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Preface

| have been interested in Biblica Theology throughout my entire
academic career. Yet the path toward writing this volume has been long
and circuitous. | began the critical study of both testamentsin seminary
during the late 40s, and continued this interest in my graduate pro-
gramme at Basel and Heidelberg. However, the pressure for acquiring
the needed skills in various Semitic languages forced me to put Biblical
Theology on a back burner for atime. It now seems ironical to recall
that | spent more time in Heidelberg learning Arabic than listening to
von Rad and Bornkamm.

When | arrived at Yaein 1958 to teach Old Testament, | discovered
new sources of exciting distraction. The chance to study Akkadian under
Albrecht Goetze was a rare opportunity not to be missed. During the
same period Judah Goldin opened up for me the world of Jewish
midrash, and after attending his seminars for four years, | continued
the interest with a sabbatical year inJerusalem. Of courseit was obvious
to me from the beginning that the study of Jewish exegesis was of the
greatest importance in understanding the relation of the two hiblical
testaments.

In 1970 | made my first effort at sketching some of the problems of
Biblica Theology at a time in which the older consensus had begun to
fdl apart. Almost immediately | realized that | had not thrown the net
wide enough. The hermeneutical issues of Biblica Theology involved
fa more than simply joining together the critical study of the Old
Testament with ttyat of the New, as if one could spend the first semester
with Eichrodt and von Rad and the second with Bultmann andJeremias!
It dowly began to dawn on me that everything turned on how one
understood the material which was being described. | set out to rethink
the role of the Old Testament as scripture which took almost a decade
of work before turning to the similar task for the New Testament. At the
same time | sought to develop seminars on the history of interpretation,
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and even taught a course on the book of Romans through the eyes of
Aquinas, Luther, Calvin, and Barth.

In spite of the challenge of trying to gain competence in both
testaments, this task paled into insgnificance before the difficulty of
gaining entranceinto thefield of dogmatic/systematic theology. Anyone
who has ever studied under Karl Barth is left with the lasting sense of
inadequacy | ust from remembering the standards of thoroughness which
he required of his students. Soon | became painfully aware that an iron
curtain separated Bible from theology, notjust at Y ale, but throughout
most of the English-speaking world. | am sure that the fault lay with
both disciplines, but deep suspicion and disinterest prevented any
serious interaction. | did read the books of my colleagues, attended
their lectures when permitted, and listened from my side of the wall.
Fortunately there was a steady stream of superb graduate students in
theology who again and again instructed me and mediated the work
of the theologians. Occasional sabbatical leaves in Europe offered
important help, but I am aware that the results are far from
adequate.

From my library shelves the great volumes of the Fathers, Schoolmen,
and Reformers look down invitingly. | have also acquired over the
years many of the great classics of the Reformed and Lutheran post-
Reformation tradition. However, life is too short for abiblical specialist
to do more than read sdlectively and dabble here and there. Clearly if
there is to be any future for Biblical Theology, the pressing need for the
next generation is to build strong links between the disciplines of Bible
and theology. At the present moment | am not always too encouraged
at the prospects of ever breaking out of the sterile impasse which obtains,
but then we live by hope, and many of the younger generation are hard
at work in trying. Church history bears eloquent testimony to a
few glorious periods when suddenly unexpected interest in the Bible
exploded within the life of the church, and biblica scholars and
theologians found themselves engaged in a common enterprise.

In this volume | have tried to provide rather full bibliographies for
al the subjects under discussion. There are severa reasons for this
decision. First, | hoped to chart the route which | have taken in
my own research and reflection. Secondly, | was aware that many
important areas of Biblical Theology have not been treated in my
book. | have tried to list some of the significant books and essays which
are relevant in providing a mgor resource for the readers further
exploration.

| am grateful for both the time and energy afforded me to pursue this
project. | hope that the volume will communicate in some small degree
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the great joy and constant excitement which the material has evoked in
me.

New Haven
15January1992

Errata

P. 34, "Theology and Exegesis," line 1: for ability read failure; line 11: for lead
read led.

P. 65, line2: for Rom. 14 read Rom. 9.4; line 30: for Apocyr pha read Apocrypha.

P. 126, "The Jacob Cycle" line 8: for 28.10ff. read 32.22ff.

P. 133, line 3: for Ex. 33.2ff. read Deut. 33.2ff; "Torah and Covenant,”" line
1: for subject read subjects.

P. 235, line 3: for Rom. 113f. read Rom. 1.3f; line 9: for significance read
significant.

P. 239, line 13: for antedated read postdated.

P. 244, "Chrigtology," line 2: for his readJesus’; line 5: for 1.13f. read 13

P. 247, line 16: for aeans read aeons; line 33: for Rom. 1.12-21 read Rom.
5.12-21.

P. 249, line 6: for Gospel read Epistle.

P. 267, "The Structure of the Gospel," line 23: for Isaiah 6 read Isaiah 29.

P. 285, line 30: for Isa. 29 read Isa. 6.

P. 292, line 8: for Isa. 13.47 read Isa. 49.6.

P. 300, line 21: for 2.3 read 2.5; line 23 should read "who has become the
'head of the corner' (2.6; Isa. 28.16; Ps. 118.22)."

P. 388, line 5: for 41.27ff. read 40.27ff.

P. 475, "Resurrection and Ascension,” line 20: for rendering read rending; line
26: for 24.18ff. read 28.18ff.

P. 499, line 6: for Gal. 3.18 read Gal. 3.28.

P. 582, "Romans 5-7," line 10: for 2.31-30 read 3.21-30; line 20: for 7.11
read 7.12.

P. 609, line 11: forJesus read John.

P. 639, line 27: for this read his; line 35 should read "these parables which
offer responses to criticism of Jesus' ministry.”

P. 676, "The Theological Context,” line 19: for Prov. 17.3 read Prov. 7.1-3.

P. 699, "Pogt-Pauline Ethics," line 16: for | Peter 1.12 read | Peter 2.12.

P. 725, lines 24—25 should read: "readers of scripture to direct their attention
first of al to 'primum scopum, finem, aut intentionem totius eius scripti* (‘the
perspective, goa, and."

P. 744, under Romans. eliminate the reference to 1.12-21; for 1.13f. read
13, add p. 247 t05.12-21.
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The Developing of the Discipline of Biblical
Theology

1. The Developing of the Discipline

It has long been recognized that the term 'Biblical Theology' is ambigu-
ous. It can either denote a theology contained within the Bible, or a
theology which accords with the Bible (Ebeling, 'The Meaning', 79).
The first definition understands the task of Biblica Theology to be a
descriptive, historical one which seeks to determine what was the
theology of the biblical authors themselves. The second understands
the task of Biblical Theology to be a constructive, theological onewhich
attempts to formulate a modern theology compatible in some sense with
the Bible. From one perspective the entire modern history of the
discipline of Biblica Theology can be interpreted as the effort to
distinguish between these two definitions and to explore the important
implications of the distinction.

Thehistory of thediscipline began to befirst outlined in the nineteenth
century in monographs and in essays (Diestd, Kahler, Holtzmann);
however, within the last fev decades severa detailed and highly
informative studies have broken fresh ground in tracing the rise of this
modern biblical discipline (¢f. Kraus, Merk, Zimmerli, Frei, Stuhl-
macher, Gunneweg). In addition, important books and articles have
pursued the individual contributions of key figures (e.g. Hornig on
Semler; Smend on de Wette and Ewald; Morgan on Wrede and
Schlatter, etc.). Finaly, several comprehensive bibliographies of the
modern debate over Biblica Theology have recently appeared which
sarve as valuable guides into the present status of the discussion
(Reventlow;//?™ ). For these reasons it does not seem necessary once
again to review in detail this history of scholarship, but rather to
summarize the consensus and to focus on the hermeneutical and
theological implications which derive from the history.

There is general agreement that Biblical Theology as a discrete
disciplins: within the field of biblical studies is a post-Reformation
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development. Although the Bible was much studied earlier, it is argued
that during the period of the early and mediaeval church the Bible
functioned within a dogmatic ecclesiastical framework in a subservient
role in order to support various traditional theological systems. The
Reformation signalled a change in emphasis by its appeal to the Bible
as the sole authority in matters of faith, nevertheless the Reformers
provided only the necessary context for the subsequent developments
without themsel ves making the decisive move toward compl ete indepen-
dence from ecclesia tradition. Only in the post-Reformation period did
the true beginnings of a new approach emerge.

Kraus (18ff.) has made the interesting case that already at the end of
the sixteenth century there had appeared aform of'dogmatic biblicism'
(e.g. Flacius), but the actual term 'Biblical Theology' wasfirst used in
the seventeenth century (cf. the debate in Ebeling, Kraus, Merk). The
adjectival use of the term biblical, which at first seems tautol ogical when
defining Christian theology, derives from the polemica context out of
which a new understanding of the Bible emerged. On the one hand,
German pietists objected to the dominance of scholasticism and they
appealed rather to a theology based solely on the Bible, that is, to a
Biblical Theology. On the other hand, rationalists called for areturn to
the 'simple’ and ‘historical' religion of the Bible apart from complex
ecclesiastical formulations, that is, to a Biblical Theology. It is hardly
surprising therefore that in afour volume Biblische Theologie (1771f.) G.
T. Zachariafused the el ementsof pietismwith rationalism, and struggled
for a historical interpretation while still assuming the church's doctrine
of scriptural inspiration.

The widely recognized significance of J. P. Gabler liesin his attempt
to establish methodological clarity respecting the subject matter of
Biblical Theology. In his now famous oratio of 1787 he set out in thetitle
his basic concern: ‘A discourse on the proper distinction between biblical
and dogmatic theology and the correct delimination of their boundaries
(cf. the ET). Gabler began by sharply distinguishing Biblical Theology
which hecharacterized asahistorical discipline{egenerehistorico) from
dogmatic theology which he described as didactic in nature. He argued
that much of the confusion regarding the Bible had arisen by mixing
religion which was transparent and simple with theology which was
subtle, subjective and changeable. Gabler then proceeded to set forth
various exegetica steps for properly handling the Bible as a historical
discipline.

First, the text was to be carefully studied and classified according to
its historical period, authorship, and linguistic conventions. A second
step involved a comparison of the various parts in order to discern the
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agreement or disagreement of the different biblical authors much as one
would handle any other system of philosophy. Only when the interpreter
had filtered the biblical material through these two stages was he
prepared for the crucia third step of distinguishing in the material that
which was universally true (notiones universae) from thetemporal. This
'pure Biblical theology' was then in a form suitable for reflection by
dogmatic theology. It was fully consistent with Gabler's hermeneutics
when he subsequently made specific the distinction between ‘auslegerC
whichwasaphilological historical interpretation of thetext and 'erklaren’
which was an attempt to determine the true causes lying behind the
particular construals.

In spite of the clarity of Gabler's appeal for a historica reading of the
Bible, other factors shortly entered which blurred the developments of
the discipline. Seen from Gabler's perspective, the next generation of
scholars such as Ammon and de Wette confused his historical criterion
by introducing a heavily philosophical reading under the influence of
Kant and de Fries which again focussed on symbolic interpretation of
ethical concepts from the Bible. Thefirst serious application of Gabler's
hermeneutical system emerged in the two volume Biblica Theology of
G. L. Bauer who for the first time separated the discipline into an Old
Testament and a New Testament theology. The significance of this
move not only reflected the growing complexity of the discipline,
but far more importantly the growing conviction that the historical
discontinuities between the testaments defied al attempts to maintain
atraditional canonical unity.

The history of Biblical Theology throughout the nineteenth century
and well into the early twentieth century shows clearly the effect of the
emancipation of the discipline from its dependency on ecclesiastical
doctrine. First of al, with few exceptions the field divided into two
separate disciplines of Old and New Testament theologies, which at
first continued to retain the term Biblical Theology. Even M. Kahler
conceded that this divison was inevitable. In his article on Biblical
Theology in the TRE Zimmerli pursued the history of Old Testament
and Biblica Theology by tracing a line from Bauer, Vatke, Ewald,
Oehler, and Schultz into the twentieth century, while O. Merk, in his
companion article, followed a New Testatment trgjectory from Baur,
Hofmann, Weiss, Holtzmann, Kahler, and Wrede into the twentieth
century. Significantly, Gabler's legacy of an historical approach as
constitutive of Biblical Theology was almost universally assumed by
both conservative (Oehler, Weiss) and liberal scholars (Schultz, Holtz-
mann).

Secondly, along with the concern to maintain the independence of
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Biblica Theology from dogmatic theology, there went a search for a
new philosophical framework by which to integrate the biblical material
over and above a straightforward historical reading. Various forms of
philosophical idealism dominated the early nineteenth century, such as
the Hegelianism of Baur and Vatke. Even the quite fresh construals of
von Hofmann and Ewald reflected a heavy mixture of romantic and
idealistic tendencies which often continued to be filtered through
systematic theologies such as Schleiermacher's. By the end of the
nineteenth century the impact of various concepts of historical evolution
became pervasive (d. Schultz) and werejoined with the earlier philo-
sophical theories of the growth of mankind through organic stages (C.
F. Heyne). lronicaly, even those scholars who strove for a more
objective description of the diversity within the Bible, often fdl back into
portraying different doctrinal systems (Weiss) which satisfied neither
the demands of historical nor theological coherence.

Thirdly, among many critical scholars there was a growing assump-
tion that Biblical Theology as an academic discipline was largely
anachronistic and was an unfortunate vestige from a past era. Gunkel
expressed this general attitude toward Biblical Theology in a classic
essasy when he summarized al the history-of-religion's arguments
against Biblical Theology and concluded:

The recently experienced phenomenon of Biblical Theology's being
replaced by the history of Israelite religion is to be explained from
the fact that the spirit of historical investigation has now taken the
place of atraditional doctrine of inspiration (RGG2,I, 1090f.).

At least for a time which extended well into the twentieth century, it
looked as if Gunkel's characterization was being confirmed.

2. Ebeling's Suggestions for Redefining the Discipline

By the end of the nineteenth century the full problematic of Biblical
Theology had emerged with great clarity. Ontheonehand, Gabler's case
for the independence of Biblica Theology from dogmatic constraints
appeared to many to be fully justified. On the other hand, the pursuit
of Biblica Theology as a historical discipline had resulted in the
dissolution of the very discipline itsdf. In the light of this situation, it
was amajor contribution of G. Ebeling in the 1950s to have clarified the
full dimensions of the problems which confronted Biblical Theology in
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the wake of the historical study of the Bible by means of a classic essay
(‘Meaning’).

Ebeling makes the following points. First, the theological unity of the
Old and New Testaments has become extremely fragile and it seems
now impossible to combine the testaments on the same level in order to
produce a unified theology. Secondly, the inner unity of each of the
respective testaments has been cast into such doubt that a theology of
the New Testament consists largely in classifying the discrete theologies
of itsdifferent authors. Thirdly, the study of the Old and New Testaments
as a historical discipline can no longer be limited to the so-called
canonical scriptures since this category is ultimately dogmatic and
ecclesiastical. Rather, theuseofal historical sourceswhich are pertinent
to the subject is required without distinction. Finaly, the strongest
objection has arisen even to the application of the term 'theology" in
describing the contents of the Bible. At least the term ‘religion’ should
be substituted and the traditional terminology of revelation eschewed
within the historical enterprise.

In sum, the basic question which has emerged in the aftermath of
Gabler's defining of the enterprise as a historical discipline is to what
extent the subject matter has been so dismantled as to cal into question
its very existence and viability. Before this challenge Ebeling has then
attempted to address the problem in a programmatic fashion by
redefining the discipline of Biblical Theology (96). He writes:

Its task would accordingly be defined thus: In 'biblical theology' the
theologian who devotes himself specially to studying the connection
between the Old and New Testaments has to give an account of his
understanding of the Bible as awhole, i.e. above al of the theological
problems that come of inquiring into the inner unity of the manifold
testimony of the Bible.

Ebeling's redefining of the task of Biblica Theology has, in my
opinion, made avaluable start toward reconstituting thefield. However,
because Ebeling has not in fact pursued his proposal further since its
publication in 1955, | would like to explore his proposal according to
my own concept of the field. | am aware that Ebeling would have
developed this definition in a different fashion, but | am grateful for his
stimulus and initial insight.

First, Ebeling's definition is, in one sense, a return to a pre-Gabler
position in so far as he once again joins the historical and theological
elements. The task of Biblica Theology is defined as a modern theo-
logian's reflection on various aspects of the Bible. The task is not
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confined smply to a historical description of the original author's
intention. It is not surprising that recently others who have sought to
reconstitute Biblical Theology, have also attacked the Gabler legacy of
a sharp separation between the historical and the theological compo-
nents (cf. Kraus, Breukelman, Ollenburger). Already in 1965 when K.
Stendahl defended once again his earlier position of the sharp distinction
between the historical and the theological aspects of Biblical Theology
(‘Method"), hisrespondent, Avery Dulles, expressed his deep methodo-
logical misgivings. 'Theology in its completenessis an undivided whole,
in which biblical and systematic elements are inextricably intertwined'
(216). Obvioudy, just how the two elements relate must be further
debated, but the need for the two aspects to interact from the start seems
basic for any new Biblical Theology.

Secondly, there is an important aspect in which Gabler's original
proposal has been fully sustained by Ebeling. The task of Biblica
Theology does contain an essential, descriptive component in which
Old and New Testament specialists continue to make clear 'the manifold
testimony of the Bible'. Any new approach to the discipline must extend
and indeed develop the Enlightenment's discovery that the task of the
responsible exegete is to hear each testament's own voice, and both to
recognize and pursue the nature of the Bible's diversity. However, an
important post-Enlightenment correction is needed which rgects the
widespread historicist's assumption that this historical goa is only
objectively realized when the interpreter distances himself from all
theology.

Thirdly, the biblical theologian's reflection is directed to the connec-
tion between the Old and New Testaments in an effort 'to give an
account of his understanding of the Bible as awhole . . . inquiring into
itsinner unity'. Biblical Theology hasasits proper context the canonical
scriptures of the Christian church, not because only this literature
influenced its history, but because of the peculiar reception of this corpus
by a community of faith and practice. The Christian church responded
to this literature as the authoritative word of God, and it remains
existentially committed to an inquiry into its inner unity because of its
confession of the one gospel of Jesus Christ which it proclaims to the
world. It was therefore a fatal methodological mistake when the nature
of the Bible was described soldly in categories of the history of religion,
a move which could only develop in the direction of contesting the
integrity of the canon and of denying the legitimacy of its content as
theology.

Finally, it is highly significant that Ebeling still speaks of the 'testi-
mony' of the Bible. The implications of describing the subject matter of
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the Bible as witness are crucia in any redefining of the discipline. The.
role of the Bible is not being understood simply as a cultural expression
of ancient peoples, but as a testimony pointing beyond itself to a divine
reality to which it bears witness. To speak of the Bible now as scripture
further extends this insight because it implies its continuing role for the
church as a vehicle of God's will. Such an approach to the Bible is
obviously confessional. Yet the Enlightenment's alternative proposa
which was to confine the Bible solely to the arena of human experience
isjust as much a philosophical commitment. In sum, the paradox of
much of Biblica Theology was its attempt to pursue a theologica
discipline within a framework of Enlightenment's assumptions which
necessarily resulted in its frustration and dissolution.

As part of our reflection on the history of the discipline, it seems
appropriate to evaluate the strengths and weaknesses of the current
models for doing Biblical Theology. Only &fter this task has been done
will there be an appeal made to earlier classic theological models as a
means of enriching any new attempt of reconstituting thefield of Biblical
Theology.
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Current Models for Biblical Theology

Theintention of this section is not to review the various modern attempts
a Biblica Theology in any exhaustive manner. A variety of recent
monographs and articles has already performed in part this task
(Reventlow, Goldingay, Stuhlmacher, Seebass, etc.) Rather, | hope to
chart the range of methods which are currently being used and to offer
a brief evaluation of their strengths and weaknesses in order to establish
a context for my own methodological suggestions. At the outset it is
important to understand that the divisions between approaches remain
somewhat artificial and that often an author will make use of severa
different models.

1. Biblical Theology within the Categories of Dogmatic Theology

Even before Gabler's definitive essay there had been agrowing tendency
of some biblical scholars to launch attacks against dogmatic theology
with an appeal for a return to the historical roots of Christianity (e.g.
aready in the seventeenth century: Grotius, LeClerc, etc.). Dissatis-
faction focussed on the imposition of dogmatic rubrics which were
foreign to the biblical text, and the use of scripture in the form of dicta
probantia which served largely to buttress traditional dogmatic systems.
Gabler's cdl for separating biblical studies as a descriptive, historical
discipline from dogmatic theology as a philosophical, constructive
discipline struck awelcome note for many and served to initiate a process
of emancipating biblical studies from ecclesiastical restraints. There is
today a widespread modern consensus that it was absolutely necessary
for biblical studies to seek itsindependencein achieving its own integrity
as adiscipline, and it has become common for biblical scholars to focus
on the goa of independent, historically objective description of the
biblical literature.

Nevertheless, traditional dogmatic rubrics continued to be used by
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some scholars, especially in the English-speaking world, throughout the
nineteenth century, largely impervious to the earlier criticism (eg.
Alexander). What might seem even more surprising is that vestiges of
Christian dogmatics continued unabated throughout the twentieth
century by critical scholars who were often far removed in orientation
from traditional theology. One thinks, for example, of the systematic
rubricsof L. KoehlerinhisOld Testament Theology, or of A. Richardson
in his New Testament Theology, which in both cases serioudy affected
the interpretation of the biblical content.

Y et upon further reflection, the issue of the use of dogmatic categories
in the study of the Bible is far more complex than often assumed and
touches on difficult philosophical and hermeneutical problems. Can one
actually read a text meaningfully without some sort of conceptual
framework? Indeed it has become obvious that much of the most
profound and critical reflection on the Bible operated with various
philosophical and theological categories, often as a vehicle for the
critical, descriptive task (e.g. Schlatter). The great giants of biblical
study from the nineteenth and twentieth centuries (de Wette, Baur,
Wellhausen, Bultmann, Kasemann, von Rad) all worked within certain
dogmatic and philosophical traditions.

In myjudgment, theissue of the use of dogmatic categoriesfor Biblical
Theology calls for a careful reformulation. The often used cliché of
‘freedom from dogma seems now largely rhetorical. Nor can the
categories of historical versus dogmatic be seen as intractable rivals.
Rather, the issue turns on the quality of the dogmatic construal. It is
undoubtedly truethat in the history of the disciplinetraditional dogmatic
rubrics have often difled the close hearing of the biblical text, but it is
equaly true that exegesis done in conscious opposition to dogmatics
can be equally gifling and superficia (cf. G. Steiner's devastating review
of the Alter-Kermode volume). Nor is it helpful to suggest that the use
of a more 'liberal' dogmatic system would resolve the problem as
was unfortunately illustrated by M. Burrows' unsuccessful volume on
Biblical Theology.

In sum, the use of dogmatic theological categories in the task of
Biblical Theology touches on a basic problem of all interpretation and
carries with it both the risk of obfuscation and the potential of genuine
illumination. This balance between promise and threat cannot be
adequately assessed by a general dismissal of all dogmatics, but must
be tested in terms of adequate response to the continuing coercion of
the biblical text itsdf.
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2. Allegorical or Typological Approaches

Throughout the early and mediaeva periods of the Christian church
the appeal to an alegorical or typological sense of scripture was an
essential part of biblical interpretation (cf. Lubac). As is well-known,
the Reformers increasingly attacked the use of alegory as obscuring the
Word of God, and emphasized the literal sense of the text. Since the
Englightenment the developing historical critical method laid stress on
recovering the historical sense and generally dismissed the allegorical
as fanciful. Occasiondly in the nineteenth century a defence of the
applicative senses was attempted, but the approach remained suspect
to most critical scholarship.

However, beginning in the twentieth century there was a powerful
rebirth of interest inthe subject, spurredin part by Goppelt's dissertation
in 1938 (Typos), and a reappraisal of traditional patristic usage of
alegory by Roman Catholic and Anglican scholars (e.g. Danielou,
Hebert, Lampe and Woollcombe). In addition, interest in typology
gained new prestige by a new sophisticated defence of such leading
scholars as von Rad, Eichrodt, and H.W. Wdlff. At the height of the
debate over its legitimate role in Biblical Theology during the 50s and
60s, there arose an equaly strong voice of opposition which rgected it
completely in the name of critical scholarship (Bultmann, Baumgartel,
Hesse).

A basic feature in the defence of typology was the sharp distinction
which its defenders drew between alegory and typology. It was argued
that allegory deprecated the role of history and imposed an arbitrary,
philosophical reading of the biblical text akin to Philo. W. Vischer's
exeges's (Withess) was severdly attacked by both Eichrodt and von Rad
for being allegorical. In contrast, typology was viewed as an extension
of the literal sense of historical events in a subsequent adumbration and
served to signa the correspondence between redemptive events in a
single history of salvation. Typology was considered closely akin to
prophecy and fulfilment and thought to be a mgor New Testament
category in relating to the Old Testament. In a book such as Grelot's
SensChretiendel’ AncienTestament, thetypol ogi cal approachwasdevel oped
into a full-blown Biblical Theology, but among most critically trained
Protestants, even when favourably disposed in principle to the method,
typology tended to remain strictly on the periphery, affecting hermeneut-
ica theory rather than actual exegess (df. the essays of von Rad and
Woalffin Westermann (ed.), Essays).

Certainly the sharpest attack against the typologica approach within
the modern debate was that launched by James Barr (Typology and
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Allegory"). Barr was at pains to demonstrate that in terms of method
therewas no basi c difference between allegory and typology. Both derive
from a 'resultant system' in which the text is construed from the
perspective of an outside system brought to bear upon it, and that the
difference between dlegory and typology depends largely upon the
content of the resultant system being applied. Further Barr argued that
the New Testament seemed unaware of a distinction between typology
and allegory on the grounds of history-relatedness. He concluded that
the digtinction arose largely from a modern event-orientated Biblical
Theology - God acts in history - and could not be sustained. In sum,
Barr characterized the New Testament's use of the Old as a different
sort of operation from exegesis, and no modern approach such as
typology could bridge the discrepancy.

In my opinion, Barr has mounted a strong case against the sharp
methodological separation of typology and alegory and demonstrated
its relation to a peculiar modern theology of divine acts in history. Yet
| am far from convinced that Barr's analysis has really touched to the
heart of the theological problem related to biblical typology. The issue
turns on the nature of the biblical referent and the effort of both the Old
Testament and the New Testament authors to extend their experience
of God through figuration in order to depict the unity of God's one
purpose, (cf. especiadly H. Frei'silluminating discussionin Eclipse, 2ff.).
Barr's own treatment of the relation of the testaments (Old and New in
Interpretation, 149ff.), correctly emphasi zestheroleofthe Old Testament
as a testimony to the time before Christ's coming, but fails to deal
adequately with the theological claim of an ontological as wdl as
soteriological unity of the two testaments, which lies at the heart of the
New Testament's application of the Old (df. John 1. 1-5; Col. 1. 15-20;
Heb. 1. 2-3). Barr speaks of his 'Trinitarian' approach, but seems to
confine himself to the ‘economic’ rather than aso to the ‘immanent’
Trinity aswell.

In sum, the problems of interpretation with which typology and
allegory wrestled, even if poorly formulated, touch on basic theological
issues of the Christian faith which have not been satisfactorily resolved.
Certainly the conformity of the two testaments cannot be correctly
understood as merely lying ontheleved of culture, tradition, and religion.

3. Great |deas or Themes

In hisinitial proposal Gabler sought to filter the time-conditioned ideas
of the various hiblical authors in such away that one could distil from
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the biblical material those 'universal ideas which were 'pure and
unmixed with foreign things. These timeless ideas could then be
appropriated into a new dogmatic theology. It is hardly surprising that
this legacy of idealistic philosophy which contrasted the particular with
the general, the temporal with the eternal, the peripheral with the
essential, should continue to find adherents. Particularly for a Christian
theology which envisioned Jesus' message as one which transcended the
particularity of Judaism and which summarized the essence of true
religion, the Old Testament appeared to be on alower level of anational
cult much in need of filtering. To be sure, this misreading of the two
testaments underwent mgjor criticism already in the early decades of
the twentieth century, both from the side of radical historical criticism
(Wrede, Schweitzer), as wdl as from kerygmatic theology (Barth,
Bultmann). As a result, very fev modern biblical scholars were com-
pletely comfortable with the static categories of thisidealistic phil osophi-
cd tradition.

Nevertheless, the concern toisolate particul ar ideas or themes from the
Bible, when stripped of their overt philosophical overtones, continued to
have a certain attraction. First, to sdect a central theme from both
testaments provides the scholar with a far more manageable area for
study and when done well, serves to illuminate theologically a wide
area. One thinks, for example, of Schlatter's remarkable study of faith
{Der GlaubeimNeuenTestament). Secondly, mostmodernthematicstudies
attempt to structurein an historical dimension within aninitially topical
selection of material and resolutely resist any appeal to timeless ideas
(df. Buber on Kingship, or Clavier, Les Varietes). Thirdly, there are
certain biblical warrants for the theological focus on themes within the
redactional processwhich often strove to summarize and unify disperate
traditions for a paraenetic application (e.g. the Dtr. redaction of I
Kings).

In spite of these reasons, some inherent difficulties remain which call
for constant critical attention when structuring a Biblica Theology. By
making a topical selection one runs the danger of distorting the whole
by dividing material which belongs together or joining elements which
do not organically cohere. Then again, in terms of a Biblical Theology
of both testaments, a theme which seems appropriate for one testament
can serioudly distort the other. For example, Terrien's rubric of'elusive
presence may illuminate the Old Testament to some degree, but, in my
judgment, serioudy obfuscates the New. Finaly, it is somewhat ironical
to note that there is a certain afinity between some of Bultmann's
existential categories (e.g. Entweltlichung) and the timeless categories of
idealism which he so vigoroudly rejects. In sum, the thematic approach
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to Biblica Theology cannot be dismissed categorically, but its success
depends largely on how critically and skilfully it is employed.

4. Heilsgeschichte or History of Redemption

Although the use of Heil sgeschichte as a technical term stems from the
nineteenth century, the theological appeal to history as the arena of
salvation has deep roots within Christian theology, extending as far
back as Irenaeus. Of course, it is often argued that its roots are actually
biblical, appearing in both testaments, and thus constitutivefor Biblical
Theology (cf. the recent discussion by Gnuse).

The initial problem in evaluating the claim lies in the wide diversity
of opinion regarding the sense of the term and its role within the
redemptive economy. For some older biblical theologians (e.g. Vos) the
history of revelation was ssimply the objective events reported in the
Bible which were thought congruent with any other occurrences of
world history, and which developed organically in a procession of
revelation(Biblical Theology, 14ff.). However, morerecently Heil sgeschi-
chtehas usually been described as aspecid form of history, often depicted
as intertwined but distinct from ordinary history (Cullmann). Thus the
di stinctionbetween Geschichteand Historie, whichwasfirst devel oped by
M. Kahler was held by many to be essential.

In his very creative book Eyes of Faith, Paul Minear was fully aware
of the centrality of the historical dimension; however, biblica history
was envisioned by him as a special quality of time, akairos, captured in
memory and expectation which defied al systematization. For others,
the distinctive feature of Heilsgeschichte lay in its traditio-historical
trgjectory which spanned both testaments. Von Rad appeared to
construe it as a history of continuing actualization of Israel's sacred
tradition through which dynamic events divine reaity emerged
(‘Typological Interpretation’). Most recently H. Gese, followed by P.
Stuhlmacher, has further extended the category to include a single
traditio-historical trgjectory encompassing both testaments in one uni-
fied movement.

Thegreat strength of an appeal to Heilsgeschichteliesinits concern to
deal serioudy with the particularity and the dynamic movement of
history as an essential feature of Biblical Theology. It was not by chance
that scholars like Cocceius appeal ed to an unfolding sequence of Israel's
covenants in an effort to break out of the static categories of scholastic
orthodoxy. Or again, von Hofmann developed his understanding of
history as prophecy in an attempt to escape the atomization of scripture
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found in arigid, rationalistic system of prediction and fulfilment. Finally,
there is something intrinsically Christian in seeing the coming of Jesus
Christ as the fulfilment of the promises made to historical Israel and
only redized in the last days after a long anticipation. Certainly
something important is lost when the Old Testament message is
interpreted as a static propositional formula as suggested, for example,
by Baumgartel.

Nevertheless, the appeal to the various forms of Heilsgeschichte as a
category by which to organize a Biblical Theology has continued to
encounter some major problems. First of al, the difficulty in defining
the term with precision continues to plague this approach. Often the
term reflects a heavy philosophical component such as the Hegelian
flavour of von Hofmann's usage, or it becomes a palid abstraction which
is devoid of the concrete historical events in the life of Israel (cf.
Gunneweg's criticism, 'Theologi€, 44). Then again, the attempt to use
the concept as a major means of linking the testaments finds no warrant
in many parts of the New Testament. When Conzelmann successfully
isolated a form of Heilsgeschichte in Luke/Acts, the genera effect was
to undercut Cullmann's theological approach which had sought to
encompass al of the New Testament witness, including Paul, within
this rubric.

Thereis an additional problem which is equally serious. Usualy the
appeal to aHeilsgeschichte found the theological continuity between the
testaments to lie in events behind the biblical text, and it required a
process of critical reconstruction to extract the real theologica datafrom
the biblical text. This assumption is characteristic of C. Westermann's
approach {Das Alte Testament undJesus Christus), but of many others as
well. Yet for the New Testament the vehicle for the witness to God's
redemptive will is most frequently found in the biblical text itself and
the interpretation of the scripture is central to the disclosure of this
divine purpose.

Then again, there is the important issue as to whether an emphasis
on Heil sgeschichte tends to imply that theological reflection on the Bible
aways proceeds in one direction, namely, from the Old to the New. At
times one gains the impression that for some biblical scholars Biblical
Theology is New Testament theology which retains a certain 'openness
to the Old Testament as the origin of certain traditions and the source
of New Testament imagery. Y et a strong case can be made that Biblical
Theology of both testaments must issue in theological reflection which
also movesin the reverse direction from the New Testament back to the
Old, and\that such crucial theological dialectic is threatened by any
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uncritical appeal to a unilinear, one-directional trgjectory into the
future.

Finally, my strongest reservation regarding the use of a concept
of Heilsgeschichte focusses on the recent attempt by Paul Hanson to
reformulate the concept in the service of a new Biblical Theology
(Dynamic Transcendence and The People Called). Within the concrete
historical development of Israel which he reconstructs, Hanson
envisions a continuing strand of tradition embracing a vision of human
liberation which he entitles 'dynamic transcendence’. Alongside this
enlightened movement runs other rival and competitive tendencies
which Hanson regards as secondary. What emergesis ahistory of value
judgments in which Israel's true witness 'in community’ is identified
with such features as aid to the oppressed, formation of an egalitarian
society, and the spontaneous freedom of the spirit, whereas those groups
supporting any form of social hierarchy, legal, ecclesiastica or ritual
structures are deemed oppressive and retrograde. The ironical feature
in this form of Biblical Theology is that in the name of objective, socio-
historical analysis such a highly ideological construal of theology could
emerge which frequently turns into unabashed propaganda for modern
liberal Protestant theology.

5. Literary Approaches to Biblical Theology

One of the most important aspects of biblica study during the last
severa decades, especidly in the English-speaking world, has been a
new focus on the literary approach to the Bible. Interest revolves about
the study of the Bible as literature when it seeks to apply the common
tools of comparative literature in understanding the text. This recent
history of scholarship has been chronicled many times of late and need
not be repeated (cf. Barton, Poland, McKnight, etc.) The present
concern is limited to pursuing this approach in relation to Biblical
Theology.

Initially the appeal to the subject matter of the Bible as 'story' served
to shift the focus away from the perplexing problem of historical
referentiality which had plagued the earlier forms of Biblical Theology.
However, to suggest that the new emphasis was smply a toned-down
version of Heilsgeschichte would be to miss the very new dynamic of
biblical interpretation which was being proposed. In his early essays,
when arguing against the model of the "acts of God', Barr began to make
use of the term 'story' as capturing those features which were essential
to the Old Testament, especialy the cumulative quality of the narrative
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('Story and History', OldandNew). Later he pursued in more detail the
advantages of such an approach and defended a variety of 'non-
informational’ readings of the Bible as an important alternative to
traditional emphasis on atheologica focus (The Biblein Modern World,
75ff.;cf. aso Ritschl).

Undoubtedly the most profound attempt to investigate the hermen-
eutics lying behind the various forms of so-called 'narrative theology'
was offered by H. Frei in hisbook The Eclipse of Biblical Narrative. Frei
set up the central hermeneutical problem of the Bible in the wake of the
Enlightenment by describing the growing inability to read the narrative
dimension of the Bible because of aphilosophical shift in the understand-
ing of referentiality since the Reformation. Frei then proposed a way of
viewing the Bible akin to a realistic novel, which shared a manner
of rendering reality which was basicaly non-referential. Later he
attempted to illustrate his approach in astudy of the Gospels by pursuing
the relation of Christ's identity to his presence (The Identity of Jesus
Christ).

In retrospect, it is clear that Frei caught the imagination of a whole
generation of North American scholars. He seemed to provide a most
promising way of again linking Bible and theology. Many systematic
theologians had long insisted it was a confusion of categories to imagine
that the Bible contained doctrine or deposits of revealed truth (E. Farley
andP. C. Hodgson, Christian Theology, 48). For many, narrativetheology
seemed to provide a way of construing the Bible religioudy without
concern for ideas of revelation or ontology. D. Patrick illustrated the
new spirit when he sought to explore an understanding of God as a new
form of Biblical Theology under thetitle The Rendering of Godinthe Old
Testament. Only in the final chapters does he attempt, in a somewhat
tortuous manner, to relate his literary characterization of God to the
problem of God's reality.

A wide variety of different experiments in Biblicad Theology have
emerged in recent years, al of which fit loosgly under the category of a
literary approach. Prominent among these are the various kinds of
structuralism, reader-oriented analysis, exegess as intertextuality, and
forms of comparative midrash. Perhaps one of the most important
contributions of the focus on text as literature lies in the attempt to
explore the nature of the 'poetic', that is, non-scientific language in its
potential to construct a new vision of reality. Particularly fruitful has
been the adaptation of Ricoeur's insight into metaphorical language as
a process of creating a new symbolic order which expands the scope of
human experience of the transcendent (cf. for example, Crossan). The



20 PROLEGOMENA

language itsdf, rather than some form of history, provides the ream in
which the events occur through the medium of human experience.

Animportant efect of these literary methods has been the seriousness
with which the biblical text itself has been handled. The contrast is often
quite striking with, say, the Heilsgeschichte method whose interest was
located behind the text. Again, the literary method has greatly increased
the level of sophistication in which questions of meaning, sense, and
reference are treated, and great insight has been derived from the help
of so-called secular literary critics. Findly, the literary approach has
served to liberate the study of the Bible from the paralysis which issued
from the endless debates over 'faith and history' in the period after
World War 1. Clearly the study of biblical texts in their own right has
greatly benefited.

The contribution of the literary approach to Biblica Theology has
been less clear. In spite of James Barr's assurances that as 'those people
cometo experiencetheBibleasliterature . . .pressurefor a“theological"
reading of the Bible will begintofade . . .' (Bible as Literature, 61), the
effects are far from clear. The challenge to read the Bible, not as sacred
scripture but as a'classic' devoid of an authoritative role, has not in fact
resulted in any robust theological reflection which is even in the same
league with Barth and Bultmann. M. Sternberg, whose own religious
categories are avowedly Jewish, has sensed a basic genre issue when he
comments. 'Were the (biblical) narratives written or read as fiction,
then God would turn from the lord of history into a creature of the
imagination with the most disastrous results . . . Hence the Bible's
determination to sanctify and compel literal belief in the past' (Poetics,
32). Therefore, even from a non-theological analysis of the literature's
genre, the category of fiction appears strangely inappropriate when
applied to the Bible.

It is one thing to suggest that biblical scholars have not adequately
resolved the problem of biblical referentiality; it is quite another to
suggest that it is a non-issue. Moreover, | would argue that the attempt
of many literary critics to by-pass the problem of biblical reality and
refuse to distinguish between the text and the reality of its subject matter
severely cripples the theological enterprise of Biblical Theology. It is
basic to Christian theology to reckon with an extra-biblical reality,
namely with the resurrected Christ who evoked the New Testament
witness. When H. Frei, in one of his last essays, spoke of 'midrash’ as a
text-creating reality, he moved in a direction, in my opinion, which for
Christian theology can only end in failure (‘'The Literal Reading').
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6. The Cultural-Linguistic Method

The modern appeal to language as a mode for reconstituting Biblical
Theology also takes a variety of different forms. German and French
linguistic analysis has moved in directions quite distinct from the Anglo-
Saxon world. The impact of Heidegger on Bultmann, or of Gadamer on
von Rad has been well documented and cannot be pursued in this
context (cf. Oeming). My concern is rather to focus on the stimulating
proposal of George Lindbeck in his book, The Nature of Doctrine (cf. my
New TestamentasCanon, Excursusl 11, 541ff ). Lindbeck'sproposal shares
many features with those of Frei, especidly that of'intratextuality’, but
their emphases are distinct and not fully congruent.

Lindbeck's initial proposal of a 'cultural-linguistic' approach views
religion as akind of cultural or linguistic framework which shapes all of
life and thought. Instead of deriving external features of religion from
inner experience it reverses the direction and projects the former as
derivative of the latter. The concern of the model lies in exploring the
extent to which human experience is shaped, moulded, and constituted
by cultura and linguistic forms as a means of construing reality.
Doctrines function as rules for speech and action rather than as static
propositions. Within the context of the Christian community scripture
provided the 'lexical core' (81) for Christian discourse.

A central feature of Lindbeck's proposal in relation to the function of
scriptureishisemphasison ‘intratextuality'. The meaning of atext does
not depend upon an outside referential verification, but scriptural
meaning is understood only within a sdlf-related whole. Intratextual
theology 'redescribes reality within the scriptural framework rather
than translating scripture into extra scriptural categories. It is the text,
so to speak, which absorbs the world, rather than the world the text. A
scriptural world isthus able to absorb the universe' (117), and to become
the self-interpreting guide for believing communities.

For my part, | am unconvinced that thisis theway the Bible actually
functions within the church. This proposal of the text creating its own
world - somewould call it fictiveworld - into which the reader is drawn
has its origins far more in high church liturgical practice than from the
Bible. Certainly throughout much of the mediaeval period, liturgy
reflected a sharply dualistic concept of reality comprising a realm of the
sacred and the profane, and the Bible belonged to the former. However,
what is so evident to any modern reader of the Bible isits very concrete,
earthly quality which is not different from human experience. The sheer
wonder 6f the gospel message is that into this real world of flesh and
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blood God has entered, and the call of Christian discipleshipis to follow
faithfully in this same world.

Lindbeck cites approvingly Karl Barth's phrase 'the strange new
world within the Bible' as if to suggest that Barth also envisioned
drawing acommunity of faith into the world of the Bible. However, this
move hardly doesjustice to Barth. Rather for him the Bible above dl
bears witness to a reality outside the text, namely to God, and through
the biblical text the reader is confronted with the Word of God who is
Jesus Christ. Inthisregard, | fully agreewith R. Thiemann's uneasiness
with this proposal, when in a response to Lindbeck, he sees 'the real
danger that in much of Lindbeck's essay talk about "text" standsin the
place of talk about "God" ' (378).

In sum, to see the Bible as a type of symbol system construing reality
into which the reader isinvited to enter does not, in my opinion, accord
with the model of biblical proclamation, whether by the Old Testament
prophets or the New Testament apostles, in which God's word enters
into our world to transform it. Once again asin the casewith theliterary
model, the theological issue turns on doing full justice to both text and
reality which remain dialectically related, neither to be separated nor
fused.

7. Sociological Perspectives on Biblical Theology

It is difficult to subsume under one heading the wide variety of
approaches to Biblical Theology which reflect a sociologicdl interest. At
least they dl share a concern to take serioudy the socio-cultural forces
exerted on specific historical communities whose impact I€ft a lasting
mark on the shaping of religious texts. These approaches vary greatly
in respect to their attitude toward Biblical Theology.

There are some scholars who are overtly hogtile to Biblica Theology
and see the socia approach as effectively undermining the traditional
interest in the enterprise. N. Gottwald understands theology as a form'
of secondary ideological formulation which seeks to give expression to i
socia phenomenain a conventional religious idiom, but which can be'
translated by sociological categories to establish material equivaents
within a given socia system. Biblica Theology's demise has resulted i
from its failure to treat the religion of Israel as a socia phenomenon
(Tribes, 667). Equally as hosgtile is the position of Morton Smith who
interprets the Old Testament largely as the product of self-serving s
political parties whose writings are mainly propagandafor aparticular >
ideology. A theological dimension is ruled out of court by his initial)
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socio-historical assumptions (Palestinian Parties, 11ff.) From the side of
New Testament scholarship similar hostility to most forms of Biblical
Theology, if for somewhat different reasons, has been voiced by both
Strecker and by Raisanen.

Thislargely negative attitude, however, is by no means characteristic
of the sociologica approach in genera which, on the contrary, is at
pains to demonstrate the positive theol ogical features of asocio-historical
approach to the Bible. A very sophisticated statement of the hermeneu-
tical issues at stake is offered by W. A. Meeks in which he seeks to
establish a bridge between his own sociological study of the New
Testament to the position of his Yae colleagues, H. Frei and G.
Lindbeck. He argues that the emphasis upon the function of a biblical
text in establishing a community's identity involves first of al under-
standing the text within a proper 'social embodiment' in which it serves
asone part ofawhole cultural symbol system for interpreting community
existence. In my judgment, it remains a moot question to what extent
trading on the functional theory of religion of such socid historians as
C. Geertz will contribute to a serious theological reflection on the Bible
without a major threat of reductionism.

There is another very popular prominent approach to Biblical Theo-
logy which places the emphasis on the functiona role of the Bible to
shape, order, and critique the continuinglife of the Christian community.
A theologian, such as David Kelsey, argues that the authority of the
Bible does not lie primarily inits content, but how it is used 'to empower
new human identities' (‘'The Bible and Christian Theology', 395). Its
meaning resides in its function to construe a Christian form of life
Another closdly akinpositionisthat of B. Ollenburger who also describes
Biblica Theology as a discipline which has its main responsibility ‘for
guarding, enabling and critiquing the church's sdf-conscious reflection
on its praxis (‘Situating Biblicd Theology', 53). For Ollenburger
Biblical Theology does not mediate between text and systematic theo-
logical reflection but rather constitutes an activity directed specificaly
to Christian living.

My reaction to this ecclesiastically functional view of theology is to
guestion whether one can speak meaningfully about faithful forms of
life within the Christian community before first establishing the identity
and will of God who in Jesus Christ calls the church into being, and
whose purpose encompasses the entire creation. Insum, | remain highly
critical of any theological position inwhich ecclesiology takes precedence
over christology.

Finaly, a brief word is in order regarding the continuing role of
‘Liberatjon Theology' in the interpretation of the Bible. The enormous
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diversity of approaches makes any generalizations difficult and precari-
ous, but it does seem fair to suggest they share in common the concern
to situate reflection on the Bible within the context of the actual struggle
of concrete historical communities with primary attention on issues of
poverty, oppression, andjustice. Indeed, it would be hard to contest the
statement that such issues are a central part of the proclamation of the
gospel. The controversia issue arises when theologica positions are
formulated as to how one understands the message of 'liberation’ in
Jesus Christ in relation to a wide variety of political and economic
programmes which are directed toward human emancipation. It is one
thing to reject a sharp separation between the spiritual and profane
realms of human life it is quite another to fuse the two without
distinction. Often one senses astrong ideological filtering when the socia
historical interpretation ofthe Bibleis characterized as 'materialistic' (d.
SchottrofFand Stegemann, Der Gott derkleinen Leute).

Within recent years a great variety of popular books have appeared
which have pursued various socia issues related to the Bible from the
perspective of Liberation Theology. Typical of this genre is the above-
mentioned book of Schottroff and Stegemann or R. McAfee Brown's
Unexpected News: Reading the Biblewith Third WorldEyes. Theforce of these
books lies chiefly on the rhetorical side rather than careful biblical
interpretation, but they have exercised considerable influence in some
ecclesiasticd circles in forming a new vision of the role of the Bible for
today's world.

New interest in Biblical Theology has aso emerged from the side of
Feminist Theology (cf. eg. P. Trible). Up to this point, much of this
writing has been on a popular level, but it is aso obvious that very
shortly a whole new generation of well-trained women scholars will
begin to make a more substantial contribution on a serious, technical
leve. In terms of Biblical Theology one can only hope that Feminist
Theology will break out ofitsinitial identification with liberal Protestant
theology, and distinguish 'the forgotten voices of women' from those of
Schleiermacher and Freud. Would that God would raise up in the new
generation of the church's scholars a Ms Calvin or a Martina L uther!

Finaly, one of the most serious studies of Biblical Theology in
the context of Liberation Theology is that offered by H.-J. Kraus
(Systematische Theologie). Itisunfair to characterizethismassivebook in
afew lines. Kraus has long established his reputation within the field
as few others. He has proven himsdf as a highly competent scholar in
both Old and New Testaments, as an expert in the history of biblical
interpretation, and as a learned Reformed theologian. It thus remains
apuzzlement why his elaborate Biblica Theology -1 am aware he does
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not so describeit - has left little impact on thefield. Although filled with
invaluable information, one leaves its study with very mixed fedings.
Perhaps some of the difficulty lies in the style and format. It is written
with a continual series of apodeictic sentences, but ailmost devoid of any
sustained exegesis. Here the contrast with his mentor, Karl Barth, is
most striking. Above dl, Kraus' art of Biblical Theology often appears
dominated by a form of Liberation Theology which seems to flatten
everything in its path and to level the whole of the Bible to one refrain.
It is with great sadness that one must conclude that the future of the
discipline does not seem to liein this direction.

8. Jewish Biblical Theology

In one sensg, it is contradictory even to speak of a Jewish Biblica
Theology. Generally Jewish scholars reject the term out of hand as a
Christian discipline in which they have little interest (df. J. Levenson,
'‘Why Jews are not Interested in Biblica Theology'). In an earlier
volume (Old Testament Theology, 8), | argued that Jewish disinterest in
Biblical Theology does not derive merely from Biblica Theology's
traditional use of the New Testament along with the Old, but that Jews
have a basically different understanding of how the Hebrew scriptures
are appropriated religioudy without the need of Biblical Theology.
Nevertheless, theissueisfar more complex than at first might appear.
Jews continue to reflect theologically on the Biblein avariety of different
and creative ways. Whether this reflection should be called Biblica
Theology is actually a secondary issue. Far more important is this
contribution both in terms of its own integrity as well as to a common
theological use of the Bible. For an earlier generation Martin Buber's
biblical studies proved enormoudly illuminating, possibly more to a
Christian audience than to aJewish. A similarjudgment could be made
respecting the writings of Abraham Heschel. During several decades
M. Goshen-Gottstein has appealed to Jews to develop a theology of the
Hebrew scriptures, ofTanakh, but he has remained quite isolated in his
programme. A more traditional Jewish approach is reflected in E. E.
Urbach's extensive study of the theology of the rabbis in which he often
traces the biblical roots of later rabbinic tradition. Again, J. Neusner
has dealt with certain biblical topics such as the purity laws of the
Pentateuch as a background to the subsequent growth of the tradition.
Finaly, M. Greenberg offers some incisive theological reflection on the
proper function of the Bible within the life of contemporary Israel.
Som”of the most creative theologica reflection on the Bible has
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recently been done by younger Jewish scholars. Onethinks of the several
volumes ofj. Levenson, or of the essays of A. Cooper, to nhame but a
few. A very different genre of theology is offered by M. Wyschograd,
but one which holds promise for both Jews and Christians, especialy
in the light of the author's profound knowledge of philosophy and
traditional Christian theology. At this stage one can only appeal for an
increased understanding between Jews and Christians whose history
and experience differ so widely. Christians tend to dismiss as 'Pelagian’
Jewish treatments of man, sin, and free will which have no relation to
the tradition of Augustine, whereasJews find much of Christian Biblical
Theology still enmeshed in German philosophical idealism and closely
tied to Christian triumphalism.

To summarizethischapter, the effort to sketch thefull range of current
attempts at Biblical Theology is necessarily incomplete. Nevertheless
one gets apicture of awide variety of different approaches, often sharing
both strengths and weaknesses. The issues are too complex to suggest
that there is one simple solution to the discipline's dilemma. Yet it isto
be sincerely hoped that any new attempts in the future can profit from
the efforts of the past.
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Classic Earlier Christian Approaches to
Biblical Theology

It has been customary to limit the discipline of Biblical Theology to the
post-Reformation period, and in an earlier paragraph this history has
been outlined. Y et it ssemsimportant to broaden the scope of theinquiry
and to see the way in which some of the greatest theologians of the
church struggled to find models for dealing theologically with both
testaments of scripture asarevelation of Jesus Christ.

1. Irenaeus

The enduring significance of I renaeus (c. 130-C.202) for the early Christ-
ian church has been summed up in differing ways. He has been caled
the most important theologian of the second century, the father of
orthodoxy, or thefirst dogmatic theologian of the church. More recently
his unique contribution has been described in terms of his being, above
al, abiblical theologian (Lawson, 35; Haggelund, History, 44). Indeed,
Irenaeus did reject the earlier apologetical position that the Christian
faith was simply a better form of philosophy, and he resolutely refused
to make use of Greek speculation as a defence. Instead he sought to
present a comprehensive summary of the Christian faith in terms of the
testimony of scripture as the written form of the church's rule-of-faith.

H. von Campenhausen has thoroughly established the historical
context for Irenaeus’ writings in a chapter entitled, 'The Crisis of the
Old Testament Canon in the Second Century', the events of which
served as a preparation for the emergence of the New Testament canon.
R. Greer discussed Irenaeus' role by focussing his attention on the
hermeneutical problems involved in the crisis. What is the nature of a
Christian Bible? How is it to be interpreted? Irenaeus’ contribution lay
in his providing a theological resolution to both of these issues for the
early church.
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The Unity of God and his Redemption in Christ

Irenaeus’ great work Adversus Haereses arose in confrontation with the
Gnostic threat. In the first two books he described a Gnostic system
with its basic speculative dualism. This teaching not only contested the
unity of the creator God of Isragl and the Father of Jesus Christ, but
threatened to fragment the two testaments by assigning parts to different
and rival authors. In opposition to the Gnhostic scheme that salvation
occurred when the spiritual was freed from the bondage of the material,
Irenaeus sought to establish the unity of the one true God, creator of
heaven and earth and the Father of Jesus Christ (111.1.2). The Holy
Spirit knew no other God but the one creator God (111.6.1).

Central for Irenaeus was the biblical emphasis that God's order for
salvation had extended from creation to its fulfilment in Christ, as God
progressively made himsdf known in creation, law, and prophecy
through the divine Logos. Christian scripture bore witness to Jesus
Christ as God's son and saviour who was from the beginning with God
and fully active throughout this entire history (IV.20.lff.). All the
economies of God reved this history of revelation according to its stages
which led the church from infancy to perfection. Indeed in his doctrine
of 'recapitulation’ Irenaeus pictured Christ's joining the end of time
with the beginning and thereby encompassing within himself fully the
entire experience of Isragl and the church (111.21.10-23.8). Because of
the unity of God's salvation, it was absolutely essential to the faith that
the two testaments of the Christian Bible be seen as a harmonious
witness to the one redemptive purpose in history. Through his use of
'types (V. 14.3) and prophecy (1V. 10.1) Irenaeus sought to demon-
strate that the two covenants were of the selfsame substance and of the
one divine author (1V.9.1)

The Rule of Faith (Regula Fide)

Once the scope and function of the Christian Bible had been established,
the crucial issue turned on its proper interpretive context. Irenaeus first
made use of the ‘rule of truth', or 'rule of faith', in a polemical
setting against the arbitrary exegess of the Gnostics (1.8.1;1.9.4).
They disregarded 'the order and connection' of scripture and thereby
destroyed its truth. They did not understand the true content of scripture
and so rearranged its beautiful image of a king into the form of a dog or
afox (1.8.1). The rule-of-faith by which Irenaeus sought to establish a
framework of interpretation was once thought by scholars to be a
baptismal confesson (Kattenbusch), but more recent research (Hag-
glund, 'Die Bedeutung', 103) has confirmed that the rule is a summary
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of the truth which comprises the faith of the church. It refers to the
totality of the faith as the criterion of correct interpretation. It is the
content of scripture, but not identical with the Bible; rather, it is that to
which scripture points. It is contained in the proclamation of church
tradition, but it is not asif the written Bible required an additional ora
formulation. Its content is decisive for faith and is reflected in a unified
teaching in both its oral and written form,

Irenaeus did not see the rule-of-faith as the church's 'construal’ of the
Bible, but rather as the objective truth of the Apostolic Faith, which has
been publically revedled and not concedled in a secret gnosis. Thereis
a succession of true witnesses (1V.26.2). Its truth is unambiguous
(111.2.1) and can be demonstrated in the actual history of the past
(111.5.2). Yet this truth is not a static deposit from the past, but the
living voice' (viva vox) of truth. Irenaeus speaks of the symphony of
scripture, of itsharmonious proportion (111. 11.9). It providesthe church
with the normative criterion against which critically to measure the
Gnostic distortions.

In sum, it seems hard to question that Irenaeus was indeed a biblical
theologian. Moreover, he has raised a variety of critical hermeneutical
problems which are fully relevant to the modern debate. First, he
established, once and for al, the centrality of the concept of the Christian
Bible which is to be sharply distinguished from the frequent modern
designation of the Bible as the Hebrew scriptures plus aNew Testament!
Secondly, he offered a theocentric focus to the Bible external to the faith
in terms of what God has done and is doing which does not find its unity
merely in an ecclesiagtical construal. Thirdly, in his understanding of a
rule-of-faith he not only established a historical trgjectory to the faith
which joined the church to Israel, but he formulated a theological
framework for scriptural interpretation which sought tojoin the church
christologically with the living voice of God according of the truth of its
apostolic content without playing Bible and tradition over against each
other.
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2. Origen

Patristric scholars are generally agreed that Origen (c. 185—25) wasthe
most versatile scholar of the early church, and that he exerted an
enormous theological influence which was only rivalled by Augustine.
Y et from the outset he was ahighly controversial figure, first condemned
at Alexandriawhile till alive, and later under Emperor Justinian at the
fifth general council onthegroundsof doctrine (cf. Dictionary of Christian
Biography, ed. W. Smithand H. Wace, 1V, 142ff.). However, during the
modern period Origen has generally served as the 'whipping boy' of
critical exegesis and judged to have led the church astray for over a
thousand years. Accordingly, his allegorical interpretation destroyed
the genuine historical sense of the Bible (Farrar); his fanciful method
was totaly arbitrary and speculative (Hanson); he imported into
exegesis a pagan philosophical system, basicaly at odds with the
Christian faith (Wiles). Fortunately, within the last several decades
there has been a fresh efort made to understand in a profounder
way his interpretation of the Bible (cf. Danielou, de Lubac, Crouzel,
Torjesen).

The Nature of Figurative Senses

Origen's initial contribution lies in posing the fundamental hermeneu-
tical ptoblem of scripture in a manner far more critical than Irenaeus,
and then offering a profoundly christological resolution of the problem.
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The Bible is the divindly inspired vehicle by which God leads the
Christian hearer into the way of the perfection of Jesus Christ. In his
famous hermeneutical tractate, On First Principles (IV.1-3), Origen *
elaborates on the theme of divine inspiration of scripture and the need
to read it correctly according to its multiple levels of meaning. He makes
an analogy between man consisting of body, soul, and spirit and the
three-fold levels of scripture, theliteral, moral, and spiritual senses. Yet
it is far from clear that Origen intended three independent levels of
meaning (cf. Torjesen, 41), and in his actual exegess he only makes use
of the literal and spiritual senses with few exceptions. Louth (112f.)
touches the heart of Origen's interest in the figurative sense in saying
that it is not a technique for solving problems, but an act for discerning
the mystery of scripture.

