1984; Hanson 1974, 1980).
The Problem of Typology
However, some consideration must be given to the question of typology. Ellis in particular drew the attention of English-speaking scholars to the fact that a major element in Paul's interpretation of the Old Testament was typology, where a comparison is made between events in the New Testament and events in the Old Testament which are historical, which happened in accordance with a divine plea and which may have "a dispensational or economic relationship to the corresponding New Testament fact" (Ellis 1957, 128).
Ellis was here taking up the lead given by an earlier work which, strictly speaking, falls outside our period for comment, Goppelt's book Typos. Although it was published in 1939, it did not appear in English translation until 1982, and one hopes that from now on it will have a wider influence. Much has been written loosely and inexactly about typology, but it is Goppelt who gives the topic the careful study that it demands and who shows that typology is of central importance in the New Testament use of the Old Testament. Typology may be defined as the study which traces parallels or correspondences between incidents recorded in the Old Testament and their counterparts in the New Testament such that the latter can be seen to resemble the former in notable respects and yet to go beyond them. Redemption in Christ shows an analogy to the deliverance of Israel from Egypt but goes beyond it. Thus we see that God works on the same principles in both eras. The Old Testament incident can thus be said to point forward to the New Testament one, but it does not lose its own significance in and for its own time.
What remains uncertain is whether the Old Testament incident was thought to have been deliberately planned as a type for its antitype, so that a full exposition of the Old Testament passage recording it would have to say "and God did this in order that it would serve as a type for his later redemption of the world in Christ." It may serve as a type merely because God works consistently in Old Testament and New Testament times. That is to say: the fact that it points forward to the New Testament antitype is not part of the meaning of the type. Or, put otherwise, the fact that the New Testament sees an Old Testament event as a type does not throw light on its interpretation in its Old Testament context.
Or does it? Certainly the type is used to thrown light on the New Testament incident by providing a frame of reference or a metaphorical expression which helps to illuminate the New Testament incident. We can say: if you want to understand what happened in Christ, it was like what happened at the exodus. Thus we may be given what can border on an allegorical framework for understanding: just as the people of Israel were slaves in Egypt, so we were slaves to sin. Just as God delivered them by a mighty act, so now the death of Christ is the mighty act by which he delivers us. Just as at the same time God made a covenant with his people and sealed it with the blood of a sacrifice, so too he has made a covenant with us and sealed it with the blood of Jesus. But does the New Testament use the method in the opposite direction: just as we were slaves to sin, so too the Israelites were slaves in Egypt, and so on? Does the New Testament claim that certain Old Testament incidents happened in order to teach us lessons? In 1 Corinthians 10 we are told that certain things happened typically to the Israelites and were written for our instruction and as a warning. Here Paul appears to be saying that God caused the incidents in the wilderness to be recorded with the deliberate intent that we might profit from the record. Compare how he says that the commandment about not muzzling the ox was written for us. So we must ask whether typology is a means of interpreting both Old Testament and New Testament or just New Testament. Goppelt appears to be uncertain:
Typology begins and ends with the present salvation. NT typology is not trying to find the meaning of some OT story or institution. It compares Jesus and the salvation which he has brought with the OT parallels in order to discover what can be learned from this about the new and then perhaps, what can be learned also about the old. (Goppelt 1982, 201)
Ellis, as we have noted, holds that "Divine intent is of essence both in their occurrence and in their inscripturation," so that "although the `type' has its own historical value, its real significance typologically is re vealed only in the'anti-type' or fulfillment" (Ellis 1957, 127). Similarly, Walter Kaiser has argued that a passage of Scripture has only one meaning, that given it by God speaking through the original writer, and that consequently when a New Testament writer sees a passage in a given way, that way must correspond to the divinely-intended meaning. He insists that "there should be competent evidence of the Divine intention in the correspondence between it and the Antitype" (Kaiser 1985, 121, citing Van Mildert 1815, 239; see further the full discussion in Davidson 1981). On this view, it follows that the meaning detected by the New Testament author is the original meaning of the passage. The question is whether this view was that of the New Testament writers themselves.
The Structure of New Testament Argumentation in the Light of the Old Testament
An interesting feature of recent study has been the search for rabbinic patterns of argument in the New Testament. Research has been done on the way in which Jewish midrashic material, especially in the form of synagogue sermons, was structured in terms of its relation to the seder and the haftarah, and it has been claimed that similar structures can be found in the New Testament. We may refer particularly to the suggestions of Bowker and Ellis in this regard (Bowker 1967; Ellis 1978) who have discovered material of this kind in Acts, the Pauline epistles, and Jude. The view that some of the material in John derives from Christian sermons is especially associated with Lindars (Lindars 1971; 1972), but some of this sermon material is based on Old Testament texts, for example, John 6 (Borgen 1965), and it is worth asking how far early Christian sermons followed Jewish patterns.
The question of Jewish patterns influencing the structure of the New Testament has been raised in a more far-reaching way. On the Dodd hypothesis the earliest Christians concentrated their attention on certain specific "fields" in the Old Testament. We may presume, however, that they extended their search into "all the Scriptures," as Luke suggests, for material about Jesus. If they attended the synagogue, they would be familiar with some kind of regular pattern of reading the Old Testament which took them through the Torah and the Prophets section by section. Earlier scholars, among whom Guilding (1960) must especially be mentioned, argued that traces of the synagogue readings appropriate to specific occasions can be detected behind passages in the New Testament which are linked to such occasions (e.g., the various festivals mentioned in John). The claim that a lengthy section in Luke could be regarded as reflecting the content of successive pericopae in Deuteronomy was made by C. F. Evans (1954).
But the major contribution developing this approach is that of Goulder who has argued that much of the New Testament, especially the synoptic Gospels, can be shown to have been inspired, pericope by pericope, by the seriatim readings of the Scriptures in the synagogue (Goulder 1974; 1978). Goulder further argues that the Gospels themselves were composed in order to function as Christian lectionaries, a use to which they were put at later dates, as the section divisions in certain MSS would indicate. If this theory can be sustained, it indicates that the structure of parts of the Old Testament exercised an important influence on the structure and the content of much of the New Testament.
But can it be sustained? Reviewers in general have been content to marvel at Goulder's tour de force without attempting to evaluate his conclusions in a largely uncharted area of study. It seems to have been left largely to Morris and Hooker to challenge his hypothesis (Morris 1983; Hooker 1980; cf. Blomberg 1983). Goulder's work is in fact open to considerable criticism, but he has drawn attention to an important area where further research is required.
Conclusion
If this survey has demonstrated anything, it has shown the breadth of the field that will be traversed in much greater detail in the remaining chapters of this book. Even so we have not been able to discuss all the topics that might be raised, in particular the question of the kind of understanding of the Old Testament as Scripture which animated the minds of early Christians. In their dialogue, to which reference has already been made, Professor Lindars and Professor Borgen have suggested that the Old Testament may be regarded in some ways as servant and in some ways as master in the process of formation of New Testament theology. The paradox emerges that the Scriptures "have an authority which is unquestioned," and yet "the place of the Old Testament in the formation of New Testament theology is that of a servant, ready to run to the aid of the gospel whenever it is required" (Lindars 1976, 59, 66). Granted that Jesus Christ is the new master, we may perhaps remind ourselves that to be "a slave of Jesus Christ," as Paul so frequently called himself, is to occupy a position of humble service which is at the same time one of high authority and dignity.
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The Old Testament Background of Reconciliation in 2 Corinthians 5-7 and Its Bearing on the Literary Problem of 2 Corinthians 6:14-7:1
G. K. Beale
From G. K. Beale, "The Old Testament Background of Reconciliation in 2 Corinthians 5-7 and Its Bearing on the Literary Problem of 2 Corinthians 4:14-7:1," New Testament Studies 35 (1989): 550-81. Reprinted with the permission of Cambridge University Press.
However, proposals that Paul derives his understanding of "reconciliation" from any specific Old Testament background are rare,3 although there have been some more general suggestions along these lines. That such a background has not been looked into more is perhaps due to a too narrow view of establishing parallels on a semantic basis, often to the exclusion of conceptual considerations. The primary purpose of this chapter is to propose a new, specific Old Testament background for reconciliation based on a fresh analysis of 2 Corinthians 5:17-7:6.
Paul seemingly links reconciliation with the idea of the new creation in 2 Corinthians 5:17-21, in which is found his most intense and longest excursus on the subject of reconciliation (where Kara 6crmo and xaT(xkkayr occur five times). However, although some commentators have acknowledged this apparent linkage on the exegetical level, none has been able to explain how reconciliation and new creation are conceptually related in this passage.5 One goal of this study is to propose such a specific conceptual relationship. And even if this goal can be accomplished, there is the more difficult problem of relating chapter 6, especially 6:14-7:1, to 5:17-21 on both a literary and thematic level. Especially problematic is the awkward presence of the catena of Old Testament quotes in 2 Corinthians 6:16-18. Many commentators are convinced that 6:14-7:1 do not logically fit into the contextual flow of the argument and reflect a non-Pauline style. Consequently, this segment is often viewed as part of a non-Pauline interpolation. Therefore, another aim of the present discussion is to demonstrate that behind 2 Corinthians 5:17-7:1 ff. there stands a common, precise Old Testament theme which best explains the presence of the series of Old Testament quotes there and especially why they are found in the same context as Paul's discussion of "reconciliation." In particular, the overarching thesis of this study is to show that Paul understands both "new creation" in Christ as well as "reconciliation" in Christ (2 Cor. 5:17-21) as the inaugurated fulfillment of Isaiah's and the prophets' promise of a new creation in which Israel would be restored into a peaceful relationship with God and that this theme extends through the beginning of 2 Corinthians 7.
Analysis of 2 Corinthians 5:17-21
Brief discussion of the broader literary context merits initial consideration in order to discern the function of this text in Paul's overall argument. The motivation for Paul writing this epistle is the readership's rejection of him as God's true apostle for the gospel (cf. 3:1; 5:12; 10:10; 11:6-8, 16-18; 13:3, 7). Paul's purpose throughout the epistle then is to demonstrate the authenticity of his divine apostleship so that those questioning it would fully reaffirm it. His claim of apostleship cannot be proved according to worldly standards of evaluation (cf. K(CTOC aaptca in 5:16; 10:3-7) but by means of perceiving that Paul's authority and spiritual power are present because of the past work God has accomplished through him among the Corinthians6 and because of his perseverance through suffering and weakness, which is characteristic of his life in Christ (cf. 4:7-12, 16-18; 6:3-10; 10:2-7; 12:7-10; 13:3-7).7 In the light of this overall purpose, the literary unit of 5:14-21 should best be understood as functioning to strengthen Paul's argument that the readership accept him as God's apostle, and the precise language of reconciliation is employed to underscore emphatically this idea of acceptance. That is, the Corinthians' reconciliation with Paul will also be their reconciliation with God and Christ, since Paul is the legal ambassador of both (cf. 5:20). And if they understand their past reconciliation rightly, they will respond to Paul's message favorably. As we will argue, this same theme continues in 6:1-7:6.
In verse 17 Paul states that an effect (that) which Christ's death and resurrection (vv. 14-15) have upon the readership is that they are a new creation: "If anyone is in Christ, he is a new creation;8 the old things have passed away; behold, new things have come about." In the context of the argument, this idea of the new creation may even be incipient in the mention of Christ's death and resurrection of verses 14-15, so that the new creation theme also provides the basis for Paul's exhortation in verse 16 (cf. further infra). Therefore, he exhorts the readership in verse 16 not to evaluate his claim of apostolic authority according to the unbelieving, fleshly standards of the old world which for them have passed away. They are a new creation in Christ and consequently should evaluate all things by the spiritual standards of the new world.'
Isaiah 43:18-19
Isaiah 65:17
2 Corinthians 5:17
Commentators have generally acknowledged Paul's allusion to Isaiah, especially Isaiah 43:18-19 and 65:17,12 but surprisingly there ap pears to have been no specific attempt to link this Old Testament background closely with the following discussion of reconciliation in verses 18-21. Only a general linkage is made between "new creation" and reconciliation" in the sense that God's reconciliation of humanity in Christ has begun to reverse the alienation introduced at the fall, and a return to the peaceful conditions of the original creation has been inaugurated in the eschatological age of the new creation of Christ." We can only suppose that there has been no discussion of the recognized links with Isaiah because commentators perhaps view Paul as merely using Isaiah's words to convey his own new thought which is foreign to the Old Testament context. The remainder of this discussion will try to show that although this is a possible view, it is improbable.
If Paul does have the context of Isaiah in mind, then in what manner is he developing this Old Testament context in verse 17 and how do verses 18-21 logically flow out of the thought of verse 17? Of course, it is conceivable that Paul's discussion of reconciliation in these verses is a separate and new subject unrelated to "new creation" in verse 17 to which Paul is now turning his attention, but this is unlikely, as is borne out by the majority of the literature on this text.
The primary text to which Paul alludes in verse 17 is Isaiah 43:18-19. The context of these two verses refers to God's promise that a time will come when he will cause the Israelites to return from Babylonian exile and to be restored to their land in Israel (Isa. 43:1-21). Isaiah 43:18-19 is an exhortation to Israel that they no longer reflect on their past sin, judgment and exile but on God's promise of restoration. This is a reiteration of the theme of Isaiah 43:1-13, which also expresses a promise of restoration not only back to the land but also into a relationship with Yahweh as their creator, redeemer, savior, and king (cf. 43:1, 3, 7, 1011). Israel was to be God's "servant" "chosen" to be restored "in order that" they "may know and believe Me, and understand that I am He" (43:10). Furthermore, Israel's promised restoration is referred to both as an imminent "redemption" (43:1; cf. v. 14) and creation (43:6-7). In this context Yahweh's role as Israel's "creator" (43:1) is accentuated, as he is portrayed as the one who "created," "formed" and "made" the nation for his "glory" (43:7). The point of this emphasis upon God as creator is not to focus on the first creation nor primarily the first exodus when the nation was initially created, but the recreation of the nation through restoring it from exile to its homeland, as Isaiah 43:3-7 makes clear. Isaiah 43:14-21 repeats the same idea, where Yahweh again refers to himself as Israel's "creator" (43:15, 21), "redeemer," (43:14) and "king" (43:15), and the restoration from exile (43:14-17) is described with new creation language. Israel is exhorted not to reflect on her former condition of exile when she experienced divine wrath (43:18; cf. 65:16b-19) but on God's imminent new creation of her as his "chosen people" whom he "formed" for himself (43:19-21). This coming restoration is further highlighted as a new creation through describing Israel's return with paradisal imagery: "beasts ... jackals and ostriches" glorify God because of the water which he has caused to gush forth in the desert for the sake of his returning people (43:19-20). This second creation is also referred to as a second exodus (43:2, 16-17).
It may well be the case that Isaiah 65:17 is also included in Paul's allusion. If so, the emphasis on restoration as a new creation would even be stronger, since this is the point of Isaiah 65:17-25 in its context (cf. Isa. 60:1-65:25; 64:8-65:16; see also 66:19-23).
Indeed, Isaiah 43:18-19 is but one of a series of pericopae in the socalled Book of Consolation (Isa. 40-55) which explains the restoration of exiled Israel as a new creation or at least integrally associates the two concepts of restoration and creation (Isa. 40:28-31; 41:17-20; 42:5-9; 44:21-23; 44:24-28; 45:1-8; 45:9-13; 45:18-20; 49:8-13; 51:1-3; 51:9-11; 51:12-16; 54:1-10 [cf.v.5]; 55:6-13).14 Isaiah 60:15-22, 65:17-25 and 66:19-24 continue the same thematic emphasis. God's act of new creation as restoration is also described outside of chapter 43 as his "redemption" of Israel (e.g., 44:1-8; 44:24-45; 54:1-10)15 and as a new exodus (cf. 40:3-11; 41:17-20; 44:24-28; 51:1-13; 52:7-10; see also 43:16-21).16
Moreover, Isaiah 40-66 describes Israel's exile as an expression of divine "wrath" (51:20; 60:10), "anger" (47:6; 51:17, 22; 54:8; 57:16-17; 64:5, 9), "forsakenness" (49:14; 54:6-7; 62:4), "rejection" (54:6), "hiddenness" (54:8; 57:17; 59:2; 64:7) and consequent "separation" between God and the nation (59:2). All these texts assume that sin or iniquity is the cause of Israel's forsaken condition and this cause is sometimes stated explicitly for the sake of emphasis (cf. 50:1; 57:17; 59:1-15; 64:59). God's restoration of Israel from this estrangement is described not only as a redemptive new creation but as a time when the nation will "not be forsaken" (62:12); it will be reunited with God (45:14) and "know" him (43:10) because of his gracious initiative in regathering them (54:6-8; 57:18). And God will "wipe out their transgressions" (43:25) and free them from the bondage resulting from sin (42:6-9; 49:8-9) by the sacrificial death of the Servant, who becomes the'asham for the people (53:4-12). Therefore, the return from exile is a period in which there is a cessation of anger, and "peace" is re-established between the nation and its God (cf. 48:18; 52:7; 57:19), a peace which results from and is characteristic of the new creation, modeled on the original paradisal conditions (cf. 26:11-19; 27:1-6 [cf. Targum]; 32:1518; 45:7-8 [cf. Targum]; 45:18-25 [Sym.]; 55:12 [MT]; 60:15-22; 66:1214, 19-23). In fact, in the context of Isaiah 43 restoration and new creation are to be viewed as brought about through the payment of ransom (43:3ff.) and the forgiveness of sins (43:22ff.). The vicarious suffering of the Servant in Isaiah 53 probably has the same function.
Therefore the complex of ideas found in 2 Corinthians 5:14-21 can already be seen in Isaiah 40-66. In the light of the thematic overview of Isaiah 40-66 it is plausible to suggest that "reconciliation" in Christ is Paul's way of explaining that Isaiah's promises of "restoration" from the alienation of exile have begun to be fulfilled by the atonement and forgiveness of sins in Christ. The believer's separation and alienation from God because of sin have been overcome through the divine grace expressed in Christ, who has restored the believer into a reconciled relationship of peace with God. Paul's point in 2 Corinthians 5:14-21 is that if the Corinthians are truly partakers of the new creation and of a reconciled relationship with God (vv.14-19), then they should behave like reconciled people (v. 20). They have been acting like people alienated from God since they have questioned the divine authority of Paul's apostleship. If this alienation between Paul and his readers continues, it will also be an alienation from God since Paul represents God's authority and it is actually God who is "entreating" through him (5:20; cf. 2:14-17; 3:6; 6:7; 10:8; 13:3). There is to be a connection between their identity as reconciled people and their behavior as such people. Therefore, Paul appends an imperative of KutuXXaaaw (v. 20) after his previous four uses of the participial and nominal forms, which may connote the reality of the readership's participation in such a reconciled condition (vv. 18-19),'7 although the first person plurals lj Ctv in verses 18b and 19b probably have primary reference to Paul and his circle (but the first person plural 1jµ&S in v. 18a could well include the readers).18
Furthermore, it was evident from the above overview of Isaiah 40-66 that 43:18-19 (and perhaps 65:17) is but part of a broader theme of that segment which concerns a promise that Israel's restoration from exile is to be a redemptive new creation brought about by the payment of a ransom and the forgiveness of sins. This was to result in a cessation of divine wrath and in a peaceful relationship between Yahweh and the people. Paul alludes to Isaiah 43:18-19 and 65:17 in order to link this Isaianic promise with the work of Christ. Christ's death and resurrection are the fulfillment of this promise. As in the case of the Isaianic Servant's mission and in line with Jewish exegetical tradition, Paul explains the atonement not only as a negative means of doing away with sin but also as resulting in the reuniting and renewing of sinful people with God, which amounts to a new creation.19 This is clear from observing that Paul understands the "new creation" of 2 Corinthians 5:17 to be a direct effect (tniatE) of Jesus "death for all" mentioned in verse 15. Verse 17 also concludes that, in addition to Christ's death, his resurrection (also mentioned in v. 15) is a new creation, "so that" as one is identified with this resurrection, one also becomes a part of the new creation. 0 Therefore, the idea of the new creation may already be implicit in the mention of both the death and especially resurrection in verse 15. The d atE of verse 16 in dependence on verse 15 shows that a result of the readership being part of such a new creation through identification with Christ's death and resurrection is that they will evaluate Paul's apostleship according to the spiritual standards of the new creation (or new age [cf. vvv]) and no longer by means of the fleshly standards of the fallen creation (if "indeed" they really are "in Christ," 2 Corinthians 13:5).
Therefore, in verses 18-21 Paul does not shift his thinking to a new, unrelated topic. In these concluding four verses Paul makes clear what lies beneath the surface of his allusion to Isaiah in verse 17. Christ's death for human sin (2 Cor. 5:14-15, 21) has removed the condition of separation between God and sinful people, and, against the Isaiah background, both his death and resurrection can be viewed as inaugurating true Israel, the church, into the presence of God. We suggest that just as Christ, the true Israel, was separated from the Father because of his vicarious death (cf. vv. 21, 14-15) and was restored to a relationship with God by means of the resurrection, so likewise is the church restored through corporate identification with Christ. Therefore, in the light of the Old Testament background, to say that the church is a new creation because of Christ's resurrection (v. 17) is also to speak of the church as being restored or reconciled to God from her former Gentile estrangement (vv. 18-20). Simply put, Paul understands both "new creation" in Christ as well as "reconciliation" in Christ (2 Cor. 5:18-20) as the fulfilment of Isaiah's promise of a new creation in which Israel would be restored into a peaceful relationship with Yahweh. And Israel's exile in Isaiah is seen as representative of humanity's alienation from God, since Paul is applying Isaiah's message for Israel to Gentiles.
The two concepts of new creation and reconciliation are explicitly linked in verse 18a by to & ttavta >u c tou 6EOU Tou KataXX,a~av toS tj taS eavrw 8t6c Xpta. The "new things" (x(xtva) of the "new creation" (v. 17) are seen as having their creative source in God who has brought the new world (itavti(X)21 into being and "reconciled" people to himself through Christ (v. 18a). The phrase Eta Xpt6toi can have no other reference here than Christ's death and resurrection (vv. 14-15), which means that the death and resurrection are a means both to the "new creation" (v. 17) and to "reconciliation" (vv.18ff.). The two ideas then are almost overlapping concepts for Paul as for Isaiah. To be propelled into the eschatological new creation is to enter into peaceful relations with the Creator.
Analysis of 2 Corinthians 6:1ff.
So far our argument about Paul's view of reconciliation is based entirely on the suggested Isaiah background of 2 Corinthians 5:17. Indeed, if Hofius's argument that Isaiah 53 stands behind 2 Corinthians 5:18-21 can be sustained, then the links with Isaiah are even stronger.22 In 2 Corinthians 5:18-21 he discerns a twofold pattern of aVersohnung- stat and a Versohnungswort, which he sees as based on the portrayal of the Servant's salvific role in Isaiah 52:13-53:12 and the proclamation if Israel's coming salvation in Isaiah 52:6-10. In addition, he adduces a number of specific conceptual parallels between Isaiah 53 and 2 Corinthians 5:21. Hofius's proposal should be judged as plausible with respect to 2 Corinthians 5:21,23 since the combined ideas of a sinless penal substitute, the imputation of sin to a sinless figure to redeem a sinful people and the granting of righteousness are uniquely traceable to Isaiah 53:4-12. As we observed earlier, chapter 53 functions in the argument of Isaiah as explaining the means Yahweh will employ to restore Israel, and Paul seems to have recognized this. It is probably not a coincidence that Paul has combined allusions to Isaiah 43 and Isaiah 53, since Werner Grimm has shown that references to these two chapters had already been utilized together by the Gospel writers (cf. the dual background of Isa. 43:3-7 and 53, especially with respect to the idea of a substitutionary sin offering and the Stichwort "seed").24 This exegetical tradition may have influenced Paul to do the same. However, does Paul really have the restoration context of Isaiah in mind to the extent that we have argued? Any affirmative answer to this question perhaps could be considered somewhat tentative if the material examined is limited only to 2 Corinthians 5:14-21. Although we think the argument could stand on its own up to this point, consideration of the context of chapter 6 will strengthen our proposal.
In 2 Corinthians 6:1 Paul picks up his thought from 5:20. In 5:20 Paul defines his role as God's ambassador to be an office whereby "God exhorts through us" (ac TOU 6EOU nap(XK& ouvTOS 81' tjµwv) and the opening expression of 6:1 (auvEpyouvTES & Kdt n(xpaKaXou tcv) continues a description of this role. That is, since it is through Paul's ambassadorial office that God "exhorts" the readership to be reconciled (5:20), Paul logically views himself and his apostolic circle also as "working together with God" in exhorting the readership to be reconciled or to behave as reconciled people. However, rather than using the language of reconciliation as the object of the exhortation as in 5:20, Paul exhorts them "not to receive the grace of God in vain" (Ei; KEvov) (6:1). Paul's reference to xdptc here focuses on "the ministry of reconciliation" (5:18) and "the word of reconciliation" (5:19) God had committed to him to preach to the Corinthians,25 which was probably an essential part of Paul's broader apostolic ministry to the Gentile world. Indeed, Paul's use of xaptc in 2 Corinthians 1-5 does not primarily refer to a work of divine grace in the readership but the manner in which Paul presented the gospel in word and deed (2 Cor. 1:12, 15; 4:15), as is also the case elsewhere in his writings.26 In fact, 2 Corinthians 6:1 b is typical language used by Paul when he reflects on whether or not his labor of proclaiming the gospel to Gentiles has had salvific effect.27
Therefore, in 6:1 Paul is directly developing the thought of 5:18-20 by emphasizing that his exhortation for the readership to be reconciled should not be heard in vain because it is not merely his exhortation but it is from God himself (5:20). Indeed, there should not be an unfruitful response to this imperative since the readership already claimed to be partakers of this reconciling "grace of God" (as implied by 5:14-15, 18-19).
Now, in 6:2 Paul appeals to Isaiah 49:8 in order to establish further (cf. yap) his claim to be a legitimate divine spokesman of the message of reconciliation.28 We have noted above that Isaiah 49:8 is part of one of the sections in Isaiah which closely associates the restoration of exiled Israel with a new creation theme (cf. Isa. 49:8-13), and so its appearance here as a reinforcement of 2 Cor. 5:17-21 is not surprising. In fact, Isaiah 49:8 is an explicit reference to Israel's restoration: the first part of the verse (quoted by Paul) is in synonymous parallelism with the second part. That is, the "favorable time" and the "day of salvation" (v. 13a) are explained to be the time of coming restoration: "And I will keep you and give you for a covenant of the people to restore (C'jr'7) the land, to make them inherit the desolate heritages (v. 8b)." Isaiah 49:8 is a repetition of the promise of restoration mentioned only two verses earlier, where the "Servant's" role was not only "to raise up the tribes of Jacob, and to restore (2'C7r) the preserved ones of Israel" but also to extend salvific restoration "to the ends of the earth" (49:6). Isaiah 49:8 is Yahweh's answer to the "Servant's" future protestation of despair over the apparent failure of his mission to restore Israel (cf. 49:4-5). His efforts of restoration seemed to have been "in vain" (1cEvcix) and to have resulted "in vanity" (eiS µai(xtov) and "in nothing" (ei; ov&v). The answer in verse 8, which is a continuation of verse 6, is that although the Servant's work of restoring Israel has appeared largely to be in vain and has caused him to be despised and abhorred (v. 7a), there is nevertheless a significant effect of this work on some in Israel ("the preserved ones" or remnant, 49:6a, 8b [MT]), and especially with respect to the nations (49:6b). Although the majority of Israel would apparently reject the Servant's restoring efforts (49:4-6a, 7a), God would cause such efforts to have a cosmic effect, that is, the salvation of the Gentiles (Isa. 49:6b, 8b).29
Thus, Isaiah 49:8 is a divine reaffirmation of the Servant's calling to restore Israel (and the nations) through promising to the Servant and assuring him that God will make his efforts fruitful despite apparent failure. Isaiah 49:9 portrays the Servant attempting to restore Israel to their land by "saying to those who are bound, `Go forth,' to those who are in darkness, 'Show yourselves"' (cf. 49:8-9), language which is similar to 2 Corinthians 6:14-18.
In radical fashion Paul applies to himself a prophecy of the Isaianic Servant, probably in order to identify himself with that figure. He is in some way the fulfillment of the righteous "Servant, Israel" (Isa. 49:3) who was to proclaim restoration to sinful Israel.30 In line with the prophetic portrayal, Paul has proclaimed reconciliation to the Gentile, Corinthian church, the beginning of the fulfillment of latter-day promises of restoration to Israel, but many are apparently not responding because they are questioning the very legitimacy of Paul as God's spokesman. Although the readership claims to have begun to partake of the eschatological promises of restoration to God, they are in danger of forfeiting these blessings if they continue to reject Paul as the official, divine messenger of reconciliation, since to do so is also to reject Jesus. Such a rejection is a rejection of God himself, since God is really speaking through Paul. Hence, although Paul's ministry appears to be on the verge of being received "in vain" (El; KEvov; cf. Isa. 49:4), he appeals to Isaiah 49:8 in order to authenticate his legitimacy as an apostolic "servant" of restoration and to demonstrate that his ministry will bear fruit. The quote, according to the contours of the original Old Testament context, shows that God himself will aid Paul in this ministry in order to express a divine reaffirmation of his calling to proclaim reconciliation (cf. 2 Cor. 6:2, "I listened to you ... I helped you"). The period in which Paul sees this "help" and reaffirmation being offered is referred to as Kutp6.t&KT(U, usually translated as "acceptable time." However, because of the following parallel expression (iv tjpepa (Tpia;), this phrase is best translated as "time of acceptance," referring to the end-time period when God's offer of acceptance or "restoration-reconciliation" is extended to exiled Israel and the nations.31
Indeed, the MT's j15-l ("pleasure, favor" = the LXX's 8£Kt6S) is rendered in Isaiah 49:8 by the Aramic equivalent 1D^ in the Targum, which is further explained by the paraphrase "I will receive your prayer." The Aramaic K17,(orKi1D-,) also refers elsewhere in the Isaiah Targum generally to God's "pleasurable acceptance" (Isa.1:11;1:15;56:7;60:7) and specifically to such "pleasurable acceptance" in the sense of restoration from exile (Isa. 34:16-17; 60:10; 62:4; 66:2). Isaiah 60:10 is noteworthy sinceiIS is not only rendered by the Targum's K71D-, but also by &W, Xayrj of Symmachus, which refers likewise to God's acceptance of Israel by restoring them ("for on account of my wrath I smote you, and on account of reconciliation I loved you").32 These general Old Testament lexical associations in Isaiah may be suggested as the possible origin of Paul's use of the KatAX60003 word group in 2 Corinthians 5:18-20 and elsewhere in his letters) to express divine acceptance or reconcilia- tion.33 This suggestion may be plausible in the light of our cumulative argument that in 2 Corinthians 5:17-7:4 Paul's understanding of reconciliation is a result of his meditation on the Isaianic restoration context.
It may seem unusual that Paul would apply to himself a prophecy which the early Christian community would likely have applied to Christ. However, this is not without precedent. In Luke 2:32 and Acts 26:23 Jesus is viewed as the fulfillment of Isaiah 49:6 (cf. Isa. 42:6), while in Acts 13:47 and 26:18a Paul is identified as the fulfillment respectively of Isaiah 49:6 and 42:7. The rationale for these dual identifications lies probably in the conception of corporate representation already found in the Old Testament35 and elsewhere in Paul and the New Testament, which may well lie behind the Pauline expression of "the Christ who speaks in me" (2 Cor. 13:3; cf. 2:14-17; 12:9, 19). And it is this same idea of corporate representation which allows Paul in his own mind to understand how the very context of the Isaiah 49 Servant could apply to himself without distorting the way in which he thought it may have been intended originally. Furthermore, in that he was continuing the mission of Jesus, the Servant, he could easily apply this Servant prophecy to himself.
Therefore, Paul views the Corinthians as receiving the promises of Isaiah 40-66 concerning the redemption of the Gentiles which was to occur together with that of Israel's salvation. And from this perspective Paul's use is consistent with that of the context of Isaiah. However, Paul's new development in comparison to Isaiah is to view Jewish and Gentile Christians together in the Corinthian church as authentic Israelites when they are redeemed. But what is the explanation for this development? First, the prophets, including Isaiah, do not primarily define Israel along ethnic, nationalistic lines but in a religious or theological manner, according to their covenant loyalty to Yahweh (e.g., Hos. 1:10-11; 2:23).36 Paul may well be applying this prophetic view as a rationale legitimizing his application of Israel's promises to Gentiles, as he does in Romans 9:24-26 in citing Hosea 1:9-10 and 2:23. Therefore the church is the true Israel in so far as they are now receiving the prophetic promises intended for Israel in the Old Testament. Furthermore, this rationale may have been enforced by Paul's understanding that Christ summed up Israel in himself and hence represented true Israel in a legal, corporate fashion (e.g., Isa. 49:3, 6 and Luke 2:30-32; Acts 26:23). Those, whether Jew or Gentile, who identify with him by faith become considered part of genuine Israel, receiving the promises which he inherited as the ideal Israel (2 Cor. 1:20-21).;7
Therefore, the "appeal to be reconciled to God, 5:20, is re-emphasized in 6:1-2, where ... it is no less emphatically stated that the apostles are serving God in extending it."gin And this re-emphasis of reconciliation in 6:1-2 is expressed through the citation of a prooftext from Isaiah 49 concerning a promise of restoration to Israel. Since 6:1-2 is a continuation of the initial appeal to the Corinthians to be reconciled in 5:20, it must be seen as part of that appeal. This appeal itself in 5:20-6:2 is based on the reality of reconciliation as a new creation and the fact that the apostles (e.g., Paul) have been appointed as the official ambassadors to proclaim this reality (5:17-19). The focus of the appeal in 5:206:2 is that the readership accept Paul as a legitimate divine legate in the extension of the appeal, since to reject the messenger of reconciliation is to reject the God who reconciles.39 Consequently, foundational to the argument of 5:17-6:2 are Isaiah's promises of restoration.
2 Corinthians 6:3-10 should be seen as a continuation of the appeal begun in 5:20 in that it offers further support for the appeal. Whereas in 6:2 Paul employs an Old Testament prooftext to support his apostolic legitimacy, in 6:3-10 he offers the integrity of his lifestyle as additional support. 2 Corinthians 6:3-4a is the topical summary for verses 4b-10 which demonstrates that the following material is to be seen as evidence testifying to his contention that his conduct and motives are not a cause of discredit to the "ministry of reconciliation" (cf.dlv&axoviav Tf; K(Xiak?,aytjg of 5:18 with 11 &axovia in 6:3)40 but "commend" the truth of it. Paul commends his ministry for its endurance through difficulties (vv. 4b-5), for its evidence of God's power working through it (vv. 6-7) and by contrasting the world's view of his ministry with that of genuine believers (vv. 8-10).41 Therefore, there is nothing in Paul's conduct which can be a basis for rejecting his message.
Now in 6:11-13 Paul re-issues the appeal of 6:1-2 concerning reconciliation to himself as God's authoritative ambassador, although again the technical language of the xaiW. Lciaaw word group is not em- ployed.42 Accordingly, Paul utilizes metaphors of reconciliation to summarize the tension between himself and his readers: Paul has made overtures to reconcile through his message, actions and attitude ("our mouth is open to you ... our heart is opened wide," v. 11) but the readership has begun to shut Paul and his proclamation out of their heart ("you are cramped in your affections" [toward us], v. 12). In verse 13 Paul appeals to the readership to accept his reconciling overtures ("now in a like exchange ... open wide [to us] also").
The Place of 6:14-7:1 in the Argument
There is consensus among the majority of commentators that 6:1418 is logically disruptive. Some argue that it is a segment from another Pauline letter, interpolated here when Paul's correspondence was finally edited for circulation. Others contend that 6:14-7:1 is an insertion of a non-Pauline or anti-Pauline source. Still others affirm that Paul is adapting testimonia already composed in a Jewish or Christian environment. In addition to the contextual problem, many doubt the literary integrity of this pericope for the following reasons: its unique theological emphasis on separation from the world, the number of hapax legomena, the unique introductory formula introducing the Old Testament citations, the informal manner in which these citations are linked and the thematic parallels with Qumran. A number of recent commentators view the text as from Paul's own hand and logically related to the context.44 The arguments against integrity have been given viable responses by these recent commentators, but nevertheless some still view these arguments as having a cumulative force.
It does not serve our purposes to present a thorough Forschungs- geschichte of this debate, since this already has been done by others 45 but to propose a new solution to the problem which argues for Pauline authenticity and claims that 6:14-18 functions as an essential logical link in the contextual argument. First, the assertion of some commentators that 6:14-18 concerns the relationship of believers with unbelievers, whereas the preceding context deals with the Christian Corinthians' relationship with Paul is a false dichotomy, since the latter may involve the former, especially in the light of such texts as 2 Corinthians 13:5. Accordingly, the theme of 5:16-6:13 and 6:14-18 is an exhortation to genuine believers to be reconciled by not being influenced by the worldly thinking of unbelievers who present themselves in the guise of professing believers.