On the basis of this appeal to a figurative sense within scripture,
usually designated by his critics 'allegorical’, the major modern criticism
of Origen sets in. It is alleged that Origen's approach is 'an excellent
means of findingwhat you already possess (cited by Bigg, 148). Or his
exegess condsts in reading the New Testament into the Old (Danielou,
139). Or again, 'hiswhole exegesisrests upon the principle that scripture
says one thing and means another' (Tollington, xxvi).

Theology and Exegesis

What is missing in these criticisms of Origen is the failure to understand
the structure of his theology as a whole in relation to his exegess.
Fortunately, amore profound and sympathetic analysis of precisely this
relationship was first offered by de Lubac, and then brilliantly pursued
in the dissertation of K. Torjesen. Torjesen has mounted a very
persuasive case for seeing Origen's understanding of the heart of
scripture as the divine pedagogy of Christ, the Logos, who through the
earthen form of the text leads the 'soul’ of its readers by stages into the
fulness of redemption. The literal and figurative senses are not two
arbitrary levels of the text, but different forms of divine instruction by
which the hearer is lead from the externa form of the divine mystery
intoitsinternal, spiritual sense. Nor isit the case that Origen has smply
imposed an aien pagan system on the text such as Neo-Platonism with
its loss of all sense of history (df. Crouzel, 62; Torjesen, 13). The great
care with which Origen deals with the historical component has aways
been difficult to explain according to this common interpretation.
Rather, the Logos performs a pedogogy on the level of history which,
however, moves beyond the saving doctrines of Christ concealed in the
literal senseto its spiritual meaning.

Torjesen's mgor contribution is in showing through a careful analysis
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of Origen's actual exegeticd practice the precision of Origen's method
and how it is oriented to a three-way relationship of text, interpretation,
and hearer. 'Exegesis is the mediation of Christ's redemptive teaching
activity to the hearer' (14). In her treatment of Origen's homily on Ps.37
she has illustrated with great clarity how the movement occurs from the
literal to the spiritual sense and from the plea of the psamist to the
confession of the hearer (22ff.). Once his method of interpretation is
correctly understood then it also becomes apparent why the sharp
distinction between alegory and typology, which was till defended by
Daniglou, does not apply.

In sum, in what sense does Origen's approach to the Bible make a
contribution to the modern discipline of Biblical Theology? First, Origen
read the entire Bible as Christian scripture, and he sought to relate its
message to its subject matter, God in the form of the Logos. Scripture
is a word from God to us on the way toward life in God. Secondly™|
Origen was vitally concerned to read scripture according to its earthlyI
forms, but then be led from the human to the divine. He did not separate |
exegesis into so-called descriptive and constructive components, but!
saw a proper description as one which followed the historical text until \
it forced the reader to enter into the spiritual sense, which was another |
stage in the process of the divine pedagogy. Finaly, Origen sought t&P*
relate the two testaments theologically in terms of the sdfsame divine
reality, which was its subject matter. Moreover, this subject matter was
not the object of idle speculation, but was identified with the person of
Jesus Christ who invited his hearersto enter into full redemption beyond
the confines of the sacred text.
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3. Augustine

Most treatments of Augustine's interpretation of the Bible, especialy
from the side of biblical scholars, appreciate the brilliance of his mind,
his unique rhetorical skills, and his enormous influence within the
Christian church. Yet ailmost immediately the mgjor emphasis fdls on
his wesknesses: his lack of training in Hebrew and Greek, his neo-
Platonic way of thinking, his extravagant use of allegory. Quite typical
is the characterization of F. W. Farrar in his well-known Bampton
Lectures of 1885 'marked by the most glaring defects, ‘warped by
dogmatic prepossessions, 'radically unsound' (236f.). Even when one
finds more genuine understanding of Augustine's exegetical contri-
bution among Roman Catholic scholars (e.g. Hugo, Vogels, van der
Meer), it is difficult to find a treatment which has carefully analysed
Augustine's hermeneutical stance toward scripture in relation to his
entiretheology. Certainly his position devel oped over timeuntil it finally
undergirded his whole understanding of the Christian life. Fortunately,
G. Strauss' book Schriftgebrauch. . . bel Augustinhasmadeavery promis-
ing start toward reaching this goal.

Scripture and Augustine's Theory of Knowledge

Augustine's initial problem with understanding scripture was clearly
formulated in Neo-Platonic terms. "The mind has to be healed so that
it may behold theimmutable form of things which remain ever the same,
preserving its beauty unchanged and unchangeable, knowing no spacial
distance or tempora variation, abiding one and the same' (0/ True
Religion, 111.3). How then is one to move from fral human words
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reflecting the sensible, temporal world to the eternal, invisible world of
God? How is the 'outward eye' equipped to view the hidden senses of
holy Scripture (ibid., 50.99)? In hisgreat treatise De Doctrina Christiana
(On Christian Doctrine) Augustine devel oped an approach according to
several strategies.

In Book Il Augustine st forth his theory of signs in which words are
the most frequent manner by which the visible world of experience
is communicated through signs. Likewise God has revedled in holy
scripture signs which point to the eternal. The hermeneutical problem
arises in distinguishing between the literal and the figurative intent of
its signs, and Augustine struggled somewhat unsuccessfully to offer
some exegetical rules. At first he is not fully clear on the relationship
between faith and reason (fides et ratio). He makes adistinction between
wisdom (sapientia) which is assigned to divine things, and knowledge
(scientia) whichisassignedtothehuman (Onthe Trinity, X111.19.24). In
the Doctrina he even sketches a progression of seven steps by which to
reach thegoal of exegesiswhichiswisdom (I1.7.9). Interestingly enough,
knowledge is relegated only to athird stage.

The theological move which is crucia to pursue is the way in which
Augustine's actual exegesis of scripture begins to overcome the innate
Platonic dualism of his earlier period. He notes that the prologue of
John's Gospel begins with signs pointing to the eternal (sapientia). But
very shortly the text spesks of the incarnation, of the entrance of the
true Light into theworld, into the sphere of human knowledge (scientia).
John bears witness to both because 'theword madeflesh, whichis Christ
Jesus, has the treasures both of wisdom (sapientia) and of knowledge
(scientia)' (Trinity, X111.19.24). Not only does Augustinejoin the two
dimensions of reality christologically, but faith becomes the means by
which knowledge is how understood. Faith serves to transport into the
present the contents of belief which had emerged in the historical past.
Faith thus functions to cleanse the temporal scientia and tojoin it with
wisdom in an act of divine grace (Strauss, 25ff.). It is evident that this
christological break with Neo-Platonism afforded Augustine with a far
deeper sense of the revelatory nature of history and of eschatology which
onefindsin his City of God.

Levels of Meaning

Augustine was continually occupied with the different levels of meaning
within scripture. Although his concern with scripture forced him to
concern himself with actual events in time and space, van der Meer
speaks of his enduring propensity 'to float high above the world of mere
historical reality' (445). He often appealed to the church's rule-of-faith
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asauthoritative (OnChristianDoctrinell1.3.5), and established asarule
that the interpreter moves from the plainer passages to the obscure
(ibid., 11.10.14). Yet he admitted that the difficulties remained at
times unresolved. Sometimes he appealed to logica distinctions when
interpreting the Old Testament. The biblical text was to be understood
also according to its different modes. history, aetiology, analogy, and-
alegory (‘On the Profit of Believing', Seventeen Treatises, 582). Heaso
found some aid in adapting the hermeneutical rules of Tyconius (On
Christian Doctrine, 111.29.40) which sought to balance the dangers of
extreme literalism and unbridled allegory.

Nevertheless, Augustine's mgor contribution to the problem is his
hermeneutical construal which took the issue out of the realm ofisolated
literary techniques and grounded it solidly in a holistic rendering of the
theological intention of scripture. The goa of al of scripture is to
engender the love of God and of one's neighbour (Christian Doctrine,
111.9.14). Therefore if apassage, when taken literally, does not refer to
this purity of life and soundness of teaching, it must be understood
figuratively. For Augustine, it wasfully clear from the New Testament's
use of alegory that it was an essential feature of Christian faith and
simply confirmed the coherence of the Catholic faith with scripture.
Whether it is correct to speak of Augustine's 'ethical rendering' of
scripture can be debated, but there can be no doubt that he sought to
establish a divine unity in its truth which understood the impact of its
message as evoking an existential dimension to faith.

On Ascertaining and Communicating the Message of Scripture

Inhisfinal sectionof histreatise On Christian DoctrineAugustinebrought
to bear a perspective on the Bible and its reader which remains quite
uniquefor much of later Christianity. He set out to describethe necessary
qualities of the teacher for interpreting the message of scripture to
others. However, before he set out in some detail the manner of Christian
living necessary for the teacher, he sought to demonstrate that the
biblical writers themselves had these same qualities.

The writers of scripture had both wisdom and eloguence. They
used beauty of diction, perspicuity of thought, and varying styles to
accommodate their audience. Augustine then proceeds to analyse the
Bible in considerable depth in terms of its purely literary qualities asto
how itsfigures of speech function, and how its sentences are constructed.
He speaks of a passage of Paul 'bursting forth with a vehemence which
ismost appropriate . . . asifpanting for breath' (1V.7.13). However for
al of Augustine's concern with careful literary analysis, it remains for
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him only avehicle of its true content. Eloquence can be atrap if divorced
from wisdom, rhetorical skills apart from truth.

From his analysis of the fine art of scripture, Augustine draws the
implications for the teacher of the Bible. Beauty of diction must be
commensurate to the subject matter. The teacher must be constantly
awarethat heisdealingwith great matters. Nosensustrivialisl Moreover,
the nature of the biblical material is such that the hearer must be moved
as wel as instructed. Truth must be learnt in order to be practised
(1V.14.29).

Perhaps in the end, this last advice of Augustine is even more foreign
to post-Enlightenment biblical scholarship than is his much maligned
use of allegory. Is it too harsh ajudgment to say that unless modern
Biblical Theology shares something of this dimension, it lacks serious-
ness both in its understanding of the Bible and of its readers?
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4. Thomas Aquinas

Traditionally within Protestant circles, Thomas Aquinas would hardly
have been regarded as amodel for Biblical Theology. He served, rather,
as a prime example of dogmatic theology's imposing of an aien
philosophical structure on the biblical text which obscured the Bible's
own categories and which rendered it largely mute (cf. Farrar, 284:
'fettered, papal, sacerdotal, and monkish'). What did the Greek Aristotle
have in common with Jerusalem? Y et within the last few decades there
has been an astonishing change in approach to Thomas, initiated
in part by Catholic scholars in opposition to certain forms of Neo-
scholasticism (Chenu, Spicg, Pesch), but also pursued by others aswell
(Smalley, Pelikan). Two features in the new approach are especialy
significant. First, there has been fresh attention paid to situating Thomas
within the historical context of an exegetical tradition. Secondly, much
study has focussed on the nature of Thomas' adaptation of Aristotle's
philosophy to basicaly biblical patterns with its frequently differing,
indeed, antagonistic perspective.

Although biographers of Thomas had long recognized his training in
theBiblefirstasbachelariusbiblicus, andlater asmaster of sacrapagina, it
was the pioneer work of B. Smaley who uncovered the history of
mediaeval biblical studiesfrom the lectio divina of the monastary to the
formation of cathedral schools under the Carolingian revival, and from
theVictorinebibliciststotheuniversity lecturers (Smalley). Both Chenu
(39ff.) and Spicq (DTKC 15,694ff.) speak of an ‘evangelical revival' into
which historical setting they place Thomas. Of course, the great
significance of Thomas in terms of Biblica Theology lies not just in
his developing a new form of commentary on both testaments (Job,
Matthew, John, Pauline letters), but in his carefully integrating into his
Summa Theol ogiae at | east three magjor sections of biblical interpretation:
Creation |, 65-74; Decalogue M |, 98-105; Life of Jesus |11, 27-59.
Here the contrast is striking with the classic theological commentaries
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onthe Sentenceswhich since Peter L ombard had separated out thebiblical
material fromthequaestiones.

The Hermeneutics of Thomas

Thomas' contribution to the hermeneutics of interpretation has been
frequently discussed. The move toward devel oping a new understanding
of thesensusliteralishad beeninitiated by Hugo of St Victor, but Thomas
brought to the praxis a new hermeneutical sophistication which broke
with the Augustinian theory of multiple senses. Thomas defended the
univocity of biblical words by distinguishing between signs which sgnify
things, and things which become signs of other things. A word can mean
only one thing, but an additional spiritual sense can derive from athing
(res) which dgnifies a second thing (ST 1.10). The efect of his theory
was to legitimate in a new and powerful way the intrinsic theological
significance of the literal sense of the text without denying the continuing
role of figurative senses.

Now it is obvious that Thomas' contribution to Biblical Theology
does not lie in a direct appropriation of his commentaries. His use of
conventional scholastic categories and the endless subdivision of phrases
will remain amajor barrier to most modern readers (cf. eg. adRom. ch.l;
superJoannis, ch. 1). Hislack of knowledge of Hebrew and Greek, and his
underdeveloped skills in historical research are evident to any modern
student. Rather his enduring contribution lies in another area. As a
master theologian, Thomas struggled in his way with most of the mgjor
problems which ill confront a serious theological reflection on the
Bible. He pursued in depth the relationship between the testaments in
respect to law, covenant, grace, and faith. Controversy still continues
as to what extent Thomas did full justice to the role of empirical Israel
for Christian faith (cf. Preus, 46ff.; O. Pesch, 'Das Gesetz', DTfiA, 13,
707ft). Nor are scholars in full agreement regarding the significance of
the historical dimension of the Bible within Thomas' system (Pesch,
606ff.) or even in their evaluation of the element of newness in Thomas'
exegess (de Lubac, 11/11, 285fE). However, these debates are of minor
significance and detract in no way from his mgjor contribution toward
the theological reflection on the Bible.

The Relation between Biblica and Philosophical Categories

There is one final issue in which the contribution of Thomas can serve
as a critical analogy. As was suggested, Thomas has been largely
dismissed by biblical theologians because of his consistent use of
Aristotle's philosophical categories. It is unlikely that any modern
biblical scholar would be tempted to imitate Thomas' appropriation of
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Aristotle. Yet the basic hermeneutical issue at stake turns on the fact
that no modern biblical theologian can function without some other
conceptual framework. Much of the modern search for the recovery of
only internal biblical categories has been extremely naive. Rather the
crucial hermeneutical issue turns on how well one can hear and
understand the biblical witness even through the time-conditioned
human categories which each interpreter has inherited or adopted.

A study of Thomas is invaluable in seeing to what extent the author

was able to adjust his philosophical perspective to the uniquely biblical
message and in the process, cause his own alien categories actually to
serve toward theillumination of the biblical text. Of course, itisequally
apart of critical analysis honestly to reckon with moments of failure on
Thomas' part and hisinability rightly to hear because of afdse starting
point, but this situation is not confined to Thomas. Thus, for example,
to what extent has Thomas been successful in doing justice to the
imperatives of the Old Testament lawv when he develops his ethics
according to the classic Greek pattern of the virtues? Or again, has
Thomas succeeded in joining the biblical understanding of historical
teloswith his philosophical concept of final cause? Finally, has Thomas
i understanding of grace, faith, and righteousness, regardless of its
scholastic formulation, caught the essential s of the Pauline proclamation
of 'salvation through grace by faith alone? In respect to the latter, |
would think there is a broad consensus among Christian theologians
that he did indeed succeed. In sum, one could hardly wish for a more
serious and brilliant model for Biblical Theology on which a new
generation can test its mettle.
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5. Martin Luther

Although it may seem strange to many moderns that this chapter has
included church Fathers and Schoolmen under the rubric of Biblical
Theology, the sentiment is very different indeed when one turns to
Martin Luther. It has long been the practice, even among the critical
wing of Protestantism, to regard Luther in some way as a paradigm of
a truly biblical theologian. Ebeling (Lutherstudien I, 2) has stressed
repeatedly that it is a basic misunderstanding to view Luther as an
exegete whose biblical work was then supplemented by a separate
theological system. Rather, his entire corpus is characterized by an
indissoluble union of his theological reflection and biblical exegess.
Lotz ('Sola Scriptura, 258) goes so far as to state that ‘the Lutheran
Reformation was . . . the work of a professor of biblical theology'.
For K. Hall there can be absolutely no doubt that Luther changed
irreversibly the way in which biblical interpretation was viewed in spite
of scholars continuing” disagree on the exact nature of the change (GA
[, 544). The difficulty of assessing L uther's understanding of the Bible
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arises, not only because of its enormous volume, but because of the
subtle, multifaceted, and highly dialectical use of the scriptures which
was coupled with an all-absorbing faith in its life-giving power.

The Christological Centre

For Luther, both in his earliest and later periods, the one centre of
scripture is Jesus Christ. Solus Christus provides the key to al his
exposition. Luther's theology is a theology of the Word because he
equated the Word of God with the proclamation of Jesus Christ which
is the gospel. This understanding affects his exposition at every point.
It explains why he drove a sharp wedge between scripture and tradition,
why he rgected the traditional four-fold senses of the text, and why
scripture rather than the sacraments became the primary vehicle for
access to the living Christ.

Luther used his christological understanding of the whole Christian
Bible, not as aformal principle, but as an authority which he derived
from the living presence of God who was present in the text. The Bible
was not a story about Jesus, but the very source of Christ's actual
presence. Traditional Christian exegesis had, of course, spoken of
Christ's presence within scripture, but Luther used it as a powerful and
incisive Sachkritik. The true test by which scripture is judged is its
christological content: ‘whatever promotes Christ' (was Christumtreibt)
is what determines canonicity. In his famous, and to many highly
shocking formulation, Luther drives home his critical point: "Whatever
does not teach Christ is not apostolic even though St Peter or St Paul
does the teaching. Again, whatever preaches Christ would be apostolic,
even if Judas, Annas, Pilate, and Herod were doing it' (LW 35, 396).
Equally remarkable is that L uther's emphasis on the one christological
centre of scripture did not become a harmonizing principle, but was
allowed to reflect and indeed highlight the differing voices of scripture
both injudgment and salvation, through law and gospel.

Because scripture revealed a speaking God, there could be no true
understanding of hisword without the element of direct encounter. Both
Holl and Ebeling speak of his emphasis on 'Ergriffenwerden’ (seizure)
(Holl, 571; Ebeling, Luther Studien, 3). The Old Testament prophet
became the paradigm for the Christian in bearing alife or death message.

Luther's Hermeneutical Development

Much scholarly energy has been expended over the years in seeking to
determine precisely when it was that Luther took his 'turn’ (Wende) to
Reformation theology and broke decisvely with his mediaeva past (df.
Lohse, Der Durchbruch). Our concernislesswith thishistorical problem
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and more with the hermeneutical effect of Luther's struggle. There is
general agreement that in hisinitial Psalms lectures of 1513 L uther was
fully committed to the traditional exegetical schema of the four-fold

senses of scripture. Yet Holl has made the important observation

(‘'Luthers Bedeutung', 544ff.) that even in these earliest lectures there
is a search for the christological centre and a penetrating focus on

soteriology with a strong tropological stress. Of great hermeneutical

sgnificance, however, is Luther's growing dissatisfaction with the
allegorica method and his ultimate break with mediaeval exegesis. The
issue turned on the clarity of scripture as awitness to Jesus Christ which

Luther regarded as threatened by multiple meanings. Thus he strove
for theliteral sense of the text which he understood as scripturae sanctae
simplicem sensus (WA 1, 564ff.). Still Luther continued to speak of al
spiritual meaning which was not isolated from its litera sense, but

rather was an understanding which grasped the true substance of the
witness, namely Christ as the righteousness of God for salvation. When

Luther contrasted the letter and the spirit, he was not returning to
alegory, but instead contrasting two different forms of existence equated

elsewhere with life under law or gospel. It was the power of the living”
Christ who changed death into life. For Luther, the application of the
gospel to the hearer was not an additional level of meaning, but an

integral part of the one transforming word of the gospel. Of coursg, it is
in Luther's translation of the Bible that one is continually made aware
of his efort to render scripture in such a way as to actualize its
christologica content which wasits literal sense (e.g. Rom.3.28; d. the
discussion of Lohse, 'Evangelium’, 177ff).

Of great sgnificance for Biblical Theology is Luther's struggle with
the relationship between the two testaments. Preus (200ff.) has made
the important observation that Luther's continual wrestling with the
Psdlter issued in a fundamental shift in his understanding of the
'hermeneutical divide' between letter and spirit. He began with the
prevailing mediaeval view which correlated law and gospel with the two
different testaments. However, somewhere in his second series on the
Psalter he discovered 'the fathful synagogue' which caused him to
recognize the truly theologica and spiritual dimension of the Old
Testament. The Old Testament aswell as the New bore witness to both
law and gospel. Jews could tegtify faithfully to Christ whereas leaders
of the church could deny him.

In sum, a great majority of the magjor theological issues involved in
the modern enterprise of Biblical Theology were already adumbrated
in Luther in a profound sense. He was able to achieve a remarkable
closeness to the biblica text while at the same time retaining an
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astonishing freedom and imagination. He brought to bear al his critical
acumen and tireless energy in approaching the Bible while radically
subordinating his own will to its supreme authority which was Christ's.
He struggled as few before him to recover the literal sense of the text yet
solely toward the end of penetrating to its christological subject matter
and thus entering into the newness of life graciously prepared by the
Spirit for those who believe. L uther waged battled on several fronts. On
the one hand, he attacked the uncritical, easy piety of the mediagval
church which had domesticated the Bible with its ritual and offices On
the other hand, he rejected the urbane, secular, and non-theological
reading of the Bible by the new humanists, who were tone-desf to the
real message of scripture and knew little of the wager of faith.
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6. John Calvin

John Calvin (1509-64) who was twenty-six years Luther's junior
belonged to the second generation of Protestant Reformers. Throughout
his life he expressed his indebtedness to Luther and continued to cherish
hismemory (cf. Gerrish, 'The Pathfinder). Many of Calvin's theol ogical
emphases were virtually identical with Luther's - Christ alone, justifi-
cation by faith, Word of God — yet there were important differences, in
part derived from their differing backgrounds, training, nationality,
historical context, and temperament. Also in terms of Calvin's contri-
bution to Biblical Theology, heis unique.

The Hermeneutics of Calvin

Recent research has made it abundantly clear that Calvin enjoyed a
first-rate humanistic education in the best European tradition (cf. Breen,
Battles, Seneca). He was trained in the classics, rhetoric, and law and
studied with some of the best known scholars of his age. Yet the extent
of the methodological continuity between his commentary on Seneca
and his biblical commentaries has only recently been fully explored (e.g.
Battles). The dfect of the carefully reflected methodology of French
humanism is evident in dl hiswritings.

In his well-known epistle to Simon Grynaeus which now introduces
his Romans commentary, Calvin sets out with great precision to describe
his exegetica approach. The chief excellency of a biblical commentator
liesin lucid brevity. He then explains why he objects to the loci method
of Melanchthon and the prolixity of Bucer. It is insufficient to focus on
certain doctrinal issues or to be distracted with long excursus. Rather,
the expositor is to strive for the 'natural’, 'genuin€’, or literal sense of
the text, adeep conviction which spared him from Luther's long struggle
in overcoming the inherited tradition of the four-fold sense of scripture.'
Calvin identified the literal sense with the author's intention, which
accounted for Ms stress on the need for careful literary, historical and
philological analysis of each biblical writer.

However, Calvin's humanistic training was joined to a profoundly
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theological stance which effected a radical shift in perspective from
seeing the church as the source of the Bible's authority to that of the
Bible itsdf. Scripture was self-authenticating (autopistos) because God
himself was speaking through this vehicle (Inst.l.vii.5). It was not to be
studied as any other book because it was the means for hearing the
Word of God. At times Calvin could identify the words of the Decalogue
or of the Apostle Paul with the very voice of God (Inst.l.vii.l; 11.viii.8),
but at other times the emphasis lay on the words as the human vehicle
for hearing the Word of God. Calvin often returned to the hermeneutics
of the Greek Fathers in stressing the significance of the 'scope of Christ'
since one reads the scriptures with the purpose of finding Christ in it
(CR47, 125=ET Commentary onJohn, 5.39).

Although God has made himsaf clearly known in the scriptures,
human sinfulness has prevented his revelation from being understood.
Thusit isonly by the illumination of divine grace, by the 'inner witness
of the Holy Spirit', that theword is heard and understood (Inst. I.vii. 12).
Moreover, Calvin is at pains to make clear that word and spirit are not
to be separated, but only through the biblical text does the Spirit
illumine. Similarly, theillumination of the reader toward the edification
of the church is integral to the proper study of scripture. Although the
literal sense is insufficient apart from the Spirit, Calvin does not
distinguish a spiritual sense from the literal asifit belonged to a second
stage of interpretation.

The Relation of the Testaments

Another characteristic feature of Calvin's theology is his understanding
of the relationship between the two testaments, areflection which draws
him fully within the orbit of a Biblical Theology (cf.Wolf). In two well-
known chapters (Inst.ll.x-xi), Calvin pursues in detail the similarities
and differences between the testaments. Of course, his insistence that
the two covenants are one and the same in substance and differ only in
the mode of dispensation arises from his profound concern for the
selfsame inheritance, a common salvation, and the grace of the same
Mediator which is shared by both the Patriarchs and the church today
(I1.x.1). Particularly in his commentary on Hebrews, Calvin pursues
the continuities and discontinuities between the covenants, finding the
New Testament writer's contrast of shadow and reality more compatible
than that of law and gospel. The role which Calvin assigned to covenant
sets him apart from Luther, but also separates him from later 'federal’
Calvinists who sought to distinguish a covenant of works from a
subsequent covenant of grace (df. Schreck).

As aresult of this hermeneutical move respecting the two testaments,
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for which he earned the name Calvinus Judaizans from a Lutheran
opponent, Calvin assigned a very different importance to the history of
Israel than had Luther. Not only do the Hebrew institutions become
the appointed instruments of the divine economy, but they adumbrate
the offices of Christ as prophet, priest, and king. Calvin's concern with
Israel's history was then further developed, particularly in the person
of David in the form of a typological adumbration of the Messianic
spiritual rule of God (d. Mays). His well-known principle: 'sacred
scriptureisits owninterpreter', then alowed him to movefredy between
the two testaments.

Exegesis and Theology

Nowhere is Calvin's thought more profound than when he reflects on
the relation between biblical exegesis and theology. Of course he made
no distinction between Biblical Theology and dogmatics. That it was
not by chance he separated his works into the Institutes and into
commentaries emerges with clarity in his criticism of Melanchthon,
Bucer and Bullinger (df. above). Already in the preface to the 1536
edition of the Institutes he set forth plainly his intent: 'it has been my
purpose in this labor to prepare and instruct candidates in sacred
theology for the reading of the divine Word, in order that they may be
able both to have easy accesstoit and to advancein it without stumbling'
(ET Battles, 4).

The radical nature of this proposal is evident when one considers the
entire mediaeval tradition. Augustine saw astagein which the Christian
would no longer have need of the biblical text, but would be guided by
the Spirit (On Christian Doctrine, 1.39.43). Thomas Aquinas wrote a
Summato encompassthewholeof Christianteachingintowhichstructure
the Bible provided building blocks. In striking contrast Calvin reversed
the process! The role of theology was to aid in interpreting the Bible.
His move was in the direction of dogmatics to exegesis. In his preface
he further explains the logic of his position. The interpreter has 'to
determine what he ought especialy to seek in scripture, and to what
end he ought to relate its contents’. The task of the biblical interpreter
is to pursue the subject matter of scripture, the scopus of which isJesus
Christ. The theologian aids in this endeavour by ordering the material
according to the church's rule-of-faith, and thus keeping the biblical
interpreter from distraction and confusion. It is a fundamental misun-
derstanding of Calvin's purpose to suggest that he sought to impose a
dogmatic systerjon the Bible. Unquestionably for him thefinal authority
remained the living word of God - sola scriptura— and al of theology as
a human endeavour was forever subordinated to it.
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This understanding also explains why Calvin was so bold in using
non-biblical terminology in his formulation of the Trinity. He writes:
'What prevents us from explaining the clearer words those matters in
scripture which perplex and hinder our understanding, yet which . . .
faithfully serve the truth of scripture itself (l.xiii.3). This same her-
meneutical point had of course been made much earlier by Athanasius
{Dedeer. 18,21; Con, Ar.2.3) that it is not the words but the redlities to
which they refer which is crucial. This position also explainswhy Calvin
repeatedly emphasized that 'God is wont in a measure to "lisp" in
speakingto us' in order to accommodate his knowledgeto thelimitations
of human capacity (I.xiii.l).

In sum, the implications of Calvin's understanding of the relation
between exegesis and theology are profound, and call into question
many modern assumptions respecting the task of Biblica Theology. It
is not enough to measure the success of a Biblical Theology in terms of
the leve of imagination by which 'biblical symbols' are 'construed’, nor
does the descriptive search for 'inner-biblical' categories dojustice to
the theological enterprise. Rather, the success of a Biblical Theology is
measured by its ability to unlock scripture itself which remains the sole
vehicle from which the gospel is preached to the church and world.
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2 A SEARCH FOR A NEW APPROACH



The Problem of the Christian Bible

Biblical Theology is by definition theological reflection on both the Old
and New Testament. It assumes that the Christian Bible consists of a
theological unity formed by the canonical union of the two testaments.
But what is exactly meant by ‘the Christian Bible? What is the relation
of the whole to its parts? A highly complex series of historical and
theological problems are involved even in defining the subject.

At the heart of the problem lie certain theological claims of the church
regarding theJewish scriptures. When the New Testament spoke of the
sacred writings (hé graphe), it had reference to the Jewish scriptures
which it smply assumed to be authoritative for Christians. In diverse
ways the New Testament writers sought to spell out the exact relation
between these sacred writings and their testimony concerning Jesus
Christ. Luke described Jesus himsdlf interpreting from scripture 'the
things concerning himself (24.27). Paul spoke of scripture 'beingwritten
down for our instruction' (I Cor.9.10; 10.11), and the writer of the
Pastorals assured his Christian readers that 'all scriptureisinspired by
God and is profitable for teaching, for reproof, for correction, and for
training in righteousness (I1 Tim.3.16). However, when one asks what
was the scope and precise form of the scripture which was taken over,
and how was the appropriation made, then a host of complex historical
guestions arises.

1. The Form of theJewish Scriptures at the Rise of Christianity

The study of this historical problem has gone through severa clearly
distinguishable phases. The church Fathers accepted uncritically the
Jewish legend that, when the scriptures were burned after the fal of
Jerusalem, Godjictated the entire Jewish canon to Ezra (1V Ezra 14
37, o. H. E. Ryle, Canon, 242ff.) Later in the sixteenth century Ezra's
role in the closing of the canon was modified by Elias Levita to include
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the work of the men of the Great Synagogue, who after establishing the
Hebrew Bible divided it into three parts. However, with the rise of
historical criticism, especialy during the nineteenth century, an attempt
was made critically to establish the actual historical process by which
the Hebrew canon took shape.

By the end of the century a widespread consensus had emerged, set
forth in the handbooks of Wildeboer, Buhl, and Ryle which envisioned
three historical stages to the process. The Pentateuch or Torah received
a closed canonical status in the latter half of the fifth century, the date
being confirmed by the Samaritan schism. The canonization of the
prophetic corpus was next set before the close of the third century and
supported by the exclusion of the book of Daniel about 165. The fina
section, the so-called Writings, was thought to be formed into a closed
canonical collection only at the end of the first century AD when at the
Synod ofjamnia (AD 90), the rabbis established the officid limits of the
Jewish canon (df. Eissfeldt's dight modification of this nineteenth-
century consensus, 164ff.).

Since the end of World War 11, there has been a new and vigorous
attempt to reassess the historical problem of the formation of the Hebrew
canon, stimulated in part by the discoveries at Qumran. The result of
this new enterprise has been to call into question the nineteenth-century
historical consensus and to undercut serioudy some of the evidence on
which the reconstruction rested. For example, the Samaritan schism is
now seen to be alengthy process which cannot easily be used to establish
afixed terminus (df. Purvis, Coggins). The script and textual tradition
of the Samaritan Pentateuch place it in the Hasmonian period rather
than in the fourth century. Again, the hypothesis of an Alexandrian
canon by which to interpret the narrower and larger canon of theJewish
synagogue has been effectivdy destroyed by Sundberg. Finaly, the
decisive role of the 'synod' ofjamnia in closing the third part of the
Hebrew canon has been serioudly undermined (cf. Lewis, Leiman).
These discussions were at best scholastic debates which lacked the great
significance attributed to them by Christian interpreters.

Equally important are the deep misgivings which have arisen about
the modd of three successive historical stages through which the
formation of the Jewish canon developed. Recent scholarship has been
made painfully aware of the lack of solid historical evidence by which
to determine large areas of development. T. Swanson has mounted an
interesting case that the third section of the Hebrew canon, the Writings,
may have been a secondary canonical subdivision which was effected
long after the scope of the non-Mosaic books had been fixed within the
comprehensive category of the 'Prophets’. There is much evidence that
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the books assigned to the Writings continued in much flux for a long
period (cf. Josephus). Then again, Clements has argued {Prophecy and
Tradition, 55) that there is no warrant for assuming that one canonical
collection was firmly fixed before another began. Rather, the two parts
of the Law and the Prophets werejoined within aflexiblecollection and
both experienced expansion. Finally, Beckwith (The OT Canon, 165) has
picked up an earlier proposal of Margolis (The Hebrew Scriptures, 54ff.)
that the three sections of the canon are not historical accidents, but
‘works of art’. Thisis to say, that literary and theological factors were
involved in the distribution and arrangements of the canon, and that
the exclusion of Daniel from the Prophets, for example, may have been
made from a theological and not historical judgment.

In sum, the crux of the problem is how to correlate elements of
diversity with those of stability within the history of the growth of the
Jewish canon without fdling prey to the danger of extrapolating beyond
the evidence in order tofill in the many gaps in our knowledge.

2. The Sources for Determining its Scope

We begin with the historical evidence regarding the form and scope of
the Hebrew canon during the era shortly before and after the rise of
Christianity. Ben Sira, or Ecclesiasticus, is dated ¢. 180 BC and is an
important testimony as to how the Hebrew scriptures were viewed at
the beginning of the second century BC in Palestine. It is evident that
the Torah had long since been accepted as authoriative scripture which
status would receive further confirmation by the Greek translation of
the Pentateuch in the third century. In addition, Ben Sira is familiar
with the prophetic books and in a canonical order which knows already
the unit of the twelve minor prophets (49.10). If one leaves aside the
guestion of the terminus a quo of the canonical collection of the law and
the prophets on which scholars continue to differ, the evidence from Ben
Siraseemsto confirm ater minusad quer n of thesetwo partsby 200 BC.
The prologue which the grandson of Ben Sira wrote for his Greek
translation of his grandfather's Hebrew book in c¢. 130 BC speaks of the
‘teachings which have been given us through the law and the prophets
and the others that followed him'. The apparent vagueness of the latter
reference has traditionally been used a mgor evidence that the third
part of the Hebrew canon had not yet been fixed at this time. Yet most
recently Beckwith has warned against interpreting these words in an
overly loose sense (166). He notes that the prologue makes a sharp
distinction between Hebrew compositions such as his grandfather's
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work and those contained in the three-fold Hebrew scriptures. In sum,
the prologue is inconclusive in determining the extent to which the
Hebrew canon was closed. It only establishes the fact that the category
of Writings was till fluid within the collection of non-Mosaic books.

Usually the New Testament encompasses all of theJewish scriptures
under the rubric 'law and prophets' (Acts 13.15) but in one place
clearly a threefold structuring of the Old Testament appears: 'the law
of Moses, and the Prophets and the Psalms, Luke 24.44 (cf. Philo, de
vita contemplativa 25). Itisstill possible to argue that the exact scope of
the Hagiographa cannot be determined from the inclusion of the Psalter
even though the emphasis of the passage is on the whole of scripture
and not its parts. However, when one takes the New Testament in its
entirety, the impression given is clearly that of a well-defined body of
authoritative scripture which includes frequent reference to late books
(Daniel, Esther, Nehemiah). The debate between Jesus and the Jews
concerning the interpretation of their scriptures assumed a body of
writings which was held in common by both parties.

Thefirst uneguivocal evidencefor the closure of the Hebrew scriptures
isofferedinJosephus’' famous statement c. AD 93-95 In contrast to others
who have 'myriads ofinconsistent books, he explicitly limits the number
of sacred books to twenty-two, and enumerates a tripartite division,
albeit in an order which is historically arranged and different from the
Massoretic.

The earliest rabbinic evidence of afixed collection is a baraita on the
order of the Prophets and Writings found in the Talmud (B.Bab Bathra
14b). The dating of the passage is of course uncertain although Beckwith
has recently argued that it is earlier than Josephus. It would be more
cautious to hold that it is no later than AD 200. The passage assumes a
fixed number of twenty-four books and a threefold division of the canon.
This standard Jewish tradition continues throughout the Talmudic
literature. It is further supported by a number of church Fathers
(Origen, Epiphanius, Jerome) as correctly representing the form and
scope of theJewish canon.

To summarize, it would seem that the direct literary evidence from
historical sourcesis not sufficiently decisive to establish conclusively the
scope and form of the Jewish canon a the period of the rise of
Christianity. There is full agreement that the Jewish canon was closed
at least by AD 100, but debate continues as to whether it was closed at
an earlier date, indeed by the end of thefirst century BC.
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3. Indirect Evidence for Closure

It is at thisjuncture that an important additional argument has been
raised in favour of an open canon throughout the first century AD.
Sundberg has argued that the highly flexible use of the Old Testament
by the Christian church affords strong evidence for an open Jewish
canon. He writes: "The uncertainty in the church about the extent of
the Old Testament could not have arisen if the extent of the Old
Testament had already been fixed in the time of Jesus and of the
primitive church' (130). A similar position has been represented by
Jepsen, Eissfeldt, Gese, and others.

In my opinion, there are some maor reasons why this argument
cannot be sustained. First of all, even from alogical point of view, one
cannot necessarily deduce that the Jewish canon was unstable because
the Christian church's use of it reflected a great degree of flexibility. It
would seem to be a sounder methodologica approach first to determine
the evidence for or against 1st century canonical stability from within
Jewish sources themselves before seeking to explain the peculiar Christ-
ian practice. Particularly Swanson, Leiman, and Beckwith have argued
for a much greater degree of textual stability within certain circles of
Judaism than has been admitted by Sundberg.

The indirect evidence which supports a more stableJewish canon at
amuch earlier dateis as follows

(1) Josephus' treati seAgai nst Apionwhich established thefixednumber
of the canon at twenty-two booksis usualy dated c. AD 93. On the basis
of this date of composition, Josephus is thought to support the openness
of the canon until the period after the 'synod' of Jamnia which was
envisioned as an effort of rabbinicjudai sm to reconstitute their traditions
following the destruction of Jerusalem. However, Josephusis reporting
tradition concerning scripture long held by Jews which he had probably
learned early in hislife asamember of the Pharisaic party {c. AD 56-57).
Josephusis therefore reflecting Pharisaic tradition ¢. AD 50 rather than
that of pog-AD 70. When one then discounts the decisive role of Jamnia,
Josephus is seen to support a much earlier date for the closure of the
Jewish canon than has generally been recognized.

(2) Another major reason for assuming that the Jewish canon was
gtill fluid until the end of the first century AD has been the loose reference
to the Writings, the third section of the Hebrew canon (df. Prologue to
Ecclesiasticus). Yet this interpretation assumes that the three sections
of the Hebrew canon developed in a sequential, historical order - a
position still defended in the learned essay of H. P. Riiger - which has
been increasingly called into question. The analyses of Swanson and
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Beckwith (142ff) have made another option highly plausible of seeing
the growth of the concept of the Hagiographa as a subsequent division
within the non-Mosaic collection of the Prophets which development
does not relate directly to the issue of canonical closure at al. The
unbroken chain of witnesses to a Bible consisting of twenty-two scrolls
from AD 90-400 (cf. Zahn, 336) which even allowed the books to vary
but kept the number unaltered would further support the stabilization
of the Jewish canon from an early period (also Katz, 199).

(3) The evidence that PharisaicJudaism had afixed form of scripture
is further supported by the lack of citations from the Apocryphain Philo,
Josephus, and the New Testament. Similarly, Ben Sira, the authors of
the Maccabees, Hilld, Shammai and dl the first-century Tannaim
never cite the apocryphal literature as scripture (Leiman, 39). Further,
the evidence from the Alexandrian church Fathers of the third and
fourth centuries (Origen, Athanasius) tegtify that the biblical canon at
Alexandria consisted aso of no more than twenty-two books following
the Jewish tradition.

(4) The strongest evidence for afixed Hebrew canon derives from the
history of the stabilization of the Masoretic text. Material from Qumran
and adjacent caves indicate that the Masoretic text had assumed a high
level of stabilization by AD 70. Moreover, already in thefirst century BC
a proto-Lucianic recension of the Greek Bible attempted to revise the
LXX to conform to an evolving Hebrew text. Similarly the revision of
the Greek in the beginning of thefirst century AD, the proto-Theodotian
recension, aso brought the Greek into conformity with the proto-
Masoretic Hebrew text (cf. Cross). Most importantly, this recension
includesthe books of Daniel, Ruth, and Lamentations. Theimplications
for the issue of the canon is clear. The text of a book would not have
been corrected and stabilized if the book had not already received some
sort of canonical status.

To summarize: the evidence is very strong that at least within the
circles of rabbinic Judaism a concept of an established Hebrew canon
with a relatively fixed scope of writings and an increasingly stabilized
authoritative text had emerged by the first century BC.

4. The Formation of the Larger Christian Canon

In the light of this evidence how does one explain the great diversity of

Jewish rdigious writings which were present during the period of the
rise of Christianity and which shortly were appropriated in various
degrees by the Christian church?
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One traditional way of handling the problem was to formulate the
theory of an Alexandrian canon. Accordingly, theJews in Alexandria,
in distinction from those in Palestine, had a far broader canon which
was a mgor reason far the Christian church under Greek influence to
adopt a wider sdlection of books than Pharisaic Judaism. However,
Sundberg has conclusively undermined this thesis in showing that the
issue of diversity cannot be resolved by this geographical distinction.

Sundberg's own thesis, similar to that of Jepsen and Gesg, is that
there was a wide religious literature without definite bounds which
circulated throughout Judaism prior to the decisions at Jamnia. These
Jewish writings smply passed into the Christian church as a legacy
fromJudaism. From the great diversity of available writings, the church
established for itsdf in time the scope of its Old Testament canon.
Conversely, rabbinic Judaism, reacting to the rise of sectarianism,
especialy Christianity, and to the defeat from the Romans in AD 70,
sought to reconstitute its tradition by retrenchment. It narrowed its
canonical scriptures by sharply restricting the use of apocalyptic writ-
ings, by limiting the canon to writings in Hebrew, and by subordinating
the whole to adominating legal core of Torah.

However, in my opinion, there are some major problems with this
reconstruction. The supporting argument of G. F. Moore that Akiba's
ban was intended as a repudiation of Christian literature has not been
sustained (‘'The Definition of the Jewish Canon', 99-125). Rather, the
rejected books, the si/re minim, are copies of holy scripture made by
heretics and having nothing to do with aJewish reaction to Christianity
(Swanson, 311).

Sundberg's reconstruction also falls to reckon with the very different
attitudes toward scripturewithinJudai sm of this period. The discoveries
at Qumran have conclusively established the wide range of religious
writings treasured by one historical community of Palestine. However,
by emphasizing the element of diversity, Sundberg has failed to reckon
with the element of stability and restrictiveness clearly manifested in
one branch of Judaism, namely Pharisaic Judaism, whose canon was
essentialy established before the rise of Christianity and independently
of this later challenge.

Is there another hypothesis by which to explain the dements of
continuity and discontinuity between thejews and Christians regarding
the scope of the canon? First of al, it is important to recognize that
Pharisaic Judaism underwent a profound change in status. At the time
of the rise of Christianity it represented only one party, albeit an
important one, withinJudaism, but with many rivals. However, follow-
ing the debacle of AD 70, Pharisaism, that is, rabbinicJudaism, not only
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assumed a dominant historical role, but became identified withJudai sm
itsdlf from that period onward.

From the evidence of the New Testament it seems clear that Jesus
and the early Christians identified with the scriptures of Pharisaic
Judaism. The early controversies with the Jews reflected in the New
Testament turned on the proper interpretation of the sacred scriptures
(hegraphe) which Christians assumed in common with the synagogue.
Although there is evidence that other books were known and used, it is
astriking fact that the New Testament does not citeasscriptureany book
of the Apocrypha or Pseudepigrapha. (The reference to Enoch inJude
1415 is not an exception.) The use of the Old Testament by | Clement
and by Justin Martyr is further confirmation of the assumption of a
common scripture between the synagogue and the church, even if in
fact a dight variation had begun to appear.

Yet it is also evident that very soon after the inception of the church
adifferent attitude toward theJewish scriptures arose within the church,
which claimed awarrant in the traditions of Jesus' own use of scripture.
The most fundamental material change was in assigning primary
authority to Jesus Christ of whom scripture functioned as a witness.
However, in terms of formal change, the Christian church's adoption of
the LXX in place of the original Hebrew had immediate and profound
implications respecting the canon. Increasingly, Christians abandoned
the strictures of rabbinic Judaism such as limiting canonical authority
to Hebrew writings. It is also clear that the use of the LXX quickly
eroded the limitations on the scope of the Hebrew canon which rabbinic
Judaism had established. The Latin Bible only further distanced the
Western church from its Jewish legacy. In spite of the fact that a
knowledge of the restricted scope of the Jewish canon was present and
even authoritative within certain Christian circles, very shortly awide
diversity of opinion regarding the scope of the Old Testament was
reflected in Christianity.

A. Jepsen (‘Canon und Text', 69f.) has mounted a very strong
historical case that each province of the Christian church tended to form
its own canon. He demonstrated that in the East four major forms of
the Old Testament canon can be identified according to geographical
areas. In Asa Minor theJewish canon was recognized as scripture with
the exception of Esther. Athanasius from Egypt likewise accepted the
Jewish canon without Esther, but sanctioned for public reading without
the status of scripture Wisdom, Sirach, Esther, Tobit, and Judith. In
Palestine a diversity of opinion prevailed. Nicephorus and Canon 60 of
the Council of Laodicea followed Athanasius in accepting the Jewish
canon and alowing the public reading of certain apocryphal books to
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which the Maccabees was added. Other circles in Palestine had a
somewhat different list of books permitted for public reading. However,
in Syria the books which were alowed to be read were fully accepted as
scripture in addition to theJewish canon. The Western church followed
the lead of Syriain accepting awider canon. The synods of Hippo (393)
and Carthage (397) gave this position ecclesiagtical sanction in North
Africa which decision influenced Rome. Finally the Council of Trent
adopted this position definitively for the Roman church.

It seems clear that two mgjor attitudes toward the Jewish canon have
prevailed in the Christian church throughout much of its history. The
one approach opting for a narrow canon identified the Christian Old
Testament in terms of the literary scope and textual form of the
synagogue's Hebrew canon. The other chose a wider canon and sup-
plemented the Hebrew canon with other books which had long been
treasured by parts of the church. The classic defender of the narrower
canon among the church Fathers was Jerome. His counterpart as a
defender of the wider canon was, of course, Augustine. The Reformation
churches sided with Jerome in varying degrees, the Roman Catholic
Church with Augustine. The Orthodox Church long equivocated, but
increasingly sided with the wider Christian canon (d. Jugie). In sum,
the exact nature of the Christian Bible both in respect to its scope and
text remains undecided up to this day.

5. The Theological Problems at Stake

In the light of the proceeding historical sketch of the formation of the
Christian Bible, it is evident that important theological issues are at
stake which go far beyond a historical description of the disagreement.
Frequently the complexity of the theol ogical issues have been overlooked
when the defenders of each position have offered a simple solution to
resolve the problem.

The defenders of the narrow canon, especially those of the Reformed
persuasion, have often argued that the church's confusion in opting for
awider canon arose out of an understandable error. Because the early
church soon lost its knowledge of the Hebrew language and resorted to
tranglations, it moved away from the narrowJewish canon used by Jesus
and Paul, and absorbed from the LXX a collection of non-canonical
books (cf. Filson, 73-100; Metzger). Conversely the defenders of the
wider canon have usually argued that the LXX was the Bible of the
church dosetoits inception and that the actual use of awider collection
of sacred books, often in translated form, provided a traditional warrant
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for the recognition of a Christian Bible which differs markedly from the
Jewish synagogue (so Sundberg). In my opinion, the theological issues
at stake are much more complex than either side has acknowledged and
cals for renewed theological reflection.

Attheoutset, itiscrucial torecognizethat the Christian understanding
of canon functions theologicaly in a very different way from Judaism.
Although the church adopted from the synagogue a concept of scripture
as an authoritative collection of sacred writings, its basic stance toward
its canon was shaped by its christology. The authority assigned to the
apostolic witnesses derived from their unique testimony to the life,
death, and resurrection of Jesus Christ. Similarly, the Old Testament
functioned as Christian scripture becauseit bore witness to Christ. The
scriptures of the Old and the New Testament were authoritative in so
far as they pointed to God's redemptive intervention for the world in
Jesus Christ. The church Fathers, Schoolmen, and Reformers were all
agreed on this basic understanding of the Bible, although obviously
differing in emphases and clarity of formulation.

Within this broad theological framework, two different principles
appear to have been at work throughout the history of the church. On
the one hand, there was the basic concern that the truth of the apostolic
witness be preserved. The attempt to distinguish between the apostolic
writings and later ecclesiastical tradition lay at the heart of the formation
of the Christian canon. The development of the canonical criterion of
apostolicity in the selection of New Testament books was a direct
application of this concern. Both the effort to guarantee the proper scope
of the sacred writings and to preserve the biblical text from corruption
arose from this commitment to guard the truth of the witness. Although
the church was in an external, forma sense the vehicle of the sacred
tradition, therewas a universally acknowledged belief that God was the
source of its truth and that human writers were divinely inspired by
God's Spirit to bear a truthful witness. Thus the post-apostolic church
strove correctly to acknowledge as authoritative those writings which
werefrom God. Although historically the decision of the church actively
shaped the canon, the church itsalf envisioned its task as one of
acknowledging what God had given as a gracious gift in Christ for the
nourishing of the continuing life of faith.

This concern to preserve the truth of the biblical witness expressed
itself in regard to the Old Testament by the insistence of Jerome and
others on the priority of the Hebrew canon also for the Christian Bible.
He argued that the word of God to Israel had been best preserved in
the Hebrew scriptures on which the various translations had been
dependent and from which they had often strayed. Equally important
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was the theological argument that the Jews had been given the
‘covenant, . . . thelaw, theworship, and the promises (Rom. 14) and
were the proper tradents of this tradition. Moreover, Paul had also made
the argument of the solidarity between Christ and the patriarchs from
whose ‘race and according to the flesh' Jesus stemmed (Rom. 9.5).
Therefore to use a different collection of Old Testament writings from
those accepted by the Jews appeared as a threat to the theological
continuity of the people of God. Had not Clement andJustin based their
argument on the identity of the God of the Old Testament with the
Father of Jesus Christ on an assumption of acommon scripture between
church and synagogue?

On the other hand, an equally strong voice was sounded placing its
primary emphasis on the catholicity of the Christian faith which was
expressed in an unbroken continuity of sacred tradition from its risen
Lord to his church. The Christian canon arose as various writings were
experienced and acknowledged as divinely inspired through the actual
use of Christian communities. The church Fathers used as a major
criterion by which to determine a book's authority the testimony of the
most ancient congregations having a claim to historical continuity with
the earliest apostalic tradition and representing the mogt inclusive
geographical testimony of the universal church (cf. Augustine, On
ChristianDoctrine). Indeeditwasthelarger Christian canon, particularly
as represented in the Vulgate, which served as the Christian Bible for
the Western church during a period of over a thousand years.

Equally important as a warrant for a uniquely Christian Bible was
the practice of the biblical writers themselves. The New Testament is
deeply stamped by its widespread use of the LXX. Moreover, it has
long been observed that the New Testament pattern of prophecy-
fulfilment frequently functions only in terms of the Greek text. Although
the New Testament does not actualy cite the Apocyrpha as scripture -
some scholars vigoroudly contest this point - there is some evidence
pointing to a knowledge of these books by various biblical authors,
especidly Paul (cf. Aland, Riiger). Above dl, the New Testament
writers bore witness toJesus Christ by transforming the Old Testament
in a way which often stood in much tension with the original sense of
the Hebrew text. If the New Testament used such freedom in respect to
itsJewish heritage, does not the Christian church have a similar right
to develop its own form of scripture in a manner different from that of
the synagogue?

In response to these two sets of arguments, it seems necessary at the
outset to recognize the uncertainty which has remained in the church
regarding the form of the Christian Bible. Moreover, this diversity
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should be respected. Yet what is needed is not just an expedient
compromise in the name of ecumenicity, but a genuine theological
grappling with the issues which is prepared to test the strengths and
weaknesses of both traditional positions. To insist that the problems
demand a theological solution is to regject as inadequate all biblicist
approaches, whether emerging from the left or right of the theological
spectrum. Every practice of the early church cannot be smply copied
by successivegenerationsof Christians. Thefact that theNew Testament
writers employed Hellenistic techniques of exegesis such as alegory and
midrash is no warrant per se for their continuance. Nor can one argue
for the continuing authoritative role of a Greek or Latin translation
merely because of its early use. Underlying this argument is an appeal
for a'kerygmatic', that is, christological reading of scripture rather than
abiblicist one.

It is dso important that the proper dimensions of the issue of the
Christian Bible bekept in focus. Because the outer limits of the Christian
canon remained unsettled, or because the role of translations was
assessed differently among various groups of Christians, the conclusion
cannot be drawn that the church has functioned without a scripture or
in deep confusion. Rather, the implication to be drawn is exactly the
reverse. In spite of areas of disagreement, the Bible in its various forms
has continued to function as an authoritative norm for the church
throughout its history. Nor can one discern agreat changein itsfunction
when, for example, the Apocryphawas included in the Geneva Bible,
but then removed from the Authorized Version in the nineteenth
century.

The great strength of the Reformers returning to the narrower
Hebrew canon of the Old Testament lay in their concern to establish
the truth of the biblical witness according to its most pristine and purest
form. The priority of scripture over church tradition arose from the
conviction that the object of the witness, namely God's revelation in
Jesus Christ, provided the critical norm by which to test the truth of its
reception. God himself testified to its truth by inspiring both the
authors and readers of the sacred writings. Y et the history of the post-
Reformation church aso illustrates the weakness of the Reformers use
of acritical norm and of its insufficiency in practice. It would be difficult
to argue, for example, that the elimination of the Apocrypha from the
Protestant Bible derived solely from the working of the inner testimony
ofthe Holy Spirit. Or was amaterial principle clear enough to distinguish
so sharply between the miracles of the Hebrew Daniel and the Greek
Danid (cf. Reuss, 312)?

The Roman Catholic insistence upon the decisive role of tradition in
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shaping the Christian Bible correctly recognized the role of the church's
actual use of its scripture both in proclamation and liturgy. The church's
practice of worship provided the context in which the biblical message
was received, treasured, and transmitted. The church's rule-of-faith,
later expressed in creeds, did not seek to impose an alien ecclesiastical
tradition upon the scriptures, but rather sought to preserve the unity of
word and tradition as the Spirit continualy enlivened the truth of the
gospel from which the church lived. However, the danger of the Catholic
position which emerged in the course of the church's history lay in the
temptation to render the Word captive to more easily adaptable human
traditions, often in the name of piety. Any appeal solely to tradition or
praxis apart from the critical norm exercised by the content of the
biblica witness eventually runs counter to the essence of a Christian
theology of canon.

Perhaps the basic theological issue at stake can be best formulated in
terms of the church's ongoing sear ch for the Christian Bible. The church
struggles with the task of continually discerning the truth of God being
revedled in scripture and at the same time she stands within a fully
human, ecclesiastical tradition which remains the tradent of the Word.
The hearing of God's Word is repeatedly confirmed by the Holy Spirit
through its resonance with the church's christological rule-of-faith. At
the same time the church confesses the inadequacy of its reception while
rejoicing over the sheer wonder of the divine accommaodation to limited
human capacity.

Part of the task of a Biblical Theology is to participate in the search
for the Christian Bible. The enterprise is not one which will be resolved
once-and-for-all, but one which appears to be constitutive for Christian
faith. The dialectical poles, historically represented by the Protestant
and Catholic positions, chart the arena between Word and Tradition
which is reflected in the controversy over the extent of the Christian
canon. Equally important is the critical tension between the form and
the substance of the church's witness in scripture which calls for a
continual struggle for truthful interpretation. One of the purposes of
this attempt at a Biblica Theology is to apply these hermeneutical
guidelines in working theologically within the narrow and wider forms
of the canon in search for both the truth and the catholicity of the biblical
witness to the church and the world.

In sum, the proposal being made is not that of developing a canon-
within-the-canon, nor is it of identifying the canon with accumulated
ecclesiastical tradition. Rather, the complete canon of the Christian
church as the rule-of-faith sets for the community of faith the proper
theological context in which we stand, but it also remains continually
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the object of critical theological scrutiny subordinate to its subject
matter who isJesus Christ. This movement from the outer parameters
of tradition to the inner parameters of Word is constitutive of the
theological task.
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A Canonica Approach to Biblical Theology

The purpose of thischapter isto describe how concern for the hermeneut-
ical implications of the Christian canon &ffects the way in which one
envisions the task of Biblical Theology.

1. A Canonical Approach to the Two Testaments

In my two previous Introductions to the Old Testament and to the New
Testament, | have tried to describe the effect of the role of the canon on
the formation of each of the testaments. A mgor point which emerged
was the insight that the lengthy process of the development of the
literature leading up to the fina stage of canonization involved a
profoundly hermeneutical activity on the part of the tradents (contra
Barr, Holy Scripture, 67). The material was transmitted through its
various oral, literary, and redactional stages by many different groups
toward a theologica end. Because the traditions were received as
religioudy authoritative, they were transmitted in such a way as to
maintain a normative function for subsequent generations of believers
within a community of faith. This process of rendering the material
theologically involved countless different compositional techniques by
means of which the tradition was actualized.

In my description of this process | used the term 'canonical’ as a
cipher to encompass the various and diverse factors involved in the
formation of the literature. The term was, above all, useful in denoting
the reception and acknowledgment of certain religious traditions as
authoritative writingswithin afaith community. Theterm also included
the process by which the collection arose which led up to its fina
stage of literary and textual stabilization, that is, canonization proper.
Emphasis was placed on the process to demonstrate that the concept of
canon was not alate, ecclesiastical ordering which was basically foreign
to the material itsdf, but that canon-consciousness lay deep within the
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formation of the literature. The term also serves to focus attention on
the theological forces at work in its composition rather than seeking the
process largely controlled by general laws of folklore, by socio-political
factors, or by scribal conventions.

| aso-included in the term "canonical’ an important addition compo-
nent which was a theological extension of its primary meaning. The
canonical form of this literature aso affects how the modern reader
understands the biblical material, especialy to the extent in which he
or she identifies religioudy with the faith community of the origina
tradents. The modern theological function of canon liesin its affirmation
that the authoritative norm lies in the literature itself as it has been
treasured, transmitted and transformed — of course in constant relation
to its object to which it bears witness - and not in ‘objectively’
reconstructed stages of the process. The term canon points to the
received, collected, and interpreted material of the church and thus
establishes the theological context in which the tradition continues to
function authoritatively for today.

2. Canonical Text or Canonical Interpreter

One of the main endeavours of my two Introductions was to describe
the manner by which the hermeneutical concerns of the tradents left
their mark on theliterature. The material was shaped in order to provide
means for its continuing appropriation by its subsequent hearers.
Guidelines were given which rendered the material compatible with its
future actualization. For example, in the Old Testament the book of
Deuteronomy, which arose historicaly in the late monarchial period
of Israel's history, was assigned a particular canonical function as
interpreter of the law by its structure and position within the Pentateuch
(Childs, Introduction to the 07", 21 Iff.). Or again, in the New Testament
the Gospel of Luke was separated from Acts with which it was origin-
aly formed, and given a new context and role within the fourfold
Gogpel collection (Childs, TheNT as Canon, 116). | also stressed in this
description of the canonical shaping the enormous variety at work on
the different levels of composition. This shaping activity functioned
much like a regulafidei. It was a negative criterion which set certain
parameters within which the material functioned, but largely left to
exeges's the positive role of interpretation within the larger construal .
Ever since | first proposed this understanding of the significance of
canon a decade and a half ago, there has been a variety of critica
responses from within the biblical guild. Perhaps one of the more
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characteristic criticisms has recently been reiterated by W. Bruegge-
mann ('Canonization and Contextualization'). He is representative of
a number of biblical scholars who have not rejected the canonical
proposal out-of-hand like James Barr (Holy Scripture), but who have
sought to improve on it with certain alterations. Brueggemann makes
the following points:

(1) Childs has asserted a theological claim for canon by means of a
purely literary, forma argument expressed in terms of shaping of the
text, whereas the claim of authority should have been made in terms of
theological content.

(2 It is not the biblical text which is the decisive tradent of the
theological norm, but the activity of the interpreter who as the 'canonical
interpreter’ is engaged in the continuing process of actualizing the text
to recover the liberating concerns of God.

(3) The socid redlity expressed by the oppressed on the margins of
society gives voice to the basic theological substance which undergirds
biblical authority, and canonical interpretation is the open-ended
conversation with the disenfranchised which reclaims biblical truth
from al fase claims of authority and power of the establishment.

In response | would argue that to suggest my approach to canonis a
purely formal, literary construct without theological content is a
fundamental misunderstanding of the proposal. The whole point of
focussing on scripture as canon in opposition to the anthropocentric
tradition of liberal Protestantism is to emphasize that the biblical text
and its theological function as authoritative form belong inextricably
together. A maor danger in the traditional Catholic discussion of canon,
to which the Reformers were particularly sensitive (Calvin, Inst. |. vii.
3), was that canon not be interpreted as an extrinsic ecclesiastical
norm, independent and superior in authority to the biblical text itsdf.
Therefore, their insistence was that the text itself renders the proper
scopus of scripture which the church only receives and acknowledges.

It isironical after this initial attack that Brueggemann immediately
fdls into this very theological trap of separating text and norm. For the
canonical text he substitutes the neutral term 'classic', appealing to the
terminology of David Tracy (121), which refers to any text within a
community which functions as a vehicle for establishing identity by
evoking claims to attention. One hears no more of canon as the unique
Apostolic witness to the gospdl in response to which the worshipping
community in prayer, repentance, and anticipation awaits a quickening
of the Spirit through a living word of God.

Rather, and crucia to Brueggemann's proposal, is his defining those
forces in human society which activate the classic into a contextualized
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norm. The inert text of the classic receives its meaning when it is
correlated with some other external cultural force, ideology, or mode of
existence. Of course, this is exactly the hermeneutical typology which
H.Frei sobrilliantly describedinhisbook, TheEclipseof Biblical Narrative.
It makes little difference whether the needed component for correctly
interpreting the Bible is the Enlightenment's appeal to reason, con-
sciousness, and pure spirit, or to Karl Marx's anti-Enlightenment
ideology of a clasdess society and the voice of the proletariat. The
hermeneutical move is identical. Brueggemann's attraction to Gott-
wald's thesis derivesfrom thelatter's providing aquasi-Marxist analysis
of an aleged social reality lying behind the text which he can identify
with the prophetic voice of the Bible. The result isfully predictable. The
theological appeal to an authoritative canonical text which has been
shaped by I srael'switness to ahistory of divine, redemptiveintervention
has been replaced by a radically different construal. The saddest part
of the proposal is that Walter Brueggemann is sincerely striving to be a
confessing theologian of the Christian church, and would be horrified
a being classfied as a most eloquent defender of the Enlightenment,
which his proposal respecting the biblical canon actually represents.

3. Canonica Shaping and the Two Testaments of the Christian
Bible

If one were to characterize the nature of the shaping within the two
testaments, it could initially be described in a formad sense as a
literary or redactional layering of the text which developed through a
transmission process. Often old material has been given a new redac-
tiona framework (e.g. Judges), or an interpretive commentary added
(Ecclesiastes), or originally separate literary entities combined into a
single composition (Philippians). There are also afew exampleswithin
both testaments in which thereis no sign of explicit redactional layering,
but a new way of reading the literature has emerged from the larger
canonical context (Daniel, Romans).

Now a crucia question immediately arises when one attempts to
apply the same canonical approach which was used in relation to the
individua testaments to the Christian Bible as awhole. In what sense
can one speak of the canonical shaping of the Christian Bible when the
process by which the two testaments were joined appears to be quite
different from that reflected in each of the individual testaments? It is
to this problem we now turn.

Thejuxtaposition of the two testaments to form the Christian Bible
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arose, not simply to establish a historical continuity between Israel and
the church, but above dl as an afirmation of a theological continuity.
The church not only joined its new writings to the Jewish scriptures,
but laid claim on the Old Testament as a witness to Jesus Christ. A
variety of different theological moves were made by which to articul ate
the theological relationship of the two dispensations: the one purpose of
God, the one redemptive history (or story), the one people of God,
prophecy and fulfilment, law and gospel, shadow and substance, etc.
No one theologica interpretation of the relationship became absolute
for Christian theology, but the simplejuxtaposition of the two testaments
as the two parts of the one Bible continued to alow for arich theological
diversity. The subsequent christological debates during the first cen-
turies of the church's life ruled out certain options as heretical which
either denigrated the Old Testament as an unworthy witness to Christ
(Marcion, Gnostics), or relegated the New Testament to a subordinate
position within the structures of Judaism (Ebionism).

There are, however, certain signs of Christian redactional activity in
the reordering of the Hebrew scriptures when it was appropriated as
the Old Testament of the church. It is immediately apparent that the
tripartite division ofthe Masoretic text (Torah, Prophets, Writings) has
been disregarded in the Christian Bible. It has been replaced with an
order which begins with the Pentateuch (Law), but then joins the
various historical books together, followed by wisdom and hymnody,
and concludes with the prophetic books. The problem of this different
arrangement of the Old Testament is more complex than it once
appeared. First, it is historically inaccurate to assume that the present
printed forms of the Hebrew Bible and of the Christian Bible represent
ancient and completely fixed traditions. Actualy the present stability
regarding the ordering of the books is to a great extent dependent
on modern printing techniques and carries no significant theological
weight. For example, the form, say, of Kittel's Biblia Hebraica is not
identical with that represented in the Talmud. Similarly, the sequence
of the Christian Old Testament varied greatly in the earliest lists of the
church Fathers. In sum, the importance of the different orders should
not be overestimated.

By and large, one can say that the form of the tripartite division of
the Hebrew Bible was not absolutely fixed in Jewish tradition during
the first centuries of the Christian era and was in a state of some fluidity
at the rise of Christianity. The main point is that the Masoretic text
does not represent the oldest established pattern which was then
subsequently altered by Christians. Rather, there were many competing
traditions in the pre-Christian period equally ancient, some of which
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are reflected in the various sequences of the Greek Bible. The Christian
church did not create its own order de novo, but rather selected from
available options an order which best reflected its new, evangdlica
understanding of the Hebrew scriptures. Specificdly this means that
the prophets were relegated to the end of the collection as pointing to
the coming of the promised Messiah. It is aso possible to see some
theological intentionality in the regrouping of the historical books. The
effect was to designate the old covenant with Israel asahistorical period
in the past which retained its revelatory value, but to see the ongoing
continuity in the prophetic word rather than in the historical continuity
of the nation Israel. Stll caution is in order not to overestimate the
conscious theologica intentionality of these changes (contra Preuss).
Equally as significant is the resulting effect of these changes in the
ordering on the reading of the literature even when fortuitous elements
were clearly involved.

A most striking feature in the juxtaposition of the two testaments is
actually thelack of Christian redactional activity on the Old Testament.
Although the post-apostolic church tended to expand the number of the
books of the Old Testament in relation to the Hebrew canon (cf. ch. 2.1
for the problem of the Apocrypha), the shape of the books in the Jewish
canon was left largely unchanged. There was no attempt made to
christianize the Old Testament through redactional changes, for
example, by bracketing the Old Testament books with parts of the
Gospels, or by adding Christian commentary, featureswhich are present
in both the apocryphal and pseudepigraphical literature. Rather the
collection of Jewish scriptures was envisioned as closed and a new and
different collection beganwhich in time evolved into the New Testament.

The question at issue then is whether one can ill talk of ‘canonical
shaping' in relation to the Christian Bible when there is no analogy to
the multilayering activity of tradents who were continually a work
in the individual testaments bringing the authoritative writings into
conformity with a larger canonical intentionality. In response to this
problem, at first it seemed to me best to turn to the composition of the
fourfold Gospel collection as providing the closest analogy to therelation
of the two testaments. One of the mgjor characteristics of this Gospel
collection was aso precisdly its lack of redactional activity. With afew
minor exceptions (Childs, NT as Canon, 143ff.), the four Gospels were
simply juxtaposed without an attempt to make the individual books
conform to a single redactional pattern. Naturally thejuxtaposition of
the four Gospels caused a strong effect on the reader because of the new
and larger context created in spite of the lack of a single editorial
intentionality. Could one then press the analogy of the fourfold Gospel
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collection with the Christian Bible as a whole because of the lack of an
intentional redactional direction and see the hermeneutical importance
to lie in the resulting effect of thejuxtaposition?

There is, however, a major difference between these two collections
comprising the fourfold Gospels and the two part Christian Bible which
isso striking asto call into question any close analogy. Thefour Gospels
have been fonned into a collection without any inner cross-referencing.
Although there is much common material among the Gospels, and even
a close literary relationship of dependency among the Synoptics, the
Gospd's themselves never make explicit reference to each other. Even
the Lucan prologue is no exception. In contrast, each of the individual
Gospels- albeit in different ways- makes constant and explicit reference
to the Old Testament. Indeed, the use of the Old Testament performs
amajor role in the canonical shaping of each of the Gospels and many
of the New Testament |etters as well.

There is an important implication to be drawn from this situation.
The influence of the Old Testament on the individual shaping of the
Gogspels belongs to the level of the New Testament's compositional
history and cannot be directly related to the formation of the Christian
Bible qua collection. This means that the New Testament's use of the
Old Testament, either by direct citation or alusion, cannot provide a
central category for Biblica Theology because this cross-referencing
operates on adifferent level. Thereis no literary or theological warrant
for assuming that the forces which shaped the New Testament can be
simply extended to the level of Biblical Theology involving theological
reflection on both testaments. In this regard, my earliest attempt at
using New Testament citations of the Old Testament as amajor category
for Biblical Theology stands in need of revision and is an inadequate
handlingoftheproblem{Biblical TheologyinCrisis, 114ff).

There are two further hermeneutical implications - both negative -
to be drawn from the peculiar juxtaposing of the two testaments. The
first addresses those hiblical theologians who would overstress the
continuity between the two testaments. Because the New Testament is
not a redactional layer on the Old Testament, and is not to be seen as
an analogy to the Chronicler's editing of Kings, it is inaccurate to speak
of a unified traditio-historical trgjectory which links the two testaments
in unbroken continuity (contra Gese). Nor can onerightly envision the
New Testament as a midrashic extension of the Hebrew scriptures
which stands in closest analogy to rabbinic and Qumran exegesis. The
canonical continuity established by the shape of the Christan Bibleis of
a different order.

The second implication addresses those who stress the discontinuity
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between the testaments, such as R. Bultmann and his school. Because
'Christ is the end of the law', the relation between the testaments
has been largely characterized as negative. The Old Testament is a
testimony to miscarriage and failure. However, again the canonica
shapingof the two testaments provides no warrant for such ajudgment.
Indeed theJewish scriptures have been designated as 'Old Testament',
but not in the sense of failure and rejection. Rather the canonical
relationship is far more complex. The Old is understood by its relation
to the New, but the New is incomprehensible apart from the Old.
Exactly how this traditional formulation functions for Biblical Theology
will require a more detailed exposition.

4. Canonical Guidelines for Structuring a Biblical Theology

Our concern up to thisjuncture has been to explorefor Biblical Theology
the hermeneutical implications of the form which the canon has given
the Christian Bible. Emphasis has fdlen on the unity of the one
composition consisting of two separate testaments. The two testaments
have been linked as Old and New, but this designation does not mean
that the integrity of each individual testament has been destroyed. The
Old Testament bears its true witness as the Old which remains distinct
from the New. It is promise, not fulfilment. Yet its voice continues to
sound and it has not been stilled by the fulfilment of the promise.

The sgnificance of emphasizing the continuing canonical integrity of
the Old Testament lies in resisting the Christian temptation to identify
Biblica Theology with the New Testament's interpretation of the Old,
as if the Old Testament's witness were limited to how it was once heard
and appropriated by the early church. One of the major objections to
the Tiibingen form of Biblical Theology (Gese, Stuhlmacher) is that the
Old Testament has become a horizontal stream of tradition from the
past whose witness has been limited to its effect on subsequent writers.
The Old Testament has thus lost its vertical, existential dimension
which as scripture of the church continues to bear its own witness within
the context of the Christian Bible.

Recently H. Hiibner {Biblische Theol ogie, 18f.) hasdefended thethesis
that it is only the Old Testament as received by the New Testament
(VausTestamentuminNovor eceptum)whichisauthoritativefortheChrist-
ian church and appropriate for biblical reflection. In a separate article
(TZ 1992, forthcoming) | have attempted to show in some detail why
such an approach destroys the theological integrity of the Old Testament
and slences its true canonical witness.
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Another important reason for distinguishing the task of Biblical
Theology from the New Testament's use of the Old is that the modern
Christian theologian shares a different canonical context from the early
church. The firgt Christian writers had only one testament, the modern
Christian has two. Although there is an obvious analogy between the
early church's reinterpretation of the Jewish scripture in the light of the
Gospel and the modern church's use of two authoritative testaments,
the fact of the Christian Bible consisting of two testaments distinguishes
the task of Biblical Theology from that of New Testament theology.
Both testaments make a discrete witness to Jesus Christ which must be
heard, both separately and in concert.

At the heart of the problem of Biblical Theology lies the issue of doing
full justice to the subtle canonical relationship of the two testaments
within the one Christian Bible. On the one hand, the Christian canon
asserts the continuing integrity of the Old Testament witness. It must
be heard on its own terms. The problem with traditional Christian
alegory was its refusal to hear the Old Testament's witness, and to
change its semantic level in order to bring it into conformity with the
New Testament.

On the other hand, the New Testament makes its own witness. It tells
its own story of the new redemptive intervention of God inJesus Christ.
The New Testament is not just an extension of the Old, nor a last
chapter in an epic tale. Something totally new has entered in the gospel.
Y et the complexity of the problem arises because the New Testament
bearsits totally new witness in terms of the old, and thereby transforms
the Old Testament. Frequently the Old Testamentis heard on adifferent
level from its original or literal sense, and in countless figurative ways
it reinterprets the Old to tedtify toJesus Christ. This description is not
to suggest that the plain sense of the Old Testament isalwaysdisregarded
by the New Testament, but only that the New Testament most character-
istically comes to the Old Testament from the perspective of the gospel
and fredy renders the Old as a transparency of the New.

As aresult, amagjor task of Biblical Theology is to reflect on the whole
Christian Bible with its two very different voices, both of which the
church confesses bear witness toJesus Christ. Thereis no one overarch-
ing hermeneutical theory by which to resolve the tension between the
testimony of the Old Testament in its own right and that of the New
Testament with its transformed Old Testament. Yet the challenge of
Biblical Theology is to engage in the continual activity of theological
reflection which studies the canonical text in detailed exegesis, and seeks
to dojustice to the witness of both testaments in the light of its subject



A CANONICAL APPROACH TO BIBLICAL THEOLOGY 79

matter who isJesus Christ. Itisto this move from the Bible as witness,
to the subject matter of the witness, that we next turn.
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From Witness to Subject Matter

Up to now the emphasis for reconstituting Biblical Theology has fdlen
on the need for such an enterprise of biblical interpretation to hear the
different voices of both testaments in their canonical integrity. Yet a
fundamental problem immediately emerges when the New Testament's
use of the Old Testament cannot be easily reconciled with the Old
Testament's own witness. Traditional Christianity sought to overcome
the praoblem by harmonizing the difficulties. More recently, avariety of
biblical theologica solutions have been proposed, either by subordinat-
ing the Old Testament to the New, by an appeal to some form of
Hellsgeschichte, orby massivetheol ogical reductionism.

1. Theories of Access to the Subject Matter

A mgjor thesisofthisbook isthat this basic problem in Biblical Theology
can only be resolved by theologica reflection which moves from a
description of the biblical witnesses to the object toward which these
witnesses point, that is, to their subject matter, substance, or res. Yet to
make this suggestion is to plunge Biblical Theology into an arena of
problems with which dogmatic theology has been struggling since its
inception. What does one mean by subject matter or substance? What
is the relation of this reality to the biblical texts? How does one discern
this reality and what are its characteristics? The question can well be
posed: why increase the problem of Biblical Theology by linking it again
to such complex theological and philosophical issues? How doesit help
thediscipline of Biblical Theology? Isthis not once again to be entrapped
by Aristotle?

First ofall, the proposal to raise theseissues brings into theforeground
of the discussion a fundamental problem which has either been pushed
into the background or consigned to an interpreter's hidden agenda.
Seldom has the issue of the substance of the witness, that is, its redlity,
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been dealt with above board and clearly, but rather some sort of assumed
hermeneutic has been silently operative. A few examples will suffice to
make the point.

(1) G. von Rad's form of Heilsgeschichte as a history of continual
actualization of tradition assumes that thereis areality lying behind the
various witnesses which emerges in ever greater clarity at the end of the
process, but which can also at times be anticipated through typological
adumbration. Yet the reader is given only vague hints of what is
theologically involved. In hisfinal chapter (Old Testament Theology, I1,
319if)) von Rad is forced to fal back to severd traditional, but often
conflicting, schemata (Law/Gospel, prophecy/fulfilment, letter/spirit)
in order to relate the Old Testament's substance to his christological
modél (cf. Oeming, Gesamtbibli scheTheol ogien, 58fF,).

(2 R. Bultmann's search for the reality behind the New Testament's
witness assumesit to be amode of authentic existence which is described
by meansof modern existentialist categories. Only those New Testament
writers who appear compatible to this move provide vehicles for an
authentic voice (Paul, John) while many other New Testament authors
are rendered largely mute by means of criticial deconstruction (Luke,
Pastorals, 11 Peter, Revelation).

(3) P. Tillich speaks fredy of the reality of the New Being which
conquers existential estrangement and makes faith possible. Jesus as
the Christ is the symbolic expression of this New Being, and the biblical
portrait of this symbol mediates a knowledge of God. Participation, not
historical argument, guarantees the event on which faith is grounded
as a sgn of the continuing transforming power of this reality once
encountered by Jesus' disciples. That the Old Testament plays a minor
role is apparently taken for granted.

(4) Agan, many modern 'narrative theologies seek to avoid al
dogmaticissuesin the study of the Bible and seek 'to render reality' only
by means of retelling the story. (Hence the agreement of both liberals
and conservatives regarding the centrality of narrative, but who disagree
concerning the nature of the 'old, old story'.) The move has recently
become popular of inviting the reader to enter the fictive world of the
biblical text, arealm of symboalic language, which evokes new imagery
for its hearers. Clearly an assumption is being made regarding the
nature and function of the Bible which privileges the genre of story over
against those other biblical forms of psalmody, law and wisdom.

(5) Finally, many modern biblical scholars have been attracted by a
hermeneutical theory such as that proposed by David Kelsey (JAAR,
385ff.) who defends the position that the Bible's authority does not rest
on any specific content or property of the text, but lies in the function
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to which biblical patterns have been assigned by the ‘imaginative
construals' of a community of faith. One cannot rightly attack the
consistency of the theory, but the theological issue turns on whether one
can dojustice to the function of scripture when it is so loosdly related to
its subject matter, that is, to its reality.

Yet to speak of a reality in some form not identical with the biblical
text as the grounds for theological reflection raises for many the spectre
of a return to static dogmatic categories of the past. Thomas Aquinas
assumed an analogy of being between divine and human reality which
could be discerned to some degree by means of reason. Both the
Reformers and the philosophers of the Enlightenment resisted strongly
any direct move from genera being to a sure knowledge of God, and
such a move finds few modern defenders. A repristination of any form
of traditional ontology seems out of the question for multiple reasons.
Clearly the crucia issue in any appeal to the substance of the hiblical
witness turns on how the term is defined and how the biblical reality is
understood.

Atthisuncture, G. Ebelingishepful in his contrasting the phil osophi-
ca use of the term substantia with that of the Bible {Lutherstudien, 24).
Theterm inits classic philosophical form denotes 'the essence of a thing,
the ipsa essentia rei, its quidditas in distinction from its accidents and
qualities, which is ontologically conceived ... In contrast, the term
substantia meansin Scripture not the essence of athing, but what reality
means for human beings who are involved with it and who understand
themsalvesin relation to it'.

Ebeling's definition is helpful in contrasting the biblical understand-
ing with the impersonal conceptions of divine substance of Western
philosophy. However, the question can be raised whether Ebeling
has described the biblical alternative too much in modern existential
categories. | would rather argue that the reality of God cannot be defined
within any kind of foundationalist categories and then transferred to
God. Rather it is crucia that the reality of God be understood as
primary. Moreover, according to the Bible the reality of God has no
true being apart from communion, first within God's sf, and secondly
with his creation. God is one whose being isin loving which is grounded
in a fredy given commitment toward humanity and this relationship is
constitutive of his being (cf. A. Torrance, 352ff.). Therefore, in spite of
the danger of misconstruing such theological terminology, it seems
difficult to avoid when reflecting theologically on this dimension of the
Bible.

The problem of definition only confirms the point that the decisive
task of Biblica Theology lies in giving the terminology theological
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content. It is a misleading caricature offered by some biblical scholars
to suggest that any concern for biblical reality must end up with a static
deposit, a 'ground of being', or an abstraction of timeless ideals.
Whatever theologica decisions are made respecting method must finally
be tested by their ability to dojustice to this profoundest dimension of
the Christian Bible. To offer only one example. The Old Testament
witness to creation does not ever sound the name of Jesus. At the same
time, it is equally true that the Old Testament does not conceive of the
creator God as amonad or monolithic block. In Genesis, in the prophets,
and especialy in the wisdom books, there is a dynamic activity within
the Godhead and an eschatologica relation between the old and the
new, between creation once-for-all and creatio continua, between divine
transcendence and immanent entrance into the world. It is crucial for
any serious Christian theology to reflect on how this variety of witness
to the God of Israel is to be understood in the light of the New
Testament's witness (John, Colossians, Hebrews) to the creative role
of Jesus Christ in relation to the Father. It is my thesis that such
reflection demands a continuing wrestling with the central issue of the
reality constitutive of these biblical witnhesses.

2. Redefining the Subject Matter of the Biblical Witness

Perhaps the logical place to begin in order to give the problem of the
substance of the biblical witness a more precise formulation is with the
hermeneutical issue at stake in this proposal.

(1) Thereisgenera agreement among modern critical interpreters of
the Bible that exegesis involves, above all, a descriptive task of hearing
each biblical text initsown integrity which includes exact philosophical,
historical, and literary analysis. Yet the exegetical enterprise goes
beyond mere description and addresses the content testified by the
witness. Someinterpreters, who takealead from Dilthey, have attempted
to distinguish two stages within the enterprise. They designate the
scientific analysis of the text according to the above mentioned use of
critical tools as erkldren, whereas the term verstehen is relegated to the
effort to penetrate to the content of the witness by means of the versatility
inherent in the language itsdf (cf. Luz, 20). The question can be raised
whether this distinction is helpful. However, the main point is that the
full dimension of criticia exegess be maintained and that the exegetical
task not be limited to mere description. In my own opinion, erkldren and
verstehen should not be seen as two separate and distinct stages, but two
parts of the one enterprise which remain dialogicaly related.
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(2) Theissue of the relation between 'explanation’ and 'understand-
ing' in exegesis is, however, even more complex. Recent redactional
criticism has shown that often a biblical text has been subsequently
interpreted within a literary framework which has the effect of reinter-
preting the text in amanner different from its original meaning. In other
words, alater redactor has interpreted the text according to a different
referent, that is, according to another understanding of its reality. One
thinks, for example, df,the later redactional framework constituting
chapters 6-9 of Isaiah which now interprets the term Immanuel in a
highly messianic fashion, which was not clear in the earliest levels of the
tradition (cf. 1sa. 7.14). Or again, from the Synoptic Gospels, one often
finds the redactor placing an original tradition concerning the earthly
Jesus within a later framework which now understands Jesus as the
exalted Christ. The task of critical exegesis involves a careful anaysis
of the relation of both leves of the text's withess, but also an analysis of
the effect of the redacted text on its understanding of the referent(s).

(3) A further extension of this same exegetica problem is encountered
in the New Testament's use of the Old. The New Testament writers
bear testimony to the gospel as the revelation of God in Jesus Christ.
They often return to interpret the Old Testament in the light of an
understanding shaped by this exalted Christ. Especidly in the case of
the Apostle Paul, the author reinterprets the texts of the Old Testament
according to a christological reality which renders the Old Testament
in amanner at times different from its original Old Testament meaning.
As aresult, scholars differ greatly in their evaluation of Paul's exegesis.
If an interpreter sees the exegetical task aslargely descriptive {erklaren),
he tends to dismiss Paul's interpretation as a misconstrual. If an
interpreter also includes the dimension of understanding (verstehen), he
tends to defend Paul's interpretation as a true rendering of the text's
true referent, even if different from the Old Testament's origina sense.

Regardless of which of these hermeneutical stances one adopts, both
exegetical moves are to be sharply distinguished from an approach
which suggests that amodern Christian exegete can simply adopt Paul's
method and read back into the Old Testament the full content of the
Christian message when guided by the freedom of the Spirit (f. R.
Hays' sophisticated model of this alternative, 154ff.). There are severa
historical and theological reasons against this form of allegory. First, it
is historically unacceptable because it changes the voice of the origina
witness. Secondly, it is theologically unacceptable because it confuses a
biblical word of promise with that of fulfilment by identifying the Old
Testament with the New. Finadly, it is hermeneutically in error by
assuming that every time-conditioned feature of the New Testament
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can be used as a warrant for its continued use without properly
understanding the theological relation of its authority to its function as
kerygmatic witness. Of course this is the crucia distinction which
separates genuine theological reflection on the Bible from every form of
biblicism which imitates the biblical form without understanding its
true content.

3. The Theological Task of Biblical Theology

With this hermeneutical sketch as a background, it is now time to
focus specificadly on the hermeneutical role of Biblical Theology. This
discipline has as its fundamental goal to understand the various voices
within the whole Christian Bible, New and Old Testament dike, as a
witness to the one Lord Jesus Christ, the sefsame divine reality. The
Old Testament bears testimony to the Christ who has not yet come; the
New to the Christ who has appeared in the fulness of time. The two
testaments do not relate to each other simply on the leve of their role
aswitnesses. Toremainonthetextual level isto missthekey which unites
dissident voices into a harmonious whole. Rather Biblical Theology
attempts to hear the different voices in relation to the divine reality to
which they point in such diverse ways. In one sense, this appeal isto a
Sachkritik (acritiquein terms of its content), but onein which the Sache
is defined in such away as to dojustice to the witness of both testaments.
An additional problem with adopting this termis that in the past it has
often involved a form of critical reductionism which set witness against
resin radical antagonism, asifword and spirit were natural enemies.

The dialogica move of biblical theological reflection which is being
suggested is from the partial grasp of fragmentary reality found in both
testamentsto thefull reality which the Christian church confessesto have
found inJesus Christ, in the combined witness of the two testaments. It
is not the case that the New Testament writers possess afull knowledge
of Christ which knowledge then corrects the Old Testament. Nor is it
adequate to understand interpretation as moving only in the one
direction of Old Testament to New. Rather both testaments bear
testimony to the one Lord, in different ways, at different times, to
different peoples, and yet both are understood and rightly heard in the
light of the living Lord himsdlf, the perfect reflection of the glory of God
(Heb. 1.3).

We have hitherto argued that biblical exegesis moves dialogicaly
between text and reality. Biblical Theology has a similar movement,
but extends the hermeneutical circle in severa directions. Its critical
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focus lies in pursuing the different aspects of that reality tetified to in
multiple formsin the biblical texts of both testaments, and in seeking to
establish atheological relationship. Proverbs 8 bearswitness to wisdom
who was created by God at the beginning and who was with God at the
creation of the world; John 1 testifies to a divine logoswith God at the
beginning and through whom al things were made and who became
flesh. It is aprimary task of Biblica Theology to explore theologically
the relation between this reality tedtified to in two different ways.
There is another essential part of the reflective enterprise of Biblical
Theol ogy which movesthe discipline even more closdly into the theol ogi-
cal arena. Biblical Theology seeks not only to pursue the nature of the
one divine reality among the various biblical voices, it aso wrestles
theologically with the relation between the reality testified to in the
Bible and that living reality known and experienced as the exalted
Christ through the Holy Spirit within the present community of faith.
These two vehicles of revelation - Word and Spirit - are neither to be
identified, nor are they to be separated and played one against the other.
The enterprise of Biblical Theology is theological because by faith
seeking understanding in relation to the divine reality, the divine
imperatives are no longer moored in the past, but continue to confront
the hearer in the present as truth. Therefore it is constitutive of Biblical
Theology that it be normative and not merely descriptive, and that it
be responsive to the imperatives of the present and notjust of the past.
There is yet another important hermeneutical dimension of Biblical
Theology to be included. Because Biblica Theology grapples with the
reality of the biblical witnesses, and moves beyond the original historical
moorings of the text, the accusation is often made that such a modd is
anti-historical, philosophically idealistic, and abstract. Such a charac-
terization badly misunderstands the approach which is being suggested.
Biblical theologica reflection is not timeless speculation about the
nature of the good, but the life and death struggle of the concrete
historical communities of the Christian church who are trying to be
faithful in their own particular historical contexts to the imperatives of
the gospe in mission to the world. But the heart of the enterprise
is christological; its content is Jesus Christ and not its own df-
understanding or identity. Therefore the aim of the enterprise involves
the classic movement of faith seeking knowledge, of those who confess
Christ struggling to understand the nature and will of the One who has
already been revealed as Lord. The true expositor of the Christian
scriptures is the one who awaits in anticipation toward becoming the
interpreted rather than the interpreter. The very divine reality which
the interpreter strives to grasp, is the very One who grasps the
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interpreter. The Christian doctrine of the role of the Holy Spirit is not
a hermeneutical principle, but that divine redlity itsdf who makes
understanding of God possible.

There is one additional problem to be discussed in describing the
nature of Biblical Theology. The emphasis up to now has been on the
exegeticad move from witness to reality, and then the specific biblical
theological task of pursuing theologicaly the nature of this reality
throughout the entire Christian canon. Now we raise a different sort of
guestion. In what sense within Biblical Theology is there a movement
in the reverse direction, namely, from the reality back to the biblical
witness? Can an interpreter, following his theological reflection toward
a fuller grasp of a Christian understanding of the divine redlity, now
read this larger understanding back into the text? (cf. the discussion in
Louth, Discerning the Mystery).

Initially it might seem that we have already flatly rejected this option
as a form of illegitimate alegory. We have argued that the modern
interpreter cannot smply imitate Paul's interpretation of the Old
Testament and to do so is a form of biblicism. The reason behind this
resistanceis that such amove usually assumes that the original meaning
of the Old Testament has logt its theological significance in the light of
the New Testament, and that Paul's rendering of the Old Testament
presents the one true sense of the text. Such a biblicist move not only
undercuts the continuing canonical role of the Old Testament as
Christian scripture, but also avoids the required theological reflection
which is an essentia part of Christian theology.

Yet it also seems to me true that after the task of biblical theological
reflection has begun in which the original integrity of both testaments
has been respected, there is an important function of hearing the whole
of Christian scriptureinthelight of thefull reality of Godin Jesus Christ.
In other words, there is a legitimate place for a move from a fully
developed Christian theological reflection back to the biblical texts of
both testaments.

The reasons are far different from the biblicist attempt to recover the
one true interpretation in which the Old Testament's hidden agenda
was alwaysJesus Christ. It rather has to do with the ability of biblical
language to resonate in a new and creative fashion when read from the
vantage point of a fuller understanding of Christian truth. Such a
reading is not intended to threaten the sensus literalis of the text, but to
extend through figuration areality which has been only partially heard.
Itisfor this reason that allegory or typology, when properly understood
and practised, remains an essential part of Christian interpretation and
reflects a different understanding of how biblical reality is rendered
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than, say, midrash does within Judaism. In some of the sections which
follow in chapter 6, this approach to figuration will be illustrated in
some detail.
In the light of this dynamic understanding of the discipline of Biblical
Theology the role of the history of interpretation - more properly named
Wirkungsgeschichte - takes on its true significance within the enterprise
(d. Luz). The history of interpretation serves as a continual reminder
that biblical interpretation involves far more than 'explanation’ (erkid-
ren), but demands a serious wrestling with the content of scripture. The
history of interpretation demonstrates clearly that when occasionally
scholarship cdls this into question, it rightly evokes a theologica
explosion from the side of the church (Kierkegaard, Kahler, Barth, etc.).
Then again, the history of interpretation serves as a mgor check
against all forms of biblicism in showing the distance between the
biblical text and the interpreter and the degree to which the changing
situation of the reader affects one's hearing of the text. This observation
ishould not lead to cultural relativism, but to a profounder grasp of the
dynamic function of the Bible as the vehicle of an ever fresh word of God
to each new generation. It is a strange irony that those examples of
biblical interpretation in the past which have truly immersed themselves
in a specific concrete historical context, such as L uther in Saxony, retain
thegreatest valueas model sfor thefuture actualization of thebiblical text
in acompletely different world. Conversely those biblical commentators
who laid claim to an objective, scientific explanation of what the text
really meant, often appear as uninteresting museum pieces to the next
generation.

Finally, the history of biblical interpretation often shows examples of
the reading of scripture from the vantage point of a fully developed
Christian theology which cannot be dismissed as fanciful alegory.
Consider Milton on Genesis. Such examples illustrate in a profound
way the ability of creative resonance of the text to illuminate the concrete
life of Christian communities of faith through the study of scripture.
Part of the task of modern Biblical Theology is to provide a proper
context for understanding various usages of the Bible for shaping
Christian identity which is of a very different order from modern
historical critical exegesis.

4. The Relation between Biblical Theology and Dogmatics

One fina topic to be discussed concerns the relation of this modd of
Biblica Theology to the discipline of dogmatic or systematic theology.
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Much has been written in recent years respecting this issue (df. Rahner,
Schlier, Hasel, etc.). The problem is complex and controversial because
the concept of dogmatic theology is presently just as much in flux as is
Biblica Theology. It is adso a question how much is gained through
theoretical precison when the practical relationship is largely formed
by the diverse training of these two groups of scholars. Modern biblical
scholars generally know little about dogmatics, while conversely system-
aic theologians are woefully trained in the Bible (cf. the preface of
Schillebeeckx).

As is wdl known, the relationship between the two disciplines has
gone through different stages. There was Biblical Theology's initia
struggle for independence from dogmatics, followed by a period of
mutual hosgtility and distrust, to a stage of separate and uncertain
coexigtence (cf. Hasel, 115). Clearly what is now required is fruitful co-
operation, not only between these two fields, but among awhole variety
of other disciplines which impinge on the study of the Bible, such as
philosophical, literary, and historical scholarship.

Because of the initial training and interest of biblica scholars,
the weight of their contribution will remain concentrated largely on
describing and interpreting biblical texts. Conversely systematic theo-
logians bring avariety of philosophical, theological, and analytical tools
to bear which are usually informed by the history of theology and which
areinvaluablein relating the study of the Bible to the subject matter of
the Christian life in the modern world. If there is some overlap in
approach, this can only be welcomed as a benefit.

In sum, at thisjuncture probably little more precision in theory is
reguired other than to urge biblical scholars to be more systematic, and
systematic theologians to be more biblical, and to get on with the task.
The ultimate test of the success of co-operation between the two fields
lies in the degree to which the biblical text and its subject matter are
illumined. Neither Biblical Theology nor dogmatic theology is an end
in itsdf, but rather they remain useful tools by which to enable a fresh
access to the living voice of God in sacred scripture.
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Canonical Categories for Structuring a
Biblical Theology

In a previous chapter the case was made for holding that the specific
characteristic of the canonical shaping of the two testaments into one
Christian Bible lay in the preservation of two distinct witnesses to a
common subject matter who isJesus Christ. The peculiar nature of the
Christian canon derives from thejoining of the Old Testament witness
inits own integrity with the New Testament witnessin its own integrity.
However, the witness of the latter is made to alarge extent by means of
an analogical use of the Old Testament.

The specific concern of this chapter is to reflect on the implications
of this form of canonical shaping for the structuring of a Biblical
Theology. One of the mgjor criticisms of the traditional approaches to
the subject - dicta probantia, Heilsgeschichte, traditio-historical - liesin
their failure to take serioudy those peculiar canonical features of the
Christian Bible. What then are the implications of canon for the actual
organizing of the enterprise?

First, it seems to me compatible to the canonical structure to describe
the Old Testament's witness to God's redemptive will in the context of
the history of Israel. It is an obvious, but essentia feature of the Old
Testament that the original addressee and tradent of this biblical witness
was Israel, which sets this testament clearly apart from the New
Testament. By means of a great variety of different literary genres the
biblical witness of the Old Testament was made in constant relation to
the history of this people. The once-for-al quality {Einmaligkeit) of
historical events within a chronological sequence is a fundamental
characteristic of the entire Old Testament witness. The Old Testament
canon is structured in relation to a history of this people which sets it
apart immediately from atheological tractate or philosophical dialogue.
The Old Testament's understanding of God was set forth in a series of
revelatory events which entered Israel's time and space. The Old
Testament bears witness to the beginning of creation, the call of
Abraham, the exodus from Egypt, the revelation at Sinai, the possession
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of the land, the establishment of the monarchy, the destruction of
Jerusalem, exile and restoration.

Yet there are other features of the Old Testament which make clear
that itswitness is not that smply of a history book. Rather, the peculiar
features of God's revelation in Israel's history has resulted in afar more
complicated and intensified form of biblical response. The form of
historical construal deviates greatly from the recording of sequential
events. Seldom arethe biblical eventsregistered according to an absolute
chronology, but the quality of the happenings usually takes precedence.
There is a beginning and an ending of human history which is set within
God'sdivine purpose. Israel'slifeisa sorecorded in termsof institutions,
rulers, and a cultic calendar.

Another central characteristic of the Old Testament is that its witness
to God's history of encounter with Israel was preserved in living
traditions which were constantly being shaped by generations of trad-
ents. In avariety of different ways the foundational, once-for-al events
of I srael's history continued to be heard and reinterpreted as an ongoing
witnessto I srael'slifewith God. Thus, for example, thewitnessto God's
initial act of creation in the book of Genesis was extended by the later
prophets to include the hope of a new creation which would findly
realize the divine plan. Conversely, other events such as the conquest
of the land were not given an eschatological extension but rendered as
an unrepeatable occurrence of the past. The kingship of Saul was
interpreted theologically as a negative example of human failure,
whereas the reign of David was rendered typologicaly as a form of the
rule of God, or eschatologically as a foreshadowing of the Messiah, or
sapientially as an enduring model of royal wisdom.

It would seem to be a fundamental task of Biblical Theology which
is done in accord with the canonical structuring carefully to describe
the theological functions of the great revelatory eventsin Israel's history
and their subsequent appropriation by the tradition. This enterprise
would share, for example, with von Rad the conviction that a fruitful
avenue into Old Testament theology is in terms of Israel's continual
reflection on the great redemptive events of her history. Yet it would
differ from von Rad in hearing the voice of Israel, not in the form of
scientifically reconstructed streams of tradition, but in the canonically
shaped literature of the Old Testament as the vehicle of Israel's
Heilsgesckichte. Both approaches have in common hearing the peculiar
form of the Old Testament fwitness through the form which the historical
tradents of the tradition gave the material rather than seeing the
uninterpreted historical events themselves as the avenues to an under-
standing of God's intent.
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Secondly, it seems to me compatible to the canonical structure to
describe the New Testament's witness to God's redemption through
Jesus Christ in the context of the early church. The Evangelists bear
witness to the life, death, and resurrection of Jesus Christ as God's
salvation of the world, and the Apostles further tegtify to the effect of
this gospel on the formation of the church. The New Testament
proclaims the new story of Jesus Christ. Its witness is not merely an
extenson of the Old Testament nor is it a redactional layer to Israel's
history. The direction from which the New Testament's testimony arose
was from the revolutionary encounter with the risen Lord. The disciples
had a new message to proclaim, a gospel, which was grounded in the
historical concreteness ofjesus Christ, whose life unfolded at aparticular
time in Palestine, under Roman rule, fromJewish parents.

There are striking discontinuities between the New and the Old
Testaments which confirm the canonical ordering of the two distinct
collections of sacred writings. The Greek language and Hellenistic
culture stand in contrast to the Hebrew-Aramaic Old Testament. The
tradent of the New Testament is the Christian church, not the Jewish
synagogue, which increasingly emerges in an antagonistic or at least a
critical relation to traditional Jewish religious institutions. The New
Testament is directed primarily to the nations, and only indirectly to
Israel, in the light of the Jewish rgjection ofjesus. Finaly, the Christian
experience of the gospel as a radically new revelation of God sets its
sacred writings conscioudy in opposition to Moses, as the representative
of the old.

Nevertheless, the mogt striking feature of the New Testament is that
it bears its witness to the radically new in terms of the old. The gospel
ofjesus Christ is understood by means of a transformed Old Testament.
The writers of the New Testament began from their experience with
Jesus Christ from whom they received a radically new understanding
of the Jewish scriptures. Then on the basis of this transformed Old
Testament, the New Testament writers interpreted the theologica
significance ofjesus Christ to the Christian church by means of the Old.
Moreover, the historical uniqueness ofjesus of Nazareth was not only
related theologicaly to Israel's traditions of the past, but extended into
the future by means of eschatological and liturgical actualization.

It would seem to me to be a major enterprise of Biblical Theology to
describe carefully both the continuity and discontinuity between these
two different witnesses of the Christian Bible. It will be important to see
to what extent a trgjectory of Old Testament traditions, such as the
exodus, has been picked up and continued within the New Testament,
or has been reshaped, transformed, and even broken dff. There is an
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equal need to investigate those cases in which the New Testament made
no use of the Old Testament, but stood at a great distance from its
tradition history. Therewill be timesin which the New Testament's use
of the Old Testament is highly sdective, or one in which a single
component is employed as a critical norm against other major streams
of tradition. Only after this descriptive task has been done will it be
possible to turn to the larger task of trying to engage in theologica
reflection of the whole Christian Bible in the light of its subject matter
of whichitis awitness.

As part of this descriptive task we turn next to analysing the biblical
material in away which is critically responsible and compatible to the
discrete witness of each of the two testaments.



3 THE DISCRETE WITNESS OF THE OLD
TESTAMENT



Methodological Problems

The initial problem is to establish categories for analysing the biblical
material which are compatible to the task of tracing the growth of the
Old Testament traditions as a theological witness. The goals of this
analysis are as follows.

(1) toestablish theinitia setting of a witness within the history of
Israel,

(2) to follow atrajectory of its use and application within Israel's
history,

(3) todiscern the unity and diversity of Israel's faith within the Old
Testament.

1. Hermeneutical Reflections on Isragl’'s History

At the outset of this enterprise a crucia theological decision turns on
the way in which one conceives of the historical dimension of Israel's
faith. It seems to be an incontestable observation that the Hebrew
scriptures bear testimony to God's redemption and preservation of
historical Israel. The witnesses of Moses and the prophets, of the
psalmists and sages, all arosewithin Israel’'shistory and relatein various
ways to it. Moreover, when these witnesses were collected into a
scripture, Israel's story of faith was largely preserved in a historica
sequence (Genesis through Ezra) aong with avariety of'commentary’
(Psalms, Prophets, Wisdom).

When one speaks of tracing the growth of Israel's traditions, what
history is here being envisoned? A variety of basic methodological
decisons are involved which greatly afect the enterprise. The position
which is being defended in this book is that the object of historical study
is Israel's own testimony to God's redemptive activity. In Israel's sacred
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traditions we have its particular theological testimony to those events
which constituted its life before God.

Several immediate hermeneutical implications derive from this for-
mulation. First, Israel's voice is afforded a privileged status which sets
the enterprise apart from the alegedly neutral stance of comparative
religion. Secondly, the suggested approach builds on a distinction
between treating the biblical text as 'witness' rather than as 'source'.
To hear the text as witness involves identifying Israel's theological
intention of bearing its testimony to a divine reality which has entered
into time and space. Conversely to hear the text as source is to regard
it asavehicleof cultural expressonwhichyieldsthrough critical analysis
useful phenomenological data regarding Israel's societd life. Thirdly,
the history which is being studied is Israel's ‘canonical’ history, that is
to say, that history as was heard and received as authoritative by
Israel’'s tradents. To speak of an 'inner' history is not to describe its
internalization, but rather a point of standing. The perspective from
which these eventsis being viewed isthat of | srael rather than onewhich
posits an objective, criticaly established reconstruction from a neutral
stance.

Whilewe haveinsisted that the object of thishistorical study isIsrael's
canonical history, thatis, Israel'switnessto God'sredemption, itisaso
fully evident that the complexity of the historical enterprise has not yet
emerged. Ever since the challenge of the Enlightenment it has become
increasingly clear to a majority of biblical scholars that Israel's history
can be studied in very different ways. Indeed, the full force of the
challenge lies in the clam that it must be studied from a critica
perspective which assigns no privileged status to Israel's record. Rather
it should be viewed as smply one among many religions, as a cultural
expression without any assumptions of 'kerygmatic' intentionality.
Moreover, because critical historical scholarship claims to have other
avenues of access to a common subject matter, the modern scholar often
knows better than the biblical tradition which can be corrected in the
light of more scientific evidence.

The critical tools which accompany the claims of critical historical
research are equally impressive. Newer philological and literary tech-
niques enable the historian often to isolate, describe, and date different
levels of the narrative tradition, such as the J and P sources of the
Pentateuch. Then again, the recovery of the Ancient Near Eastern
background of the second millennium Syro-Palestine has thrown much
light on the history and culture of the earlier civilizations from which
Israel borrowed. Finaly, a deeper understanding of the dynamics of
ancient societies has brought a profounder grasp of the function of
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institutions as well as an appreciation of the continuities and dis-
continuities of their varying historical embodiments.

In the light of this challenge from the side of modern critical scholar-
ship, biblica scholars during the last one hundred and fifty years have
tended to respond in at least two very different ways. Conservative
scholars, Christian and Jewish, who were committed to a traditional
reading of the Bible, tended a first to deny the validity of critica
scholarship by attacking it as a form of unbelief and rationalism.
However, as this defence became increasingly untenable (e.g. Buddeus,
Shuckford, Prideaux), a mediating position was adopted which cau-
tiously accepted critical historical methodology as long as the tradition
was not seriously impaired. As aresult, the sharpness of the theol ogical
issues was blunted, and critical historical research became identified
with theological apologetics (Hengstenberg).

At the opposite end of the spectrum, most liberal theologians readily
adopted the approach of critical historical scholarship and found it an
aly by which to escape from various forms of theologica dogmatism.
Israel's religion was viewed as one expression among many, and placed
within alarger framework of religious development or cultural heritage.
Usually among these theologians using the tools of critical research on
the Bible some form of a philosophical system was aso employed in an
effort to escape radical religious relativism such asidealism, existential-
ism, or socia functionalism.

Because | do not fed that either of these two theological reactions to
modern historical critical scholarship has been successful, | would like
to outline a different approach which | shall attempt to employ in the
more detailed historical analysis of I srael's traditions which follows.

The goal of a new approach is to seek to dojustice to the theological
integrity of Israel's witness while at the same time fredy acknowledging
the complexities of all human knowledge and the serious challenge of
modernity to any claims of divine revelation. Whether one calls a new
approach ‘canonical’, 'kerygmatic', or 'post-critical’ islargely irrelevant.
I would only reject the categories of mediating theology (Vermittiungsheo-
logie) which seeks smply to fuse elements of orthodoxy and liberalism
without doingjustice to either. The fact that one at times fals back on
the problematic term 'didectic' is merely a sgn that there is no
comprehensive philosophical or hermeneutical system available which
can adequately resolve with one proposal the whole range of problems
arising from the historical critical method. Rather, at least for a time
one is content in establishing certain parameters to the problem which
usually stand in a sharp polarity to each other, and then seek to work
in atheologicaly responsible exegetical fashion.
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| would therefore propose four avenues for reflection toward the god
of escaping the present impasse.

(1) Israel's history reflects both an inner and an outer dimension. By
this distinction | am not speaking of internalized history and external
history as two sides of the same coin as did H. R. Niebuhr, but the
distinction relates to a qualitatively different perspective from which
events are viewed. The contrast lies in viewing history from Israel's
confessona stance, from within a community of faith, rather than
from a neutral, phenomenological reconstruction. However, in spite of
insisting on abasic distinction in theway of viewing history, the problem
remains that a subtle relationship continues to obtain between these
two perspectives. Neither perspective functions as a hermetically sealed
system which functions in absolute independence from the other. At
times Israel's confessional withess overlaps fully with a common public
testimony, and a confirmation of an event such as the destruction of
Jerusalem in the sixth century can be dlicited even from foreign and
hostile nations (Ezek. 26. 15ff.,; 36.16ff.). At other timesthereisvirtually
no relation between lsrael's witness (e.g. the crossing of the sea, Ex.
14) and extra-biblical sources. Usually there emerges some sort of
connection, even when remote or contradictory (cf. the manna stories
of Exodus and Numbers). The theological challenge is to pursue an
exegesis of these passages in such a way as to avoid the rationalistic
assumption of a common reality behind al religious expression or the
threat of super-naturalism which would deny in principle any relation
between an outer and inner side of historical events.

(2) Israel's history involves both divine and human agency. In the
Old Testament God is continually described as an agent in history who
speaks and acts, who directs and communicates his will. This biblica
witness to divine intervention in time and space is threatened if a
historical methodology interprets such formulations as merely literary
conventions which must be made to conform to the genera laws of
historical causality. Yet the problem is not resolved by objectifying
biblical speech through a blanket appeal to supernaturalism. At times
the biblical speech is simply conventional such as the frequent formula
'thus saith the Lord'. Then again, certain writers make much use of
direct divine intervention; others avoid it ailmost entirely such asin the
Joseph stories. The fact remains that the Bible reflects a great variety
of relationships between the divine and the human which spans a
spectrum from closest interaction to harshest discontinuity. The exegeti-
ca challenge is to do justice to the different dimensions of textual
intensity (Dicktigkeitsgrad)withoutbei ngtrappedintorigidphilosophical
systems of historical causality.
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(3) Israel's history is construed within the Old Testament as oscillat-
ing between the past, present, and future. Of course the Old Testament
is aware of a genuine past. It also recognizes elements of historical
contingency. There is a clear grasp of growth and change in the history
of one nation. The presence of the writer and his audience are frequently
introduced in some parts of the Old Testament, and chronological
sequenceis blurred by aligning events typologically according to similar
content (Isa. 51.9ff.). In asimilar fashion, both past and present events
are often restructured by an eschatological perspective which views an
occurrence as amanifestation of God's righteous rule. The methodol ogi-
cd challenge lies in avoiding a theological move which would objectify
Israel's history into a separate sphere of Heil sgeschichte which functions
independently of al common experience. Conversely it is not helpful to
flatten Israel's specia historical experiences into general chronological
patterns which have been reconstituted from extra-biblical sources.

(4) Israel's history is depicted within the Old Testament in terms of
foreground and background. There is a conscious selection of material
which is placed in the foreground of its history, and conversely, an
equally conscious omission or even repression of some historical material
which is consigned to the periphery of the narrative or left with ablurred
focus in the distant background. Again the methodological problem
revolves about the issue of doingjustice to Israel's peculiar assigning of
sgnificance to certain events and situations while denigrating others.
The crass attempt to correct Israel's sdlection on the assumption of
modern critical superiority in judgment has rightly been attacked in
recent years for its blind arrogance. Nevertheless, a sophisticated
historical sensitivity is called for which can properly adjudicate thejust
claims arising from two sides of this genuine dialectical tension.

The approach to the Old Testament which | have outlined differs
from the strategy and the emphasis of my previous book, Old Testament
Theology. There | organized the material topicaly and explored the
peculiar contours by which the biblical material was construed within
its canonical context. By offering a modern constructive reflection |
tried to move from the biblical witness (verbum) toitstheological subject
matter (res) within the confines of the Hebrew Bible.

In this volume | attempt to focus in more detail on the descriptive
task of relating the Old Testament witness to the history of Israel, of
course, according to its canonical form, but aso according to the
methodological reflections on the problems of history outlined above.
(d. aso Excursus in this chapter). Only after pursuing this same
descriptive task with the New Testament witness, will | turn to the
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specific tasks of Biblical Theology in seeking to relate the combined
witness of both testaments with its theological subject matter.

2. Alternative Historical Proposals Criticized

The nature of my approach can perhaps be further clarified by contrast-
ing it with several modern alternative historical theories.

(1) Frank M. Cross (Canaanite Myth and Hebrew Epic) offers a general
religio-historical reconstruction of Israel's concept of God which he sees
as emerging out of a mythopoetic Ancient Near Eastern background in
virtually unbroken continuity. Cross establishes a pattern of cultural
development from his extra-biblical sources and sees no problem in
fitting evidence from the Bible into his larger pattern. For example,
when discussing the meaning of the divine name Y HWH, Cross posits
an allegedly original meaning by means of philological reconstruction
without ever raising the question to what extent such a signification was
ever actually heard within Israel. Cross consistently disregards any
distinction between witness and source, and reads the Old Testament
as aform of cultural expression no differently from any Ugaritic text. It
is hard to imaginewith his approach any room being left for agenuinely
theological dimension within his comparative religion approach to the
Old Testament.

At this point the contrast with G. E. Wright (God Who Acts), his
Harvard colleague, is striking because Wright continued to struggle to
find space for an Old Testament theology within a concept of objective
historical events which he held much in common with Cross. Wright
envisioned theology as Israel's subjective response to objective events
by means of inference in an effort to overcome the implicit reductionism
of his historical method. A somewhat more successful effort to analyse
the Old Testament from the perspective of Religionsgeschichteis offered
by W. H. Schmidt (The Faith ofthe Old Testament). Although at times
falling into asimilar reductionism as Cross, Schmidt remains fully aware
of the difference between the theology of the Old Testament and the
religion of Israel, and strives to discover areas of mutual illumination
between the two disciplines.

(2) The historical approach which | am suggesting also differs from
that of G. von Rad, my esteemed teacher. Von Rad revolutionized the
study of the Old Testament by his attempt to exploit theologically the
growth and development within the Old Testament witnhesses which he
had been able to recover by means of form critical/traditio-historical
study. At the outset von Rad made it absolutely clear that the object of
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his study was not a reconstructed picture of Israel's religion, but was
Israel's witness to God's intervention on its behaf (OT Theology, |,
105ff.)- Heinterpreted the strikingly different historical forms of the Old
Testament as I srael's continual actualization of its tradition (Vergegen-
wdrtigung) in order to understand theologically its changing historical
life under God's rule. Von Rad's brilliant contribution lay in his ability
to do justice to the great variety of Israel's witness. He retained an
opennessto the mysterious and unexpected el ements of faith and resisted
converting those specia features into reductionistic formulations.
Nevertheless, my disagreement with von Rad's historical approach
liesin the hermeneutical incons stency in which he develops histheologi-
ca approach. Von Rad begins his theology by separating off the 'real
history' of Israel, reconstructed much after the fashion of M. Noth, from
his own kerygmatic approach (3-102). He then confesses his inability
to reconcile Israel's ‘confessiona history' with that reconstructed by
modern critical scholarship (107), whichis at least afrank, ifinadequate,
statement of the problem. Then in the sections which follow in his
Theology von Rad continues to build his interpretation of Israel's
confessiona witness directly upon a variety of critica and highly
theoretical reconstructions regarding the patriarchal deity (Alt), cultic
renewa (Mowinckel), and the origins of passover (Rost), which of
course greatly affects how he hears the 'voice of Israel’. Or again, von
Rad constructs aform ofHelsgeschichte on the basis of his so-called credo
and refocuses the canonical material according to this theoretical
pattern. In this latter case, the fragile nature of his hypothesis and the
fdse implications which he derived from it have become increasingly
clear and cast suspicion on much of his brilliant interpretation in his
Theology. Thesubtledialectical relation between | srael'sinner and outer
history which at places is so stunningly espoused, is serioudy undercut.

It is sgnificant to note the helpful corrective to von Rad which R.
Rendtorff has offered in his treatment of Israel's history {Introduction to
the OT, section |). Rendtorff views the growth of Israel's traditions
consistently from within the Old Testament's own perspective. He is
fully aware of the critical problems and of the broader Ancient Near
Eastern background which accompanies each tradition. Yet he refuses
tofill in the lacunae from general theory and remains close to the Old
Testament's withess. Although he does not offer a full theological
discussion of the hermeneutical issues involved, he demonstrates a keen
sense of the central problems and leaves room for both the theological
andreligionsgeschichtlichedisciplines.
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3. Historical Development and Canonical Shaping

Up to this point the discussion has focussed on developing a critical
theological approach which will do justice to the integrity of the Old
Testament as witness in its canonical form, and at the same time to
make use of the genuine historical insights of critical historical and
comparative methods. If one now focusses on the text as witness, the
guestion naturally arises as to the theologica significance of tracing the
earlier levels of thewitness within the biblical tradition. Why not restrict
one's attention solely to the final form of the canonical text rather than
seeking to explore the earlier forms of the witness?

The question is of importance because it has often been aleged that
the canonical approach being here defended has no use for the diachronic
dimension and is basically a static handling of the biblical text (W.
Brueggemann, P. D. Hanson, B. W. Anderson). Nothing could be
further from the truth! Much of my attack on the use of categories of
historical development by the critical school has arisen because of the
failure to distinguish reading the Bible as source rather than as witness.
As aresult, theoretical historical reconstructions of the religion of I srael
have been indiscriminately interwovenwith the different levels of | srael's
theological witness. For example, it has been recently argued by D. N.
Freedman ('Who is Like Thee . . .") that Gen. 49 reflects a levd of
Israel's religion in which the God of Israd has a consort, the great
Mother Goddess, Asherah. Space is too limited to analyse Freedman's
historical evidencewhichisfragileindeed, butintermsofthe hermeneut-
ical problem Freedman makes no distinction between the earliest level
of Israel's witness in Gen. 49 which is clearly non-polytheistic, and a
reconstructed level in which Y ahweh allegedly has a consort much like
the Canaanites.

If one accepts the validity of this distinction - | am fully aware that
many will resist it tooth and nail - then the crucia issue turns on the
legitimate function of recovering a diachronic dimension within the
canonical form of the Old Testament, that is, the text when read as
witness. In myjudgment, there are at least four reasons which legitimate
the usefulness of recovering a depth dimension within the canonical
form of the biblical text.

() The fina form of the biblical text marks the end of a historical
development within Israel's tradition. Itisthe end of a trajectory which
stretched over centuries within the life of Israel. It seems obvious that
this final form can be much better understood, especialy in its crucia
theological role as witness, if one studies carefully those hundreds of
decisions which shaped thewhole. Thusit greatly sharpens one'svision
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of the final form of the Pentateuch which is the goal of exegesis if one
first distinguishes between earlier and later levels within the witness.
To shift the imagery, one can better appreciate a symphony if one has
been trained to recognize the contribution of each of the various musical
instruments involved. The crucia test is the extent to which the
recognition of the parts aids rather than impairs the hearing of the
whole.