Secondly, R.P. Martin's proposal is the most cogent among recent authors holding the position of Pauline authenticity and further amplifies our above remarks. He sees 6:14-7:2 as a reinforcement of the teaching on reconciliation begun in 5:14-21 and continued in 6:1 through 6:13.46 It is a repeated appeal to be reconciled but now in the form of a warning "lest the Corinthians should range themselves with the world of unbelievers that is still hostile and unreconciled; and by continuing to disbelieve his [Paul's] integrity and his Gospel the Corinthians would fail to heed the call, Be reconciled to God (5:20). Hence the opening line compares them to unbelievers ... to stab them awake to their condition and peril if they refuse to join him."47 In particular, this pericope expresses Paul's conviction that the "temple of the living God" in Corinth had not broken all ties with the world and consequently was impure. The rejection of Paul as God's true apostle of reconciliation by some of the Corinthians was an expression of such worldly impurity and demonstrated that they had begun to evaluate in the same manner as the unbelieving world (cf. 5:16). Insofar as some among the readership were identifying with an unbelieving world which needed reconciliation, they also needed reconciliation both to Paul and the God represented by Paul. Therefore, in 2 Corinthians 6:14-7:2 "Paul enforces a single point: the call to reconciliation involves a whole-hearted commitment and pledge of loyalty to him and to his proclamation as the 'divine apostle."'48
Martin's explanation is a viable attempt to tie in 6:14-7:1 with the preceding context and with 7:2. Our proposal is that 6:14-7:1 is an intended interruption of Paul's final appeal begun in 6:11-13 and repeats the initial appeal of 5:20-6:2, a view which is also supported by J. Lambrecht and M. Thrall.49 Lambrecht views 7:2-4 as an expression of Paul's self-conscious awareness that he has digressed in 6:14-18.50 Thrall argues that 6:3-13 is a digression which interrupts the appeal of 6:2 and that this appeal is picked up again in 6:14-7:1, since the latter text contains the kind of specific injunctions one would expect to follow such an appeal.-91 This is viable although the appeal likely is picked up again even earlier in verses 11-13.52
The inability of commentators to account for how verses 16-18 fit into the logical flow of the epistle may be due to the lack of any serious attempt to study the Old Testament quotes in their original contexts. Almost without exception, the six generally agreed upon Old Testament ref= erences refer in their respective contexts to God's promise to restore exiled Israel to their land. This observation is crucial in tracing Paul's argument, since it allows us to view verses 16-18 as a continuation of the restoration promises to Israel quoted by Paul in 6:2 and even earlier in 5:17, which were utilized as prooftexts to support Paul's appeal for the Corinthians to be reconciled. This analysis would lend further support to Thrall's argument that 6:3-13 is a parenthetical section interrupting the initial appeal of 6:1-2, which is then picked up again in 6:14-7:1, although we have qualified this by seeing it resumed beginning in 6:11 13 and continued in 6:14-7:1. Furthermore, the observation that verses 16-18 are Old Testament promises of Israel's restoration best explains why Paul summarizes them in 7:1 positively-not negatively-as "promises" which the Corinthian church, the true Israel, now possesses. Indeed, Paul can only issue negative imperatives not to identify with the unbelieving world on the positive basis that the readers are already possessors of these Old Testament restoration promises. In fact, the negative imperatives themselves assume a context of peaceful restoration. That is, the series of words µe'roxrj, xotvwvia, augo6vrlmg, µrpi; and 6vyxaz6Oeatg in 6:14-16 refer to a condition of peaceful existence which is incompatible with and contrasted to those worldly elements which cause sinful alienation (which are expanded upon in 12:20b)54
Verse 16b provides the basis (yap) for the antithetical warning of verse 16a: because the church is the temple of God, it should not live in peaceful coexistence with idolators and their idols. And verses 16a-b together are a metaphorical summary of the preceding antitheses. That is, the positive elements of the antitheses referring to a condition of peace are now described in Old Testament terms as conditions characteristic of God being present with his people in his temple. Indeed, the church is his temple because he is present in it, as the Old Testament restoration quotes in verse 16c establish. On the basis of the quotes in verse 16c, the Old Testament references in verse 17 reissue another imperative to separate from the ungodly. And the allusions in verse 18 restate the idea of God's presence among his people as a promise which will be fulfilled (or continue fulfillment) if they heed the previous exhortations.
Although there is general consensus about what precise Old Testament texts verses 16c-18 are based on, a comparison of some of the texts and brief discussion of the contexts of each reference is necessary in order to present a clear basis for the conclusions we reached above.
The first Old Testament reference is in verse 16b: "I shall dwell among them and I shall walk [among them], and I shall be their God and they shall be my people." There is apparent unanimous agreement that this text is a conflation of Leviticus 26:11-12 and Ezekiel 37:27. Some suggest that Leviticus is the primary text and its second person uses are changed to third persons under the influence of Ezekiel. But why would these two texts be combined, whether by Paul or an earlier tradition? The answer lies in recognizing, not only the obviously common wording, but also that the common theme of both is the restoration of Israel. Ezekiel 37:27 is clearly a divine promise that God will restore Israel from its alienated condition to its land and to a relationship of peace in stead of hostility with himself (cf. 37:11-14; 37:21-23, 25-26). This restoration is also termed a "cleansing" and "sanctification" (Ezek. 37:23, 28; cf. 2 Cor. 6:17 and 7:1). At first glance Leviticus 26:11-12 does not appear to be concerned with Israel's restoration from exile but is a promise that God will grant them "peace" in their land if they continue to be faithful to his covenant. However, Leviticus 26:14-39 explains that the Israelites will be exiled from their land and experience divine "hostility" if they break the covenant (cf. esp. 26:15, 17, 21, 24, 28). But if they repent while in exile, God promises to remember his covenant and to restore them to the land (26:40-45), so that the nation again would enjoy a peaceful relationship with God in its land, as initially explained in 26:11-12. The connection with Ezekiel 37 then becomes obvious.
Second Corinthians 6:17a forms the next link in the series of quotations adduced: "Therefore, come out from their midst and be separate, says the Lord, and do not touch the unclean." Isaiah 52:11 is generally acknowledged as the undoubted basis for this statement, although it appears in paraphrastic form. While some have stressed that this quote is employed to express the idea of purification from cultic uncleanness, the primary sense in the context of Isaiah 52:1-12 is that of God's promise to restore Israel from its exile to "peace" in the land. And 52:11 is an exhortation for the nation to participate in this promise when it begins fulfillment and not to remain in Babylon, since this would demonstrate a lack of participation in the promise and an identity with the unbelieving world. Therefore, the presence of the Isaiah 52:11 reference in 2 Corinthians 6:17a is best explained because of its restoration theme, which continues to develop the same idea in the Leviticus and Ezekiel quotes.
The Isaiah 52:11 allusion is appended with the phrase xdyw 608e40- pat itaS (v. 17b), which is from Ezekiel 20:34 (xdt eta&~oµat iipd;), although almost identical verbatim parallels from that context also may be included (cf. 20:41, xdt eia&XeaOat ut&S, and 11:17, Kdt 60&Sopat (XuiouS). In each of the Ezekiel contexts the quoted expression is part of the larger identical phrase, "I will gather you from the nations and take You out of the countries in which you have been scattered." That this phrase in 2 Corinthians 6:17b is, in fact, based on these Ezekiel texts and not a mere interpretative gloss on Isaiah 52 is borne out from the observation that all three contexts in Ezekiel are restoration promises to exiled Israel and the cited allusion a precise prophecy of God's restoration of the nation to their land. The rationale for including the Ezekiel wording again would be because its primary meaning is the same as the previous Old Testament allusions in verses 16b-17a.
2 Corinthians 7:1 summarizes (ovv) the Old Testament quotes in 6:16b-18 as "promises"-not as negative warnings. In the light of the contexts of these Old Testament passages, the idea of "Israel's restoration promises" must be in mind. And it is with the presupposition that the readership together with Paul has begun to partake of the fulfillment of these promises (1:20-21) that he exhorts them in 7:1b to join with him in persevering and behaving in a manner consistent with such promises: "let us cleanse ourselves57 from all defilement of flesh and spirit, perfecting holiness in the fear of God." This is an imperative which, although not verbatim, is based on the Isaiah 52:11 restoration quote of 6:17a.58 The Corinthian church is being seen as beginning to participate in Israel's prophesied restoration and they are now exhorted to continue in this by not identifying with the unbelieving world.
The precise manner in which they are to separate from the world is by not evaluating Paul's apostleship according to the unbelieving standards of the world, as the preceding context indicates. Paul probably did not consider the "unbelieving world" which he refers to in 6:14-15 to be that which lay only outside the confines of the church, but viewed it as a force within the church (2 Cor. 13:5), against whose influence believers needed to be on guard. Far from being an interruption, 6:14-7:2 also anticipates the main opposition to be elaborated upon in chapters 10-13. A certain type of Jewish-Christian opponents is in the process of infiltrating the readership and doing what the Judaizers did in Galatia by opposing Paul's authority and preaching another type of Jesus than Paul preached (so 11:1-4, 13-15, 20-23; Gal. 1:6-8). They are trying to win the congregation to their teaching while Paul is absent. 2 Corinthians 6:14-7:2 then shows that the situation is so serious that their very salvation is at stake. Those who are influenced to resist Paul's authority are also resisting his gospel, and are thereby bringing into question their very standing as part of God's true people (cf. 13:5). This section of chapter 6 also anticipates the continuing problem of worldly behavior among some in the congregation (12:20-21), which is probably related in part to the false teachers' influence but not necessarily exhaustively so. Continued participation in the sins noted in 12:20-21 would also mean rejection of the apostle's authority, since he had already commanded the Corinthians in the past to cease such behavior. Therefore, the 6cni6tot of 2 Corinthians 6:14 is to be understood generally as emphasizing the worldly, unbelieving standards of evaluating Paul's authority used by the false apostles and those under their influence, as well as by some in the readership who were not repenting of sins of which Paul had earlier convicted them.59 This warning about evaluating Paul's apostleship in such a worldly manner is likely a development of the same thought from 5:16 (cf. Kata 66px(X).
This contextual analysis is confirmed by 7:2 which further explains that the way the readership is to "cleanse themselves" (7:1) is by accepting Paul as God's apostle ("making room" for him)-being "reconciled" to Paul and ultimately to God. In fact 7:lff. is a conclusion of a section stretching back to 5:17. The section of 6:16b-7:19 together with 5:1719 and 6:2 are all based on Old Testament prophetic hopes of Israel's restoration and serve as the foundation for the imperatival segments of 5:20, 6:1, 6:13-16a, and 7:1 b-2. Paul's statements in 7:3-4, 7 express his confidence that since the readership has begun to participate in these promises, they will respond positively to his exhortation to continue to grow in such promises.
We may speculate further, as Gordon Fee has argued, that the more precise way in which Paul wanted the readership to separate from the unbelieving world was not to participate with unbelievers at meals in an idol's temple.60 In this regard, he sees 2 Corinthians 6:14-7:1 as in its original context and as picking up the same prohibition first given in I Corinthians 8-10. The reason that this exhortation reoccurs here is that although some of the Corinthians had heeded his exhortation, some were still despising his authority by not submitting to this prohibition. Fee adduces some persuasive parallels between the relevant segment in 1 Corinthians and the pairs of contrasts in 2 Corinthians 6:14- 16a and proposes that the Old Testament references in verses 16b-18 function (1) to support the claim that the Corinthian believers are a temple of God (developing I Cor. 3:16-17) (2) "and because of that, to reinforce the church's absolute dissociation from idolatry."61 However, although this is how the catena of quotes seems to function, Fee does not analyze the citations in their Old Testament context in order to inquire about why these particular references are used instead of others. He makes only general statements about the idolatry background of the wilderness generation and of Isaiah 52:11.
Our analysis of 6:16b-7:2 provides additional confirmation that Paul understands reconciliation in Christ to be the inaugurated fulfillment of the Old Testament prophecies of Israel's restoration from exile. While Paul would perhaps allow that this prophecy began fulfillment with the nation's return from Babylon, the escalated fulfillment occurred at Christ's death and resurrection. This is why the reference to Christ's death and resurrection in 5:14-15 introduces the segment on reconciliation. Christ suffered the extreme exile of death and was re stored to fellowship with God through the resurrection. Those who believe in Jesus become identified corporately with his death and resurrection and so partake of his exile and reconciliation. In reality, true Israel was summed up in the individual Christ so that he alone was the ultimate fulfillment of the nation's restoration promises. This is probably why Paul says in 2 Corinthians 1:20 that "the promises of God in him ... are yes." God had already begun to "establish" the readership together with Paul in these restoration promises in Christ (1:21) and this was the basis for Paul's appeal in 2 Corinthians 5:14-7:3 that the readership continue to partake in such promises by being reconciled to Paul as God's official spokesman.64
This analysis of Old Testament usage in 2 Corinthians 5:17-7:1 may illuminate the role of other Old Testament allusions in the same context which have formerly been recognized but whose presence has not been adequately explained. For example, Isaiah 49:13 (6E6S . . . tiov; tan£tvov; tov ?oov wrroU napEKOCa.EaEV) is generally recognized as an allusion in 2 Corinthians 7:6 (o tcapaxa?,ciwv TovS TanEtvovS napEK(XEaEv Igd; 6 6E6S). Verse 6 together with verse 7 function to emphasize further the previous expression of Paul's confidence in his readers' ability to respond to his encouragement to be reconciled (vv. 3-4), since he sees in them signs that they are already in the process of being reconciled to him. Paul draws in the Isaiah allusion in order to explain that God has "comforted" him through this observation. In the Old Testament context Isaiah 49:13 is part of the same pericope introduced by 49:8, also quoted in 6:2, which concerns the topic of Israel's future restoration. 49:13 is an exclamation of joy because the restoration is none other than the coming time when God will comfort his people. Indeed, the restoration is none other than the coming time when God will comfort his people. Indeed, the restoration is divine comfort. Likewise, the Corinthians' beginning signs of reconciliation with Paul (vv. 6-7) provide him with joyous comfort that they together with him really are God's latter day Israel who are fulfilling the restoration promises.
Psalm 118[119]:32 (ena,aTVVag'r v xapfii(Xv µov) is often adduced as lying behind 2 Cor. 6:1lb (i xap&a ijµwv nenWTVVT(Xt), although recently Deuteronomy 11:16 (j.u nX(xTuv&j rj xap&a cou) has been pro- posed.65 However, no one has discussed the possibility that Isaiah 60:5 may be in mind which is almost identical in Hebrew to the wording of Psalm 119 ('±'7:17-1r). The Isaiah text refers to those living in Israel in the end-times "making wide their heart" and "rejoicing" be cause the nations will stream to Israel (vv. 3-10), bringing back the exiled nation's "sons" and "daughters" (vv. 4, 9). Consequently, Isaiah 60:5 can be construed as a response whereby those living in the land at the time of the restoration will "open wide their hearts" to accept repentant Gentiles, as well as their returning Israelite "sons" and "daughters," referred to in Isaiah 60:4, a text also alluded to in 2 Corinthians 6:18. The phrase in Isaiah 60:5 may merely be a general figurative expression for Israel's joyous attitude in response to the Israelites returning from the dispersion along with the incoming Gentiles. Against the background of our study so far, Isaiah 60:5 should be seen as the most probable Old Testament text lying behind 2 Corinthians 6:11 b. Regardless of the precise nuance of the figurative phrase in Isaiah 60:5, Paul's point in the allusion would be to exhort the readership to "open wide their hearts"-be reconciled-to him (6:13) as he has to them (6:11), since this is the accepting or joyful attitude prophesied to be expressed by those who are part of the eschatological community sharing in Israel's restoration promises.
Another Old Testament reference often cited but whose significance is just as often not discussed is Psalm 117[118]:17-18 in 2 Corinthians 6:9 ("as dying yet behold, we live; as punished yet not put to death"). Although the precise historical occasion of the psalm is unclear, there is general acknowledgment that it reflects the cultic ex perience of Israel and that its theme concerns the figure of a king who corporately represents his people undergoing affliction by the nations.67 In spite of affliction Israel was not annihilated (vv. 10-13) because God's strength was with them (vv. 14-18). While Israel was "rejected" by the nations, God had chosen them to be his people and would preserve them as "the head cornerstone" to fulfill his purposes (v. 22). Verses 17-18 emphasize that Israel would "not die" as a result of their affliction "but live"; God has "severely disciplined" the nation but had "not given her up to death." It is possible that this portion of the psalm has the exile and subsequent restoration in mind. Regardless of whether or not this can be demonstrated, it is easy to see how Paul could have deduced such an idea and woven this reference into his argument. If so, he was generally applying the reference to himself in analogical fashion to show that just as Israel persevered through the suffering of exile until they began to be restored, so Paul's perseverance in suffering demonstrated that he was also a true Israelite and a genuine partaker of restoration blessings. The readership should take stock of this and regard him accordingly.
The Use of "Reconciliation" Language in Ephesians
Our overall conclusions may be corroborated by Ephesians 2:13-17, where in verses 13 and 17 the restoration promise of Isaiah 57:19 is quoted to explain the conception of "reconciliation" found in verse 16. In the original context "those far off" refers to the restoration of the Israelite exiles in captivity and "those near" to the people still living in the land who would be reconciled with the returning exiles. The former are now identified as believing Gentiles and the latter as ethnic Israelite believers in general. As in 2 Corinthians 5-7, so here the church is understood to be the fulfillment of Isaiah's restoration promises. This reconciliation of Jew and Gentile is also referred to as "creating the two in one new man," which is a continuation of the creation theme begun in Ephesians 2:10 ("we are His workmanship [noirlµ(x] created in Christ Jesus"). Indeed, this new "creation" has come about through Christ's death and, especially, resurrection (cf. Eph. 1:20-23; 2:5-6), as is also clear in 2 Corinthians 5:14-17. That this is the case is evident from the likelihood that eaµev noitlµa KTt66lev'c; iv Xptaticw (v. 10) is parallel to iovS Svo x'io-9 Ev aircc >ri; eva satvov avOpwnov (v. 15b), so that the "new man" is none other than the resurrected Christ. That the concepts of new "creation" in verse 15b, "reconciliation" in verse 16 and the Old Testament promise of restoration in verses 17-18 are virtually synonymous in Ephesians 2 is indicated by their literary parallelism: 1) all three speak of the "two" (Jew and Gentile) existing in one organism ("one new Man," "one body," "one Spirit"); 2) each refers to the primary activity resulting in "peace" or the dissolving of enmity; 3) they all appear to be three purpose clauses dependent on theivu of verse 15b, even though the introductory verb in verse 17 is an indicative and the previous two are subjunctives. The reason for the difference in mood may well lie in the author's intention to employ the Isaiah 57:19 citation in verses 17-18 both as a parallel with verse 15b and verse 16 and as a concluding parallel with the same Isaiah 57:19 allusion in verse 14, thus forming an inclusio.
Another point of similarity between Ephesians 2 and 2 Corinthians 5-7 is that the emphasis of reconciliation is upon both the restoration of alienated human relationships and the reconciliation of alienated people to God.
Conclusion
In the light of 2 Corinthians 5-7, and Ephesians 2, the idea of reconciliation in these passages is to be understood as the beginning of fulfillment of the Old Testament promises of Israel's restoration. Such a perspective on the former passage aids in perceiving the segment of 2 Corinthians 5:14-7:7 as a literary unity. Hence, Paul views Christ's death and resurrection to be the basis of mankind's reconciliation in inaugurated fulfillment of the prophetic promises concerning restoration and the new creation. These promises have begun fulfillment but they have not been consummated. By faith people identify with and partake of the ultimate exile of death in Christ and his resurrection as the beginning of the new creation leading to reconciliation and peace with God. Through Christ's redemptive actions he represented the nation in himself and so began to fulfil the Old Testament's hopes for the nation. And, as we have seen, his Old Testament background is utilized to en force Paul's argument that the readership needs to be restored or reconciled to him as God's authoritative representative, which amounts to a reconciliation to God himself.69
In this connection, the fact that many scholars have seen 2 Corinthians 5:16 as an allusion to Paul's Damascus road experience is not a coincidence. Likewise, many commentators have seen the same allusion in 2 Corinthians 4:4-6, so that 5:16 may continue what was begun in chapter 4.71 This may be confirmed further by noticing the common use of creation imagery in the midst of both the purported allusions, which points to Paul's understanding of his initial encounter with Christ as an event which was part of an inaugurated new creation (which we have argued is itself inspired by the associations of restoration with a new creation in Isaiah 40-66). Therefore, his discussion of reconciliation as fulfilling the Old Testament promises of restoration in 5:18-7:1 ff. develops naturally out of this reflection upon the Damascus christophany together, no doubt, with the early Christian tradition about Jesus. In like manner, argument about reconciliation in connection with new creation and the Old Testament restoration hope in Ephesians 2:13-17 also may come to mind because in the immediately following context there is a recollection of the Damascus experience (see Eph. 3:2-1 1).72
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From David Seccombe, "Luke and Isaiah," New Testament Studies 27 (1981): 252-59. Reprinted with the permission of Cambridge University Press.
In the course of an inquiry into the origins of Luke's understanding of the poor I was forced to ask the question how far Luke might have been influenced not only by certain texts in Isaiah but also by wider themes. In answer to this question one is often referred to C. H. Dodd's According to the Scriptures, where he concluded that when New Testament authors quoted small Old Testament texts they often did so with knowledge of larger passages or collections of passages from which the text was drawn. This principle has become a commonplace and is frequently used illegitimately to find ideas in the New Testament which are not otherwise discernible.' The recent study of B. Lindars ("The Place of the Old Testament in the Formation of New Testament Theology: Prolegomena," N.T.S. 23 (1977): 59-66) argues that New Testament writers had no interest in the meaning of the Old Testament for its own sake, but simply quarried texts to support and illustrate a preexisting New Testament theology. Both these views need to be kept in mind. It may be that each is correct in different places. What is needed is a closer study of the practice of individual authors and their use of different parts of the Old Testament. Only then will it be possible to give any confident judgment of how much an New Testament author may have carried in the way of related ideas, theology, and contextual understanding when he quotes or alludes to the Old Testament.
A preliminary question of obvious importance is which parts of the Old Testament were accessible to a particular author, for we cannot assume that he had a complete set of Law, Prophets, and Writings. T. Holz (Untersuchungen fiber die alttestamentliche Zitate bei Lukas [Berlin, 1968]) concluded that Luke must have had significant access to Isaiah and at least three Minor Prophets (Joel, Amos, Habakkuk) in a version akin to the Septuagint A-type, and that his interest centered on these and on the Psalms. Of Isaiah he asserts,
Dass Lukas eine Jesaja-Rolle im Besitz oder doch wenigstens wahrend seiner schriftstellerischen Arbeit zur Hand hatte, ist mir sicher (p. 41).
Turning to Luke's use of Isaiah the first thing which catches our attention is his citation of four extended passages (Luke 3:4-6 = Isa. 40:35; Luke 4:17-19 = Isa. 61:1-2; Acts 8:28-33 = Isa. 53:7-8; Acts 28:25-27 = Isa. 6:9-10). In the first of these he carries the quotation five lines further than Matthew (0). His interest in the book of Isaiah should also be noticed (Luke 3:4; 4:17-30), as well as the fact that where most quotations in Luke-Acts occur in the course of speeches, in Luke 3 and Acts 8 the Isaiah passage is part of Luke's telling of the story. All this is a definite pointer to a particular interest in the Book of Isaiah.
The story of the Ethiopian eunuch leads us further. When Philip finds him he is reading and seeking to understand what he reads. His question has a modern ring about it. It displays a critical awareness of an interpretative crux: Does the prophet speak of himself, or of another? (Acts 8:34). Such a question betrays the author's familiarity and concern with such problems.
This is encouragement to inquire further. We are aware of Luke's interest in the fulfillment of Scripture, but how deep is his understanding of it? With respect to Isaiah, did he use it simply as a quarry for texts or was he influenced by a deeper appreciation of Isaianic themes? Examination of Luke's Nazareth story and his use of the Servant theme have convinced me that the latter is the case.
The Nazareth Sermon
Luke defines the person and mission of Jesus by means of a quotation from Isaiah 61:1-2/58:6. However, whereas Matthew might quote the passage and leave it, content with having drawn attention to its fulfillment, Luke keeps returning to it. In his Great Sermon (Luke 6:20), in Jesus' answer to the disciples of John (Luke 7:22), and in Peter's speech to Cornelius (Acts 10:38) the same understanding of Jesus' mission resurfaces, indicating a significant depth of interest in these particular Isaianic categories, and suggesting that Isaiah may have had a formative influence on Luke's theology. But we can go further, for it is possible to regard Isaiah 61:1-2 as a succinct summary of a number of different themes from the rest of Isaiah. Just as these themes are, so to speak, focused in Isaiah 61:1-2 so do we find them spreading out from it to form basic themes in Luke-Acts.
The Spirit of the Lord
Descriptions of the activity of the Spirit are frequent in Isaiah. In 11:1ff. the Spirit is to rest on a descendant of David conferring wisdom and understanding to enable him to render righteous judgment on behalf of the poor and to usher in an age of peace and the knowledge of God. In 42:1 the Spirit is given to God's Servant to empower him to establish God's sovereign will (mishpat) in the earth. He will comfort and encourage those almost extinguished, establish justice-law for the Gentiles and lead the captive exiles home. These ideas are found elsewhere in Isaiah and are summed up in Isaiah 61:1ff.: An anointed one is empowered with the Spirit to evangelize the poor, heal the weak, release captives, and announce the time of salvation.
The prominence of the Holy Spirit motif in Luke-Acts is well nized.3 recog From his baptism onwards Luke emphasizes Jesus' Spirit-flled4 state and Spirit-empowered ministry (Luke 4:14, 18; 5:17b; Acts 10:38). The Spirit is related to Jesus' person and works in the same way as he is related to the Messiah-Servant-Anointed One of Isaiah.
Anointed One
Luke is the only evangelist who uses the word xpiety (Luke 4:18; Acts 4:27; 10:38). He means to identify Jesus as Messiah but also to link his messiahship with his endowment with the Holy Spirit. W. C. van Unnik ("Jesus the Christ," N.T.S. 8(1961-62): 113) thinks Luke wants to explain the origin and meaning of the title xpt6i6c to his Hellenistic read ers. It is significant that he does so by means of a concept which is to be found in the Old Testament explicitly only in Isaiah 61:2.5
Euayyt=Xifopat
It is a well-known oddity that Luke only twice uses the substantive eutxyytuov, so much loved by Paul and Mark. Even then it is in speeches of Peter and Paul (Acts 15:7; 20:24). Otherwise he uses the verbal form 6ayy0dopcu which, according to P. Stuhlmacher (Das paulinische Evangelium [Gottingen, 1968], 1:233-34) is traceable to the influence of Isaiah 61:1. Although Isaiah is not the only Old Testament book to use this term, it is the only book which employs it in a significant theological manner. In Isaiah 40:9 the "evangelizer" of Zion announces the appearance of God's sovereign rule for the salvation of Israel. In 52:7 the "evangelizer" brings a message of "peace" and "good"; God will rule (save) Zion. In 61:1 he announces salvation to the poor.
Like Isaiah, but contrary to current usage, Luke uses evayyEXicogut without an object almost as a technical term for the proclamation of salvation. As in Isaiah the recipients of the "evangel" are Israel (Luke 2:10; 3:18; Acts 10:36) and the poor (Luke 4:18; 6:20; 7:22), and the content of the message is the kingdom? (Luke 4:43)8 and peace (Luke 2:14; Acts 10:36). The euayyEXicoµat theme is of obvious importance to Luke and he also makes use of the motifs of the three main Isaiah passages which deal with it (preparation, the kingdom, peace, the poor). Within its compass he includes the message of John the Baptist, the work of Jesus, and the preaching of the apostles.
Doing Good
In Acts 10:38 Peter sums up the ministry of Jesus as "doing good and healing all those who were oppressed of the devil." The whole speech has much in common with the Nazareth sermon and it pinpoints Luke's interest in the works of Jesus the Messiah. Luke's characterization of the salvation which becomes present with the coming of Jesus is largely Isaianic. In addition to the messianic works of healing (cf. Luke 7:2123 with Isa. 29:18; 35:5-6; also Acts 3:2ff.; I4:8ff.), there is light for those in darkness (cf. Luke 1:79 with Isa. 9:1-2; Luke 2:32 with Isa. 42:7; Luke 4:18 with Isa. 61:1 and see Acts 26:18, 23), blessing for the poor (Isa. 29:19; 41:17; 61:1), and consolation for Israel (Luke 2:25; 16:25). The use of napdu*rlm; to describe God's salvation of Jerusalem is characteristic of LXX Isaiah (35:4; 40:1, 11; 49:10, 13; 51:3, 12; 57:18; 61:2; 66:1013). The only comparable use in the Old Testament is in Lamentations but there it is negative: the fact that Zion has no lovers to comfort her. The idea of "comfort" as glorious eschatological salvation is Isaiah's.
Because of the complexity of the problems and the shortness of this chapter I have sidestepped the question of the Isaianic content of Luke's sources as well as Isaiah's influence on current Palestinian soteriological thinking. It is plain that the Gospels have been influenced by Isaiah at all levels, and this influence probably goes back to Jesus himself. The idea of the "comforting" of Zion, although first attested for the first-century period by Luke, was probably a standard Jewish category (see Targums on 2 Sam. 23:1, 4b; Isa. 4:3; 18:4; 33:20; Jer. 31:6 also 2 Bar. 44:7). Nevertheless, the concentration of Isaianic themes in Luke indicates his awareness of their origin and suggests that this book was influential in his selection of themes and categories from what was doubtless a much wider field.
The Servant
The launching point for this theme is probably the Nazareth ser mon.9 According to E. Franklin (Christ the Lord [London, 1975], 64), "... the Servant career provides a programme in the light of which the ministry of Jesus can be presented and clarified." He thinks the source of this is Isaiah 61:1-2 which Luke has taken as part of the whole Servant description.
The "Servant" (nuig) is not a title which Luke employs with unequivocal reference to the Servant of Isaiah. In Acts 3:13, 26 he is clearly in mind, but 4:27, 30 refer to the messianic son of Psalm 2.10 This, however, only serves to illustrate an important point: unlike us the New Testament writers were not interested in clearly differentiated Old Testament title-themes. They believed in the essential unity of Old Testament theology so that ultimately the messianic son of Psalm 2 and the suffering nuts of Isaiah are identical. "Christ" is the dominant title for Luke; the Servant theme is subsumed under it.
Our interest, therefore, is not in the title but in Luke's presentation of Jesus as the fulfillment of Isaiah's Servant role. The story of the Ethi opian eunuch highlights Luke's interest in this role, but it is possible to go further.
Suffering Servant
Though M. D. Hooker (Jesus and the Servant [London, 1959]) has urged caution before assuming that Jesus identified himself as the "Suffering Servant," there can be no doubt that Luke makes the identification and that it is important to him. As well as the story of the eunuch he cites Isaiah 53 in relation to Jesus in Luke 22:37: Jesus is to be treated as a criminal. In Luke 18:31-33 he reproduces from his source (Mark 10:33-34) a clear allusion to the sufferings of the Servant (eµntu- (Youmv, µa6Tty6aouaty; cf. Isa. 50:6) but differs from Mark in setting out these words as an explicit fulfillment of Scripture (xdt TEXEGO16ETat navT(X Ta 7Eypaµµeva Eta Twv npoOrlTwv ...). The discerning reader is thus prepared to interpret Jesus' sufferings in terms of scriptural paradigms, especially that of the Servant. Luke also adds u(3pia"CFTat to the description of Jesus' sufferings (Luke 18:32), an apposite summary of the sufferings related in Isaiah 50:6 and 53). It is also possible that his statement about the disciples' lack of understanding (though similar statements are to be found in Mark) is meant to echo the lack of understanding which according to Isaiah 53 was to meet the Servant's mission.
Exalted Servant
In Acts 3 the healing of the lame man is described in Isaianic terms (cf. Acts 3:2, 8 with Isa. 35:6) and Peter points to the exaltation of the Servant Jesus in explanation (Acts 3:13-14, 26). Luke has in mind the Servant of Isaiah who, though humiliated and rejected, remained faithful and was glorified by God (Isa. 52:13ff.).
Luke's version of the parable of the strong man (Luke 11:21-22) is also probably related to this theme. He was familiar with two versions of this parable (Mark 3:27 and Q) so his own redaction cannot be discerned with any certainty. Nevertheless whether by choice of 0 against Mark or by his own modification, the parable seems to have been influenced by the Servant theme. Both versions have been influenced by Isaiah 49:2425 but Luke's makes this more plain by the replacement of axrutl with aKuXa (a NT hapax; axrurl occurs in Luke 17:31). However, even more probable than that Luke has accommodated the parable more closely to Isaiah 49:24-25 is that he has been influenced by Isaiah 53:12 and its picture of the victorious Servant dividing up the spoil (Kdt Tcuv iaxupaiv prpt£t 6x-u?,a cf. Luke 11:22, xdt Ta aicula autou &a&&ntv).'' The out come of the Servant's mission is that he divides up the spoil of the strong, exactly the picture in Luke's version of the parable. He has either chosen that form of the parable which accentuates the victory of the Servant, or has edited it to display more clearly its Servant significance.
The Righteous One
In Acts 3:14 Jesus is called toy 'Aytov Kai Aixatov, denied by his people. 6 'Aytoq probably originates in Psalm 15 (16): 10, a much used messianic testimonium. It is more difficult to be sure of the origin of 6 AiKato; because of the commonness of the idea, but, considering the presence of the Servant theme in this passage, the likelihood is that it echoes the "Just One" of Isaiah 53:11 (LXX has &K(MbGat &Katov Eu SouXvovza noXof;; but cf. MT which places the "Just One" in apposition to "my Servant"). The title occurs in Stephen's speech (Acts 7:52), again in relation to the murder of Jesus, and in Acts 22:14. No doubt this terminology belonged to the Christology of the early Palestinian Christian community.
J.A.T. Robinson ("The Most Primitive Christology of All?" in Twelve New Testament Studies [London,1962],152) calls the Christology of Acts 3 "the fossil of a bygone age." However, the fact that Luke has bothered to preserve this and two other such "fossils" is evidence of his continued interest in such Christology; a carefully preserved collection of fossils is witness to more than just the time in which the fossils were living!
Luke's Passion Narrative
It is curious that for all his interest in the role of Jesus as the Servant Luke does not make more of it in the actual account of his passion. This is told simply and without any adornment of fulfillment motifs or scriptural allusions. After his careful preparation of his readers for a scriptural and Servant understanding of the passion this demands some explanation.
Luke's passion narrative is not a martyr story,12 nor is there any weaving in of theological themes (except perhaps 23:45 which is not emphasized). The distinctive positive characteristic of Luke's account is its presentation of Jesus' righteousness. His innocence is a feature of the other Gospels too, but in Luke it has become the unifying theme and, seemingly, an important purpose of the narrative. Thus:
1) Jesus heals the severed ear of the servant of the high priest (22:51).
2) Pilate's declaration of Jesus' innocence is thrice repeated (23:4, 14, 22; cf. Mark 15:14) and Luke adds the witness of Herod (23:15).
3) Jesus is forcefully contrasted with Barabbas who had been cast into prison for insurrection and murder (23:25).
4) He is declared innocent by the repentant thief who confesses his own guilt and the justice of his punishment (23:39-43).
5) There is no cry of dereliction; Jesus simply commends his spirit into God's hands (23:46).
6) The centurion confesses "OvTCt o avopWRO; ouTOS &KC(10S (cf. Mark 15:39-ui65 6Eo1j) rjv (23:47).
7) The multitudes who have witnessed the sight return home "smiting their breasts," thus declaring that Jesus was innocent (23:48).
This emphasis is probably attributable to the situation of the early missionary church. One of the easiest charges to bring against Christians would have been that their "Christ" was an evildoer-witness the manner of his death.13 It would have been of great importance to demonstrate Jesus' innocence, but further, his positive righteousness. For Luke's concern was not just to establish the bona /ides of the founder of Christianity, but to manifest him as the Servant, a role which hinged on his righteousness.
I am inclined, therefore, to agree with Vincent Taylor (The Passion Narrative of St. Luke, ed. O. E. Evans [Cambridge, 1972], 138) who thinks Luke's passion narrative "depicts Jesus as the Servant of the Lord without using the name." What Luke gives his readers is not an abstract notion of the goodness of Jesus but an apologetic defense of his righteousness, designed to undergird his identity as the "Just One."
The Mission to the Nations
The EwS Eaxaiov 'riSyt of Acts 1:8 undoubtedly goes back to the characterization of the Servant's mission in Isaiah 49:6. This passage is quoted in Acts 13:47. The Twelve and Paul are seen to share in the Servant mission. They continue the work of Jesus as his appointed witnesses.15 A Servant understanding is also clear in the account of Paul's commissioning (Acts 9:15f.; 26:16ff.).16 However, Paul never becomes the Servant though he continues the Servant mission. He is not "anointed" but "selected" or "appointed" (npoXEtpitc(7Oat); he is untipetiic, µtprus op 6ou?oq, but never na.S. In his person he is at most axguo; etckoyl, the servant (v771P£t;) of the Servant (nat;).
Conclusions
The influence of Isaiah is apparent at many points in Luke-Acts.17 In this chapter I have concentrated on just two themes which demonstrate the radical and searching nature of Luke's use of Isaiah. He is not the only one to have been so influenced. All the sources are permeated with Isaianic quotations and allusions. Non-Christian sources of the period also bear witness to the contemporary interest in Isaiah. What this study has shown is Luke's evident appreciation of this heritage as well as his thorough understanding of its source. Many of his major theological categories are drawn from Isaiah and he has a special consciousness of the relationship between the ministry of Jesus and the theological patterns of the Isaiah prophecies. No doubt his depth of understanding is attributable in some degree to the controversy which surrounded the proclamation of Jesus as Christ in the Hellenistic synagogues. It was necessary to convince skeptics from the Scriptures that Jesus answered to the pattern of the promised one (Acts 17:2-3, 11; 19:8).
I conclude, therefore, with some confidence that in approaching quotations from and allusions to Isaiah there is a presumption in favour of Luke's awareness of their context and wider meaning within Isaiah as a whole.
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Introduction
In comparison with the rest of the New Testament, the Apocalypse of John has not been given a proportionate amount of attention: merely two books (A. Schlatter 1912; and G. K. Beale 1984) and six significant articles have been dedicated to the topic (see A. Vanhoye 1962; A. Lancellotti 1966; L. P. Trudinger 1966; A. Gangemi 1974; B. Marconcini 1976; M. D. Goulder 1981; cf. also J. Cambier 1955 and E. Lohse 1961, which are of more limited value).
Otherwise, important discussion of this subject can be found only in portions of books and commentaries, the more valuable of which are H. B. Swete (1911, esp. cxl-clvi and passim), R. H. Charles (1920, esp. lxv-lxxxii and passim), L. S. Vos (1965, 16-53), G. B. Caird (1966, passim), C. van der Waal (1971, 174-241), G. R. Beasley-Murray (1981, passim), D. Ford (1982, 243-306), and to somewhat lesser degree G. Delling (1959), J. Comblin (1965), A. Farrer (1964) and T. Holtz (1971).
There is general acknowledgment that the Apocalypse contains more Old Testament references than any other New Testament book, although past attempts to tally objectively the total amount have varied.' The vari ation in statistics is due to the different criteria employed to determine the validity of an Old Testament reference and the fact that some authors include "echoes" and parallels of a very general nature (cf. also the survey and evaluation of Vos 1965, 17-19 and Vanhoye 1962, 438-40). The range of Old Testament usage includes the Pentateuch, Judges, 1-2 Samuel, 1-2 Kings, Psalms, Proverbs, Song of Solomon, Job, major prophets and the minor prophets. Roughly more than half the references are from the Psalms, Isaiah, Ezekiel, and Daniel, and in proportion to its length Daniel yields the most (so Swete 1911, cliii, where numerical statistics are also given for many of the Old Testament books used).