(2 The inner cross-sectiona relationship between the different wit-
nesses can often be better grasped by an interpreter if the various stages
in the growth of Israel's witness can be historically correlated. It is
exegeticaly significant, for example, to know how the term 'covenant'
was understood in the eighth century when reading the prophet Hosea,
even ifit turns out that this prophet did not share the current theology
of the period. Again, one gains a far clearer impression of the range of
Israel's faith at agiven age if one can correlate, say, the pre-monarchial
hymns of the Psalter with the early narrative levels of the Pentateuch.

(3) Not every group within Israel participated in the transmission of
Israel’s traditions up to the point of its canonization. It is theologically
significant to see to what extent early stages of the tradition became
normative for particular groups. Similarly what was the effect if levels
of the witness were preserved in fixed forms when the later trgjectory of
the normative tradition had assumed a different configuration? Or
again, it would be sgnificant to see the extent to which different
renderings of an earlier level of tradition produced a variety of different
interpretations. For example, Jeremiah and Hananiah disagreed
strongly on the earlierjudgment oracles against the nations. The nature
of the conflict becomes clear when this depth dimension within the
witnesses is recovered.

(4) Findly, biblical texts from different ages, even when given a
subsequent normative canonica form, continue to reflect a certain
quality of their original life. This potential for a multilayered reading of
a biblical text has not been obliterated by its final canonical form, but
rather placed within certain canonical restrictions. The exegete is thus
given the challenge by the form of the text itsalf neither to flatten its
voice into a monotone, nor to claim such signs of dissonance within the
levels of the text as to cal into question any coherent meaning or
authoritative role within a community of faith.

In sum, the crucia distinction between reading the text as witness
rather than just as source does not cdl into question the important
diachronic dimension of Israel's history with God. Rather, the
hermeneutical issue turns on the nature of the trajectory within the
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privileged status assigned Israel's unique testimony to the ways of God
with his people.
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Creation

According to Israel's sacred history the formation of the heavens and
the earth constituted the beginning of God's creative activity. Indeed
the beginning of the world and the beginning of history fal together.
History according to Genesis did not begin with Israel, but with the
preparation of the stage for world history. Only later does the focus of
the Old Testament narrow from the universal to the particular (Gen.
12).

1. The Growth of the Tradition in Oral and Literary Stages

When one turns to determining the earliest levels of the traditions
concerning creation within the Old Testament, there is a widespread
agreement among critical scholars that the witness within the book of
Genesisispresentedin two distinct forms. aPriestly source (P), 1.1-2.4a,
and a Yahwist source (J), 2.4b-25. Both accounts begin according to
an ancient convention by describing the effects of creation in contrast
to a condition which prevailed previousy (1.2; 2.5-6). Then both
accounts record a series of acts by which creation took place. Because
the style of presentation differ from each other in such a striking manner,
scholars have long agreed that two different voices are being sounded
in these chapters. The more difficult problem arises when one seeks to
establish the exact relationship between these two testimonies.

On the literary level, there is a wide consensus that the P source
bears the marks of a post-exilic dating (df. Eissfeldt, Smend, Childs).
Conversely, thed sourceis usually regarded as much older and assigned
to the period of the early monarchy. However, the problem of relating
these two sources is far from resolved even in respect to the literary level.
At present the issue remains contested whether P was initially a fully
independent source which in the post-exilic period was finally joined
with J (the classic documentary hypothesis), or whether P should be
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viewed largely as a redactional layer of a common tradition which
assumed a prior knowledge of J (Cross, Rendtorfi). How one decides
this issue greatly affects the way in which these sources relate to each
other and how their variations are to bejudged. Any time an exegetica
appeal to intentionality is made, some interpretation of the nature of
the text is obvioudy being assumed.

In addition, for well over a hundred years, it has been recognized
within thefield that the issue of relating these two withesses to creation
cannot be confined to the literary stage, but involved a prior oral stage
aswell. Much of the credit for thisinsight goes to the work of H. Gunkel.
He demonstrated convincingly that behind the post-exilic literary leve
of the P source lay a complicated stage of ora transmission of this
creation tradition which had its roots in the mythopoetic world of the
Babylonians. It is now clear that its origins lie even further back
with the Sumerians and had encompassed in variant forms the Syro-
Palestinian world as well. Gunkel was aso able to show that the Priestly
tradition had adopted both formal and material elements from the
common Ancient Near Eastern creation tradition in spite of the obvious
alteration of function and the removal of its polytheistic features from
the tradition.

In asimilar fashion, behind the Y ahwist source also lay alengthy oral
tradition which stemmed from a very different setting, Syro-Palestine
rather than Babylon, and reflected a different transmission process. It
is dso an unresolved question whether one can redly speak of the
Y ahwist tradition of ch. 2 as acreation tradition sinceit is very possible
that it originaly functioned along with ch. 3 to describe divine order
and human life. Therefore, in spite of the presence within ch. 2 of
elements of a creation tradition, it remains problematic to posit two
parallel creation traditions in Genesis even on the oral level without
close attention to functional differences.

In spite of the continuing difficulties in resolving the relation between
the Yahwist and Priestly traditions in Genesis, it remains an important
guestion to attempt to establish a date for the beginning of Israel's
creation tradition. Once the view had been abandoned that Moses had
received information directly from God through revelation concerning
the creation (dtill assumed by Chemnitz, Examination, 49ff.), scholars
sought to discover its true historical roots by tracing the devel opment
of the tradition within the Ancient Near East. The evidence seemed
overwhelming that Israel had adopted much from its neighbours which
it then dowly demythologized in order to bring it into line with its belief
in'Y ahweh. Some years ago, Cross (Canaanite Myth), following the lead
of Albright, developed the theory that Israel identified the traits of El,
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a high God creator figure, with that of Yahweh in the latter part of the
second millennium.

Although one should not deny that Israel assimilated much material
from its Ancient Near Eastern environment, this reconstruction of the
historical development fails to do full justice to the particular dynamic
which was uniquely at work within Israel. To determine the age of
mythopoetic language, or to point out structural similarities between
the two does not touch the heart of the real issue. Rather the basic issue
turns on establishing the oldest levels in which Israel's own tradition
functioned as a witness to God as creator, and to discover from within
Israel's explict testimony the role it assigned to its creation tradition.

In 1936 G. von Rad sought to pursue this god in afamous essay on
"The Theological Problem of the Old Testament Doctrine of Creation'.
At the outset von Rad made clear the methodological issues at stake.
He was not addressing the question from a history of rdligions perspec-
tive, nor was he unaware that an understanding of creation was known
in Canaan in extremely early times and played a part in the cult during
the pre-Israelite period through mythical representation. On the basis
of a study of creation in certain psalms and in Deutero-lsaiah he came
to the conclusion that creation was an ancillary doctrine in relation to
Israel's primary faith in a historical salvation. He wrote: 'The doctrine
of creation was never able to attain to independent existence in its own
right'. Von Rad aso recognized creation elements had entered into
Israel from the side of wisdom which in this early essay he tended to
deprecate.

Recently von Rad's essay has been subjected to severe criticism from
a wide number of scholars (H. H. Schmid, C. Westermann, B. W.
Anderson, etc.). Although some pertinent observations have emerged
from this critique, the main point to be made, in my opinion, is that von
Rad's basic hermeneutical stance has either been ignored or largely
repudiated at the outset. Schmid simply substitutes a history of religions
schemafor von Rad's form critical analysisof I srael's theological witness
without ever addressing his problem.

B. W. Anderson attempted a more serious rebuttal of von Rad's
position, but he continually mixed theological and history of religion
evidence without the needed methodological precision. Thus, Anderson
argued that there was aroya ideology tradition built about the eection
of David and the choice of Zion. The main axis of the royal covenant
tradition was a creation theology conceived of as a cosmic rather than
historical dimension. However, the issue at stake here turns on how one
understands the role of roya ideology within Israel. Von Rad rejected
the Scandinavian reconstruction of an Ancient Near Eastern royal cult
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- rightly in my opinion - which was shared by Israel from the nation's
inception. Israel had a very different understanding of the role of the
king (d. Noth, 'Gott, Konig, Volk'). Only secondarily and not on the
primary level of Isradl's confession, did Israel adopt royal terminology
into its cult. In the period of the monarchy David could be praised as
an ideal king whose throne was related to cosmic righteousness because
of Israel's prior narrative tradition with its eschatological potential.
That the language of the Hofstil is exceedingly old is an observation
which has little to say about its function within Israel's specific witness
to God's reign through his covenant with David.

Von Rad was fully aware that in addition to Israel's Mosaic tradition
of faith in Yahweh who had redeemed Israel from Egypt, there were
other ancient patriarchal traditions in which the Fathers bore witness
to their encounter with various € deities. Even before the evidence from
Ugarit, it was clear from such texts as Gen. 14.17ff. that these €l deities
were conceived of as creator gods. Melchizedek, king of Salem, blesses
Abraham by 'd 'dyan who is then named as 'creator (qoneh) of heaven
and earth' (Gen. 14.19). The crucial point is that Abraham identifies
this El Elyon with Yahweh (v. 22). Moreover, this is not an isolated
move, but provided the means by which faith in Y ahweh could be linked
as a fulfilment of the promise to the Fathers who did not yet know
God by this name (Ex. 6.2f). Therefore, even though the patriarchal
traditions are often exceedingly old and contained a creation element,
they entered into Israel's faith secondarily to Israel's confesson of
Y ahweh as redeemer.

The major weakness of von Rad's early essay, in my opinion, lay in
his view that wisdom entered as a foreign element and was therefore
peripheral to Israel's historical faith. However, it was von Rad himself
who corrected this misapprehension of wisdom and did much to show
the independence and positive contribution of Wisdom's theology of
creation (cf. the discussion below).

To summarize: Isradl's faith developed historically from its initia
encounter with God as redeemer from Egypt, and only secondarily from
this centre was a theology of creation incorporated into its faith. The
important theologica observation that this reconstruction only touches
on the noetic dimension of creation faith and not on the ontic will be
discussed below. We turn now to examine more closaly the Priestly and
Y ahwist witnesses to creation in the book of Genesis.

The Priestly Account

Certain significant features in Genesis 1 have long been observed. The
structure of the chapter as a whole seems fairly clear. After the initial
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beginning thereis a series of divine acts of creation which culminates in
the completion of the heavens and the earth. God (Elohim) rests on the
seventh day and blesses the day.

One of the most discussed features of the chapter concerns the
syntactical rendering of verse 1. Is the sentence an independent super-
scription, or isit rather arelative clause with its apodosis in verse 3 (so
Rashi)? The issue is closdy related to one's understanding of verse 2
and how the presence of an uncreated state relates to the creation
process. There is a general modern scholarly consensus that this issue
cannot be resolved soldly on the basis of grammar since both options
are possible, but turns on larger issues of content. On the one hand, the
strength of taking verse 1 asarelative clause is supported by its parallel
to an Ancient Near Eastern conventional formula used of the initial
tempora phrase. On the other hand, Eichrodt ('In the Beginning’) has
mounted a strong case for the absol ute use of the term by a careful study
of related terms which clearly depict an absolute beginning (Isa. 40.21;
Prov. 8.23, etc.). Regardless of how oneresolvesthe syntactical problem,
it is clear that the Priestly writer has chosen atechnical verb to describe
God's act of creation (bam’). The verb designates an activity confined
solely to the deity and without human analogy which makes use of no
material out of which creation proceeds.

Severa other tensions in the Priestly account have been much
discussed and can be ssimply enumerated:

() The discrepancy between the sx days of creation and the eight
acts of creation;

(2) the tension between creation derived from a word or from an
act(Wortbericht, Tatbericht);

(3) the creation of light on the firgt day and the light bearers on the
fourth.

Two different critical models have been proposed by which tointerpret
these tensions. On the one hand, there is the classic traditio-historical
approach{uberlieferungsgeschichtliche) of Gunkel whichhasbeenrefined
by W. H. Schmidt. He sees a lengthy process of growth from various
Ancient Near Eastern traditions which have left vestiges of friction in
the finad form of the development ultimately adopted by the Priestly
writer (collector). On the other hand, O. H. Steck has argued for a
unified narrative which the Priestly writer artistically fashioned. The
tensions reflect an intentional usage of inherited material to express the
writer's particular theological purpose. A critical assessment of these
two positions lies beyond the scope of this volume, but there are both
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strengths and weaknesses in the two approaches which are not mutually
exclusive in every respect.

Three other features of the Priestly account are worthy of note for
different reasons. The creation of mankind (Adam) in the 'image of
God' {imago dei) has evoked much debate over the years (cf. Loretz for
areview). However, its exact meaning remains unclear and contested.
The recurrence of the same terminology in Gen. 5.1 after the expulsion
of Adam and Eve from the garden makes it evident that the imago was
not lost following the 'fal’. It is significant to note that this theme played
virtually no role within the rest of the Old Testament (df. Ps. 8), but
resurfaced as an important theologoumenon in the Hellenistic period
(df. ch. 6. VII below).

The Priestly account culminates with rest on the seventh day, but the
term 'sabbath’ does not appear in the account, nor is there mention of
a covenant with Adam. Nevertheless, a connection was drawn in Ex.
31. 12 ff. by seeing the sabbath asasign of a'perpetual covenant'. Again,
the Decalogue in Exodus 20 grounds the commandment for Israel to
remember the sabbath as a day of rest from dl labour in God's
hallowing of the day by his resting from his creative activity, whereasin
Deuteronomy 5 the exodus from Egypt provides the warrant for observ-
ing the sabbath.

Finaly, it has long been pointed out that there is a structural parallel
in the Priestly writings between the six days of world creation and the
building of Israel's sanctuary (Ex. 24. 15-18). Although the Priestly
creation account endswith the completion of God'swork and its blessing,
itisonly inthe Sinai events that thewriter unfolds the mystery of Israel's
role in the plan of creation as the dwelling place of God on earth (cf.
Janowski).

The Y ahwist Account

The Yahwist account in Genesis aso begins with an ancient literary
convention of contrasting creation with a negative description of the
world before it was formed. The Syro-Palestinian background is visible
in the arid state of the world prior to creation in striking contrast to the
watery threat to creation in chapter 1 (df. McKenzie). A very different
creation sequence is also observable. Adam - at first il used in a
generic sense - precedes the formation of Eve and is placed within a
garden of Paradise from which the four world rivers flow. There he
receives the commandment not to eat of the tree of the knowledge of
good and evil. The formation of the woman from Adam'’s rib functions
as an aetiology of marriage, and the chapter ends with the note of
innocence in the imagery of nakedness.
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The structure of chapter 2 makes it abundantly clear that it is only a
part of a larger story which continues in ch. 3. Indeed the motif of
creation is immediately subordinated to the theme of the harmonious
order which God had establishedin the garden, but which would shortly
be shattered by human disobedience of the divine command. There is
no note of conflict in the Y ahwist description of creation. In the light of
the structure of the story it is very unlikely that theJ creation account
ever had an independent existence apart from its role as an introduction
to chapter 3.

In spite of the initial difficulty in establishing the inner relationship
between the Priestly and Y ahwist accounts both on the oral and literary
levels, itisclear a some period in the composition of the book of Genesis
that thetwo accountswerelinked in one continuous narrative. According
tothe classic documentary hypothesis aredactional linkagewas achieved
first in the post-exilic period after the literary composition of the Priestly
account. Nevertheless the theory assumes a knowledge of the complete
independence of these two literary strandswell into the post-exilic period
which cannot be proven and actually appears quite unlikely. What can
be demonstrated, however, is the efect of thejoining of the sources into
a continuous narrative. The Priestly formula in 2.4a 'these are the
generations of. . .'now introducesthej account in 2.4bff. TheJ material
thereafter functions, not as a duplicate creation account, but as a
description of the unfolding of the history of mankind as intended by
the creation of the heavens and the earth. The structure of the book has
thus altered the semantic level of chapter 2 by assigning it a different
role. Thed material functions on the leve of figurative language, once-
removed now from its original literal sense. The remarkable success of
the redactional linkage is attested to by the history of interpretation
which had little difficulty reading the chapters as a unity until the
Enlightenment.

2. Creation Tradition within the Rest of the Old Testament

Our concern is now to trace the subsequent usages of creation traditions
within the Old Testament and to observe any discernible trajectories.
The Psalter is an obvious place to find reverberations of creation
imagery. Particularly in Israel's hymns is God praised as creator of his
people (Ps. 100) and of the world (Ps. 8). Psalm 8 makes use of the
Priestly creation tradition, but whether in its ora or literary form is
unclear (cf. Ps. 144.3). Ps. 136 hasjoined praisesto God as creator with
afull liturgical recitation of God's redemption of Israel in history without



114 THE DISCRETE WITNESS OF THE OLD TESTAMENT

any sgn of inner friction. The hymn of Ps. 104 picks up some of the
motif of creation as a battle against the sea (w. 6-9), which itjoins with
wisdom tradition in order to illustrate the harmonious order which God
has established through his works.

Within the Psalter the royal psalms make particular use of creation
themes of God's power which is usually presented in a highly mytho-
poetic imagery (89.9ff.) and is a guarantee of his promise of faithfulness
to his covenant with David. The founding of Zion is the chosen place of
God's presence which continues to hold in check the forces of chaos
(74.12ff.). B. W. Anderson (Creation, 10) has correctly emphasized that
Pss. 47, 91, 93-99 'are oriented primarily in the vertical axis of the
relation between the celestial and mundane realms'. Nevertheless, as
insisted above, the centre of Israel's early faith in God's salvation (cf.
72.15ff.) has been ablefully to accommodateimagery from amythopoetic
Hafstil which was originally foreign to Israel's understanding of God.

Again, certain Hebrew prophets make much use of creation tradition.
Within the book of Amos there is a secondary redactional inclusion of
three small hymns, al of which contain a common refrain (4.13; 5.8-9;
9.5-6). The dfect of these hymnic fragments is to illustrate the nature
of God both as creator and comingjudge. The prophet Jeremiah makes
limited use of creation tradition, but in 4.23 he picks up an element of
priestly tradition - the earth was 'waste and void' - in order to picture
the return to primordial chaos when God withdraws his hand in
judgment. There are aso elements from aparadiesial tradition, but the
imagery is often highly mythopoetic and far removed from J's account
of Eden (Amos 9.13ff.; Isa. 116ff.; Ezek. 47.7ff.).

However, it is Deutero-1saiah who makes the most extensive use of
creation themes from among all the prophets (cf. ch. 6.11 (1)), God the
Creator). God is praised as the 'creator of the ends of the earth’ (40.28),
who 'alone stretched out the heavens' (44.24), who even 'makes weal
and createswoe' (45.7). Ifthere had ever been uncertainty as towhether
God was monotheistic, the prophet dispels once-and-for-all the thought
in stressing thetotal supremacy of Y ahweh. Hisform of prophetic speech
is closdy akin to the hymn. In a famous passage (51.9ff.) the prophet
makes use of the creation tradition as a battle with Rahab, the dragon,
and then fuses into one moment of power the creation, the exodus, and
the eschatological return to Zion. As we previously saw, von Rad has
argued the point convincingly that creation for the prophets did not
develop independently of God's historical redemption. The prophetic
emphasis upon the creation of the new heavens and new earth (65.17ff.,
66.22f.) forcibly illustrates the one redemptive will of God from the
beginning to the end.
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In addition, the essays of RendtorfF and Harner have made two
sgnificant pointsin interpreting the specific contribution of the prophet.
Rendtorff by means of a close examination of the disputation oracles
pointed out how creation tradition has been freshly actualized in order
to bring out the immediacy and existential dimension of God's creative
power (45.9-13; 48.12) in addressing the contemporary historical situ-
ation. Harner has made the excellent observation that creation faith has
more than an ancillary function in relation to salvation which it has not
smply absorbed. Rather, Deutero-Isaiah thinks in terms of a new era
of salvation history and he uses the witness to creation to demonstrate
the absolutely new beginning in God's imminent action in history. It
thus serves to link the original Exodus tradition with the coming
redemption of his exiled people both in terms of continuity and dis-
continuity.

Thereis one final locus for creation tradition within Israel which we
have up to now only touched on in passing, namely, wisdom. Some
years ago, W. Zimmerli was one of thefirst who sought to locate Israel's
wisdom traditions within a theology of creation, and he contested the
widespread opinion that wisdom was a foreign element within Israel.
Since this early essay (‘Ort und Grenze') there has been amajor change
within thefieldin regard to the study of Old Testament wisdom. Among
those scholars who contributed to the change of attitude none played a
more significant role that G. von Rad, whose book Wisdom in Israel
provided a basic correction to this 1936 essay on the creation traditions.

Von Rad is at pains to show that wisdom is not a late Persian
intrusion, but belongs to the oldest leves of Israel's tradition. It offers
a fundamentally different approach to God and the world, but is
nevertheless committed to the same faith in Yahweh. 'The fear of
Yahweh is the beginning of wisdom'. Here the contrast of von Rad's
approach to wisdom with that of H. H. Schmid is striking. Schmid finds
a general Ancient Near Eastern pattern regarding world order at the
heart of the Old Testament. Schmid's view not only flattens the unique
witness of Israel, but hears the text only on the levd of religious
phenomenology. Von Rad stresses that wisdom reflection is grounded
in human experience. It is directed toward nature rather than history,
and is universal in character rather than particularistic in orientation.
By means of a brilliant exegesis of three great hymns to wisdom (job
28, Proverbs 8, Sirach 24) von Rad has been able to illuminate wisdom
teaching about the self-revelation of creation. 'Creation not only exists,
it also discharges truth'. Von Rad lays his emphasis upon wisdom's
witness that there is a divine order built into the structure of reality.
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Personified wisdom is portrayed as a woman calling human beings to
pursue this path to truth, which is the way to life (Prov. 8.1ff.).

One of the interesting discoveries in the study of wisdom which began
in the 60s was that of finding the influence of wisdom tradition in most
of the other areas of the Old Testament, including both the early and
later levels. Thus, the case was made for seeing a wisdom influence in
the Joseph stories of Genesis, on the legal material of Deuteronomy, on
the Psalms, prophets (Amos, Isaiah), the late narrative of Esther, and
the apocalyptic literature (Daniel, IV Ezra). Conversely, it has been
observed how little one could discern the influence of Israel’s narrative,
legal, and prophetic traditions on the wisdom books (Proverbs, Job,
Ecclesastes) until the period of Sirach (df. chs 24 and 48). The
observation is significant in demonstrating that wisdom was not con-
sidered to be aforeign element which needed to be historicized by means
of Israel's narrative and legal traditions, but rather the movement was
the reverse. Israel's other traditions were sapientalized and wisdom
which bore its peculiar and unique witness to God's creation was used
to enrich and reinterpret the full range of Israel's testimony to God's
purpose with the world.

Of the creation traditions of Genesis it is remarkable to note that the
Adam tradition plays such a minor role within the rest of the Old
Testament. Only in Ezekiel is there a somewhat greater use made of
thismythopoeticimagery in describing theking of Tyreasan'Urmensch’
(primordial human) who wasin Eden, 'blameless in your ways . . . till
iniquity was found in you' (28.12ff.). However, the Adam traditions
received amassive reinterpretation in the Hellenistic period among both
Jews and Christians. In the non-canonical Jewish writings the expansion
moved in severd different directions. Thefigure of Adam was magnified
both in §ze and in virtue. He enjoyed a unique beauty and was placed
on earth 'as a second angel. . . great and glorious (I Enoch 30.8ff.).
In the Vita Adae, 12ff,, he was created to be worshipped by the angels
and was described as aheavenly figure. Then again, the malignant effect
of Adam's sin received anew emphasis (Apoc. Bar. 17.3). IV Ezra321
relates human evil directly to Adam's transgression (3.4ff.).

Speculation over Adam received a peculiar development in Philo who
distinguished between two types of man, the heavenly and the earthly.
The latter was the historical Adam who became the father of snful
humanity; theformer was apure architypein the mind of God {Allegory
of theJewish Law, |, 31-32). Of course, within the New Testament the
imagery of the Second Adam finds its continuation in Paul (Rom. 5.14;
| Cor. 15.10-22, 42-49), and in later Gnostic writings (cf. Layton, 52f.
711, etc.).



CREATION 117
Bibliography

B. W. Ander son, 'Introduction: Mythopoetic and Theological Dimensions
of Biblical Creation Faith', Creationinthe Old Testament, ed. B. W. Anderson,
Philadelphiaand London 1984, 1-23; F. Blanquart (ed.), Le Credtion dans
['Orient Ancien, LD 127, 1987; M. Chemnitz, Examination of the Council of
Trent, ET, | StLouis 1971; B. S. Childs, Introduction to the Old Testament as
Scripture, London and Philadelphia 1979; F. M. Cross, Jr, "El and the God
of the Fathers', Canaanite Myth and Hebrew Epic, Cambridge, Mass. 1973,
13-43; 'Yahweh and "El', ibid., 44-75; W. Eichrodt, 'In the Beginning: A
Contribution to the Interpretation of the First Word of the Bible', Israel's
PropheticHeritage: EssaysinHonor of JamesMuilenburg, eds. B.W. Anderson
and W. Harrelson, New York 1962, 1-10 = Creation in the OT, 65-73; O.
Eissfeldt, The Old Testament. An Introduction, ET Oxford and New Y ork
1965; H. Gunkel, Schbpfung und Chaosin Urzeit undEndzeit, Gottingen 1895;
P. B. Harner, 'Creation Faith in Deutero-lsaiah’, VT 17, 1967, 298-306;
B. Janowski, 'Tempel und Schopfung. Schopfungstheologische Aspekte
der priesterschriftlichen Heiligtumskonzeption'y£7% 5, 1990, 37-69; G. A.
Jonsson, Thelmageof God: Gen1: 26-28inaCenturyof Old Testament Resear ch,
ConBibl, OTser. 26, 1988. '

K. Koch, 'P-Klein Redaktor!', FT 37, 1987, 446-467; B. Layton, The
Gnostic criptures, Garden City, NY and London 1987; J. D. L evenson,
Creation and the Persistence of Evil, San Francisco 1988; O. Loretz, Die
Gottesebenbildlichkeit der Menschen, Munich 1967; J. L. McKenzie, 'The
Literary Characteristics of Gen 2-3', Myths and Realities, London 1963,
146-181; M. Noth, 'Gott, Konig, Volkim Alten Testament. Eine methodol -
ogischeA usei nandersetzungmiteinergegenwartigenForschungsrichtung’,
ZTK 47, 1950, 157-191 = ET The Laws in the Pentateuch and Other Sudies,
Edinburgh and London 1966, 145-178; G. von Rad, 'The Theological
Problem ofthe Old Testament Doctrine of Creation' (1936), ET TheProblem
ofthe Hexateuch and Other Essays, New Y ork and Edinburgh 1966, 131"-3 =
Creationinthe OT, 53-73; WisdominIsrael, ET Nashvilleand London 1972;
R. Rendtor ff, DasAlte Testament. Eine Einfuhrung, Neukirchen-VIuyn 1983;
'Die theologische Stellungdes Schopfungsglaubens bei Deuterojesgja, ZTK
51, 1954, 3-13=G5”r, ThB 57, 1975, 209-219; 'El, Ba'al und Jahve.
Erwagungen zum Verhaltnis von Kanaanaischer und israelitischen
Religion', ZAWn 1966, 277-292; GSAT, 172-187; H. H. Schmid, 'Schep-
fung, Gerechtigkeit und Hen", ZTK 70, 1973, 1-19 = ET Creation in OT,
102-117;W.H.Schmidt,DieSchopfungsgeschichteder Priesterschrift, WMANT
17, 1964,71967.

R. Scroggs, ThelLast Adam, Philadel phia 1966; R. Smend, Die Entstehung
desAlten Testaments, Stuttgart 1978; O. H. Steck, Der Schbpfungsbericht der
Priesterschrift, FRL ANT115,%1981; DieParadieser zdhlung. EineAus egungvon
Genesis2, 4b-3, 24, BSt 60, 1970; C. Westermann, Genesis|, BK1/1, 1974;
Creation, ET Philadel phiaand London 1974; W. Zimmer i, 'Ort und Grenze



118 THE DISCRETE WITNESS OF THE OLD TESTAMENT

der Weisheit im Rahmen der alttestamentlichen Theologie' (1963) =
Gottesoffenbarung, GSAT, ThB 19, 1963, 300-315.



From Eden to Babd

The primeval history of Genesis which began with creation continues
through chapters 3-11. The Yahwist account contains a series of
narratives:

The expulsion from the garden, 3.1-24

Cain and Abel, 4.1-16

Marriage of the angels, 6.1-4

Flood, 6.5-8.22

Noah's vineyard and Canaan's curse, 9.20-27
Tower of Babel, 11.1-9

o wWNER

In addition to these stories are aso fragments of Cain's and Seth's
genealogies (4.17-24; 4.25f; 5.28) and parts of a table of nations (ch.
10).

In contrast to this structure of the Yahwist, the Priestly source is
represented smply by alist of genealogies (Adam: 5.1-27,30-32; Noah:
6.9-10; Sons of Noah: 10.1-7.20,22,23,31,32; Terah: 11.27,31,32). The
only narrative material is that of the Priestly account of the flood which
is closdly intertwined with the Y ahwist'sin chs 6-9, and yet clearly goes
back to very ancient Mesopotamian tradition.

The Priestly account of the primeval history is structured in closest
continuity with the rest of the book of Genesis according to ageneal ogical
pattern formed by the formula 'these are the generations of. Two types
of genealogies are used, the vertical and the segmented (Wilson). By
means of the vertical genealogies a single line of descendents is traced
from Adam through Abraham, Isaac, andJacob, whereas by means of
the segmented genedogies the lines of the other nations are sketched.
The Priestly account of the flood functions as an independent source of
tradition which has its own integrity apart fromJ. However, in the rest
of the Priestly material, P appears as aredactional layer which reshapes
the Yahwist material into a new and different structure, but seems
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dependent on a prior knowledge of theJ tradition. For example, P does
not have an account of the disruption of God's initially good creation
through sin, but his brief notice in 6.11-12 assumed the intrusion of
disorder which is now only represented inJ's account.

Ever since the ground-breaking analysis of Gunkel (Genesis, 71917)
there has developed a wide consensus among critical scholars that J's
stories of the primeval age originally arose in a setting outside of Israel,
and that they once circulated independently of each other with a life of
their own. For example, the Cain and Abe story once reflected the
tension between nomads and farmers (Stade). The 'marriage of the
angels' (6.1-4) originaly concerned divine creatures (bene ‘elohim) who
had intercourse with earthly women to produce a mixed species. Both
the flood and tower of Babel stories have an obviousy Mesopotamian
background and relate different forms of divine displeasure.

Whereas for Gunkel the focus of his exegesis lay in reconstructing as
closdly as possible the original form and function of these stories, the
major effort of the post-World War Il generation (Zimmerli, von Rad,
Westermann) turned on tracing the theological alteration to which these
stories were subjected within Israel, especially in terms of their new role
within the book of Genesis. Debate continues to rage concerning the
Y ahwist'sintentionwhich has been Ieft largely intact by thelater Priestly
redaction. Von Rad interprets the purpose of these chapters to depict a
history of increasing aienation from God which started with the
expulsion from the garden, grew with Cain's murder of Abel and from
the heavenly disorder, until this history of sin reached its climax in the
tower of Babel which caused a threat of God's returning creation to a
primordial chaos. In contrast to von Rad's interpretation C. Westerm-
ann emphasizes that these chapters do not function on a horizontal
historical plane, but portray rather avertica God-man dimension and
illustrate the ontological problem of human existence as one of frailty
and limitation (Genesis 89ff.). More recently Criisemann ('Die Eigen-
standigkeit’) has pursued thisline of interpretation even further. In my
own judgment, von Rad's exegesis is still much closer to the mark;
however, he has not donejustice to thefinal effect of the Priestly writer's
editing of the Y ahwist material which has, among other things, assigned
an ontic priority to creation within the whole book of Genesis.

Perhaps the most difficult tradition within the Yahwist cycle is the
Adam and Eve story. Chapter 2 sets the stage for chapter 3 and certainly
on the literary level aways functioned together. Because of certain
tensionswithin ch. 2 (e.g. the two trees), some commentators sought to
reconstruct a more complex prehistory of the tradition. More recently
Steck has argued for a unified structuring of both chapters by the
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Y ahwist who made use of various traditions to serve his own theological
ends.

A controversial issue in evaluating chs 2-3 turns on the issue as to
whether the traditional Christian terminology of describing the story as
the 'fal' isjustified. Critical Old Testament scholars have been quick
to point out that chapter 3 has been assigned a disproportionate role
within classical systematic theology which isin no way reflected within
the Old Testament. It is also striking that the 'fall' tradition plays
virtualy no role in the rest of the Hebrew Bible until it was revived in
the Hellenistic period (e.g. IV Ezra). Moreover, its central role is
distinctively a feature of Christian theology since for rabbinic Judaism
often the disruption in Genesis 6 was assigned a more constitutive role
than was chapter 3 (Bamberger, Williams). Indeed the interpretation
was defended by Wellhausen and became widespread that Genesis 3
was smply an aetiology to explain the adverse effect of civilization which
grew out of primitive man's acquiring of knowledge.

This popular interpretation of the nineteenth century has come in for
much recent criticism and has been faulted for failing to register the
theological intensity of the chapter. The point is not to describe a stage
in human evolution, but to portray basic distortions of human existence
in respect to God by means of a theological aetiology. Nevertheless the
point isjudtified that the form of this tradition by which to explain the
theological change from God's good creation to one of estrangement
and imperfection plays aminor rolewithin the rest of the Old Testament.
From the perspective of ch. 3 the term ‘fall' may be too strong. However
its continuing theological judtification in terms of the whole Bible is
another question altogether (cf. ch. 6. VII).
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Y

Patriarchal Traditions (Genesis 12-50)

1. The Patriarchal Traditions as a Whole

Thetask of trying to determine the origin of the Old Testament traditions
regarding the Patriarchs in Israel in order to pursue a trajectory of the
developments of these traditions in the succeeding history of Israel is
made difficult by the current lack of a consensus on how to interpret
this material.

The classic literary solution of the history of the composition of
the Pentateuch (Hexateuch) commonly associated with Wellhausen's
‘documentary hypothesis' envisioned chs 12-50 of Genesis as a combin-
ation of three main literary sources (JEP) - the E source was usudly
thought to start in ch. 15 - which ran roughly parallel in the patriarchal
material. Wellhausen dated the two earlier stories as projections of
monarchial concerns upon the Fathers. Theseindependent sourceswere
gradually brought together in historical stages, thefinal stage being the
fusion of the Priestly post-exilic strand with the earlier JE source to form
the present book of Genesis.

This literary model was then subjected to a mgjor revision on the
basis of Gunkel's history-of-traditions approach which sought to explore
the formation of the traditions before their literary stabilization. Gunkel
did not contest the presence of the classic literary sources, but shifted
his interest to investigating the formation of the early smaller units each
of which was thought to have its own sociological setting. Gunkel
designated the patriarchal material generally as Sage, that is, traditions
regarding the ancient eponymic Fathers of I srael which were transmitted
for generations in oral form. By means of his historico-traditional
approach he then sought to trace the growth of the material from the
small unitsto larger cycles of tradition such asthe Abraham-L ot stories.
Gunkel argued persuasively that the cycles of stories concerning each
of the Fathers at first circulated independently of each other and only
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dowly were united into the sequence, Abraham-Isaac-Jacob, which
assigned to them the conventional role of being tradents of the promise.

Gunkel's approach received a mgor refocussing by the work of G.
von Rad and M. Noth. Especialy von Rad developed the thesis that
Israel's traditions had developed according to several major complexes
(Exodus, Sinai, Patriarchs) and were continually being actualized in
cultic festivals in order to establish Israel’s religious identity. In his
famous book of 1938 (The Form Critical Problem ofthe Hexateuch) von Rad
argued that the Yahwist had played a decisive theologica role in
structuring the Hexateuch by incorporating the Sinai tradition, extend-
ing the patriarchal traditions, and including the primaeval history
within the basic credal formulation of Israel's confesson (the so-called
credo). Although Noth made someimportant modificationsto von Rad's
thesis (cf. Rendtorff's evaluation), he largely accepted the credo model
for reconstructing the growth of the earliest material. The efect of von
Rad's approach was to combine the literary work of Wellhausen with
the tradition-historical analysis of Gunkel, but in a manner which
changed their function so radically as to cal into question both previous
approaches. On the one hand, von Rad replaced Gunkel's laws of
folklore devel opment with a confession-oriented cult. On the other hand,
he transformed a literary source J into a historical personality with
sophisticated theological intentionality.

The initia credit for revealing the methodological confuson within
the field of patriarchal studies goes especiadly to R. Rendtorffwho in a
preliminary way has sought to sketch a new model for the growth of
independent units of tradition. He has fdt the need to call into question
the entire concept of sources as parallel literary strands of tradition. In
addition, another group of scholars (Van Seters, H. H. Schmid) has
retained the source model, but altered completely the dating of the
classic documentary hypothesis by assigning onelevel of Jto apost-exilic
period. Finally, other scholars have returned to a type of ‘fragmentary’
hypothesis and have located the creativerolein theliterature's formation
to a succession of redactors who have shaped the literature to reflect the
changing historical and sociological needs of exilic and post-exilic
communities.

Accompanying these methodologica shifts has been a growing sus-
picion toward an older type of historical research (Gordon, Rowley,
Speiser) which had sought to correlate archaeological discoveries with
biblical storiesin an effort to establish a second millennium background
for the Patriarchs (cf. the attack on the Albright school by Van Seters
and Thompson among others). Indeed an absolute chronology remains
elusive in spite of the research of leading scholars such as de Vaux and
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Cazelles. Still the point should be also made that the attempt of Van
Seters to return to Wellhausen's position of locating the patriarchal
gtories in the monarchial period remains equally unconvincing. The
issue is smply that the evidence fails by which to establish an absolute
historical dating. The attention of the biblical writerslay elsawhere and
the extra-hiblical sources for this period are largely indeterminate. The
same caveat applies to the highly sophisticated approach of A. Alt (Gott
der Vdter) to reconstruct the religion of the Patriarchs. His ingenious
hypothesis has shown serious signs of erosion of late and no longer
retains the level of probability which Noth and von Rad had assigned
toit.

To summarize: because of the current lack of consensus any attempt
at a reconstruction of the tradition and history behind the patriarchal
material remains provisionary and must be viewed with considerable
caution. However, in spite of the breakdown in the overarching theories
of composition, this evaluation is not to deny the worth of many
individual observationsregardingthematerial, bothontheoral, literary,
and redactional levels, which have often maintained a validity.

2. The Abraham Cycle (Gen. 12.1-25.10)

The Abraham cycle clearly gives the impression of having been formed
out of independent stories which continue to reflect eements of indepen-
dent life. Abraham is pictured as the founder of cultic cites at Mamre
(13.18), Shechem (12.6), Bethel (12.18) and Beersheba. Many of the
stories are only loosdly connected with what precedes (15.1), and make
an independent point (22. Iff.). Another clear feature of this cycleis the
number of variant stories (12//20; 21//16) which have been sequentially
ordered on a much later level of transmission. Gunkel saw rightly that
certain of the stories have been aready linked on the oral level in an
Abraham-Lot cycle (chs 13,18,19).

The stories within the Abraham cycle have been linked, especialy on
the literary and redactional levels and possibly earlier, by means of two
themes which are st forth at the beginning of chapter 12. Abraham has
been eected by God to a specia role as father of Israel which entails
two promises: 'l will make of you a great nation' (v.2), and 'to your
descendants | will give thisland' (v.7). The firs promise is developed
in many stories within the context of the testing of Abraham's faith in
the light of threats to the promise (chs 15,20,22). Various formulations
of the theme are then worked out in terms of a covenant (chs 15 and 17)
and the confirmation of the chosen heir in conflict with rivals who sire
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the nations (chs 16 and 21). The second promise of the land is repeated
thematically, but constantly reiterated to the succeeding Fathers
(26.2-5; 28.13-15) and moreindirectly in the narratives (13.8ff.; 23.1ff,;
24.1ff.). Certain stories such as the one concerning Melchizedek (ch.
14) remain enigmatic both in form and function since, in spite of the age
of the material, there seems aso to be a later aetiological connection
withJerusalem. In addition, Abrahamis portrayed in various traditions
as filling the office of military leader (ch. 14), priestly intercessor
(18.22ff.), and prophet (20.7).

3. TheJacob Cycle (Gen.25.19-35.29)

Very little remains of an I saac cycle (ch. 26), which has apparently been
absorbed in an early oral stage into theJacob cycle. In contrast to the
Abraham cycle, theJacob cycle has been constituted with much closer
thematic connections. Thereisan Abraham-Esau cluster (chs 25,27,32)
and aJacob-L aban grouping, but both cycles have been carefullyjoined
by a flight-return motif. Still some of these stories continue to retain
strong elements of their original independent life such as Jacob's
wrestling on theriverJabbok (28.1 Off.). Severa of theJacob stories have
been localized at cultic places such as Mahanaim (32.2 ET), Penuel
(32.30f.), and Mizpah (31.49), but attemptstoreconstruct the oral stage
remain tenuous (e.g. Alt, 'Wallfahrt'). Gunkel felt that he could identify
an East Jordan Jacob figure whose profile differed greatly from that of
the West Jordan one. There is throughout a conscious effort to identify
the Elfigureswith'Y ahweh (35. Iff.). Thethemeofthe promisecontinues,
but it is not centred on the response of Jacob in the same way as with
Abraham. Rather, Jacob is portrayed in various, often antagonistic,
ways as both the reluctant and aggressive tradent of the promise (chs
25,27,28).

Two features stand out especially in the Jacob tradition which were
increasingly to play acentral rolein the use of theJacob tradition. Jacob
received the name Israel (32.28) as father of the nation. From Jacob
then stem the twelve sons who comprise the twelve tribes of Israel
(Gen.48. Iff,; Ex. 1.1-7).

4. TheJoseph Stories (Gen.37-50)

TheJoseph stories stand out sharply from the precedingin several ways.
Joseph does not form part of the triad to whom the promise of posterity
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and land is given, but has a special role in relation toJudah as bearer
of the promise (cf. Childs, Introduction, 156f.). Again, the form of these
stories is different and reflects such a carefully constructed literary
composition that Gunkel's terminology of Novella has received wide
acceptance. Nevertheless, some scholars continue to defend the presence
of literary sources within the material (Seebass). Von Rad's brilliant
thesis that these stories were shaped within Israel's old wisdom school
has sparked a heated debate, but the exact nature of the sapiential
influence remains unclear.

5. The Patriarchs in the Rest of the Old Testament

Outside of Genesis within the rest of the Pentateuch, the individual
figures including Abraham play little role, rather the Fathers function
in a significant way as a triad (Ex.32.13; 33.1; Num.32.11; Deut.1.8;
6.10; 29.13 ET). Especialy in Deuteronomy the emphasis fals on the
obeying of the commands of the covenant which God established with
the Fathers (4.31; 7.12; 8.18) by means of an oath. God's love is
demonstrated in fulfilling the promise of the land to the future gener-
ations (6.10). The Deuteronomistic historian begins his history of
redemption with the eection of Abraham out of paganism (Josh.24.2).
Israel in times of trial still appeals to God's commitment to the Fathers
(I Kings 18.36), and indeed God continues to show compassion on
Israel even when disobedient by not destroying this nation (I Kings
13.23).

The Psalter makesreference to the promiseto the Fathersinrehearsing
Israel's history (105.8fF.). Israel is described as the people of the God of
Abraham (47.9 ET), and his covenant with the Fathersis an everlasting
one (105.9). Yahweh is dso often called the God of Jacob (46.7 ET;
25.10). When one next turns to the prophetic literature, it comes as a
surprise to discover how little reference is made to any of the Fathersin
the pre-exilic literature outside of conventional formulae (Isa.2.3).
Micah 7.20 and 1sa.29.22 are often thought to be from a later period.
Whether one can draw the conclusion from this omission in the pre-
exilic period of patriarchal allusions that the patriarchal traditions had
not yet been collected and were unknown to the prophets appears
guestionable. Certainly the most extensive use of the Patriarchs by the
early written prophets is Hosea's reference toJacob's wrestling with the
angel (12.2) in the context of an indictment against Judah. However, in
the exilic period thefigure of Abraham once again assumed considerable
importance. ThoseJudaeans who had survived the deportation of 587
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laid their clam to the land by citing God's promise to Abraham
(Ezek.33.24). Then again, Deutero-lsaiah appealed to the figure of
Abraham as the 'friend" of God for assurance that he would restore
Israel (41.8; cf.51.2).

The growing role of Abraham in the post-exilic period is also attested
in the Priestly form of the covenant (Gen. 17). God establishes an eternal
covenant with Abraham in which the emphasis is placed on the
sovereignty of God's grace in providing a covenant completely from the
divine side with circumcision as its sign. Therefore in the Priestly
account the Abraham covenant greatly overshadows that of Sinai.
Likewise Chronicles reflects a mgjor interest in Abraham as a warrant
that the promise of the land is still in force (II Chron.20.7; d. |
Chron. 16.15ff.). Similarly Nehemiah's prayer makes reference to Abra-
ham's election and piety in conjunction with the promise of the land
through the covenant (9.7ff.).

However, it was in the Hellenistic period both in rabbinic and
Hellenistic Judaism, that one witnessed an explosion of interest in
Abraham. He became 'our Father', the progenitor of the chosen people
and pride of Israel (PsSol.9.17). Josephus reports on the veneration of
his grave site. Moreover, there is a tremendous growth of legendary
accretions about his figure. He was the first monotheist who destroyed
Terah'sidols and was recognized as the first proselyte (Philo, Mut. 16).
Abraham knew the whole Torah in advance and was miraculousy
rescued from afiery furnace (Bibl. Ant. of Pseudo-Philo, vi.l3ff.).

Abraham aso became a model of faithfulness who shared the Greek
ideals of morality. He overcame ten temptations (Jub.19.8), and thus
was found faithful (Pirke Aboth 33). Wisdom preserved him 'blamel ess
before God (Wisd. Sal. 10.5). He bore the covenant sign in hisflesh and
carried out the supreme test with his son (Sirach 44.20). Indeed Israel's
prerogative rested with Abraham whom God loved and to whom he
revealed his future purpose with Isragl (IVEzra3.13ff.). Thusit hardly
came as a surprise when Jews and Christians disputed over the claim
of true descendancy.
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Vv

Mosaic Traditions

In the present canonical form of the Pentateuch the Mosaic traditions
encompass four books (Exodus, Leviticus, Numbers, Deuteronomy)
and extend from the birth of Moses in Exodus 2 to his death in
Deuteronomy 34. Y et, as has long been recognized, the Mosaic corpus
represents a long history of growth both on the oral and literary levels
and stretches over hundreds of years. The present concern is to sort out
some of these levelsin order to establish the broad lines of the trajectories
of the tradition.

1. Exodus from Egypt

It is generaly agreed that the exodus from Egypt forms the heart of
Israel's earliest tradition. The witness of the ancient poem in Exodus
15 celebrates victory over Egypt and continues to be the fundamental
confession. A variety of other forces were at work which shaped the form
of the exodus and the event at the sea (cf. Coats, Childs), but the
event was primary and the mythopoetic language which described it
secondary. Although the exodus is usualy placed in the thirteenth
century - the scholarly debate of course continues - it is impossible to
fix an absolute date for the earliest form of the tradition. Even Exodus
15 seems to assume the conquest of the land. 1t seems quite likely that
the exodus tradition was originally transmitted and shaped by liturgical
occasions, but the various theories for reconstructing the rituals remain
hypothetical and at best working theses (e.g. Pedersen, von Rad, Cross).

What seemsincreasingly clear is that various elements of the exodus
tradition which were already put into a historical sequence during its
oral transmission once circulated independently and were only fused by
means of acomplex process. Particularly the passover shows signs of its
independent life. Wellhausen pinpointed the problem of the tradition
when he contrasted the Y ahwist's account of the passover as the festival
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which was the occasion for the exodus with the Priestly writer's account
in which the exodus was the occasion for the fetival {Prolegomena, 88).
The event at the seawhich in theJd account appears to be part of another
cycle was increasingly merged with the exodus from Egypt (Coats,
Childs).

The centrality of the exodus was retained throughout the entire Old
Testament and established Israel's identity. It occurs with frequency in
Deuteronomy (5.6; 6.20ff.; 26.5ff.) and in the Deuteronomistic historian
who often places the crossing of the Jordan in parallel with it (Josh.
3.Iff.). It appearsin the Psalter (Pss. 78, 105, 114, etc.),inthepre-exilic
prophets (Amos 2.10; 9.7; Hos. 2.15 ET; 11.1), and receives a major
expansion in Ezekid and in Deutero-lsaiah. There it is linked to an
eschatological new exodus (Ezek. 20.33"4; Isa. 51.9ff.;52.1 If.; 63.1 Iff.)
which picks up the vocabulary of thefirst exodus (Zimmerli, 'Der "Neue
Exodus" '). Finally, one sees the continuing use of the exodus tradition
in the late Old Testament period, such as in the prayer of Ezra (Neh.
9.6ff.), in Daniel (9.15) and in Chronicles (I Chron. 17.21; 1l Chron.
6.5; 7.22).

Themes which once had a separate life within the earliest forms of
the oral tradition were increasingly joined to the mgjor stream of the
exodus tradition as part of the one story. One thinks, for example, of the
passover tradition in the Priestly writings. Again, the plague tradition
and the murmurings in the wilderness were exploited in a variety of
ways homiletically, often to lay emphasis, on the one hand, to the
sovereignty of God (Ps. 789f.; 105.26ff.) and, on the other hand, to
Israel's rebellion and continuing resistance (Pss. 95.7ff.; 106.19ff.). The
homiletical usage of the tradition continued to expand in Jewish
Héellenigtic circles (Wisd. Sol. 16; Sir. 45.1ff.). The apocalyptic use of
the plague imagery in | Enoch is also striking and its role is far more
terrifying than in the original biblical account. The central role of the
deliverance from Egypt in rabbinicJudaism is clearly manifested in the
passover Haggadah service in which on the basis of Ex. 13.8 it was
considered aduty to narrate the story of the exodus on the eve of passover
{Mekilta, adloc; M Pes. x. 5).

2. Sinai, Law, and Covenant

In the present form of the book of Exodus the arrival of the people of
Israel at Sinai (Ex. 19) functions as a preface to awhole corpus of closdly
alied themes: the theophany at Sinai, the giving of the law, and the
sealing of the covenant. These various traditions werejoined only after
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a long period of growth, the exact nature of which is no longer fully
clear.

The Sinai Theophany

According to the Exodus narrative Moses' call at the burning bush
adumbrated the revelation of God to all Israel at Sinai (3.12). At Sinai
Y ahweh, who had delivered his people from the oppression of Egypt
with power, now revealed his nature and will. Scholars have long noticed
tensionsin therelation of the Sinai theophany to the exodus from Egypt.
Wellhausen sought to resolve the difficulties in terms of literary sources,
the earlier of which had the I sraelites moving to Kadesh after the rescue
at the seawithout the detour to Sinai. Subsegquently von Rad shifted the
discussion to the oral stage and reconstructed a specia fegtival as the
occasion for this 'cult-legend’ which was distinct from the exodus
tradition. Indeed, von Rad correctly observed that the various credal
formulations of the exodus tradition (Deut. 6.20ff.; 26.5ff.; Josh. 24.2ff.)
usually omitted any reference to Sinai until the very late post-exilic
period (Neh. 9.9ff.). However, scholars remain sharply divided on the
historical implications of this observations, and many refer the isolation
of the Sinai material to its special liturgical function rather than to its
original historical roots (cf. the most recent discussion in Kreuzer, Die
Friihgeschkhte Israels).

It is quite obvious that the account of the theophany in ch. 19 has an
unusual density which has been shaped by liturgical interests, and
which resists efforts to remove the inner tensions by means of source
criticism or by logically sorting out the elements of aleged volcano
imagery from that of a thunder storm. An early interpretation of the
Sinai theophany is offered by Deuteronomy which laid emphasis on the
lack of any appearance of the form of God, but only that of avoice (Deut.
4.12). The writer finds then awarrant against the making of any idol as
an attack on the true nature of Y ahweh who is known through his word
as a'devouringfire, ajealous God' (4.24).

Another explicit reference to the Sinai theophany appears in the
Elijah cycle when the prophet, fleeing from Jezebel, received divine
sustenance in order to go for forty days and forty nights to Horeb, the
mount of God (I Kings 19.8). There on the mountain Y ahweh passed
by in wind, earthquake and fire. But the point of the pericope in
rehearsing the familiar elements of the tradition was to emphasize that
Elijah was not another Moses, but had been replaced in his office by
another.

Much more in positive continuity with the Sinai traditionisfound in
the Psalter. In Ps. 50 God appears as a 'devouringfire, round about him



MOSAIC TRADITIONS 133

a mighty tempest' (v. 3) as hejudges his people. The liturgical use of
the tradition is also clear in Ps. 81. However, the tradition of Y ahweh
coming ‘from Sinai . . . with flaming fireat hisright hand' (Ex. 33.2ff.)
continued to be reflected as a fixed convention to describe Y ahweh's
repeated appearances to Isragl throughout its history.

Particularly in the prophetic description of God's coming injudgment
and in righteousness, newer eements are invariably mixed with the
traditional description (Isa. 3.24; 64.1ff.). The eschatological day of
Y ahweh takes on an element of terrifying appearance, accompanied by
fire, smoke, and darkness before the coming of the Lord (Joel 2.30;
Nahum 1.2ff.)). Especially in Habakkuk 3 one can see the continuing
force of the Sinai tradition now coupled with a whole variety of the
themes associated with victory over the sea (v. 8).

Torah and Covenant

The subject of law and covenant belong closgly together within the Old
Testament. Y et for clarity's sakeit ishelpful first to focus on the narrower
subject of law before turning to its larger historical and theological
context.

The revelation of God in a theophany within the book of Exodus
functions as a preface to the heart of the Pentateuch which is the giving
of thelaw, the Torah. Jewish scholars have rightly insisted that the term
torah has a broad semantic range which includes instruction, guidance,
and commandment. In the book of Exodus it expresses above al the
will of God on which the covenant with Isragl is grounded.

In Exodus 20 the Ten Commandments are interpreted as the very
words spoken by God from the mountain following the theophany.
Nevertheless, the compositiona history of the succeeding chapters
presents a more complex picture. First of al, the peopl€'s reaction to
the theophany is described in the form of an agtiology of Moses' office
They fled in terror whereas Moses remained steadfast to serve as
mediator between God and Israel (20.18ff). Early Jewish midrash saw
the tension between the giving of the ten commandments and the
response of the people, and it worried about which commandments were
heard by Israel in unmediated form and which were mediated by Moses
{Mekilta).

Secondly, historical critical scholars have argued on literary and form
critical grounds that the present form of the Decalogue is of relatively
recent origin, sharing influence from the prophets, and that its present
position in Exodus reflects a secondary level. A. Alt's contribution at
this point lay in describing the form of the Decalogue as 'apodeictic law'
whose deep roots in the early history of Isragl he sought to establish
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by his hypothesis of an 'amphictyony' and Israel's unique covenant
theology (‘'The Origins of Israelite Law").

Within the present structure of the book of Exodus the Decalogue
functions as a comprehensive summary of the Torah to which the
succeeding stipulations serve as expansion and commentary. The dffice
of Moses as mediator establishes a literary strategy by which to order
the subsequent laws. The legd corpus continues throughout the rest of
the Pentateuch and is linked in different ways to Moses. At times God
speaks hiswill directly to Moses (Ex. 2022f,; Lev. 1. Iff.); a other times
Moses, as it were, preaches the law directly to the people (Deut. 5.11f.).

It has long been recognized that behind these literary conventions of
the narrative lie very different complexes of legal material, which reflect
different ages, forms, and history of transmission. The great strength of
Wellhausen's construal was in the clarity with which he distinguished
three literary blocks of law and then correlated them with periods within
Israel's history. Thus, he spoke of early laws of JE which he dated to
the period of the settlement (‘Book of the Covenant', Ex. 20.21ff), of
the Deuteronomic laws from the period of the seventh century (Deut.
12ff), and of the Priestly legislation from the post-exilic period (Lev.
11-16; 17-26 'Holiness Code').

Within recent years, however, there has been considerable erosion of
the Wellhausen reconstruction. The controversy does not lie with the
multilayered quality of the Old Testament legal corpus which is now
widely assumed, but with the hypothesis that a unilinear development
can be traced from J through D to P. Rather, many modern critical
scholars would insist that the Deuteronomic laws contain much more
ancient tradition than Wellhausen assumed. Similarly, the position
would be defended by many that certain elements of the Priestly
legidation are most likely pre-exilic in origin, and arose within a
genuinely historical setting within Israel's early cultic life, even though
the present literary formulation bears a decidedly post-exilic flavour as
Wellhausen correctly discerned. In sum, the issue of age and provenance
has become far more complex than at first envisioned and ajudgment
is required from passage to passage. In areal sense, the complexity of
the shape of the biblical material stemmed from a canonical concern
which reasoned in a circle: if alaw was authoritative, it must be from
Moses. Conversely, ifit was from Moses, it must be authoritative.

The Law and the Prophets

The mogt difficult problem of understanding the development of law
within Israel only emerges with sharpness when the discussion of law is
linked with covenant. Traditionally it was assumed that the nucleus of
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Israel's law goes back historically to the events of Sinai a which time a
covenant was established with Israel. The mgor difficulty with this
understanding emerges when one studies the history of Israel following
the death of Moses. In the period which follows there is little sign that
Israel was conscious of its relation to Yahweh being grounded on the
elaborate system of law found in the present form of the Pentateuch (cf.
Smend, IIff.).

Although earlier scholars had voiced perplexity over the problem, it
was Wellhausen's contribution to have developed a fresh and radical
solution. Accordingly, in the earliest stage of its history Israel was
related to Yahweh in terms of a natural bond, and not that of a legal
pact. The story of the giving of the law at Sinai was actually a much
later development which was projected back into the past once a new
concept of law had developed. The magjor force for the change stemmed
largely from the influence of the great prophets who broke the natural
bond of the old religion, and interpreted the relationship between God
and people as based on ethical behaviour. The actual term ‘covenant'
(b'rit) occurs infrequently in the eighth-century prophets, but arose in
Deuteronimic circles in the seventh century in order to emphasize the
ideathat the covenant depended on conditions which might be dissolved
through disobedience. Finaly, according to Wellhausen, following the
destruction of the nation, afull-blown priestly concept of I srael's relation
toY ahweh asapeopleunder thelaw emerged. Thisfifth-century Priestly
system was then projected back into the earliest period and formed the
bulk of the legidlation of Exodus 25if. and of Leviticus and Numbers. In
sum, the prophets preceded the law, and the concept of covenant was a
relatively late corollary of this historical development.

It remains a rather startling example of the change in scholarly
opinion to trace the controversy over the relation of law and covenant
during the last hundred years (df. Nicholson). After a period in which
Wellhausen's reconstruction largely won the day, a strong reaction set
in a the beginning of the twentieth century. Particularly the work of
Max Weber and A. Alt sought to establish the institutional roots of
covenant and law within Israel. Then in the 1950s an appeal to an
Ancient Near Eastern analogy of the so-called suzerainty treaties
(Mendenhall, Baltzer) further sought to establish the antiquity of
covenant and law throughout the ancient world, while at the same time
guarding the unique form of Israel's adaptation. Then beginning in the
late 1960s once again a reaction set in, largely initiated by the work of
Perlitt and Kutsch (cf. Nicholson's survey), and Wellhausen's recon-
struction of Israel's covenant with Yahweh as a late historical develop-
ment was once again vigorousy defended.
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Theissue is complex and remains much debated. The way in which
one decides this problem greatly afects how one interprets the growth
of Israel's tradition as a whole and has wide historical and theological
implications for the entire enterprise. One lasting contribution of the
debate has been to point out clearly a crucia area of tension within the
tradition which has been glossed over by the traditional view of Hebrew
law as standing in an unbroken continuity from Moses to Ezra.