The evaluation of Daniel as most used is supported by recent study (cf. Beale, 1984). Among the allusions to Daniel, the greatest number come from Daniel 7. Proportionally Ezekiel ranks second as the most used Old Testament book (cf. Vanhoye 1962, 473-75), although in terms of actual numbers of allusions Isaiah is first, followed by Ezekiel, Daniel, and Psalms (Although statistics cited by commentators differ; e.g., Swete cites Isaiah = 46, Daniel = 31, Ezekiel = 29, Psalms = 27) The Old Testament in general plays such a major role that a proper understanding of its use is necessary for an adequate view of the Apocalypse as a whole.
The Text Form of Old Testament References in the Apocalypse
The text form of the Old Testament references in Revelation needs indepth discussion since there are no formal quotations and most are allusive, a phenomenon often making textual identification more difficult. However, unfortunately the scope of the present discussion is unable to include such important analysis (cf. further L. P. Trudinger 1966; G. K. Beale 1985, in addition to a forthcoming article), including criteria for discerning degrees of dependence (but see further L. P. Trudinger 1966; G. K. Beale 1984a, 43-259; 1985, in addition to a forthcoming study).
Preliminary Considerations for Studying Old Testament Usage in the Apocalypse
Problematic Use of Combined Allusions and the Issue of Literary Consciousness
We have already acknowledged the nonformal character of the Old Testament references in Revelation. Not only does this make Old Testament textual identification more difficult but it also renders it problem atic to determine whether or not the author is consciously or unconsciously referring to an Old Testament text. This problem is compounded since many, indeed most, of the Old Testament reminiscences are found in combination with one another. Sometimes four, five, or more different Old Testament references are merged into one picture. Good examples are the descriptions of Christ (1:12-20), God on the throne and the surrounding heavenly host (4:1-11) and the diabolic beast (13:1-8; for a thorough list of other examples see Vos 1965, 3940). How are such combined allusions to be studied? This phenomenon would be particularly hard to analyze if, as some contend, it is less intentional and more the result of a memory so saturated with Old Testament language and ideas that they are unconsciously organized in the author's visions "like the changing patterns of a kaleidoscope" (so Swete 1911, cliv and Vos 1965, 38-39). In this case, the Old Testament contextual meanings of the allusions need not be examined to comprehend better John's use, since he himself did not consciously reflect on such Old Testament contexts. Indeed, many have concluded that the lack of formal citation in the Apocalypse points in the same direction.
However, Caird sees conscious effort in such allusive combinations for the purpose of expressing evocative and emotive power. Therefore, it is unnecessary to attempt to comprehend the meaning of each reference in its Old Testament and New Testament context, since the whole picture must be kept together-without separating and analyzing various strands-in order to maintain the desired emotional effect (1966, 25-26). Of course, in these mosaics there is always the possibility of a mixture of conscious intention with unconscious activity.
But often a greater understanding is gained and emotive effect felt when the various allusive parts of these visionary amalgamations are studied separately in their Old Testament contexts. Vos cites Revelation 4:2-9 as a fitting illustration of unconscious mixing of Old Testament allusions. However, when the Old Testament context of each allusion is studied one finds that, without exception, they all are from descriptions of theophany scenes, which function as introductory sections to an announcement of judgment either upon Israel or the nations (cf. Vos' parallels: 4:2 = Isa. 6:1 and/or I Kgs. 22:19; 4:3-4 = Ezek. 1:28; 4:5a = Ezek. 1:13 and/orExod. 19:16; 4:5b = Ezek. 1:13 and Zech. 4:2, 6 [omitted from Vos]; 4:6a = Ezek. 1:22; 4:6b = Ezek. 1:5 and 1:18; 4:7 = Ezek. 1:10; 4:8a = Isa. 6:2; 4:8b = Isa. 6:3; 4:9 = Isa. 6:1). This common denominator of theophany-judgment is enhanced when one notes also the dominant influence of Daniel 7:9-13 throughout Revelation 4-5 (see infra). This clearly common motif in all the Old Testament allusions points toward a more intentional thematic formation of texts to describe a similar theophany scene in Revelation. This seems even more likely when one considers that in the immediate contexts of 3 of the Old Testament allusions there appears the image of a "book" associated with judgment, as in Revelation 5:1 (cf. Dan. 7:10; Ezek. 2:9-10; Zech. 5:1-3). All of the common scenes and themes of these Old Testament contexts intensify the cognitive and emotive aspects of the picture in Revelation 4:2-9.
The same thing can be illustrated through Revelation 1:12-20, 13:18 and 17:1 ff, other examples cited by Vos to support his proposal of unconscious clustering (see Beale 1984, 154-270).
Therefore, caution must be used in making claims of unconscious activity on the author's part, although this is a possibility. For example, it is possible, but speculative, to propose that the above-mentioned exegetical links were already intact in some previous tradition to which John makes unconscious allusion (e.g., a synagogue or Christian liturgical tradition). Such unconscious activity is more likely to have occurred with the less clear or nonclustered allusions, although exegetical analysis must determine this in each case. Furthermore, as Vanhoye has concluded, it is not typical for John to use Old Testament allusions in isolation but to fuse them together on the basis of their affinity with one another (Vanhoye 467), as illustrated above in Revelation 4-5.
Although space does not permit, it would be helpful to discuss in this section whether or not the Apocalypse is a literary stereotype or if it can be traced to a visionary experience, or is a combination of both (cf. further L. Hartman 1966, 106; Beale 1984, 7-9). If there was an experiential basis, probably descriptions of such visions were colored both unconsciously and consciously by the traditions which had exerted a formative influence on the author's thinking. Furthermore, actual visions would have been experienced in the author's own thought forms, so that it might be difficult to distinguish description of a visionary experience from that of a retelling of the experience through unconscious or conscious appeal to various traditions (OT, Jewish, etc.).
John's apparent self-identification with the line of Old Testament visionaries implies that he would be conscious of developing the ideas of the earlier prophets and, therefore, that the clearer Old Testament references in his work are the result of an intentional activity (cf. 1:1-3, 10; 4:1-2; 17:3; 21:10; Vos 1965, 52). Furthermore, the chain of associated texts in Revelation 1,4-5,13, and 17 discussed above, and evident elsewhere, confirms an intentional activity on the author's part. This conclusion is enhanced by the remaining evidence considered below.
A Consideration of Contextual and Non-Contextual Use of the Old Testament
Of course, if one concluded that John alluded to the Old Testament only unconsciously, there would be little possibility of studying his method of allusion, since such study assumes conscious activity. In light of our conclusion in favor of intentionality, however, we must first ask whether or not John uses the Old Testament in harmony with its broader contextual meaning.
There is unanimous consensus that John uses the Old Testament with a high degree of liberty and creativity. As a result, many conclude that he often handles numerous Old Testament passages without consideration of their original contextual meaning-even contradictory to it. This has been argued in a thoroughgoing way by Vos. Our comments will be focussed on an evaluation of his discussion as generally representative of those who hold this viewpoint.
Vos restricts most of his survey to what he considers to be the clearest Old Testament references in the Apocalypse (21-37, 41). He concludes that at least seven of the twenty-two passages discussed there show a "disregard for [the OT] context." Four of these concern references to heavenly beings. The first is the application of a description of Yahweh (Ezek. 43:2) to that of the Son of man figure (Rev. 1:15). But this is more of a change of application than non-contextual use, since the Son of man is clearly portrayed as a divine figure in Revelation1. In Revelation 18:1 a description of Yahweh (Ezek. 43:2b) is applied to an angel descending from heaven, yet since angels in the Old Testament and Revelation are mere conveyers of divine decrees, so it is plausible that they would take on other theophanic characteristics besides that of the divine word. In addition, sometimes in the Old Testament God appears in the form of a heavenly being, and this may be the case also in Revelation (e.g., Rev. 10:1-6, which is based on the heavenly being of Dan. 10-12 who may be divine). Therefore, in spite of a possible change of application, the broad Old Testament idea of a heavenly being revealing a divine decree to a prophet remains intact. The same general conclusion can be reached with respect to the similar usage of Ezekiel 37:3 in Revelation 7:14. In Revelation 4:8a descriptions of the Isaiah 6 seraphim are merged with those of the EzekielI cherubim, but again the primary Old Testament framework of a heavenly being guarding God's throne is still retained.
Vos also argues for a disregard of context in the use of Ezekiel 37:10b in Revelation 11:11. The Ezekiel text uses the idea of resurrection as a metaphor for the future ingathering of Israel from throughout the nations, while John applies it to the resurrection of the two witnesses, who probably are symbolic of the witnessing church as the true Israel (so Caird, Sweet, etc.). This kind of reference may fit into the analogical usage category (see below) because of the common idea of Israel's resurrection. The shift of application to the church as the true Israel and the understanding of the Ezekiel language as apparently connoting a literal resurrection may represent eschatological escalation whereby the resurrection terminology now finds an eschatological-not merely historical-level. Although there is a possibility of disregard for context because of the different application and even somewhat changed meaning, a correspondence and sense of continuity can be discerned (note also in both passages that those "resurrected" have previously been slain among the nations; cf. Ezek. 37:9-14, 21-22/Rev. 11:7-10).
Vos also contends that the use of Isaiah 22:22 in Revelation 3:7 is non-contextual, since Eliakim's authority over the Israelite kingdom is applied to Christ's authority over God's kingdom. But, this can also be viewed as an escalated analogy wherein the human, earthly, political, and temporal rule over Israel by Eliakim finds a correspondence on a grander scale with Christ's divine, heavenly, spiritual, and eternal rule over the whole world (cf. Rev. 1-5). Additional points of note in Isaiah 22are:1) the possible priestly connotations of Eliakim's rule (22:21 a); 2) Eliakim was to be like a "Father" for the Israelites in the exercise of his office (22:21b);3) apparently Eliakim's authority was to be equal to that of King Hezekiah's (22:22);4) the exercise of his office would bring glory to his relatives (22:23-24);5) Eliakim is referred to as the "servant" of Yahweh (22:20). All of these elements, together with the messianic overtones of the "house of David" (22:22) enhance the idea that John was quite aware of the context of Isaiah 22:22 and intentionally escalated these aspects of Eliakim's reign to the grander scale of Christ's reign. Perhaps the correspondences were just too good to miss (cf. G. von Rad who argues cogently for a typological relationship between Isa. 22:22 and Rev. 3:7 [1965 373]).
We may therefore viably speak about changes of applications but need not conclude that this means a disregard for Old Testament context, since this is not a logically necessary deduction. It seems likely that Vos, and others, confuse disregard for context with change of application. That the above texts reflect disregard for Old Testament context is possible but other explanations are equally satisfactory. The passages we have discussed are test cases, the conclusions of which are applicable to other Old Testament references where it is probable that the author has made intentional allusion. Admittedly, it is sometimes difficult to know whether there has been conscious or unconscious activity. Non-contextual uses of the Old Testament can be expected to occur in those places where there is unconscious allusion. No doubt, the apoca- lyptist's mind was so saturated with Old Testament language from his learned tradition that when he described his vision he sometimes spontaneously used this language without much forethought. For example, the phrase "I turned to see the voice which was speaking" (Rev. 1:12a) is probably drawn from Daniel 7:11 (LXX), but there refers to the "boast ful words" of the beast. This may have been drawn in unconsciously because of the clear influence of Daniel 7 in Revelation 1:7-14.
To clarify what is meant by "context" is important. What is usually meant is literary context-how a passage functions in the logical flow of a book's argument. But there is also historical context. For example, the historical context of Hosea 11:1 is the exodus and not the argument of the Book of Hosea. A New Testament author might reflect on only one of these contexts, he could focus on both or entirely disregard both. In the light of the passages discussed above, the author appears to display varying degrees of awareness of literary context, as well as perhaps historical context, although the former is predominant. Those texts with a low degree of correspondence with the Old Testament literary context can be referred to as semi-contextual, since they seem to fall between the opposite poles of what we ordinarily call "contextual" and "noncontextual" usages. The categories of use to be considered below should further clarify and illustrate these initial conclusions.
Various Uses of the Old Testament in the Apocalypse
The Use of Segments of Old Testament Scripture as Literary Prototypes
Sometimes the author takes over large Old Testament contexts or sequences as models after which to pattern his creative compositions (cf. E. Schussler-Fiorenza 1980, 108). Such modeling can be apparent 1) through observing a thematic-structure which is uniquely traceable to only one Old Testament context or 2) by discerning a cluster of clear allusions from the same Old Testament context. Sometimes both are observable, thus enhancing the clarity of the Old Testament prototype. It has been argued in some depth that broad patterns from Daniel (especially chaps. 2 and 7) have been followed in Revelation 1, 4-5, 13, and 17, the former two sections in particular exhibiting both allusive clusters and structural outlines from segments of Daniel (Beale 1984, 154- 305, 313-20). Incidentally, this would show further design in these chapters and point further away from an unconscious use of the Old Testament. The same use of Daniel as a midrashic Vorbild is also observable in Jewish apocalyptic, indicating that this kind of use of the Old Testament was not uncommon (e.g., IQMI; I En. 90:9-19; 4 Ezra I 1-13; 1En. 69:26-71:17; 2Bar. 36-40. So Beale, 67-153). The suggestion is also made that this influence of Daniel may even extend to the structure of the whole Apocalypse, since the same Daniel 2:28-29 allusion punctuates the book at major divisional transitions (1:1; 1:19; 4:1; 22:6). Furthermore, the five apocalyptic visions in Daniel (2, 7, 8, 9, 10 12) cover the same time of the eschatological future, which may be the prototypical structure followed by Revelation in some of its purported synchronously parallel sections (Beale 1984a, 271-85; 1984b, 413-23).
In a somewhat similar vein, M. D. Goulder has argued that broad portions of Ezekiel have been the dominant influence on at least twelve major sections of the Apocalypse (Rev. 4; 5; 6:1-8; 6:12-7:1; 7:2-8; 8:1- 5; 14:6-12; 17:1-6; 18:9-24; 20:7-10; 21:22; cf. Goulder, 1981, 343-49). Goulder observes that these uses of Ezekiel are a dominant influence on the structure of Revelation since they are placed to a marked extent in the same order as they are found in Ezekiel itself (343-54), a somewhat similar observation to that made earlier by Vanhoye (442). However, Goulder proposes that a liturgical rather than literary explanation can be given to account better for the Revelation-Ezekiel parallel order. He attempts to demonstrate this by speculating that there is a general alignment of the Apocalypse with the Jewish calendar, especially with respect to the year of festivals and holy days, and that this liturgical-calendrical pattern is even more formative on the structure of Revelation than Ezekiel (349-64).
Others have also recognized Ezekiel's broad influence, especially in Revelation 20-22, where the order of events appears to have been taken from Ezekiel 37-48 (E. C. Selwyn 1902, 332-34; A. Wikenhauser 1932, 13-25; K. G. Kuhn 1933, 790-92; J. Lust 1980). And there are many commentators who, along with Goulder, see Ezekiel as the paradigm for Rev. 4:1-5:1 (e.g., Caird, Sweet).
In addition to Goulder's above liturgical view, others of paradigmatic significance for the book have also been proposed, which are based either on early Jewish or Christian liturgical tradition (cf. D. R. Carnegie 1978; S. Lauchli 1960 [see Carnegie's evaluation, 1982, 245]; P. Prigent 1964, 46-79 [see Beale's evaluation, 1984, 184]).
There is consensus that the plagues of the "trumpets" in Revelation 8:6-12 and those of the bowls in 16:1-9 follow the paradigm of the Exodus plagues (Exod. 8:12), although creatively reworked and applied (e.g., Beasley-Murray, Caird, Sweet). Already this exodus model had been used by Amos (chaps. 8-10) and creatively amplified in Wisdom of Solomon 11-19, the latter usage perhaps also exerting influence on John's application (Sweet, 1979, 161-62). J.A. Draper proposes that the eschatological scheme in Zechariah 14 "provides the basis for a midrashic development in Revelation 7" (1983, 133-47), while Sweet more tentatively suggests the same thing for Revelation 20-22 (1981, 112).
Mention should also be made of the synthetic use of the end-time woes from the synoptic eschatological discourse together with Leviticus 26:18-28, Ezekiel 14:13-23, and Zechariah 6:1-8 (cf. 1:8-15), all of which have served as the compositional paradigm for Revelation 6:2-8. Likewise, H. P. Muller has argued that the Sinai theophany, IKings22, Isaiah 6, Ezekiel 1, and Daniel 7 have been synthesized to provide the Vorbild for Revelation 4-5 (1962 and 1963; for evaluation see Beale 1984, 178-239).
All of the above proposed Old Testament models have woven within them allusions from other parts of the same Old Testament book and from elsewhere in the Old Testament corpus, and many of these are based upon common themes, pictures, catch-phrases, etc. Often these other references serve as interpretative expansions of an Old Testament prototype. On the reasonable assumption that these models were intentionally composed, two primary uses of them can be discerned. First, the Old Testament patterns appear to be used as forms through which future (sometimes imminent) eschatological fulfillment is understood and predicted (cf. Rev. 13:17. Also see the same employment of the Daniel models in 1QMI; I En. 46-47; 69:26-71:17; 90; 4 Ezra 11-13; 2 Bar. 36:1-42:2). Second, the Vorbilden are utilized as a lens through which past and present eschatological fulfillment is understood (cf. Rev. 1; 4-5). It is not always clear whether or not these Old Testament prototypes are the means or the object of interpretation, and perhaps there is an oscillation between the two.
Thematic Use of the Old Testament
In addition to alluding to specific Old Testament texts, the author of Revelation develops important Old Testament themes. Many of these themes are delineated throughout the major commentaries. Some special studies of note are D. Ford's tracing of Daniel's "abomination of desolation" theme (1979, 243-314), T. Longman's study of the Old Testament divine warrior motif (1982, 291-302), R. Bauckham's article on the Old Testament earthquake idea, recent articles on the employment of the A.N.E.-Old Testament covenant form in Revelation 2-3 and throughout the book (W. H. Shea and K. A. Strand) and the Old Testament concept of the "day of the Lord" (D. A. Gray 1974).
D. A. Carnegie has offered a most interesting study on the function of hymns in the Old Testament and their reuse in Revelation. He shows that the various songs in Isaiah 40-55 come at the end of subsections and round them off, not only by offering a concluding thanksgiving, but also by giving an interpretative summary of the theme of the whole previous section (cf. Isa. 48:20ff.; 52:9; etc.). The series of hymns in Revelation are seen to have the same function under the inspiration of the Isaianic songs (cf. Rev. 4:11; 5:13ff.; 7:9-12; 11:15-18; 19:1-8; so Carnegie 1982, 250-52).
Analogical Use of the Old Testament
This use can be considered the most general description of Old Testament usage in the Apocalypse, since the very act of referring to an Old Testament text is to place it in some comparative relationship to something in the New Testament. However, here we have in mind specific well-known persons, places, and events. The pictures undergo creative changes (expansions, condensations, supplemental imagery, etc.) and, of course, are applied to different historical situations (for a superb example of such alteration see Vos's discussion of the Exodus plague imagery in Revelation 8:6-12 and 16:2-15, 45-47). Nevertheless, a key idea in the Old Testament context is usually carried over as the main characteristic or principle to be applied in the New Testament situation (so Vos, 47-48). Therefore, even though John handles these Old Testament figures with creative freedom, almost always these pictures broadly retain an essential Old Testament association and convey principles of continuity between the Old Testament and New Testament (so J. Cambier 1955, 116-20; cf. A. Gangemi 1974, 322-39).
For example, the image of the deceiving "serpent of old" in Revelation 12:9 (cf. 20:2) evokes an episode of primitive religious history which maintains the same meaning for the final, eschatological phase of theological history (so Cambier, 118-19). The author's theological basis for maintaining such continuities lies in his conviction that Old Testament and New Testament history is but the working out of God's unified design of salvation and deals throughout with the unchanging principles of faith in God, God's faithfulness in fulfilling his salvific promises, the anti-theocratic forces attempting to thwart such promises and the victory of God's kingdom over that of Satan's (Cambier, 119-20).
The following is a sampling of these analogies with a brief description of the primary point of continuity: 1) judgment-theophanies introducing judgment (Isa. 6, Ezek. 1, Dan. 7/Rev. 4-5), books of judgment (Ezek. 2, Dan. 7, Dan. 12/Rev. 5:1-5 and Ezek. 2/Rev. 10), lion from Judah exercising judgment (Gen. 49:9/Rev. 5:5), "Lord of lords and King of kings" exercising judgment (Dan. 4:37 [LXX]/Rev. 17:14; 19:16), horsemen as divine agents of judgment (Zech. 1 and 6/Rev. 6:18), Exodus plagues inflicting judgment (Exod. 8-12/Rev. 8:6-12; 16:114), locusts as agents of judgment (Joel 1-2/Rev. 9:7-10), prophets giving testimony through judgment (Exod. 7:17; 1Kgs. 17:1/Rev. 11:6), "Babylon" judged by God in "one hour" (Dan. 4:17a [LXX]/Rev. 18:10, 17, 19); 2) tribulation and persecution of God's people-10 days of tribulation (Dan. 1:12/Rev. 2:10), 31/2 years of tribulation (Dan. 7:25; 12:7/ Rev. 11:2; 12:1; 13:5), Sodom, Egypt, and Jerusalem as infamous places where persecution occurs (Rev. 11:8), persecuting rulers symbolized as beasts (Dan. 7/Rev. 11-13, 17) and "Babylon the Great" (Dan. 4:30, etc./ Rev. 14:8; 16:19; 17:5; 18:2);3) seductive, idolatrous teaching-Balaam (Rev. 2:14) and Jezebel (Rev. 2:20-23); 4) divine protection-the tree of life (Rev. 2:7; 22:2, 14, 19), the "sealed" Israelites (Ezek. 9/Rev. 7:2-8) and the wings of the eagle (Exod. 19:4; Deut. 32:11/Rev. 12:14); 5) victorious battle of God's people over the eneniv-Armageddon (Rev. 16:16; [19:19]. Cf. Gog and Magog in Revelation 20:8); 6) apostasy-the harlot (Ezek. 16:15; etc./Rev. 17);7) the divine Spirit as the power for God's people-Zech. 4:1-6/Rev. 1:12-20; 11:4.
Some analogies are repeated in the book and creatively developed in different ways, though usually within the parameters of the Old Testament context to some degree.
Universalization of the Old Testament
Vanhoye is apparently the only author to discuss this as a formal category of Old Testament usage. The apocalyptist has a tendency to apply to the world what in the Old Testament was limited in reference to Israel or other things (cf. Vanhoye with reference to Ezekiel, 446-67). There are several examples of this phenomenon. The title which Yahweh gave Israel in Exodus 19:6 ("kingdom of priests") is applied in Revelation 1:6 and 5:10 to the church, composed of kingly priests "from every tribe and people and nation" (Rev. 5:9). Indeed, this very phrase of universality in Revelation 5:9 is most likely taken from Daniel 7:14, where it referred to the world nations subjugated to Israel's rule-now extended to the rule by all these very nations (cf. Rev. 5:10; Beale 1984, 214-19). The phrase in Revelation 1:7 "and every eye will see him, even those who pierced him; and all the tribes of the earth will mourn over him" refers in Revelation to the peoples throughout the earth, although in Zechariah 12:10 it is limited to the Israelite tribes. The same trend in this widening application of Zechariah 12:10 is also given in John 19:31-37, where one of the Gentile, Roman soldiers is viewed as a beginning fulfillment of this prophecy (so J. R. Michaels 1967, 102-9; Sweet 1981, 112).
Another classic example of this tendency is the extension of the Exodus plague imagery from the land of Egypt to the whole "earth" in Revelation 8:6-12 and 16:1-14 (e.g., in 8:8 a third of the sea, including fish and ships, is affected instead of merely a river and fish; in 16:10 rather than the sun being darkened, it is the kingdom of the satanic beast which becomes darkened). The "ten days of tribulation" experienced by Daniel and his friends (Dan. 1:12) and the 3 1/2 years of Israel's tribulation (Dan. 7:25; 12:7) both are extended to the tribulation of the church-the eschatological true Israel-throughout the world. And part of this tribulation is instigated by the eschatological "Babylon the Great" (Dan. 4:30) who persecutes not merely ethnic Israelite believers, but also saints throughout the earth (Rev. 17:5-8; 18:24), and harmfully affects "nations," "kings of the earth," and the world's economy (18:123). Therefore, when "Babylon the Great" falls rather than the effect being provincial, "the cities of the nations" also fall (16:19). Likewise, the former persecutors of God's people in the Old Testament (Sodom, Egypt, and Jerusalem) are now defined as "peoples and tribes and tongues and nations" (Rev. 11:8-10).
The Apocalypse concludes with references from the predicted eschatological temple reserved for Israel, although now its cultic benefits are extended to the Gentiles (cf.Ezek. 37:27, 44:9 and 48:35 in Rev. 21:3; cf. Rev. 22:2 where the "leaves of healing" foretold in Ezek. 47:12 to be an aid to the Israelites is transformed into "leaves ... for the healing of the nations").
Sometimes the rationale for universalization is found already in the Old Testament contexts (cf. Ezek. 14:12-21 in Rev. 6:8) from which the allusions are drawn, although the inspiration can also arise from combining a narrowly designed Old Testament Israelite reference with another very similar Old Testament text which, however, is universal. For example, the Israelite-oriented book of judgment from Ezekiel 2:9 is given cosmic dimensions in Revelation 5:1 and 10:8-11 because it has been attracted to other Old Testament judgment-book allusions which have a wider cosmic application (cf. Dan. 7:10; 12:4, 9 in Rev. 5:1-5 and Dan. 12:4-9 in Rev. 10:1-6). Nevertheless, the primary reason for the extended applications is the New Testament's and John's presupposition concerning the cosmic dimensions of Christ's lordship and death (cf. Rev. 1:5; 5:9-10; for other examples of universalization see Revelation 19:7 [bride], 17:1ff. [harlot], 7:9, 15 [Ezek. 37:26], 18:9 [Ezek. 26:16ff.; 27:29-35], 1:12-13, 20 [lampstands], 2:17 [manna], 3:12 and 21:2 [Jerusalem]).
It is tempting to conclude that John does not handle the Old Testament according to its original contextual meaning when he universalizes. But Vanhoye's evaluation is plausible. He says that while this universalization is motivated by the Christian spirit to explain redemptive fulfillment, it is not contrary to the Old Testament sense. Although the author certainly makes different applications and executes developments beyond those of his Old Testament predecessors, he stays within the same interpretative framework and is conscious of being profoundly faithful to the overall parameters of their message (Vanhoye, 467). This is a viable analysis since all of these universalizations can be considered subcategories of the above-discussed analogical use of the Old Testament, where it was proposed that, although John creatively rewords the Old Testament and changes the application of it, his pictures retain significant points of correspondence with the Old Testa ment context and express salvation-historical principles of continuity. All of the cited examples of universalization appear to be harmonious developments of these principles as, for example, is the case with the Old Testament texts pertaining to ethnic Israel's redemption which are applied in Revelation to the world's redemption on the basis of defining the true people of God according to their faith in him. This is why the church comes to be viewed as the true Israel.
Possible Indirect Fulfillment Uses of the Old Testament
Although there are no formal Old Testament quotations (with introductory formulas) used as prooftexts to indicate prophetic fulfillment, it is still possible that some Old Testament texts were in/brnzally referred to in order to designate present or future fulfillment of Old Testament verbal prophecy. The determination of whether a text refers to future or present fulfillment often depends on one's overall view of the book (e.g., preterist, historicist, idealist, futurist).
Of special note is the introduction to the book (1:1), where allusion is made to Daniel 2:28-29, 45: &i~at ... aWt y£vcaOat followed directly by iv T&XEt (cf. Dan. 2:28, eko)ac ... aSEi yeveaOat ei< eaXaT(ov Twv ij tEpthv). John's "quickly" has been substituted for Daniel's "in the latter days" so that what Daniel expected to occur in the distant future-the defeat of cosmic evil and ushering in of the kingdom-John expects to begin in his own generation, and perhaps has already been inaugurated. Such imminence and even incipient inauguration is corroborated by the phrases yap Xatpo; eyyu; in 1:3, which elsewhere includes both the "already" and "not-yet" element (so Mark 1:15; Matt. 26:45; Lam. 4:18; cf. Matt. 3:2 with 4:17 cf. Beale 1984b, 415-20).
Daniel 12:4, 9 is used likewise in 22:10: whereas Daniel is commanded to "conceal these words and seal up the book until the end of time" (12:4), John is given the consummatory command to "not seal up the words of the prophecy of this book, for the time is near." This use in 22:10 intensifies that of 1:1-3 since it is directly linked to a verbatim repetition of 1:1 in 22:6.
The reference to the Son of man (1:13-14) probably indicates John's belief that Jesus had begun to fulfill the Daniel 7:13 prophecy of the son of man's exaltation, although the similar reference in 1:7 refers to a further phase of the same prophecy which may still await realization. The same kind of already-and-not-yet idea is found in 2:26-27 where Jesus says he has started to fulfill the Psalm 2:7 prediction but that his followers will also take part in the fulfillment at a future time (probably at death).
If the argument that Revelation 1 and 4-5 are each modeled on Daniel 7 can be sustained (cf. Beale, 154-228), then John's intention may be to indicate that Jesus' death, resurrection, and gathered church is the inaugurated fulfillment of Daniel.
There is also evidence of expectations of exclusive future fulfillment, of which only the clearest examples are listed (Zech. 12:10/Rev. 1:7; Isa. 25:8/Rev. 7:17; Ps. 2:1/Rev. 11:18; Ps. 2:8/Rev. 12:5; 19:15; Isa. 65:17; 66:22/Rev. 21:1; Ezek. 47:1, 12/Rev. 22:1-2).
All of the illustrations so far have concerned fulfillments of Old Testament texts which are clearly direct verbal prophecies. It also seems possible that there are texts which John understands as prophetic but do not appear as such in the Old Testament. It is worthy to consider whether parts of certain Old Testament historical narratives are viewed as indirect typological prophecies. Many of the Old Testament passages listed in our above discussion of analogical uses are potential candidates in this category. That is, are all of these texts merely analogies? We have already found that the essence of the analogies has to do with a basic correspondence of meaning between Old Testament prophecy or historical narrative and something in the New Testament. Some of these Old Testament historical elements have also undergone an escalation, even a universalization, under John's hand. Perhaps there was a prophetic rationale in escalating these historical texts. At any rate, such uses are worthy of further inquiry in this direction, especially against the background of John's and the New Testament's awareness that the "latter days" had been inaugurated, that the church was the latter-day Israel and that the whole Old Testament pointed toward this climax of salvation history (for inaugurated eschatological language cf. Mark 1:15; Acts 2:17; Gal. 4:4; 1 Cor. 10:11; 2 Cor. 6:2; 1 Tim. 4:1; 2 Tim. 3:1; 1 Pet. 1:20; Heb. 1:2; 9:26; James 5:3; 1 John 2:18; Jude 18; Rev. 1:1; 1:19; 4:1; 22:6, 10-cf. Beale 1984b, 415-20). The precedent of overt typological-prophetic uses in Matthew, Hebrews, and elsewhere in the New Testament should leave open the same possibility in Revelation.
Inverted Use of the Old Testament
There are some allusions which on the surface are distinctly contradictory to the Old Testament contextual meaning. But further study again reveals the imprecise nature of such categories. The clearest example of this is Revelation 3:9, which collectively makes reference to the Isaianic prophecies that the Gentiles would come and bow down before Israel and recognize them as God's chosen people (Isa. 45:14; 49:23; 60:14). However, this Jewish hope from Isaiah has been turned upside down, since it is the Jewish persecutors of the Christians whom God will make to submit to the church. This reversal of Isaiah's language is most likely attributable to a conscious attempt to express the irony that the submission which unbelieving ethnic Jews hoped to re ceive from Gentiles, they themselves would be forced to render to the church (so also Vos, 25; R. H. Mounce 1977, 118). John concludes that ethnic Jews had become as unbelieving Gentiles-non-Jews-because of rejection of Christ and persecution of Christians. In fact, this ironic element is intensified at the end of verse 9 through John's reference to the Gentile church as the true Israel. This is accomplished by making a reverse application of Isaiah 43:4, which originally spoke of God's love and honor for Israel above the nations. Vos is therefore inconsistent in recognizing an irony in the first part of verse 9 but concluding with respect to the Isaiah 43:4 citation that "the context of the alleged quotation has been totally disregarded" (26). This rather shows a consistent ironic understanding of some of the major themes in Isaiah 40-66. And while such a view arises out of a contextual awareness of the Old Testament, the New Testament use is so diametrically opposite that it is best to categorize this as an inverted or ironic use.
The use of the cosmic universality terminology from Daniel 7:14 in Revelation 5:9 reveals an intended inversion. Whereas in Daniel the phrase refers to the nations subjugated to Israel's rule, now these very nations rule together with the Messiah.
A sampling of other such uses are noteworthy. Daniel 7:21 refers to an antitheocratic "horn" which "was waging war with the saints and overpowering them." This is applied in reverse fashion in Revelation 12:7-8 to describe the overthrow of Satan by Michael and his angels. Such reverse application probably doesn't reflect unconscious activity or an atomistic exegesis, but polemical irony is expressed by portraying the theocratic forces' defeat of the cosmic enemy through the same imagery from Daniel 7 which was used to describe how this enemy began to defeat God's forces. This may be a figurative way of expressing a lex talionis irony whereby the point is to show that the same way in which the enemy will try to subdue God will be used by God himself to subdue the enemy. That this language is intentionally drawn in reverse manner from Daniel 7:21 is evident not only by the verbal likeness (cf. Theod.) but also by the immediately following allusion to Daniel 2:35 (Rev. 12:8b) and by the same Daniel 7:21 reversal in Revelation 17:14, where the Danielic "Lord of lords and King of kings" (=Dan.4:37[LXX]) is the subject of the polemical overthrow.
The same kind of retributive ironies can be observed elsewhere in the Apocalypse: Daniel 8:10 in Revelation 12:4, 9, 10; Daniel 7:7ff. in Revelation 5:6-7 (so I En. 90:9-13, 16; Test. Jos. 19:6-8; Midr. Rab. 99:2; 4 Ezra 13:1ff-cf. Beale, 1983); Daniel 7:14 in Revelation 13:7-8; Exodus 8:10 and 15:11, etcetera in Revelation 13:4; Exodus 3:14 (esp. Midr. Rab. Exod. 3:14) in Revelation 17:8 (cf. 1:4, 8; 4:8; 11:17; 16:5; cf. also Ezra 9:14b in IQMI, 6b and Dan. 11:40, 44-45 in IQMI, 4).
There may be other examples of this reversal phenomenon but those discussed should alert one to caution in making facile statements about non-contextual, atomistic, or straightforward contextual use, since the apocalyptic style is not always susceptible merely to such categories.
Nevertheless, all of the above cases studied here and throughout section 4 can be categorized, at least, as broadly contextual. Vanhoye has noted that John employs Old Testament references always with a view to making them contribute to the unified argument of his work (1962, 463-64), and that every page "witnesses to a penetrating intelligence of the ancient prophecies and of a perfect familiarity with their mode of expression" (1962, 462). A. Gangemi observes that John doesn't choose Old Testament allusions at random but in accord with the main themes of the Apocalypse: divine transcendence, redemption, Yahweh's servant, Babylon's judgment, and new creation of the heavenly Jerusalem (1974, 322-38). And it is clear that John drew these unifying themes of his work from the Old Testament (in this case Isaiah 40-66). Indeed, John is continuing to develop fundamental lines of Old Testament salvation history (Cambier 1955, 118-21; Gangemi 1974, 332-39).
Stylistic Use of Old Testament Language
This use represents the most general category so far discussed. It has long been recognized that the Apocalypse contains a multitude of grammatical solecisms. Charles claimed it contained more grammatical irregularities than any other Greek document of the ancient world (1920, cxliii). He accounted for this with his famous dictum "while he writes in Greek, he thinks in Hebrew, and the thought has naturally affected the vehicle of expression" (cxliii), a judgment which has met with subsequent agreement, especially recently (cf. Sweet 1979, 16-17, A. Y. Collins 1984, 47 and above all S. Thompson 1985, passim).
But was this intentional on the author's part or an unconscious byproduct of his Semitic mind? It seems that his grammatical "howlers" are deliberate attempts to reproduce Semitic idioms in his Greek, the closest analogy being that of the Septuagint translations-especially Aquila (Sweet 1979, 16; see especially Thompson 1985, 108 and passim). The fact that most of the time the author does keep the rules further points to the solecisms being intentional.
Why did John write this way? His purpose was deliberately to create a "biblical" effect in the hearer and thus to demonstrate the solidarity of his work with that of the divinely inspired Old Testament Scriptures (Sweet 1979, 16). A polemical purpose may also have been included. John may have been expressing the idea that Old Testament truth via the church as the new Israel was uncompromisingly penetrating the Gentile world, and would continue to until the final parousia (cf. somewhat similarly Collins 1984, 47; Thompson 1985, 108).
Conclusion
Perhaps one of the reasons for the high degree of Old Testament influence in the Apocalypse is that the author could think of no better way to describe some of his visions which were difficult to explain than with the language already used by the Old Testament prophets to describe similar visions. The above study, particularly of categories of usage in the Apocalypse, favors the evaluation of I. Fransen:
The familiarity with the Old Testament, with the spirit which lives in the Old Testament, is a most essential condition for a fruitful reading of the Apocalypse (1956-1957, 67; cf. likewise J. P. M. Sweet 1981, 111).
This is a conclusion which runs counter to that of Barnabas Lindars's general evaluation of the primary role of the Old Testament in the majority of the New Testament corpus:
The place of the Old Testament in the formation of New Testament theology is that of a servant, ready to run to the aid of the gospel whenever it is required, bolstering up arguments, and filling out meaning through evocative allusions, but never acting as the master or leading the way, nor even guiding the process of thought behind the scenes (1977, 66).
However, Lindars appears to exclude the Apocalypse from his analysis (cf. 1977, 63-64; 1961, passim). He expresses apparent openness to discovering more respect for Old Testament contextual meaning in the Apocalypse because he judges John's writing not to be the result of urgent, ad hoc apologetic concerns but to have arisen out of meditation worked out quietly in the study at a slightly later stage of Christian apocalyptic (1977, 63).
Therefore, the conclusion of this investigation is that the place of the Old Testament in the formation of thought in the Apocalypse is both that of a servant and a guide: for John the Christ event is the key to understanding the Old Testament and yet reflection back on the Old Testament context leads the way to further comprehension of this event and provides the redemptive-historical background against which the apocalyptic visions are better understood. Whether or not there is the same reciprocal relationship elsewhere in the New Testament is a question which cannot be addressed here. However, the observation that much of the New Testament was written not only with an apologetic motive but also in an apocalyptic atmosphere should cause us to be open to this possibility.
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It seemed appropriate that a lecture given to honor a scholar whose concerns have been centered on the Old Testament, by someone whose field is the New Testament, should link together these two topics. I have therefore chosen to consider one aspect of the problem of the way in which the Old Testament is interpreted by New Testament authors: more specifically, the authority ascribed by one of them-St. Paul-to the Old Testament in relation to the revelation of God in Christ.
Any New Testament scholar who is in any way interested in the problem of hermeneutics is well aware of the dichotomy between the approach of New Testament authors to "Scripture" and our own. A study of their methods of exegesis must surely make any twentieth-century preacher uncomfortable, for they tear passages out of context, use allegory or typology to give old stories new meanings, contradict the plain meaning of the text, find references to Christ in passages where the original authors certainly never intended any, and adapt or even alter the wording in order to make it yield the meaning they require. Often one is left exclaiming: whatever the passage from the Old Testament originally meant, it certainly was not this! Yet we cannot simply dismiss their interpretation as false, for they were certainly being true to the ex egetical methods of their day. Moreover, although the biblical scholar's primary concern will always be with the original meaning of his material, the present tendency in hermeneutics is to emphasize that "meaning" can never be limited to the intentions of an author. We may consider that the meaning which Paul gave to the prohibition to muzzle an ox in Deuteronomy 25:41 would have seemed as foreign to the original author as it seems far-fetched to us; but it is at least worth asking why Paul interprets Scripture in this kind of way. What was his underlying hermeneutical principle?-if, indeed, he had one.
The phrase which I have borrowed as the title for this chapter is a well-known crux interpretum in Paul.2 He tells the Corinthians that he wishes them to learn what this means: "not beyond what is written." Alas! If only we knew what it meant! The most ingenious theory is, of course, that the phrase is a gloss, so that to ask what Paul meant by it is to chase a red herring. My own hunch is that Paul means "You Corinthians must learn to keep to Scripture"-that is, you must not start trying to add philosophical notions to the basic Christian gospel3 If the phrase "nothing beyond what is written" seems an odd way of putting this, it is worth remembering that for Paul the death and resurrection of Christ were "in accordance with the scriptures," and that throughout these early chapters of 1 Corinthians, he is concerned to demonstratefrom Scripture-the folly of human wisdom, with which the Corinthians want to clothe the gospel. For Paul, to stick to this understanding of Scripture is to stick to the gospel.
But does Paul himself really stick to Scripture? Or can he in turn be accused of going beyond what is written? Does he not often use Scripture simply as a convenient peg on which to hang his arguments? Although he may frequently quote from Scripture, the interpretation he gives it often lies beyond the obvious meaning of the text. His somewhat artificial exegesis leaves one wondering whether there is anything which it would not be possible for him to argue on the basis of Scripture. Is there some unifying factor which explains his approach and sets limits to his imagination?
Perhaps the clearest example of Paul's apparent ability to do what he will with Scripture is seen in his arguments about the law. For in thumbing through the pages of a Greek text, one is soon aware of the fact that the greatest concentration of quotations from the law is to be found in those passages where Paul is arguing against the law. If Paul uses the law to refute the law, is he not quite blatantly wishing to have his cake and eat it? Is he really following his own advice to "keep to what is written," or is he twisting its meaning to make it mean whatever he wants?
One of the key passages for understanding Paul's position on this matter is 2 Corinthians 3, and I would like to take some time in exploring this passage. Needless to say, it is full of problems, ambiguities, and pitfalls. Nevertheless, it certainly repays closer examination.
The chapter begins with a brilliant metaphor: brilliant because Paul, in trying to defend his apostleship, describes the Corinthians themselves as his own credentials; since they owe their Christian faith to Paul, they cannot deny his apostleship without denying their own Christian standing. It is not long, however, before Paul's metaphortypically-becomes a mixed one. "You are our letter of recommendation," he says, "a letter written not with ink but with the Spirit of the living God; not on tablets of stone but on hearts of flesh." Paul has jumped from one image to another; put them together, and he is clearly in a mess, for while it is possible to speak metaphorically of the Spirit of God writing on men's hearts, it really is not much use trying to write on stone with ink! Nevertheless, we can see how he got there-via a clear echo of Jeremiah 31.
The chapter which follows is concerned with this same theme of Paul's ministry. Like other crucial passages in the Pauline epistles, the argument here is based on a comparison and contrast: not between law and gospel, nor between Moses and Christ, but between the ministry of Moses and that of Paul. With amazing audacity, Paul defends his own ministry, and his ability to fulfill that ministry-albeit an ability which is given to him by God-by comparing himself favorably with Moses. Paul is minister of a new covenant, ratified not by letters engraved on stones, but by the Spirit at work in men's hearts. The argument is of course based on Exodus 34, the story of Moses' descent from Mount Sinai with the two tablets of the law, and quickly becomes an exposition of that passage. New Testament scholars at the moment delight in applying the term midrash pesher in a multitude of inappropriate places; if anything may properly be described as midrash pesher, however, 2 Corinthians 3 certainly qualifies. Paul gives a running commentary on the passage from Exodus, explaining it, not in terms of Moses, but in terms of its fulfillment in Christ.4 He begins, however, by contrasting the glory of Moses' ministry, which was concerned with letters en graved on stone-a ministry which, he says, brought only deathwith that of the ministry of the life-giving Spirit: if the ministry of law, which was able only to condemn, was accompanied by glory, how much more glorious is the ministry of righteousness-so much so, that the glory of the former pales into insignificance by comparison. It will be noted that Paul does not deny glory to Moses; indeed, he reminds us that, according to the Exodus story, the glory which shone from his face when he came down Sinai was such that the children of Israel could not gaze at it.' Nevertheless, says Paul, this glory was i atupyouµevrl, verse 7-in the process of abolition, transient, temporary. Moreover, if one could measure the strength of glory with the appropriate instrument-a dox- ameter perhaps?-the glory seen on Moses' face is nothing by comparison with the glory which belongs to the ministry of the Spirit, a ministry which endures. After all, when one is plugged into the mains, candles seem a pretty inefficient form of lighting.
Well then, if the new glory is so much greater than the old, surely this, too, will be too dazzling for human eyes to bear? If Moses was forced to cover his face with a veil, will not the Christian minister also need to cover his face-since now the irradiation hazard must be infinitely greater? This would be the logical conclusion of Paul's argument, but in fact Paul makes precisely the opposite point. Unlike Moses, Paul does not cover his face; he is in no way ashamed, and makes no concealment, but acts boldly-a sign of the liberty that comes through the Spirit.6 Earlier Paul's argument seemed to imply that he accepted the explanation for Moses' veil which is found in Exodus-that is, that it was worn to protect the children of Israel, because they were unable to gaze on the glory reflected from his face. Now, however, he gives a totally different explanation: Moses wore a veil in order to conceal the end of what was being done away with-by which he seems to mean the glory. It is true that some commentators try to reconcile these two explanations by understanding the second as meaning that Moses deliberately concealed from Israel "the fulfillment of the law"-that is, Christ, whose glory is greater than that of the law.' If the end of the law is its fulfillment, this too will be too dangerous for human eyes. But there are great difficulties with this interpretation. Moreover, even if we were to accept it, we still would not have solved the basic inconsistency in Paul's picture. For he has told us that Israel could not gaze on Moses' glory: how, then, does it come about that Christians can now gaze on the overwhelming glory which belongs to Christ?
We need to recognize that Paul has-typically-moved in the course of his argument from one interpretation of the Old Testament image to another. In verses 7-11 he compares the glory of Moses and of Christian preachers, and maintains that the latter far exceeds the former; if he were to pursue the "how much more" theme he would be in trouble, for clearly Christian preachers ought to need much thicker veils than Moses ever wore! But in fact if we read Paul carefully we see that, like the narrative in Exodus itself, he does not mention Moses'veil at all at this stage of the argument-he simply refers to the dazzling glory which presumably necessitated the veil which is referred to later in the Exodus story. In this paragraph Paul concentrates on the superiority of the "new" covenant to the old, and he does not explain how it is that Christians can gaze without danger on the overwhelming glory which is now revealed. In verses 12ff., however, he concentrates on the theme of concealment, symbolized by the veil, and explains why it is that he, unlike Moses, does not wear a veil. He seems to have overlooked the fact that his opponents, following on from the logic of verses 7-11, might well give a very different explanation and retort: the reason why you, Paul, do not wear a veil is quite simply that you do not have any glory to conceal!
In verses 6-11, then, Paul makes four basic contrasts between the ministry of the new covenant and the ministry of the old. The old one functions through letter, ypdµµa, the new through spirit, nveii.ta; the former kills, the latter gives life; the former brings condemnation, the latter justification or righteousness; the former is temporary and the latter permanent. If even the former is accompanied by glory, then of course the latter will possess much greater glory.
In verses 12ff., on the other hand, Paul explores the significance of the veil. Whereas Paul is bold (as indeed his opponents complain), Moses hid his face in order to conceal the end of what was being abrogated. But what was being abrogated? Is it the glory, as in verse 7? Now the logical answer to this question must be "yes," since what Moses hid was his shining face; it is therefore the end of the glory which Moses concealed. But the word meaning "glory," Sofia, is feminine, and the participle used here for "abrogated" is either masculine or neuter; so it seems that Paul must be thinking also of what that glory representednamely the ministry of Moses and the old covenant. But the words for both covenant, 8t(x" ctl, and ministry, 81UKOVIa, are also feminine! The answer to this grammatical puzzle may be that Paul has used the phrases To xazapyoltEvov and To gEvov in verse 11 of "what is temporary" and "what is permanent," and he repeats one of those phrases here to sum up everything which belongs to the old covenant. Moses concealed everything that was on the way out. Or perhaps Paul is referring back to To ypa t ta, for that is certainly being abrogated.
So Moses hid his face. "But," says Paul, "the minds of Israel were hardened." Once again, we seem to have a strange non sequitur in Paul's exposition. Why the "but" at this point? And what is the logical connection between Moses' veil and the hardening of Israel's minds? The solution, I suggest, is found if we look back at the story of Moses' shining face in Exodus, and see how it is expounded by Paul in 2 Corinthians 3:14 and 15. According to the account in Exodus 34:29ff., Moses came down from Mount Sinai carrying the two tablets of the law, unaware of the fact that his face still shone as a result of his encounter with God. The people were naturally afraid to approach him, but Moses summoned them to him, and gave them all the commandments which the Lord had given to him. It is only at this stage, when the law has been delivered to Israel, that Moses is said to have covered his face. After that, we are told, Moses always wore a veil-except when he went in to speak with the Lord. Then he would take off the veil, and keep it off until he had come out-with shining face-to tell Israel whatever the Lord commanded him; only when that was done would he cover his face again. Now it is immediately obvious that there is something rather odd about this narrative in Exodus: the reason which it offers for Moses' veil-namely the splendor of his facedoes not fit what actually happens, since he fails to wear it when he ad dresses Israel.' The picture given by the Exodus narrative seems to be of Moses wearing a veil except when he is receiving or passing on the commands of Yahweh-that is, when he is acting as the mediator of the law; at such times, the veil must be removed, presumably in order that nothing may impede the revelation of God to his people. It is perhaps not surprising to find Paul giving two contradictory interpretations of this story. The first, which seems to be assumed by Paul in his first paragraph, starts from the statement in Exodus 34:30 that Israel was afraid to come close to the glorified Moses; the veil conceals from them this terrifying symbol of the presence of God. This is probably the way in which the passage was understood by Paul's contemporaries, since there is a Jewish tradition which speaks of the glory of Moses as remaining until his death.1) The other explanation is that which Paul offers in his second paragraph: when Moses is the "conductor" of divine revelation, then he cannot wear a veil; but the glory which shines from his face is the reflection of God's glory-a glory which is presumably renewed when he speaks with God, and which could therefore well be understood-though Exodus does not say so-to fade at other times. Since, according to the Exodus story, Moses veiled his face at those times when he was not being "charged" or passing the "charge" on, Paul's interpretation is at least logical, even if the notion of Moses concealing what did not exist is a little quaint. Paul's whole argument in both sections is in fact based on the assumption that the glory on Moses' face did not last, an assumption which he does not bother to prove, perhaps because he is not arguing with Jews in 2 Corinthians; it seems unlikely that Jews would have accepted his bald statement that the glory of Moses was in any way temporary.1
It is, then, this account of Moses removing and replacing his veil which Paul expounds in verses 14-15. The clue to Paul's statement "But their minds were hardened" is found in the words which follow: "for until this very day the same veil remains unlifted at the reading of the old covenant-for it is in Christ that it is done away with." What Paul is doing, I suggest, is to explain how it comes about that-contrary to the pattern set out in Exodus-the veil now obscures the old covenant when it is read. The reason, he says, is that the minds of Israel were hardened. That is why the veil could not be removed when the old covenant was read. Once again, we see how Paul makes a statement about Judaism which certainly would not have been accepted by his Jewish contemporaries-namely, that the true meaning of the old covenant is hidden from them. In talking about a veil which is not lifted at the reading of the old covenant, Paul would no doubt have in mind not only the veil on Moses' face in the Exodus story but the curtain which hid the Torah in the synagogue and which was of course removed whenever it was read.
What Paul describes is a two-way process-or rather nonprocess: the veil-the barrier which prevents something being seen-goes hand-inhand with a refusal to see the truth. This same argument is used elsewhere in the New Testament of men's refusal to respond to the gospel, most notably in Mark 4 and Romans 11. So here: if Moses wore a veil, and if the veil remains unlifted from Scripture to this day, it is because Israel's minds were hardened. Paul repeats his argument in verse 16, but now the veil seems to have moved to Israel's heart; it is still the barrier which conceals the truth, however: "until this day, whenever Moses is read, a veil lies on their heart. But whenever he turns to the Lord, the veil is taken away." At this point Paul returns to the Exodus story, and actually quotes from it, but he does not explain whether it is Moses who turns to the Lord-as in the original story-or Israel or Christian believers or perhaps all three; nor does he explain whether "the Lord" means Yahweh (as in Exodus) or refers to Christ (as is normal in Paul). However, the close parallelism between verses 14 and 16 gives us a clue to this problem. The veil, says Paul, is done away with in Christ (v. 14); it is removed when someone turns to the Lord (v. 16). His statement is an exposition of Exodus 34:34: Moses removed the veil when he went in to the Lord. Insofar as the words refer to Moses, "the Lord" must refer to Yahweh. But Paul is also applying the passage to the present situation. And since the veil is now on the heart of Israel, he must be thinking also of Israel turning to the Lord-that is to Christ, with whom the veil is abolished. The text from Exodus is given a new meaning, as it is applied to the time of fulfillment: Israel turns away from the letter to the Spirit.
But just as it seems as if the veil is being lifted from our minds, too, and we think that we begin to grasp Paul's meaning, he confounds us all by declaring: "Now the Lord is the Spirit." Paul is not, of course, concerned here with the niceties of trinitarian theology. Rather, he is returning to the contrast with which he began-the contrast between letter and Spirit. The Lord is the Spirit who writes directly on men's hearts. In turning to the Lord, Israel not only experiences the removal of the veil, but moves from a relationship with God which is based on letter to one which is based on Spirit.
So the chapter concludes with a clear contrast between Moses and Israel on the one hand and Christian apostles and believers on the other; the latter gaze with unveiled face at the glory of the Lord, and are changed from glory to glory. At this point, we perhaps see at last what Paul is doing; returning to the theme of the contrast between the two kinds of glory, he now demonstrates that the first was derivative, the second direct. Moses caught a glimpse of God's glory, and it was this which was reflected from his face, and which was seen by Israel-until even that was hidden from them; but Christians gaze directly at the glory of the Lord-a glory which, as Paul goes on to explain in chapter 4, is seen in Christ, who is the image of God. Moses plays a mediating role; this is why he is compared with Christian apostles and not with Christ, who is the source of glory. Whereas Moses concealed the glory which was reflected from his face with a veil, Christians wear no veil, but reflect the glory of the Lord constantly, as though in a mirror,12 as they become like him in character; nor does their glory fade, for they are made progressively more glorious, as they are transformed into Christ's image.
Those who are entrusted with this ministry, then, have renounced underhand ways and cunning; they do not tamper with God's word, but declare God's truth openly. One is somewhat surprised by Paul's vigorous language here; it seems more likely that he is defending himself against attack than bringing an accusation against Moses. Certainly he is defending himself when he goes on to say "even if our gospel is veiled, it is veiled only to those who are perishing." But if his gospel is veiled, is he not in the same situation as Moses? The answer seems to be that, as Paul puts it, "in their case the god of this world has blinded the minds of the unbelievers, to keep them from seeing the light of the gospel of the glory of Christ." In the case of the Jews it was Moses-presumably acting under divine instructions-who veiled his face; but now it is Satan who tries to hide the light of the gospel from men and women. Once again, Paul states his case, rather than arguing it. The gospel is nothing less than Christ himself, and the glory which we see in him is the glory of God himself, who at the creation said "Let light shine out of darkness." Paul here links the light of Genesis 1:3 with the glory revealed in Christ, which eclipses that of Moses. Interestingly enough, he is not the only New Testament author to do so. It is well known that the fourth Gospel begins with a clear echo of Genesis 1; the opening verses explore the themes of creation, of life and light. But the author then goes on to link this with the figure of Moses, and to explore the account of the theophany in Exodus 33 and 34;13 he contrasts the giving of the law through Moses with God's self-disclosure in Christ. No one-not even Moses-has ever seen God, but the only Son has declared him to men, and we have seen his glory-a glory which makes known the character of God himself. The theme set out here is one which underlies the whole of John's gospel: Moses was the mediator of the law, the one through whom God made his glory known, but the Son has not only seen God's glory-he is himself the source of divine glory. Christ is a much greater figure than Moses-the real contrast is therefore between Christians and Moses, since both are the recipients of revelation. The glory of Christ is greater than that of Moses, but it is nevertheless continuous with it, and Moses therefore bears witness to Christ, the lesser to the greater.14
In John 1, then, we find ideas very similar to those which Paul is handling in 2 Corinthians 3-4. But whereas John begins with the light of creation in Genesis 1 and moves from that to the story of Moses on Sinai in Exodus, Paul begins with Moses and uses Genesis 1:3 as the climax of his argument. It seems likely that both authors are making use of a common tradition here, and it may well be that both of them are using the idea of wisdom, which has come to be associated in Jewish thought with the law. The divine plan was with God from the beginning, and was revealed to Israel on Sinai, just as the divine glory was reflected by Adam in the garden, and then glimpsed again when the law was given. Later rabbinic writings describe the Torah as having been hidden with God since before the creation.15 It is clear that for Paul the secret wisdom of God, hidden from creation and now revealed, is not the law but Christ; he is the divine plan for mankind, the image to which we are being conformed, and the glory of God-and John expresses the same belief in his own terms. Over against the Jewish claim that God's eternal purpose was finally revealed at Sinai, we have the Christian claim that the Torah only pointed forward to the revelation made in Christ. As the result of a gigantic take-over bid, we find all the functions of the law attributed to Christ.16
2 Corinthians 3-4 is an important passage, not simply because it is an interesting example of Pauline exegesis, but because in its central section it raises the question of the role of Scripture. Now we must be careful at this point not to make too much out of what Paul says. His primary concern is not, after all, with Scripture, but with the ministry of Moses. When he refers to the old covenant in verse 14 he of course means the account of the covenant made between God and Israel, not our Old Testament-though commentators sometimes fall into the trap of interpreting the phrase in this anachronistic way; nevertheless, Paul refers to the reading of the old covenant, and to Moses being read-so he is certainly thinking of the recital of Scripture. The covenant is, after all, based on obedience to the demands of Torah, which are written in "the book of the covenant"; in Paul's writings, "Moses" and "law" are almost synonymous. Yet it is clear that Paul-however inconsistent he may sometimes be-could hardly have referred to Scripture itself as "abolished," when Scripture provides him with his primary witness to Christ.
But if Paul's primary concern here is not the role of Scripture, neither is it the role of that part of Scripture which is more specifically known as the law-though part of the confusion in this passage arises, I believe, from Paul's ambivalent attitude to the law. Attempts have been made to find in rabbinic writings indications of an expectation that the Law would be abolished by the Messiah, or replaced by a new law;` but the whole idea runs counter to Jewish belief in the Torah as the revelation of God. If the Torah expresses God's eternal plan, set out in heaven before creation, it is scarcely likely that it will be subject to second thoughts! Paul himself, asked if he is abrogating the law, replies with a characteristic µ~ yevotTO!'n Closer to Paul's attitude is the idea that the age of the law will be succeeded by the age of the Messiah, an idea which suggests fulfillment rather than cancellation. What is it, then, that is done away with in 2 Corinthians 3? What is it that possesses this characteristic of built-in obsolescence? It is not the law itself, but what Paul terms the ministry of Moses. Now it is undoubtedly true that if we were to unpack what Paul meant by this, we should find ourselves talking about a relationship with God which is based on works of the law, and of obedience to the letter of that law. But Paul is not concerned with that issue here, and there is no indication that his opponents in Corinth were demanding obedience to the Jewish law. His principal concern here is the nature of his ministry-which, like the gospel itself, is a matter of nvruµa, not ypaµµa.
However, it is precisely because the question at issue is the nature of Christian ministry that the role of Scripture is fundamental: for Moses and Paul are both ministers of God's word. But whereas in the Mosaic dispensation the word is enshrined in the written page, in the Christian dispensation it is embodied in Christ. What the veil hides from Jewish eyes is the temporary character-not of Scripture, but of the Mosaic covenant; when the veil is removed, then at one and the same time the temporary aspect of the law and its abiding character are revealedtemporary, in so far as it is understood in terms of commands which claim to offer life to those who obey them, abiding in so far as it is seen as a witness to Christ. Christ has replaced the law in Paul's thinking as the expression of God's purpose, character and glory; but Paul cannot simply ditch the law. He transfers to Christ his former beliefs about the law without denying the law itself a role. If he seems to denigrate the law, it is because he is concerned to emphasize the superiority of Christ. "What once had splendor has come to have no splendour at all, because of the splendor that surpasses it." Moses was a minister of the law, Paul is a minister of Christ; Moses' ministry was temporary, not because the law was temporary, but because the law's true role is to be a witness to Christ-this is why, when Christ comes, the Mosaic ministry is superseded. At that stage it is abrogated, because the law takes on its true role.
In looking at this passage in 2 Corinthians, we have noted several times that there are blatant contradictions and non sequiturs in Paul's argument. From our point of view, his exposition is inconsistent. His arguments do not stand up logically, and he juxtaposes conflicting images and interpretations of the biblical text. Yet I have no doubt whatever that from his point of view, Paul's argument seemed proper and acceptable. He is, after all, using a well-known method of biblical exegesis; and in this particular case the apparent contradictions in what he says are in part due to the peculiarities of the text which he is expounding, peculiarities which do not worry him in the way that they would worry us-and no doubt, were we expounding the passage, we would feel bound to deal with them. In our terms, Paul's own arguments about glory do not hold together; in his terms, both are valid interpretations of the text of Exodus 34. New Testament scholars perhaps need to take warning from this example of one of the dangers into which we easily fall when interpreting Paul-the danger of presupposing that all his exegesis will be consistent, and furthermore, that his form of consistency will be similar to our own. In spite of warnings against the Worterbuch approach, writers of monographs often tend to assume that Paul will always use words in the same way, always take a consistent line in handling a topic, always fight the same battles on the same basis. In fact, of course, there are plenty of examples of cases where Paul does nothing of the kind. The fact that in a single passage he can develop a clear line of argument and at the same time apparently tie himself in knots, can combine several images into a mixed meta phor, and apply one image in several different ways, is a salutary reminder that one should not try to force Paul into the straitjacket of a systematic theologian.
There is something else which we can observe in this passage, and that is Paul's way of approaching Scripture. Paul starts from Christian experience and expounds Scripture in the light of that experience, quarrying the Old Testament where he will. It is perhaps not accidental that, though Paul writes a midrash on this particular Exodus text, he does not write a commentary on the Book of Exodus. In this respect, his approach is somewhat different from that of the sectarians of Qumran, even though both employ the so-called inidrash peskier method, and both understand the text as fulfilled in their community. Once again, Paul's method is radically different from that of a modern biblical scholar, who will think it proper to try to discard all his presuppositions when he approaches the text. The difference in our approach is, of course, the result of our own conditioning, for we are trained in the historical method; we are quite confident that the Deuteronomic command to leave an ox unmuzzled was not intended as a hidden command about Christian ministers, that the story of Moses' veil has nothing to do with the refusal of Jews to recognize the truth of the gospel, that it is improper to read back Chalcedonian definitions into New Testament terminology. Paul's exposition of Exodus 34 illustrates clearly the difference between his approach and ours. For him it is axiomatic that the true meaning of Scripture has been hidden, and is only now made plain in Christ; for the modern biblical scholar it is axiomatic that the biblical writings must be interpreted in relation to their contemporary setting, not treated as secret texts which make sense only to later generations. What seemed to Paul to be the true interpretation often seems to us to be a bizarre reinterpretation.
God commanded Habakkuk to write the things that were coming upon the last generation, but the fulfillment of the epoch he did not make known to him. And as for the words, so he may run who reads it, their interpretation (peskier) concerns the Teacher of Righteousness, to whom God made known all the mysteries (razim) of the words of His servants the prophets.
A similar idea is reflected in apocalyptic writing, for the basis of apocalyptic is that what is written contains a hidden meaning; the fact that apocalyptic writers wrote in the name of Old Testament characters, using Old Testament material and deliberately concealing their message in symbolic language, suggests that they understood the prophets also to have been writing material which contained secret meanings which needed to be unlocked. We find the Book of Daniel, the one example of apocalyptic writing in the Old Testament, using the same terms as those found in the Qumran writings. When Daniel interprets the dream of King Nebuchadnezzar he says:20 "this mystery (raz) has been revealed to me in order that the interpretation (peshar) may be made known to the king." Again, the king says to Daniel:21 "I know that the spirit of the holy gods is in you and that no mystery (raz/gv(YTrjptov LXX and Theodotion) is too difficult for you; here is the dream which I saw; tell me its interpretation (peshar)." Daniel is full of riddles; my guess is that the famous Son of man passages in I Enoch are attempts to unlock the meaning of one of them-namely the vision in Daniel 722
The significant difference between Paul and his contemporaries is not, then, a question of method, since he uses techniques which would have been familiar to them, even though they are strange to us. Rather it is seen in his underlying assumption that Christ himself is the key to the meaning of Scripture. It is not that Christ expounds the Scriptures-as did the Teacher of Righteousness at Qumran, and as was perhaps expected of the Messiah-but that he is himself the one about whom all Scripture spoke. He is himself the guarjptov, hidden by God through all ages and now revealed to men;23 he is the "Amen" to all God's promises.24 In 2 Corinthians 3, Paul has moved beyond the idea of Christ as the passive content of Scripture, to seeing him as the active agent; he is the Lord, whose glory is reflected in Scripture; he is to nvevtc, the life-giving spirit, the one who writes in men's hearts the truth to which Scripture bears witness. The writers of the New Testament were convinced that God had acted in Christ; but they were convinced, too, that God had revealed himself in the Hebrew Scriptures. It was necessary for them to hold together the divine origin, both of what they had received from the past, and of what they were experiencing in the present. One way was to see Christ as the fulfillment of Scripture. Another was to see Christ as the blueprint, and regard the law as the witness to him; the roles of the law and the Messiah are then in effect reversed, for though Christ followed the law in time he is understood to have preceded it and ordered it. When this second approach is adopted, it means that Christ is seen as the key to the whole Old Testament; all Scripture can be used, because it is all christological. This is why one does not need to go beyond the things that are written. And it is why Paul himself, however fanciful his interpretation may appear to us, would not consider his exegesis to be eisegesis, for his interpretation of the text accords with his experience of Christ, and therefore does not stray beyond what is written.
I promised to look at Paul's use of Scripture, and I have looked at only one passage: time has been too short for more than one exploratory dig. But, one may ask, does this particular academic exercise have any relevance to our own situation, and our own problems in interpreting the Bible? The two tasks must not, of course, be confused. I cannot use Paul's first-century methods of exegesis, and I therefore inevitably read and use the Old Testament in a different way. Yet the way in which New Testament authors tackled the problem of hermeneutics will necessarily be of concern to Christians.
In Brevard Childs's commentary on Exodus, I came across this comment on Paul's use of Exodus 34:25
Paul's interpretation of 2 Corinthians 3 is a classic example of genuine theological dialectic. He brings to the text the perspective of faith which had learned to hope in Christ ... but he brings from the text a witness which conversely forms his understanding of God and shapes the Christian life through his Spirit.
We judge the Bible-but we ourselves are judged by it; our Christian experience and attitudes are themselves shaped by the Bible, so that though we interpret the Bible from our own standpoint, that standpoint is itself a response to the Bible. The Bible and the believer are engaged in a continuing dialogue.
It is no accident that for Paul, as for us, Scripture exercises this function of standing over against us, representing the givenness of the past, the otherness of God. What has often happened in the course of history, however, is that there has been no genuine dialectic between the text and experience. Sometimes enthusiastic eisegesis has run riot without any check-and as I typed these words, my front-door bell was rung, with a splendid sense of timing, by a member of the Jehovah's Witnesses! But let us not imagine that it is only the fringe sects that misuse Scripture in this way: it is all too easy for Christians to misrepresent Scripture by reading back into it the beliefs of later age. Sometimes, again, the text has been interpreted in a rigid way which has left no room for ongoing Christian experience: it has been understood, not as a witness to the truth, but as the embodiment of truth. One of the ironies of history is that Paul's own writings have often been fossilizedturned to stone and treated as to ypagµa. Paul's own exposition of Scripture demonstrates the absurdity of using him in this way. For him, God's word is living, not static, and Scripture is the witness to that word, not its embodiment. As for his own words, they were addressed to particular Christian communities; he certainly did not imagine that he was writing universal principles which would be treated as valid in all ages and in every circumstance.
Like Paul, we need to learn from the text all that it can teach us, but we need to bring to the text our own experience of the ongoing activity of God. Only in this way can the dialogue continue.
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The Glory and Veil of Moses in 2 Corinthians 3:7-14
An Example of Paul's Contextual Exegesis of the Old Testament -A Proposal'
Scott J. Hafemann
From Scott J. Hafemann, The Glory and Veil of Moses in 2 Cor. 3:7-14: An Example of Paul's Contextual Exegesis of the OT-A Proposal," Horizons in Biblical Theology 14 (1992): 31-49. Reprinted by permission.
As Morna Hooker expressed it almost a decade ago, when modern readers of the New Testament encounter its adoption and adaptation of Old Testament texts, "often one is left exclaiming: whatever the passage from the Old Testament originally meant, it certainly was not this!"2 Ever since the work of Hans Windisch (1924) and Siegfried Schulz (1958),; nowhere has this reaction been more universal than to Paul's interpretation of the glory and veil of Moses from Exodus 34:29-35 in 2 Corinthians 3:7-14. The reason for this is readily apparent. According to the virtually unanimous opinion of biblical and post-biblical Jewish tradition, the glory on Moses' face as he descended from Mount Sinai after the second giving of the law was not only brilliant, but permanent. The only possible divergence from this opinion is found in PseudoPhilo's Antiquities 19:16, though even this text probably supports the overwhelming consensus.4 Opinions in early Jewish literature vary concerning exactly why Moses consequently veiled himself, but both the Masoretic Text and later tradition agree that it was to protect the people in some way, not to cover up some deficiency in Moses or the glory he reflected. In contrast, Paul is seen to assert both that the glory on Moses' face was "fading" (katargeo; cf. 3:7, 13) and that Moses thus veiled himself to hide this fact and/or its implications from Israel (cf. pros to ... eis to telos tou katargoumenon; 3:13). Paul's argument has therefore been construed not only to be internally inconsistent (cf. 3:13 with 3:7), but also inherently anti-Jewish in its apparent attribution to Moses of duplicitous motives and deceptive activity, while Paul portrays himself as both forthright and honest.
The recent responses to this common conclusion by P. von der Osten-Sacken (1989), Stockhausen (1989), Hays (1989), and Hofius (1989) vary greatly in their approaches and conclusions.' Nevertheless, all of these studies share the conviction that Paul's argument, though perhaps not an expression of a willful misreading of the Old Testament, can nevertheless be justified only on the basis of his own distinctively Christian presuppositions. Moreover, it has become common in recent discussions to suggest that, although Paul's interpretation of Exodus 34:29ff. is not acceptable by modern historical-critical standards, it can be justified on the basis of the exegetical practices and presuppositions of his day. Such an assumption has led Brevard Childs to posit, against the lack of evidence, that since Paul read Exodus 34 in this way, there must have been some prior Jewish tradition which also did so; and more recently Belleville has tried to rediscover such a trail of thought in order to provide a necessary backdrop to Paul's thinking conceptually or methodologically.6
Against this backdrop, the thesis of this chapter is that Paul's argument in 2 Corinthians 3:7-14 takes Exodus 34:29ff. seriously within its original context (Exod. 32-34) and that it is precisely this context, not Paul's apostolic experience or Christian convictions per se, that provides the background and key for Paul's "exegesis" of the glory and veil of Moses. In the past, however, the vast majority of students of Paul have been content to look merely at the one verse that Paul quotes from Exodus 34:29-35 (cf. Exod. 34:34 in 2 Cor. 3:16) or to the allusions to Exodus 34:30, 33, 35 in 2 Corinthians 3:7, 13, rather than taking Exodus 34 seriously as part of the larger biblical narrative in which it is anchored.' The implications of a critical reading of biblical narratives have thus inadvertently carried over into the interpretation of Paul's own reading of the biblical tradition.
The Theological Meaning of Exodus 32-34
Unfortunately, we do not have the space here to consider the entire narrative of Exodus 32-34, but will have to jump in at the climax to the story, which is found in the text Paul cites in 2 Corinthians 3, namely Exodus 34:29-35. At this juncture in the account the turning point of the narrative, which was reached with the granting of Moses' petition in 33:19-23, now finds its fulfillment in Moses' descent from the mountain. For as 34:29 makes clear, Moses does in fact return as the "answer to his own prayers" in that he not only brings the reestablishment of the covenant, but unknowingly becomes himself the means of its continu ation.8 The former is stressed by the emphasis in the text on Moses as the one who brings the two tablets with him "in his hand" (beyad-Moshe, v. 29a), an allusion to the fact that Moses was also the one who earlier broke the tablets by throwing them "from his hands" (miyyado, 32:19). The one who mediated the breaking of the covenant is the one who also mediates its restoration. The latter, and now more important theme, is expressed in the reference to Moses not knowing that his face was "shining" (qaran) because he had been speaking with YHWH (34:29b). The translation of qaran has been a matter of much debate. But regardless of its etymology or use elsewhere, the present context, with its emphasis on Moses' role as the mediator of YHWH's presence among the people, together with the explicit reference to the "skin of (Moses') face" (or panayw) as its subject, demand that it be rendered "shine."9 More over, this is certainly the way it was understood in the LXX, where qaran in 34:29f., 35 (MT) is rendered by dedoxastai, en dedoxasmene, and dedoxastai respectively. This is further highlighted in the LXX by its use of he opsis ("the appearance") and chromatos ("color") in reference to Moses' face, which have no equivalents in the MT, but call attention to the fact that Moses now appeared glorified. Some image of a shining or radiance upon his face thus lies close at hand, as indicated by the direct reference to the glorification of Moses' face in 34:35 rather than to the "skin of the face of Moses" ('or pone Moshe) as in the MT.'() The use of the perfect tenses and periphrastic construction to describe the glorification of Moses' face as a permanent condition in 34:29-30, 35 and the explicit reference to the repeated action of removing and replacing the veil in 34:34-35 (cf. henika d'an, heos an and the use of the imperfect tense in vv. 34-35) further highlight this emphasis on the glorification of Moses' face. Finally, within the context of Exodus 32-34, the choice of doxa;,ein throughout 34:29-35 naturally recalls the development of the theme of the glory of God introduced earlier in 33:5, 16b, 19 and the thematic parallel in 33:13. Hence, as the LXX makes explicit, Moses now becomes the vehicle through which the presence of the glory of God, lost by the people as a result of their sin with the golden calf, is restored, albeit now in a mediated manner. The shining on Moses' face in 34:29ff. is the shining of the glory of God itself which he reflects as a result of his theophanic experience in Exodus 34:5-8; cf. 33:19. The point of 34:29 is thus made by way of contrast. Never before, although Moses had earlier been in the presence of God on several occasions, did his face shine as a result. Now, however, as a result of the unique experience of God's glory in 34:1-9, Moses himself bears the glory of God with him back to camp. This then is the means by which YHWH will place his presence in the midst of his people. Moses becomes not only the mediator of the covenant law, but of the covenantal presence of God."
The fact that Moses now mediates the very glory of God in the midst of the people thus becomes the key to explaining both the reason and nature of the people's fear in 34:30 and the purpose of the veil in 34:3335. At the first theophany and giving of the law in Exodus 19:16-20:18a the people also responded with fear at seeing the revelation of YHWH on the mountain (cf. 20:18b-21). But this fear is interpreted positively as the sanctifying means employed by YHWH to keep the people from sinning (Exod. 20:20).12 Moreover, Moshe Greenberg has shown that, according to Exodus 20:20, the purpose of the original Sinai revelation was not only to legitimize Moses' authority (cf. Exod. 19:9), but to accomplish this sanctifying purpose by giving Israel a "direct palpable experience of God."13 Moses thus commands the people not to be afraid because of God's terrifying presence, but to accept it as part of the ratification of the covenant itself (20:22, cf. Exod. 24:9-11). Of course, the people as a whole cannot approach God's presence directly, but are represented by Moses and the elders (cf. Exod. 19:24; 20:21; 24:1If, 9-11). This is not because of a broken relationship with YHWH, however, but because of their own mortal nature. Hence, the people are encouraged to remain as close as possible to the theophany and to hear YHWH's voice directly as an integral part of their new covenant relationship with him (Exod. 20:22).