Nevertheless, in my opinion, in spite of the brilliance and insight of
Wellhausen's reconstruction, it is serioudy flawed. | do not think that
Israel's legal tradition developed in this way for avariety of reasons:

(1) Wellhausen and his followers (e.g. most recently Nicholson)
regard the covenant as a theologicd 'idea’, which according to their
changing construals played arole in legitimating an ideology. Yetitis
precisaly this understanding of covenant which is devoid of institutional
roots (df. Nicholson, 216), which ishistorically and theol ogically suspect.
It is not surprising that both idealistic and romantic assumptions of the
nineteenth century played a significant role in Wellhausen's project
(e.g. 'natural bond' covenant, 'ethical monotheism', etc.). Yet neither
the reconstructed picture of Ancient Near Eastern society, nor the
modern sociological analysis of primitive cultures confirm such free-
floating ideas which function without institutional moorings. | agree
with James Barr when he finds it inconceivable that the concept of
covenant did not develop until the late monarchy ('Some Semantic
Notes).

(2) Careful historical critical study of the lega traditions in the Old
Testament does not point to the covenant as alate theological construct.
The very complexity of the traditions indicates rather a long and often
tortuous development of tradition at work. The historical setting of the
'book of the Covenant' (Ex. 20.21ff.) reflects an early period after the
settlement. These laws function to regulate communal life (cf. Kohler)
and are not a tool of royal propaganda. Similarly the laws of Deutero-
nomy and the Priestly code both reflect earlier and later elements which
revea different ingtitutional settings that have grown through actual
practice. To attempt to assess the age of the term 'covenant' largely
according to its linguistic occurrences is to work without the needed
sociologica and historical dimension. The fact that many of Kutsch's
linguistic distinctions used in the rendering of the Hebrew b*nt (coven-
ant) appear towork largely in German, rather than in English or French,
raises further suspicion.

(3) Wellhausen's reconstruction runs squarely in the face of Israel's
own traditional understanding which is clearly reflected in the history
of canonization. The 'law of Moses' was first received as authoritative
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and only secondarily was the prophetic corpus canonized. Clearly the
process of canonization only confirmed an evaluation which had long
emerged through religious practice. Moreover, it is fully evident that
the prophets did not see themselves as rdigious innovators, and the
appeal to a so-called ‘ethical monotheism' has long since been refuted.
The very dependence of the prophetic form of speech on ancient lega
conventions further demonstrates their relation to inherited legal norms.

(4) Finally, thereis no historical evidence within the Old Testament
to sustain thevarious theories of abasic changein I srael's understanding
of law such as Wellhausen's trgjectory posited, that is, from loose
customs regulating Israel's natural bond to a rigid legdism of the
post-exilic period. Obviously there are differences manifested between
various layers of the tradition. But this observation is far removed from
the various historical construals such as those of Noth and von Rad,
who see the original relationship as largely regulated by promise and
only later by a static legalism apart from an understanding of history.
Here especialy one must exercise caution against awide-spread Christ-
ian bias which views Old Testament law solely from a Pauline perspec-
tive. W. Zimmerli {LawandProphets, 46ff.) isfar closer to the mark when
he speaks of the dialectic of promise and threat existing from the very
inception of the law. The prophets were simply executors of the threat
of destruction alwaysimplicit in Israel's obligation of covenantal loyalty.
Indeed there are different emphases such as P's focus on the sheer grace
of God's gracious intervention (Gen. 17), but to speak of a change in
kind is questionable.

Torah in the Rest of the Old Testament

One of the features which sets the succeeding books apart from the
Pentateuch was the convention of referring to the preceding corpus of
diverse material as the 'law of Moses' (Josh. 17f; 8.31ff.). In spite of
the changes and development in the earliest laws, the corpus remained
closgly associated with the office of Moses at Sinai. Moses is pictured as
completing the corpus of the laws of God and depositing it as an entity
in the ark (Deut. 31.24fF.). The awesome authority of the law is clearly
reflected in the story of its rediscovery in the temple (11 Kings 22.3ff.).
Increasingly in the post-exilic period the law of Moses became the
written standard by which the community was regulated (I Chron.
15.15; 1l Chron. 25.4; Ezra 3.2; Neh. 13.1ff.). Moreover, there are
frequent signs that a midrashic technique of interpreting the written
text arose in the post-exilic period which sought to bridge the gap
between afixed text and a developing community of practice which was
committed to kalakah (cf. Fishbane, Biblical Interpretation).
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Another significant understanding of the law can be seen in the
Psalter'sjoyous celebration of the law (Pss. 1; 19.8-15; 119). Thelawis
praised as a gracious gift of God, a means of salvation and well-being,
which calsfor an outpouring of thanksgiving. Moreover, one can discern
in Psalm 1 that the lines between torah piety and wisdom piety
increasingly converge. As has long been noticed, there is no appeal to
the Mosaic law in old wisdom, although from the beginning Israel's
corpus of wisdom showed itsdf fully aware of moral norms and was
deeply involved in incul cating ethical behaviour in the sight of God and
man (Prov. 4.4). In terms of moral instruction torah and wisdom appear
a first to run smply parallel to each other. Proverbs describes the
teaching of the sages in language anal ogous to Deuteronomy's reference
to the Mosaic law: 'bind them about your neck, write them on the tablets
of your heart' (Prov. 7.3// Deut. 6.8; 11.18). Only in the Hellenistic
period were torah and wisdom explicitly identified (Sirach 24.23ff.).

3. lsrael, the People of God

Closdly alied to the establishment of acovenant at Sinai is the tradition
of Israel asthe people of Yahwh (am YHWH). Thetradition isexpressed
most succinctly in the so-called covenant formula: 'l will be your God,
and you will be my people' (Lev. 26.12; EX. 6.7, etc.; d. Smend, Die
Bundesformel).

The roots of this tradition are aready found in the promise to
Abraham of a posterity and are implied in the rest of the patriarchal
narratives. Jacob, who received the name Isra€l, is the father of twelve
sons or twelve tribes. Although the biblical narrative has greatly
smplified ahighly complex history of tradition, the actual literary move
from afamily history to that of a people is made in Exodus 1.

Israel became the people of God, not by a natural bond, but by its
experience of redemption from Egypt which it understood as an act of
divine favour. The term is thus not an ideal or theological construct,
but refers primarily to an empirical people, indeed to a nation. Y et from
the start the historical reality of Israel does not exhaust its religious
identity. According to Ex. 19.1-6 Israel's existence as a specia pos-
session is conditioned on her obedience to the covenant. Israel’s status
was not established on the basis of her obedience, but a disregard of
the covenant obligations could call the relation into question. This
fundamental theological dimension isfurther seen in the strong tradition
that Israel was the people of God long before becoming a political nation
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with the establishing of a monarchy. Likewise Israel remained the
people of God after losing both her statehood and land through exile.

The theology of Israel as the people of God is most thoroughly
developed in the book of Deuteronomy. The emphasis fals on the
solidarity of'all Israel', both when addressed in the singular or plural
form. This people has been chosen by God to be distinct from the
nations, to be holy to God. Moreover, Deuteronomy developed a special
vocabulary of election to articulate the mystery of Israel's prerogative
which rests on God's love for Israel, and not on Israel's achievements
or inherent qualities. The theme of Israel's redemptive role to the
nations, firs sounded in Gen. 12 Iff, is further made explicit by
Deuteronomy.

In Deuteronomy and the Deuteronomic historian the theme of the
people of God is given a symbolic representation in a least three
directions:

(D) Israel is given the land for its inheritance as a concrete sign of
God's grace to his people (Deut. 8.10; 9.6), but there remains the threat
of its loss through disobedience if Isragl 'forgets.

(2) David, not the monarchy per sg, is the chosen symboal of Israel's
election and specia bond. David's kingship becomes the sign of God's
righteous rule, which increasingly took on the eschatological dimension
of the expected messianic ruler.

(3 Mount Zion is the visible sign of Israel's dected status, the
sanctuary where God's presence was forever to be celebrated (Ps. 132).

Then again, in the Hebrew prophets one sees the further development
of various themes respecting Israel as the people of God. Certainly
among the pre-exilic prophets Israel's specia prerogative is used as a
warrant for special punishment for disobedience (Amos 3.1-2). Similarly
Hosea spells out God's controversy with his people because of the lack
of covenantal loyalty (4.1).

Zion's role as the sign of eschatological renewa becomes dominant
in Isaiah with Israel's attracting the nations as a centre of blessing
(2.2-4). The theme of Isradl as the faithful remnant purged through
suffering is further developed throughout the various layers of the book
(1.9; 4.2ff.; 1LIff., IIff.). Especidly in Deutero-lsaiah, Israel as the
suffering servant becomes a light to the nations in order to recover
Israel's original rolein God's economy (49. Iff.). In post-exilic prophecy
the restoration of the people is closdly dlied to the return to the land
which remains the sign of election (Jer. 24.4ff; Ezek. 34.25ff,; |sa
65.17ff.).

In respect to the development of the tradition in the late post-
exilic Persian period, there remains much debate in regard to the
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interpretation of Ezra-Nehemiah and the Chronicles. Ploger's influen-
tial book (Theoracy andEschatol ogy) initiated anew stageinthediscussion
by projecting two different parties within the restored Jewish com-
munity. He argued that the Priestly writer and the Chronicler supported
aview of theuniquelegitimacy of the Jerusal em templewhich envisioned
the cultic community (the 'edah) as the culmination of God's dealing
with his creation. This exclusivism was opposed by an eschatological
party (Isa. 24-27; Zech. 12-14; Joel 3-4) who were disillusioned with
the present status and longed for a new eschatological event which
would usher in God's righteous rule to crush human arrogance. Ploger
saw this stream of tradition culminating in the later Hellenistic sectarian
groups, such as those of Qumran.

Although it is obvious that very many different views of Israel as the
people of God were represented in the later period, many of which stood
in great tension with each other (Ezek. 33. 23ff.; Ezra 4. Iff), itis not
clear that one can so easily speak of 'parties’ in the sense of Ploger or
of Hanson in his modification of the hypothesis (The People Called).
Williamson has made a strong case for an openness of the Chronicler to
the people of the Northern Kingdom and a sense of continuity with the
unity of the people of God. It is aso true that the reunification of Israel
and Judah remained a lasting feature of the prophetic eschatological
hope (Isa. 11. 12ff.;Jer. 31. 4ff; Ezek. 37. 15-22; Zech. 10.6-12).

4. Priesthood and Tabernacle

According to the Exodus narrative, following the sealing of the covenant
in ch. 24, Moses was instructed to ascend the mountain to receive 'the
tables of stonewith the law and the commandments' (v. 12). What then
falows in chs 25-40 with the exception of the Golden Calfincident (chs
32-34) is the giving of instructions for the erection of the tabernacle.

A consensus has long been established that these chapters stem from
the Priestly source. Nevertheless, debate over the nature and age of these
traditions has continued. Wellhausen argued that the representation of
the tabernacle rested on ahistorical fiction and was a retrojection of the
Solomonic temple into the Mosaic age. However, this view has been
sharply attacked and, even though a consensus has not developed
concerning the relation of the ark and the tent within the tradition, most
scholars now see in the Priestly tradition ancient roots from an older
desert tent shrine (cf. Childs, Exodus).

The Priestly tradition of the tabernacle in chs 25-31 provides the
means by which the presence of Y ahweh which had once dwelt on Sinai
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would now accompany lsrael in the tabernacle on herjourney toward
the promised land. At the same time Moses' prophetic role as mediator
of the divine word became absorbed into his new priestly role. Together
Moses and Aaron perform the priestly ceremony (40. 31). However, the
central point is that in the future, God makes known his will to Israel
through the perpetual priesthood of Aaron. The inauguration of Aaron
and his sons as the true priesthood is then carried out in Leviticus 8-9,
and contrasted with the unlawful priesthood of Nadab and Abihu in ch.
10. The Priestly system of sacrifice is then set forth in great detail in the
book of Leviticus, and it is presented as part of the commandments
which God gave Moses for the people for a perpetual observance (27.
34).
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VI

The Possesson of the Land and the Settlement

The book of Joshua offers the major witness to the occupation of the
land of Palestine by Israel within the Old Testament. Accordingly, after
the death of Moses the twelve tribes under the leadership of Joshua
united in an assault on the land from the east after the initial conquest
of the territory of East Jordan. After an initial delay at Jericho and a
defeat at Ai, Joshuasucceeded in capturing the whole land and defeating
its inhabitants (Josh. 11.23). Thus was fulfilled the promise which God
had sworn to the Fathers (21.43).

1. Tensions within the Tradition

For a long time a variety of problems have been recognized regarding
this presentation of the conquest of the land. First from a literary
perspective, severa elements of tension and inconsistency were pointed
out. The account of a complete conquest seems very different from the
account given in Judges 1. Or again, the stories of chs 2-11 seem to
reflect the activity of independent tribes in localized areas such as
Ephraim (10) and Gdlilee (11) rather than that of a unified attack.
Finally, the perspective of asingle attack (10.42) seems aso at variance
with a conquest little by little (Judg. 2.23).

Secondly from a historical perspective, the account of the book of
Joshua seems fragmentary, dealing only with the conquest of a portion
of the country and passing over the occupation of the central portion of
the land. The archaeological evidence of severa of the sites named
would place their destruction at very different periods (e.g. Ai, Jericho)
which would seem to indicate a longer period of time than suggested by
the book ofjoshua. Finally, the complexity of the occupation of the land
in the Late Bronze era seems to have involved more complicated factors
than are reflected in the biblical accounts.

As aresult, there is awidespread critical consensus that the book of
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Joshua in its present form marks the end of a long traditio-historical
growth, the recognition of which explains both the literary and historical
problems. Although the signs of growth in the biblical tradition are
clear, the crucia methodological issue turns on how one understands
this development and how the forces behind the growth are interpreted.
In my opinion, there are few better places to illustrate the distinction of
treating the text as 'witness or as 'source’ than with the book of Joshua.

Most literary reconstructions operate on the critical hypothesis that
there are at |east three main stages of literary growth in the book: a pre-
Deuteronomic, a Deuteronomic, and a post-Deuteronomic level. In my
opinion, the evidence for this theory is largely convincing and is
supported by philologica and stylistic evidence. The major disagree-
ment arises when theories are proposed to explain the forces causing
this layering of the text. Those treating the text as a 'source’ derive the
growth from sociologica or historical forces of different ages which have
atered the perspective of the redactor who then sought to adjust the
tradition to meet these changing cultural conditions. Such an approach
isclearly at work in theliterary reconstructions of both Cross and Mayes
in seeking to correlate seamsin the text with changing historical periods.

The various historical reconstructions of ‘'what realy happened'
historically at the occupation of Palestine likewise approach the text as
a 'source, and a rather poor one at that! As a result, various theories
have been proposed to interpret the ‘conquest’ as really a dow process
of infiltration which extended over hundreds of years (Alt). More
recently a new sociologica model was developed by Mendenhall and
Gottwald which interpreted the settlement of Israel as stemming from
an inner revolt of the lower classes of the populus against the hereditary
rulers, and they sought support for the hypothesis in the presence of a
disinherited group of people identified in the Ancient Near East as habl
piru. Indeed the last decade has seen a veritable exploson of new
sociological theories which seek to interpret the emergence of Israel in
Paestine (d. the essaysin R. E. Clements (ed.), The World of Ancient
Israel). For example, one theory places the decisive influence for change
in the conflicts between city dwellers and farmers, whereas another to
a precipitous shift to agriculture by one particular group which caused
an ensuing dispute over sovereignty of land and produces (cf. Coote and
Whitelam).

It is certainly not my intention to dismiss these various literary,
historical, and sociologica reconstructions as worthless. The crucial
hermeneutical issue at stake turns on the use made of such reconstruc-
tionsininterpreting the biblical text. By treating the text as 'source' the
danger is acute of substituting a critical reconstruction for the biblical



THE POSSESSION OF THE LAND AND THE SETTLEMENT 145

text's own witness to God's activity on Israel's behdf. In other words,
the force behind the multilayering of the biblical text is theologica in
essence and cannot be correctly interpreted by solely cultural and
historical terminology. It is instructive to see how von Rad struggled to
dojusticetothetext'sroleaswitnessand yetin the end hisinterpretations
were only partially successful because of his commitment to holding on
to unmediated theories which approached the text solely as 'source’
(e.g. Alt).

2. The Growth of the Tradition as Witness

We turn now to tracing the history of the growth of the biblical tradition
of the conquest of the land in an attempt to do fullerjustice to its role
aswitness. One of the great attractions of von Rad's theory of the 'credo’
lay in his effort to establish the earliest levels of Israel’s tradition as a
confessiond expression of Israel's faith as witness to God's redemptive
intervention. From this core the later growth could then be traced in
terms of expansion. Unfortunately, his thesis has not been sustained,
and it seems far more likely that the credal formulations on which he
built his tradition history are later, post-Deuteronomic summaries of
the tradition, rather than the skeletons of its earliest formulation.

In terms of the conquest tradition, the earliest level appears to be the
individual stories, usualy transmitted by single tribes, and often in a
cultic setting (chs 3, 5, 8). Many of the stories have been given a
secondary aetiological form, but it was an erroneous form critical
conclusion to draw when Alt and Noth, because of its form, assumed a
lack of al historical continuity with the events reported (Childs, 'A
Study of the Formula). Each of the stories in different ways lays
emphasis upon the divine intervention in providing victory in the face
of overwhelming odds. Although the exact age of the storiesis uncertain,
the tradition appears to be clearly pre-Deuteronomic and often shows
signs of genuine antiquity (5.2ff). The tradition of the dividing of the
land (chs 13-21) is aso pre-Deuteronomic in its basic outline and
reflects an early concept of established tribal boundaries within the
land.

The next mgjor level within the withess was correctly seen by Noth
when he ascribed to a Deuteronomistic historian the shaping of the
present structure of the book ofjoshua. This editor brought the conquest
traditions into a unified whole and provided a theologica framework to
the book (chs 1 and 23) which was an extension of the theology of
Deuteronomy. Accordingly, God led Israel as the unified, chosen people
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to possession of the land, and as long as | srael was obedient to the divine
will, no one could withstand her. The theologica issue is correctly
seen by von Rad when he responds to the critical alegation that the
Deuteronomic redactor had created an unhistorical fiction. Von Rad is
at pains to show that a different motivation was at stake in this peculiar
rendering ofthetradition. Hewrites: 'Faith had so mastered the material
that the history could be seen from within, from the angle of faith. What
supports and shapes the late picture of I srael's taking possession of the
land is amighty zeal for the glorification of the acts of Jahweh' (Theology,
1,302).

It is of interest aso to note that the Deuteronomistic redactor
reinterpreted the originally parallel traditions of the congquest by assign-
ing them to the book of Judges in the period after the death of Joshua
and thus giving them a new theological function in order to illustrate
theologically the loss of unity, leadership and victory.

Thereis afina development of the conquest tradition to be observed.
Increasingly both the Deuteronomic and post-Deuteronomic redactors
sought to interpret the conquest as a fulfilment of the promises to the
Fathers. The theme appears in clearest form in Josh. 21.43ff. Although
this connection was present in part earlier in the tradition history, it
does not lie at the most ancient level, as von Rad once thought, but as
a subsequent larger thematic element which holds the Pentateuch
together with the subsequent history, and so tegtifies to the one purpose
of God for his people from the beginning. However, the theme does not
provide awarrant for speaking of an original Hexateuch.

3. Conquest Traditions in the Rest of the Old Testament

It is dignificant to sketch in a few broad lines a trgectory of the
development of the conquest tradition through the rest of the Old
Testament. The central observation to be madeis that the conquest was
always viewed as a once-for-all event (einmalig). It was never to be
repeated; there was to be no new conquest.

Moreover, the concrete historical quality of God's gift of the land to
Israel was never spiritualized away. The land remained the sign of
God's special covenantal relation. Nevertheless, itisalsotruethatin al
the various Deuteronomic levels there is much theological reflection on
the nature of the land. 1t was not simply an unchanging possession, but
the vehicle of a benefit, the promised rest, which could be withdrawn
(df. von Rad, 'The Promised Land'"). In sum, the possession of the land
was not identified with its occupation, but with the quality of the
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covenant life practised by Isragl in order to receive it. It is aso clear
that the painful loss of the land was a mgor factor which provoked the
Deuteronomistic reflection on the theologica significance of the land as
a conditional benefit of the covenant.

A very different reflection on the possession of the land is offered by
the prophets. The final restoration of God of his elected people was
aways envisioned as areturn to theland, not as a conquest (Jer. 31. Iff;
Ezek. 2825ff.; 34.11ff; Isa. 44.24ff; 49.14ff). Yet for Deutero-lsaiah
the hope of a restored Zion and of a new heaven and earth for the people
of God has moved the tradition in a far different direction from the
Deuteronomic emphasis on the land.
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Vil

The Tradition of theJudges

The history of Israel as presented in the book of Judges and first part of
| Samuel reflects a period of great disorder and discontinuity within the
sacred tradition. It is an erawithout unified leadership and of religious
assmilation in which everyone did what was 'right in his own eyes
(Judg. 21.25). This note of breakdown isimmediately sounded in ch.l:
'After the death of Joshua. . .". The period of the 'Judges' extends from
the raising up of Othniel (3.7ff.) to the anointing of Saul asking (I Sam.
12).

It is generally agreed among critical scholars that the periodization
of Israel's history into an era of judges is the contribution of the
Deuteronomistic (Dtr.) historian. This writer inherited alarge number
of individual stories, many of considerable antiquity (ch.5), which
related acts of deliverance from oppression and deeds of heroic valour.
Theregional nature ofthese storiesis seen in the geographical restriction
of each of the judges. Ehud was of Benjamin, Gideon of Manasseh,
Baruch of Naphtali, Jepthah of Gilead, and Samson of Dan.

It is somewhat difficult to assess exactly the nature of the tradition
which the Dtr. historian received before he shaped it acording to his
own pattern because of the lack of a clear historical perspective.
Especialy perplexing is the problem of the nature and extent of the
political unity of the tribes during this period. For a time the Alt-Noth
hypothesis of an amphictyony seemed to supply a solution in projecting
a loose tribal league with a common sanctuary binding the tribes
together. More recently the theory has eroded considerably and the
problem remains largely unresolved. Likewise, the precise nature of the
organizational structures of the society is largely obscure. Although
some new proposals have recently been offered on the basis of fresh
sociologica evidence (J. D. Martin, 'Israel as a Tribal Society'), no
consensus has emerged.

Far clearer is the evidence that the Dtr. historian shaped his material
in several remarkable ways. First, he united the stories into a unified
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historical account and provided a framework (L1—256—9]) by which
the stories were to be interpreted. Israel's history was to be understood
as a cycle of disobedience, of deliverance, and of relapse in which God
raised up charismatic leaders in times of greatest need to secure Israel's
rescue. However, the rdiefwas never long-lived, and following the death
of the deliverer the cycle repeated itsdf.

Secondly, these charismatic leaders were given the name of'judges
(3optim,). Exactly what was meant remains somewhat unclear. Theterm
appears toinclude at least two very different offices (‘larger' and 'smaller’

judges), the original distinction of which has been blurred by the author.
Moreover, these judges are now assigned a definite period of reign,
patterned according to the later practice of the kings, which assumed a
unified rule over the whole nation by successivejudges. In fact, the one
explicit biblical attempt at establishing dates for the entire period of the
Judges, appears to have calculated the sequence chronologically to
arrive at the figure of 480 years from the exodus to the fourth year of
Solomon (I Kings 6.1; cf. Noth, Oberlieferungsgeschichtliche Sudien I,
18-27). In contrast, both inner and extra-biblical sourceswould suggest
afar shorter period from the settlement to the rise of the monarchy.

Thirdly, the period of the Judges has been assessed retrospectively
from the perspective of the monarchy. On the one hand, there is the
negative judgment that because of the lack of a king in Israel, moral
chaosreigned (18.1; 21.25). Indeed, the last five chapters of the book of
Judges focus on an intentional acceleration of moral disorder. On the
other hand, the two programmatic speeches of Samuel which most
clearly exhibit Dtr. theology (I Sam. 8 and 12), picture the office of
judge as the true will of God for Israel and the kingship as argection of
God's rule which was only tolerated by God (12.12ff.).

Throughout Israel's subsequent tradition history the Dtr. periodiz-
ation became fully stereotyped. 1l Kings 23.22 spoke of the 'days of the
judges whojudged Israel’. The mgor change in the pattern related to
the role of Samuel. According to the Deuteronomistic historian, Samuel
was the last of thejudges and his 'rule' follows the same pattern as in
the book of Judges (I Sam. 7.15ff.). Yet increasingly Samuel'srole as a
prophet overshadows that of ajudge. In Sirach 46 he is set apart from
thejudges as a 'prophet of the Lord (who) established the kingdom . . .
and by his fathfulness he was proved to be a prophet'. Still he is
described as 'judging the congregation' (v. 14). According to Acts 13
'(God) gave them judges until Samuel the prophet' (v.20) which
continues the ambiguity in both including and distinguishing Samuel
from thejudges.

Finaly, it is significant to observe that there was no attempt made to
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formulate an eschatological hope in terms of a return to the office of the
judge. Rather, the messianic hope of a righteous ruler became firmly
attached to the office of the king, of course, as a Davidic figure.
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Vil

The Establishment of the Monarchy

The primary traditions regarding the establishment of the monarchy
are contained in the books of Samuel and | Kings and cover the history
of Saul, David, and Solomon. However, both Saul and Solomon fdl
under the shadow of David who is the centre and goal of this history.

The main source for the history of the rise of the monarchy liesin the
form which the Dtr. historian has given it. Yet it is aso clear that the
bulk of the tradition transmitted by Dtr. is much older than thiswritten
form and the text frequently refers to prior sources from which the
author obtained it (contra Van Seter's radical deconstruction of the
material). Dtr.'s own contribution lay in occasiona redactional
additions, and a few programmatic speeches which gave the history a
markedly theologica interpretation (eg. | Sam. 8 and 12; Cf. Noth,
Oberlieferungsgeschichtliche Sudien, 61—72). Admittedly in certain key
chapters the exact nature of Dtr.'s contribution remains hotly disputed,
especidly in Il Sam.7 (cf. Rost, Noth, Gese).

Most recent studies of the rise of the kingdom begin by reconstructing
a background for interpreting Israel's tradition. As has long been
recognized, the role of the king in the Ancient Near East arose within a
mythopoetic context in which the king as a divine figure functioned
mythically to effet the well-being of his kingdom. There is also awide
consensus that the Old Testament shows in places the influence at least
on the terminology of this ideology in describing the Israelite kingship.
However, the controversial issue remains in determining how and when
the Ancient Near Eastern influence entered and especialy what role it
played in shaping the biblical tradition. However one decides on this
issue, itiscrucial torecognize at the outset that the discussion of Ancient
Near Eastern royal ideology rests on a critical reconstruction lying in
the prehistory, which must be sharply distinguished from Israel’'s own
witness. Failure to do so offes a classic example of the confuson
engendered when no distinction is made between the biblical text as
'source’ and as 'witness, (df. Noth's debate with the Scandinavians.
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Some of the same criticism applies to the use of the category of myth by
Cross and Levenson).

1. The Saul Traditions

The Saul material (I Sam. 9-31) is remarkable for both its length and
complexity. Saul first emerges as a figure completely in line with the
olderjudges (I Sam. 11), but then he makes the transition to an office
as permanent king. (Interestingly the frequent scholarly designation of
Saul as a 'charismatic' leader reflects the continuing influence of M.
Weber's sociological categories). Two maor characteristics within the
Saul tradition can be briefly sketched. The first turns on the sharp
tension regarding the rise of the kingdom which has continued to beffle
interpreters. On the one hand, the source or tradition (I Sam. 9.1-10.16;
11.1-15) places theinitiative for the establishment of the monarchy with
Yahweh who has Saul elected king with Samuel's approval after the
victory over the Amonites. On the other hand, another source (or
tradition) assigns the initiative to the disobedience of the people who
disregard Samuel's warning. Although it has been customary to follow
Wellhausen's lead in designating a 'pro-monarchial’ and an ‘anti-
monarchial' source, recent scholarship has pointed out a far more
complicated situation. Norisit possiblefor the so-called anti-monarchial
tradition to be easily dismissed as alate Dtr. creation out of whole cloth.
Rather a basic tension within Israel regarding the kingship is accurately
reflected in the conflicting evaluations of this institution.

A second major characteristic of the Saul tradition liesin the tendency
to type Saul throughout as the rejected king who functions as a fail for
David, God's true king. Although there is a leved of early tradition
retained in 1 Samuel which remains remarkably positive toward Saul,
heis increasingly overshadowed by David and his rise to the kingdom.
The largely negative assessment of Saul which dominates the Dtr.
account continues to grow and in Chronicles Saul's death is attributed
to his unfaithfulness which is illustrated by his consulting a medium.
Sirach in his chapter on famous men (44) omits mention of Saul
atogether and passes directly from Samuel to David.

2. The Davidic Tradition

The chief interest in the rise of the kingdom focusses without a doubt
on David. It is difficult to overestimate the importance for the biblica
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tradition of David, who rivals Maoses in significance for the entire canon.
The link between the two great covenants, Sinai and Zion, remains a
continual focus for debate (cf. Rost, Levenson).

The Dtr. writer inherited several cycles of tradition regarding David
which he transmitted with little alteration. The chief cycles were hisrise
to power: | Sam. 16.14 - Il Sam. 5.12, and the so-called succession
narrative: Il Sam. 6; 7; 9-20; | Kings 1-2. In the first cycle David
is portrayed as a somewhat ambiguous, but ambitious soldier who
participates in various political intrigues and rivalries until by planning
and good fortune he achieves leadership over the tribes of Judah. Then
following the debacle of Saul's war with the Philistines, David becomes
ruler of bothJudah and Israel.

Severa notable features of the tradition became the focus for great
expansion and growth. First, David's choice of Jerusalem as his capital,
but also as the new centre of Israel’s religious tradition, was symbolized
by his bringing up to the city the ark, the ancient symbol of God's
presence from Sinai. Jerusalem or rather Zion, became increasingly not
merely the city of David, but the city of God. All the mythopoetic
imagery of the heavenly abode was transferred to Zion and celebrated
in countless psalms as the place of God's dwelling (Pss. 46,48,76,€tc).
One only has to recal the portrayal of Zion as the highest of all the
mountains of the earth to which all the nationsflow in universal peace
(Isa. 2.2-4) to see the transhistorical dimensions soon attached to Zion
(cf. Ollenburger).

Secondly, in the form of Nathan's prophecy (II Sam. 7) David's
kingship was not only legitimated, but extended to his posterity as an
eternal covenant (Pss. 89.34fF.; 132.1 Iff.)- If there had once been doubt
regarding the guestion of monarchy, the prophetic promise once-and-
for-al altered the situation dramatically. Increasingly David's rule
became a symbol of the rule of God.

Old Testament scholars have been long divided on how to assess this
growth of the Davidic tradition. The so-cdled idedlization of David
reached its height in Chronicleswho omits al mention of David's murky
past and focusses attention on David's role as leader of the cult. Yet it
is basic for an understanding to see that this interpretation of David's
theological role had been underway long before the Chronicler's portrait.
Indeed in thefinal chapters of 1| Samuel (21-24) one can see that David
was already being portrayed as the ideal ruler of Israel, even as atype
of the righteous rule of God.

The key to this development certainly lies in the messianic hope of
Israel whose roots are to be found in Nathan's prophecy of a righteous
ruler through whom the dynasty of David would be established forever.
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Although it remained for the prophets to develop this tradition in a
variety of different ways, this accounts for the move of the | ater tradition
to identify David's rule with that of God's. In addition, the messianic
hope which was attached to David provided the basis for applying the
mythopoetic language of the roya psalms to the reigning Israelite king
(Pss. 2,20,21,45,72). Although the original context of these psalms was
certainly foreign to Israel, the mythopoetic language could till function
to express | srael's faith in the coming righteous rule of God's anointed.

3. Solomon's Reign

The traditions of Solomon found in | Kings present two very different
assessments of his rule. The Dtr. historian has used the technique of
periodization to accommodate the tension. Accordingly, Solomon was
at first an obedient and fathful king who as a man of peace fulfilled
David's desire to build the temple in Jerusalem. The temple tradition
is then attached to his earlier rule (I Kings 5ff.) along with his building
ofaroyal palace and of his consolidating the Davidic kingdom. However,
a transition is made in chapter 11 and Solomon's disobedience is
attributed to his foreign wives who 'turned his heart to other gods'. This
move allowed the writer to prepare his readers for the coming division
of the kingdom under Jeroboam (I Kings 11.26ff).

It is also significant that the tradition of Solomon as the source of
Israel's wisdom is attached to his early period. Examples of hiswisdom
are given (I Kings 4.29ff.) which provided a continuing warrant for
many of the later wisdom collections attributed to him.
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I X

The Divided Kingdom

1. The Deuteronomistic Redaction

The history of the divided kingdom which commenced after the death
of Solomon about 950 BC is found in the books of Kings (I Kings 12 -
Il Kings 25). Asis generally agreed, the material has been transmitted
and redacted by the Dtr. historian. Debate continues on the unity and
dating of thiswork ever since Noth proposed his theory of asingle exilic
author who was writing the history of Israel under the shadow of the
catastrophe of the destruction of Jerusalem and the exile. However,
especialy inthe English-speaking world, the theory of adoubleredaction
has received considerable support, the firs redaction being assigned to
apre-exilic date in the period of Josiah (Cf. Cross, Nelson, Mayes).

Itisalso evident that the Dtr. writer has used avariety of older sources
as the basis of his account. He continually cites the chronicles of the
Kings of Israel/Judah as a source from which further information could
be obtained. Noth has made the reasonabl e observation that the biblical
author is not drawing directly from the offica chronicles which would
have recorded events seriatim, but rather from a non-officid reworking
of the material which had been arranged more topically (73). The Dtr.
writer made a selection of material from his sources in order to present
an interpretation of the entire period of the divided monarchy and left
aside the great bulk of details which did not contribute to this purpose.
He did, however, make use of the received chronology as a framework
to his work by which he synthesized the reigns of the two separate
kingdomes.

The controlling theological interest of the writer shaped his presen-
tation, both in the sdlection and focus of the material. He used the
threats of the divine judgment of the book of Deuteronomy as his
criterion by which to chart the coming disaster, especialy concerning
the Northern kingdom. Each king isjudged in respect to his cultic purity
with the stereotyped formulae: ‘he did not remove the high places or
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'hewalked in the sin of Jeroboam' (I Kings 15.14; 16.19; Il Kings 14.4).
Most of the detailed information which the author used related to the
variouscoup d‘etatswhich heused toillustrate thegrowing political chaos
leading to imminent destruction.

A similar perspective is reflected in his handling of the Southern
kingdom, but his detailed focus fals on the various cultic reforms
(Hezekiah, Josiah) which served to hold back the coming disaster. Also
the writer's interest in the well-being of the temple is evident in his
frequent references to its plundering by different kings and conguerors.
At several crucia junctures the writer stood back, as it were, to offer an
extended theological interpretation of the sad history of apostasy which
heisrecounting: 'Judah also did not keep the commandments of Y ahweh
but walked in the customs of Isragl . . . and he (God) cast them out of
his sight'(11 Kings 17.19ff).

The Dtr. writer made use of other sources for his extensive use of
prophetic stories, included among others were those of Elijah, Elisha,
Ahijah, Micaiah, and Isaiah. The prophets are set in continual confron-
tation with various kings. Moreover, it is far from accidental that the
Dtr. writer concentrates so much space on treating prophetic figures.
In an illuminating essay, von Rad made a strong case in showing how
the schema of prophecy and fulfilment formed a basic framework by
which the writer structured his history (‘The Deuteronomic Theology',
205ff.). Thefuture of the nation had been aready decided and announced
by a divine word, and it needed only to be worked out in the events of
history.

2. The Prophetic Tradition

The same period of Israel's history has another important biblical
witness of avery different naturein the pre-exilic prophetic books. These
books do not attempt to give an overview of Israel's history, but rather
offer an invaluable historical perspective on specific events in which
various prophets were involved. Thus, for example, Isaiah's encounter
with Ahaz at the outbreak of the Syrian-Ephraimic war (734) is
dramatically recounted. Or again, the condition within Jerusalem
during the seige in 587 is recounted by Jeremiah in a first-hand
description not found in Kings. Nevertheless, because of the lack of a
specific historical context, it is often difficult to know how the many
vignettesfitinto alarger historical sequence (df. Isa. 18. Iff; 22. Iff; Hos.
7.8ff.;Micahl.10ff).
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3. The Chronicler

The other main source for Israel’s historical tradition in the pre-exilic
period is found in the book of Chronicles, the composition of which is
usually placed about 300 BC. Once again, oneis faced with the problem
of assessing the sources used by this writer and the perspective from
which the material has been approached. There is awide consensus in
recognizing the extent to which the Chronicler stood in line with the
tradition of Dtr. rather than the nineteenth-century assumption that he
was much influenced by the Priestly school.

It remains a much debated topic to determine the nature of the
Chronicler's other sources beside the Dtr. form of the book of Kings.
Many of the historical sources cited seem to be variations of the same
work (e.g. 'Book of the Kings of Judah and Israel’, 1l Chron. 16.11;
'Histories of the Kings of Israel’, 1l Chron. 33.18, etc.). It was once
thought by de Wette and Wellhausen that all the additional material of
the Chronicler was derived solely from the creative imagination of the
author. Increasingly, however, critical research has moved to a more
conservative position of recognizing his use of other genuinely historical
material.

Still the difficult question continues of balancing this evidence with
the strong influence which the Chronicler's theological perspective has
had in shaping the material. For example, when the Chronicler reverses
the historical sequence of Il Kings 22 in Il Chronicles 34 and has the
temple reform precede the finding of the book of the law, scholarsremain
uncertain in assigning the change to a better historical knowledge, or to
a perspective which formed the account according to a theological
pattern.

Nevertheless, many features in the Chronicler's particular trans-
mission of the historical tradition is undisputed. At the outset, he has
chosen to omit the history of the Northern kingdom and focusses solely
on the history of Judah. Again the central role of David is everywhere
evident, and one sees his concern to legitimate the cultic office of David
as aguardian of Israel's messianic hope. Then again, one can discern a
very different historical sense in which a close correspondence between
guilt and punishment is seen working itself out in history (I Chron.
10.13; 11 Chron. 35.22, etc.). Finaly, the authority of awritten corpus
of scripture can be seen in the way in which the Chronicler feds
constrained to work within the boundaries which an interpretation of
established texts affords (cf. Childs, Introduction, 647ff.).
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X

Exile and Restoration

1. Exile

Jerusalem was captured in 597 BC and a large number of its leaders
includingjehoachin, theking, wereexiled to Babylon (11 Kings 24.1 Off.).
The city was again taken in 587 after along siege, but this time the city
was destroyed, the temple and royal house were burnt, and the walls of
the city were pulled down (11 Kings 25.1ff). A large number of its
citizens were deported to Babylon and the nation ceased to exist as a
state. The period of the Babylonian exile thus lasted from the fal of
Jerusalem (July 587) until the edict of Cyrus alowing theJews to return
(539).

There is no unified presentation of the exile in the Old Testament,
rather information has been gathered from a variety of partial descrip-
tions, allusions, and indirect reflections. |1 Kings 25 speaks of the
destruction of Jerusalem and the deportation, but also of the leaving of
‘'some of the poorest of the land to be vine-dressers and plowmen' (v. 12).
Jeremiah 52.30 sets the number deported at 4,600 and also speaks of
leaving some of the destitute in the land (v.16). 1l Chronicles views the
exile from a particular theological perspective - the land had to
recuperate from its pollution - and speaks of its complete desolation,
lying fdlow and empty for seventy years (36.21). It is aso clear that
some Jews fled to Egypt to form their own diaspora. In addition, one
can glean some information of the exile, beyond the historical books, in
Jeremiah, Ezekiel, and Deutero-Isaiah (i.e. in 'Trito"). Certain psalms
also seem to reflect the period (Pss. 79; 137, etc.). Of course, the book
of Lamentations is pertinent, but the picture there is lacking in precise
historical details.

Nevertheless from this fragmentary information one gains some
impressions of life, both in exile and in Judah after the destruction.
Some communication between Babylon and Jerusalem continued both
after the firgt and second deportations (Jer. 29; Ezek. 24). TheJewsin
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Babylon were settled together and enjoyed some measure of freedom in
the ordering of their affairs. There are allusions to houses, gardens, and
public assembly. Information is lacking by which to reconstruct a clear
picture of the state of Jewish worship in the exile, and scholars have
been led to extrapolate from a later period. One gets the impression of
various religious responses to the disaster which reflect a deep sense of
deserved punishment for the embracing of foreign cults (Ezek. 8; Jer.
44). There are aso signs of resentment by the younger generation for
their suffering because of the sins of their parents (Ezek. 18.Iff.). A
dreary picture emerges from Lamentations of hunger, unbelief, and
despair. One can aso detect signs of tension arising among the exiles
who saw themselves as the true bearers of Israel’s tradition and those
who remained in the land (cf. Jer. 24.1ff.; Ezek. 1115fT.; 33.24ff.; . C.
Seitz, Theology in Conflict). The earlier Assyrian policy of repopulating
the land with non-Jewish peoples from other conquered territories (11
Kings 17.24) also sat the stage for continual conflict in the period after
the restoration (Hag. 210fF,; Ezra 10.2ff.; Neh. 4.1ff.).

Within the Old Testament the tradition of the exile increasingly came
to involve far more than a chronologically dated period in the nation's
history, but it formed a focus for a variety of theological perspectives on
God's abiding relation to Israel. Jeremiah 25.11 described the exile as
a period of seventy years which he set within the context of prophecy
and fulfilment (cf. Zech. 1.12). The exact significance of this formulaic
usage has been much discussed, but without a clear consensus emerging
(df. Ackroyd, 240). The number is aso associated with the sabbath
(Lev. 26. 41ff; Il Chron. 36.21)., and the period is envisioned in
priestly circles as an enforced observance of sanctification, a period of
punishment and atonement for the defilement of the land.

There are other biblical witnesses which point to afurther expansion
of the concept of exile. Ackroyd was one of the first to have pointed out
the larger significance of the structuring of Isaiah 36-39 in which the
prophet Isaiah is construed as prophesying the coming exile and
restoration (Ackroyd, 'l saiah 36-39', Sudies, 105-120). That thisunder-
standing became the ‘canonical’ interpretation is clear from Sirach
48.24—25. From | sa. 405 one a so can gain an impression of the growth
of the hope in a new exodus, and a return to Zion which is set against
the background of the tumultuous events of world history. The prophet
mocks the impotence of Babylon'sidols (ch. 46) and portrays Y ahweh's
stirring up a victor from the east (41.2) who will bring forth salvation
and restoration (44.28ff.; 45. Iff.).

A further expansion of the concept of exile is evident in the book of
Daniel. When musing on the approaching end of the seventy years,
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Danid is informed that the seventy years are realy seventy weeks of
years (9.24). The exile is thus extended from the fdl of Jerusalem to the
restoration of Judas Maccabaeus. Israel's period of 'indignation' (8.19)
has received a new eschatological significance. Ackroyd writes: 'here
the exile is no longer an historic event to be dated in one period; it is
nearer to being a condition from which only the final age will bring
release' (Exileand Restoration, 242).

2. Restoration

The Edict of Cyrus alowing for the rebuilding of the temple and the
return of the exiles to Jerusalem is reported in several biblical sources
(I Chron. 36.23; Ezra 1.1-3; 6.3-5). In spite of some redactional
shaping of the report to accommodate larger narrative concerns, the
historical quality of this material has been generally accepted. More
difficult to assess are the various genealogies of returnees which are not
always easy to evaluate or to date. According to the biblical tradition,
the restoration fdl into two distinct periods. The first dealt with the
period from Cyrus' edict to the completion of the temple in 515, and
involved the figures of Zerubbabel and Joshua, Haggai and Zechariah.
The second focussed on the activities of Ezra and Nehemiah in the
middle of the fifth century (458 or 445).

The historical details of the first period are especialy obscure.
Information regarding the office and role of such central figures as
Sheshbazzar and Zerubbabel has been lost to the tradition, and the
variouscritical reconstructions, say, of Zechariah 3, remain too specul at-
ive to provide asolid historical basis. From the preaching of Haggai and
Zechariah (d. Hag. 1.3ff.), animpressionisgained of avery bleak period
in which the initial hopes of an immediate restoration bogged down.
Under their leadership new eschatological hopes were kindled, and the
rebuilding of the temple was completed in 515. However, thereislittle
knowledge available as to the exact conditions of Jewish religious life at
this period.

The actual task of reconstituting the Jewish community has been
assigned by the biblical tradition to the work of Ezra and Nehemiah in
the next century. Because of the nature of the sources (¢f. my Introduction,
626ff.), agreat number of historical problems remain unresolved includ-
ing the dates, sequence, and offices of the two leaders. Still the material
has been shaped to assign to Nehemiah the achievement of having
rebuilt the walls of Jerusalem against serious opposition, and to Ezra
the establishment of Israel's religious life under the reconstituted law of



164 THE DISCRETE WITNESS OF THE OLD TESTAMENT

Moses (Neh. 8). It was not by chance that later rabbinic tradition
regarded Ezra as avehicle of the law second only to Moses, and assigned
to him the establishment of severd religious institutions which became
basic toJudai sm proper from then on, such as the sequence for reading
scripture and the Jewish calendar {ci.JE V, 322). In a very positive
sense, Judaism in al its post-exilic diversity was constituted in the
restoration as a community of faith and practice whose identity was
shaped as a people of the book under the Torah.

3. The Canonica Conclusion of Israel's History

The history of Israel comes to a close in the Hebrew Bible with the
restoraton of worship under Ezra. The full significance of this fact has
seldom been explored. Theissue is not smply that the biblical authors
no longer had access to historical sources for the later period, or even
that they simply chose to limit their account to a given era by cutting it
df with Ezra. Rather, the problem lies far deeper.

The issue turns on the question of tradition, namely, how the biblical
authors understood Israel's history. According to the Old Testament
God'sintervention on Israel's behalf endsin its historical sequence with
Ezra even though the life of Israel as a people continued. Yet this
situation requires an explanation since it has long been evident that
events are recorded in the Old Testament which in fact occurred long
after Ezra. This observation is confirmed by the book of Daniel with its
detailed account of the Persian and Hellenistic periods, but it also relates
to other portions of scripture such as | saiah 56-66 and Zechariah 12-14.
How isthisto be interpreted?

(1) The usual approach of Old Testament historical scholars fails to
see a problem. No difference is made between treating the Bible as
source or witness, and as a result, a reconstructed history of the period
from Ezra to the Maccabees is treated exactly on the same level as
Israel's previous history with God as tegtified to in the Old Testament.
Yet from the perspective of the canonical scriptures of the Old
Testament, a sharp break occurs in the tradition which requires an
explanation.

(2) G. von Rad follows the history of tradition and ends his treatment,
by and large, with the period of Ezra. Von Rad then offers a historical
reason tojustify his procedure. Israel in the period of Ezra absolutized
the Torah, and as a consequence 'lsrael parted company with history,
that is, with the history which she had hitherto experienced withJudah'
{OT Theology, |, 91). However, thistheory asahistorical explanationis
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highly questionabl e and involves among other things a serious confusion
of theological and historical categories (¢f. R. Rendtorff's explanation,
DasAlte Testament, 76ff.).

(3) In my judgement, the problem at issue illustrates another case
in which the effect of the canonical process has not been correctly
understood. Obviously, Israel's history with God did not end with Ezra.
Y et from the perspective of Israel’s tradition, which the shaping of the
canon simply registered, the events which occurred after Ezra are no
longer given an independent place, but attached in various ways to the
writings of other periods and according to different literary genres. This
isto say, the relationship between history and tradition has been altered.
For example, the history of | srael's struggle with the Seleucids has now
been rendered in the forms of vaticinia ex eventu and itswitness madein
the form of Daniel's prophecy in the sixth century. Similarly, events in
the Persian period which are most probably reflected in Zechariah and
Joel have been fused with an earlier core of writing and the biblical
witness no longer functions as history in the same sense as that prior to
Ezra.

In sum, if one is attempting to trace the growth of Israel's traditions
in their various trgectories according to the stance of the tradition itsdlf,
then | srael'switnessto God which istied to ahistorical sequence, breaks
off with Ezra. The witness of a continuing encounter with God in the
period which follows is made according to a different understanding
and by means of other literary techniques. In spite of the various
rabbinic theories to explain the change in terms of inspiration and the
cessession of prophecy, the process of canonization lies at the heart of
the issue which increasingly shifted the locus of authority to a corpus of
written scripture.
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X1

The Prophetic Traditions

Up to this point we have attempted to trace the story of Israel's faith
according to various trgjectories which have been largely preserved in
historical sequence and correlated to the life of Israel. However, aong
side df, but differentiated within the Hebrew canon, have been preserved
other witnesses of a different sort. This observation is not to suggest that
the witness of the prophets, psalmists, and sages are unrelated to I srael's
history, but the relationship is often of a very different kind from the
material hitherto discussed and reflects a different understanding of
faith and history. Weturn firg to astudy of the Old Testament prophets.

1. The Biblical Presentation

According to the Hebrew canon the collection of the Latter Prophets
comprises the books of |saiah, Jeremiah, Ezekid, and the Twelve. The
Former Prophets include the historical books from Joshua through
Kings, which means that traditionally their authorship had been
attributed to prophets. In addition, certain books in the Writings refer
to the writings of prophets as a sourcefor their history (e.g. Chronicles).
Finally, there are severa references to prophets in the Pentateuch and
certain sections are much influenced by prophetic speech (Gen.20.7;
Deut.13.Iff.; 18.15; Ex.7-11).

It has long been evident that the nature of the canonical collection
entails ahost of literary and historical problems which need to be sorted
out if one seeks to reconstruct a history of prophetic tradition. First of
all, the biblical material reflects many different kinds of material. There
are stories about prophets, as well as collections of the prophets' own
words. In many books first person and third person reports overlap.
Increasingly it has become apparent that many different redactional
hands have been at work in the shaping of the material which reveals
both different ages and varying perspectives.
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Secondly, it has become clear that adistinction must be made between
the actual historical activity of prophets in a concrete temporal setting
and a concept of prophetic ministry which has been applied retrospec-
tively to figures who preceded the rise of the prophetic phenomenon.
For example, there is a different relationship of history and tradition
when the term prophet is applied to Amos in his attacking King
Jeroboam Il and when the prophetic dffice is attributed to Abraham in
adivinespeechtoAbimel ech(cf.Herrmann, DieprophetischenHeil serwar -
tungen, 64ff.). This historical observation does not involve a theological
valuejudgment on the material, which would be a confusion of categor-
ies, but it does suggest that careful attention is required in discerning
different kinds of texts when seeking to reconstruct the growth of the
prophetic traditions.

2. The Origins of Prophecy

The phenomenon of prophecy is not unique to Israel, but has many
historical parallels, not only in the broad history of religions (cf.
Lindblom), but specificaly in the world of the Ancient Near East.
Moreover, there was a great variety of different forms of prophets (e.g.
ecstatic, cultic, political, etc.), which functioned in different sociological
settings, and whose use of linguistic conventions varied enormoudly.
Within the Old Testament many different Hebrew terms are used to
designate the prophet (hozeh, re'eh, ndbi'), but increasingly aconsensus
has arisen that there is ho way of correlating specific terminology with
historical growth. Moreover, it is apparent that there is no one form of
prophecy which provided the origin for the phenomenon within Israel
(cf. von Rad, Theology,l1, 6ff.).

Various sociological theories have been proposed by which to explain
the rise of the movement. For example, it has been argued that the
prophet was primarily a 'protest figure who opposed an expanded
institutionalized form of life. Asiswell-known the Protestant Reformers
often cast themselves in the role of Old Testament prophets in opposing
the institutional character of the Roman church, but the critical Old
Testament hypothesis is one-sided and inadequate as a comprehensive
explanation. Somewhat more persuasive is the theory which would link
the prophetic office to the monarchy, and see adirect correl ation between
the rise and demise of both institutions (Cross, 'A Note', 343). But
again, the theory isonly partialy true and far too restrictive. It does not
deal adequately with the great diversity of prophetic activity, nor does
it take serioudy the fact that the biblical tradition linked prophetic
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activity to the periods which both preceded and followed the rise and
cessation of the kingdom.

The major difficulty in resolving the question for Israel is that the
biblical evidence does not supply the information which is needed for a
solution. Rather, the Old Testament's interest in largely theological,
and it consistently focusses its attention of the divine cal of the
prophet (Samuel, Amos, lIsaiah, Jeremiah), and only incidentally
makes references to the long-existing phenomenon of clairvoyance
(Num.24.3ff.), group ecstasy (Num.11.24ff.) or cultic prophesy (I
Sam. 10.5). The point is not to deny the influence of sociologica factors
on the biblical prophets, but it is to resist a massive demythologizing of
the tradition which is often implied in the rationalistic way in which the
issue of origins is posed.

3. The Historical Scope of the Prophetic Tradition

Within thereconstructed history of Israel thereisarather wide consensus
that some form of prophecy extended from the end of the period of the
judges (eleventh century) to approximately the first half of the fifth
century. The biblical tradition itself largely confirms the critical recon-
struction by focussing on prophets within this same general period.
Nevertheless, the shape of the biblical tradition has its own theological
witness which is not identical with the critical reconstruction of modern
scholarship.

In Israel's earliest epic traditions a number of non-prophetic figures
are described in a way which attributes prophetic function to them.
Abraham is caled a prophet (Gen.20.7) and the same term is used
metaphorically of Aaron who is to be Moses mouthpiece (Ex.7.1).
Again, in the plague traditions Moses confronts Pharaoh continually in
the language of the prophet: 'thus says Yahweh' (Ex.7.17; ET 8.1,20;
etc.), and so an ancient Exodus tradition is patterned in such away as
to reflect retrospectively the later confrontation between prophet and
king. One can therefore infer prophetic influence on the Pentateuchal
stories long before the prophetic tradition itself received its canonical
form.

Itisfirstin Deuteronomy and the Dtr. school that a genuine theology
of the prophets develops. Indeed in Deut. 18.15 not only isthe prophetic
office attributed to Moses, but he becomes the prototype by which al
later prophets arejudged. A prophet is one ‘raised up' by God who is
given God's word directly as was Moses at Horeb which he is to speak
with authority. The prophet is concerned with covenantal law and must
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be obeyed. Then again, the issue of criteria for distinguishing the true
from the fdse prophet is discussed which increasingly was to become a
major issuein the sixth century (Deut. 13.1-5). Moreover, the Deuteron-
omic theology of the prophet receives a major expansion in the writings
of the Dtr. historian who assimilates the message of the prophets within
this same framework. Israel's sad history of disobedience to God's law
had been foreseen by the prophets, whom God sent in aconstant stream,
warning Israel to turn fromits evil ways (11 Kings 17.78F,; d. Jer. 16.10ff.;
25.1ff)). Accordingly, the history of | srael was patterned into a series of
prophecies and fulfilments 'until Yahweh removed Israel out of his
sight, as he had spoken by his servants the prophets' (11 Kings 17.23).
Finally, the Chronicler extends the same Deuteronomic perspective to
include the destruction ofjudah and the end of the monarchy. Jeremiah's
word of warning was fulfilled and the polluted land was given a chance
to be cleansed (11 Chron. 36.15ff.).

4. The Formation of the Prophetic Corpus

Beside the trgjectory of the Deuteronomic theology of prophetism there
is another mgjor traditio-historical development which was involved in
the collection, preservation, and editing of the writings of the prophets
themselves. It is, of course, this collection of prophetic material which
forms the core of the biblical witness. Its scope, complexity, and variety
is so great as to make any summary fully inadequate.

What has become clear since the end of the nineteenth century is that
each of the prophets whose words have been preserved in the canonical
corpus has undergone along and often highly complex traditio-historical
process prior to reaching its fina stabilized form. Particularly the form
critical analysis arising from the school of Gunkel has demonstrated the
extent to which the classical eighth-century prophets were primarily
proclaimers of their message in an oral form, many of the conventions
of which were borrowed from secular areas of Israel's life. Moreover, it
has been the great insight of the past generation to have demonstrated
that the prophets were not isolated lone figures, but stood in a line of
tradition and often had an institutional connection with cult and court.

At first there is little evidence that the prophets were authors in the
modern sense, but it fdl to others to collect, sdect, and arrange the
prophetic words into a coherent form. Moreover, literary critical and
redactional critical research has discovered the extent to which the
editors expanded and interpreted the original tradition with the result
that virtually every prophetic book reflects a complex, multi-layered
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composition. Again, it has becomeincreasingly clear that various groups
were responsible for editing of certain books, and that, for example, the
Dtr. school which shaped the historical corpus, also left its decisive
stamp on Jeremiah and perhaps portions of Amos. Or again, the
redactional shape of Isaiah in spite of its amazing diversity reflects
basically different interests from that which controlled the editing of
Ezekidl.

It is difficult to establish precise chronological dates for the compo-
stion of the prophetic books. In the pre-exilic prophets there are good
reasons to suggest that often aleve of oral tradition has retained a close
approximation of the actual words of the prophet himsdf. Conversely
these same books frequently show signs of much later redaction extend-
ing into the post-exilic period. The classic example of an extended
redactional process is, of course, the book of Isaiah. Moreover, it is not
the case that three discrete collections from the pre-exilic, exilic, and
post-exilic periods have been smply juxtaposed (the so-caled First,
Second, and Third Isaiah). Rather, the process of the layering of the
tradition each time includes the whole corpus so that First Isaiah
contains some material equally as late as that of Third Isaiah.

5. The Cessation of Prophecy

The issue of when and why the phenomenon of prophecy ceased in
Israel has remained a much debated, controversial issue. The paradox
isthat there are many signsin the sixth and fifth centuries that prophecy
was indeed coming to an end. Prophets are viewed as a phenomenon of
the past (Zech.1.4.; 7.7,12). Their office has been institutionalized into
that of temple musicians (I Chron.25.1). Various voices speak of their
demise (Lam.2.9; Ps.74.9) and the sentiment is expressed only as ahope
that one day a faithful prophetic witness would be revived (Dan.3.38
LXX; | Macc.9.27; 4.46, etc.). Yet it is precisdy in this post-exilic
period that much of the genuinely creative editing and transforming of
the prophetic corpus was taking place by anonymous redactors (cf.
Blenkinsopp, ProphecyandCanon, 106ff.).

A great number of critical theories have been proposed to explain the
change. J. Crenshaw has sought to show that the inability of the prophets
to establish criteria of verification eroded their authority to such an
extent astospell their demise{Prophetic Conflict). Again, F. M. Crosshas
argued that because prophecy was tied to the monarchy, the former
ceased with the end of the kingdom (A Note'). Yet both theories are
too narrow and hardly touch the heart of theissue. Finally, Paul Hanson,



172 THE DISCRETE WITNESS OF THE OLD TESTAMENT

building on Cross, has mounted an elaborate theory by which to trace
the development of prophecy into apocalypticism (cf. below). The
strength of these proposals lies in seeing amajor shift in social conditions
in the sixth century, the changing forms of many of Israel's religious
institutions (e.g. cult and priesthood), and the complex interaction
between the traditions of wisdom, apocalyptic, and myth.

Y et Blenkinsopp has touched upon a mgor phenomenon which has
not been dealt with adequately in the above mentioned theories, namely
theformationof anauthoritative, canonical corpus(Prophecyand Canon).
One of the mgjor effects of the exile was the growing textualization of
Israel's sacred traditions. Both the writings of Ezekiel and Deutero-
Isaiah show a marked change from that of the classica eighth-century
prophets in that literary composition increasingly took the place of the
collection of oral pronouncements. Again, in Trito-lsaiah one notices
the marked dependence on previously written prophetic tradition. In
addition, it is sgnificant to note that the editing of the prophetic corpus
increasingly took the form of anonymous layers of interpretation in
which the later redactors hid their own identity within the framework
of the inherited prophetic tradition of prior authorship (Il Isaiah, Il
Zechariah, etc.).