In stark contrast, the people's fear in response to Moses' shining face in 34:30ff. must be interpreted in view of YHWH's earlier statements concerning the effect of his presence after their idolatry with the golden calf. Rather than sanctification, God's presence in the midst of his people now means judgment for the people (cf. Exod. 33:3, 5). While earlier the people feared YHWH because of their mortality, now they must fear him because of their sinful condition. Even though YHWH can no longer speak to the people directly, but only through Moses as mediator, and in spite of the fact that now the radiance of God himself can only be seen "second hand" on the face of Moses, the people's response in 34:30 thus testifies to the genuine nature of Moses' role on the one hand, and to their own altered relationship to YHWH on the other hand. YHWH now only comes to them mediated through Moses. But even this is still too much for the people to bear in their hardened condition.
Moses therefore responds with an act of grace in compensation for their stiffnecked nature. He first calls the leaders (34:31 a) and then the people (34:32a) to him in order to deliver YHWH's covenant commands. In this way, the legitimacy of the message and the authority of the messenger are again authenticated through a "tangible confirmation of the fact that it is God's word that is being spoken to them when they see the light radiating from Moses' face"'4 (cf. 34:3If. with Exod. 19:9). But after speaking the words of YHWH to the people, Moses veils himself. Against the backdrop of the explicit statements of Exodus 32:9, 22 and 33:3, 5 and the function of the tent of meeting itself in 33:7-11, this act should be seen as an act of mercy on Moses' part in order to keep the people from being destroyed by the reflected presence of God.'S The veil of Moses makes it possible for the glory of God to be in the midst of the people, albeit now mediated through Moses, without judging them. In view of the people's "stiff-neck" and idolatry with the golden calf, Moses' veil is thus the final expression of the theme of YHWH's judgment and mercy, which runs throughout this narrative and from the theological perspective ties it together.
The Significance of Moses' Veil
The veil of Moses is thus the theological corollary to the sinful nature of Israel and the demonstration of the character of YHWH as declared in 34:6-7. Moses veils himself, not to make up for some deficiency in the glory or in himself,1e not as an expression of his humility and modesty,17 not to keep the glory of God from being wasted,18 nor even to keep it from being profaned.9 Rather, the veil makes it possible to bring the glory of God into the midst of the rebellious people. Moreover, the switch to the frequentative nature of the action regarding the veil in 34:34-7 indicates that this protective function of the veil continued from this point on as the people moved on in their wilderness wanderings. As long as he lives, Moses remains the one who mediates God's presence in the midst of his people and who, not only as an act of divine judgment, but even more so of divine mercy, veils himself in their midst. The restoration of the covenant in Exodus 32-34 therefore finds its climax, possibility, and means of fulfillment in Moses as the mediator of both the law and the glory of God. It is not saying too much, therefore, to conclude with Wilms that as it now stands the theology of the "Mittleramt" of Moses determines the main points of chapter 34,20 and, beyond that, chapters 32-33 as well. Moreover, from the perspective of the narrative, the eventual filling of the tabernacle with the glory of God in Exodus 40:34, behind the curtain (!), is thus the logical extension and fulfilment of Moses' experience in the tent of meeting and of his role as mediator between YHWH and Israel.21
This then is the key to understanding the theological significance of Moses' veil. Just as Moses had to be kept from God's direct presence in 33:22 because of his mortality, now the Israelites must be veiled even from God's indirect presence because of their sinful state (34:33-35). Due to her "stiff-neck," Israel cannot bear to see the radiance of God's glory (cf. 32:9, 22; 33:3, 5 with 34:30). Hence, in both cases, the barrier is an expression of YHWH's protection and mercy, the first in regard to mankind's finitude, the latter in regard to Israel's sin. But in Israel's case, the veil on Moses' face also embodies the theme of God's judgment, which together with his mercy runs both implicitly and explicitly throughout the narrative (cf. 33:19; 34:6-7). Whereas Moses experiences protection from God's direct presence as an act of mercy in response to the favor he has found before YHWH, Israel is kept from continually seeing the glory of God as an act of both mercy and judgment in response to her sinful nature.
The problem of God's presence in the midst of a rebellious people is finally solved, therefore, as a result of the fact that God's mercy overshadows his judgment. For within the flow of the narrative, the answer to the problem of God's presence in the midst of a sinful people is Moses himself as the mediator of the will and splendor of God in anticipation of the establishment of the tabernacle. This is reflected in the fact that in Exodus 39:33-14 the articles for the tabernacle are first presented to Moses, who then inspects them and blesses the people prior to the tabernacle's establishment (39:42-43).22 In this way, Israel is reminded, above all, of her cultic obligations (as in 34:10-26), while the theological significance of Exodus 32-34 as a whole is summarized and embodied in Moses' descent from the mountain with the light of God's glory shining on his face, a glory which must then be veiled from the people due to their stiff-necked condition. In this context, the veil on Moses' face is not only part of YHWH's judgment against his people; but more importantly, it is an expression of his grace.23
With these specific themes found in Exodus 32-34 in mind, we can now turn our attention to Paul's argument in 3:7ff. in order to posit a thesis for consideration. What does Paul's argument in 2 Corinthians 3:7ff. look like against this backdrop?
The Argument from Scripture in 2 Corinthians 3:7-14
First, Paul's references to the "fading" glory of Moses' face in verses 7, 13, and the Sinai covenant which it represents in 3:11 must be rethought. The use of katargeo in the ancient world apart from the New Testament and the literature dependent upon it is rare. A partial search of the stem katarg. in the literature from the 4th century B.C. to 4th century A.D. provided by the Thesaurus Linguae Graecae Project at the University of California, Irvine produced over 1300 occurrences of the verb.24 Of these occurrences, only 16 are found in literature outside the New Testament and its circle of influence.25 In particular, the vast majority of other references throughout the literature are dependent ei ther by allusion or quotation on Paul's writings, especially his statements in Romans 3:3, 31; 6:6, 1 Corinthians 1:28; 2:6; 15:24, 26, Ephesians 2:15, and 2 Thessalonians 2:8. This is not surprising in view of the fact that of the 27 times the verb appears in the New Testament, 25 are found in the Pauline corpus.26 The only exceptions are Luke 13:7 and Hebrews 2:14. Hence, as the lexicons testify and the TLG search confirms, our evidence for these meanings must largely be drawn from Paul's use itself.27
Yet there is little, if any, doubt concerning the semantic field encompassed by the active forms of the verb katargeo in these non-Christian sources. The few sources that we do have outside the Christian sphere in ancient literature, including the LXX, all testify to the meanings "put to an end," "abolish," or "destroy" as adequate equivalents for katargeo.
The same lack of uncertainty is true for Paul's writings as well. Paul uses the active forms of katargeo figuratively in the sense of "to make (something) ineffective, powerless, idle," or "to nullify (something)" (Rom. 3:3, 31; 1 Cor. 1:28; Gal. 3:17; Eph. 2:15; cf. Luke 13:7); and in the related sense they can mean "to abolish, wipe out, set aside something" (1Cor. 6:13; 13:11) or "bring (something) to an end" (1 Cor. 15:24; 2 Thess. 2:8; 2 Tim. 1:10; cf. Heb. 2:14).28 This is confirmed not only by the larger contexts in which these occurrences are found, but also by the specific verbs which are used in parallel constructions in several of the passages.29
Furthermore, in the case of Romans 3:3; 1 Corinthians 1:28; 13:11; 15:24; Galatians 3:17; Ephesians. 2:15; and 2 Thessalonians 2:8 this act of nullification is explicitly linked to the consequent abolishment of the effects of that which has been brought to an end. In Romans 3:3 the fact that the faithfulness of God is not nullified results in the continuation of the truthfulness and justice of God in judgment in 3:4-8. In 1 Corinthians 1:28 God nullifies the things that are "so that (hopos + subjunctive) no one may boast before God" (1Cor. 1:29). The abolishment of "childish things" in I Corinthians 13:11 results in the putting away of speaking, thinking, and reasoning as a child. According to I Corinthians 15:24-25, Christ abolishes every rule, authority, and power in order to eliminate the rebellion that still remains against the Father and as a result can then turn the kingdom over to God. The fact that in Galatians 3:17 the law does not nullify the promise means that the effects of the promise remain valid, that is, that the inheritance of God still comes "from the promise" (ex epaggelias, 3:18). As the modal use of the participle katargesas indicates, the point of Ephesians 2:15 is that Christ establishes peace by means of abolishing in his death the enmity which existed between Jew and Gentile. For the result of this destruction is the creation of Jews and Gentiles into "one new man," which in turn establishes peace on the basis of their mutual reconciliation to God through the cross (Eph. 2:15b-16). And finally, in 2 Thessalonians 2:8 the Lord will bring to an end "the Lawless One," which in the context means bringing to an end the false power, signs, and wonders, and the deception which these things caused among those who are perishing (2 Thess. 2:9-10). It is important to see, therefore, that in developing his use of katargeo Paul intends not simply to call attention to the fact that something has been definitively abolished, but to raise the question of the consequences of these acts of nullification.
In those texts where no explicit result is mentioned, as in 2 Corinthians 3, Romans 3:31, 1 Corinthians 6:13, and 2 Timothy 1:910, it is thus consistent with Pauline usage, and confirmed by the surrounding context, that here too, Paul is directing his attention to the ramification of the act of abolishing. In asserting that the gospel does not "nullify" (katarguornen) the law in Romans 3:31, Paul is thus also implying that its past failure among the Jews and its continuing validity among Christians must be explained (cf. Rom. 7:1-8:4; 9:30-10:4; 13:810). Similarly, though not explicitly stated, the implications of the fact that God will "abolish" (katargesei) food and the stomach in 1 Corinthians 6:13 for the ethical admonitions and warnings of the impending judgment in the surrounding context are clear. Christians are now to act already in the present as if the effects of the lure of appetite have already been destroyed (cf. 6:9-20). This is also the point of 2 Timothy 1:9-10, though now applied to the willingness to suffer with Paul for the sake of the gospel (2 Tim. 1:8). Hence, when Paul speaks of "abolishing," "nullifying," or "bringing something to an end," he also consistently speaks, either explicitly or implicitly, of the corresponding effects of that which has or has not been made ineffective. The active sense "rendering something inoperative" thus captures both the act and the effect expressed by the verb katargeo.30 But in no case is it appropriate to translate katargeo with the sense of a gradual "fading away" of that which is said to be brought to an end. Of most significance for our study is the fact that these same three observations also hold true of the passive use of katargeo in Paul's writings. Of the 25 appearances of the verb in Paul, 14 are passive, including the four occurrences in 2 Corinthians 3:7, 11, 13, 14. And in each of these cases, a rendering equivalent to the active force of the verb captures the meaning well: "to be brought to an end, made powerless, or rendered inoperative in regard to its effects." But in no case, either active or passive, does katargeo refer to the gradual "fading away" of some aspect of reality.
In returning to the argument of 2 Corinthians 3:7-11, the question now before us, therefore, is whether this consistent Pauline use of katargeo found throughout the Pauline corpus is also found in 2 Corinthians 3:7ff., or whether Paul has in fact, as past students of Paul have assumed, introduced a distinctive meaning for the verb in this one context. Clearly, the burden of proof will now be on those who wish to render it in any way different from the range of meaning established by Paul in the rest of his writings. My thesis is that here too Paul is referring to the fact that the veil of Moses brought the glory of God to an end in terms of that which it would accomplish if not veiled, that is, the judgment and destruction of Israel. This corresponds exactly to what we find in the Exodus narrative. The result clause in 3:7 can thus be rendered in this way: the ministry of death came in glory, "so that as a result, the sons of Israel were not able to gaze into the face of Moses because of the glory of his face, which was being rendered inoperative as to its effects ..." Paul's statement in 3:7 merely reflects the point of Exodus 34:29ff. concerning both the fear of the Israelites in response to the glory of God after their sin with the golden calf and Moses' response. Paul's interpretation of Exodus 34:29ff. is thus faithful to the original context and none of the various attempts to "redeem" his reading by recourse to contemporary exegetical methods or an attempt to take the attributive participle as referring to some time other than that of the Exodus narrative are necessary.
Second, contrary to the overwhelming consensus, the purpose of the veil in 3:13 also corresponds to its function in Exodus 34:29-35 read against its original context. Moses must continually veil himself "in order that (taking pros to plus the infinitive to indicate a final rather than a result clause, in contrast to Paul's use of poste plus the infinitive in 3:7) the sons of Israel might not look into the telos of that which was being rendered inoperative as to its effects." Moses' purpose is not to hide something from the Israelites, either intentionally or unintentionally. In Exodus 34:29ff., Moses veils himself in order that the glory of God might not produce its intended result, that is, the judgment of the people because of their "stiff-necks." In 2 Corinthians 3:13 Paul is simply repeating this point. As such, telos ought to be rendered, "goal" or "result" as a reference to what the glory would have brought about had it not been veiled.
But Furnish is right in objecting that those who argue that telos means "aim" or "outcome" in 2 Corinthians 3:13 "have in general not been persuasive in their explanations of why Paul thought Moses wanted to hide the aim of the old covenant-that is Christ-from Israel ... or how the veil could have done that.,31 Furnish's objection, however, points to the heart of the problem itself, since the problem with past attempts to read telos in this way has been their assumption that its referent in this context is Christ, either the pre-existent Christ or the future coming of Christ in Paul's day. Yet the parallel between telos in 3:13b and "the face of Moses because of the glory of his face" in 3:7b indicates that Paul is now simply summarizing in one word what he described at length earlier. Though not to be preferred, the introduction of the textual variant to prosopon as an attempt to relieve verse 13b of its ambiguity is an indication that this was the case.32
Hence, Moses is not keeping Israel from seeing either that the glory is fading, nor is he keeping Israel from seeing that the law really points to Christ as its goal. In 3:13, as in 3:7, the time reference is still that of the Exodus narrative, as the imperfect verb etithei in 3:13a indicates. 2 Corinthians 3:14a thus provides the theological rationale for Moses' action as implied in Exodus 34:29ff. Paul is merely making the tie explicit between Exodus 32:9, 33:3, 5; 34:9 and 34:29-35 that is so crucial in the original context of the narrative. Only in 14b does Paul switch back to his present situation, and he indicates this explicitly. Again, Paul's exegesis therefore proves to be a sober and careful contextual in terpretation of his tradition rather than a paradigmatic example of Paul's supposedly presuppositional re- (or mis-) reading of his tradition in which he "starts from Christian experience and expounds Scripture in the light of that experience, quarrying the Old Testament where he Will."33
Viewed from this perspective, the "how" and "why" of Paul's statement in 3:13 now becomes apparent. In turning his attention from the glory on Moses' face to the purpose of the veil which it made necessary in 3:13, Paul is calling explicit attention to the unexpressed presupposition which we posited undergirded his earlier statement in verse 7b. Specifically, Moses veiled himself in order that the sons of Israel might not gaze "into the outcome or result" (to telos) of that which was being rendered inoperative, that is, the death-dealing judgment of the glory of God upon his "stiff-necked" people as it was manifested in the old covenant.34 For unlike Romans 10:4, the telos in 2 Corinthians 3:13b takes place within the time frame of Moses' activity, rather than referring to the future time of Christ from Paul's perspective, since in 3:13, as in 3:7, the time reference is still that of the Exodus narrative. For this reason, in 3:13 Paul explicitly does not identify the telos of the old covenant with Christ as he does in Romans 10:4, even though the two statements are related theologically within Paul's overall perspective. It is precisely because Moses had to veil the purpose (telos) of the glory of the old covenant from Israel due to their hard hearts (2 Cor. 3:13b) that Christ eventually must become the telos of the law, whatever telos means in Romans 10:4. The telos kept from Israel's view in 2 Corinthians 3:13 was the outcome or consequence of the glory of God itself as it encounters a rebellious people, and as such of the purpose of the old covenant as a whole (cf. 3:7, 9), had it not been veiled. Hence, far from duplicity, Moses' merciful intention was to keep Israel from being judged by the glory on his face, which was the telos of that glory in response to the continuing hardened nature of the people.
Once again, therefore, Paul's meaning in 3:13 is best recaptured when read in the context of Exodus 34:29-35. There is no compelling exegetical basis for concluding that it is the expression of a foreign, specifically "Christian" rereading of the text, whether based upon Paul's supposedly negative view of Moses and the old covenant, his introduction of the idea of the "fading" glory not found in the biblical account, the postulating of some hidden referrent in Exodus 34:29ff. imported into the present context on the basis of Romans 10:4, or in the case of those who argue for the veiling of the pre-existent Christ, from 1Corinthians 10:4.
Moreover, Paul has not ignored nor reinterpreted the fact that Israel could in fact see the glory of God on the face of Moses during those periods of revelation in which Moses removed the veil as is often maintained. Rather, as his careful choice of atenisai in verses 7 and 13 indicates, it is precisely this periodic and limited access to the glory of God which Paul presupposes as indicative of Israel's problem. They were not able to "gaze" into the glory of God, but could only encounter it briefly. When seen in this light, rather than being in tension with, or even a contradiction of verse 7, verse 13 is its natural complement, just as verse 12 is Paul's equally natural response to his own ministry of the glory of God. Again, Paul's exegesis proves to be a sober and careful contextual interpretation of his tradition.
Against this backdrop, it may not be surprising if the rest of Paul's argument in 3:7-18 can also be shown to derive from his understanding of Exodus 34:29-35 within its original context. Paul can be bold, where Moses had to veil himself (3:12-13), precisely because Paul can expect that instead of destruction, those whose hearts have been changed will be transfonned by their encounter with the glory of God on the face of Christ (3:18; 4:4-6). Paul's reason for this confidence and boldness (3:4, 12; 4:1) is clear. In the preaching of the gospel God is at work through his Spirit to change people's hearts (3:8, 17-18; 4:2-6). In contrast to Moses, Paul need not "veil himself' before a people whose disposition toward God and his will has been radically changed. For where the Spirit is, there is freedom (3:17), not from the law, or from the old covenant, or from judgment per se, but from the veil as a metonomy for the hard heartedness that continues to characterize those outside of Christ and which, when removed by the power of the Spirit, makes a Spiritempowered obedience to the law of God possible. For now, in Christ, God's people once again are brought near to God so that, with unveiled faces, they too, like Moses before them, may see the glory of God, albeit still dimly (3:18). Moreover, this transformation, as the promises of the new covenant in Jeremiah 31:31 ff. and Ezekiel 11 and 36 make clear, is a moral transformation in accord with the Torah as the stipulations of the new covenant. The dawning of the new covenant is thus the beginning of that obedience to God in response to his merciful redemption and restoration which characterizes the new creation (2Cor. 3:18; 5:17).
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The Question of Definition
It is necessary first of all to consider what is meant by the word "typology." There is a world of difference between the use of n itoS (type) in the Bible and many of the fanciful interpretations which were called "types" in the early church,' or between the use of typology in modern biblical scholarship and in modern church life. Two main conceptions of typology are to be found today. Recently a number of biblical scholars, notably Gerhard von Rad, have used the term to describe the interpretation of history involved in the "promise-fulfillment" approach to the relationship between the Testaments. Alongside this there are those who perpetuate fanciful kinds of biblical interpretation closely related to allegory and symbolism, referring to them as typology. The place of typology in the Christian use of the Old Testament depends entirely therefore on what is meant by the word.
A term with such diverse connotations stands in need of replacement or more precise definition. Some scholars have chosen the former alter native and rejected the idea of typology for the modern church.' Others have suggested alternative terms such as "homology,"3 "analogy,"4 patterns,"5 or "parallel situation."6 Nevertheless, although there are problems in retaining the term "typology," a word originating in the Bible and well recognized in modem scholarship cannot be dropped so easily simply because it has been misused in some periods of history and is popularly misunderstood today.7 Like it or not the term "typology" is firmly established in theological vocabulary and in the present chapter the latter alternative is chosen in an attempt to define the word more precisely. This is done on the basis of the meaning of iunoq and its cognates in biblical Greek and the meaning of "type" in modem English. It will be seen that this results in an understanding of typology which is more satisfactory than that in most modern writing on the subject, being consistent with the nature of the biblical literature and offering a basis of interpretation for the Christian use of the Old Testament.
There is however a great deal to be learnt about typology from modem scholarship and this will first be briefly surveyed.
Modern Study of Typology
Definitions
In modem scholarship many definitions of typology have been proposed and they fall into two main categories. The first category com prises definitions centering on the idea of "prefiguration," and these date mainly from more than twenty years ago. An example is the definition given by C.T. Fritsch: "a type is an institution, historical event or person, ordained by God, which effectively prefigures some truth connected with Christianity."' The second category comprises definitions centering on the idea of "correspondence," and these date mainly from the past twenty years. An example is G. W. H. Lampe's definition of typology as being "primarily a method of historical interpretation, based upon the continuity of God's purpose throughout the history of his covenant. It seeks to demonstrate the correspondence between the various stages in the fulfillment of that purpose."9 Both kinds of definition have in common a historical basis and both are clearly distinguished from fanciful interpretation. There seems to be general agreement among modern scholars that typology is a form of historical interpretation, based on the Bible itself.")
Old Testament
A number of writers claim that typology originated in the Old Testament itself, especially in the prophetic writings: Isaiah uses the garden of Eden as a type for the new paradise (Isa. 9:1(2); 11:6-9), Hosea predicts another period in the wilderness (Hos. 2:16-17 (14-15); 12:10 (9); cf. Jer. 31:2), Second Isaiah expects a new exodus (e.g., Isa. 43:16-21; 48:20-21; 51:9-11; 52:11-12; cf. 11:15-16; Jer. 16:14-15), and many of the prophets see David as typical of the king who is to come in the future (Isa. 11:1; 55:3-4; Jer. 23:5; Ezek. 34:23-4; Amos 9:11).11 Eichrodt and von Rad also see typology within the Pentateuch, so that Abraham is a type of the faithful (Gen. 15:6),12 Moses a type of the prophets (Deut. 18:15, 18),13 and even the story of the manna has the typological significance that God gives to each according to his need (Exod. 16:9-27).14
Francis Foulkes, in The Acts of God, sets out to show that the "theological and eschatological interpretation of history" which is called typology originates in the Old Testament.15 He argues that, since the prophets assumed that God would act in the future in the same way that he had acted in the past (e.g., call of Abraham; exodus; reign of David), the concept of God's acts in history being repeated is fundamental to the Old Testament. However, Israel hoped not simply for a repetition of God's acts but for a repetition of an unprecedented nature (e.g., new temple; new covenant; new creation). This hope was fulfilled in the New Testament and was the basis of the New Testament's typological interpretation of history.
Horace Hummel, in an article in Biblical Research (1964), asserts even more emphatically that typology is based in the Old Testament, stating that "the typical is a dominant concern of the O.T., its historiography, its cultus, its prophecy, etc."16 He surveys "typical" thinking (which he identifies with "typological" thinking) in the Old Testament and finds examples in the presentation of historical events (e.g., Exodus), individuals (e.g., Abraham; Moses; David), groups (e.g., the righteous; Israel; the wise man), laws (e.g., Pss. 15 and 24), nations (e.g., Israel; Edom, especially in Obadiah; Babylon, especially in Nahum; Gog and Magog), places (e.g., holy land; Jerusalem; temple), legends (creation; flood; Jonah) and the cult (in its very nature: re-enaction of God's redemptive acts). Thus he defends his proposition that "Israel's fundamental concern behind all the personages, events, and scenes of her history was typical, and intended to point to the basic realities of all existence."17
New Testament
In the New Testament the typical element is even clearer than in the Old, especially in its interpretation of the Old Testament. The standard work on this subject is still that of Leonhard Goppelt, Typos." Goppelt examines in detail those passages in the New Testament which involve a typological use of the Old Testament, against the background of the contemporary Jewish understanding of Scripture and in contrast to the "typology" of the letter of Barnabas. His conclusion is simple and important: typology is the dominant and characteristic method of interpretation for the New Testament use of the Old Testament.19 It is not only when the Old Testament is actually cited that this is apparent but in all the allusions to the Old Testament, many of which do not refer to specific texts. There is a double aspect to the typology: correspondence and increase. The New Testament writer recalls Old Testament parallels to Jesus and the salvation which came through him and depicts both the similarity and the difference. In contrast, the use of a typological correspondence to expound the meaning of an Old Testament text is rare in the New Testament. Typology is not a method of interpretation which functions according to fixed rules but a way of thinking. It is primarily directed to the understanding of the New Testament, both with respect to individual passages and to theological ideas. It is an aspect of the New Testament's own awareness of being part of the history of salvation: the New Testament is both a typological fulfillment of the Old Testament salvation history and a typological prophecy of the consummation to come. In contemporary Jewish biblical interpretation typology is relatively unimportant and where it occurs it is comparatively superficial. In the letter of Barnabas "typology" is used to make the Old Testament a collection of Christian teaching, instead of the New Testament's view of the Old Testament as a unity which is valid in its own right. So, according to Goppelt, the New Testament views the Old Testament by means of typology, in a historical and not a mystical sense.
Among other studies of New Testament typology the works of E. Earle Ellis, K. J. Woollcombe, Samuel Amsler, and R. T. France are particularly important.20 Although it is impossible here to consider these in detail, it can be stated that each in its own way confirms that the historical understanding of typology is fundamental to the New Testament.
The Relationship Between the Testaments
First, he rejects any suggestion that ancient Near Eastern religion is this starting point. The Old Testament is quite distinct from its ancient Near Eastern environment: in spite of parallels in detail the substance is essentially different. Its distinctive characteristics, including its divine law and its prophecy (which are more important than the cult) and especially the unique nature of Yahweh, the God of Israel, show that it is a stranger in the ancient Orient. It follows that the essence of the Old Testament cannot be understood by analogy to its religious environment.
Secondly, he asks, if studies of the ancient Near East are not the key to the Old Testament, will rabbinic studies unlock its meaning? There is an apparent continuity between the Old Testament and Judaism22 but the fact is that from the Christian standpoint Judaism has not properly understood the Old Testament. Whether the synagogue reads its Bible as law or as the source of all wisdom, the full meaning of the Old Testament is to be sought elsewhere.
Thirdly, the question of whether the New Testament can show the meaning of the Old Testament remains for consideration. Wolff points out that Paul addresses the church as the Israel of God (Gal. 6:16) and throughout the New Testament Israel is a type of the church of Jesus Christ (e.g., Mark 3:14; Rom. 11:17ff; James 1:1; Rev. 21:12-14). Here, he says, is a fundamental analogy: "the Church of Jesus Christ can understand itself aright only as the eschatological Israel of God."23 There is also an analogy between the basis and method of salvation in the two Testaments. Although there are obvious differences the fundamental pattern is the same: the people of God is formed through God's saving activity, the covenant is kept intact only through the forgiveness of sins, and God's kingship over the members of the people demands their obedience to his law. Finally, there is a third analogy between God's gifts in the Old and New Testaments. In both cases there are material and spiritual gifts, and although there are differences the analogy is dominant: "the new covenant in Christ corresponds to the covenant will of Yahweh as its fulfillment in the same way that marriage corresponds to engagement."24 Wolff concludes in these words:
the old Oriental environment and the Jewish successors of the Old Testament Israel, while presenting us with numerous aids to understanding details, still do not provide anything comparable to the essential total meaning of the Old Testament. Only the New Testament offers the analogy ol'a witness of laith to the covenant will of God-a witness founded on historical facts-who chooses out of the world a people for himself and calls it to freedom under his l ordship.25
This analogy Wolff calls "typology."
To sum up, the conclusion of not a few modern scholars is that typology is far from being a fanciful method of interpretation to be dismissed as an illegitimate way of understanding the Bible. On the contrary it is historically based, originates in the Bible, and is still valid today. In order to define the place of typology in Christian use of the Old Testament its basis, nature, and practical value will be considered. It should be noted that there are two aspects to Christian use of the Old Testament: the manner in which a Christian should use the Old Testament and the purpose for which he should use it. In each case the New Testament is important, both because it contains examples of how the Old Testament may be used and because one of the most important uses of the Old Testament is to form a basis for the message of the New Testament.
The Basis of Typology
The Biblical Basis
A more precise definition of the biblical meaning of "typology" necessitates an examination of the biblical use of the word iuno; and its cognates TumxoS (typical), avTiTUno; (antitype) and unotunwnS (type). There is no biblical equivalent to the word "typology" for the simple reason that the biblical writers did not analyze or systematize types. For the same reason "typical" is a more appropriate translation of m7nK6; than "typological." "Type" is a common word in modern English but in the Septuagint and New Testament Tvno; is used only 17 times. In both languages however there is one basic meaning.
The word Tvno; in the Bible usually means "example" or "pattern" (12 times); and the occasional meanings "mark" (John 20:25, twice), "image" (Amos 5:26; Acts 7:43) and "to this effect" (Acts 23:25) are related to the basic meaning. Its cognates also relate in every case to the meaning "example" or "pattern." To show this clearly the biblical occurrences of Tvnog and its cognates are set out in full. The basic text is the Rsv and the translations in brackets are from the RSV, NEB, and NW respectively (except for LXX, RSV, NEB, and Bagster).
The Use of the Tvnos Word-Group in the LXX (OT) and NT
In no instance is any member of either of these word-groups used in the Bible as a technical term.27 The conclusion is straightforward: the evidence of biblical terminology suggests the meaning "example, pattern" for "type."
The Theological Basis
Typological thinking is part of all human thought, arising out of man's attempt to understand the world on the basis of concrete analo- gies,28 so there is nothing surprising about the application of this method to the biblical world. Archbishop Trench once wrote:
the parable or other analogy to spiritual truth appropriated from the world of nature or man, is not merely illustration, but also in some sort proof. It is not merely that these analogies assist to make the truth intelligible.... Their power lies deeper than this, in the harmony unconsciously felt by all men, and which all deeper minds have delighted to trace, between the natural and the spiritual worlds, so that analogies from the first are felt to be something more than illustrations, happily but yet arbitrarily chosen.... They belong to one another, the type and the thing typified, by an inward necessity; they were linked together long before by the law of a secret affinity.z9
It is the conviction that there is such a "secret affinity" within God's created order, shared by the biblical writers and many of their interpreters throughout the centuries, which lies at the root of the idea of typology. Some use typology cautiously, others use it extravagantly, but all base their use of typology on the conviction that there is a secret affinity between the natural and spiritual orders, as well as between different events in the same order.
There are two main kinds of correspondence here: vertical (archetype and antitype, that is, the relationship between heavenly and earthly realities) and horizontal (prototype and antitype, that is, the relationship between earlier and later historical facts).31 In practice how ever the Bible is more interested in horizontal than vertical typology, as is most modern writing on the subject.
The Interpretative Basis
It has been shown that Christian typical understanding of the Old Testament is based on the biblical meaning of turzoS (example, pattern) and the consistency of God which leads to correspondences within creation and history. Yet there is something even more basic about the idea of analogy or typology: it is the way in which almost any biblical text (Old Testament or New Testament) addresses us. The Bible does not generally contain propositions but stories and these can only be relevant in the sense of being typical. What significance would Abraham or Moses have for us if they were not typical? It is of no relevance to us that a frog can hop or that a snake can bite (except to get out of its way!). It is because Abraham and Moses were men like us (cf. James 5:17) and as such encountered the same God as we do, in other words because they were typical, that their experiences are directly relevant to us.
At the end of John's Gospel it is noted that "Jesus did many other signs in the presence of the disciples, which are not written in this book; but these are written that you may believe that Jesus is the Christ ..." (John 20:30-31). The implication is that certain signs were chosen to be recorded because they were typical. In chemistry a "type" is a "compound whose structure illustrates that of many others" (Concise Oxford Dictionary). Hydrochloric acid for example is a type of the acids. It is no more an acid than any other but is typical because it shows clearly the essential nature of an acid in its structure: H-Cl. Sulphuric acid (H2SO4) and acetic acid (CH3COOH) have the same basic structure but it is not so clear. The structure of hydrochloric acid is also a pattern for such compounds as NaCl and HBr and so it may be termed a type of the haloids too. In a similar way certain signs are recorded in John because they show some aspect or aspects of the gospel message especially clearly and thus can serve as types.
This provides at least one reason why so much is made of the affair between David and Bathsheba. There is no question of reveling in the sins of others: it is rather that the temptation, sin, attempt to conceal, rebuke, repentance, forgiveness, punishment, and restoration are recorded because they are typical of what happens frequently in the life of a believer. Jonah may be chosen as a type of the Christian because like so many he was led from sin through despair to eventual salvation. He is also a type of Christ who bore the sins of the world, was brought to the point of despair and descended to the lowest state possible before he was raised from death to life.
The Nature of Typology
Some False Ideas of Typology
It has been seen that typology is based on the consistency of God's activity in the life of the world and his chosen people. A more precise definition of its nature will now be attempted: what are the characteristics of something which is typical? It is necessary first to distinguish a number of incorrect uses of the word typology.
1. Typology is not exegesis.32 The biblical text has only one meaning, its literal meaning, and this is to be found by means of grammatical-historical study. If the author intended a typical significance it will be clear in the text. And if we see a typical significance not perceived by the original author it must be consistent with the literal meaning. Typology is not an exegesis or interpretation of a text but the study of relationships between events, persons and institutions recorded in biblical texts.
2. Typology is not prophecy.33 The two are related since both presuppose continuity and correspondence in history but typology is retrospective whereas prophecy is prospective. It is true that recognition of the fulfillment of prophecy is retrospective but this is concerned with the fulfillment of words in the Old Testament whereas typology discerns a relationship between the events, persons, and institutions recorded in the Bible.
3. Typology is not allegory.34 The distinction between typology and allegory was formulated as early as 1762 by J. Gerhard: "Typology consists in the comparison of facts. Allegory is not so much concerned in facts as in their assembly, from which it draws out useful and hidden doc- trine."35 In spite of one or two objections36 modern scholars have gener ally accepted this distinction, laying stress on the historical nature of typology in contrast to the fanciful nature of allegory which often entirely ignores the historical situation. Typology requires a real correspondence between the events, persons, and institutions in question, but allegory can find "spiritual" significance in unimportant details or words.
4. Typology is not symbolism.37 Symbolic interpretation involves understanding objects as expressions of a general truth but typical interpretation is concerned to see relationships between historical facts.
5. Typology is not a method or system." In the church fathers an elaborate typological method was developed but in the Bible the typical approach is so unsystematic that it does not even have a fixed terminology. The Bible gives no exhaustive list of types and implies no developed method for their interpretation. On the contrary there is great freedom and variety in the outworking of the basic presupposition that the Old Testament is a model for the New.
Some Suggested Characteristics of Types
There have been numerous attempts to define the characteristics of types but many make the mistake of treating typology as a fixed system rather than a basic approach to the Bible.
1. It is suggested for instance that an essential characteristic of a type is that it is designed by God.39 At first sight this is very plausible and it may be thought that it is self-evident. But surely the whole Bible was designed by God. "If David could have been placed where he was, and been what he was, without God's design, he would still have been typical. But, of course, without God's intervention, neither he nor his dispensation could have come into existence."40
2. Another suggestion is that the limits of typology should be defined by giving a series of standards to which a type must conform41 or by limiting types to those found in the New Testament.42 But although it is possible to describe what is meant by "typical" it is arbitrary to limit its occurrence in the Bible by a set of rules. The New Testament gives guidelines but does not pretend to give a definition or exhaustive list of types.43 Since typology is not concerned only with certain parts of the Old Testament but with the whole Bible there are an unlimited number of possible types.44 It is not a matter of finding types in a fixed system: rather, many events and persons may usefully serve as typical for one purpose or another.
3. It is sometimes suggested that types are always concerned with Christ45 or with God's redemptive activity.46 But then much of the Bible is concerned with God's redemptive activity and thus with Christ! It is not surprising if this is the dominant concern of types in the Bible; but the Bible is interested in creation and the kingdom of God as well as redemption, and these have typical aspects too.47
4. A further suggestion is that types prefigure something future.8 But this implies that they have some meaning other than that which is apparent at the time. It is only in retrospect that an event, person, or institution may be seen as typical.49 The existence of types necessitates there being other events, persons, or institutions (earlier or later) of which they are typical.
5. It is often suggested that there is an "increase"50 or "progression"51 from the type to its antitype. But this is simply an aspect of the progression from Old Testament to New Testament and not a necessary characteristic of a type. The essence of a type is that it is exemplary and it would be theoretically possible for something which is more advanced to be typical of something which is less advanced. Moreover it is possible for one thing to be a type of its opposite: for example, the entry of sin into the world by the first Adam and the entry of grace by the second52
Principles and Definitions
So far the argument has taken the form of negative criticism. It has been argued that typology is not exegesis, prophecy, allegory, symbolism, or a system. Moreover the suggestions that divine design, specific limits, connection with Christ and redemption, prefiguration of the future and progression from type to antitype are necessary characteristics of typology have been rejected. On the positive side there are two basic principles of typology which must be adhered to if it is not to result in fanciful or trivial biblical interpretation.
First, typology is historical." Its concern is not with words but with historical facts: events, people, institutions. It is not a method of philological or textual study but a way of understanding history.54 The fundamental conviction which underlies typology is that God is consistently active in the history of this world (especially in the history of his chosen people) and that as a consequence the events in the history tend to follow a consistent pattern. One event may therefore be chosen as typical of another or of many others.
Secondly, typology implies a real correspondence.55 It is not interested in parallels of detail but only in an agreement of fundamental principles and structure. There must be a correspondence in history and theology or the parallel will be trivial and valueless for understanding the Bible.
On the basis of these two principles some working definitions may be suggested:
a type is a biblical event, person, or institution which serves as an example or pattern for other events, persons, or institutions;
typology is the study of types and the historical and theological correspondences between them; the basis of typology is God's consistent activity in the history of his chosen people.