Blenkinsopp emphasizes the new role of the canonical text as the
vehicle for discerning God's will through the office of the interpreter.
He writes. 'Scribal activity marks a shift from direct revelation through
the person of the prophet to reveation accruing from the inspired
interpretation of biblical texts' (129). Far from having a deadening
effect, the formation of the prophetic canon provided avehicle by which
the prophetic message continued to be actualized for each successive
generation. The development of various exegetical techniques of render-
ing the prophetic writings both in rabbinic Judaism and Qumran, are
testimonies to the continuing voice of this witness into the Hellenistic
period long after its historical cessation.

In contrast to this understanding of prophecy and its transmission,
John Barton set forth in 1986 a highly innovative and provocative thesis
(OraclesofGod). Barton argued that there was the sharpest discontinuity
possible between the historical activity of the pre-exilic prophets and
their post-exilic interpretation. This change occurred because of radical
cultural changes in the post-exilic period, extending throughout the
Hellenistic period, in which Scripture was construed as isolated oracles
within a fragmentary collection without any sense of overriding coher-
ence. Asaresult there developed inJewish and Christian circles different
modes of reading the prophets which rendered them as sources for
halakah, future prediction, moral example, and mystical speculation.
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Barton then drew a far reaching implication from his analysis. In a
word, it isvirtually impossible to recover the original form and function
of the pre-exilic prophets because their role has been severely obscured
and distorted by the reception within the later Jewish and Christian
communities. In fact, the post-exilic tradents construed the material
with such heavy-handed, culturally conditioned categories that little
was left which was not seriously contaminated by ideological bias.

My magor disagreement with Barton's thesis focusses on severa
crucia issues:

(1) Although Barton correctly describes an important shift of under-
standing which took place in the post-exilic period occasioned by the
collection of disparate writings in a form of authoritative scripture, he
brings to bear in his analysis only history-of-religion categories which
are insensitive to the actual historical process at work when historical
communities of faith and praxis shaped their identity by those very
writings which they actively transmitted. In sum, he misunderstands
the nature of the continuity and discontinuity of Israel’s tradition within
the canonical process.

(2) Barton nowhere pursues the actual redactional history which the
composition of the prophetic books underwent, such as the growth of
the I saianic corpus or thejoining of Jeremiah's oracles to his biography.
The very evidence of larger redactional patterns within the redactional
layering of the prophetic texts (df. Clements, 'Patterns’, 42ff.) works
strongly against Barton's theory of an oracular, atomistic reading of
scripture in the post-exilic period.

(3) Again, when he posits a radical ideologica discontinuity by
selective topical examples of later application, one misses dl sense of
continuity withinJewish post-exilic history manifested in the literature's
role with the institutions of cult, court, and school.

(4) Finaly, Barton has little sense of the continuing coercion of the
biblical text on the synagogue and church which evoked the widest
possible range of applications within the communities without calling
into question the stabilizing boundaries of authoritative tradition. To
suggest that the Hellenistic modes of interpretation were smply an
exercise in providing warrants for previoudy held convictions not only
reflects a cynical reductionism, but also renders impossible any serious
theological use of scripture.
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6. The Relation of the Law and the Prophets

In an earlier section this topic was briefly treated from the perspective
of the law. We now shift the focus to address the problem from the side
of the prophets. The term 'law and prophets' as a canonical formula
occurs for the firg time in |1 Mace. 15.9. Yet the relationship between
these two entities contains a host of literary, historical, and theological
problems which have occupied biblical scholarship from its inception.
Traditional Jewish and Christian interpreters wel into the nineteenth
century simply assumed that the prophets followed chronologicaly the
writings of Moses and therefore functioned as a kind of commentary on
the law. However, with the rise of critical scholarship in the eighteenth
and particularly the nineteenth century, this tradition was serioudy
challenged by a rediscovery of the integrity of the prophets in their own
right whose message often stood in considerable tension with the
Pentateuch. The climax in this development, as is how well-known,
camewith the brilliant critical synthesis of Wellhausen who argued that
historically the prophets preceded the law, which was largely a post-
exilic development within Judaism retrospectively read back into the
Mosaic period. Following Wellhausen's lead, other scholars such as
Duhm interpreted the prophets as great innovators of personal religion
and ethical monotheism, which was the perspective that Jesus sought
to recover from the dead hand of Jewish legalism. Then beginning in
the 1930s, especialy from the work of A. Alt, a strong reaction set in
against Wellhausen's reconstruction. Alt argued that Israel's apodeictic
law derived from the covenant and thus had ancient cultic roots. Other
scholars such as von Rad and Zimmerli extended the argument that the
prophets were dependent upon this ancient legal tradition and could
not therefore be interpreted as innovators of persona religion. In
addition, Mendenhall's thesis of Israel's borrowing of the legal conven-
tions from the Hittite treaty model seemed to some further to establish
the basic priority of the law over the prophets. However, as we have
seen, once again areaction set in against an overextension of the concept
of covenant and many scholars have returned to Wellhausen's position
in respect to the priority of the prophets over the law.

Obvioudy the issue is complex and difficult to treat in a brief
summary. Inthe previous section on law | have argued for the traditional
sequence, and found it inconceivable from the broad evidence to reverse
the canonical order. | would strongly support the view that the prophets
can only be understood by assuming the authority of Israel's ancient
covenantal law which they used as awarrant for their message of divine
judgment (Amos 26ff.; Hos.4.1-3; Micah 6.Iff.).
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However, to defend the historical priority of the law over the prophets
is not to suggest that oneis thereby committed to the traditional position
of seeing the prophets as smply commentary on the law. First, the
prophetic corpus has its canonical integrity within the Hebrew Bible
and is not in principle subordinated to the Torah (contra Blenkinsopp).
Secondly, the gains of modern critical scholarship are irreversible in
discovering the full dimension of prophetic independence. There is a
radical newness to the prophets message, a deeper plunge into the
reality of God, a freedom of prophetic function (von Rad, Theology,
I, 70ff) which cannot be contained within the category of mere
commentary.

There is one final issue to discuss regarding the relationship of law
and prophets. Von Rad (Theology, |1, 388ff.) has mounted the case that
originally the Mosaic law was understood as Y ahweh's saving action.
Thelaw was not seen asathreat to | srael's existence, but was understood
as an act of divine grace, in New Testament terminology, as gospd. It
was the prophets, rather, who first pronounced Israel’s relationship to
Yahweh as having been altered through their message of judgment.
Obedience to the law became a measure to test Israel before the divine
will, and Israel was condemned as fundamentally in disobedience. As
a result, only a radically new saving event, different in kind from the
past tradition, could redeem Israel from its punishment.

The most incisive exegetical and theologica response to von Rad's
interpretation has come from Zimmerli (Law andthe Prophets). Initially
he finds it odd that von Rad has turned Maoses into 'gospel' and
the prophets into 'law'. Further he argues that the Mosaic law was
dialecdcally structured from the start. On the one hand, it contained a
promise of life to Israel, a saving act of divine grace. On the other hand,
Israel dways understood that there was a reverse side to the covenant
(Deut.27.1ff.). Disobedience called forth certain divinejudgment before
which the people of God had no privileged status. Zimmerli then makes
the convincing case that the prophets understood their vocation as
calling forth the divinejudgment which was implied in the law from the
beginning as an inevitable response to disobedience.

7. Development and Change within the Prophetic Tradition

Another issue which is related to the task of sketching a trgjectory of
prophetic tradition involves the question of development and change
within the prophetic function and message. Thisis atopic discussed by
most recent treatments of prophetic religion.
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Among the older nineteenth-century analyses (Ewald and Duhm) the
prophets were described as increasingly moving toward the goa of true
spirituality, personal religion, and ethical monotheism. Surprisingly
enough, vestiges of this approach have continued - A. Heschel omits
treating Ezekiel completely as incompatible to his spiritual approach -
even though modemstudy has decisively demonstrated the unsuitability
of these categories and this form of trgjectory.

In recent years there has emerged no clear consensus on the problem
following the demise of the older scheme. Von Rad tended to stress the
attack on | srael'sHeil sgeschichteasthenew elementin theeighth-century
prophets, and the emphasisin the seventh century on the specific human
element in which personal prophetic suffering became incorporated
into the message {Theology, |1, 176ff; 263ff.). More frequently the
development within prophetism is thought to lie in a radicalization of
the eschatological cosmic vision and the growing freedom from Israel's
inheritedtraditions(Herrmann,Heilserwartungen, 155ff.; Hanson, Dawn,
280ff.). Although there is some truth in these observations, the danger
of generalization is acute, especidly in the light of the great diversity
within the material in which no unilinear trgjectory is apparent.

Perhaps the most obvious development lies in the change in form
which the increased role of writing effected. Deutero-lsaiah isnot smply
a collection of oracles as earlier form critics assumed (Begrich), but a
skilful literary composition from an author. The same holds true of
Ezekid and much of Zechariah. The theologica significance in this
change derives from its relation to the development of a collection of
written scriptureswhich topic has already been discussed (cf. Davis, On
Swallowing theScroll).

The basic theological issue lies in the fact that the Hebrew prophets
cannot be lined up into atrajectory which smply adumbrates Christian
teaching without a material principle of selectivity being applied. It
would seem that certain chords were sounded by Jeremiah and Deutero-
I saiah which resonated strongly in the New Testament (new covenant,
vicarious suffering, new creation, suffering servant). Conversely, other
notes grew in intensity on which rabbinic Judaism sought to construct
its faith (temple, cult, priesthood, law). How these two communities
relate to their common scripture remains primarily a theological issue
rather than one which can be resolved with a historical or literary
analysis.
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8. Prophetic Themes of Promise

A variety of different streams of tradition provides the basis for the
prophets' message of promise, which in different ways was reformul ated
and actualized. First, the promise of the land, with its roots in the
patriarchal tradition (Gen.12.1) as well as the exodus (Ex.3.8.), was a
constant theme of prophetic promise. Secondly, the complex of tradition:
election, redemption, people of God, particularly in its pre-Deutero-
nomic form provided the background for much of the prophetic hope.
Thirdly, the promise to David and the election of Zion increasingly
became the grounds for the prophetic depiction of the kingdom of God.
However, the formulations varied and each prophet related to Israel's
tradition differently with both freedom and independence.

Among the eighth-century prophets Hosea is the one who is most
deeply rooted in the traditions of the patriarchs and the exodus. The
issue of the land was of central importance. It was a gift of God which
had turned into a trap. Israel did not remember that it was Yahweh,
not Baal, who had lavished upon her his fruits (ET 2.8). For Hosea the
promise was in the form of a historical reversal (11.5). Y ahweh would
lead his people back into the wilderness for a new 'honeymoon' (ET
2.14). God who refusad to abandon his snful people (11.8f.) would once
again bind himsdlf to Ephraim in steadfast love and mercy, but without
any need for new institutions, neither king nor temple.

In striking contrast, the prophet |saiah formulates his promise for the
future in terms of theJerusalem traditions, that is, the election of Zion
and David, and does not speak of the Fathers, exodus, or Sinai covenant.
Jerusalem would bejudged as had Sodom and Gomorrah for its sins
(1.20ff.), but God had established a precious cornerstonein Zion, a sure
foundation for those who believe from the coming storm (28.16). That
aremnant would survive thejudgment was notjust a distant hope, but
had aready appeared as a guaranteein the sign of the child, Immanuel
(7.14). Then in the context of the terrifying destruction of the Northern
tribes of Israel by the Assyrian king in 734-33, Isaiah developed his
message of the divine promise to the house of David. He spoke of a
coming ruler, endowed with the titles of Ancient Near Eastern royal
ideology, who would establish the reign of God in righteousness upon
the throne of David forever (9.1ff.). However, this Davidic ruler would
come only after the 'stump of Jesse' had been cut down (1 1.Iff), and
thus set apart from the unbdlief of Jerusalem's unfaithful kings (7.If.).
Later levels of the Isaianic tradition further developed the picture of
Jerusalem as the highest mountain in the world serving as the magnet
towhich all the nations of the world flowed 'to hear the word of Y ahweh
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from Jerusalem' (2.2ff.// Micah.4.1ff.). It is significant to note that the
prophet Micah, a contemporary of Isaiah, continued to develop the
messianic theme (ET 5.2ff.) while holding a different view of the role of
Jerusalem (1.5ff).

When one turns to the seventh-century prophets, especially toJerem-
iah, thereis an extremely rich use of tradition by which to formulate the
prophetic promises. Itis also difficult to distinguish between the different
layers of tradition. Most scholars are agreed that chs 30-31 contain
oracles of Jeremiah's early preaching of hope to the decimated and
exiled Northern tribes. The themes of divine forgiveness, healing and
restoration to the land dominates, but aso the hope focusses on areturn
of Ephraim to the worship of God at Zion (31.6,12). However, the main
point to make in respect to Jeremiah's promise of hope is that it has
been formulated in the language and traditions of Deuteronomy, most
likely in the early post-exilic period. Of course, this critical observation
is not to suggest that Jeremiah's message has been distorted, but rather
to recognize the shaping by that body of tradents among whomJeremiah
was accorded specia authority.

The Deuteronomic redaction of Jeremiah has continued to lay stress
on the promise of a return to the land (12.14-17; 18.7ff; d. ch.22).
Instead of the exodus from Egypt, Israel will now speak of the new
exodus from Babylon (16.14ff.), and Jerusalem will again be the centre
of trueworship (17.24ff). In addition, the messianic themeis developed
in terms of raising up 'for David, arighteous Branch', who in contrast
to the weak king Zedekiah, will be called Y ahweh is our righteousness
(23.6). But the heart of Jeremiah's promise for the future according to
the Deuteronomic editors lies in the hope for a new relationship with
God which is expressed in terms of a new covenant. It will be different
in kind from the old covenant of Moses which Israel broke, but will be
one in which Torah is written on Israel's heart and all will know God,
who no longer remembers their sin (31.31ff).

In the book of Ezekiel the themes of the restoration of the exiles and
return to the land in a new exodus (11.14-21; 20.33-44; 34.1ff) is
continued now from the perspective of Palestine. The vision of the dry
bones (Ezek.37.Iff.) promises a rebirth of the whole people in a way
which radically transcends the hope of Jeremiah. Ezekidl can aso make
use of the Davidic hope, the one true shepherd (34.23) and of an
everlasting covenant which calls forth anew heart (11.19; 18.31; 36.26;
39.29). Old Testament scholars continue to disagree as to what level of
Ezekelian tradition to assign chs40-48. Regardless of one's decision the
pictureliesin close continuity with Ezekiel's promise of anew sanctuary
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which regulates the liturgical life of the restored community and
proclaims the anticipated presence of God among his people in the land.

The so-called Deutero-Isaiah (1sa.40-55), who is roughly a contem-
porary of Ezekid in the period of the exile, views the imminent
redemption of Israel from captivity from the perspective of Judaeans
who are standing on their tiptoes to greet the tumultuous entry of God's
great new event (40.3-5). The terminology of the new exodus picks up
the ancient imagery and employs it for a new eschatological picture of
the return through the wilderness to Zion. However, the new so
completely overshadows the old that Israel need no longer ever remem-
ber the 'former times (43.18f.). Deutero-Isaiah does not make much
use of David as a messianic figure, but rather in the boldest possible
move, God raises up Cyrus, 'my shepherd' (44.28), to fulfil his plan and
torestore his people (45. Iff.). Moreover, the central role of the mediator
of reconciliation now fdls to the 'servant’ (49.1ff.; 504ff.; 52.13-53.12)
through whose obedient suffering snful Israel is maderighteous (53.11).
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X1l

The Apocalyptic Tradition

1. Terminology

The use of the term ‘apocalyptic' to describe a portion of the Old
Testament does not derive from canonical terminology. Rather it arose
in the late eighteenth century in the context of the critical study of the
Bible (cf. Schmidt), and was a phenomenological term adopted from
Greek. It sought to describe a radically eschatological perspective on
God and the world which arose in the Persian and Hellenistic eras and
left its marks on a group of writings stretching roughly from 150 BC to
AD 150. It included such writings as the Ethiopian Enoch, Jubilees,
Testament of the Twelve Patriarchs, and IV Ezra. More recently
scholars have spoken of a proto-Apocalyptic literature (e.g. Zechariah,
Joel, 1sa24—27) which is thought to have established the roots for this
later devel opment.

Certain formal and material features are often described as character-
istic of the apocalyptic perspective such as pseudonymity, a theory of
two ages, elaborate symbolism requiring an interpreter, an expectation
of an imminent end of history, and a concept of salvation discontinuous
with history (Schreiner, 73ff.). The discovery of apocalyptic writings at
Qumran has confirmed the importance of this literature in first-century
Jewish Palestine. Within the Hebrew Bible apocalyptic witness is
represented, above all, in the book of Dani€l.

2. Problems of Interpreting the Book of Daniel

The uncertainty of handling the material can be immediately illustrated
from the book of Daniel. According to the Hebrew canon Daniel has
been assigned a place in the Writings, however, in the Greek LXX it
belongs to the Prophetic corpus. This diversity in canonical position
does not just stem from a simple chronological factor as if the closure of
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the prophetic collection had excluded the later books. Rather a variety
of differing theological assessments of the book's role were present soon
after its composition.

The problem of interpretation is especially acute in Daniel because
the literary setting of the book in the Babylonian exile is strikingly
different from its actual historical setting which is the period of the
Seleucid persecution of the early second century. In other words, the
trgjectory of the biblical tradition itsdf is far different from that of a
reconstructed historical sequence. To suggest that chs 1-6 are far older
than the Maccabean period of chs 7-12, although probably true, does
not greatly alter the hermeneutical problem.

Finally, the difficulty of interpreting the book of Daniel has not been
resolved by the various attempts of describing its contents phenomeno-
logicaly. The various list of characteristic features of apocalyptic
literature have often worked in amisd eading fashion exegetically because
little distinction has been made as to whether such features function in
the background or foreground of the narrative, and what specific role
pseudonymity or symbolism play in a particular composition.

3. Reconstructing an Apocalyptic Trajectory

Because of these difficulties, increased attention has falen on trying to
discover the origins of apocal ypticism within a historical trajectory. Von
Rad's suggestion of seeing the antecedents of apocal ypticism in wisdonv
has not received wide support, even though wisdom features are also
clearly present. Rather, the traditional connection with prophecy has
been sustained and greatly refined. -

Within recent years a new phase of critical scholarship has been
inaugurated, represented by Ploger, Hanson and others, in which the
effort was made to trace the historical growth from exilic prophecy,
through proto-apocalyptic writings, to full-blown apocalypticism. The
unique features lie in the reconstruction of a trgjectory according to
various sociologica settings in order to explain the forces which led to
the new forms. A characteristic element of the new approach has been
to envision the growth of apocalypticism occurring as a tension arose
between two conflicing religious partiesin theJewish community, catled
by Pleger 'theocratic' and 'eschatological’, by Hanson 'hierocratic' ard
'visionary'. In spite of various refinements and qualifications, the basic
polarity”being projected remains roughly one between prophets and
priests. Crudely formulated, the priestly faction within Israel tried to
gain control by means of an ingtitutionalized form of religion. As a



THE APOCALYPTIC TRADITION 183

result, disenfranchised and dissillusioned smaller groups continued to
nurture older prophetic hopes which they then radicalized with the help
of vivid imagination and revitalized mythological symbolism. Hanson's
trgjectory extends from Second Isaiah, Third Isaiah, and Zech.9-14
which he sets in tension with Ezekiel, Haggai, and the Chronicler.

Space is too limited to offer afull critique of this approach, especially
of Paul Hanson, whose position has received considerable support in
the United States. However, abrief word isin order asto why | consider
his reconstruction unhelpful and indeed misleading. First, Hanson
reconstructs a scenario of the history largely on the basis of a particular
theory of ideological development, and then conveniently fits in various
bits and pieces of the Old Testament to serve as warrants for the
hypothesis.

He is confident that he can not only isolate discrete biblical units
which represent a consistent ideology (Third Isaiah, Zech. 12-14), but
aso accurately date these fragments, al of which remains highly
subjective. Then again, Hanson's basic typology 'hierocratic vs. vision-
ary' remains a fragile construct, resting on the dubious sociological
theories of Weber, Mannheim, and Troeltsch, with little support from
the hiblical texts. One could equally well argue that the tension within
the post-exilic community arose from conflicting claims of rival priestly
groups rather than to posit the traditional (Protestant) polarity between
prophet and priest, but then his whole trgjectory would collapse.

Aboveall, | am critical ofthetheological assumptionswhichinformhis
work. Hanson assumes that the apocalyptic witness can be adequately
explained as afeature of human culture arising from the conflicting sdif-
interest of rival religious factions. Yet this assumption posits at the
outset the right to demythologize the biblical text and to run directly in
the face of the Bible's own testimony. Hanson does not attempt to hear
the Bible's own voice, but assumes he knows its sound and source from
avantage point outside the biblical text.

In sum, the biblical tradition itself does not provide the needed
information by which to trace precisaly the growth from prophecy to
apocalyptic. To attempt then to reconstruct a trgjectory which runsin
the face of the tradition and destroys its special theologica witness
reflects both poor historical and theological method.

We, therefore, return to our original task of attempting to sketch a
trgjectory of the biblical tradition of apocalyptic which like prophecy
performs a different function from that of the historical books in relation
to chronologica sequence of temporal events.
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4. Prophecy and Apocalyptic

The apocalyptic witness is quite clearly an extension of the prophetic
tradition; however, even this statement needs qualification. Other
elements have adso entered into its formation such as numerology,
historical periodization, and cosmological speculation which support in
part von Rad's theory of the influence of wisdom as well as prophecy.
The result is that the line between classical prophecy and proto-
apocalyptic is greatly blurred. Beginning in the religious and political
crises of the seventh century, one sees suddenly emerging within
prophetic circles anew intensity in the eschatol ogical visions ofjudgment
and restoration. For example, Jeremiah's vision of the end of the world
and the return to primordial chaos (4.23-26) bears many of the marks
which would later characterize apocalyptic. Or again, the first chapter
of Joel speaks of a devastating locust plague which serves as a prophetic
portent of the coming 'day of Yahweh' (1.15). However, in the find
chapters of the book the visions expand to become a picture of cosmic
judgment-sun and moon are darkened, the starswithdraw their shining
(ET 3.15) -with a horde of enemy descending upon the Holy City before
Godintervenesto rescuehis people. Similarly, chapters 3—3 of Ezekie
portray the traditional enemy-from-the-north who suddenly takes on
transcendent and cosmic features of the demonic before the hordes are
mysteriously destroyed by God's direct action. Finaly, in the so-called
'Isaiah Apocalypse' (chs 24-27) an eschatological framework isprovided
to the entire book of I saiah which interprets thefinal, universal judgment
on the nations as ushering in Israel's final redemption.

There are severa significant things to note in this proto-apocalyptic
material. First, the new apocal yptic features stand in both continuity and
discontinuity with the earlier prophetic material. The newer perspective
offers a radicalization of the prophetic oracles ofjudgment and salvation,
but it also continues to build upon this prior tradition.

Secondly, Ae proto-apocalyptic redactor has consistently concealed
his own identity. He is never introduced as an independent author, nor
is his different historical or sociological setting made clear, but the
witness functions anonymously. For this reason alone it remains
extremely difficult to offer an exact dating of the material, although
there are some broad indications that most proto-apocalyptic editing
occurred in the post-exilic period during the Persian and early Hellenistic
periods.

Thirdly, the apocalyptic material bears the marks of literary compo-
sition, and was not delivered as oracles in a manner akin to pre-exilic
prophecy. Moreover, the freshly shaped material shares an awareness
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of previous tradition in written form to which it attaches itsdf in the
form of commentary or literary expansion.

Fourthly, although the proto-apocal yptic material at times appearsto
reflect concrete historical events and speak of real historical personages
(Zech. 11.4ff.; 13.2ff.), the symbolism is such that it often serves to typify
a quality of good or evil which can never be firmly attached to a given
historical event with certainty. For this reason, Gunkel's and Bousset's
attack onvariouszeitgeschichtlicheexplanationsof apocalypticliterature
remains fullyjustified (Schmidt, 195fF.).

Finally, the proto-apocalyptic material of the Old Testament does
not lend itself to precise form critical categories. There is no apocalyptic
Gattung (genre), but rather a rich mixture of various forms, traditions
and settings which have flowed together including much psalmic
and wisdom material. It is dso clear that both ancient and younger
mythological imagery has been appropriated in a manner which far
exceeds its use among the classical prophets.

From the perspective of the proto-apocalyptic material which has
been attached to Israel's prophetic tradition in the post-exilic period,
one can sketch the growth within the biblical tradition itsdf which
eventually in the Hellenistic period flowed into afull-blown apocalyptic
witness in the book of Daniel. The biblical author is not presented as a
prophet, nor does he ever address an audience asdid the earlier prophets.
Rather, he interprets visons and illuminates Israel's written scriptures
(9.2ff.). The witness is pseudonymous in the sense that a Maccabean
author has cloaked himselfin the guise of the figure of Daniel, aJew in
the Babylonian exile. The writer uses symbolic language to speak of
that 'contemptible one' who heaps desolation on God's oppressed
remnant. By reviewing history in the form of vaticinia ex eventu (ch.l 1)
the writer finaly reaches the crucial point of the present, when the
community of the saints stands at the edge of disaster, just before God
intervenes by bringing history to an end and ushering in the kingdom
of God. :

In sum, the biblical author of Daniel has made use of the apocalyptic
tradition to bear witness to aunigue dimension of reality when he sounds
a note quite distinct from the other portions of the Old Testament. It
remains an undeniable contribution of the historica critical method
that it has greatly aided in discerning this specia witness, even though
the frequent misuse of the method has also added greatly to the leve of
confusion.
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The Wisdom Tradition

Withinthe Hebrew canon the corpus of wisdom booksincludes Proverbs,
Job, and Ecclesiastes; within the larger Old Testament canon Eccles
iagticus (Sirach) and the Wisdom of Solomon are added. Later rabbinic
tradition included the Song of Songs as wisdom. The figure of Solomon
functions in the Old Testament as the traditional source of wisdom to
whom Proverbs, Song of Songs, and Ecclesiastes are attributed in
the books' superscriptions. | Kings 4.29-34 (MT 5.9-14) describes
succinctly Solomon'srole as awisdom teacher, and compares hiswisdom
with that of Egypt and the nations. To him are attributed proverbs and
songs which relate to plants and animals of the world.

1. The Historical Setting for Wisdom

During the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries wisdom was
thought to be a late post-exilic , and indeed foreign, importation into
Israel. Sinceit had nothing to say about Israel’s sacred history, her cult,
or covenant, it wasjudged to be on the periphery of the Old Testament.
However, beginning in the 1930s agreat change in orientation has taken
place. It became increasingly clear that wisdom has deep roots within
Israel and hasits own specia theological integrity.

Scholars till debate the question of the particular setting of wisdom
within Israel, but it seems rather certain that there were various
settings in which wisdom tradition was treasured. Gerstenberger (‘Zur
alttestamentlichen Weisheit’) has made out an interesting case for an
early clan wisdom, although full evidence is lacking to confirm the
hypothesis. In the period of the early monarchy wisdom appears to have
been nurtured both in the royal court and as a didactic tool for the
education of children. A critical study of the various forms of wisdom
reveals the great diversity of style from early fdk sayings, to highly
cultivated collections by learned sages. Chapters 10-24 in Proverbs has
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ong been recognized as very old because of its collection of pithy,
experience-oriented sayings of practical wisdom out of different spheres
>f|srael'slife. However, morerecently chs 1-9, in spite of avery different
form, could aso be pre-exilic in age and performed a different function
isthe Ancient Near Eastern analogues prove (cf. Hermisson, Sudien).
A leading characteristic of recent study of wisdom, culminating in the
brilliant analysis of von Rad {Wisdomin Israel), has been the search to
do justice to the integrity of the wisdom literature itself rather than
measuring it in terms of its relation to Israel's historical traditions.
Especially von Rad has been successful in showing the uniqueness of
wisdom's approach to reality which stems from an experience with
typical elements of the created order.
When one tries to sketch a tragjectory of the wisdom tradition within
the Old Testament, several interesting observations immediately
emerge On the one hand, recent scholarship has shown the wide extent
! to which wisdom influences have penetrated into al of Israel's sacred
tradition. Thus, arguments have been advanced for seeing the effect of
wisdom on the Paradise story (Gen.2f.), theJoseph stories, the book of
 Deuteronomy, the 'succession narrative' (I1 Sam.6ff.), the prophetic
books of Amos and Isaiah, on Esther, and the Psaims. On the other
hand, it is striking to note how little influence one finds from Israel's
historical and prophetic traditions on the wisdom corpus. One historical
implication to be drawn from this observation is that the wisdom
material is equally old as the other traditions, but that its function was
such that it retained its own peculiar integrity largely separated from
other circles.

2. The Growth of Wisdom Traditions within Israel

Much efort has been expended in an attempt to trace the internal
development of wisdom in Israel. Indeed there are many signs of growth
and change. Usually scholars designate the earliest levels of sapiential
tradition as 'oldwisdom', most clearly represented in the early collection
of material in Proverbs, chs IOff. 'Late wisdom' is best represented in
the highly theological, didactic poems found in Prov.8, Job 28, Sirach
24, and elsewhere. Some scholars (e.g. W. McKane) have attempted to
describe the development within wisdom from an initially secular, non-
theological stage of old wisdom to alater religious appropriation in late
wisdom. However, this construction has been rightly resisted by other
scholars (Gese, von Rad, and Zimmerli). Categories such as 'secular' and
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'religious’ arequitedien towisdom and distort the actual development of
wisdom which was of a different nature.

What one finds is a move to expand different aspects of wisdom
through theological reflection within basicaly a creation theology
(Zimmerli). Within old wisdom the emphasis was on the acquiring of
wisdom through diligent search in the world of experience. However,
increasingly another side of wisdom was developed which did not
repudiate the role of human experience, but saw wisdom as a divine
mystery which God had implanted within creation. All wisdom is
therefore a gift from God, which in an active salf-revelation of itself calls
men and women to life. Early scholarship talked much of a movement
toward hypostatization of wisdom (Mowinckel), but von Rad has made
a very convincing case why this characterization is misleading (von
Rad, Wisdom, 147ff.). Theissue in late wisdom is not the personification
of divine attributes, but rather a striving to discern a divine order which
isbuilt into the very structure of reality. The great wisdom hymns probe
the ontological question of the nature of universal rationality in the
world, which the Greeks explored in terms of the logos. Perhaps the
boldest formulation of this reflection is found in Proverbs 8 in which
wisdomis pictured as aco-worker with God from the beginning, rejoicing
in hiswork (vv. 22ff.). This passage raises the whole issue of wisdom as
amediator of God's sdf-revelation in the world.

3. Wisdom and Law

Thereis another important trajectory in the growth of wisdom tradition
in the Old Testament. The early forms of wisdom are characterized by
the international, universal quality of wisdom which is reflected in
general human experience. Thereis no attention paid to Israel's specia
role in the divine economy. However, increasingly in the later stages,
for examplein Sirach (Ecclesiasticus), wisdom has been firmly attached
to Israel's particular redemptive history. Wisdom found its resting place
inJerusalem (24.11) because God had allotted the 'law of life for Israel
to establish an 'everlasting covenant' (17.11f.). Likewisein the Wisdom
of Solomon the law is the salvation of the world, and without it wisdom
cannot be understood (6.Iff.; 9.9ff.). The move to identify law with
wisdom is further attested in Baruch (4.11f).

In the light of this evidence it has been customary to speak of the
absorption of wisdom into an all-embracing concept of law. Yet von
Rad has rightly objected to this interpretation as failing to understand
the dynamic behind this identification (Wisdom, 244). Moreover, G. T.
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Sheppard (Wisdomasa Construct) hasargued convincingly that the effect
is rather the reverse. Sirach is an illustration of Israel's ability to
sapientalize not only thelaw, but thewhole of her tradition. For example,
in Sirach, Wisdom of Solomon, and Baruch thereis aretelling of I srael's
narrative tradition, but from the perspective now of wisdom (Sir. 44. Iff,;
Wisd. 10.ff.; Bar. 3.24ff.; 4.5ff.). Thus wisdom became the means by
which lsrael's very different approaches to divine reality - through
divine revelation and human experience - could be brought into a
profound harmony without destroying either testimony. It aso comes
as no surprise that wisdom provides afresh means of rel ating the human
spirit with the divine (Job 32.8).
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The Tradition of the Psalms

1. Scope

The forms of liturgical poetry appear in many places in the Old
Testament outside the book of the Psalter. The 'Song of Moses' (EXx.
15.1-18), the 'Song of Hannah' (I Sam. 2.1-10), and the psalm of Jonah
(2.3ff.) are classic examples. However, in addition, the books of Job,
Jeremiah, and Lamentation arefilled with material akin to the Psalter.
Moreover, the creation of new songs extended well into the Hellenistic
period (Baruch, Sirach). Especidly in the hymns of Qumran one sees
reflected a clear example of the imaginative fuson of older and newer
elements of Israel's psalmic tradition.

However, in the Hebrew Psalter one finds the main collection of
psalmic material which traditionally has been ascribed to David as the
source of Israel's poetic response. It is aso clear that the Hebrew psalms
extend throughout the whole scope of Israel’s history from the earliest
to the latest period. As one would expect from stereotyped forms of
poetry, itisquiteimpossibleto date the compositionsto specific historical
events except for rare exceptions (Ps. 137) Rather, what one hasin the
Psalter is an ongoing reflection on the whole span of Israel’s life before
God which expressions fluctuate from moments of highest exaltation to
those of deepest grief and despair.

2. The Psdlmsin their Settings

Ever since the ground-breaking work of H. Gunkel, a wide scholarly
consensus has obtained that the growth of Israel's psalmic tradition
cannot be traced along a chronological grid, but rather functions
according to thevarious sociologica settings which provided the matrix
out of which the various types of psalms arose. Gunkel established
different cultic contexts within the liturgical life of Isragl to which he
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then assigned the various stereotyped forms of the hymn, complaint,
royal psalms, and thank offering songs. He also alowed a small role for
non-liturgical psalms and genres which were interpreted as imitations
of prophetic and wisdom compositions. Gunkel's traditio-historical
approach to the Psalter received a further confirmation in his ability to
demonstrate wide areas of similarity of form and function with extra-
biblical literature from the Ancient Near East.

Gunkel's interest as well as that of his students such as Mowinckel,
Begrich, and Baumgartner lay in reconstructing the earliest levels of
tradition and describing the origin of the pristine forms of the tradition.
As a result, Gunkel was far less successful in penetrating beyond a
phenomenological analysis of Hebrew poetry from the perspective of
Religionsgeschichtetothegenuinely theol ogical dimensionsof the Psalter.
This task has rather falen to the next generation of scholars (von Rad,
Westermann, Kraus), and to their students (Criisemann, Hermisson,
Gerstenberger).

Von Rad entitled his treatment of the Psalter 'Israel's Answer' to
make the basic theological point that the Psalter is a response from a
living, historical community of faith in its continuing encounter with
God. These poems cannot be understood either as a system of doctrine,
nor as a description of ancient religious piety, but rather an interaction
between a people and its God, which was engaged within a historical
tradition. Kraus has therefore rightly spoken of the 'theological anthro-
pology' of the Psalms {Theol ogie der Psalmen, 14). Israel expressed itsdlf
as living between the past and the future in its experience with God. In
the Psalms one sees the continuing effort to actualize the traditions by
addressing the changing situations which engulf both the individual
and the nation. The Psalms reflect the most concrete human experiences
possible, but alwaysin relation to the object of its praise and complaint,
whois God. Therefore, regardless of the genre, the content of the psalms
remains focussed on the rule of God, his righteousness, mercy, and
power. The agony of the psamist intensfies when he is unable to
comprehend his own sufferingin the light of his unswerving commitment
to his faith that God remains in the right and that his rule will prevail
in his universe.

Kraus is fully correct when insisting that the study of the Psalter
cannot be limited to a sociological analysis of religious culture, nor to
psychologica probingsinto emotional responses, but rather it must seek
to hear Israel's voice of witness to its encounter with the living God
{Theologie, 11). The present concern to describe atrajectory of psalmic
tradition derives from a hope that a recovery of this historical dimension
can aid in understanding this kerygmatic intention of the text.
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3. Trajectories in the Growth of the Psalms Tradition

One of the major modifications of Gunkel's form critical approach which
has occurred during the last decades has been the recognition of the
multilayered quality of the Psalms which is no longer content to speak
of alimited number of pristine forms. Whereas Gunkel was fully aware
of psalms of mixed forms, he tended to regard such phenomena in a
negative light as a part of a process of deterioration. Increasingly the
modern approach has moved in the opposite direction in seeing the
change, growth, and loosening of the traditional conventionsin apositive
theological light as the best key to the new kerygmatic function to which
each psalm has been assigned.

One of the most widespread features in the growth of the tradition
was a hew eschatological interpretation of older material. Particularly
ancient complaint psalms have been intertwined with material of avery
different sort which renders the psalm as awhole in a different way. For
example, in Ps. 102 verses 2-12 and 24-25a (ET w. 1-11, 23-244) show
all the stereotyped features of an individual complaint psalm. However,
the remaining verses 13-23, 25b-29 (ET w. 12-22; 24b-28) focus on
thefuturerather than the past, on 'the generation yet to come'. Similarly
Ps. 22.2-22 (ET w. 1-21), which isacomplaint psalm, has been coupled
to a psalm of thanksgiving and has the effect of subordinating the sorrow
of the complaint to the sure deliverance of the thanksgiving. Certain
scholars (e.g. J. Becker, Israel deutet) have preferred to speak of a post-
exilic redaction to explain the new eschatological dimension. However,
regardless of how one explains this process of reinterpretation, the result
isincreasingly to give the Psalter an eschatological flavour.

A somewhat similar move can be discerned with the growth of the
royal psalms. Much effort has been expended in trying to trace the
influence of Ancient Near Eastern cultic tradition on the Hebrew Psalter
(cf. Mowinckel, Widengren, Hallo), and this research has convincingly
established the dependence of Israel's psalmody upon prior ancient
conventions. Especialy has this been true of the widespread Ancient
Near Eastern royal ideology and the role of the king in an act of ritual
enthronement. Yet it is dso the case that scholars, such as Mowinckel,
faled to discern adequately the great alterations which Israel effected
on this common tradition. Israel continued to celebrate the righteous
rule of its king long after the institution of kingship had been destroyed
because the earthly king from the line of David had become a type of
God's Messiah. Especidly in Ps. 2 the psalm has been given an
eschatological ring by emphasizing the kingship of God which God's
anointed ruler merely represents. The extravagant mythopoetic lan-
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guage of Pss. 45 and 72 continue to function in the Psalter because it is
the rule of God which is being celebrated by means of reinterpreted
imagery. The eschatological dimension emerges clearly in Pss. 89 and
132 where the promise of Nathan concerning David is actually cited.

Finally, one observes the growing influence of I srael's entire religious
tradition in the later redactional levels as prophetic and wisdom themes
are brought together with the hymnic tradition of Israel's traditional
worship. In Ps. 95 a response to the community's hymn (w. [-7a) is
made in a prophetic style of warning (7b—11). Or again in Ps. 85 there
are clearly prophetic notes of deliverance sounded (cf. Ps. 50). Likewise
aprophetic voiceis heard in the penetrating attack on the cult (Ps. 40.7;
50.13; 51.18 = ET w. 6, 13, 16). Then again, the influence of wisdom
themes have long been recognized, usually as a secondary element,
which have expanded and greatly enriched the themes of hope and
perseverance (Pss. 49 and 73), and increased the didactic function of
the psalm (Ps. 78). A former generation of French scholars (e.g. Robert,
Gelin) spoke of an 'anthological style' to describe the growing tendency
of late psalmody (cf. Qumran) to rework fragments from older psalms
into new compositions which indicates both the freedom and restraint
with which the psalms were adapted to new situations without losing
their authority.

In hisrecent handbook to the Psalms, E. Gerstenberger has character-
ized the Psalter asa'treasury of experiences accumulated by generations
of people' (Psalms, 36), and certainly it is that. However, the Psalter is
much more than an expression of human struggle. It is a strong and
enduring testimony to Israel's ongoing life with God which continued
to be nourished by his divine presence and Iéft its kerygmatic marks
throughout its long history.
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XV

Excursus. The Theological Problem of Old
Testament History

1. The Impact of Critical Study

Theproblem of how to deal with Old Testament history theologically has
been a persistent one throughout the history of the church. Awareness of
theissueisalready reflectedintheNew Testament (df. Luz, Geschichtsver -
stdndnis), and has occasioned much debate and controversy ever since
respecting the various solutions offered. My concern in this excursusis
to assess the efect of the problem of Old Testament history on subsequent
Christian theology and to trace the growing impact of modern critical
analysis on the theological understanding of it.

Augustine's use of the Old Testament in City of God (Books 11-18)
provided a powerful interpretation of its theological function which
offered for much of Christendom the classc Christian formulation
throughout the Middle Ages (cf. Cochrane, Christianity and Classical
Culture, andButterfield, ChristianityandHistory). Old Testament history
isviewed under the typology of a heavenly and an earthly city. The city
of the saints is above, that of the reprobate below. Although those of the
heavenly city intermingle with the earthly city in theworld, their goals,
motivations, and conduct are sharply distinguished. To illustrate this
thesis Augustine rehearses the history of the Bible, and finds everywhere
the polarity between Cain and Abel, Jacob and Esau, Jerusalem and
Babylon. The great design of the Bible was, of course, to show that in
successive generations of those propagated from the seed of Abraham
the eternal city of Christ was prefigured (11.XV). The efect of this
Augustinian typology was to develop a powerful theologica thesis
respecting the unity of God's purpose within history. However, history
as such remained fully subordinated to theology. Itis, therefore, not by
chance that no serious attention to the history of Israel for its own sake
emerged until the Renaissance (d. Hayes and Miller, History, 22-33).

Hans Frel {Eclipse) has made a powerful case that even up to the
sixteenth century, the Reformers were able to assume a congruity
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between the biblical portrayal and ostensive history. Asaresult, neither
Luther nor Calvin focussed their mgjor attention on the problem of Old
Testament history per se, but continued to work with interpreting the
historical texts of the Old Testament theologically within the broad
framework offered by traditional Christian interpretation. Particularly
Calvin's typological -rendering of Israel's historical institutions alowed
him to deal with Old Testament texts in their origina setting as
adumbrating the eschatologica entrance of the kingdom of God.

By the late sixteenth and early seventeenth century the coherence of
the biblical portrayal with its historical referent could no longer be
simply assumed (cf. the summary of thedebateinJ. F. Buddeus, Historia
Ecclesiastica, 3-46). The extraordinary effort expended by Archbishop
Ussher (1581-1656) who followed in the footsteps of earlier scholars of
chronology illustrates the growing need to explain and to demonstrate
historical congruence (df. J. Barr's essay 'Why the World was created
in 4004 BC). Ussher was basically concerned to correlate biblical
history with an absolute historical chronology. By using both inner- and
extra-biblical data, he sought to forge a link between the events of the
Bible and those of profane history. Most significantly, Ussher was not
content smply to assume with the Reformers a coherence, but he sought
rationally to demonstrate it.

In England the severity of the problem of Old Testament history
addressed by Ussher continued to grow. In the eighteenth century one
finds a good example of the orthodox Anglican attempt to defend the
devastating attacks from the Deists in the standard histories of Prideaux
and Shuckford. Their works are characterized at times by impressive
learning, but equally by a tortuous apologetic. Prideaux's work reflects
throughout historical sobriety. He begins his history with the Israglite
monarchy and carries it through the intertestamental period making
good use of classical sources. Interestingly enough, he explains that he
did not begin his history from the creation 'because of the uncertainty
of it' {Preface, Iv), which shows his distance from Ussher. However, in
Shuckford's history, which sought to complete Prideaux, one senses the
enormous strain of trying to harmonize biblical tradition with the results
of historical research. Hislengthy sections on the geography of Paradise,
the origin of language, and the nature of sacrifice demonstrated clearly
the breakdown of method, and the need for a different approach to the
problem.

In Germany two very different approaches to the problem of Old
Testament history emerged at the end of the eighteenth century which
are illustrated in the works of J. G. Herder and W. M. L. de Wette.
Herder's interpretation of the Old Testament was revolutionary in
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several respects (Briefe das Sudium). History, not dogma, was the true
means of divine revelation. However, he defined history in such away
as to separate himsdf from both the orthodox party and from the
rationalists. Biblica history consisted of stories (Erzdhlungen), not
revealed directly by Moses but through ancient tradition which reflected
thecreative spirit of poeticimagination of the Fathersfrom the primaeval
times of human infancy. Although Herder did not deny their factudity,
he turned his attention away from any attempt at demonstration toward
the discovery of the meaning of the stories through a sense of empathy
with the ancient narrators. He advised his readers to leave aside learned
commentaries and to participate aesthetically in the realistic features of
the stories themselves. Obviously a new approach had emerged in
respect to biblical history.

W. M. L. de Wette's contribution to Old Testament historiography
was of a different order from Herder's, but equally decisive for the
further development of the discipline {Beitrdge zur Einleitung). He was
basically concerned with discovering the truth of biblical history, which
he understood hermeneutically as dependent upon the recovery of its
true historical reference. The role of rigorous historical analysis, of a
Sachkritik which follows the anal ogy of nature and experience, must first
of al function negatively. One must cut through the error, superstition,
and fantasy of the tradition in order to recover the genuine origins of
the religion of Israel. Criticism has a positive function in separating
fasehood from truth and alowing the content of genuine historical
relationships to emerge. In sum, de Wette's anaysis of Old Testament
history moved in two different directions. He submitted the text to a
radical historical reconstruction by means of literary analysis, and he
also sought to find a dimension of theologica value by means of aform
of philosophica idealism. Among the next generation of German
scholars, Ewald picked up the second concern, Wellhausen the first.

H. G. A. Ewald's contribution {History of Israel) did not lie in his
idiosyncratic literary analysis of the sources of Israel's history, but
rather in his powerful philosophical construal. He was fully aware of
the need to distinguish between the historical events themselves, and
the record of them in the memory and imagination of the biblical
tradition. However, his idedlistic philosophical categories emerged as
the dominant force when he sought to show in al the minutiae of
historical detail the growth of Israel's true religion which entailed a
transcendent idea of progression toward ethical perfection.

In contrast, J. Wellhausen's contribution (Prolegomena) lay in his
brilliant critical analysis of Old Testament sources in order to recon-
struct the development of Israel's religion. Wellhausen picked up de
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Wette's great historical innovation of joining a reconstructed literary
source to a historical period within Israel's growth. By correlating the
literary strands of the Hexateuch to a projected historical sequence he
radically separated the dlegedly true historical sequence of Israel's
religion from its biblica portrayal. Thus, the law of Moses, far from
being the grounds of | srael'sfaith, wasthe product of post-exilicjudaism
tendentiously retrojected into the past.

However, it is significant to observe that in spite of the anxiety which
Wellhausen's radical dismantling of Israel's traditional history called
forth, he still left intact - albeit in critical form - a continuous historical
sequence. Behind the reconstructed text was il a discernible, concrete
referent which undergirded the major lines of a historical sequence.

Among nineteenth-century German Jewish scholarship, the multi-
volumedHistoryof theJewsby H. Graetz emerged asamgjor contribution.
Although Graetz shared much of the spirit of German idealism and
continued to search for the 'essence of Judaism’, his historical agenda
was shaped by his battles with the secularism of A. Geiger on the léft,
and traditional Jewish orthodoxy on the right. His work reflected a
continuous apologetic for the importance of the nationa religion of
Judaism, but he offered a times keen insights into issues of socia
structure and political interaction with a non-Jewish world.

In England the force of the newer historical methodology was dow in
coming. InH. H. Milman's History oftheJews (1829) the hermeneutical
relation between text and ostensive history varied little from that of
Prideaux except that signs of the erosion of traditional Protestant
orthodoxy were everywherepresent in hisdescription. Although Milman
often shared the earlier apol ogetic stance against the Deistsin his defence
of miracles, rationalistic ploys abounded which distanced him sharply
fromhis earlier predecessors. No serious advancesin critical understand-
ing can be attributed to Milman, but he serves as a barometer to herald
a change in the climate shortly to engulf England and Scotland.

The sharp contrast in historical sense between England and Germany
in the nineteenth century - Scotland and its own peculiar dynamic - is
dramatically illustrated by the popular history of A. J. Stanley (Lectures
on History). What is significant about his work is not only his complete
dependency upon Ewald's idealistic scheme, but his indifference to the
complex source problems with which de Wette and Ewald had wrestled.
Stanley generally succeeded in obscuring the hermeneutical problems
of Israel's history by clever rhetorical devicesand to leave the traditional
approach embellished, but largely intact.

In spite of the dominance of Wellhausen's position well into the
twentieth century, therewere also signs of growing conservativereaction
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against his historical reconstruction. However, from a hermeneutical
perspective there was no advance in historiography when R. Kittel
(Gexhidtedes Vol kesl srael), and othersof thisgeneration sought critically
to reconstruct afar more traditional view of I srael's history by appealing
to Ancient Near Eastern archaeology and the antiquity of oral tradition.
The same evaluation applies by and large dso to the historical works of
W. F. Albright {From the Stone Age) andJohn Bright {A History ofIsrael).
Although some important weaknesses in Wellhausen's critical history
were brought to light, particularly his falure to distinguish clearly
enough between the age of the literary sources and the age of the tradition
within the literary source, his conservative detractors continued to
assume the basic coherence between the Old Testament text and
its historical referent, especiadly if aided with subtle, harmonizing
adjustments.

At thisjuncture, it isironical to note that the radical historigraphical
implications of the work of Gunkel, Alt, and Noth were drawn most
clearly by the theologian, G. von Rad. He characterized their impact at
thebeginningof hisOld Testament Theol ogyasfollows.'A completechange
has come over this picture as aresult of the investigation of the history
of traditions' (I, 3). Then he proceeded to spell out the nature of the
change. No more is it possible to move from the biblical text, even if
reconstructed, in such away as to grasp the actual historical course of
events. Rather one encounters at best sacred traditions of various kinds
which once were independent units with their own life. As aresult, the
historical sequence of Old Testament history, even as proposed by
Wellhausen, has been drastically shattered. The biblical framework is
now judged to be of a confessional, non-historical nature. In sum, the
referent of the Old Testament text has been radically atered. In the
end, von Rad was unable to overcome the radical tension between the
picture of critically reconstructed history and the portraya of history
confessed in I srael's sacred tradition. He seemed almost to have resigned
himself to the impasse as part of modernity.

2. Modern Attempts to Rethink History

At the height of the modern period characterized by the development
of the scientific study of history - one thinks especially of the nineteenth-
century German and French schools of historiography (cf. Gooch,
History and Historians) - various attempts were made from the side of
Christian theologians to retain a concept of revelation in history, but to
qualify the term history in order to acquire some freedom for theological
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reflection. For a time various forms of idealistic philosophy seemed to
lend themselves to Christian interpretation (df. Vatke's use of Hegel in
Diebiblische Theologie). Theunity of historical growth movingdialectic-
aly through continuous self-negation toward a goa of spiritual perfect-
ion appeared to some as an improvement on traditional Christian
doctrine. Particularly impressive for the seriousness with which histori-
ca development was related to orthodox theology was J. C. K. von
Hof mann'sconcept oi Heil sgeschichte (WeissagungundErjtllung). However,
his approach suffered at the outset from some anomalies which ulti-
mately proved its undoing. Von Hofmann's Heil sgeschi chte appeared to
float above, or at least beyond, the realm of rea history and reflected
the qualities of an abstract construct. Moreover, by describing the
sequence of history in organic terms, his work suffered magjor damage
from Wellhausen's attack on the traditional biblical order.

However, beginning in the last quarter of the nineteenth-century
there emerged a fresh set of philosophical proposals which sought to lay
a wholly new foundation for historiography. One thinks, for example,
of W. Dilthey, M. Weber, K. Marx, E. Troeltsch, M. Heidegger, and
H.-G Gadamer in Germany, of B. Croce and A. Momigliano in Italy,
of F. H. Bradley and H. G. Callingwood in England, F. de Coulanges
and H.-1. Marrouin France, of C. L. Becker, J. H. Robinson, G. Iggers,
and H. White in North America. It is obvioudy impaossible in a chapter
or even in a single monograph to sketch even an outline of these various
positions, which differ greatly among themselves. My intention is rather
to pick up certain important ideas, often shared by different writers,
which have been appropriated by biblical scholars in an effort to
reinterpret the problems of biblical history.

(@ The Attack on the Scientific Model of History

A characteristic feature of many of the newer historical proposals begins
with a sharp rejection of the dominant scientific model of constructing
history. Much of the initial impetus of Dilthey's search for a new set of
categories which would dojustice to asocia historical reality arose from
his sense of the limitations of the scientific method {Selected Writings).
Similarly, Gadamer shared fully the insistence that the uniqueness of
human experience be respected and that the inner historicality of this
experience be rightly assessed (Wahrheit undMethode). Itisnow evident
how readily Gadamer's new hermeneutic of understanding would be
turned against the hegemony of the classic scientific historical criticism
of the Bible in the search for more compatible categories.
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(b) The Subjectivity of Social Redlity

Already Max Weber had searched for a scientific sociology of religion
which could avoid both the pitfalls of historical positivism aswell as the
uncontrolled subjectivism of German romanticism (The Theory of Social
andEconomicOrgani zation). Weberrecogni zedtheextenttowhichhuman
values generate socid reality and he sought to pursue the rationality
behind the various forms of cultural life by developing a theory of the
ideal type. Beforelong the new historical insightswhich began to emerge
from philosophical reflection - both Kierkegaard and Wittgenstein
played a significant role - turned toward recovering the dimension of
subjectivity within reality itsdf. The issue at stake was not smply that
each historian's perspective is biased, but rather involved afundamen-
tally different orientation to the world as a structure of human existence
(Dasein). The world of changeable history is no longer conceived of as
being imposed on a static world of nature, which assumes the abstract
opposition of subject and object. Rather in Heidegger's terminology
(Being and Time), historically is afundamental structure of Dasein, of
being-in-the-world.

Within thefield of biblical studiesit was largely the New Testament
rather than the Old which experienced the impact of this philosophical
legacy (e.g. Bultmann); however, the effects of the newer approach can
be seen to some extent in von Rad, largely as mediated through
Gadamer.

(¢) The Function of the Present in the Recovery of the Past

A major theme of philosophical reflection on history which was shared
by Croce, Collingwood, and Gadamer, aswell as by the so-called New
Historicism (R. Rorty, N. Goodman, R. Bernstein, F. Lentricchia, et
al.) isthat one's present apperception of reality orders and shapes the
past aswell. Of course already in the nineteenth century historians such
as Droyson (Outline) had worried about the problem of how itis that the
past lays claim upon the future.

This emphasis has developed in a number of very different directions.
From a literary perspective of the reading of texts there has developed
a sophisticated analysis of 'reader response’ (cf. S. Fish, Istherea Text)
which lays stress on the reader's role even in creating the text through
present apperception. However, the insistence of Gadamer on the
reader's standing within a specific cultural tradition which constitutes
the interpreter's horizon of meaning has had more direct effect on the
historian's task. In terms of modern biblical study, Gadamer's concept
of Wirkungsgeschichte (the impact of history) has left a significant mark
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(d. Luz, 'Wirkungsgeschichtliche Exegese’). Although Collingwood's
theory of history {Idea ofHistory) has been received as a bold challenge
by many, it is hard to see any direct application on the field of Old
Testament historiography up to now. The 'New Historicism' under
Marxist influence has used the emphasis on the present to attack
any vestiges of the traditional theological view of humanity's being
embedded in a transcendent process of historical advance towards a
future with God.

(d) The Discontinuity of Historical Theory

One of the major tenets of nineteenth-century historical science rested
on the assumption that the structure of reality assured a constant
progress in scientific knowledge which would result in a unified theory
in each field. The contribution of T. S. Kuhn (Structure of Scientific
Revolution), along with other thinkers, was in arguing that scientific
theories are not derived from observable facts, but rather constructed
in order to account for them. His concept of'paradigm shift' rested on
his recognition that the history of science was characterized, not by
unbroken continuity, but by the sharp discontinuity of a sudden
epistemological re-orientation. The application to the study of history
lay in arguing that history writing is also marked by a very different
assumption and is therefore valid only for the party, class, or age from
which it originated. A similar argument has been mounted by H. White
(Metahistory) in which history is compared to art. Each historian, as it
were, tellshisown story, making aesthetic or moral choices of preference
instead of epistemological judgments. The efect of this approach has
been not only to relativize objective historical criteria beyond the
challengeof Troeltsch (Der Historicismus), but evento provideawarrant
for sectarian history. For most biblical historians the threat to the
discipline from this direction appears very rea, ironicaly both from the
sde of right-wing conservatives and left-wing Liberation theologies.

(e) History as a Symbol System

An important emphasis of Dilthey was his concept of the obj edification
of life in the external world through various symbol systems. Every
aspect of human experience was externalized into a structural system
by the human mind which shared common features with its cultural and
historical community. However, rather than moving into metaphysics
Dilthey directed his insight toward the nature of the historical and the
relation of the inner and outer side of common human experience within
acommunity. Clearly the lines of continuity with the structuralists and
socid anthropologists are apparent.
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Within Old Testament historica studies the most direct modern
application is found in the writings of G. Mendenhall (The Tenth
Generation) and N. Gottwald {The Tribes of Yahweh). Especially in
Gottwald's socid theory, ideology is aform of symbolic language which
derives from and gives expression to primary social institutions. The
role of historical study isto see how the concrete needs of the historically
mutant community of Israel is rendered through its symbol system. The
intensity of the current debate illustrates the impact which the new
approach to the history of Israel has evoked (cf. Herion, 'The Impact
of Socia Theory")

3. The Move from History to Language

If the nineteenth century was preoccupied with the study of history, a
characteristic of the twentieth century is the shift of its primary focus to
the problem of language. Many complex elements contributed to the
change of interest. Onefactor wasundoubtedly theincreasing frustration
with resolving the problem of historical methodology. However, the
philosophical move to language analysis had been prepared by Heideg-
ger, Wittgenstein and a host of British analytical philosophers. Heideg-
ger's theory of the structure of being focussed on linguisticality, whereas
Wittgenstein pursued aspects of grammar as a function of usage.

A variety of new forces were at work in the field of semantics. The
major credit goes toJames Barr for making the field accessible to post-
World War |1 biblical studies (Semantics). The seminal work of F. D.
Saussure (Course in General Linguistics) first pointed out clearly the
complexity of the relationship of the diachronic to the synchronic
dimension of a text. Simply to assume that a historical reconstruction
of the origins of a composition provided the only avenue to meaning
faled utterly to reckon with the role of the synchronic, intertextual
dynamic aso to engender meaning. Then again, the concerns of New
Criticism in the 1930s and 1940s pursued the relation of text and
meaning from an independent, but somewhat similar perspective, when
it linked sense to textual integrity rather than author intentionality (cf.
Wimsatt, 'The Intentional Fallacy'). Also of considerable influence was
the phenomenological hermeneutics of P. Ricoeur (cf. J. D. Mudge
(ed.), Paul Ricoeur on Biblical Hermeneutics) who went beyond New
Criticism in calling for an activity of interpretation which reckoned with
the encounter of text and reader. Meaning is aways in relation to
someone. Finaly, for better or worse, the effect of deconstruction (cf. C.
Norris, Deconstruction) in its various forms has radicalized the issue of
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text and meaning and raised the threat of unravelling interpretation
into a never ending pursuit of open-ended tropes.

Once again the concern of this present essay is not to pursue further
the philosophical discussion. Nor is it to trace the efect of the debate
within biblical studies which was designated as the so-caled 'New
Hermeneutic' of Fuchs and Ebeling (cf. Achtemeier's evaluation, The
New Hermeneutic). Not only did thismovement loseits scholarly impetus
by the end of the 1960s, but it did not exert any significant influence on
the study of Old Testament theology or history. Rather the effect of the
new focus on language has I€ft its impact on Old Testament studies in
two closdy akin disciplines. The first is the hermeneutical influence
exerted on how one seeks to relate text and historical referent. The new
philosophical groundingsfor thisdirection are diverse, and have affected
the works of Frei, Lindbeck, Ricoeur, among others. Lindbeck's appeal
{Natureof Doctrine)toacultural-linguisticmodel for theol ogical reflection
somewhat after the manner of Geertz's socia anthropology pointsin a
direction which some fed may prove compatible to biblical studies, but
so far remains untested.