The Confusion of Typology with Fanciful Interpretation
One of the basic issues mentioned at the beginning of the present article was that typology in church history and today has frequently been taken to be a fanciful kind of biblical interpretation. It may be suggested that in most cases it has been a neglect of the principles just stated which has led to this confusion of history and fancy. Too often typology has been used as a method of exegesis: there is all the difference between finding the real meaning of Genesis 37-50 to be a prefiguration of Christ and seeing Joseph as a typical character whose life reveals basic principles of God's activity which are also true for the life of Christ and Christians. The former is exegesis, the latter is typology. Sometimes the word "typology" has been used for what is really symbolism or allegory but the most common failing is to find correspondences in trivial details. There is no historical or theological correspondence between Rahab's scarlet cord and the death of Christ, nor between the axe Elisha retrieved from the river and the cross.56 There is a consistency in God's created order which makes it possible for there to be red or wooden objects in both Old and New Testaments; but that does not mean that these things have any typical or exemplary importance for the Christian! Nevertheless the fact that the term "typology" has been applied to trivial correspondences, confused with allegory and symbolism, and misused in the exegesis of the Old Testament does not invalidate it as a principle if properly used. And although we should certainly not adopt such exegetical methods neither should we despise those who used them; it was the allegorical school in the early church who preserved the Old Testament for the Christian church.57
The Value of Typology for the Christian Use of the Old Testament
It has been argued that typology is not a method of exegesis or interpretation but the study of historical and theological correspondences between different parts of God's activity among his people in order to find what is typical there. The function of typology is therefore not to give a procedure for using the Old Testament but to point to the consistent working of God in the experience of his people so that parallels may be drawn between different events, persons, and institutions and individual events may be seen as examples or patterns for others. Typology cannot be used for exegesis, because its concern is not primarily with the words of the text but with the events recorded in it. This means also that Old Testament exegesis is freed from the pressure to be relevant: often the narrator had recorded only a bare event, but in this very lack of interpretation it may have typical and thus theological significance.58 The exegete has to find the meaning of the text and its witness to an event and for this the tool is grammatical-historical exegesis. To relate it to other events recorded in the Bible is the task of the biblical theologian and historian; to relate it to modern Christian experience is the task of the preacher. For these typology has its value but it must be used judiciously and in accordance with the principles previously outlined. There are two main ways in which typology may serve Christian use of the Old Testament and they will be considered in turn.
First, typology points to the fundamental analogy between different parts of the Bible. Every part of the Bible is an expression of the consistent activity of the one God. This means that the Old Testament illuminates the New Testament and the New Testament illuminates the Old Testament. It is not the New Testament's use of the Old Testament or parallels in details which are in question but a fundamental analogy between the Old Testament and New Testament as witnesses to God's activity in history. In this way, although it is not a method of exegesis, typology supplements exegesis by throwing further light on the text in question. The most closely related discipline to the study of the Old Testament is therefore that of the New Testament: ancient Oriental and Jewish studies clarify details of the Old Testament but lack the intrinsic analogy of New Testament studies to Old Testament studies. The corollary is that the most closely related discipline to the study of the New Testament is that of the Old Testament: Jewish and Hellenistic studies are important but do not have a fundamental analogy to New Testament studies in the way that Old Testament studies do. This shows a double aspect to the Christian use of the Old Testament: on the one hand correct understanding and use of the Old Testament depends on the New Testament, and on the other hand one of the primary uses of the Old Testament is to be the basis for correct understanding and use of the New Testament. Some of the examples of this kind of interpretation given by Wolff are worth mentioning.59 The Sermon on the Mount and Paul's exhortations give insight into the Old Testament law as God's covenant gift, the concept of witness in Luke and John illuminates that in Ezekiel, and God's salvation of his people by the judges may be seen as one aspect of his continual saving activity throughout their history. Moreover, the primeval history witnesses to God's intention for the world (without which Jesus Christ would not be understood properly), the Day of Atonement ritual shows God's principles in dealing with sin (which are the presupposition for the coming of Jesus and apart from which his death would be inexplicable), and Exodus 14 and Ezekiel 37 show the nature of the divinely-constituted people of God (and thus the self-understanding of the church).
Secondly, typology is an aid to practical application of the Bible in the Christian church. It must be emphasized again that typology is not exegesis but a supplement to exegesis. Although the present concern is with the application of the Old Testament, typology is equally valid for the New Testament: the whole Bible is typical. It has been shown that the essence of the biblical concept of "type" is "example, pattern," and one of the primary values of the Bible for the Christian is that it presents examples and patterns of the experience of men and women with God which correspond to the experience of modern men and women.
Events, persons, and institutions offer the Christian types for his life. The flood (cf. 1 Pet. 3:20-21), the oppression and exodus (cf. I Cor. 10) and the exile and restoration (cf. Jer. 23:7-8) are typical of God's saving activity among his people, and thus patterns of the salvation which the Christian experiences in Christ. Noah and Job (cf. Ezek. 14:14, 20), Moses (cf. Heb. 3:2), and David (cf. 1 Kings 3:14; 15:3, 11) are examples of how the believer should live. Balaam (cf. 2 Pet. 2:15; Jude 11; Rev. 2:14) and Jeroboam (cf. 1 Kings 15:26, 34; 16:2-3, 19, 26, 31), in contrast, are examples of how he should not live. These examples could easily be multiplied (cf. Heb. 11). The correspondence between Israelite and Christian institutions (e.g., Passover and Lord's Supper; psalms and hymns) and the spiritual application of Old Testament material realities (e.g., the temple and the Christian church as dwelling-places of God, cf. 1 Cor. 3:16; sacrifices and offerings and the Christian's "living sacrifice," cf. Rom. 12:1) are further ways in which typology may aid use of the Old Testament to understand the Christian life. All these examples (and many others which could be adduced) apply also and especially to Christ himself, which is why typology is often thought to be concerned with types of Christ.
One final thought: is not the Lord Jesus Christ the supreme "example" and "pattern" for Christians (Matt. 11:29; John 13:15; Phil. 2:5; 1 Pet. 2:21)? Perhaps those interested in typology should concern themselves less with looking for types of Christ and more with presenting Christ himself as the supreme "type" for Christians and the world.
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Introductory Notes on Typology
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Typology and Critical Scholarship
After nearly half a century of denigration and deliberate neglect, in the past few decades the subject of typology (broadly defined) has enjoyed a remarkable resurgence of interest among biblical scholars.' For evangelicals this renewed interest presents both a serious challenge and a welcome opportunity. It brings a challenge because of the problematic presuppositions, methods, and conclusions of some of the newer varieties of typology. Nevertheless, this interest is welcome for the more congenial atmosphere in which evangelical scholarship can function as it attempts to rediscover, develop, and refine the balanced typological method represented within our heritage by an earlier generation of scholars such as A. B. Davidson,2 E. W. Hengstenberg,3 M. S. Terry,4 F. Delitzsch,5 B. F. Westcott,b and especially P. Fairbairn.7
Several factors have played a role in the current revival of interest in typology. Prominent among these is the inescapable need to take account of the New Testament's own use of typology in any attempt to relate the New Testament to the Olds Accordingly, in his seminal work on the subject, L. Goppelt considers typology to be the characteristic method of interpretation of the Old Testament within the New.' Of course, the New Testament utilized typology no less in the period before Goppelt. This was hardly noticed, however, between 1880 and 1920, when as Goppelt notes, the question of the relation of the Testaments and the study of hermeneutics in general were being all but ignored in critical circles.10
A second, rather general, stimulus for typology has come from the desire to make Old Testament theology more relevant to modern Gentile readers who are disinclined or unable to offer animal sacrifices at a literal temple in Jerusalem, etc. This concern for relevance is apparent in the recent appeals in support of typology offered by G. von Rad,11 W. Eichrodt,12 and H. W. Wolff,13 among others.
Finally, a third major impetus for this resurgent interest in typology may be found in a renewed awareness of the Old Testament's own use of typology, as it relates protology, the patriarchal narratives, Moses, the exodus, the Davidic period, and other redemptive-historical events to other Old Testament characters and events and especially, to its own eschatology.14 This awareness has been heightened by the current scholarly fashion to give greater attention to the literary artfulness, narrative typology, and unity of the Bible in its final form. So, for example, D. Daube's study, The Exodus Pattern in the Bible (London, 1963) argues for the centrality of the exodus as a self-conscious model for biblical authors treating the themes of redemption and eschatology.'s
While many exegetical insights have resulted from these efforts, it is crucial to note that the new "typology," in contrast to traditional typology, is often little more than a purely literary or theological artifact which no longer presupposes a Christian philosophy of history (where a sovereign God ordains and structures the underlying analogies between persons, objects, and events in redemptive history) or even the facticity of the type or antitype in question. M. D. Goulder, for example, offers impressive evidence that Luke's account of the apostles in the Book of Acts is deliberately modeled on the life of Jesus-exemplifying Luke's claim that in the Gospel he had only written about what "Jesus began to do and to teach."" While evangelicals may be grateful for Goulder's insistence on the propriety of typology as an interpretive method in twentieth-century exegesis and can be impressed rightfully with the catenas of correspondence which he enumerates as a safeguard against subjectivism in typological exegesis, there is little to commend Goulder's assumption that "the more completely an incident or detail falls into pattern as an antitype, the more suspicious we shall have to be of its historicity ...: the thicker the types, the less likely is the passage to be factual."" A similar disregard for the historicity of the underlying events comprising the history of redemption in preference to a history of theological ideas expressed in terms of types and antitypes characterizes the amalgam of typology and the traditio-historical method defended by G. von Rad.18
Typology and Evangelical Scholarship
In more conservative circles, a substantial number of evangelical scholars have argued in favor of a controlled typology (modeled on the sober typological method of the New Testament) as part of the modern exegetical encyclopedia. These include G. Vos,19 L. Berkhof,20 M.G. Kline,21 P.A. Verhoef,22 A. B. Mickelsen,23 B. Ramm,24 D.L. Baker,25 S.L. Johnson,26 J. A. Meek,27 M.H. Woudstra,28 M. Silva,29 R.R. Nicole'30 D. J. Moo,31 G.R. Osborne,32 and E. P. Clowney,33 among many others.34
Needless to say, however, this cautious appreciation for typology has not been universally shared. In some cases a lack of confidence in the validity of typology as a modern interpretive method may reflect the influence of dispensationalism and its historic conviction that typology has no basis in a grammatico-historical exegesis of the underlying Old Testament texts. 35 Although dispensational scholars concede the use of typology within the New Testament (such as when the New Testament authors identify Christ or the church as the New Israel), this is "viewed by them as New Testament application of the Old Testament, not the literal fulfillment of the Old Testament in its Old Testament meaning."36
Other evangelical scholars appear distrustful of typology largely because of the apparent subjectivism of this approach, its unfalsifiable and contradictory results, and the indisputable record of interpretive excess (such as G. von Rad's identification of the angel who sought out Hagar as a type of Christ37 or J. Jordan's interpretive "maximalism," which leads him to identify the attempted Sodomite rape of the Levite in Judges 19 as a type of Christ's sufferings,38 to note only two recent examples). Especially unconvincing have been the various extensions of biblical typology to encompass the "nature typology" of Calvin and Edwards, among others, (where roses, lambs [not just the Passover lamb], and the sun, etc., are "types" of Christ)39 or "the New England theocratic typology" of the Puritans (cf., e.g., William Bradford's comparison of the dunes of Plymouth to the top of Pisgah and his identification of America as the new Promised Land)ao
Finally, exacerbating this distrust of typology has been a tendency to confuse typology with allegory, with the inevitable result that the former is charged with all the deficiencies of the latter41
With respect to the New Testament's typological method, G. E. Ladd,43 D. Beegle'44 and especially R. N. Longenecker4' among others, have argued that the New Testament authors not infrequently misunderstood the context of the Old Testament texts they cite and consequently distorted their meaning for typological and other purposes. If so, then, naturally the modern interpreter cannot benefit from following the exegetical/typological methodology of the New Testament, which would be at variance with the method of grammatico-historical exegesis. Against this claim for misunderstanding and distortion, however, see P. Fairbairn, C. H. Dodd,46 R. Youngblood,47 R. E. Clements,48 and G. K. Beale.49
Working Definitions for 'Typology"
1) The "literary view" of Goulder, where a type is simply a person, event, or institution in Scripture, in terms of which a later biblical author presents his account.
2) The "historical interpretation view" of von Rad, where a type is simply an event in Scripture perceived by the modern interpreter to correspond to a later event.
Even among those who essentially agree with a redemptive-historical approach to typology, there are important differences of emphasis of which to be aware. Although it may be deemed largely a matter of taste, some scholars prefer to limit the vocabulary of typology to those events, persons, or institutions which find their antitype in Christ alone, while others would limit the antitype to the New Testament alone, while still others would allow the antitype to be located in either Testament, so long as the type provides a convincing model.52 If this last definition is permitted, then it is possible, for example, to identify Abraham's despoiling of Egypt, the plagues, etc., which are recorded in Genesis 12, as a type of the exodus.
Major Characteristics of Types
L. Berkhof offers three major characteristics of types (in the redemptive-historical sense):
1) "There must be some notable real point of resemblance between a type and its antitype. Whatever differences there may be, the former should be a true picture of the latter in some particular point."
2) "The type must be designed by divine appointment to bear a likeness to the anti-type. Accidental similarity between an Old and New Testament person or event does not constitute the one a type of the other. There must be some Scriptural evidence that it was so designed by God."
Should Types be Confined to Those Examples Explicitly Identified as Such within the New Testament?
Perhaps as a safeguard against interpretive excess, some scholars have suggested that "types" should be limited to those examples which are explicitly identified as such within the New Testament. Such was the view, for instance, of Bishop Marsh, as discussed by P. Fairbairn. While attractive for its restraint, this approach would fail to recognize several already mentioned examples for which there is impressive literary evidence of deliberate parallelism (i.e., Abraham's sojourn into Egypt in relation to the exodus, or the careers of Stephen and the apostles in Acts in relation to Christ). To this observation, Fairbairn's own objection may be added:
... nothing could be more arbitrary and inexplicable than this Scriptural Typology [that proposed by Bishop Marsh]. For, what is there to distinguish the characters and events, which Scripture has thus particularized, from a multitude of others, to which the typical element might equally have been supposed to belong? Is there any thing on the face of the inspired record to make us look on there in a singular light, and attribute to them a significance altogether peculiar respecting the future affairs of God's kingdom? So far from it, that we instinctively feel, if these really possessed a typical character, so also must others, which hold an equally, or perhaps even more prominent place in the history of God's dispensations. Can it be seriously believed, for example, that Sarah and Hagar stood in a typical relation to gospel times, while no such place was occupied by Rebekah, as the spouse of Isaac, and the mother of Jacob and Esau? What reason can we imagine for Melchizedek and Jonah having been constituted types-persons to whom our attention is comparatively little drawn in Old Testament history-while such leading characters as Joseph, Samson, Joshua, are omitted? Or, for selecting the passage through the Red Sea, and the incidents in the wilderness, while no account should be made of the passage through Jordan, and the conquest of the land of Canaan?56
It may be useful to conclude the present study with a diagram, first suggested by Edmund Clowney, which attempts to distinguish the method of controlled typology from other less responsible interpretive approaches.
Moralism occurs when an exegete or preacher begins with an Old Testament account and moves directly to the contemporary need for an application, failing to interpret the Old Testament account in the light of redemptive history and especially Christ. An example would be to preach on David's battle with Goliath and conclude that God wants little boys to be brave.
Allegory occurs when an exegete or preacher begins with a contemporary application and discerns symbolic values within an Old Testament account which an original reader is unlikely to have detected, but which fit the desired application. An example may be seen in Origen's treatment of Abraham's marriage with Keturah (Horn. vi. in Genes.): "The death of Sarah is to be understood as the perfecting of virtue. But he who has attained to a consummate and perfect virtue, must always be employed in some kind of learning-which learning is called by the divine word his wife. Abraham, therefore, when an old man, and his body in a manner dead, took Keturah to wife.... Keturah, whom he married in his old age, is by interpretation incense, or sweet odor. For he said, even as Paul said, 'We are a sweet savor of Christ."'58
Typology, on the other hand, begins with a fact related to a person, event, or institution, as recorded in the Old Testament, which is then understood in the context of redemptive history. It proceeds by way of discovering that symbolism or significance which the original reader of the biblical record, or observer, would have been justified in attaching to this fact.59 It then correlates this significance to a later fact within redemptive history which, the typologist must establish, shares an analogous meaning to the first fact (not merely a superficial resemblance) and also fulfills or is modeled on the pattern of the first fact. Support for this claim may be discovered in patterns in the structure of redemptive history, in the existence of narrative typologies, or in other catenas of correspondence, etc. With these conditions met, the significance of the first fact, the type, illumines the second fact, the antitype.60
20
The Acts of God
A Study of the Basis of Typology in the Old Testament
Francis Foulkes
From Francis Foulkes, The Acts of God: A Study of the Basis of Typology in the Old Testament (London, 1958). Reprinted by permission.
For many years the typological study of the Old Testament was left to a very large extent on one side, and dismissed as allegorical and improper interpretation. But the revival of biblical theology has brought a new interest in it, as the theological literature of the past ten or twenty years evidently shows.' There is, however, among many Christian scholars a fear of typology because so frequently it has been contaminated by allegory.2 The purpose of this chapter is to try to show that such a theological and eschatological interpretation of history has its roots deep down in the Old Testament itself.
Our study will be divided into three parts. First, we shall try to show the way in which the prophets and the writers of the Old Testament had, as the very basis of their understanding of the work of God in history, the conviction that his acts could be and were repeated, that as he had done, so he could and would do again-and this because he acts in accordance with principles of unchanging righteousness and mercy.
Secondly, we find in the Old Testament the hope and the conviction, not only that the past acts of God will be repeated, but that in the future they will be repeated on a scale greater and more wonderful than that of the past.
Finally we shall consider briefly what is typological, as distinct from allegorical interpretation, and try to understand how we should read the Old Testament in the light of the fulfillment in Christ of its history, as well as of its direct prophecy.
The Repetition of the Acts of God
One of the deepest convictions that the prophets and historians of Israel had about the God in whom they trusted, and whose word they believed they were inspired to utter, was that he was not like the gods of other nations, whose actions were totally unpredictable, who had to be appeased by sacrifice when things went wrong, and under whose rule the people could never know what would happen next. They believed that he had not left them in ignorance of his nature and purpose. Rather he had revealed himself to them, and had shown himself to be a God who acted according to principles, principles that would not change as long as the sun and moon endured. They could assume, therefore, that as he had acted in the past, he could and would act in the future. By such an assumption the whole of the Old Testament is bound together and given unity. Men may be fickle and unfaithful, but he does not change.' He dwells in the midst of his people and always cares for them. Each succeeding generation could know that he would be with them as he had been with their fathers.5 He keeps his word and his promise to a thousand generations' For to him the passing of time is not as it is to men.7 It produces no change in him; he was at the beginning and he will be at the end, and he is in the whole course of history in between.8
It is true of course that this understanding of Yahweh as the God of history stands out more clearly from some parts of the Old Testament than from others; for as he revealed himself in the history of Israel, a growing apprehension of him as the Lord of history becomes apparent. Yet there is evidence that in very early stages of the national life of Israel there was a looking back to what God had done for them in making them a nation and to the way in which he had covenanted with them that he would be their God and they would be his people. They came to look back in particular to three great "moments" in their history, the call of Abraham, the exodus, and the reign of David.
Their God was the "God of Abraham,"9 or the "God of Abraham, and of Isaac and of Jacob,"" because of what he had done for the patri- archs,11 and in particular because he had entered into covenant with them.12 They saw that their existence as a people depended on the promises given to Abraham. "I will make of thee a great nation, and I will bless thee, and make thy name great; and be thou a blessing; and I will bless them that bless thee, and him that curseth thee will I curse."13 "Unto thy seed will I give this land."14 "In blessing I will bless thee, and in multiplying I will multiply thy seed as the stars of the heaven, and as the sand which is upon the sea shore; and thy seed shall possess the gate of his enemies; and in thy- seed shall all the nations of the earth be blessed.""
So also they spoke of their God as the God who brought them up out of the land of Egypt,16 and again and again they referred back to the exodus. That was the great act of Yahweh that made of them a free nation. It was with them as a nation that he had entered into covenant. We will return to this later, but again it is the recalling of the mighty act of God in past days and of the covenant made that is significant.
Then thirdly, they looked back on the way that God had set up David on his throne, given him victories by which the monarchy was estab- lished,l7 and promised that he would be with his seed after him on the throne.18
Such was the importance to Israel of their past history, the history of God's dealings with them, at these most fundamental points, and also at many others. Prophets and historians, sages and psalmists, looked in many different ways to what God had done in the past, and insisted that the past could be and was repeated.
The Repetition of the Acts of Divine Grace
The greatest act of God's grace and power to which Israel looked back was the exodus. Because of its special significance, and the way in which Israel experienced a release from bondage which they thought of as a repetition of the exodus, we must return later to deal with it separately. Independent of this particular significance of the actual exodus, God's victory given to them over Pharaoh was taken as an assurance that he would lead them to triumph over all their enemies." Then, after the exodus, there was the provision for Israel during the time spent in the wilderness, where Yahweh supplied all his people's needs and led them in the way that they should go.20 This could be recalled by prophet and psalmist to strengthen the conviction that, as he had provided when there was obviously no other means of help, so they could trust him to do again in every time of their need.21 The conquest of Canaan was a repetition of the way that God gave victory over Sihon and Og,22 and all these victories gave the assurance that he could always lead his people to triumph over their enemies. Like the victories over Midian, and over Jabin and Sisera, or over Oreb and Zeeb,23 so could be the fu ture victories of the people over their enemies. The Psalms repeatedly use what God has done in history in giving deliverance and victory to his people, as reasons for the praise of his mercy and might, but also as a basis of faith in his power to deliver from present enemies, and to continue to guard and to guide whatever the problems and difficulties of the future might be.24 A man of faith might always say that, as God has delivered in the past, so he will for the future.25
The Repetition of the Acts of Divine Judgment
Yet not only could the deliverances of God be repeated; his judgments might also be repeated. The great judgments that stood at the be ginning of biblical history were reminders of the righteousness of God, and warnings that he will judge those who utterly reject his ways. When, because Israel is under judgment, her enemies are said to come in like a flood, there is sometimes a reference to the deluge.26 In the apocalyptic language of Isaiah 24 the deluge clearly is taken as the type of judgment. "Behold, the Lord maketh the earth empty and maketh it waste ..." (v. 1). Verse 18 uses the language of Genesis 7:11 when it says that "the windows on high are opened." Then the following verse speaks of the consequences, which are those of a flood: "The earth is utterly broken, the earth is clean dissolved." Future judgment will be on the pattern of the past. There is also the warning that, as God judged Sodom and Gomorrah, so he would judge his own people if they were persistently unfaithful.27 Similarly this act of judgment is put forward as an example of the way in which he would judge the nations28 When men are spoken of as like Sodom and Gomorrah, it is implied that they deserve such judgment as befell those cities.29 So also it is said that the judgment of God would be as the plagues of Egypt.30 Or it is said that, as he judged the nations that were in Canaan before Israel because of their gross immorality, so he would judge again; he would even judge his own people as he judged them,31 if they persisted in making themselves like the heathen instead of living up to their calling as the elect people of God. Like the judgment at Baal-peor,32 like the destruction of Shiloh,33 like the judgment of the house of Ahab,34 so would future judgments be. His past judgments were recalled to show that he is unchangingly a God of righteousness, and men must know that he will yet do as he has done in the past.35
God's chastening of his own people has a repetitive nature about it because the faithlessness and rebellion of his people are so tragically recurrent. Israel again and again vainly relied on other nations instead of on the Lord. Repeatedly, therefore, they had to learn the consequences of their infatuation.3' Repeatedly they turned to serve other gods instead of the One who had so often saved them in their national history: and repeatedly they had to learn the futility of such actions.37 Time and again in their history it had been shown that unfaithfulness and rejection of Yahweh led to failure and judgment;38 for Yahweh is unchangingly a holy God who rules Israel and all the nations in righteousness.
Nevertheless the very fact that God judges his people again and again indicates that he is not only a God of judgment but of infinite mercy. "The gifts and the calling of God are without repentance."39 He seeks constantly to bring his people back to himself, and to forgive them. It is this interplay of mercy and judgment that shows most clearly the repetitive nature of Israel's history, or rather of the acts of God on their behalf.
This is nowhere in the Old Testament made more clear than in the Book of Judges. Here there is a pattern running through the book that is shaped by this understanding of history. Unfaithfulness leads to failure and defeat; repentance leads to renewed victory; and in this way history repeats itself. So there is the reiteration of this sequence: rebellion, judgment, repentance, and then victory through the God-given savior.40 The standard by which Israel was always measured, was the covenant; and to the significance of this for the Old Testament understanding of history we must now turn.
The Significance of the Covenant
All of Israel's relationships with the God whom they worshipped were determined by the covenant that they had with him. This was in essence the Abrahamic covenant, but no doubt they looked above all to the covenant that was made with the nation at the exodus. There the Lord had promised to Israel that he would be their God and they would be his people. On their side they had promised to obey him, and remain true to him.
The promises of God in the Old Testament are taken back to Abraham (and to Isaac and Jacob, after him), to Moses at the time of the exodus, and then, in the days when the kingdom was established, to David. Later generations depended on the word of God's promise given especially at those times. And his word was pledged that he would never fail on his side of the covenant.41 He would never fail to be Israel's God, and to protect and deliver and bless them as his people, so long as they on their side were faithful. The blessings promised if the covenant is fulfilled are manifold.42 Moreover, it is said that, if they have been unfaithful and return in true repentance,3 they will always find his mercy. Israel might always appeal to the covenant, and to the grace of God pledged in it.
On the other hand, if the covenant were not kept, and the people refused to acknowledge and repent of their unfaithfulness, then they had no claim on the grace and the blessing of God44 The covenant judged them and found them wanting.45 The Old Testament history of Israel is in fact one long story of the nation's unfaithfulness to the covenant; and at intervals along that history God sent his prophets, "rising up early and sending them."46 There were judgments, repeated judgments; and the prophets sought to show the people that their failures and defeats and distresses did not happen by chance. If they looked back into their history, they would see the same thing repeatedly happening.
This aspect of the Old Testament understanding of history is shown especially in the records of the monarchy. The reigns of the whole succession of kings of Israel and Judah are described simply on this basis of faithfulness or unfaithfulness to Yahweh. There are several standards of comparison; there is the rule of David,47 who kept faith with his God, and there is the standard of Jeroboam or Ahab41 who rejected the Lord and despised the covenant. And the issues of the various reigns are shown to be in accord with this faithfulness or unfaithfulness. There is mercy and deliverance and victory and peace; or there is judgment with consequent failure, disorder and defeat. The covenant determined the history_; repetition of the acts of divine judgment or deliverance came naturally because Yahweh was an unchanging God.
The Possibility of Prediction
It follows from this that the predictions of Israel's prophets were not just mysterious or ambiguous utterances as those of the Delphic or other ancient oracles. The prophets saw clearly that history never followed a merely fortuitous course. When they warned of God's impending judgments, they were not beating the air; their words contained inspired predictions of future events. The prophet was not always given to see the time in which, in the purpose of God, the inevitable judgment or deliverance would come. Prophet and psalmist alike, as they shared the same understanding of history, were baffled by continuing successes of wicked men and nations.44 But basically they understood the factors that determined the history of their own and other nations. They understood the principles of divine action that already had been revealed in history, and which would work themselves out in the future as they had done in the past.50 A prophet might sometimes speak in ecstasy, and his own powers of thought and understanding, at least in part, be transcended, in order that he might be an instrument of divine revelation, but far more often prophetic inspiration consisted essentially in God's giving his servants clear understanding of the way in which he had acted in the past in accordance with his own nature and his covenant, and therefore of the way in which he would act in the future. None of the great prophets of the Old Testament was simply a medium or an ecstatic. If the prophets saw men stubbornly rebelling against him, and utterly refusing to repent and turn back to him, then they knew that judgment must come. If they saw a people willing to return in repentance to obey him, they could assure them that God would give them victory and prosperity, and encourage them with the promise of the good things that he has prepared for them that love him. The possibility of such prediction thus depended largely on the warnings and the promises of the covenant, and on the fact that prophets were convinced that, as God had done in the past, so he would do in the future. And repeatedly the prophetic word was vindicated.
Often, however, the prophet's prediction was not absolute. The judgment he announced was conditional. He still preached and implored and pleaded that men might return to God and so avert the judgment.51 Only when the prophet was given to see repentance as no longer possible unless God's chastening came, did he preach the inevitability of judgment. It was on the nation's attitude to the covenant that the prophet's predictions were based.
The Basis of Prayer
The covenant was also the basis for prayer. Prayer in the Old Testament derives its meaning from the conviction that Yahweh's covenant with his people will not fail; he has pledged his word and he is an unchanging God. Prayer is not an attempt to persuade or propitiate an unwilling God, a God who is to be prevailed upon by the intensity of man's prayers, or simply by the requisite offerings. Prayer is a turning to God in the confidence that those who come in repentance and faith, will receive the things that they ask. There is confidence because God has given his word, and because of what he has done in fulfillment of his word in the past.
One could pray: "Remember Abraham, Isaac and Israel, thy servants to whom thou swarest by thine own self, and saidst unto them, I will multiply your seed as the stars of heaven, and all this land that I have spoken of will I give unto your seed, and they shall inherit it for ever."52 Or similarly: "Remember thy congregation, which thou hast purchased of old, which thou hast redeemed to be the tribe of thine inheritance."53 We see repeatedly in the Psalms that the acts of God in the past are the grounds of faith for present and future deliverances.54 It is realized, too, that, as in the past, so in the present, an individual or the nation, having sinned against the Lord, can seek his favor only by the way of repentance.55
Law and History
It is significant also that for Israel the law is not just a statement of abstract principles, a carefully worked out code of behavior formulated as such. The law is the expression of the righteousness and mercy of God. It is the statement of the principles of the covenant. The Old Testament setting of the law is the giving of the covenant at the exodus.56 The Decalogue begins, "I am the Lord thy God, which brought thee out of the land of Egypt, out of the house of bondage."57 Many of the individual laws have also direct reference to the exodus. In some cases they referred back to the experiences of Israel in bondage. For example, there was an obligation to care for the stranger and the poor and the widow because in Egypt they themselves knew what it was to be in adversity, and God in his mercy set them free.58 Or the laws might imply simply the obligation of obedience because of what Yahweh had done, and because of the covenant at the exodus. For example, with the laws that commanded the details of the way offerings were to be made went the words: "Ye shall not profane my holy name; but I will be hallowed among the children of Israel; I am the Lord which hallow you, that brought you out of the land of Egypt to be your God; I am the Lord."59
The law, therefore, contains not just a code for Israel to keep, but the principles of God's actions in the past, which remain the same for the present and the future. Such principles we have also in the Psalms and in the Wisdom literature. The significant fact is that they are never divorced from history to become mere abstractions. Yahweh is a living God, and the same yesterday, today and for ever. The law as well as history and prophecy, furnishes examples of the way that history must repeat itself, or rather of the way in which God's judgments and deliverances will be repeated. This is made most clear in the sections of the Holiness Code of Leviticus and in the parts of Deuteronomy where the blessing and the curse are given, the promises of the blessings of obedience, and the warnings of the tragic consequences of disobedience. These bear reference to past history, and show how that past history can be repeated.
Memorials and Feasts
The law stood constantly before Israel, and the righteous man was to meditate in it day and night.60 But there were other reminders of what God had done. There were names such as Bethel, Gilgal, Achor, Ebenezer, Perez-uzzah and a host of others.61 The associations of these names for the ancient Israelites are not weakened by modern discussions of their etymologies. There were also "visual aids" to the memory of Israel of various acts of God described in their written traditions: the stones at the Jordan, the heaps of stones at Achan's grave, and at the grave of the king of Ai, the stone where the ark rested when it was returned by the Philistines.62 The Old Testament is full of such exampies-each a visual reminder of the acts of God which were described in the written traditions of their history.63
Most important of all, there were the feasts. Once again, we are not concerned with their origins, nor with their agricultural aspect. For the Old Testament, what is important is that they had historical associa- tions,64 and, because of this, they renewed and kept alive constantly the faith of Israel in the God of history, the living and unchanging God.
Such was the Passover, and the feast of unleavened bread. Even if this feast began as an agricultural festival65-the festival that Moses asked Pharaoh for permission for the people to keep by going three days' journey into the wilderness66-it came to be associated inseparably with the exodus.67 Its significance came to be much more than agricultural; it was national and historical. We know little about the observance of the Passover in the days of the monarchy, and it does not seem always to have been given prominence. But the occasions on which its observance is particularly recorded were times of great national religious revival in the days of Hezekiah and Josiah.68 Through the traditions and records of the exodus the faithful Israelite kept the Passover in remembrance of what God had done then in redeeming his people from their bondage. As Pedersen says, "The Passover meant a re-living of the old common history."69 It was a "feast through which the people re-experienced the event on which their existence as an independent nation was based."70 They ate it in haste, with staff in hand, taking only unleavened bread, all in order to live over again the history of their deliverance. And, in so doing, "the people fortified itself by commemorating its history."71 Faith was stimulated to believe that, as God had done at the exodus, so he could continue to deliver his people from their enemies.
Similarly the feast of weeks called to mind the fact that Israel was in bondage in Egypt.72 The year of jubilee recalled that the Lord set free his people and did not intend them to be in bondage again.73 The offering of the firstfruits and the consecration of the firstborn74 recalled the exodus and the possession of the land. The feast of tabernacles recalled the period that Israel spent in the wilderness, and God's provision for them there.75 The much later feast of Purim is given its historical asso ciations.76 Whatever their original significance, and however much or little of this was retained, it is true to say that the feasts of Israel as a whole were historically orientated; they were orientated to recall the acts of God in history. In each one there was a reliving of the old national history, and consequently the strengthening of faith in the living and unchanging God.
The Interpretation of History
For Israel, history was never simply the narration of past events. Throughout the Old Testament history is written theologically; and behind the actual writing of this history lay the practice, its roots far back in the nation's past, of the rehearsal of the former acts of God.77 The people were held responsible for making these acts known to each succeeding generation.78 In particular they were not to fail to pass on the story of what God had done at the exodus.79 They were to tell the meaning of the memorials that were set up to commemorate what God had done.8° The true Israelite should always have been able to say with the psalmist: "We have heard with our ears, 0 God, our fathers have told us, what work thou didst in their days, in the days of old."81 As we have noted, many of the psalmists rehearsed the national historys2 to stimulate faith in and praise of the God who had acted in their nation's past. The Old Testament historians do not simply record facts, nor do they simply relate what the great men of the past did. They are concerned to show what God did. Victory is attributed to the deliverance of God: defeat is to be explained by the unfaithfulness of man and his failure to rely on the strength of his God.
The people are urged to know and to remember history,83 because history is instruction in the ways of God.84 The history books of the Old Testament are "the former prophets." Whether we think of the writers of these books, or those whom we more naturally call prophets, we see that the task of the prophets was not only to denounce the sins of their own day, and to speak of what the future held in the judgment and the mercy of God, but also, and as a basis for what they said about the present and the future, to show God's judgment and mercy in the past. They were interpreters of history, and they made the past speak to the contemporary situation. God had judged unfaithfulness in the past, he had blessed his people when they turned to him and relied on him. The narration of history is prophetic; it is "less an account than an address, not an it but a thou, not a once upon a time but a now."85 Judgment is pronounced on all the past, so that it may become instruction, a very word from God for the present. As God has acted, so he is acting in the contemporary situation in judgment or in mercy, and so he will act in all his future dealings with his people.86
The importance of this as a background for typology is obvious. History is recorded because history may be repeated, not of course exactly in detail, but according to the principle of the past acts of God among men. There is one case, however, in which the Old Testament writers saw a very close repetition of the past, and because of the importance of this for the development of typology it needs to be considered more carefully. The bondage of the nation in Egypt, the deliverance of the exodus, the period in the wilderness, and the re-occupation of the land, were repeated in the exile and the return.
The Second Exodus
When in the days of the monarchy the prophets saw the moral and spiritual decline of the nation, and with it the increasing threat of aggression from the great powers that surrounded them, they gave warning that the consequences of rebellion against God and failure to depend on his strength would be a new captivity. "They shall not return to Egypt,"87 Hosea said, and he implied not simply a new bondage, but that the nation had to begin again to learn to know the Lord; it had to be dispossessed of its land, and go back to the simplicity of living in tents, and in another wilderness experience relearn the lessons of trust and obedience. "Therefore, behold, I will allure her, and bring her into the wilderness, and speak comfortably unto her. And I will give her her vineyards from thence, and the valley of Achor for a door of hope; and she shall make answer there, as in the days of her youth, and as in the day when she came up out of the land of Egypt."88 Jeremiah lived through the pe riod when the capture of Jerusalem and Judah by Babylon was imminent, but he saw through from despair to faith and hope, and the hope was in the God of the exodus. "The days come, saith the Lord, that they shall no more say, As the Lord liveth which brought up the children of Israel out of the land of Egypt, but, As the Lord liveth, which brought up and which led the seed of the house of Israel out of the north country, and from all the countries whither I had driven them; and they shall dwell in their own land."89 In that second captivity, that second experience of "Egypt," this hope began to burn in the hearts of the people. Dwelling among the nations, Israel came to know her God in a deeper sense than ever before as the God of all the nations of the earth, the God who rules and overrules in history, and to whom the nations are as "a drop of a bucket." What God has done in the past, he will not merely do again; he will do a new and greater thing. In the former days the Lord led Israel out of Egypt, and "dried up the sea, the waters of the great deep," he "made the depths of the sea a way for the redeemed to pass over." He would do this again, the prophet said, "The ransomed of the Lord shall return, and come with singing into Zion."90 The power of Babylon would be overthrown, as the horses and chariots of Egypt91 There would be a new exodus,92 though with a difference, "For ye shall not go out in haste, neither shall ye go by flight; for the Lord will go before you; and the God of Israel will be your rearward."93 They would find in the wilderness the wonderful provision that God had made before, and more than that, the way would be prepared for the people there,94 and the glory of the Lord would be revealed, as he led his people by a way that they had not known, giving them springs of water in the desert.95 Waters would gush out from the rock again9' and he would protect them from hunger and thirst and from the heat of the sun97
In Ezekiel the thought of the repetition of the experience in the wilderness recurs, but in a way more akin to Hosea's prophecies already quoted. The prophet in exile gave as the Lord's word to his people, "I will bring you out from the peoples ... and I will bring you into the wilderness of the peoples, and there will I plead with you face to face. Like as I pleaded with your fathers in the wilderness of the land of Egypt, so will I plead with you, saith the Lord God" (Ezek. 20:34-36). Some of those wilderness experiences may be spiritualized as they are realized a second time, but as the dealings of God with his people they are repeated, in principle as they were before.