However, by far the most important impact on the interpretation of
the Old Testament are the various forms of narrative theology. J. Barr
("Story and History") setsout clearly the great appeal to therole of story
for biblical scholars who have become discouraged by the frustrating
debates over the nature of history and theology. The use of the category
of story picks up many features of the Old Testament which had
previoudy been subsumed under the term history. The story is history-
like in its realistic quality. It reflects a sequence and cumulative effect
which provides a corporate dimension. Above al, it avoids at least for
a time the problem of referentiaity.

Yet in spite of the exciting new insights which the study of narrative
theology has introduced, the new focus on language in biblical studies
has aready run into profound problems, indeed far more quickly than
the historical paradigm which it sought to replace. Thus, for example,
the stress on the autonomy of a text, while freeing the text momentarily
from the excessive burden of historicism, opens up a whole set of new
problems for the biblical interpreter which threaten the very life of
narrative theology. It has aso demonstrated that the emphasis on
language can domesticate the Bible theologically just as quickly as the
excessive stress on history did. In our generation few biblical scholars
would wish to deny the extent to which new linguistic insight has
increased insight into meaning. However, the danger of rendering the
biblical text mute for theological reflection has not been diminished.
Therise of literary theories such as reader-response and deconstruction
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have certainly cast a shadow over those who thought an appeal to
narrative was away out of the treacherous waters of history.

To conclude, this review of the post-Enlightenment study of history
in reference to the Old Testament has clearly brought to light the nature
and extent of the impasse into which Christian theology has entered.
For anyone at this stage of the debate to attempt a quick and painless
solution would be both arrogant and the height of folly. The problems
lie too deep. However, it is a major concern of this book on Biblical
Theology at least to point in a different direction. Biblical Theology
offers neither a new philosophy of history nor a fresh theory of language,
but rather it suggests that the church's path of theological reflection lies
in its understanding of its scripture, its canon, and its christological
confession which encompass the mystery of God's ways in the world
with his people.
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4 THE DISCRETE WITNESS OF THE NEW
TESTAMENT



The Hermeneutical Problem of the Historical
Study of the New Testament

1. The Nature of the Materid

When we turn to astudy of the New Testament, our major concern will
beto describe briefly the main lines of the growth of the New Testament's
witness to Jesus Christ within the context of the early Christian church.
The approach is that of tracing traditio-historical trajectories from
within the tradition, rather than approaching the material from a
history-of-religion's perspective which strives for an allegedly objective
description of religious phenomena. From the outset, the literature of
the New Testament has been given a privileged status because it was
the vehicle through which the early church bore witness toJesus Christ
as the grounds of faith and practice, and which therefore continues to
function authoritatively for every successive generation of Christians as
its authentic confession. In sum, the 'kerygmatic' nature of the literature
is assumed which lies at the heart of the New Testament's role as canon.

A basic point should be made at the start for which the full evidence
will be presented in the course of our investigation. The New Testament
has its own distinctive traditio-historical development with its own
peculiar dynamic and its wide range of diversity. It is not smply a
continuation of traditional trajectories from the Old Testament. Indeed
a serious confusion of categories results when the canonical unity of the
two testaments represented by the Christian Bible is translated into
merely historical categoriesasifthe Old Testament flowed by inexorable
lawsinto the New Testament. Rather the New Testament hasits discrete
historical context, its traditions were treasured by different tradents,
and its central force stems from another direction than that of the Old
Testament. Thus the New Testament is not a midrash on the Old, nor
isit amply thelast chapter of astory. Even the term’Hellsgeschichte calls
for careful nuancing sinceit represents a theol ogicaljudgment respecting
continuity and is not smply a claim for empirical historical sequence.

To phrase the issue postively, the decisive feature of the New
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Testament is the element of newness over against the past. The witness
to the gospel arose from the early church's encounter with Jesus Christ
and not from scholarly reflection on sacred texts. Y et in spite of the fact
that the primary direction of New Testament tradition arose from
the impact on the early church of Jesus as God's new redemptive
intervention, it is equally astonishing that this new revelation of God's
will has been made consistently and immediately in terms of its relation
to God's prior commitment to Israel. Herein lies not only the basis for
the complexity of the New Testament's tradito-historical problem, but
also the rational e for the theological enterprise of a Biblical Theology of
the two testaments. Unfortunately, the two leading attempts to relate
the two testaments theologically, namely, Bultmann's stress on the
radical discontinuity of the testaments, and Gese's emphasis on the
closest continuity in the one history of tradition, have obscured the
subtlety of the relationship.

2. The Hermeneutical Problem of Critical Reconstructions

In a previous chapter (3.1), | discussed the problem of recovering a
diachronic dimension within the canonical text of the Old Testament.
My concern was to make severa crucial hermeneutical distinctions
which set my suggested approach apart, both from the usual historical
critical approach, aswell as from the conservative reaction which rgects
asirrelevant the appealsto earlier levels of the canonical text. A similar
problem emergesin the study of the New Testament, perhaps with even
greater intensity than that of the Old Testament, and isillustrated most
clearly in the history of the modern biblical scholarship in the so-caled
‘search for the historical Jesus'.

The older debate of the nineteenth-century concerning the historical
Jesus reached its first climax with the famous book of A. Schweitzer.
Becausethis history has been rehearsed many times (e.g.J. M. Robinson,
The New Quest), thereis no need once again to pursue the details of the
debate. More recently, starting in the early 1950s, a new phase of the
debate was reopened from within the Bultmann circle by E. Kasemann
among others, and it waged furioudy for severa decades until it
succumbed to widespread frustration and disinterest. Nevertheless,
because this debate focussed above al on the hermeneutical problems
involvedin the quest, it remains highly relevant to our present enterprise
(¢f. Dahl, "The Problem of the Historical Jesus').

To understand the nature of the modern debate in distinction, say,
from that of the nineteenth century, requires an awareness of the impact
of the form critical method on biblical studies. The question raised by
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form criticism does not turn on the issue as to whether some words of
Jesus are authentic while others are inauthentic, but rather on the
fundamental problem raised by the recognition that the New Testament
material was transmitted in such a way as to be influenced by the
function which a particular tradition played in the life of the community
receiving it. This observation is not to suggest that New Testament
traditions were created out of whole cloth by the community of faith, a
caricature often used by conservatives to reject form criticism out of
hand, but that the tradition was shaped and structured sociologically
by the nature of its particular tradition history. The effect is the
radicalization of the faith/history problem far beyond the earlier debate
inwhich even the liberals thought that the recovery of ahistorical kernel
possible through literary critical surgery.

The heart of the methodological issue is brought out very clearly in
an essay by E. Késemann (‘Blind Alleys, NT Questions, 23f.) in which
the author was fully aware that he was fighting on two fronts. First, he
attacked the position of J. Jeremias, who with great learning in rabbinic
material, sought to reactivate the older nineteenth-century positivistic
historical approach, and expressed his confidence that by proper critical
analysis he could penetrate to the verba ipsissima of Jesus. But even
Jeremias' use of the term 'Sitz im Leben Jesu’, by which he understood
the historical milieu of Jesus, was a clear indication that he did not fully
grasp the implications of the form critical method. Besides attacking
Jeremias' historical method, Kasemann also raised the theological issue
which had first surfaced with the early form critics in opposition to the '
history-of-religion's approach. The content of the New Testament in its
function as witness is kerygmatic in nature and its proclamation cannot
be simply identified with amodern critical reconstruction of a historical
portrait.

Secondly, Késemann turned his attack on his teacher, R. Bultmann,
with whom he shared much in common. Bultmann, one of the earliest
advocates of form critical analysis of the New Testament, had drawn
the radical implications of this new critical approach. He saw clearly
that the earliest levd of Christian proclamation arose in the post-
resurrection Christian community, and was a confession of the crucified
and exalted Christ. The preaching of the early church did not focus on
Jesus' teaching, in fact, the most striking feature of the earliest kerygma,
both in Paul and in Acts, was its lack of reference to his earthly life.
Indeed the four Gospels were written from a post-Easter perspective.
Bultmann therefore argued for the sharpest discontinuity between the
historical Jesus and the Christ of the church's faith. The earthly Jesus
served simply as the presupposition of Christian faith and was not a
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part of New Testament theology itsdf. The only line of continuityjoining
the pre-Easter Jesus with the post-Easter Christ was the 'that' (dass) of
the coming of Jesus as the necessary basis of Christian self-understand-
ing. Jesus, theJew, provided no other content for the church's kerygma.

Over against such radical discontinuity Kasemann argues for the
theological significance of the earthly Jesus for Christian theology but
in away totally different from that of Jeremias. Kasemann fully agrees
with Bultmann that there is no penetration behind the kerygma to a
historically recoverable Jesus apart from faith. Nevertheless, the issue
of the continuity and discontinuity between the earthly Jesusand exalted
Christ remains of crucial importance for Christian faith. The primitive
kerygma continues to be concerned with the earthly Jesus in away that
goes far beyond being a mere presupposition as Bultmann suggested.
Furthermore, Kasemann argued that the kerymais vulnerable to aform
of docetism or mythology unless attention be given to the historical
particularity of the earthly Jesus.

Thelargely favourable response to K asemann's essay reflected awide
consensusthat he had correctly signalled abasicweaknessin Bultmann's
proposal. However, Kasemann's own programme for resolving the
problem was itself highly controversial. His concern was to establish
how the earthly Jesus could serve as a criterion of the kerygma, that
is, for the authentic Christian gospd. Kasemann also assumed with
Bultmann that the earthly Jesus playsasmall rolein the New Testament
apart from the Synoptics, and in the Gospels the tradition is represented
in a shattered form, distorted by its reception, and misunderstood as
much as understood. He therefore called for arigorous historical critical
analysis of the kerygmain order to 'discern between the spirits’ and to
establish the authentic kerygma apart from its many distortions and
harmoni zations. Claiming awarrant from the Reformation (i.e. L uther),
Kasemann proposed a radical Sachkritik in his application of a canon
within the canon. He writes:

The real problem is not how to give faith a historical foundation, itis
how to use the critical method to separate the true message from its
fadfication of it, and to do thiswe need the help of the very Onewho
was at that very time the historical Jesus, not by accident but by
divine necessity (New Testament Questions, 50).

In the end, Kasemann ends up by means of his reconstruction of the
authentic kerygma with a presentation of the historical Jesus which is
largely informed by hisinterpretation of Paul. Jesus exercised his power
in his death as an eschatological demonstration of God's rule over the
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universe toward the goal of the justification of the godless, which in.
Kéasemann's view, is the heart of the gospel.

In spite of the brilliance of K&semann's proposal, in my judgment,
his approach suffers major hermeneutical and theological problems
which have only exacerbated the problem of proper historical method-
ology in relation to the Gospels. First, Kasemann regards the New
Testament as a mixture of true and fdse witness to the gospel. He
therefore is committed to recovering the genuine gospel apart from its
widespread fddfication already within the New Testament itself by
means of a Sachkritik: 'to criticize the gospel for the sake of the gospel'.
However, this manner of setting up the problem is clearly a legacy of
the Enlightenment, and not that of the Reformation, which skews
the basic theological issues from the start. The approach is largely
responsible for the theologica impasse reached a the end of the
nineteenth century.

Rather, | would suggest that it was Karl Barth who has captured the
true insight of the Reformers when, in response to Bultmann and his
legacy, he argued for a far more radical position regarding the nature
of the Bible, namely, to be more critical than the critics! In aword, all
scripture suffers from human frailty; there is no untainted position. It
isthereforequiteimpossible to suggest atechniqueor Sachkritik by which
neatly to separate the true and the fase elements. Rather, the church
approaches its scripture in the confidence that in spite of its total time-
conditionality the true witness of the gospel can be heard in the sacred
text through the continuing work of the Spirit. The New Testament is
not a dead document needing to be purified, but a living voice waiting
to be heard.

Secondly, Kasemann again reflects the legacy of the Enlightenment
when he replaces the Christian canon with his own private evaluation
of what is its authentic witness. By characterizing the process of
canonization as afase attempt to objectify the gospel, he fails to reckon
with the canon's theological role of charting the arena within which the
church encounters the kerygma. Instead of attempting to define the
kerygma according to a dogmatic formulation as Kasemann attempts,
the canon set aside a corpus of sacred scripture as containing the whole
apostolic witness (df. Kiing, 'Der Friihkatnolizismus) by which it
distinguished itsfaith from that of heresy. Indeed the task of understand-
ing the gospel through a plurality of witnesses caled forth genuine
theologica reflection which sought dialogically to test its scripture on
the basis of the gospel, while conversdly to interpret the gospel on the
basis of its canonical scripture. In this sense, a genuine theologica
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Sachkritik was at work from the outset, but onewhich has avery different
function from that outlined by Kasemann.

Thirdly, although K&semann saw correctly the kerygmatic nature of
the New Testament whose content set it apart from general religious
phenomena, he faled to develop a method of biblical studies which did
justice to its unique kerygmatic function. Rather almost immediately
Kasemann transported to the study of the kerygma the same critical
toolswhich functionedin therealm of Religionsgeschichte, evaluating the
truth of the Gospels from the perspective of historical probability, logical
consistency, and cultural relativity. The confuson is evident in his
identification of the terminology of the 'earthly Jesus' with the 'historical
Jesus'. While the Gospels make the former distinction to distinguish the
earthly from the exalted Christ, the term ‘historical’ introduces awholly
different set of assumptions and describes aJesus who is recoverable by
rational, historical inquiry. To illustrate the difference, it is one thing
to trace the different levels of witness within the New Testament. It is
quite another to reconstruct historical levels apart from the world of
faith on the basis of general rules of human rationality or cultural
development.

3. The Proper Function of the Diachronic

We began this chapter with a concern to develop a method of tracing
traditio-historical trgjectories within the New Testament tradition
which was commensurate with the material's function as kerygmatic
witness. We have reviewed several modern hermeneutical optionsin an
effort to clarify the difficulties of the problem. However, in spite of the
inadeguaci es of the use of the historical critical approach as an exegetical
tool, | would strongly argue for the usefulness of recovering a depth
dimension within the kerygmawhich does not fal victim to the persistent
pitfalls of critical scholarship since the Enlightenment. It is a continuing
concern of this volume on Biblica Theology to demonstrate the value
of tracing the growth of the historical traditional trgectories of both
testaments as a means of understanding both their continuity and
discontinuity.

Although | am fully aware of the complexity of the problem and am
sensitive to the need for exegetica evidence to support my theological
formulation, | would suggest the following reasons to support the value
of this enterprise in relation to the New Testament.

First, the critical recovery of a depth dimension aids the interpreter
in understanding the direction in which the tradition grew. It is of great
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significance to redlize that, although onticaly the fact of the Gospel
preceded the witness of Paul, historically Paul's testimony is prior to
the composition of the four Gospels. The New Testament tradition
developed from its primary witness to the exalted Christ which is clearly
demonstrated in Paul, to a theological concern to relate the witness to
the earthly Jesus with the resurrected Lord which is the concern of all
the Evangelists.

Secondly, a recovery of the historical dimension within the kerygma
can aid in correlating the witness to the concrete life of the early church
with its changing historical and cultural situation. It is significant to see
how Matthew's witness to Christ transformed earlier traditions often
found in Mark in order to address with the message of the gospd the
new historical situation of the early church in the post-70 era.

Thirdly, the recovery of a historical depth dimension within the
kerygma helps the interpreter understand the range of kerygmatic
diversity aswdll as establishing the nature of its unity. At times the lack
of asignificant difference between historically earlier and later testimony
isof equal importance as signs of change and devel opment. By recovering
the range of diversity within a historical period of the early church, the
interpreter is aso aided in understanding the canonical process which
structured the theological witness.

In the chapters which now follow, | shal try to support these
methodological proposals by means of a tradition-historical analysis of
the New Testament witness.
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The Church's Earliest Proclamation

It has long been recognized that the canonical order of the present New
Testament - Gospels, Acts, Epistles - does not represent the historical
growth of early Christianity. It seemed, therefore, to be a reasonable
enterprise when critical scholarship first sought to recover the true
historical sequence in the growth of the Christian faith. Part of the
expectation of the enterprise was that a historical perspective would
shed some light on the problems which the ordinary reader of the
canonical Gospdls often encountered who was unaware of the history
behind the New Testament's composition.

1. The Earliest Proclamation as Kerygma

Within the New Testament, especidly in the Pauline corpus, there
are explicit references to Christian proclamation which preceded the
Apostle's and on which he was dependent. The most obvious references
arein| Cor. 15.3: 'l deliveredyou . . . what | asoreceived . . ., and |
Cor. 11.23: 'l received from the Lord what | also deliveredtoyou . . ..
This initial insight was then greatly enhanced with the development of
the form critical method. By careful study of the style of the material,
scholars such as Norden, Seeberg, and Lohmeyer were able to recover
with some measure of certainty older confessional and hymnic elements
in passages such as Rom. 1.2-4, Phil. 2.5-11, etc., which had been
subsequently incorporated into the letters of Paul and elsewhere. It also
became increasingly clear that there was an earlier level of confessiond
material in the book of Acts which had been reworked into the larger
literary composition of the author, but was till visible in part (d. the
discussion in Dibelius and Wilckens).

One of the most significant features of this early form critical work
was the discovery of the 'kerygmatic' quality of the early church's
proclamation. Lying at the heart of its message was not moral exhor-
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tation or instruction. Nor was it a continuation of the teachings of Jesus.
Rather, theverb kerysso, denoting the act of proclamation, described the
content of the message and was equivalent to evangelizing or preaching
the gospel. The noun kerygma could mean either the content of what was
preached or the act of proclamation. The kerygma was the message,
publically announced by a herald, which constituted the missionary
message of the earliest witness to Christ. Above al, it was the voice of
the early church testifying to the astonishing news of God's redemption
through the death and resurrection of Jesus Christ.

Inhisground-breakingbook, TheApostolicPreachinganditsDevel opments
(1936), C. H. Dodd tried to outline what he thought to have been the
common features of the kerygma which he was able to reconstruct from
scattered fragments from Paul's letters. It included the fulfilment of
prophecy of a new age inaugurated by Christ, his birth, death, and
burial, hisresurrection according to scripture, hisexaltation and coming
again asJudge and Saviour (17). Dodd then argued that the book of
Acts also reflects this common kerygma, the roots of which he attributed
to the Aramaic-speaking church at Jerusalem.

Over the years Dodd's initial description of the kerygma has called
forth a vigorous debate. Considerable criticism has focussed on the
question of whether Dodd, and earlier Seeberg, had not underestimated
the complexity of the early proclamation by attempting to isolate one
common pattern. For example, Dunn (Unity and Diversity) has argued
vigoroudy that the diversity of earliest Christianity demands that the
term kerygma be replaced by kerygmata. He then proceeded to trace
the range of diversity, contrasting the 'kerygma of Jesus' with the
kerygmata of Acts, of Paul, and of John.

Dunn has offered a valid criticism of Dodd's thesis and pointed out
the danger of abstracting a pattern which never functioned this way in
any particular New Testament text. Y et at the same time Dunn has aso
introduced a confuson into the debate with Dodd. For Dodd, the
kerygma was the earliest church witness to the exated Christ. By
characterizing a reconstructed summary of Jesus' own teachings as
kerygma, Dunn has changed the nature of the debate. Rather than
addressing Dodd's question regarding the common features of the
church's kerygmatic proclamation, Dunn has introduced avery different
critical issue, namely, the relation between the preaching of the earthly
Jesus and the proclamation of the church to the exalted Christ.

Nevertheless, Dunn's work offered a contribution, especially to the
English-speaking world, in raising again the basic problem of the
diversity of the early church's message, a question which had long
occupied German scholarship ever since the critical research of Heit-
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miiller, Bousset, and W. Bauer. In the New Testament theology of
R. Bultmann the thesis has received its most recent and powerful
formulation. Bultmann followed Heitmiiller and Bousset in arguing that
the history of the early church's proclamation can only be understood
by tracing its pluralistic development from an Aramaic-speakingJewish
church to the kerygma of the Hellenistic church, and then to Paul. The
efect of the proposal has been greatly to heighten the theological
diversity within early Christianity and to emphasize the elements of
discontinuity and change.

Opposition to Bultmann's schema from more conservative New
Testament scholarship has focussed its criticism on the unproven
hypothesis of a sharp digunction between Jewish and Hellenistic
Christianity, the former found largely in Palestine, the latter in the
diaspora. M. Hengel, for example, {Judaism and Hellenism), along with
others, has sought to erode the sharp distinction by pointing out how
fluid was the relationship between Judaism and Hellenism and the
extreme difficulty in using geographical terminology to chart a major
theological difference. The issue remains a complicated one and the
debate continues unabated among New Testament specialists. At this
juncture, it would perhaps be wise to exercise restraint in the use of
such formalized categories as Palestinian Jewish or Hellenistic Gentile
Christianity, and to dlow the true elements of diversity or unity to
emerge through detailed historical study of the individual elements of
the early tradition. In sum, neither the abstraction of one unified
kerygma according to Dodd, nor the projection of radical discontinuity
within the tradition according to Bultmann has been sustained.

Undergirding those scholars who have stressed the diversity within
early Christianity lies the famous thesis of W. Bauer, which he worked
out in Orthodoxy andHeresy in Earliest Christianity. Bauer argued that there
never was a uniform concept of orthodoxy in the early church, and that
different forms of belief competed for hegemony throughout the second
century. Only when one party emerged politicaly victorious from the
struggle did it lay claim to orthodoxy and subsequently stigmatized the
opposition as heretical. The controversy over Bauer's thesis continues
in New Testament scholarship and the very lack of decisive historical
evidence suggests that the issues will not soon be resolved. In my
opinion, the counter thesisof H. E. W. Turner in ThePatternof Christian
Truth has not been successfully refuted. He argued for a common rule-
of-fath at the heart of the early church while fredy admitting that a
fluid line obtained at the fringes between orthodoxy and heresy.
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2. The Tradents of the Tradition

Another important aspect to the problem of tracing the growth of early
Christian tradition turns on the issue of determining the form and
function- of its transmission. Who were the bearers of the earliest
proclamation and how was the tradition treasured and propagated? M.
Dibelius had argued as early as 1917 that the 'missionary purpose was
the cause and preaching was the means of spreading abroad that which
thedisciplespossessed asrecollection’ (FromTraditionto Gospel, 2nded.,
13). But Dibelius's emphasis on the 'Predigt’ - the German word can
mean both sermon and preaching - as the principal bearer of the earliest
tradition soon met with severe criticism. Bultmann objected to the
hypothesis as being too narrow. He wrote: 'to see preaching as the
starting-point of al thespiritual productsofearly Christianity . . . seems
to my mind a gross overstatement that endangers the understanding of
numerous items of the tradition . . . Apologetics and polemics, as well
as edification and discipline must equally be taken into account, as must
scribal activity' (History of the Synoptic Tradition, ET 60f.). Or again,
Stendahl (School of Matthew, 18) citesR. P. Casey'sincisive criticism of
Dibelius; 'Why, if the Gospel sections were in constant circulation for
homiletical purposes, do they survive only in non-homiletical form?

One of the most powerful recent attempts to offer a very different Stz
im Leben for the beginnings of the Gospel tradition has been made by a
group of Scandinavian scholars. Riesenfeld (The Gospel Tradition) and
later Gerhardsson (Memory and Manuscript) haveargued that the begin-
nings of the Gospel tradition went back to the teachings of Jesus himsdf,
and his words and deeds were memorized and treasured by a circle of
disciples much like that of aJewish rabbi. Gerhardsson further stressed
the role of writing as a means of preserving the tradition. More recently,
R. Riesner ('"Elementarbildung’) has further expanded the analogy with
rabbinic tradition by drawing a paralel between Jewish elementary
education and Gospel tradition.

The strength of the proposal lies in its attempt to move beyond the
vague concept of preaching which characterized Dibelius' hypothesis,
and to provide a concrete sociologica setting in its place. To suggest a
different set of constraints at work in the Gospel's formation other than
an appeal to community needs is also a mgor advance. Nevertheless,
the Scandinavian hypothesis has met with great scholarly resistance
and remains very much a minority opinion. For most New Testament
scholars the gap between the form and function of the Gospels and that
of rabbinic tradition is far too great to be convincing. Any satisfactory
theory has to explain the balance between the considerable freedom in
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handling the tradition which a comparison among the Synoptics reveals
and strong forces of restraint which obviously held the freedom in check
through fixed formulations and conventions. The analogy to rabbinic
tradition does not seem close enough to meet this requirement.

A more cautious modification of the classic form critical approach to
the kerygma which has much to commend it has been offered by N. A.
Dahl (Jesusin Memory, 18ff.). Dahl agrees that the kerygma which the
early church proclaimed was the missionary message which announced
Christ to those who were outside the church. However, for those within
the community of faith who knew the message, preaching involved more
of recollection than of proclamation. The canonical Gospels thus reflect
this element of remembrance, not in terms of a memory of the historical
Jesus from the past, but a message concerning the exalted, resurrected
one of the present.

At the other end of the spectrum from the Scandinavians, another
school of New Testament scholars has attempted to account for the
particular form of the transmission of the church's proclamation by
developing the thesis that the phenomenon of Christian prophecy was
a crucial eement in the growth of the Gospd tradition. Bultmann
(History, 5, 105, 205) had first suggested that there was a very fluid
relation between the sayings of the earthly Jesus and the sayings of the
risen Lord, the latter arising largely from the creativity of the church.
However, Bultmann had never pursued the suggestion in detail; but
used it mainly as a theory by which to explain the broad scope of his
reconstructedGemeindetheol ogie.

Within the last severa decades new attention has been given in
developing the hypothesis and in specifying its influence. For example,
Boring (Sayingsof theRisen Jesus) argued that theinspired prophet within
the Christian community functioned in such away that he identified his
own expression of the words of the risen Christ with the words of the
earthly Jesus. The Christian prophet was the earthly vehicle by which
the exated Christ communicated to his church. Boring sought to
characterize thevarious forms of early prophetic speech and he described
awide variety of activities including arole in interpreting scripture, in
giving predictive oracles, and in offering specific directions for the
Christian life. Especialy controversial was Boring's attempt to assign
to Christian prophecy a mgor role in the formation of so-caled 'Q" (df.
Kloppenborg'scritique, TheFormationofQj, 34ff.).

There are certainly elements in the hypothesis which are initially
plausible. Unquestionably Christian prophecy played a significant role
within the early church (I Thess. 5.19-21; Acts 13.1; Cor. 12-14; Rev.
13ff), which a times evoked a cautious and somewhat negative
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responsefrom Paul (I Cor. 13.2). Both the Didache and Hermas confirm
a picture of its controversial presence. However, the difficulty lies in
trying tojoin this historical, religious phenomenon with the formation
and transmission process of early Christian literature. For many the
evidence for the theory appears insufficient to be convincing.

A problem is that one hypothesis has been erected upon a previoudy
hypothetical projection of the literature's growth. In addition, some of
the New Testament evidence seems to run in the face of the hypothesis.
For example, it is difficult to believe that there was no real distinction
made between the words of Jesus and those of a prophet, especialy in
the light of Paul's clear differentiation between his own commands and
those of the Lord's (1 Cor. 7.25). It is one thing for a later author to
shape a saying of Jesusin the light of post-Easter knowledge; it is quite
another to speak of a creation de novo. Then again, onewould expect to
have afew incontrovertible passages connecting the role of such prophets
to aleve ofthetradition, but this does not seem to be the case. Therefore,
although most critical New Testament scholars readily admit that a
genuine problemisinvolved in this history of transmission, many remain
unconvinced of this resolution. There appear few signs of an emerging
consensus in sight.

To summarize, in spite of the great advances brought by the form
critical approach to the study of early Christian tradition with its
emphasis on the creative role of the earliest tradents, the exact contours
of this process of transmission remain elusive. As aconsequence the lack
of a clear consensus serves as a caution against applying any one
overarching historical theory in a dogmatic fashion.

At thisjuncture in the description of the church's earliest proclam-
ation, at least certain implications can be drawn from the history of
critical research.

(1) The earliest leve of the early church's tradition reflects the faith
of those who bore testimony to the resurrection and to the exalted
Christ. That is, the Christian tradition grew from the post-Easter
experience and this kerygma was transmitted in a variety of ways as
a missionary message to those outside the circle of early Christian
believers.

(2) The kerygma had at its core afixed content which affirmed the
death and resurrection of Jesus Christ as God's promised Messiah.
Y et there was aso considerable freedom in expanding and elaborating
the message to match the different situations and audiences to which
it was proclaimed.

(3) The signs of growth and development of different levels of the
tradition, often with considerable tension, give evidence that the
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growth was deeply rooted in a genuine historical process and was not
the result of a later, tendentious ideology retrojected into the past
by some one party or ideological faction {contra Pagels, The Gnostic
Gospels).

3. The Role of the Old Testament within the Early Proclamation

An issue of fundamental importance in describing the formation of the
early church's proclamation turns on the role of the Jewish scriptures,
later called the Old Testament by the church.

Up to now the emphasis has falen on correctly assessing the forces
which lay at the centre of the formation of the New Testament. It is fully
clear from the nature of the kerygma that the origin of the Gospel
tradition arose from the explosive power which the resurrection of the
exalted Christ had on the disciples. This means that the New Testament
is not merely a commentary on the Old Testament, nor can the New
Testament be seen simply as the last chapter of the history of Israel.
Regardless of how one finally formulates the relationship between the
two testaments, it is basic to emphasize that something totally new
began with the resurrection, and this sharp discontinuity in Israel's
tradition is rightly reflected in the formation of two separate and distinct
testaments. The old came to an end; the new began.

Nevertheless this emphasis on the discontinuity within the tradition
is only part of the story, and the subject needs further explication lest
the nature ofthe New Testament's genuine continuity with the scriptures
of Israel be misunderstood. The argument has often been made, most
recently by J. Dunn (Unity and Diversity, 81ff.), and B. Lindars (NTS
1977, 59f.) that the Old Testament had authority for the early church
only in so far as it was interpreted by the gospel. It functioned as
normative scripture for Christians only in so far as it was read from the
perspective of the message of Jesus. The Old Testament provided a
depository of imagery which could be fredy construed to function as a
prophetic warrant for the Christ event. Often its use entailed modifi-
cation and alteration of the biblical text, and even outright rejection of
large portions of the Old Testament in order to sustain its new role
within the church.

In my judgment, this description of the role of the Old Testament
within the early church is highly misleading and one-sided in the
extreme. Although it is obvioudy true that the Old Testament was
interpreted in the light of the gospel, it is equally important to recognize
that the New Testament tradition was fundamentally shaped from the
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side of the Old. The Old Testament was nhot simply a collage of texts to
be manipulated, but theJewish scriptureswere held as the authoritative
voice of God, exerting amajor coercion on theearly church'sunderstand-
ing of Jesus' mission. In fact, the Jewish scriptures were the church's
only scripture well into the second century. As H. von Campenhausen
has forcefully stated, the problem of the early church was not what to
do with the Old Testament in the light of the gospel, which was Luther's
concern, but rather the reverse. In the light of the Jewish scriptures
which were acknowledged to be the true oracles of God, how were
Christiansto understand thegood newsof JesusChrist (Formation, 64f.)?

The basic historical and theological problem of understanding the
early church's use of the Old Testament has often been blurred by an
overemphasis on the effect of first-century Jewish Hellenistic techniques
of biblical interpretation (df. for example, Dunn, Unity, 8Iff.; Juel,
Messianic Exegesis). Certainly no critical scholar doubts that the New
Testament's use of the Old often reflects the time-conditioning of the
period, and that these exegetical techniques can bedescribed as midrash,
pesher, typology, and the like. Yet the confuson arises when the
impression is given that the hermeneutical filter was so dense as to
muffle completely the Old Testament's own voice. Thisis simply not
true, nor does it reckon adequately with the serious wrestling by the
ancients with the biblical text. How misleading would be the inference
that, because the Jewish synagogue approached scriptures often
midrashically, Jews had lost all access to the Hebrew Bible, and that
the coercive force of the text had been rendered fully inoperative through
ideological construal.

In terms of the Christian use of the Old Testament the mgjor point
to be stressed is that the exegetical techniques, which Christians largely
inherited from Jews, were held in check and under constraint by the
substance of the Old Testament witness. Christians understood that the
biblical text pointed beyond itself and was not to be a 'dead letter'
(gramma). The controversy which shortly arose between Christiansand
Jews turned on the different understandings of the reality to which
scripture pointed. For Christians the Old Testament was not aflat, f-
contained text which could be bent at will, but a witness to God's
purpose reveded in the history of Israel, which Christians saw as
continuing in the life, death, and resurrection of Christ.

An essentia part of the early church's kerygma - whether narrowly
or broadly conceived - consisted in bearing witness to the saving events
of Jesus Christ which had occurred 'according to scripture' (I Cor.
15.3). That which happened inJesus Christ was a fulfilment of God's
promise to Israel. Indeed, Jesus designation as the 'Christ' only made
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sense as the assumption of a royal office which had long before been
announced by the prophets. Some have argued that the role of the Old
Testament was largely apologetic in function (Lindars), and because of
the unseemly execution of Jesus as a common criminal on the cross, the
church was thrust into the position of defending its faith against slander.
Certainly the reference to Deut. 21. 23: 'cursed be anyone who hangs
on a tree, is evidence that some apologetic elements were present.
However, it hardly seems to have been the magjor force for the massive
use of the Old Testament in its early proclamation. Nor is the theory
convincing which argued that the appeal to the Old Testament was an
ad hominem move for accommodating the debate with Jews (Harnack,
Das Alte Testament). Rather, the diverse and consistent appeal to the
Jewish scriptures arose as an attempt by the church to understand the
person and work of Jesus whom Christians confessed as the Christ. The
Jewish scriptures provided the only authoritative context by which the
marvellous, yet confusng events of Easter, could be understood, and
from which perspective the earthly life of Jesus could aso be compre-
hended.

4. The Use of the Old Testament as a Guide to Tradition-History

In 1916J. Renddl Harris {Testimonies) put forth a bold thesis regarding
the use of the Old Testament by the church which initiated a lengthy
debate, especialy within the English-speaking world. His was one of
the first attempts to use the form of Old Testament citations as a tool to
recover the different strata within the early church's proclamation.
Harris argued that there was an early Christian collection of Old
Testament texts which had been organized for the use of Christian
apologists and that this collection antedated every canonical writing.
Of course, if this thesis could have been proved, it would have provided
the earliest literary product of the church, and established a starting
point for all subsequent development of early Christian proclamation.
However, Harris' theory of a literary collection of 'testimonies’ has
not stood up well, and following the detailed scrutiny of C. H. Dodd,
has been generally abandoned. Dodd, for his part, argued that the use
of the Old Testament formed the substructure of New Testament
theology and he set out to examine those Old Testament passages which
weremost frequently cited { According to the Scriptures). However, Dodd
hasbeen criticized by Lindars{New Testament Apol ogetic) for suggesting
that frequency of occurrence was a key to the importance of an Old
Testament citation. Lindars fdt that one needed another approach
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which avoided the trap of fortuitous citation, and by dealing closdly
with specific contexts one would be able to provide an avenue into the
earliest strata of the early church's use of the Old Testament. Dodd was
also criticized - rightly in my opinion - for suggesting that a concept of
history rather than the biblical text itself was the unifying force behind
the appeal to scripture (According to the Scriptures, 128). Lindars then
proceeded to argue that one could arrange the use of Old Testament
texts progressively in stages of interpretation in order to trace their
changing application with the early church. However, Lindars pre-
judged the function of his material by assuming that the purpose of a
citationwas primarily apologetic. Thisinitial construal strongly affected
how he envisioned the shifting application. In each of his chapters he
tried to sketch a development from a primitive argument based on
literal fulfilment to various subsequent apologetic responses to Jewish
accusations, some of which he located in a Gentile Hellenistic setting.
In spite of the brilliance of much of Lindar's reconstructions, the
enterprise remained very subjective and far too speculative to be assured
of its historical probability.

Finally, Nils Dahl has mounted an important thesis which has shown
considerable promise in providing a fresh perspective on the use of the
Old Testament in the development of the church's early proclamation.
Dahl argued that the only way to resolve the tension between the non-
messianic character of Jesus' public ministry and the early church's
confession of Jesus as the risen Messiah was to assume that Jesus had
been executed as a messianic pretender. Only 'if he were crucified as an
alleged Messiah does faith in his resurrection become faith in the
crucified Messiah' (The Crucified Messiah, 26). As aresult of this faith,
the first Christian Old Testament texts were interpreted messianically
in a way which went beyond those already used in Judaism for the
Messiah. Prophecies about the son of David were applied to the Messiah
Jesus. Similarly, texts referring to an eschatological high priest and the
servant of Y ahweh were interpreted as pointing to Jesus.

More recently, Dahl's student, D. Juel, has tried to exploit his thesis
even further by suggesting that it provides the key for tracing the
development of the earliest christological interpretation of scripture
(MessianicExegesis). Christianinterpretationof thescripturesarosefrom
the recognition that Jesus was the expected Messiah and that he did not
fit the picture. The attempt to clarify this situation lay at the beginning
of Christian tradition and provided the New Testament interpreter with
a starting point for the growth of the kerygma.

Although Dahl's thesis has much to commend it, | do not fed that it
is fully convincing for severa reasons. It seems hardly adequate to
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attribute the origin of the Christian confesson of Jesus as Messiah to
the amost fortuitous historical ascription of a messianic title by the
Romans on the cross. Again, to characterizeJesus' ministry asradically
non-messianic is to accept too easly the one-sided characterization of
the radical wing of New Testament critics. | think that Bornkamm's
description of Jesus' ministry as a 'movement of broken Messianic
hopes (Jesus of Nazareth, 172) is closer to the mark and decisively
modifies the impasse which Dahl accepted from Schweitzer. In sum,
Dahl has correctly shown the centrality of the early church's confesson
of Jesus as the crucified Messiah, but the clam of his historica
reconstruction as providing the exclusive starting point of the devel op-
ment of christology seems to me overdrawn. Likewise, Juel's book is
useful in showing the important role of certain key Old Testament
passages in developing the early church's Christian proclamation, but
his claim for reconstructing the original historical trajectory for the
development of the church's kerygma according to Dahl's hypothesisis
unconvincing.

To summarize, the attempt to use the citations of the Old Testament
as a means of reconstructing the earliest development of the kerygma
has not been fully successful. Because the evidence for recovering an
exact historical sequence is lacking, too great a level of speculation is
required. Rather, it seems to be a more reasonable proposal to reckon
with a great variety of factors, many of which have been correctly seen
by Dodd, Lindars, and Dahl, without laying clam to one exclusive
historical tragjectory. However, the central role of the Old Testament
in the early church's understanding and interpreting the death and
resurrection of Christ isincontestable. Psalm 110 provided the imagery
for seeingJesus exalted at God's right hand and reigning sovereign over
the powers of death (Mark 12.35-37 par.; Acts 2.34; Heb. 7.17,21).
Psalm 89 formed the link to Christ's humiliation (Luke 1.51; Acts 2.30),
and Psalm 22 spoke of his righteous suffering (Mark 15.34 par.). Psalm
2 and Il Samuel 7 provided the language for the royal messianic office
as Son of God (Acts 13. 33f.; Heb. 15 and Daniel 7 spoke of the
eschatological hope of his kingdom (Mark 13.26; 14.62).

5. Christological Titles

There is one fina topic to be discussed regarding the formation of the
church's earliest proclamation. Beginning at the end of the nineteenth
century and dramatically increasing during the twentieth century
there has appeared a constant stream of books which have sought to
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reconstruct the development of christology by means of a study of the
various titles applied tojesusin the New Testament. In hisfamous book
of 1913, Kyrios Christos, W. Bousset sought to trace the devel opment of
Chistianity from the earliest Palestinian community through the Gentile
Christian community to Paul and to John. He argued that the Jewish
son-of-man dogma was transformed on Greek soil to the worship of
Jesus as Lord and cult-hero of the community. Similarly for Bultmann,
the mgjor problem in understanding the development of christology
turned on explaining how 'the proclaimer became the proclaimed'
{Theology, I, 33). A somewhat similar scheme was proposed by the
Jewish scholar, H. J. Schoeps, who saw the role of Paul being one in
which Paul's concept of a heavenly Christ wholly absorbed the earthly
Jesus. Schoeps regarded the title of 'son of God' as a completely non-
Jewish idea and closdy akin to the heathen idea of Greek culture {Paul,
150ff.).

In recent years perhaps the most ambitious attempt to trace the
development of christology by means of Jesus' titles was made by F.
Hahn in 1963 {The Titles of Jesus). Hahn further modified Bultmann's
three-stage development scheme (Palestinian, pre-Pauline Hellenistic,
and Pauline tradition) by distinguishing between Jewish Hellenistic
Christianity and Gentile Hellenistic Christianity. Then by analysing
the various titles in turn in terms of their linguistic, cultural, and
theological alterations, he sought to sketch a trajectory of the church's
christological development. A somewhat similar, if greatly smplified,
schemewas proposed by R. Fuller {Foundations).

This is not the place to offer a detailed criticism of Hahn's proposal
which evoked a long and heated debate. The maor point which has
emerged from the discussion is a growing scepticism among many
that such unilinear developmental schemata can be sustained by the
historical evidence. Although it is highly probable that a title such as
kyrios should have been influenced within the Graeco-Roman world
from associations with mystery religions, a very strong case has been
made by Cullmann, Hengel, and Vermes, among others, for discerning
theJewi sh roots of the concept which provided the grounds for another,
and at times even simultaneous growth within Palestinian Judaism.
Again, in the light of the Qumran evidenceit is no longer possible with
Schoeps to dismiss such a term as son of God as un-Jewish and a later
Greek development. Moreover, if one considers the role of Jewish
wisdom in the Hellenistic period it is no longer adequate to treat the
theological interest in Christ's pre-existence as Greek speculation (cf.
Hengel, 'Jesus as Lehrer der Weisheit', 40ff.). It is also increasingly
dubious that one can project the presence of a discrete religious
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community behind each different christologica title, especidly in the
light of the closeinteraction reveal ed between widely separated Christian
communities.

Perhaps the greatest contribution of this kind of historical study, even
when the reconstruction of a complete picture of the growth of the
early church's christological understanding remains unlikely, is to
demonstrate the lengthy and complex struggle within the early church
to develop, clarify and enrich its understanding of Jesus Christ. The
multiplerootsof formulaeand thediversity of imagery which contributed
to the process serve as a mgjor check against an oversimplification of
the history. Critical historical research has aso an important role in
evaluating theories which attribute a mgjor christological force either to
Gnostic mythology or to the alegedly heavy-hand of later ecclesiastical
orthodoxy. Hengel has made an important historical point in rejecting
the categorizing of christologies as ‘from above' and ‘from below' when
hewrites: 'Thisisafdse alternative that goes against the course of New
Testament christology, which developed in an indissoluable dialectic
between God's saving activity and man's answering' { The Cross, 89).
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The Pauline Gospel

In striking contrast to the difficulty of establishing a likely historical
trgjectory for the earliest development of Christianity, a remarkably
sharp profile emerges for the ministry of the Apostle Paul. The reference
to L. Junius Gallioin Acts 18. 12 whose period of dffice was established
from the Delphi inscription alows Paul's career to be calculated with
some certainty within a period of afew years. He was converted about
the year AD 31. His main missionary activity extended about a decade
from AD 48-58. He was taken to Rome in the late 50s, and after a two
year imprisonment was martyred under Nero. Of course the exact
sequence of his letters remains contested, but when compared with
most periods of ancient history, the variations in details are of minor
significancefor ngthecontributionsof Paul (cf. Jewett, Chronology,
and Liidemann, Paul).

1. Paul and Hellenistic Christianity

A much more critical problem for understanding his cultural milieu
turns on the issue of Paul and Hellenistic Christianity. Starting with the
provocative essay of Heitmuller (‘'Zum Problem Paulus und Jesus),
1912), and further devel oped by Bousset {Kyrios Christos) and Bultmann
(Theology of the New Testament, |), a brilliant reconstruction of early
Christianity has been proposed according to which Paul isnot linked ina
direct continuum with the church atJerusalem, but rather to Hellenistic
Christianity of the diaspora. Thus, in Bultmann's New Testament
theology the analysis of Paul's witness is preceded first by a section on
the kerygma of the earliest church, which is then followed by a chapter
on 'The Kerygma of the Hellenistic Church aside from Paul'. In the
generation following Bultmann, a further refinement of Hellenistic
Christianity has been proposed, i.e. a Hellenistic Jewish Christianity
and a Hellenistic Gentile Christianity, but our present concern will
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focus only on the broad lines of the thesisin tracing a trajectory of Paul's
witness to the gospel.

The strength of the thesisisimmediately apparent when one considers
solely the effect of the replacement of the Hebrew/Aramaic language of
Jesus' preaching with that of the Greek language. The LXX became
the Bible of the early church. However the impact of Hellenism on the
formation of Christianity involved far more than a shift in language,
but was reflected in different philosophical thought-patterns, cultural
institutions, and religious traditions. An enormous scholarly effort has
been expended which was initially stimulated by the history-of-religion
school of the 20s to try to assess the influence of apocalyptic, wisdom,
and Gnostic forces on early Christian thought which greatly contributed
to the syncretisticJewish Hellenistic milieu of first-century Christianity.

However, in recent years a strong reaction has set in against the way
in which the Hellenistic influence has been characterized according to
the Heitmiiller-Bousset-Bultmann position. Above all, as Hengel has
convincingly shown (JudaismandHellenism, 54ff.), thewhol eof Judai sm,
including theJudai sm of Palestine, must be characterized as 'Hellenistic
Judaism’ from the middle of the third century BC onward. Thus to
suggest that asharp line can be constructed between Jewish Palestinian
and Hellenistic Christianity along geographical or even language div-
isions is no longer possible. This observation does not imply that wide
difference in perspective and tradition did not continue within early
Christianity, but the lines between cultures are much more fluid than
once thought. There is no pure Hellenistic Gentile Christianity nor a
Jewish Palestinian church which is unaffected by Hellenism. It would
therefore seem wiser to speak of various streams of influence which often
were represented in the same community and ran parallel to each other.
Thiswould aso explain why Paul often appears to be fighting on severa
fronts as he addresses the problems of a given congregation (eg.
Corinth).

Bedsde the question of Paul's relation to Hellenistic Christianity
much energy has been expended in trying to determine Paul's specific
antecedents. He makes explicit reference to his Pharisaic training (Phil.
35f,; Acts 22.3), and internal evidence fully confirms his rabbinic
background. It has become virtually a truism that never is Paul more
‘rabbinical’ than when he is contesting Pharisaic Judaism (cf. Dahl,
'‘Contradictions).

Yet it is aso the case that Paul makes use of specific Christian
traditions which he cites as having 'received’ (I Cor. 11.23ff.; 15.3ff.).
Beyond this, internal evidence has convinced most New Testament
scholars of Paul's use of prior confessiond, liturgical traditions which
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stand out from the Apostle's own writingsin style and content (e.g. Phil.
2.6ff.). Bornkamm {Paul, 248ff.) has argued with great cogency that
Rom. 113f. and Rom. 116f. give two very different summaries of the
gospel, which can best be explained by assuming that the first reflects
a pre-Pauline credo reproducing the christology of the early Jewish
Christian church, and emphasingjesus' Davidic descent and exaltation
as Son of God. In contrast, Rom. 116 is a Pauline formulation in
soteriological terms with the stress on the gospel as the power of God
for salvation to everyone who has faith. The significance point to be
made is that such historical reconstructions are helpful in showing
Paul's rootage in early Christian tradition which he adopts and affirms,
and this cannot be played over against his own theological formulations
asdispensableballast (cf. Goppelt, Christentumundjudentum, 365f).

2. Paul and the Gospd

Paul formulated his understanding of the Christian message in terms of
thegospel (euaggelion). HeusestheterminRom. 116f. asaprogrammatic
statement of God's redemptive activity in Christ which is the content of
his preaching. Considerable debate continues to be waged in determin-
ing the linguistic and cultural roots of the term. Because of the wide
diversity of options, the difficulty lies in establishing primary and
secondary influences on the New Testament's usage (¢f. the summary
in Friedrich, TDNT, |1, 721ff. and Fitzmyer, 'The Gospel').

The Greek noun euaggelion was already used in classica Greek
literature and denoted in Homer 'a reward given to a herald of good
news (Od. 14.152.18). In Hellenistic Greek it came to be used in a
secular sense of good news and aso with a religious connotation
designating a sacrifice to the gods for good news. An even more
significant use has been found in a celebration of the Roman Emperor
Augustus' birthday which was 'for the world the beginning of the good
tidings due to him' (cited by Fitzmyer, 12, from W. Dittenberger's
Orientis graeci inscriptionis selectae).

Over against the Graeco-Roman evidence is the use of the verb in a
far closer religious sense in the Septuagint. The noun is often the
tranglation for the Hebrew b'sordh, the good news announced by aherald.
The eschatological note sounded in its New Testament usage is far
closer to the Old Testament than the cultic benefits of the Graeco-
Roman cult. However, the strongest evidence for the primary connection
to the Old Testament is Paul's explicit citing of Isa. 52.7 in Rom. 10.15
in the context of the preaching of the gospel.
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In sum, it is possible that the term gospel arose in different contexts
independently of each other, and that there was a fuson of meanings
within the Hellenistic milieu. Neverthel ess, the evidence seems strongest
that the Old Testament's highly eschatological connotation lay at the
heart of the New Testament's choice of the term, regardless of whatever
other chords may have been sounded by the word.

For Paul the gospel is absolutely central because it is the power that
reveals the righteousness of God. It is the manifestation of the exalted
Christon earth (Kasemann, Romans, 289). Theincarnation of theearthly
Jesus does not need to be repeated or extended because the presence of
the exalted Christ is encountered in the word which is proclaimed. The
basic theologica problem of how Christians of succeeding generations
find access to Jesus Christ is resolved by Paul in terms of the gospdl.
The Apostle does not transmit stories about the earthly Jesus of a past
age, nor does he construct an elaborate scheme of Heilsgeschichte, but
rather he bears witness to the eschatological meaning and the explosive
power of the resurrected One for past, present, and future time. The
gospel can never be solely about events of the past because it unleashes
a divine power for present and future.

It has long been a troubling feature that Paul's message appears to
represent a sharp break with the proclamation of Jesus. Whereas Jesus
proclaimed in words and action the dawning of the kingdom of God,
Paul bore witness to the establishment of salvation and God's rule which
had become actual fact. The proclaimer had become the proclaimed!
Yet the problem cannot be resolved by an appeal to a cultural shift
in tradition (e.g. a new apocalyptic vision), or to a hew sociologica
setting of Gentile Christianity. Rather, the issue turns on a theological
understanding. The post-Easter church discovered itsef to be in a
fundamentally different situation in respect to God's redemptive promise
than the disciples before Christ's resurrection. What had been previousy
promised had now been decisively realized and the proclamation of this
good news as God's revealed power was both the form and content of
the gospel. The proclamation of the gospe by the early church was
forced to makeJesus himself the subject matter of its preaching in order
to befaithful to God's actual redemptive event. The unique contribution
of Paul was in developing the Christian gospd as the proclamation of
justification by faith alone (df. below).

Throughout his letters Paul testifies to his special role as an ambassa-
dor of the gospel. He does not develop a systematic theology or
philosophy of history, but to his missionary congregations in various
ways he argues theologically concerning the implications of the gospel
for both Jew and Gentile. He does not address simply individuals nor
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does he limit himsdf to the Christian church, but rather he lays claim
to the entire cosmos in the name of the gospd. Because the content of
the gospel is God's Son, God's purpose of salvation pertains aike to all
who believe. It involves a fresh revelation of the righteousness of God.

3. Paul's Use of the Old Testament

One of the crucial and yet most difficult problems of understanding
Paul turns on his use of the Old Testament. In afamous lecture in 1928
A. von Harnack ('Das Alte Testament") argued that the Old Testament
was not essential to Paul's theology. He had used it in a polemical
context in Corinthians, Galatians, and Romans, but that it was not
congtitutive to his missionary activity is shown by itsvirtual absencein
the rest of his corpus. Although Harnack's thesis has continued to be
supported by some (Grafe, Dietzfelbinger, Klein), alarge consensus of
scholars agree, regardless of how idiosyncratic its use may seem, that
for Paul the Old Testament was essential and not merely accidental. U.
Luz mounts a convincing case that both in form and content Paul's use
of the Old Testament functions as an essential, and closdly structured
foundation of all his theology, which reflects his rabbinic background
(Geschichtsverstdndnis, 42f.). Likewise, Wil ckensarguesthattheuseof the
Old Testament was not merely a strategic concession to aJewish milieu,
but the unique vehicle by which the redlity of Christ's deed was
understood (Romans, |, 64).

It is aso clear that Paul did not develop from whole cloth, as it were,
a new exegetical method for interpreting scripture, but largely shared
the formal techniques common to his age. Because Paul's letters
represent the earliest written evidence of biblical exegesis in the New
Testament, it is difficult to be certain of the extent to which he was
dependent on exegetica traditions in the early church, but there are
enough contemporary analogues to establish strong lines of continuity
with his environment. For example, Philo provides evidence for the use
of scripture in Hellenistic Jewish communities of the diaspora which
has its closest parallel in Paul's allegorical interpretation of the two
covenants in Gal. 4.21ff. Again, the midrashic techniques of rabbinic
Judaismfindan analogy in | Cor. 10.1-13 which expands on the exodus
traditions in a manner akin to haggadic interpretation. At least two of
Hilldl's rules are clearly present in Paul (Rom. 515f.; 4.3ff.). Finaly,
the contemporizing of biblical events is thought akin to the 'pesher’
exegesis of the Qumran community, particularly in Paul's claim that
the Old Testament scriptures were written ‘for us' (Rom. 15.4; | Cor.
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10.11; . D.-A. Koch, Die Schrift als Zeuge, 199ff.). In addition, the
formulation of scriptural citations in a so-cdled 'anthological style,
which uses a catena of quotations from various parts of the canon, are
common features of various Hellenistic traditions.

There is general agreement that Paul is largely dependent on the
LXX. However, debate continues in explaining the source of those
biblical texts which do differ. Does Paul use a variant of Septuagintal
tradition, atargumic tradition, or adirect translation from the Hebrew?
Nowhere does Paul cite explicitly from the Apocrypha, which supports
his use of the Jewish canon, but indirect allusions, especialy to the
Wisdom of Solomon, are thought by many to be present.

A study of the statistics of Paul's citations reveals his sdective use
of the Old Testament. The citations are concentrated in Romans,
Galatians, and I-1l1 Corinthians, with fully over half in Romans. The
distribution of Old Testament citations is aso highly significant. Over
eighty per cent are from the Pentateuch, Isaiah, and the Psalter with
Genesis and Isaiah being the favourite books. Within the narrative
material Paul's interest focusses on Adam and the Patriarchs with little
attention to Israel's wilderness period, the conquest, the judges and
monarchy. If one includes allusions besides explicit quotations, then
the role of the prophets rather than the Pentateuch becomes apparent
as the centre of scripture for Paul (cf. Koch, 33). Equally significant is
that Paul's use of scripture concentrates on two major subjects: (1) the
righteousness of God and the law, (2) the election of Israel and the
nations. In striking discontinuity with the Gospels, nowhere does Paul
cite scripture as awarrant for a christological statement (Gal. 3.13 may
be an exception; df. Vielhauer, 'Paulus und das Alte Testament', 42).

However, the heart of the problem of Paul's use of the Old Testament
has not yet been touched. In a word, how is one to evaluate a usage
which appears to exercise such an incredible freedom toward the Old
Testament text as to disregard almost entirely attention to its original
context and meaning? Moreover, his widespread practice of changing
the sequence of the text, of disregarding the syntax of the sentence, of
dropping, adding, or changing the text'swording (df. Koch, for details),
has called forth largely negative evaluations which characterize Paul's
exegesis as 'arbitrary’, 'tendentious’, or ‘'misconstrued'.

From a wide spectrum of examples, severa stand out as especialy
grievous to modern sensibilities:

() In Rom. 10.5-8 Paul cites from Deut. 30.12ff. as awarrant for his
argument that the Old Testament itself bears witness to the righteous-
ness of faith rather than righteousness based on the law. Whereasin the
Deuteronomy passage it is the torah which is 'the word which is near



THE PAULINE GOSPEL 239

you', Paul reverses the meaning and applies the word to the gospdl in
exact contrast to the law.

(2 Inll Cor. 3.7-18 Paul contrasts the old and new covenants by an
interpretation of Ex. 34.29ff. According to the Old Testament text,
Moses in his office of mediator puts a veil on his face when addressing
the people to protect them from the 'divine radiance’ which he had
acquired from speaking directly with God. However, Paul reinterprets
the function of the veil as a means of concealing from the Israelites the
fading splendour of the old covenant.

(3) In Romans 4, Paul uses the figure of Abraham as a prime example
of onewho wasjustified by faith and not according toworks. In Galatians
3 he presses the chronological argument that the giving of the law
antedated the promise to Abraham by four hundred and thirty years
and was therefore inoperative when Abraham was justified by God
because of his faith alone. However, when judged from the original
context of the Old Testament, a host of problems arises regarding Paul's
interpretations. Nowhere in the Genesis narrative are promise and law
so contrasted, nor Abraham's faith and his obedience pulled apart (cf.
Genesis 22!). Indeed one misses the Old Testament emphasis on the
covenant and the realization of the divine promise through a historical
people.

(4) Lastly, Paul'sinterpretationin Gal. 3.8 of the promise to the 'seed’
as an intentional reference to a singular object rather than the plural is
a classic example of running roughshod over the syntax of the original
text (Dietzfelbinger, 19ff.). Again, hisinterpretation of Sarah and Hagar
as symbols for freedom and davery goes much beyond the literal sense
of Genesis. Finaly, the interpretation of Hab. 2.4 through the Greek
text appears to misconstrue the clear sense of the Hebrew.

Drawing from such examples, a large number of New Testament
scholars have reached a very negative evaluation of Paul's use of the
Old Testament. J. Schmid ('Sensus Plenior’) concludes that Paul did
not get any of his theological ideas from the Old Testament text itsdf,
but rather read his theology back into the Old Testament (162).
Similarly, B. Lindarsjudges that the Old Testament had no meaning
for Paul initsdf, but was a'servant, ready to run to the aid of the Gospel
but... never leading the way' (‘'The Place of the Old Testament', 66).
Vielhauer ("Paulus und das Alte Testament'’) and Haenchen ('Das Alte
"Neue Testament" ") are even more insistent in claiming that because
Paul came to the Old Testament completely from the perspective of the
New Testament, the sense of the Old Testament as originally intended
never belonged to the Christian canon. Finaly, Kasemann (Romans,
285ff.) finds in Paul's violent reinterpretation of the Old Testament in
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which one Old Testament passage is used against another, a modern
warrant for 'discerning the spirits' and he relegates whatever is not
gospel in the Old Testament to the dead | etter (gramma) of the law.

Obviously much that is central to the enterprise of Biblical Theology
is at stake in thisissue. At the outset | suggest that two different sets of
issues should be distinguished. The first question turns on whether this
largely negative evaluation of Paul's use of the Old Testament has
correctly interpreted the Apostle. Has a set of modern categories in
regard to what constitutes correct exegesis been imposed on Paul? Have
these critics understood adequately the coherence of Paul's theology in
relation to his appeal to the Old Testament? A second question then
concerns the larger hermeneutical issues raised by Paul regarding the
theological relation of the two testaments within the Christian church.
Our analysis will address these two questions in sequence.