Thus the prophets spoke of the repetition of the captivity, release, and of the spiritual experiences of the wilderness. Here is that repetition of history which is the basis of typology; and here too is an indication of that other fundamental of typology, the difference of degree between the former acts of God and the new.
The Greater Glory of the Future Acts of God
The second great fact on which typology is based is that hope of Israel that not only would God act on the principles of his past action, but that he would do so on an unprecedented scale.9s The faith of Israel as we see it in the Old Testament is constantly forward-looking. There was the promise made to Abraham, the promise that the covenant at the exodus involved, and the promises made to David. As long as the inheritance that God had for his people was not fully possessed, as long as they suffered defeat or were confined by their enemies and failed to enjoy peace and security and prosperity, they could feel that the promises were not completely fulfilled. Conscious of the failures and defects of the past, the more enlightened in Israel "felt that it required a more perfect future to render it altogether worthy of God, and fully adequate to the wants and necessities of His people."99 At least from the time of the earliest of the writing prophets, the people began to look forward to something more than a repetition of God's acts of grace and judgment. They looked forward to a coming "day of the Lord," when his people would be exalted more gloriously than ever before, and other nations would be judged. We find reference made by Amos to a popular expression of this hope in the eighth century B.C.100 In this case, as the prophet points out, the hope is perverted, and divorced from the understanding of God's moral demands on his people; but at least it was the hope of a climax of history, and of God's revelation of himself. We find it as an important part of the message of some of the later prophets. It is in Haggai and Zechariah, and is prominent in Zephaniah, Joel, and Malachi.
Yet even though the prophets and people believed that this "day of the Lord" would be unique, they could not help but think of it in terms of the past. As Fairbairn puts it, "the expectations cherished of what was to be, took very commonly the form of a new and higher exhibition of what had already been.""' They thought of the future in terms of the greatest leaders that God had previously given them, and the greatest acts of God on the behalf of Israel.
The Davidic Messiah
The most important, and most obvious expression of this was the hope of the Davidic Messiah. Without doubt this was associated with the promises made to David, and God's blessing of David's reign. Part of the promise was that the line of David would continue;102 God had entered into covenant with him that there would not fail one to sit on his throne,103 though it was said that the abiding line of David depended on the faithfulness of those who followed him.104 In comparison with David,` few of the kings who followed him could be said to walk in his ways, and thus to enjoy the blessings and triumphs of his reign. Men longed for another David, for the reestablishing of the house of David, for a second David of his line who would be the Savior of his house and of the nation.1°6 And, though there is a diversity in the prophetic understanding of the person and work of the Messiah, this anointed one of the line of David was often spoken of in terms which made him greater than David. For example in Isaiah 4:6-7 it is said of him, "The government will be upon his shoulder, and his name will be called Wonderful Counsellor, Mighty God, Everlasting Father, Prince of Peace. Of the increase of his government and of peace there will be no end, upon the throne of David, and over his kingdom, to establish it, and to uphold it with justice and with righteousness from this time forth and for evermore" (RSV). Or we may compare the words of Micah 5:2-5, "But thou, Bethlehem Ephrathah, which art little to be among the thousands of Judah, out of thee shall one come forth unto me that is to be ruler in Israel; whose goings forth are from of old, from everlasting ... And he shall stand, and shall feed his flock in the strength of the Lord, in the majesty of the name of the Lord his God; and they shall abide: and now shall he be great unto the ends of the earth. And this man shall be our peace . . ." In Isaiah 11:1-9 the reign of the one who is described as "a shoot out of the stock of Jesse, and a branch out of his roots" is described in such a way as makes clear how exceedingly more glorious his reign is to be than that of the David of their history. In Isaiah 55:3-4 the fulfilling of the "everlasting covenant," the granting of "the sure mercies of David," is described in terms that make the coming ruler "a witness to the peoples," "a leader and commander" not just for Israel but "to the peoples." The hope of a personal Messiah is based firmly on the experiences and the traditions of the greatest anointed king that Israel had ever had; like David, he would be, but far greater than David.
A New Melchizedek, a New Moses, a New Elijah
There are other places in which figures of the present or the future are referred to in terms of personalities of the past; and even if these were in no sense messianic in their original context, they became messianic in interpretation. Whatever the date of Psalm 110, there is here clearly the description of one who can be called a new Melchizedek, one who like the Melchizedek of Genesis 14 would exercise the functions of priest and king at the same time.107 If the picture this Psalm presents of the rule and victories and judgments of the priest-king is an idealized picture of the reign of a historical king of Israel, at least it could be applied more truly to the coming Messiah. Similarly Deuteronomy 18:1519 speaks of another Moses bringing God's word to his people, "The Lord thy God will raise up unto thee a prophet from the midst of thee, of thy brethren, like unto me; unto him ye shall hearken ... And the Lord said unto me ... I will raise them up a prophet from among their brethren, like unto thee; and I will put my words in his mouth, and he shall speak unto them all that I shall command him." From the following verses it seems clear that simply the typical prophet of Israel is intended. But in later times-as is seen in the New Testament108-it is evident that the hope that was based on this passage was for a prophet greater than Moses, even the Messiah himself: and it must be said that the weighty words of verse 19 lend themselves to such an interpretation of the passage: "And it shall come to pass, that whosoever will not hearken unto my words which he shall speak in my name, I will require it of him."109
In Malachi 4:5 there is the hope of the coming of Elijah the prophet in the context of the hope of the great and terrible day of the Lord. Chapter 3:1 is commonly associated with this, "Behold, I send my messenger, and he shall prepare the way before me; and the Lord, whom ye seek, shall suddenly come to his temple...." Whether this was to be thought of as the return of the prophet of the 9th century, or whether of the coming of a new Elijah, there is the sense of the repetition of past history, but in the setting of the glory of the coming "day of the Lord."
The Feast of Tabernacles
The feasts of Israel were given an eschatological meaning. The Feast of Tabernacles was not only an agricultural festival, a thanksgiving for the land and its harvest: it recalled the dwelling in tabernacles in the wilderness days, and God's provision for the people before they entered their land. The Fourth Gospel probably reflects the ceremonies that later Jewish practice added to the celebration of the feast, as well as the fulfillment of its meaning in Christ. But there is an eschatological hope connected with the Feast of Tabernacles even in Old Testament days. In Zechariah 14 the thought of the feast as the harvest is connected with the ingathering of the nations. All the nations and families of the earth are summoned to go up to Jerusalem to keep it. Whether or not it can be said to be evident from this passage, it is clear that before the time of Christ, there was, connected with the Feast of Tabernacles, the hope of the future tabernacling of God in the midst of his people in a more glorious way than ever before. It has been sufficiently well established that the Jewish lectionary antedates the Christian era,110 and in this Zechariah 14 and I Kings 8, Solomon's prayer at the dedication of the temple, were coupled as readings for the Feast of Tabernacles." There can be little doubt of the significance of this fact. The presence of the Lord with his people in the wilderness and in the temple was a picture, or a type, of that more glorious tabernacling in their midst in the day that was yet to be, when the ingathering of the nations would be fulfilled.
The Passover
We may be certain also that long before New Testament times such a future hope was connected with the observance of the Passover. Again it is difficult to find direct evidence for this from the Old Testament itself. From the Gospels, however, we learn that the hope of a new re demption or deliverance glowed in the hearts of devout Israelites before the coming of Christ and the preaching of his salvation,112 and the thought of redemption must have taken their minds back to the exodus. To the quietists the redemption that was sought was a spiritual deliverance; to the Zealots redemption was an intensely political hope. But for both we can understand that it burned most brightly at Passover time. We have already dwelt on the way in which the exile was regarded as a new exodus. We should also notice that the prophets "spiritualize" some aspects of the exodus and the wilderness experiences in a way which prepared for the hope of a deliverance of a spiritual nature. Hosea said that the new captivity would be in "Egypt," but not in the literal "Egypt."113 In Ezekiel especially we see how Egypt is regarded as the place of moral and spiritual temptation and bondage.114 And the new bondage was, in a way that the old bondage in Egypt had not been, a punishment or chastening because of the nation's sin. Hence, as we have seen, the people were to re-learn through their experiences the knowledge and fear of the Lord, even as the nation of old had learnt to depend on him in the wilderness. The second exodus was a repetition of the first, but it was in a much fuller sense a spiritual deliverance. This must have affected the keeping of the Passover, so that its place in the religious life of Judaism, especially in postexilic times, must have been such that, with its observance, there was a hope of eternal deliverance, of deliverance from all the bondage of evil, for which those of the Pharisaic tradition in particular hoped. Dalman says of the Passover:
There is good ground, therefore, for the belief that, for devout Israelites, the feasts were not only witnesses to the fact that what God had done in the past he could do again; but that they also made vivid the hope that God would step into their history in a new way; the messianic age would dawn in which there would be a new deliverance, greater and deeper than anything before. It is this hope that provides the background for the true relationship between type and antitype.
The New Temple
We may illustrate this further by considering Israel's institutions and in particular that of the temple. When, in Old Testament days, Israel thought of the presence of God in the midst of his people, they thought of the tent of meeting and of the temple. Before the days of the monarchy the ark and the tent of meeting were the particular symbols of God's presence; the loss of the ark was felt to be the loss of the glory of the Lord from amongst his people."' Then the temple was built, and it was regarded as in a unique sense the place of the Lord's dwelling in Israel. When God's judgment came on the nation, and the temple was destroyed, the prophet Ezekiel saw in his vision the glory of the Lord departing from the city."7 The return from the exile saw the building of a second temple. To those who knew the old temple, and who saw the construction of a new and less magnificent structure, there could be only disappointment. But the answer of the prophet Haggai to them in their discouragement was that this new temple would be of more glory than that which had been destroyed."' In the latter days God would come to his temple. In the coming day of the Lord he would shake all nations, and cause them to bring their riches into the temple. Because of his acts then, which would surpass any of his acts on behalf of his people in the past, it would be a more glorious house than they had before.
In a different way we find in Ezekiel 40-48 the vision of a new and finer temple than that which had been destroyed. The temple of the prophet's vision was to be greater in dimensions and grander in structure than the old. But the one fact of transcendent importance was that to this house the glory of the Lord's presence would return119 and consequently the city would be called "The Lord is there."120 In various parts of the Old Testament, however, we find the expression of the hope that, since the Lord's presence cannot be thought of as limited in any way to the temple, his tabernacling presence would in future be known in a more glorious way than could be realized in the temple. God's dwelling is apart from men, and "heaven" is the place of his temple;121 and no earthly shrine can adequately express or manifest the presence of God. In 1 Kings 8:27, in the prayer of dedication of the temple, we have these words, "But will God in very deed dwell on the earth? behold, heaven and the heaven of heavens cannot contain thee; how much less this house that I have builded." The prophet Isaiah clearly felt this as, in his vision, he saw that just the "skirts" or the "train" of the Lord filled the temple, and as he heard the seraphs cry, "The fulness of the whole earth is His glory."112 Yet perhaps the greatest expression of this in the Old Testament is in the words of Isaiah 66:1, "The heaven is my throne, and the earth is my footstool; what manner of house will ye build unto me? and what place shall be my rest?" As the sense of God's transcendence grew, so developed the awareness that the tabernacling of the holy and omnipotent God among men was yet to be more wonderful than the temple could express.
From a different direction, some of the Old Testament prophets reached the verge of the hope that the tabernacling presence would not be thought of as in a place or a building, but in the hearts of men. Prophets could look for the day when the Lord would give his Spirit to his people in a new way, indwelling them and so giving new life and in- spiration;123 they could speak of a new covenant under which there would be a new desire to obey the Lord and do his will, because the law would be set in their hearts'24 or because his sanctuary would be in the midst of them in a new way.121 It needed, however, the fulfillment to bring together the understanding that was already there of the indwelling Spirit and of the tabernacling presence of God. In both there was a hope for the future, expressed in terms of what had been realized in the past, but which was to be experienced in a more glorious way.
The New Covenant
This last point leads us to the thought of the new covenant. We have seen already that the basis of all the institutions of Israel, and all God's dealings with Israel, was the covenant. There was the old covenant made with the fathers and with Israel in all their generations, and there was nothing imperfect in the divine side of that covenant, no failure at any time in God's promises. Yet Israel had failed constantly. From time to time they were led back to renew the covenant and to make afresh their promises to their God who had pledged himself to them.126 The prophet Jeremiah saw such a renewal of the covenant under Josiah; but he lived to see its failure, for the people could not keep it from their hearts. He was enabled to see that God in his grace would give a new covenant,127 in which man's part would not be just a law written on tables of stone. "But this is the covenant that I will make with the house of Israel after those days, saith the Lord, I will put my law in their inward parts, and in their hearts will I write it ... and their sin will I remember no more."128 Thus the Old Testament's own understanding of the covenant provides the basis of the later New Testament antitype: the new covenant fashioned on and foreshadowed by the old, but far surpassing it.
A New Creation and a New People
The point of Jeremiah's words, however, is not just that there will be a new covenant, but new men who will obey God from their hearts. Those of the Old Testament prophets and psalmists who were led to understand most deeply the nature of man's sin and of man himself, saw that only in new men, in a new creation, could the purpose of God be realized, and his people live in dependence on him and in the victory and peace and obedience that he had planned for them. And here we are brought again to the repetition of the acts of God. For those who believe their God to be Lord of all, the supreme act of the past is the act of creation itself. He was at the beginning, he is author of all things. The action whereby God would overcome all the limitations and failures and sins of men is thus described in terms of a new creation. The word of the Lord through the prophets is, "Behold I create new heavens and a new earth; and the former things shall not be remembered, nor come into mind..."129 The messianic age, whether with or without reference to the personal Messiah, can be described as a return to the conditions of paradise.130
We should associate also with this-although the themes are slightly different-the renewing or reviving of God's people, their re-creation. Where it is said in Ezekiel that "this land that was desolate is become like the garden of Eden,"131 it is said in the same context, "A new heart also will I give you; and a new spirit will I put within you; and I will take away the stony heart out of your flesh, and I will give you an heart of flesh."132 The individual is to be made new, and so is the nation. This same prophet looked on the Israel of his day, and saw them, as it were, as dry bones; but he was enabled to see the Spirit of the Lord come and bring new life to the bones. They said, "Our bones are dried up, and our hope is lost; we are clean cut off." But the answer was, "Thus saith the Lord God: Behold I will open your graves, and cause you to come up out of your graves, 0 my people; ... And I will put my spirit in you, and ye shall live, and I will place you in your own land: and ye shall know that I the Lord have spoken it, and performed it, saith the Lord."133
We can understand some of the Servant passages of Isaiah 40-55 best as we see there a people redeemed by the new exodus, made anew the servant of the Lord to carry out his purpose among the Gentiles as they have never carried it out before. The repetition of the old work of redemption and the re-creating of a people come very close together here. The prophet passes from speaking of Israel as a nation and speaks of the Servant in terms that could never have been used of Israel in their past history. But the purpose of God for the Servant is based on the purpose of God for his people in the past.114 Thus we have the two basic elements of typology that we have noted elsewhere brought before us again. And at the heart of the great statement of the work of the Servant in Isaiah 53 is the revelation that his life is to be made an offering for sin; his is a sacrifice with all the meaning of the old "guilt offering"; but the victim is now not an animal, but the righteous Servant of the Lord, a greater sacrifice than any that had been known before.
Thus we find in the Old Testament the twofold basis of typology. We find that the belief in the unchanging God who is Lord of history leads to the understanding of the repetition of the acts of God. We find also that the Old Testament itself points forward to divine acts more glorious than any in the past. The Old Testament is an incomplete book; it is revelation developing towards a climax. There is the constant prediction of a "day of the Lord," a consummation, a unique revelation of the power and glory of God in the person of the Messiah or in a messianic age. Then God will reveal himself in mercy and in judgment more fully than ever before. This hope is expressed in terms of the past, yet exceeds anything experienced in the past. There is to be a new David, but a greater than David; a new Moses but a greater than Moses; a new Elijah or Melchizedek, but one greater than those who stand out from the pages of the old records. There is to be a greater and more wonderful tabernacling of God, as his presence comes to dwell in a new temple. There is to be a new creation, a new Israel, redeemed, revived, a people made up of those to whom a new heart and a new spirit are given that they may love and obey their Lord.
Old Testament prophecy, as we have seen, depended for much of its expression on the actualities of Old Testament history, and of its record. Its conviction of an unchanging God was the basis of that confidence that he would act in the future as he had done in the past. Its hope of a messianic age provided for the relation between type and antitype, the latter greater and more excellent than the former. It needed only the coming of the One in whom all the prophecies of the Old Testament would be fulfilled, in whom all those themes of hope in the Old Testament would be gathered up and realized, the Fulfillment and the Fulfiller of all the types that the Old Testament history presented. The unity of the Old Testament depends on the changing nature of the God who is there revealed. The unity of Old and New Testaments provides the justification for typology as we understand it, as the theological interpretation of history. The superiority of the New is to provide the antitype, the fulfillment in Christ himself, of the Old Testament type or foreshadowing.
Typology as the Christological Interpretation of History
Typological interpretation, strictly speaking, is not concerned with those parts of the Old Testament which have the form of messianic prediction in the narrower sense. It is the interpretation of history. Predictive prophecy often, indeed, depends on the interpretation of a particular historical situation in the light of the revealed character of God; but the writing of history was itself "prophecy" in the broader sense of the understanding of God's action in history. Old Testament history, as we have seen, is the record of the acts of God in judgment and mercy; it is history with a purpose and a goal. Manifestly incomplete, it is pointing forwards to a climax of the manifestation of God among men.
It is thus that the New Testament interprets the Old. It interprets not only its prediction but also its history, which is itself revelation because it describes the acts of God, in the light of the revelation of him who is the Word Incarnate. It is only in him that the partial revelation that is foreshadowing (and the confessed fact that it is partial), is able to be understood. Speaking of the use that the earliest Christians made of the Old Testament, Professor Tasker says: " ... it is the events recorded in the historical books, particularly the call of Abraham, the redemption from Egypt, the giving of the law on Sinai, and the triumphant establishment of the worship of the true God in the Holy Land in spite of much backsliding and many an attempt to compromise with paganism, which are represented as foreshadowing the final salvation wrought in the life, death, and resurrection of Jesus. Apart from these concluding actions the previous incidents remain unexplained and have no abiding significance. . . „ 135
We may look at this in two different ways. First, we may look at it from the point of view that history is itself prophetic. It is prophetic in the sense that all history, if understood sub specie aeternitatis, teaches us the principles on which God rules and will rule as Lord of history. Moreover the Old Testament record of history is prophetic in the particular sense that it describes a revelation and divine action which are shown to be incomplete. A divine purpose of judgment and mercy is revealed in the history; but it is yet to be fulfilled or fully wrought out in history. Alternatively, we may look at it from the point of view of God preparing the world, granting partial revelation as preparatory to the incarnation of the Word himself, instructing a people in his ways of dealing with men, working towards the fulness of time when he would send forth his Son to be the Savior of the world and the One by whom he will judge all men.
We may interpret the Old Testament typologically from either point of view, and, of course, fundamentally the two are one. Revelation is wrought out in history, and to the eyes of faith history is revelation.
Typology and Allegory
Typological interpretation of the Old Testament, therefore, is not to be dismissed as allegory. It is essentially the theological interpretation of the Old Testament history. It is the interpretation of the divine action in history, in the same way as the Old Testament itself sought to show that divine action, but in the fuller light of him in whom alone history has its full meaning, Jesus Christ.136 All the action of God in the Old Testament history foreshadows his unique action and revelation in Christ. We may say that a type is an event, a series of circumstances, or an aspect of the life of an individual or of the nation, which finds a parallel and a deeper realization in the incarnate life of our Lord, in his provision for the needs of men, or in his judgments and future reign.137 A type thus presents a pattern of the dealings of God with men that is followed in the antitype, when, in the coming of Jesus Christ and the set ting up of his kingdom, those dealings of God are repeated, though with a fullness and finality that they did not exhibit before. Typology depends on the fact that "The same God offers in the two Testaments the same salvation. Both Testaments record certain divine acts in history, different indeed in execution and import, but one in their basic aim, viz., to create a people of whom God can say, `I am their God, they are my people' ... The salvation that is offered in both Testaments is the same-life with God through the forgiveness of sins."138 There is unity in principle and in purpose between the Old Testament type and the New Testament antitype. The difference lies in the incomplete and preparatory nature of the type compared with the completeness and finality of the antitype.
In our usual ways of speaking, allegory involves something different from this, and it is best to define it in such a way as to distinguish it from typology as a method of interpretation. We may call that method of interpretation allegorical which is concerned, not with the interpretation of history, but simply of words that are believed to be inspired symbols. It may completely ignore the context and the principles of God's dealings with man that are revealed in a passage. Allegory is an exegetically or philological method rather than an interpretation of events and of principles of divine action.14' Allegory is based on the conviction of the inspiration of the words of the narrative or passage of Scripture in question; but its danger is that it does not proceed from the understanding of the context, and it may easily be guided by the interpreter's own whims and fancies. The danger of tracing a symbol through Scripture is seen most clearly in the early Fathers to whom "water," wherever it occurred in the Old Testament, might be taken to speak of baptism,141 and references to "wood" or "a tree" to the cross.142 The result of such interpretation may be the complete negation of the true theological understanding of a passage in its context. This is not the case with typological interpretation as we have defined it. Typology always depends on the context, and on the natural and historical sense of the context.
We say, therefore, that typology is not to be dismissed as allegory, like the foregoing. When St. Paul used the word aXXrlyopE (in the one place in which it is used in the New Testament), he meant something different from what we commonly mean by allegorizing. He said of Abraham's two sons of the bondwoman and the free, anv& ianv aA).i1yopovµrva,143 and he meant that he was speaking, or interpreting, with a meaning other than the literal, but neither to deny the reality of the literal (as was often the case with Greek allegories), nor to reject the principles of the context. St. Paul is taking the principles behind the differences between the children of Hagar and Sarah and applying them to another (&kko;) setting, that of the children of promise under the gospel and those who do not possess the promise but remain in bondage. This can rightly be classed as typological interpretation, because the theological principles involved in the old narratives are simply taken up and shown to find a new, and a deeper, meaning in Christ. 144
Of allegorical interpretation, as we have defined it, we find very little in the New Testament. We cannot say that it is completely absent from the New Testament, but it is doubtful if it ever exists except as an elaboration of genuine typology. That is to say, there is first an interpretation of the theological principles of the Old Testament narrative, and then elaboration based on the symbolism of words. This is probably the case with the interpretation of Melchizedek in Hebrews 7. The basis of this interpretation seems clearly to be that Melchizedek stands out from the pages of the Old Testament as one who was priest and king, and the combination of these functions was perfectly fulfilled in Christ, of whom therefore Melchizedek may be called a type. Yet in the interpretation of his name "king of Salem," we have the use and interpretation of words and symbols rather than the interpretation of the work and functions of the Old Testament character. So also when the writer of the Epistle to the Hebrews speaks of him as "without father, without mother, without genealogy, having neither beginning of days nor end of life, but made like unto the Son of God"145 he does so apparently because he believes that these facts about Melchizedek, through the inspiration of the Spirit of God, have been left out of the sacred narrative in order that the picture of Christ as Priest-King, and as the Son of God, might be made more perfect. 14' This is a dependence on words, or lack of words, rather than the principles of the context; but it is to be noted that the interpretation begins with typology. There are one or two other cases of the use of the Old Testament in the New where the same ap pears to be true, but it is not possible to deal with them in detail here. What matters is that regularly we have the Old Testament interpreted by the interpretation of its history and of the principles of its institutions in the purpose of God, and not simply by using its words as inspired symbols in the way the Fathers so often did.
This is not to say that the words do not matter, or to deny the operation of the Holy Spirit in guiding and inspiring the writer of the history. Revelation in the Old Testament can never depend simply on the events, but on the prophetic interpretation of the events. It is not only the acts of God that matter, but the record of the acts, if we are to understand their meaning. So the history is rightly given the title of the "former prophets"; men with prophetic insight and understanding of the ways of God wrote the history. So Saint Paul, speaking of the Old Testament revelation, says, "Whatsoever things were written aforetime, were written for our learning."147 None the less it is necessary to distinguish typology from that allegorizing which has no concern with the revelation of the acts of God given in the particular passage of Scripture which it is treating. To take a word as symbolic of some spiritual truth without regard for the context in which it is found is always perilous as a method of interpretation.
Typological Interpretation and the Literal Sense
In one way it is true to say that typological interpretation involves a reading into the text of a meaning extrinsic to it. It takes more than the literal sense of a passage. The New Testament does this when it sees Christ as the theme and fulfillment of all the Old Testament, without limiting this to what is explicitly messianic prophecy. It sees the antitype foreshadowed by the types, and interprets the types accordingly. It sees in the Old Testament "by divers portions and in divers manners"148 what is revealed uniquely in the Word Incarnate, in whom all the fragments of the past revelation are brought together. Typological interpretation shows that the partial and fragmentary revelation in the Old Testament pointed forward to Christ. It interprets the types by referring them to the Antitype, and by showing that their meaning can be understood fully only in relation to him and in the light of the knowledge of him.149 Typology reads into Scripture a meaning which is not there in that it reads in the light of the fulfillment of the history. This is not ex egesis, drawing out from a passage what the human author understood and intended as he wrote. Nevertheless it does not read a new principle into the context; it interprets the dealings of God with men from the literal context, and then points to the way in which God has so dealt with men in Christ. It does not necessarily say that the writer was conscious of presenting a type or foreshadowing of the Christ, although we have seen that there was sometimes in the Old Testament the consciousness that the acts of God in the past pointed forward to similar but much more glorious acts in the future. We, therefore, do not necessarily read the Old Testament, and say as Origen was prone to say, that the Old Testament writers spoke consciously of Christ. Nor do we read in such a way as to lift the Old Testament to the level of the New as the Fathers of the mid-second century were in danger of doing. But we read, recognizing the incompleteness of the Old Testament, and the true relationship of type and antitype. Then it is right to see the Old in the light of the revelation that we have in Christ, to see it as partial, a foreshadowing of what is revealed in Christ.'50
Thus, also, it is not true to say that typological interpretation is a static method of interpretation which views the Old Testament simply as a closed corpus of inspired writings, and disregards the living faith of Israel and the experience of the prophets, and the way in which those of old time were led to the knowledge of God that was given to them. Allegory, when it takes up words as symbols, and disregards the context is always in this danger. True typology, on the other hand, involves the study of the living faith and growing apprehension of Israel, and the prophetic experience of God in order to understand more intimately the knowledge of God and of his ways that the prophets had, and which they were given in order to teach to men. It takes the history of Israel, wrought out in the trials and failures and triumphs that they as a nation experienced in the grime of battle and in the enticements of heathen cults around them; and it follows the Old Testament historians in seeing the hand of God in all of these, revealing itself in judgment and in mercy. It sees the Old Testament as a progressive and as an incomplete revelation. But because God was then revealing in part what he revealed uniquely in Christ, it finds in that history, as recorded, foreshadowings of the Christ.
This, in fact, is the way in which we as Christians must read the Old Testament, following the precedent of the New Testament interpretation of the Old, and supremely the use that our Lord himself made of the Old Testament. We should not look back to this part of the Bible just for the history of the Jewish religion, nor just for moral examples, nor just for its messianic prophecy, nor to see the excellence of the faith of Israel in contrast to the religious faith and understanding of other nations of antiquity. In actual fact Israel was often faithless, and it is God seeking to show himself to man, rather than man searching after God, that we need most to see. We look to the Old Testament to see God in his grace revealing himself in the history of Israel in preparation for the sending of his Son, the Incarnate Word and the Savior of the world.
If we understand typology in this way, it does not mean that we are limited to following the particular cases of typological interpretation that the New Testament gives to us. We have there a method of interpretation for which we have the background in the Old Testament itself. It is a method of interpretation of history. Its basis is in the Old Testament understanding of the unchanging nature of God and his unchanging covenant and principles of dealing with men; but for us that unchanging nature of God is made more clear in "Jesus Christ the same yesterday, and to-day, yea and for ever."151 Its basis is also in the Old Testament hope that the acts of God in the past would be repeated in yet greater glory; but for us-although we still wait for its final manifestation and the summing up of all history in Christ-that great glory has been revealed. Therefore we study the Old Testament typologically, for we study it to gain a theological understanding of history; and that theological understanding is christological understanding, for it is only in Christ that the history of Israel, or of any nation or individual, past or present, is able to find its meaning.
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From Richard N. Longenecker, Who Is the Prophet Talking About? Some Reflections on the New Testament Use of the Old," Themelios 13 (1987): 4-8. Reprinted by permission.
The question of the Ethiopian eunuch in Acts 8 is that asked by every inquiring person when reading what has come to be known as the Old Testament: "Who is the prophet talking about, himself or someone else?" (v. 34). And Philip's answer is the definitive response of Christian proclamation: "Jesus" (v. 35). The movement from Scripture to Jesus, however, while seemingly simple, is a matter that requires careful delineation. For it is all too easy to reason in some deductive manner as to how early Christians must have viewed matters, given certain basic commitments, than to investigate inductively how they actually worked out their convictions in the context of the presuppositions and methodologies of the day. Three matters, in particular, call for reflection when we attempt to understand the New Testament's use of the Old Testament: 1) the concept of fulfillment in the New Testament; 2) the exegetical procedures of the early Christians; and 3) the normativity of then current hermeneutical practices for Christian faith, both in that day and today.
Fulfillment in the New Testament
The concept of fulfillment is at the heart of biblical theology. This is true, first of all, for the Old Testament, where God's purposes were to be fulfilled through his covenant people Israel and where the latter prophets often explicate the former prophets. It is pre-eminently true for the New Testament, where the focus is on Jesus of Nazareth as the fulfillment of God's redemptive purposes for mankind.
The question is, however, as to what exactly is meant by fulfillment in the biblical sense. One answer is to assert that fulfillment has to do with direct prediction and explicit verification. Indeed, a primary test of a prophet in Old Testament times was that his predictions could be precisely validated at a later time (Deut. 18:22; cf. I Sam. 9:6). And this same expectation is carried on in the New Testament, as witness Jesus' statement on fulfillment in Matthew 5:17-18 (even the most minute features of the prophetic vision shall be fulfilled) and many of the quotations of Scripture by the evangelists (e.g., Mark 1:2-3, par.; Matt. 2:56; John 12:14-15). It is, in fact, this understanding of fulfillment that Justin Martyr used to excess in his Dialogue with Trypho. It appears also in extreme form in many of the church fathers; for example, in Tertullian's claims that Genesis 49:27 ("Benjamin is a ravening wolf; in the morning he devours the prey, and in the evening he distributes food"). 1 Samuel 18 (Saul's pursuit of David, but later repentance), and Isaiah 3:3 ("I will take away from Judah ... even the wise master-builder") are veiled predictions of Saul of Tarsus, who was from the Judean tribe of Benjamin, and so were fulfilled in Paul's life and ministry (Adv Marc 5.7.10).
So-calledproof from prophecy of a direct nature has always been a factor in both a Jewish and a Christian understanding of fulfillment. Sadly, however, some see this as the only factor, and so lay out prophecy-fulfillment relations in a manner approximating mathematical precision. Starting from such basic theological axioms as that there is a God in charge of human affairs and that historical events happen according to his will, they point to a few obvious instances where explicit predictions have been literally fulfilled (as Mic. 5:2, quoted with variation in Matt. 2:5-6) and move on from there to construct an often elaborate and ingenious "biblical" apologetic that is usually more "gnostic" than biblical.
What a "proof from prophecy" approach fails to appreciate is that other factors are involved in the New Testament's understanding of fulfillment. For example, there are times when an Old Testament text in its own context is enigmatic, yet is used in the New Testament with christological significance. Such a passage is Psalm 110:1 ("The Lord says to my Lord: `Sit at my right hand until I make your enemies a footstool for your feet"'), which was variously understood in early Judaism-usually of God speaking to Abraham, or to David, or even to Hezekiah, but not as having messianic relevance by the rabbis until about 260 c.E.-yet was explicated by Jesus to clarify the nature of messiahship and to point to himself (Mark 12:36, par.). Stemming from Jesus' usage, this verse in fact became the scriptural bedrock of early Christian proclamation (most clearly seen in Acts 2:34-35) and the basis for further Christological reflection in the Christian church (e.g., anchoring the catena of passages in Heb. 1:5-13 as to the nature of Christ's Sonship, and triggering the use of Ps. 110:4 in Heb. 5:6-7:28 as to the nature of Christ's priesthood). There are also times when the New Testament quotes the Old Testament in ways that appear quite out of context yet claims fulfillment by Christ or in Christian experience for those passages. Romans 10:6-8 ("The word is near you; it is in your mouth and in your heart") is one such case, for Deuteronomy 30:12-14 (used proverbially) surely has in mind the Mosaic law, whereas Paul interprets it to mean "the word of faith which we preach." Likewise, Paul's use of a number of Old Testament texts in Galatians 3-4 can be cited as not being in strict accord with their original contexts. And though the biblical argument of Galatians 3-4 is telling when understood in terms of Paul's Christian perspective and polemical purpose, his use of Scripture cannot be said to be in line with a direct prediction-explicit verification model.
Furthermore, the concept of fulfillment in the New Testament often has more to do with ideas of "corporate solidarity" and "typological correspondences in history" than with direct prediction. For example, the editorial comment of Matthew 2:15, quoting Hosea 11:1 ("So was fulfilled what the Lord had said through the prophet:'Out of Egypt I called my son"'), seems to be a rather clear case of the Evangelist thinking along the lines of what has been called corporate solidarity (i.e., the interchange between the nation and its representative, with the Messiah being the embodiment of Israel's hopes and the ultimate recipient of God's promises to his people) and of rereading his Old Testament from an eschatologically realized and christological perspective. For while in Hosea 11 "my son" appears as a collective synonym for the nation (LXX: "his [Israel's]children") which from childhood was loved by God (v. I) but drifted into idolatry (vv. 2-7), the Evangelist's point-without taking up any of the other features in the passage, many of which would have been entirely inappropriate for his purposes-is that what was prefigured in the nation's exodus from Egypt finds its ultimate focus in the experiences of Jesus, Israel's Messiah. Likewise, Matthew 2:17-18, quoting Jeremiah 31:15 (Rachel weeping for her children), and Matthew 4:14-16, quoting Isaiah 9:1-2 (a great light appearing to the people of Zebulun and Naphtali), use certain events of the nation's history as prefigurements of Jesus' life and ministry, seeing these events as fulfilled in 1) Herod's killing of the young boys at Bethlehem (so Jer. 31:15) and 2) Jesus' preaching in Capernaum (so Isa. 9:1-2). Similarly, Paul invokes ideas of corporate solidarity and typological correspondences in history when he argues that Christ is Abraham's "seed" (Gal. 3:16; cf. Gen. 12:7; 13:15; 15:18; 17:7-8; 22:17-18; 24:7, where "seed" as a generic singular refers to Abraham's posterity as an entity), and that "that rock [which followed the Israelites in the wilderness] was Christ" (1Cor.10:4, probably alluding to traditions based on Num. 21:17 and Deut. 32:1ff.).
The passages cited above are only some of the more obvious instances of where the New Testament's understanding of fulfillment overflows any simple prediction-verification model. More elusive still, yet of great significance, are the currents of fulfillment that flow almost everywhere throughout the substrata of the New Testament writings. For example, as Leonhard Goppelt has spelled out in detail, underlying the common narrative of our canonical gospels are all sorts of typological connections between God's activity among his covenant people Israel and his working in the life and ministry of Jesus-connections which the earliest believers in Jesus, whose lives were lived in the ethos of Scripture, saw more clearly than we do today. Likewise, in each of the Evangelists' portrayals there are redactional features that speak of fulfillment: in Matthew, of Jesus as the Jew who recapitulates the experiences of Israel and the one "like" Moses whom the people are to "listen" to (cf. Deut. 18:15-18); in Mark, of Jesus who leads his people out of the wilderness; in Luke, of Jesus as the prophet of eschatological promise; and in John, of Jesus as the centre of the nation's social and religious life, the fulfillment of what was typified in the nation's festivals, and the true paschal lamb. Paul also carries on such motifs in his portrayals of Christ as the obedient Son whose faithfulness to the Father in the context of Jewish covenantal nomism is the basis for mankind's redemption (e.g., Gal. 4:4-5; Rom. 5:19).
Much has been written on each of the passages and themes referred to above (see appended bibliography for some helpful books and articles), and much more need be said for any full treatment. The point to be made here, however, is that the concept of fulfillment in the New Testament is broader and more profound than usually thought. Certainly it includes direct prediction and explicit verification. We would be surprised if it didn"t. But direct prediction that explicitly comes to pass is only one factor in a biblical understanding of fulfillment-and one not as prominent or prevalent as is often popularly thought. To be included as well are matters having to do with the clarification of the enigmatic, with corporate solidarity, and with typological correspondences in history, as we have suggested above.
Yet behind all our analyses of individual passages and basic to any proposed characterization of what is taking place in the New Testament's use of the Old Testament stands a vitally important couplet of ideas that needs to be brought to the fore if we are ever to understand what fulfillment in a biblical sense signifies: 1) that God's plan for mankind has to do with "achieving a truly personal relationship between himself and his people," and 2) that "God's personal relations with man assume, for those who are sensitive to personal values, a recognizable pattern" (quoting C.F.D. Moule, "Fulfillment-Words in the New Testament," New Testament Studies 14 [1968]: 194, 198). What the New Testament tells us is that in Jesus of Nazareth the early Christians saw the culmination or fulfillment of God's redemptive purposes for mankind, not principally because they could verify each of the prophecies recorded in their Scriptures but "because they found reflected in Jesus a perfect filial relationship with God" (ibid., 298). So they were able to look back over God's pattern of personal relationships in the past-particularly those with his covenant people Israel-and see all of those relationships coming to finality in the life, ministry, death, and resurrection of Jesus. Or, as Moule aptly puts it: "They had come to estimate Jesus, in his ministry, his crucifixion, and his resurrection to life, as the climax, the coping-stone, of an entire edifice of relationship. He was the inaugurator of a new and decisive covenant" (ibid.).
Having, then, such a view of God's purposes and their culmination, the early Christians looked to their Scriptures for prefigurements of what they had seen and experienced in Jesus. In so doing, they spelled out those prefigurements in terms of what we have categorized as 1) direct prophecy explicitly verified, 2) enigmatic passages clarified, 3) corporate solidarity, and 4) typological correspondences in historythough, admittedly, such a precise demarcation of categories would have seemed to them overly pedantic. In effect, they began with Jesus as the epitome of the divine pattern of personal relationships and worked from that estimate of him to prefigurements of such a pattern in the Old Testament. From their Christocentric and so new revelational perspective they laid stress on "fulfillment"-with fulfillment being understood to include everything from direct prediction precisely enacted on through typological correspondences in history.
Exegetical Procedures of Early Christians
In addition to understanding the concept of fulfillment in the New Testament, it is necessary to give attention to the exegetical procedures used by early Christians in working out their convictions. Scholarship of late has focused more and more on the exegetical methods of the New Testament vis-a-vis those of early Judaism. And this is entirely as it should be. For though the gospel is supra-historical in its origin and effect, it comes from a God who always incarnates his word (as witness the incarnation par excellence, Jesus Christ) and who uses current historical modes as vehicles for his grace (as witness, for example, the sacraments). Why, then, should it be thought unusual or un-Christian for early believers in Jesus to have interpreted their Scriptures by means of the hermeneutical canons then at hand? Indeed, how could they have done otherwise?
Jewish exegesis of the first century can generally be classified under four headings: literalist, midrashic, pesher, and allegorical. Admittedly, such a fourfold classification highlights distinctions of which the early Jewish exegetes themselves may not have always been conscious. In dealing with a system of thought that thinks more holistically, functionally, and practically than analytically-one that stresses precedent over logic in defense of its ways-any attempt at classification must necessarily go beyond that system's explicit statements as to its own principles. Nevertheless, we still maintain, Jewish interpretations of Scripture fall quite naturally into one or other of these four categories.
A literalist (peshat) type of exegesis is to be found in all stands of early Jewish interpretation. While midrashic exegesis may characterize the Talmud, rabbinic literature also contains many examples of Scripture being understood in a quite straightforward manner, with the result that the natural meaning of the text is applied to the lives of the people-particularly in applying Deuteronomic legislation. The situation is somewhat similar in the Dead Sea Scrolls, where preoccupation with pesher interpretation so overshadows all other types of exegesis that one could easily get the impression that the men of Qumran never understood Scripture literally. Yet the opening lines of the Manual of Discipline commit the members of the community to a literal observance of both "the rule [order, serek] of the community" and what God "commanded through Moses and through all his servants the prophets" (1QS 1.1-3). Deuteronmic legislation, in fact, while adapted somewhat to their unique situation, was taken by the Qumran covenanters, for the most part, quite literally-even hyperliterally. Likewise Philo, while known most for his allegorical interpretations, understood certain biblical passages in a literalist fashion. Most familiar in this regard is his insistence that though allegorical exegesis is proper, it must not set aside the literal practice of the Law (De Migrat Abr 89-94). Philo believed, for example, that circumcision should be allegorically under stood, yet practiced literally (De Migrat Abr 92); he insisted on the eternality of the Law (De Vita Mos 44) and rebuked those who did not keep it (De Exsecrat 138-39).
The central concept in rabbinic exegesis, and presumably that of earlier Pharisees as well, was "midrash." The word comes from the verb derash (to resort to, seek; figuratively, to read repeatedly, study, interpret), and strictly denotes an interpretive exposition however derived and irrespective of the type of material under consideration. In the Mishnah, the Palestinian Gemaras, and the earlier Midrashim the verbs peshat and derash are used in roughly synonymous fashion, for the earlier rabbis (the Tannaim) did not see any difference between their literal interpretations and their more elaborate exegetical treatments. Only among the Amoraite rabbis, sometime in the fourth century c.E., were literalist exegesis and midrash exegesis consciously differentiated. But while not recognized as such until later, midrashic exegesis can be seen in retrospect to have differed from literalist exegesis among the Pharisaic teachers of the New Testament period.
Midrashic exegesis ostensibly takes its point of departure from the biblical text itself (though psychologically it may have been motivated by other factors) and seeks to explicate the hidden meanings contained therein by means of agreed-upon hermeneutical rules (e.g., Rabbi Hillel's seven Middoth; Rabbi Ishmael ben Elisha's later set of thirteen; or Rabbi Eliezer ben Jose ha-Galili's thirty-two). The purpose of midrashic exegesis is to contemporize the revelation of God given earlier for the people of God living later in a different situation. What results may be characterized by the maxim: "That has relevance for This"-that is, what is written in Scripture has relevance for our present situation. In so doing, early Judaism developed what George Foote Moore once aptly defined as "an atomistic exegesis, which interprets sentences, clauses, phrases, and even single words, independently of the context or the historical occasion, as divine oracles; combines them with other similarly detached utterances; and makes large use of analogy of expressions, often by purely verbal association" (Judaism in the First Centuries of the Christian Era, 1.248).
The expositions in the texts from Qumran are usually introduced by the term "pesher," which stems from the Aramaic word pishar meaning "solution" or "interpretation." There are also instances where "midrash" appears in the texts (e.g., 1QS 6.24; 8.15, 26; CD 20.6; 4QFlor 1, 14), though in these cases the word is used in a nontechnical sense to mean only "interpretation" generally. The Dead Sea sectarians considered themselves to be the elect community of the final generation of the present age, living in the last days of "messianic travail" before the eschatological consummation. Theirs was the task of preparing for the coming of the messianic age. And so to them applied certain prophecies in Scripture that were considered to speak of their present situation.
While the rabbis sought to contemporize Holy Writ so as to make God's Torah relevant to their circumstances, the Dead Sea covenanters looked upon Scripture from what they accepted was a revelatory perspective (based on the interpretations of the Teacher of Righteousness) and emphasized imminent, catastrophic fulfillment. Their maxim seems to have been: "This is That"-that is, our present situation is depicted in what is written in Scripture. Qumran's pesher interpretation of the Old Testament, therefore, is neither principally "commentary" nor "midrashic exegesis," though it uses the forms of both. As Cecil Roth pointed out: "It does not attempt to elucidate the Biblical text, but to determine the application of Biblical prophecy or, rather, of certain Biblical prophecies; and the application of these Biblical prophecies in precise terms to current and even contemporary events" ("The Subject Matter of Qumran Exegesis," Vetus Testamentum 10[1960]: 51-52).
The most prominent Jewish allegorist of the first century was Philo of Alexandria, whose expositions of Scripture were produced during the life of Jesus and the earliest days of the church. Though a Jew, Philo was the inheritor of Stoic and Platonic ideas. And though a critic of the content of these philosophies, he used their basic categories of thought and methods in presenting to his Grecian audience what he believed to be the truth of the Jewish Torah. So he usually treated the Old Testament as a body of symbols given by God for man's spiritual and moral benefit, which must be understood other than in a literal or historical fashion. The prima facie meaning must normally be pushed asideeven counted as offensive-to make room for the intended spiritual meaning underlying the obvious; though, as noted above, at times he seems willing to consider literalist and allegorical exegesis as having a parallel legitimacy. In the main, however, exegesis of Holy Writ was for Philo an esoteric enterprise which, while not without its governing principles, was to be disassociated from literalist interpretation.
But though Philo was the most prominent Jewish allegorist of the first Christian century, he was not alone. The Letter of Aristeas includes one instance of a mild allegorical treatment in its portrayal of the High Priest Eleazer's defence of the Jewish dietary laws (see 150-70; esp. 150: "For the division of the hoof and the separation of the claws are intended to teach us that we must discriminate between our individual actions with a view to the practice of virtue"). Jacob Lauterbach has identified two groups of Palestinian Pharisees active prior to the time of Rabbi Judah "the Prince" (the compiler of the Mishnah in the latter part of the second century c.E.), the Dorshe Reshumot and the Dorshe Hamurot, who used a type of allegorical exegesis in their interpretations of Scripture ("Ancient Jewish Allegorists," Jewish Quarterly Review 1[1911]: 291-333, 503-31). And Joseph Bonsirven and David Daube have presented significant data in support of the thesis of an early Pharisaic allegorical exegesis within Palestine itself (Bonsirven, "Exegese allegorique chez les rabbins tannaites," Recherches de Science Religieuse 23[1933]: 522-24; Daube, "Rabbinic Methods of Interpretation and Hellenistic Rhetoric," Hebrew Union College Annual 22 [1949]: 239-64). In addition, the Dead Sea Scrolls include a number of examples of allegorical interpretation, representative of which is the treatment of Habakkuk 2:17 in 1QpHab 12:3-4: "'Lebanon' stands here for the Communal Council; 'wild beasts' for the simple-minded Jews who carry out the Law" (see also 1QpMic. 8-10; CD 6.2-11; 7.9-20). But though allegorical exegesis was widespread amongst Jews of the first century, it was not dominant in Palestine.
The Jewish roots of Christianity make it a priori likely that the exegetical procedures of the New Testament would resemble to some extent those of then contemporary Judaism. This has long been established with regard to the hermeneutics of Paul vis-a-vis the Talmud, and it is becoming increasingly clear with respect to the Qumran texts as well. Indeed, there is little indication in the New Testament itself that the canonical writers were conscious of varieties of exegetical genre or of following particular modes of interpretation. At least they seem to make no sharp distinctions between what we would call historico- grammatical exegesis, midrash, pesher, allegory, or interpretations based on "corporate solidarity" or "typological correspondences in history." All of these are used in their writings in something of a blended and interwoven fashion. Yet there are discernible patterns and individual emphases among the various New Testament authors.
In almost all of the New Testament authors one can find some literalist, straightforward exegesis of biblical texts. Occasionally some allegorical interpretation is also present. The pesher method, however, dominates a certain class of material, namely that representative of Jesus' early disciples: principally Peter's preaching recorded in the early chapters of Acts, the Gospels of Matthew and John, and 1 Peter. Here these authors seem to be taking Jesus' own method of using Scripture as their pattern. By revelation they had come to know that "this" manifest in the work and person of Jesus "is that" of which the Old Testament speaks. Yet other New Testament writers, notably Paul and the author of Hebrews, can be characterized by a midrashic type of biblical interpretation (except where Paul uses a pesher approach in describing his own apostolic calling). Midrashic interpretation in the hands of these authors starts with Scripture and seeks to demonstrate christo logical relevance by means of a controlled atomistic exegesis. Thus the interplay of Jewish presuppositions and exegetical procedures on the one hand, with Christian commitments and perspectives on the other, has produced on the pages of our New Testament a distinctive interpretation of the Old Testament.
Constraints of space and time prohibit any detailing here of the New Testament's use of the Old Testament as to specifics. That is what I have attempted to do in my Biblical Exegesis in the Apostolic Period (1975), and what can be found in many of the works listed at the end of this chapter. Suffice it here to say regarding the nature of New Testament exegesis: 1) that the early Christians used many of the same exegetical procedures as were common within the various branches of then contemporary Judaism, and that they did so quite naturally and unconsciously; 2) that they seem to have looked to Jesus' own use of Scripture as the source and initial paradigm for their own use; and 3) that they believed themselves to be guided by the exalted Christ, through the immediate direction of the Holy Spirit, in their continued understanding and application of the Scriptures.
The Normativity of Then Current Hermeneutical Practices
Any attempt to spell out the nature of the New Testament's use of the Old Testament raises the question of the normativity of then current hermeneutical practices for Christian faith, both in that day and today. Most evangelicals and many "constructive" theologians have been at least sympathetic to the view that the New Testament's exegetical procedures are so bound up with the New Testament's proclamation that they together constitute one package, so to speak, with both being in some manner normative for the exposition of the gospel in that day and for the church's exegetical endeavors today-though exactly how those exegetical procedures should be considered normative and exactly how they should be worked out is often left unanswered. Recently, for example, S.L. Johnson, Jr., in taking up my question of 1970, has insisted (in somewhat extreme fashion):
"Can we reproduce the exegesis of the New Testament?" Unhesitatingly the reply is yes, although we are not allowed to claim for our results the infallibility of the Lord and His apostles. They are reliable teachers of biblical doctrine and they are reliable teachers of hermeneutics and exegesis. We not only can reproduce their exegetical methodology, we must if we are to be taught their understanding of Holy Scripture. Their principles, probably taught them by the Lord in His post-resurrection ministry, are not abstruse and difficult. They are simple, plain, and logical. The things they find in the Old Testament are really there, although the Old Testament authors may not have seen them fully (The Old Testament in the Neu': An Argument for Biblical Inspiration [Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1980], 93-94, emphases his).
Yet despite Johnson's ringing assurance, I am forced by the data alluded to above to respond: Really? Are we able? Ought we to try?
Evangelical Christians are committed to receiving, defending, proclaiming, and living out the faith and doctrine of the New Testament. But are we also committed to reproducing the exegetical procedures of the New Testament? We have always distinguished between the normative and the descriptive in other areas as presented in the New Testament-for example, in matters pertaining to church government, on the issue of apostolic doctrine and apostolic office, and regarding spiritual gifts and specific charismatic expressions, to name only a diverse few. Furthermore, the authors of the New Testament themselves at times suggest that their exegesis should be taken as more circumstantial and ad hominem in nature, in accord with their purposes then in view, than universally normative (e.g., Paul's catena of polemically motivated passages in Gal. 3:10-13, or his argument on the generic "seed" in Gal. 3:16, or his allegorical treatment of Hagar and Sarah and their sons in Gal. 4:21-31).
It is my contention that, unless we are "restorationists" in our attitude toward hermeneutics, Christians today are committed to the apostolic faith and doctrine of the New Testament, but not necessarily to the apostolic exegetical practices as detailed for us in the New Testament. What the New Testament presents to us in setting out the exegetical practices of early Christians is how the gospel was contextualized in that day and for those particular audiences. We can appreciate something of how appropriate such methods were for the conveyance of the gospel then and of what was involved in their exegetical procedures. And we can learn from their exegetical methods how to contextualize that same gospel in our own day. But let us admit that we cannot possibly reproduce the revelatory stance of pesher interpretation, nor the atomistic manipulations of midrash, nor the circumstantial orad hontinem thrusts of a particular polemic of that day-nor should we try. For various reasons, neither we nor our audiences are up to it. Ours, rather, is to contextualize the gospel in our own day and for our own circumstances, speaking meaningfully to people as they are and think today. Ours is to reproduce the faith and doctrine of the New Testament in ways appropriate to the apprehension of people today, not to attempt to reproduce-or to feel guilty about not being able to reproduce-the specific exegetical procedures contained therein.
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Positive Answer to the Question
Did Jesus and His Followers Preach the Right Doctrine from the Wrong Texts? An Examination of the Presuppositions of Jesus' and the Apostles' Exegetical Method
G. K. Beale
From G. K. Beale, "Did Jesus and His Followers Preach the Right Doctrine from the Wrong Texts?" Thentelios 14 (1989): 89-96. Reprinted by permission.
The degree of continuity and discontinuity in both theology and interpretative method between Christianity and its Jewish environment has been a point of much debate in New Testament studies. This has especially been the case with the issue of the use of the Old Testament in Judaism and in the New Testament.
One widely-held position is that Jesus and the writers of the New Testament used non-contextual and atomistic hermeneutical methods such as were used by their Jewish contemporaries. We today would regard such methods as illegitimate. But, we are assured, they were guided in their interpretation by the example of Christ and by the Spirit, and so, although we cannot imitate their methods today, we can trust their conclusions and believe their doctrine.' This chapter is in tended to raise questions about this approach and to offer a possible alternative.
The Issue of Noncontextual Exegesis in Postbiblical Judaism and Its Relation to the New Testament Methodology
Our starting-point is to observe that it is not at all clear that non-contextual midrashic exegesis was as central to earlier Pharisaic and Qumran exegesis as is suggested by scholars favoring the approach we have described. First, it may not be appropriate to speak of a non-contextual rabbinic method in the pre-A.D. 70 setting, since most examples come from after A.D. 70 and those which can be dated with probability before that do not appear to reflect such an atomistic approach.' Second, concern for contextual exegesis is found not uncharacteristically both in Qumran and in Jewish apocalyptic.' This analysis has far-reaching implications for the argument of those who believe that early Christian exegetes were influenced by a prevalent atomistic Jewish hermeneutic.
But even this assumption of influence may be questioned. it sounds a priori plausible that the exegetical procedures of the New Testament would resemble those of contemporary Judaism. And yet, since early Christianity had a unique perspective in comparison with early Judaism, one should not assume that Jewish and Christian hermeneutical approaches will necessarily have been identical in every way. It is necessary to look at the New Testament itself, without prejudice about methodological continuity or discontinuity, in order to assess the issue.
It is often claimed that an inductive study of the New Testament reveals a predominantly non-contextual exegetical method. But, in fact, of all the many Old Testament citations and allusions found in the New Testament, only a very few plausible examples of non-contextual usage have been noted by critics. These include:'
1. ad hominein argumentation: the role of angels revealing the law in Galatians 3:19; the Exodus "veil" theme in 2 Corinthians 3:13-18.
2. non-contextual midrashic treatments: the understanding of baptism and the "following rock" in I Corinthians 10:1-4; Deuteronomy 30:12-14 in Romans 10:6-8; Genesis 12:7ff. in Galatians 3:16; Psalm 68:18 in Ephesians 4:8.
3. allegorical interpretations: Deuteronomy 25:4 in I Corinthians 9:9; the use of the Old Testament in Galatians 4:24; Genesis 14 in Hebrews 7.
4. atomistic interpretation: Isaiah 40:6-8 in I Peter 1:24ff.
Two things need to be said about such examples. First, it is by no means certain that even these examples are actually non-contextual. A number of scholars have offered viable and even persuasive explanations of how they could well be cases of contextual exegesis." But, second, even if it is granted that they are convincing examples of non-contextual hermeneutics, it does not necessarily follow that they are truly representative of a wider hermeneutical pattern in the New Testament.7 They may be exceptional rather than typical.
The Contribution of C. H. Dodd
Some disagree with Dodd; indeed, many scholars in this field affirm that the New Testament writers often employ a non-contextual exegetical method.' Nevertheless, others have supported Dodd's thesis about the New Testament's unique and consistent respect for the Old Testament context, rightly in our opinion.10
To accept Dodd's view is not to deny that New Testament authors display varying degrees of awareness of literary context, as well as perhaps of historical context. Those texts with a low degree of correspondence with the Old Testament literary context can be referred to as semi-contextual, since they seem to fall between the poles of what we ordinarily call "contextual" and "non-contextual" usages.]1 Indeed, there are instances where New Testament writers handle Old Testament texts in a diametrically opposite manner to that in which they appear to function in their original contexts. Often, upon closer examination such uses reveal an ironic or polemical intention."Z In such examples it would be wrong to conclude that an Old Testament reference has been interpreted non-contextually. Indeed, awareness of context must be presupposed in making such interpretations of Old Testament texts. On the other hand, non-contextual uses of the Old Testament may be expected to occur where there is unintentional or unconscious allusion. Caution should be exercised in labeling Old Testament usages merely either as contextual or non-contextual, since other more precisely descriptive interpretative categories may be better.
The Distinctive Presuppositions of the Apostles' Exegetical Method
But neither Dodd nor his followers have inquired deeply enough into the more fundamental issue concerning the reason why the New Testament is different from Judaism in its contextual approach (assuming for the sake of argument that a non-contextual method was an inherent trait of Jewish exegesis, a position we have tentatively questioned). Therefore, what were the presuppositions which inspired what Dodd and others believe to be a unique, consistent contextual approach to the Old Testament?
The answer which makes most sense of the data is that Jesus and the apostles had an unparalleled redemptive-historical perspective on the Old Testament in relation to their own situation (there are some parallels with Qumran but there is not space to discuss the reasons for its methodological differences with the New Testament, except to note the following assumptions of the New Testament writers). This perspective involved a framework of five hermeneutical and theological presuppositions:
1. the assumption of corporate solidarity or representation.13
2. that Christ is viewed as representing the true Israel of the Old Testament and true Israel, the church, in the New Testament;'4
3. that history is unified by a wise and sovereign plan so that the earlier parts are designed to correspond and point to the latter parts (cf. Matt. 11:13-14);15
4. that the age of eschatological fulfillment has come in Christ;16
5. as a consequence of (3) and (4), the fifth presupposition affirms that the latter parts of biblical history function as the broader context to interpret earlier parts because they all have the same, ultimate divine author who inspires the various human authors, and one deduction from this premise is that Christ as the centre of history is the key to interpreting the earlier portions of the Old Testament and its promises.17
It is only in the light of this fifth presupposition that we may legitimately speak of a sensus plenior of Scripture, although it is probably best not to use this phrase since it is not often understood in this precise manner (sensus plenior is typically defined as the full meaning of Scrip lure of which an author was likely not cognizant: there is a wealth of literature discussing the legitimacy of seeing such meanings).'8 On this view it is quite possible that the Old Testament authors did not exhaustively understand the meaning, implications, and possible applications of all that they wrote. Subsequently, New Testament Scripture interprets the Old Testament Scripture by expanding its meaning, seeing new implications in it and giving it new applications." I believe, however, that it can be demonstrated that this expansion does not contravene the integrity of the earlier texts but rather develops them in a way which is consistent with the Old Testament author's understanding of the way in which God interacts with his people-which is the unifying factor between the Testaments. Therefore, the canon interprets the canon; later parts of the canon draw out and explain more clearly the earlier parts.20
LaSor has explained well the fifth presupposition of canonical contextual interpretation:
In one sense, it the sensus plenior or fuller meaning] lies outside and beyond the historical situation of the prophet, and therefore it cannot be derived by grammatico-historical exegesis. But in another sense, it is part of the history of redemption, and therefore it can be controlled by the study of Scripture taken in its entirety.
Perhaps an illustration will make [this] clear. . . . An ordinary seed contains in itself everything that will develop in the plant or tree to which it is organically related: every branch, every leaf, every flower. Yet no amount of examination by available scientific methods will disclose to us what is in that seed. However, once the seed has developed to its fullness, we can see how the seed has been fulfilled ... [and] we have sufficient revelation in the Scriptures to keep our interpretations of senses plenior from becoming totally subjective.21
The biblical basis for each of these presuppositions needs more elaboration than the limits of this chapter allow. Nevertheless it is within this framework that we are to understand why the early church believed that through identification with Christ it was the continuation of the true Israel, living in the inauguration of the latter days. As such it was beginning to fulfill the Old Testament prophecies and promises about eschatological Israel.
It is within this framework too that the whole Old Testament was perceived as pointing to this eschatological age both via direct prophecy and the indirect prophetic adumbration of Israel's history. This latter point is especially significant. Old Testament history was understood as containing historical patterns which foreshadowed the period of the eschaton. Consequently, the nation Israel, its kings, prophets, priests and its significant redemptive episodes composed the essential ingredients of this sacred history. This is what scholars sometimes call "typology," which is often defined as the study of correspondences between earlier and later events, persons, institutions, etc., within the historical framework of biblical revelation, and which from a retrospective viewpoint are perceived to have a prophetic function. Ideal or even enigmatic depictions in the Old Testament became "ideal" candidates to select for descriptions of features in the eschatological period which had finally arrived. These came to be considered as typical or ideal prophetic portraits.
I would argue that this broad redemptive-historical perspective was the dominant framework within which Jesus and the New Testament writers thought, serving as an ever-present heuristic guide to the Old Testament. In fact, it is this framework which should be seen as the wider literary context within which the New Testament authors interpreted Old Testament passages. Consideration of the immediate literary context of Old Testament verses, which is what most exegetes affirm as an essential part of the historical-grammatical method, should therefore be supplemented with the canonical literary context.
But when these five presuppositions are related closely to the New Testament's exegetical method, they provide the best explanation for Dodd's observations and conclusions, especially why the New Testament does not focus on verses independent of their contexts. Their selection of Old Testament texts was determined by this wider, overriding perspective, which viewed redemptive history as unified by an omnipotent and wise design. Throughout this plan are expressed the unchanging principles of faith in God, God's faithfulness in fulfilling promises, the rebellion of the unbelieving, God's judgment of them and his glory. Therefore, there was an emphatic concern for more overarching historical patterns or for significant persons (e.g., prophets, priests, and kings), institutions and events which were essential constituents of such patterns. Such an emphasis was probably facilitated by the belief that Christ and the church now represented the true Israel, so that it would have been attractive to see various segments and patterns of Israel's history from the Old Testament as recapitulated in the New Testament. This then was a holistic perspective guiding them away from concentrating on exegetically or theologically insignificant minutiae in passages and quoting individual references as signposts to the broad redemptive-historical theme(s) from the immediate and larger Old Testament context of which they were a part. Is not this the most likely explanation for the phenomenon in the New Testament of so few identical quotations but different citations from the same segments of the Old Testament?
One reason why many see the New Testament typically interpreting the Old Testament non-contextually is often because the New Testament applies the Old Testament to new situations, problems, and people which were not in the minds of the Old Testament authors. Interestingly, many of the cases where such misuse is cited are passages where what was intended for Israel (or leaders or righteous individuals in Israel) in the Old Testament is now applied often by a typological method to either Christ or the church.22 One aspect of this is that many see typology as an arbitrary method which typically involves allegory and therefore it is also viewed as a good example of non-contextual exegesis. But most scholars today agree that typology is not allegory because it is based on the actual historical events of the Old Testament passage being dealt with and because it essentially consists of a real, historical correspondence between the Old Testament and New Testament event. Typological interpretation involves an extended reference to the original meaning of an Old Testament text which develops it but does not contradict it. Put another way, it does not read into the text a different or higher sense, but draws out from it a different or higher application of the same sense.23 Indeed, the five presuppositions of early Christian exegesis cited earlier undergird the typological method and distinguish it from allegory which not only disregards historical context but reads in a new, unrelated meaning to passages.24
Typology therefore indicates fulfillment of the indirect prophetic adumbration of events, people and institutions from the Old Testament in Christ who now is the final, climactic expression of all God ideally intended through these things in the Old Testament (e.g., the law, the temple cultus, the commissions of prophets, judges, priests, and kings). Everything which these things lacked by way of imperfections was prophetically "filled up" by Christ, so that even what was imperfect in the Old Testament pointed beyond itself to Jesus.26 Romans 5:12-21 is a classic example of this, where Christ is not only contrasted with Adam but is said to have accomplished what Adam failed to do, that is, to obey righteously. This is why Adam is called a zvno; in Romans 5:14. Therefore, it is a too narrow hermeneutic which concludes that New Testament writers are being non-contextual when they understand passages from historical or overtly non-prophetic genre as typologically prophetic.27
In addition, changed applications of the Old Testament in general, whether or not typology is involved, do not necessitate the conclusion that these passages have been misinterpreted. For example, Matthew applies to Jesus what the Old Testament intended for Israel (e.g., Matt. 2:4-22)28 or Paul does the same thing with respect to the church (e.g.,Rom. 9:24-26). What should be challenged is not their interpretation of the Old Testament but the validity of the above-mentioned framework through which they interpreted the Old Testament, especially the assumption that Christ corporately represented true Israel and that all who identify with him by faith are considered part of true Israel. If the validity of these presuppositions be granted, then the viability of their interpretation of the Old Testament must also be viewed as plausible. Of course, many do not grant the legitimacy of these assumptions and consequently view the New Testament as distorting the original intention of the Old Testament. But whatever conclusion one reaches, it is not based only on raw exegetical considerations but on the theological presupposition of the individual interpreter! For example, Hanson affirms that modern interpreters cannot reproduce the typological exegesis of the New Testament writers because essential to such exegesis was belief in the actual historicity of the events of the Old Testament texts being referred to, a belief purportedly no longer tenable to postcritical thinking.29
Further, changes of application need not mean a disregard for Old Testament context. Given the viability of the presuppositions, although the new applications are technically different, they nevertheless stay within the conceptual bounds of the Old Testament contextual meaning, so that what results often is an extended reference to or application of a principle which is inherent to the Old Testament text.30 Of course, it would be possible to hold these presuppositions and still interpret the Old Testament non-contextually, but the point we are attempting to make here is that when a case by case study is made, our recognition of such presuppositions among the New Testament writers nevertheless helps us to see how their interpretations could have been contextual from their particular perspective and why they would have been more sensitive to respecting contexts.31
Even when there is use of the Old Testament with no apparent interest in prophetic fulfillment, there appears to be a redemptive-historical rationale at work behind the scenes. For example, when an Old Testament reference is utilized only for the perceptible purpose of making an analogy, a key idea in the Old Testament context is usually in mind as the primary characteristic or principle applied to the New Testament situation. These comparisons almost always broadly retain an essential association with the Old Testament context and convey principles of continuity between Old Testament and New Testament even though they are handled with creative freedom. This is true even in the Apoca- lypse,32 which is often seen as creatively handling the Old Testament in a hermeneutically uncontrolled manner.33
In the light of our overall discussion, the proposal of many that the New Testament's exegetical approach to the Old Testament is characteristically non-contextual is a substantial overstatement. It would take more space than allowed in this article to discuss all the relevant cases where the Old Testament is used in the New Testament, but the present aim has been to focus on methodological and presuppositional issues which often influence the exegetical task itself. I remain convinced that once the hermeneutical and theological presuppositions of the New Testament writers are considered, there are no clear examples where they have developed a meaning from the Old Testament which is inconsistent or contradictory to some aspect of the original Old Testament intention.34 However, there will probably always remain some enigmatic passages that are hard to understand under any reading.
The Normative versus Descriptive Debate
The conclusion of those who see the New Testament use of the Old Testament as non-contextual is that twentieth-century Christians should not attempt to reproduce the exegetical method of the New Testament writers, except when it corresponds to our grammatical-historical method.35 There are usually two major reasons given for this assertion. First, we do not have the revelatory inspiration which the New Testament writers had in their pesher (and other non-contextual) interpretations (direct prophetic fulfillment and typological fulfillment are typically included as subcategories of the pesher method, which can be defined as an inspired application;). But it is not necessary to claim that we have to have such inspiration to reproduce their method or their conclusions. The fact that we don"t have the same "revelatory stance" as the New Testament writers only means that we cannot have the same epistemological certainty about our interpretative conclusions and applications as they had. Exegetical method should not be confused with certainty about the conclusions of such a method, since the two are quite distinct.
Uppermost among the presuppositions to be aware of is the concern for broad historical patterns or significant individuals (prophets, priests, kings, etc.), institutions and events which integrally formed a part of such patterns.38 Such a perspective should steer us away from illegitimately focusing on minutiae as typological foreshadowings (like the scarlet thread which Rahab hung out of her window in Joshua 2 being a type of Christ's blood, or the trees which Israel cut down in the promised land as a type of Satan whom Christ would slay).
Therefore, typology by nature does not necessitate a non-contextual approach (although like any method it can be misused in that way), but it is an attempted identification of Old Testament contextual features with similar escalated New Testament correspondences (many evangelical scholars would want to restrict the identification of what Old Testament texts are typological only to those so referred to by New Testament writers, yet, on the other hand, they would not be willing to acknowledge these as non-contextual uses of the Old Testament). Whether or not we have made a legitimate connection is a matter of interpretative possibility or probability. One may not reply that this is an inappropriate method on the basis that the authorial intention of Old Testament writers, especially of historical narratives, would never have included such New Testament identifications. This is because we are also concerned with divine intention discernible from a retrospective viewpoint, which is fuller than the original human intention but does not contradict its contextual meaning. The larger context of canonical, redemptive history reveals how such narrow human intentions are legitimately and consistently developed by other biblical writers (and ultimately the divine author) to include wider meaning, so that the whole canon of Scripture becomes the ultimate context for interpreting any particular passage.39 Other controlling, heuristic guides helpful for typological exegesis may also be suggested. Repeated historical events, phrases or pictures may provide hints of typological correspondences both within the Old Testament and between the Testaments.0 Nevertheless, these are only general parameters and will not be infallible guards against misuse and misinterpretation. We must also remember that the conclusions of all biblical exegesis are a matter of degrees of possibility and probability, and the conclusions of typology must be viewed in the same way.
Some dispute that typology should be referred to as a method of exegesis since exegesis is concerned with deriving a human author's original intention and meaning from a text.41 But this question is also bound up with the prior question of whether or not typology is pro- phetic.42 If typology is classified as partially prophetic, then it can be viewed as an exegetical method since the New Testament correspondence would be drawing out retrospectively the fuller prophetic meaning of the Old Testament type which was originally included by the divine author. One's presuppositions also can determine how typology is classified. For example, if we concede that God is also the author of Old Testament Scripture, then we are not concerned only with discerning the intention of the human author but also the ultimate divine intent of what was written in the Old Testament, which could well transcend that of the immediate consciousness of the writer." The attempt to draw out the divine intention of a text is certainly part of the exegetical task. And above all, if we assume the legitimacy of an inspired canon, then we should seek to interpret any part of that canon within its overall canonical context (given that one divine mind stands behind it all and expresses its thoughts in logical fashion).
In this regard, typology can be called contextual exegesis within the framework of the canon, since it primarily involves the interpretation and elucidation of the meaning of earlier parts of Scripture by latter parts. If one wants to refer to such canonical contextual exegesis instead as the doing of biblical or systematic theology, or even as scriptural application, it would seem to be but a purely semantic distinction. Rather than exegeting a text only in the light of its immediate literary context within a book, we are now merely exegeting the passage in view of the wider canonical context. The canonical extension of the context of a passage being exegeted does not by itself transform the exegetical procedure into a non-exegetical one. Put another way, the extension of the data base being exegeted does not mean we are no longer exegeting but only that we are doing so with a larger block of material. Even those rejecting typology as exegesis employ exegetical language to describe typology.44
The plausibility of the suggestion that typological interpretation is normative and that we may seek for more Old Testament types than the New Testament actually states for us is pointed to by the observation that this method is not unique to the New Testament writers but pervades the Old Testament.45 The fact that later Old Testament writers understand earlier Old Testament texts typologically also dilutes the claim that the New Testament writers' typological method was unique because of their special charismatic stance46 It is nevertheless still true that we today cannot reproduce the inspired certainty of our typological interpretations as either the Old Testament or New Testament writers could, but the consistent use of such a method by biblical authors throughout hundreds of years of sacred history suggests strongly that it is a viable method for all saints to employ today.
A second reason given for rejecting the normativity of New Testament exegetical method is because of their supposed non-contextual use of the Old Testament.47 But we have already seen reason to question whether such use was characteristic of the New Testament writers. According to some scholars, the New Testament writers' methods were wrong according to twentieth-century standards but their conclusions from this method were right because they were inspired. Of course, if this assessment about the New Testament approach is correct, one is forced to conclude that we should not imitate their methods. However, if an inductive study of the New Testament yields the results that the New Testament method is contextual, then we may imitate their approach. This is the answer to the question sometimes posed about "how those exegetical procedures [of the New Testament] should be considered normative and exactly how they should be worked out."48
I am prepared to accept the possibility of non-contextual, Jewish ad hontinem argumentation used polemically by New Testament writers, although I am unconvinced that this occurs anywhere in the New Testament. If it did occur, it might best be understood as the author's intention not to exegete the Old Testament but to beat the Jews at their own game. This would not be imitated by us as a method of exegeting the Old Testament since it plausibly would not have been originally intended as a method of exegesis but as a manner of polemicizing. This is not to say that the New Testament writers were not influenced by Jewish exegetical methods, interpretations, and theology. Indeed, such influence pervades the New Testament but the influential methods consist of varieties of contextual approaches (which include degrees of contextual consideration) and the interpretative and theological traditions upon which they relied can be seen viably as consistent though quite creative developments of the Old Testament.
A possible response to part of what has here been said is that it is incorrect to label the New Testament's (or the Jewish) interpretative method as "wrong" according to twentieth-century criteria of logic, since first-century Judaism thought more holistically and employed less analytical and logical ways of thinking. We may only say that what applied in that culture and time no longer applies to ours, which can appear equivalent to saying that methodology is culturally determined and therefore relative (the same argument is sometimes appealed to in the biblical authority debate). But this response is a philosophical one (part of which James Barr in his studies on semantics has rightly criticized), arguing that our laws of logic underlying our evaluative standards were not the same laws of thought governing ancient, Semitic writers. The inductive historical evidence for this is negligible and, therefore, the assertion takes the form of a presupposition (although some have proposed that the purported presence of "error" in biblical literature supports the contention, a proposal which itself has met with much response in recent discussions concerning the nature of scriptural inspiration). Moreover, it is unlikely that it is logically legitimate to separate method in this instance from conclusions derived from the method.
Finally, the significance of this discussion should not be limited to exegetical method because it also has a bearing on theology and theological method, since the use of the Old Testament in the New Testament is the key to the theological relation of the Testaments, which many scholars have acknowledged." If we are limited to understanding this relation only by the explicit conclusions concerning particular Old Testament passages given by New Testament writers, vast portions of the Old Testament are lost to us. We can use the "contextual method" of interpreting these portions but we have to remember, according to some scholars, that this was not the dominant hermeneutical approach of the New Testament writers. Therefore, a hiatus remains between the way they linked the Testaments both exegetically and theologically and the way we should. If the contemporary church cannot exegete and do theology like the apostles did, how can it feel corporately at one with them in the theological process? If a radical hiatus exists between the interpretative method of the New Testament and ours today, then the study of the relationship of the Old Testament and the New Testament from the apostolic perspective is something to which the church has little access. Furthermore, if Jesus and the apostles were impoverished in their exegetical and theological method and only divine inspiration salvaged their conclusions, then the intellectual and apologetic foundation of our faith is seriously eroded. What kind of intellectual or apologetic foundation for our faith is this? M. Silva is likely correct when he states that "if we refuse to pattern our exegesis after that of the apostles, we are in practice denying the authoritative character of their scriptural interpretation-and to do so is to strike at the very heart of the Christian faith."50 Indeed, the polemical and apologetic atmosphere of early Christian interpretation also points to an intense concern for correctly interpreting the Old Testament (e.g., Acts 17:2; 18:24-28; 1 Tim. 1:6-10; 2 Tim. 2:15).
Thus, I believe a positive answer can and must be given to the question, "Can we reproduce the exegesis of the New Testament?" True, we must be careful in distinguishing between the normative and descriptive (and this is an area in which there is disagreement in many areas among evangelicals in general), but in the case of the New Testament's method of interpreting the Old Testament the burden of proof rests upon those attempting to deny its normativity.
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