Thefirst obvious point to makeis that Paul's exegesis must bejudged
in its own historical context and not measured by the norms of post-
Enlightenment historical critical standards. For example, Paul Meyer's
interpretation of Romans 4 (Harper Bible Commentary, 1142) isable to
trace the inner coherence of the Apostle's argument regarding the
righteousness of faith in Abraham by pointing out the two well-known
techniques of rabbinic exegesis. Paul adduces in verse 6 a second text
(Ps. 32. 1f.) which repeats thewording of the first (not reckoning iniquity
= reckoning righteousness). Then Paul supports a text which he cites
from the law with one from another section of the canon. As a result,
unless the modern reader understands the logic by which he appeals to
the Old Testament, his argument seems confused. Similarly, N. Dahl
attempts to pursue the inner logic of Paul's argument in Galations 3 by
recognizing that Hab. 2.4 and Lev. 18. 5 are seen as contradictory by
Paul and in need of contextualization in a manner analogous to Hillel's
rule of contradiction (Sudiesin Paul, 159ff.). Although it is amistake to
believe that such appeals to rabbinic exegess can fully resolve the
problems of Paul's use of scripture - one sometimes gets that impression
from conservative apologetes - the contextualization of Paul's letters
within his Jewish Hellenistic milieu is a necessary first step toward
understanding him.

More crucid is the need to relate Paul's exegesis to his theology, that
is, to his christology. At the outset it is important to recognize two
fundamental assumptions shared by Paul. First, Paul simply takes for
granted the authority of scripture. The graphe are the oracles of God
which truthfully reveal his will. Secondly, Paul comes to the Jewish
scriptures from the gospel. Scripture has become for him a testimony to
this gospel because of its content. The event of Christ has provided him
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with aradically new starting point. Jesus Christ, who is the confirmation
of the divine promise, is its centre rather than the torah. Paul did not
exchange one God for another, rather he received a new revelation
concerning God from the selfsame God of the scriptures. The gospel has
been revedled by the Law and the prophets (Rom. 3.21), and this is
what God has always been about.

However, to confirm that Paul comes to the scriptures from the
perspective of Christ and that he did not derive his theology from an
interpretation of the Old Testament can be easily misunderstood unless
this statement is set within Paul's hermeneutic of interpretation. U. Luz
(Geschichtsverstandnis, 90) is fully correct when he insists that Paul
throughout his letters is seeking to offer areal interpretation of biblical
texts. He is not offering an esoteric reading, a Gnostic construct, or a
private rumination, but an interpretation of scripture which will con-
vince his hearers, even opponents. Often it has been suggested that Paul
is not even attempting to hear his biblical text, but he is drawing out
only that which he had previoudy inserted. Paul's interpretation is
eisegesis, not exegesisl Suchacaricaturefalsutterly tograsp that for Paul
scripture (text) and reality belong together. One cannot understand
scripture apart from the reality of which it speaks, namely Christ.
Conversely, one cannot grasp this reality apart from scripture, whether
by a direct appeal to the Spirit, or by some mystical experience. For a
modern biblical critic it is axiomatic that genuine exegesis depends on
recovering a text's true historical context. For Paul genuine interpre-
tation depends on its bearing witness to its true subject matter, who is
Christ. In this sense, Paul is not interested in the Old Testament 'for its
own sake', if what is understood thereby is the biblical text separated
from its true christological referent. That Paul is not following modern
exegeticd rulesis clear, but this acknowledgment is far from saying that
heiswilful, inconsistent, or irrational. A characteristic feature of Paul's
interpretation of the Old Testament is his consistent referring of the
biblical text to the present (Gegerwartsdezg). Because God acted inJesus
Christ, the redlity revealed in the gospel is not something of the past,
but a fully present word of grace. Paul is fully aware of a temporal
differentia between the past and the present. He knows that the gospel
was promised 'beforehand’ (Rom. 12, Gal. 3.8). Yet Paul is neither an
existentialist nor a philosopher of history. He also does not deal with
the relation of the past to the present in terms of a historical sequence
spanning prophecy and fulfilment. Rather for Paul scripture has avoice
which speaks. It is aliving word which confrontsits hearers now. It can
speak invitingly to all theworld (Rom. 10.18), from the heavens (10.18f.),
or in direct accusation (3.4).
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What God once spoke to Moses (Rom. 9.15ff.) iswhat God continues
to speak today. The word addressed to Pharaoh continues to function
just as truthfully for the present. Isaiah cries a living word (Rom. 9.27)
which is not temporarily distant from his Christian hearers. |1 Cor. 6.2
warns his readers in the words of Isa. 49.8 not to disregard the grace of
God because 'now is the acceptable time; behold now is the day of
salvation'.

A basic obstacle for the modern interpreter of Paul lies in his not
recognizing the Old Testament as having a voice separate from that of
the New Testament. Paul hears Israel's scripture as the voice of the
gospel. Faith means for Paul trust in God who raised Christ from the
dead (Rom. 4.24); cal is Christian commitment (9.27); justification is
salvation through grace alone (1.16f.). Of course, Abraham is not just
a timeless paradigm, but the father of the children of promise, whose
faith in Christ preceded Paul's. Paul does not establish an inner-
historical continuity whichjoins together historical epochs, but rather
offers a divine promise which he then confirms in Christ. Although Paul
a times speaks of the pre-existence of Christ in the covenant (I Cor.
8.6; Phil. 2.6ff.), this is not a mgor theme in Paul's actualizing of the
past through the living world of scripture (contra A. T. Hanson, Jesus
ChristintheOld Testament). I nalimited sense, Paul makesuseoftypol ogy,
that is, he draws an analogy between two historically distant personages
such as Christ and Adam, but there is no unbroken historical continuity
which forms the link.

It is therefore fully consistent with Paul's actualizing of scripture in
the present when he makes his boldest claim: 'thewords "it was reckoned
to him" were written not for his sake alone, but for ours also' (Rom.
4.23). Indeed, he sets it forth as a hermeneutical principle: "Whatever
was written in former days was written for our instruction, that... by
the encouragement of the scriptures we might have hope' (Rom. 15.4;
d. 1 Cor. 9.9f; 10.11). Paul can then proceed to interpret Ps. 69 as
portraying Christ's reproaches, and to interpret the faith of Abraham
as that of ours (Rom. 4.25). The use of these verses alone by Paul
provides a decisiveTefutation of P. van Buren's idiosyncratic thesis that
the Christian church is redly ‘reading someone els€'s mail' when it
reads the Old Testament (FSR. Rendtorff, 595ff.).

There is, however, another way in which Paul can speak of the past
as a time which has been abolished. He can contrast the new and the
old man, the now and the then, Christ and Adam. But these distinctions
do not relate to different historical epochs. Rather, the new refers to the
breaking in of the eschatologica power of God's redemption, aregjection
of whatever belongs to the life of davery and rebellion against God. It
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isin this context that Paul develops, above all, the contrast between
law and gospel, between the righteousness through works and of the
righteousness of faith (cf. below).

In terms of Paul's understanding of scripture, this contrast is drawn
between the opposition of the letter and the spirit (11 Cor. 3). Even
scripture, when read without knowledge of its true subject, can serve to
conceal the truth. 'Only through Christ isit taken away. Indeed, to this
very day whenever Moses is read a vell lies over their minds' (w. 14f.).
Thetermgrammain contrast tograptte designates scripture construed as
'letter’, which is awritten codewhich kills. In contrast, '‘where the Spirit
ofthe Lord s, thereis freedom' (v. 16).

4. The Larger Hermeneutical Issue

If the first task of interpreting Paul has been an attempt to understand
his use of scripture according to his own categories, thereis also alarger
hermeneutical issue a stake which is directly related to the task of
Biblica Theology. The problem turns on how to evaluate Paul's use of
scripture for Christian theology. Two diametrically opposed reactions
are widespread. On the one hand, many modern critical scholars reject
Paul's approach as idiosyncratic, fully time-conditioned, and largely
worthless as a contemporary model for Christian theology. On the other
hand, there are also modern scholars who argue that Paul's approach
to scripture as one controlled by the freedom of the Spirit apart
from tradition remains an attractive modern option. Thus, Kasemann \
appeals in his way to Paul's category of letter and spirit to cal for a
modern critical 'discerning of the spirits' to determine what part d<
scripture does witness truthfully to the gospel and what is a return to
thedead |l etter of thelaw. Richard Hays' recent book (Echoesof Scripture)
adso finds in Paul's charismatic transformation of Israel's ancient
symboalic language a model for the church's ongoing interpretation of
the Bible as a fresh invoking of the Spirit, tested by the demonstration'
of the gospel through afaithful praxis (154ff.). However, to characterize
the Old Testament as a deposit of imagery which fredy reverberates as
‘echoes’ within the New Testament does not dojustice to the relation of
text and substance within the Christian canon.

Although it will be the continuing task of this volume to wrestle with
this basic issue of Biblical Theology, a brief anticipation of my response
isin order:

(1) Paul's understanding of scripture cannot be isolated from the!
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other witnesses within scripture to function as the sole hermeneutical
guide, but must be heard in concert with the entire Christian canon.

(2 The Christian church today possesses a canon of scripture
consisting of an Old and a New Testament, both of which bear witness
to Jesus Christ. In this regard, its situation differs theologicaly from
that of Paul for whom only the Old Testament was the church'sgraphe.
The larger theological issue arises from the responsibility of the church,
particularly in the light of its relation to Judaism, to seek to hear the
voices of both testaments, which for Paul were not distinguished.

(3) The fact of two testaments comprising authoritative scripture
implies that biblical interpretation proceeds simultaneously in two
directions. The Old Testament is interpreted in the light of the New,
while the New is understood from the witness of the Old. Lying behind
thishermeneuticis abasic theological conviction, one of whose warrants
isfound in Paul, namely, that the same divine reality which called forth
both testimonies, is the God whose identity is revealed as Father, Son,
and Holy Spirit.

5. Major Theological Topics

The final task in this chapter is briefly to review the magor theological
topics of the Pauline corpus as he devel oped them from an interpretation
of the Old Testament. Our initial concern is smply to register his use
of biblical texts in order to relate this usage with other emerging
trajectories within the early church.

(& Christology

It has long been observed that Paul does not cite scripture as a prooftext
for his messiahship which was, of course, the common practice of the
early church. Thus, it is striking that Paul offers two very different
christologica formulationsin thefirst chapter of Romans, thefirst being
the traditional one in 113. (‘son of David'), the second the Pauline in
116f. (‘the gospel, the power of God'). Against the view that Paul is
simply accommodating to his audience by employing the traditional
formula, Bornkamm (Paul, 248ff.) makes the strong case for the indissol-
uble connection between Paul's doctrine of justification and christology.
The Apostle formulates his christology in terms of the titles, Kyrios
(Lord) and Son of God. The latter is the pre-existent Christ sent into
theworld for itsredemption (Rom. 8.3; Gal. 4.4). Thisredemptive event
began with the act of God 'who did not spare his own son, but gave him
up for us al' (Rom. 8.32). The title isfirmly joined to Paul's central
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doctrine of justification and points backward to the early church's
christological confession.

Moreover, N. Dahl (TheM essiahship', 37ff.) has made theimportant
point that Jesus' messiahship is not a dogmatic element in Paul isolated
from his theology. Nor does Paul bring to bear a prior concept of
messiahship from Judaism which he then applies toJesus. Rather, the
name Christ has become virtually a second proper name with only
vestiges of its origina connotation still present. The name acquired its
content by the Christian community (interpretatio Christiana) from the
actual person and work of Jesus Christ rather than from a previously
established concept. Paul thus represents an important stage in the
development of christological terminology within the church. It is adso
significant to observe that the traditional appeals to the Old Testament,
particularly to Ps. 110, continued to reverberate in Paul just below the
surface in theimagery of Christ's rule as Lord at God's right hand (Rom.
8.34; | Cor. 15.25; Eph. 1.20; Cal. 3.1).

(b) Justification by Faith

In traditional Protestant circles, especially within Lutheranism (FC,
Solid Dec. 1), justification by faith was often treated as a separate
theological doctrine which was central to the entire Christian faith.
Modern critical biblical scholarship has reacted harshly against this
position and attacked its centrality for Paul. Many have argued that
justification was a restricted metaphor of limited significance for Paul's
theology (A. Schweitzer, E. P. Sanders, K. Stendahl). Against this
popular liberal construal of Paul, Eichholz and Cranfield have argued
successfully, in my opinion, that the confusion in understanding the
theme of justification in Paul has arisen from the failure to establish its
proper context. The doctrine of justification by faith is a derivative of
Paul's christology. It was developed in an attempt to interpret the
theological consequence of Christ's death and resurrection within his
missionary theology.

Briefly stated, the terminology of the righteousness of God stems
origindly from the Old Testament. It did not designate a virtue, nor
did it denote God's revenging or distributivejustice, but rather God's
saving righteousness which he establishes in relation to his people.
Dahl's essay (‘'The Doctrine of Justification’, 95ff.) is vauable in
demonstrating that Paul did not derivehisterminology in an unmediated
form from the Old Testament, especidly as was assumed through the
Septuagint. Rather, the closest parallel emerges from the Qumran texts.
These hymns stress that redemption is solely through the righteousness
of God (df. 1QS 10.11). Dahl argues that the Qumran texts prove that
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theideaof God's righteousness was very much dive inJewish circlesand
that it was terminology already current among Christian congregations.

Nevertheless, Paul radicalized the doctrine and developed it in a
manner far beyond that known either inJewish or Christian circles. It
seems clear that the Pauline form of the doctrine had initially apolemical
context in confrontation with various forms of Judaism. Through the
death of Christ God vindicated the sinner once-and-for-all apart from
any works of merit {iustificatioimpii). Using Hab. 2.4 ashisprooftext the
Apostle argued for the sharpest possible polarity between righteousness
by faith and righteousness by works of the law (Rom. 117; Gal. 3.11).
His exegesis supported his position that faith and works of the law are
mutally exclusive, a concept which was totally foreign to Qumran and
to rabbinicJudaism.

Paul then drove home his point by illustrating it from the example of
Abraham (Rom. 4.1ff.; Gal. 3.6ff.). He chose Abrahamin his polemical
confrontation because he, above all, represented within Judaism the
righteous one, paradigm of faith, and the model for virtue and works of
charity (cf. O. Schmitz 'Abraham im Spatjudentum’). In both Rom.
4.9-16 and Gal. 3.15-18 Paul argued that the law was not proclaimed
by Moses until long after, so that the fulfilment of God's promise cannot
depend on its adherence. Abraham had believed before his circumcision
and was deemed righteous in the eyes of God by faith (Gen. 15.6).
Accordingly, the law was ssimply an interim measure; for both Jew and
Gentilejustification was by faith alone. The true children of Abraham
are not those descendants "after the flesh', but according to the promise.

In Rom. 117 Paul speaks both of the righteousness of God and of the
believer, but these are not two different things but one, the righteousness
of God which is conveyed to those of faith. For his Jewish opponents
Paul's insistence that no human being will bejustified by the works of
the law (Rom. 3.20; Gal. 2.16) was fully inconceivable and called forth
the most vigorous rejection. It is also interesting to reflect on the fact
that the Christian church for several hundred years following the death
of Paul, largely failed to grasp the full significance of Paul's doctrine
which very shortly had either been distorted by Marcion or replaced by
Catholic sacramentalism.

(c) The Law and its Righteousness

No doctrine of Paul is more controversial than his handling of the law.
Critical analysis of his concept of law has dominated recent scholarship
for severa decades with no signs of reaching a consensus (Sanders,
Hiibner, Raisanen).

In one sense, the critical verse about which much debate has circled
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remains Rom. 10.4: 'Christistheend (telos) ofthelaw'. Clearly theissue
cannot be settled merely by a study of the term telos which can denote
termination, abolishment, or goal. In 105ff. the sharpest possible
polarity is made between Moses who 'writes' (v. 5) of ‘righteousness
based on the law' and that prompted by faith which 'speaks' (v. 6) of
the exclusiveness of a righteousness based on faith.

Kasemann {Romans, 264ff.) is representative of a whole school of
German scholars who argue that Paul can only mean that the law has
been abolished in Christ, and that an absolute divison stands between
the legal righteousness represented by Moses and the gospel which
reveals the righteousness of Christ apart from the law. Kasemann even
proceeds to identify the voice of Moses with the letter {gramma) of
scripture which is replaced by the spirit which speaks of faith. He goes
on to find Paul applying this hermeneutic to 'discern the spirits' (I Cor.
12.10; 11.29). 'Hiscriterionin doing thisis the contrast between the old
and new aeans under the banner of the law on the one side, and the
promise and gospel on the other'.

In my opinion, this interpretation of the role of the law represents a
serious misunderstanding of Paul. | fully agree with Paul Meyer
('Romans 10:4 and the "End" of the Law', 68ff.) when he writes: 'such
an argument serioudly didocates the polarity from the place where Paul
placesit. . .". The crucia point is that two kinds of righteousness are
indeed opposed in w. 5-6, but that the law does not belong on the side
of this polarity as being dien to God. Paul's dialectical argument is of
a different sort and is fully worked out in chapter 7. The law in itsdlf is
agracious gift of God; it is holy and spiritual. But sin functions in such
a demonic way to twist God's gift for life into avehicle for death. Then
chapter 8 of Romans goes on to explain that the grace of God is such to
redeem humankind from the bondage of this law, for in Christ 'the law
of the spirit of life has set me free from the law of sin and death ... in
order that thejust requirement of the law might be fulfilled in us' (.
also Cranfield, Romans, onchs5and 7).

P. Meyer finds further support for hisanalysis (73ff.) in Rom. 1.12-21.
The element which disturbs the smple analogy between Adam and
Christ is the intrusion of the law. It functions for Paul on both sides of
the divide between Adam and Christ, to bring death to transgressors of
the law like Adam, but as a gift toward life to those ruled by Christ.

The implications for this understanding of the law are enormous
for Biblical Theology, and &fect one's whole approach to the OId
Testament. The Old Testament is not to be interpreted as law, which
is then opposed to the New Testament as grace. Rather, as Calvin
so eloguently wrote {Institutes, Book I1), the law remains the clear
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formulation of the will of God when it is correctly understood as the
vehicle of the Spirit in the context of the gospel. The voice of Moses in
10. 5isnot an aien command, but afathful expression of the continuing
divine imperatives, evoking the need of the gospel: 'Only the one who
completely practises the righteousness which is based on the law shall
livebyit' (cf. Kuss, Der Romerbrief).

(d) Israel and the Church

Oftenin the past Romans 9-11 have been regarded as an excursus, only
loosdly connected at best to the main body of the letter. Now there has
emerged a wide consensus that the concerns of these chapters lie very
close to the heart of Paul's entire theology and are central to the
argument of Romans. Right at the outset, Paul raises the basic question
of the chapter. What about God's promises to Isragl? Has the word of
God (ofthe Old Testament) failed toward his people? What has become
of God's own faithfulness?

Paul meets these questions with a massive appeal to the Old Testa-
ment scriptures; in fact, these chapters present the most concentrated
collection of citations in all of hisletters. It is also possible that the issue
was raised specificaly at this time in Paul's missionary activity by the
apparent tendency of some Christians to fed no longer any relationship
with Israel.

Paul sets out to demonstrate that God's promises to Israel have not
failed, nor is there an injustice in his dealing withJew and Gentile aike.
Israel tried to pursue the righteousness demanded by the law and
stumbled. But God's election of his people has not been annulled. He
has provided a righteousness by faith for both Jew and Gentile without
partiality. That God has not rejected his people is demonstrated by a
remnant who has responded to God's gracious gift of righteousness by
faith. Still the Gentiles are not to boast. They have been engrafted into
theancient olivetreeto shareitsrichness. Thenin God'stime, according
to his mysterious plan, 'all Israel will be saved' (11.26).
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Y

The Formation of the Gospels

Although the early church did not proclaim the teachings of Jesus asits
kerygma, within a generation after Paul the church had begun the task
of collecting and shaping the Gospels in order to build its faith upon the
identity of the resurrected and exalted Christ with the crucified, earthly
Jesus. How this process occurred involves crucia literary, traditio-
historical, and theological issues.

1. The Problem of the Gospd Genre

In a previous chapter on Paul, the linguistic roots of the term 'gospel’
have been discussed and a case mounted for seeing the primary influence
of the Greek Old Testament upon the New Testament's usage. Equally
as controversial has been the recent discussion of the nature of the
literary genre which comprises the witness of the evangelists. Although
the debate might seem to some as overly formalistic, a brief review of
the history of the discussion reveals that fundamental issues of content
aswell as form are at stake.

Throughout much of the church's history it was assumed that the
Gospels presented the life of Jesus. Justin's term 'memoir’ seemed to
many an appropriate term by which to reflect the role of the disciples
recollections. However, the concept of the Gospels as biographies of
Jesus received a different connotation with the rise of the historical
critical method and the ensuing search for the 'historical Jesus'. During
much of the nineteenth century the assumption lying behind the many
critical lives of Jesus was that the true, historically genuine picture of
Jesus could actually be recovered once the proper critical method was
put to work.

As iswel known, a variety of different factors brought this quest to
an end. Then in the early 1920s through a remarkable confluence of
confessona theology and form critical methodology, there formed a
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wide consensus respecting the nature of the Gospels, perhaps most
clearly formulated by Bultmann, but shared by such leading New
Testament scholars as M. Dibelius, K. L. Schmidt, J. Schniewind, and
others. The Gospelswere not to be regarded as biographies of the life of
Jesus. The very lack of concern with human personality, origins,
education, and character-development set the Gospels apart from the
biographical genre of the Graeco-Roman world. Rather, Gospel was the
form of the church's earliest proclamation of the message of salvation
in Jesus Christ. Its purpose was kerygmatic, that is to say, to bear
witness of God's redemptive event through his Son, Jesus Christ, which
entered human history but was not co-extensive with it. Because of the
uniqueness of its content, the Gospel genre represented an origina
creation of the church without any close literary parallels. Moreover, it
was argued that the Gospels were not the literary creation of authors in
the modern sense of the word, but had developed quite naturally in a
gradual growth from smaller units of ora tradition. K. L. Schmidt
described the genre as Kleinliteratur in distinction from an intentional
authorial composition ('Die Stellung der Evangelien’, 59).

Within recent years a very strong reaction has set in, which has
challenged the earlier consensus at every point. Particularly American
scholarssuch as Talbert {What isa Gospel ?) and Aune ('The Problem of
the Genre') have criticized, each in his own way, the wholesale rgection
of the term biography as an analogue to the Gospels, and have argued
for the need to distinguish carefully between different forms of Hellenistic
biography. Talbert sought to demonstrate an analogy between each of
the Gospels and one of his subordinate types of Hellenistic biography
(92ff.). For example, Mark followed abiographical type akin to Nicolaus
of Damascus' Life of Augustus whose aim wasto dispel afdseimage and
to replace it with the true. Matthew's pattern was akin to Philo's Life of
Moseswhose aimwastovalidate the hermeneutical key for thelegidation
that followed. Although Aune has offered a harsh criticism of Talbert
for failing to demonstrate that the Gospels shared the genre of Graeco-
Roman biography, his own conclusions are remarkably similar. The
literary features of the Gospels situate them comfortably within the
parameters of ancient biographical conventions both according to form
and function (The New Testament in itsLiterary Environment, 46).

Other important factors have played a significant role in this cal for
a shift of paradigm. First, the new emphasis on redaction criticism and
editorial intentionality within each Gospel has called into question the
earlier modd of a gradual growth of the genre from smaller oral units.
Secondly, a new insistence on the diversity among the Gospels and the
presence of many kerygmata have eroded the earlier view of a single
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kerygmaticintention common to al of the Gospels. Thirdly, and perhaps
most important, a very different theological approach to the Gospels
has arisen which is highly suspicious of any claim for the uniqueness of
the Gospels, either in form or content, and prefers smply to describe
differing levels of continuity within the sociology of ancient Hellenistic
rhetoric.

Although I do not deny that Talbert and Aune have made a contri-
bution in challenging the older consensus to take a closer look at
Hellenistic analogues to the Gospel genre, it is far from obvious that
their own positive reconstructions can be sustained without considerable
correction. Fortunately, a more balanced analysis of the relation of the
Gogpels to Greek biography has recently been provided by A. Dihle
(‘Die Evangelien', 383ff.) which does not suffer the dangers of a
revisionist overstatement, especialy evident in Talbert. Dihle seeks to
distinguish Greek biography from classical historical writing and he
argues that biography as aliterary genreis characterized by its concern
with the tracing of patterns of ethical behaviour within the individual.
The assumption underlying biography is that human nature is unaffec-
ted by historical change, but depends on ethical decisions within the
possibilities established by nature. Dihle then proceeds to contrast the
anthropology of the Greek biography with that of the New Testament
which, in strong dependency upon the Old Testament, conceives of the
activity ofjesus within a sequence of contingent human events. In sum,
while the Gospels undoubtedly share certain features with elements of
Greek biography, it is nevertheless misleading to suggest a similarity in
genre. In this sense Dihle supports the older consensus that the content
of the New Testament is such that a different form of literature is
represented in the Gospel swhich is not to be forced into alarger category
of Greek biography.

| would dso argue that the literary description of many of the
revisionists reflects a serious loss of theological depth. It was the
discovery of the kerygmatic nature of the Gospels which broke the back
of liberal Protestant theology in the 1920s. Certainly it is a step
backwards when the superficia analogies to the Gospels of Philo's Life
of Moses or Tacitus' Agricola are thought highly significant, while at the
same time the basic theologica disimilarities in form and content
between the literatures are glossed over under the guise of eliminating
theological biases (Talbert, 8). When Aune concludes that 'the genre of
the gospel is a literary, not a theological problem' ('The Problem of
Genre', 48), hereflects atheological tone-deafnesswhich haslost contact
with the genuine insights of an earlier generation of biblical scholars.
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2. The Structure of the Gospels

During much of the nineteenth century the preoccupation with the issue
of sources tended to obscure the question regarding the overall structure
of the Gospels. Wrede'scritical study of Mark { TheMessianic Secret) did
much to destroy the traditional assumption that the sequence of the
Gospel was historical in nature. Then K. L. Schmidt's early redactional
analysis (DerRahmen) further demonstrated that the framework of Mark
was largely secondary and not an integral piece of the oral tradition, a
thesis which even C. H. Dodd was unsuccessful in refuting (‘The
Framework"). Still the problem persisted to explain why thefour Gospels
shared important features of a common pattern which began with John
the Baptist and ended with the passion.

Both Bultmann and Dodd have argued in dightly different ways that
the Gospelswere gradual expansions of the kerygma, but this hypothesis
has increasingly been seen to be inadequate. Each Gospel reflects avery
intentional shaping which is hardly a product of an agglomeration of
independent, small units. Moreover, the foom and function of the
Gospels are not merely an extension of the early kerygma. Another
attempted solution for explaining the common pattern was proposed by
a group of scholars who argued that the pattern originated in the
primitive church and was liturgical in nature (df. G. D. Kilpatrick and
P. Carrington). However the theory remains highly speculative and
unfounded since lack of historical knowledge regarding the liturgy of
the early church forces the hypothesis to infer liturgical practices from
the late second and third centuries. Nor does the simple solution seem
adequate that Mark as the first Gospel created the pattern and the
other evangelists merely copied his scheme. The theory is particularly
unsatisfactory in explaining the form of John's Gospel.

O. Piper ('The Origin) made a contribution to the problem by
insisting that the starting point of the Gospel tradition was not an outline
of the life or ministry of Jesus, but rather the church's proclamation of
Jesus as the Christ. Moreover, this apostolic proclamation of Jesus was
not the sum total of historical recollections, which werefinally embodied
in the four Gospels. Rather, the Gospels reflected differing occasions
and needs when suitable material was used to make a special witness.
According to Piper, thisfreedom would explain both the basic agreement
as well as the disagreements among the canonical Gospels.

However, in my opinion, N. Dahl has offered a crucial insight toward
resolving the relation of the earliest kerygma to the canonical gospels
(‘Anamnesis. Memory and Commemoration'). There is a basic differ-
ence between the kerygma announcing Christ to those to whom he is
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unknown, and the kerygma which was directed to those within the
church who aready knew the message. For this reason, in the Gospels
the element of recollection greatly atered the origina function of
proclamation, andtheactivity of ‘restoringtomemory' (hypomemneskein)
became .a major force in shaping the canonical Gospels. Dahl goes on
to argue that the Gospels did not intend to be accounts merely of past
events, but a message concerning the resurrected one. 'lt was precisely
the encounter of the Apostles with the resurrected Christ that revived
their recollections of his earthly life (27). Dahl's contribution is particu-
larly significant in retaining the basic theological insights of the early
form critics while at the same time offering an important traditio-
historical correction to the relation of kerygma and Gospel.

3. The Problem of Q

In spite of the continuing resistance of aminority, the majority of critical
New Testament scholars support the hypothesis of an early collection
of the sayings of Jesus common to both Matthew and Luke which is
designated as 'Q'. The history of research regarding Q has been
conveniently reviewed most recently by J. Kloppenborg (The Formation

of®-

Research on the problem of Q which in the late nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries climaxed in the work of Harnack and Wellhausen
has recently received an infuson of new life because of a shift of interest
and the raising of a fresh battery of questions. First, an important
concern has been to understand Q within a traditio-historical process
extending from an oral stage to awritten collection which in turn reflects
signs of multiple redactional activity (cf. Liihrmann, Die Redaktion der
Logienquelle). Secondly, attenti onhasfocussed onthesociol ogica context
of the communities which treasured this material, and in determining
how the material was used, whether in proclamation, apologetics, or a
combination of several functions. Thirdly, much effort has turned to
determining the nature of the selection, its scope, and the features of its
arrangement. Finaly, the crucial theological issues have emerged in a
new way. Isthere a christological Tendenz to be discerned, and what is
the cause of the apparent lack of a passion narrative and the infrequent
use of the Old Testament?

Certainly the most controversial handling of Q has been the bold
thesis of . M. Robinson which has been supported by H. Koester
(Trajectories through Early Christianity). Robinson has sought to address
the problem of the genre of Q taken as awhole. He has argued that Q
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arose in the context of Hellenistic Jewish wisdom tradition which
identified Jesus with a form of personified sophia. He reconstructs a
Gattung which he designates as the 'Logoi Sophon'. This genre was the
most original form of the Jesus tradition and its traditio-historical
trgjectory can be traced through Q to the Gnostic Gospel of Thomas
and to elements within the church Fathers (‘Logoi Sophon: On the
Gattung of Q'). Koester then argues that the use of the Q material by
Matthew and Luke reflected a critical assessment of the Gattung which
was only accommodated to the orthodox church by imposing the
Marcan narrative, kerygmatic framework upon Q (Trajectories, 135).

It should be immediately evident, if the thesis of Robinson and
Koester could be sustained, that a very different understanding of the
formation of the Gospdl's would emerge. | think it fair to say that mgjor
critical opposition has been voiced against the hypothesis from within
the New Testament discipline. Polag (‘Die theologische Mitte) is
representative of a very different approach which, in my opinion,
has much to commend it. He argues against the assumption that Q
functioned as a complete Gospd for a discrete community. Rather, it is
far more likely that this collection of Jesus' sayings which reached back
into the pre-Easter period was used in a complementary fashion along
with other material. There is no indication of a polemical function in Q
which would have opposed an incluson of the passion narrative.
Moreover, it is difficult to conceive of an early Christian community
which did not presuppose the resurrection and the continued presence
of the crucified and risen Lord. The focus of Q fals completely on the
centrality of the person of Jesus, indeed not as the suffering Son of man,
but as the proclaimer of the good news to the poor in accord with the
message of Isaiah 61. The portrait of Q, far from being Gnostic in
tendency, isone which isfully congruent with the actions of Jesus which
the tradition of the canonical Gospelsjoined with his words.

In contrast to the position widely held in Europe, the most recent
phase of the debate concerning Q in North America, represented
especially by J. Kloppenborg (The Formation of Q), moves in a very
different direction. Kloppenborg has sought to develop Robinson's
initial insight into the nature of the genre of Q as awhole, and he has
argued that Q is only to be correctly understood against the broadest
background of the 'saying genres' of the entire ancient world, especialy
the neglected Greek collections. He is at pains to show that Q is not
a random collection of sayings, but reflects a sophisticated literary
organization with thematic unity. His mgjor thesis is that the formative
component of Q has the strongest generic contacts with wisdom to
which prophetic speech patterns have been consistently subordinated.
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Kloppenborg outlines a highly complex redactional trgjectory in which
_ atransformation of genre can be discerned as the material was appropri-
ated to function within aradical model of existence which the Kingdom
brings.

Kloppenborg's work illustrates well both the strengths and weak-
nesses of the study of Q which have often been associated with the
origina enterprise. On the one hand, he has made a serious contribution
inraising not only thecritical questionsrespecting theliterary traditional
antecedents, but also the nature of the literary genre of the collection as
awhole. He has skilfully pursued the perplexing questions relating to
the scope and the language of the collection, and carefully distinguished
between traditional and redactional levels. Moreover, he has enriched
the discussion by his insistence on employing the full range of analogies
rather than by focussing alone on Jewish antecedents which had been
the practice largely up to now.

On the other hand, when it comes to the crucia interpretative issues,
namely, how this material arose, the community in which it alegedly
functioned, its role within the formation of the canonical Gospels, and
its relation to the canonical corpus, Kloppenborg's theories appear as
speculative and fragile as those which he criticizes. For example, it is
not at all clear that Q was treated as a discrete entity when viewed
from traditio-historical, literary, or theological standpoints (26f.). His
conclusion that prophetic genres were subordinated to the sapiential
rests more on a priori assumptions than convincing proof. Nor is the
aleged genre shift from instruction to proto-biography convincing. In
terms of the mgjor theological issue of the role of the Q material to the
canonical Gospels, Kloppenborg frequently repeats the cliche of an
appropriation to the 'radical ethics of the Kingdom' without providing
any serious theological content to this formula

In sum, although Kloppenborg does modify somewhat Robinson's
radical theory of a Gnostic trgjectory, his own historical projection of
the origin and growth of the Q material, at the crucial junctures cannot
escape the charge of being equally hypothetical and inconclusive. Most
damaging, in my opinion, is that these literary construals ultimately do
not succeed in illuminating theologically the final form of the canonical
Gospdls, but are left mired in a murky pre-literary projection.

4. Pre-Easter Collections

One of the basic assumptions of early form criticism of the Gospels
turned on the sharp discontinuity between the post-Easter kerygma of
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the exalted Christ and the pre-Easter teachings of the earthly Jesus.
Especialy Bultmann stressed the break in tradition and envisioned
the formation of the Gospels as arising from the post-Easter period
exclusively and based on subsequent recollections. It is at this point that
criticism of the classic form critical position has set in (df. Stuhimacher,
'ZumThema'.Iff.).

First, philological research of scholars such as Jeremias and his
students has sought to demonstrate the extent and antiquity of an
Aramaic Vorlage underlying certain Synoptic traditions. These streams
of tradition are thought to have been largely uninfluenced by the Pauline
kerygma, and represent divergent, but ancient Palestinian tradition (cf.
Jeremias, New Testament Theol ogy, 3ff.).

Secondly, there has been a bold attempt by H. Schiirmann ('Die
vorosterlichen Anfange') to recover a pre-Easter setting for the Jesus
tradition. The significance of Schiirmann's essay is that it does not fdl
back into older historical apologetics, which often dominated Roman
Cathalic reaction to Protestant scholarship, but it was an attempt to
employ the best of the form critical method in addressing the question
of the early pre-Easter collections. Schiirmann argues that there is a
sociological warrant for reckoning with a pre-Easter group of disciples
whose inner and outer profile can be sketched and whose mission as
emissaries of the coming kingdom has parallels in theJewish 'schaliach-
Institution'. It would be hard to imagine such an activity on the part of
Jesus' disciples without some attention to the collecting and ordering of
Jesus' sayings.

Thirdly, scholars suchasM. Hengel (‘Jesus alsmessianischer Lehrer',
147ff.) have broken new ground in addressing the problem by emphasiz-
ing the role of Jewish wisdom tradition in the proclamation of Jesus.
Hengel is able to isolate a group of sayings which stands in closest
continuity with Jewish wisdom and forms a very different theological
trgjectory from that of the post-Easter kerygma. Hengel joins this
reconstructed stream with Q and suggests seeing a form of early
christology which saw Jesus as the messianic teacher of wisdom. In al
fairness it must be recognized that neither of the theses of Schiirmann
nor Hengel have received full support from the scholarly guild, but
they have certainly succeeded in raising critical questions about the
assumption of radical historical discontinuity in the formation of the
Gospels.
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5. The Gospels and the Kerygmata

Up to now the emphasis of the chapter has falen on the kerygmatic
nature of the early church's proclamation of the crucified and exalted
Christ. It has been unfortunate that this basic discovery of the centrality
of this message by the early form critics has been obscured in recent
years by a variety of other theories which have accompanied its
formulation. As a result, the attack both on Bultmann's extreme
historical scepticism and his existentialist categories has aso included
argection by many of the centrality of the kerygma and areturn to the
older liberal reconstructions of the nineteenth century, albeit under the
guise of the sociology of early Christianity.

Nevertheless, the recognition of the kerygmatic nature of the church's
earliest proclamation has initselfnot resolved the fundamental question
of how the exalted Christ of the kerygma related to the earthly Jesus of
Nazareth. Indeed it came as an initial surprise to many scholarsin the
nineteenth century to discover what a minor role the earthly Jesus
played in Pauline theology. There are no direct sources which inform
the historian of the development of the tradition from Paul to the
formation of the Gospels. Moreover, it is quite clear from the nature of
the Gospels and from some indirect evidence of later church tradition
that the relation of the exated Christ to the earthly Jesus did become a
problem. In fact, as we shall argue, it is a mgjor concern of the four
canonical Gospels to address this theological issue as belonging to a
central affirmation of the Christian faith.

What is most remarkable is the variety of approaches used by the
Gogspels to address the problem. On the one hand, al the Gospels were
written from the confessiona stance of the exalted Christ, and al read
backward from the resurrection to the earthly Jesus. Again, al four
Evangelists used the form of a Gospel, and did not write either a
dogmatic tractate or a historical life of Jesus. Finaly, al four set the
traditions of the earthly Jesus firmly within the context of the Old
Testament's messianic promise. On the other hand, each Gospel func-
tioned inits own independent integrity without explicit cross-references.
In spite of the use of much common material and sources, each Evangelist
brought forth his own witness without expressing dependence on each
other. Moreover, each Gospel set forth the relation of the exalted Christ
to the earthly Jesus in a strikingly different manner and from a varied
christological perspective. Mark emphasized the mystery surrounding
the earthly life of Jesus through the misunderstanding by his disciples
of the suffering Son of man. Matthew laid stress on the presence of the
exated Lord of the church who fulfilled scripture's promise of a Messiah
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and whose teachings remained binding on his followers. Luke pictured
aJesus who fulfilled the Old Testament promise of a saviour of the poor
and whose spirit continues to guide the emerging church of the Gentiles.
John testified to the eternal unity of the Son of God with the Father who
draws into his fellowship those who remain faithful to his commandsin
love. But exactly how one is to relate both the unity and diversity of the
four Gospels to the history of the church's ongoing proclamation is the
subject of the next chapter.
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Vv

The Four Gospels

1. Historica Trajectories and the Fourfold Gospel Corpus

Previoudly we have argued that each of the four canonical Gospels has
tried to address the issue of the relation of the earthly Jesus to the
resurrected Christ. Each has approached the question in a different
fashion, yet all are 'kerygmatic' in their intention of bearing witness to
Jesus Christ as the fulfilment of God's redemptive promise. The point
of laying stress on the Gospel's kerygmatic purposeis to emphasize their
function as witness rather than as biographies of Jesus. Although this
latter statement has become atruism within the guild, the hermeneutical
implications of insisting on the distinction have not been adequately
drawn recently.

The difficult question arises in relation to the study of the Gospels
which we have addressed previoudly in other parts of the canon: what
is the need or legitimacy of reconstructing historical trgjectories within
the four Gospels? What is the exegetical goal of such an enterprise? Why
try to recover a stage prior to the final form of the text when the text has
already been described as kerygmatic, that is, aswitness? In a previous
chapter (4,1) | have tried to address the hermeneutical issues involved,
especidly in a debate with E. Kasemann whose defence of the historical
critical method is noteworthy because of its theological seriousness. |
argued against the attempt to recover the 'real’ Jesus by dfting the
various Gospe witnesses on the grounds of two objections. First, the
critic invariably presupposes a prior judgment of what belongs to the
authentic message - whether Bultmann, Jeremias, or Dodd is irrelevant
- which is essentialy a form of theological reductionism. Secondly, an
important hermeneutical shift is involved when the interpreter attempts
to move from the evangelist's witness to a prior level in which Jesus is
accessible apart from the evangelist's testimony, that is, apart from its
perception in faith.

Nevertheless, | would maintain that there are important exegetica
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advantages in recovering a historical trgjectory within the Gospels
which need not fdl into this hermeneutical trap outlined above. It is
certainly possible critically to trace the growth of levels of tradition
within each Gospel. Moreover, the recovery of this depth dimension
within the canonical witness offers important insights toward under-
standing the final form of the text. For example, it is significant to follow
the critical debate of modern New Testament scholars with Wrede's
thesis regarding the composition of Mark in which it has become clear
that Mark's problem was not how tojoin a non-Messianic tradition of
Jesus with a post-resurrection theology. Or again, the thesis that
the Fourth Evangelist inherited a mythological redeemer figure from
Gnosticism which he adapted to the tradition ofjesus badly misconstrues
the historical evidence and distorts the reading of the final form of the
text. On the positive side, the particular rendering of common Marcan
tradition by both Matthew and Luke greatly aids in hearing the very
different witnesses made by these two Evangelists. It is not merely that
the later Gospels heightened Mark's christology since they often sought
to amplify the complexities of the earliest Gospel as a trgjectory of the
witnesses demonstrates.

The difficult question emerges when one attempts to move from
critical, literary analysis to historical reconstruction. Hoskyns (The
Riddle ofthe New Testament) once argued that such amove to historical
reconstruction is demanded and he was confident that critical scholar-
ship dlows one to reconstruct a clear historical portrait of anintelligible
figure (177). In my judgment, the last fifty years of New Testament
scholarship have not supported Hoskyn's thesis, nor is the assumption
behind his apologetic adequate that history and revelation can be
critically brought into a congruence without any appeal to faith. Such
amove is to effect a metamorphosis in kind. Rather it is an essentia
function of the fourfold form of the canonical Gospels to resist all
such attempts of a critical reductionism which would fuse the diverse
witnesses into one portrait.

I do not hold it to be historically possible or theologicaly legitimate
to seek an abstraction of the teachings of the earthly Jesus from the
earliest levels of each Gospel which in the end is a portrait ofjesus apart
from his reception through thefaith ofthe early church. Hermeneutically
it isirrelevant whether one follows the approach of Bultmann (Jesusand
the Word) who offers a unified summary of his critical analysis, or of
Conzelmann (An Outline of New Testament Theology) who provides a
reconstruction of Jesus' message for each successive topic under dis-
cussion. In both cases the reconstruction fuses into a mixture elements
of genuine Gospel witness with elements of historical reconstruction,
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which is to blur the hermeneutical distinction between witness and
source. For these samereasons | do not agreewith L. Keck (A Future for
theHistorical Jesus) that thereisadirect continuity between the Christ of
faith and a critically reconstructed portrait of the historical Jesus.

In sum, the hermeneutical issue at stake in the study of the four
Gospels does not lie in a contrast between handling the text statically
in its final form and between a critical approach seeking an historical
depth dimension. Rather the issue turns on the nature of the trajectory
which is constructed. To seek to recover depth dimensions of growth
and change within the witness is of a different order hermeneutically
than the widespread critical practice of reconstruction which rgects any
theological distinction between witness and source. The whole point of
the Christian canon is to maintain such a distinction and thereby to
acknowledge the specia authority of sacred scripture.

Thereisone more fundamental issue at stake in respect to understand-
ing the Gospels aswitness. Itisaso related to the problem of establishing
a proper context for interpretation and why historical reconstructions
can run the danger of misconstruing the gospel's kerygmatic purpose.
For each of the four Gospels the Old Testament provides the context
for interpreting the significance of Jesus in which both the earthly and
the exalted Jesus are prophetically interpreted from the perspective of
God's redemptive will for the world. Although the church's earliest
proclamation began with its witness to the resurrected Christ, very
shortly the need arose to relate the earthly and exalted Christ, which
process culminated in the four Gospels. Fundamental to each was the
attempt to set its witness to Jesus, whom each evangelist confessed as
the Christ, within the context of the Jewish scriptures. The reason for
this move was not merely to continue the use of traditional imagery, nor
was it primarily to mount an apologetic against the Jews. Rather, the
Old Testament was viewed as providing the key to understanding God's
eternal purpose with Jesus which encompassed both his earthly and
exalted state.

As aresult, it is abasic characteristic of the four Gospels, not only to
regard the earthly Jesus from the perspective of Easter, but also to
describe every phase of Christ's ministry through the lens of scripture.
Not only does the Old Testament provide a running commentary on
how to understand a particular event in his life, but scripture forms the
very warp and woof of the gospel to such an extent that frequently
historical event and scriptural warrant blur indissolubly together.
Although critical historical reconstruction can often demonstrate that
the use of the Old Testament in the Gospels extends back to the earliest
levels of Christian tradition, it is quite impossible often to distinguish
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which edements derive from Jesus himsaf and which from the Evangel-
ist's witness. From a canonical perspective the authority of a Gospel
logion is not derivative of this distinction. The theological point to
emphasize is that the Old Testament provides the kerygmatic context
for the New Testament's witness without which the tradition does not
function as gospel.

It has frequently been claimed by some that the early church inherited
not only the Jewish scriptures, but also a host of Hellenistic exegetical
techniques. As a result, the scriptures were atomized into prooftexts
which could be made to furnish whatever religious warrants were needed
in conflict with the synagogue. It will be our concern in a subsequent
section to demonstrate how midleading is this caricature which has
faled to do justice to the coercive power of the Old Testament in
establishing a comprehensive theological context from which to under-
stand Jesus Christ as the fulfilment of the divine promise to Isragl.
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2. The Gospd According to Mark
The Way of the Cross

The modern critical study of the Gospd of Mark was initiated by W.
Wrede (The Messianic Secret, 1901) when he first proposed that the
problem of the messianic secret lay at the heart of Mark's Gospel. Yet
it is also clear that Wrede's particular thesis which regarded the secret
as aliterary technique to overcome diverse theological traditionswithin
the early church has not been sustained. Rather, Jesus' secret sonship
arose from the nature of his revelation of himsdlf as mystery.

The Evangelist writes from the perspective of one for whom Jesus'



266 THE DISCRETE WITNESS OF THE NEW TESTAMENT

true identity has been revealed. Jesus is God's promised Messiah, the
crucified and resurrected Son of God who has been truly vindicated by
divine intervention. The central exegetica question of the Gospel turns
on explaining why the author would have recounted his story largely by
means of pre-resurrection traditions in whichJesus' secret identity had
been concealed. Indeed it has long been noticed that the disciples are
consistently presented as Jesus' followers who misunderstood his role
as the regjected Son of man, who resisted Jesus' way to the cross, and
who grasped the good news of God's purpose in Christ only after Easter.

Mark's presentation of the tradition makes the point abundantly clear
that no access is open to the exalted, resurrected Christ except the way
taken by the suffering and crucified Son of man. According to Mark,
the relation between the hidden and revealed Saviour is not smply a
chronological one, but it is theological in nature and holds the two
aspects of Christ's sdf-revelation integrally together. The particular
shaping of the tradition by Mark thus renders the material in such a
way that the earthly life of Jesus can be read by subsequent generations
of believers with a different level of meaning from those who originally
participated in the events. Nevertheless, the same challenge of following
Christ in the way of the cross faces each new generation in the same way
asit did thefirst disciples.

Mark's Gospel beginswith aprogramaticintroduction (1.1-15) which
sets forth the purpose of the author. He summarizes the content of his
entire message as 'the Gospel of Jesus Christ' (euaggelion). Mark is not
merely recounting examples of Jesus' own preaching, but he makes it
evident in his choice of words that he is offering a theological interpre-
tation of the meaning of his entire ministry. The Gospel is the procla-
mation about Jesus Christ who is identified as the content of the good
news of salvation.

Moreover, Mark is explicit in designating the 'beginning' of the
Gospel (archie) not as a chronologica notice of a certain historica
sequence, but the beginning of God's saving acts which continue to
exert power inJesus Christ. The beginning is closdly linked with w.2-3
and corresponds to Isaiah's promise of a messenger who prepares the
way. John the Baptist is the fulfiller of the Old Testament prophecies,
whose own 'deliverance up' to death (v. 14) sounds the first note of the
coming passion of the One of whom he speaks. Further, the coming of
the Spirit (1.10ff) identifies Jesus completely in Old Testament terms
as the beloved Son, God's Messiah, who is equipped with the Spirit.
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The Structure of the Gospel

Thefirst eight chapters of the Gospel direct attention to the mighty acts
of Jesus, the Christ. He cleanses the leper (1.42), heals the &fflicted
(2.12), and casts out demons (3.11). He feeds the hungry people who
are wandering in the wilderness (6.30ff.). He announces his mission to
cal sinnersto repentance (2.17) because the kingdom of God has arrived
in power (1.15). He exerts his sovereignty over the wind and the sea
(4.35f.; 6.48ff.) and raises the dead (5.41). Nevertheless, Jesus does not
permit the demons to make his sonship known. His true identity as Son
of God cannot be revealed in this manner (3.1 Iff.). This avenue to his
hidden messiahship is closed dff. According to 4.1 If. Jesus chose the
form of the parable both to reveal and to conceal his true identity. To
those inside, the parable reveals the secret of the kingdom; to those
outside the parable functions as a riddle preventing an understanding
of the mystery. Similarly Jesus refers to himself only as the Son of man
and forces his hearers to identify with his person through his saving act
on the cross.

The first half of Mark's Gospel isfilled with conflict Stories asJesus'
mission cals forth opposition from the religious authorities. In ch.2 his
forgiving of sins and eating with the outcasts meet with heavy resistance.
In ch.3 a plot to kill him arises from his healing on the sabbath.
Particularly in ch.7 the issue turns on the Old Testament purity laws
asinterpreted through the tradition of the Fathers. Jesus defends himself
by citing from Isaiah 6 as a confirmation of the prophet's charge of
substituting the teachings of men for the true commands of God. Further,
accordingto Mark, Jesus undercutsthe entire basis of the Old Testament
purity laws by declaring all foods clean (7.19) and reinforces the source
ofthat human evil which really defiles aperson. Jesus' confrontation with
Judaism even intensifies in the later chapters of Mark (11.27—12.40).

In the second half of the Gospd the narrative fdls increasingly under
the shadow of the climactic events of Jerusalem. The first prediction of
his death occursin 8.31, followed in close succession by two more (9.31;
10.33ff.). In the Marcan version of Peter's confession, the title of Christ
is neither accepted nor refused, but incorporated within the messianic
secret. Peter speaks the truth as had the demons before him, but is
slenced because his confesson does not offer the path to the secret.
When Jesus predicts his suffering and death, he is misunderstood by
Peter who will not hear of a suffering Christ.

The transfiguration scene (9.2ff.) offers a momentary unveiling of
Christ's true identity for the sake of the disciples. At no time except at
his baptism is the secret of his sonship more clearly revealed. Although
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the heavenly scene removes any doubt as to the true identity of the
suffering Son of man, the disciples still do not understand and are afraid
to ask (9.32).

In ch. 11 JesusridesintoJerusalem asthe prince of peace (Gen.49.11;
Zech.9.9), but his action evokes an ambivalent response from the crowd.
The apocalyptic discourse (ch.13), crafted largely from the language of
Daniel, serves to introduce his passion. The portrayal of the eschatolog-
ica 'son of man coming in the clouds with great glory' for al to see
makes aviolent contrast to the rejected servant.

For Mark the passion of Jesus constitutes the climax of his Gospel
which had been forshadowed from the start. The events of his passion
revea the fundamental mystery of his messiahship and render Mark's
entire Gospel intelligible. The evangelist portrays Jesus' final victory
through his total obedience in spite of complete abandonment. When
he is arrested, 'al forsook him and fled' (14.50). He is denied by Peter
(14.71). At his crucifixion he is identified with the suffering, innocent
one of the Psalter, forsaken by God (15.34), who cries out in darkness.
He dies as the 'king of the Jews' (15.18,26), whose identity has thereby
been announced, but fully misunderstood.

According to the origina shorter ending of Mark's Gospel (16.1-8),
there are no resurrection appearances recorded, although the announce-
ment of the resurrection is central to the passage (v.6). The women who
vigit the tomb react in trembling astonishment and fear, and are silent
in communicating the message of the resurrection. The evangdlist thus
continues his theme of the hidden and revealed secret of Christ's sonship.
Although both Mark and his audience know Jesus' true identity,
his account of the women's response makes clear that not even the
resurrection removed the mystery of Christ's identity. It was ill
possible to misunderstand and to react in unbelieving fear.

Mark's Use of the Old Testament

Finally, thereis an important summarizing point to be made respecting
the use of the Old Testament in Mark's Gospdl, particularly in relation
to the theme of the hidden sonship of Jesus. Throughout the Gospel
Jesus continually employs the Old Testament in a variety of different
ways, but al toward the goa of making known his true identity and
authority. In his controversy over divorce (ch. 10) Jesus refutes the
Pharisees by appealing to God's true purpose in marriage which had
been compromised by human sinfulness. To the ‘rich young ruler' who
sought direction regarding inheriting eternal life, Jesus smply points
him to the Decalogue (10.17ff.), the origina intent of which he then
radicalizes (v.21). Again, he confirms the love of God and love of
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neighbour as the fulfilment of the law (12.28ff.). Then again, in contro-
versy with the Sadducees Jesus uses Moses' experience at the burning
bush as awarrant for insisting that God is not a God of the dead, but of
theliving (12.27).

Finally, Jesus defined his own actions in terms of Old Testament
prophecy. He laid clam to Christ's being greater than David by
appealing to Ps. 110. He cleansed the temple by citing prophetic support
for its being a 'house of prayer for al nations' (Isa.56.7; Jer.7.11). He
reinterpreted the parable of |saiah 5 to identify himselfwith the beloved
son who was killed by the wicked tenants of the vineyard, and further
shifted the imagery to that of the rgected stone of Ps. 11822 which
became the head of the corner (12.1 Cf.).

It is characteristic of Mark to present a picture of Jesus who both
upholds the Mosaic law as expressing the true will of God, and yet who
wields an authority which exceeds that of Moses. Jesusis indeed 'aloyal
son of Moses' (Hooker, ‘Mark', 221), but thelaw is neverthelessjudged
in the light of his authority, not vice versa (7.14ff.).

In sum, implied in Mark's use of the Old Testament is the conviction
that if Jesus' opponents had only understood their own scriptures, they
would have recognized Jesus' divine authority. The evangdist reads the
Old Testament as Christian scripture from the perspective of the Easter
event, and therefore hears a clear testimony therein to Jesus' sonship
made known in the law and prophets.
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3. The Qospe According to Matthew
The Historical Setting

Upon a first reading of Matthew the reader may conclude that this
Gospd is smply a new edition of Mark. Yet this would be a very
misleading conclusion since Matthew offes a strikingly different wit-
ness. Careful literary critical study of the Synoptic problem has pointed
out that Matthew's composition has made use of amost ninety per cent
of Mark's Gospdl, in addition to which he has included material from a
sayings source (Q) and his own specid material (Sondergut). The
tradition recorded by Papias which identified Matthew with a Hebrew
gospel has not been sustained by critica analysis. The dating of
Matthew's Gospel fdls in the period after the destruction of Jerusalem,
and since his work is cited by Ignatius, the composition is assigned to
the erabetween AD 80-100. New Testament scholars have attempted to
determine its geographica origin by balancing its mixture of Jewish
Christian and Hellenistic elements. Frequently Antioch has been sug-
gested as a fitting setting, but the lack of historical evidence precludes
a consensus. Most scholars - there are a few important exceptions —
agree that Matthew's Gospel reflects a historical period in which the
Christian church had already separated from theJewish synagogue and
agrowing spirit of alienation is apparent.

The Purpose of the Gospel

The issue of determining the chief purpose for the writing of Matthew's
Gospdl is somewhat related to one'sjudgment regarding the structure
of the composition. Although no one reading has achieved a consensus,
the earlier attempt (Bacon, Sudiesin Matthew) to see Matthew's Gospel
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as afive-fold composition designed as a new law book for Christians to
replace the Pentateuch has fewer and fewer modern supporters. In my
opinion, J. D. Kingsbury's proposal (Matthew: Structure, Iff.) has the
advantage of focussing solidly on the christological content of the Gospel:
the person of Jesus Messiah (1.1-4.16), the proclamation of Jesus
Messiah (4.17-16.20), and the suffering, death, and resurrection of
Jesus Messiah (16.21-28.20). Indeed Matthew focussed his witness on
Jesus Christ as Israel's hope, and by dwelling among his followers
inaugurated the eschatological rule of God. Of course, this christological
confession aso involved various other theological affirmations including
the nature of the church, the abiding role of the law, the call to
righteousness, and the expectation of final judgment.

Careful comparison of Matthew's Gospel with Mark's has helped
claify Matthew's intention. It is significant to observe that in the first
half of his composition, Matthew largely goes hisown way whereas from
ch. 12 onward he is very dependent on Mark's outline. Certain features
are characteristic of Matthew's handling of his sources. First, he has
extended his narrative both at the beginning and end. Secondly, he has
systematically ordered his material topically into larger speech units.
Thirdly, he has often expanded individual units of the narrative and
sayings tradition of Mark and Q in order to elucidate more clearly his
interpretation of the Gospel (Cf. G. Stanton, 'Matthew as Creative
Interpreter').

Bornkamm's essay (‘'The Authority to "Bind" ") is especialy helpful
in illustrating on the basis of ch.18, both the historical context from
which Matthew wrote as well as his literary technique respecting his
sources. The Evangelist presupposes a form of Hellenistic Christianity
which had already grown beyond its Jewish origins, yet he resists the
urge to separate fully from Judaism. The author carefully fashions his
Gospel by alternating between his inherited sources which he then
unites thematically by means of editorial shaping.

At the outset a basic theological issue of the Gospel of Matthew turns
on determining how the Evangelist sought to portray the church's access
to Jesus Christ. What role did the earthly life of Jesus play in respect to
the continuing faith of the church? Since the exalted Christ was now
aive and reigning as Lord of the church, in what sense was his earthly
ministry of theological significance? It is at thisjuncture that Matthew's
witness diverges strikingly from Mark's.

The modern debate on this central issue was launched in 1962 by G.
Strecker (Der Weg der Gerechtigkeit). Strecker argued that Matthew
fashioned his material into a history of salvation which he divided into
consecutive periods along atime span. Matthew thus relegated the time
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of Jesus to the past by historicizing it into a 'life of Jesus'. Strecker's
strongest support for this interpretation lay in the biographical details
of the formula citations (26ff.; 21.5; 27.9).

Nevertheless, the critical responses to Strecker's hypothesis have
made if fully clear that Matthew's unique understanding of time moves
in almost the exactly opposite direction from that espoused by Strecker.
The decisive feature of Matthew's Gospdl is that the evangelist has fused
the 'time of the earthly Jesus' with the 'time of the church'. Because
Jesus is confessed as dive, Matthew's portrayal of Christ encompasses
both the pre-resurrection time of Jesus on earth and the post-resurrection
time of the church. As a result, the historical lines between the earthly
Jesus and the later church's experience of his presence as Lord have
been blurred. The canonical efect of Matthew's Gospd is to provide
the tradition with a quality of transparency by means of which the time
of Jesus becomes an avenue to the future rather than a barrier from
the past. Within this theological context of transparency, Luz (‘The
Disciples) has drawn the correct implications of Strecker's theory of
historization. Matthew'sfusion of the temporal horizons has not resulted
in adisregard of time in which the past is swallowed up by the present.
Rather, the history of the earthly Jesus has been confirmed, but as a
starting point from which a continuity with the church's ongoing
experience with the resurrected Christ was registered.

Severa passages illustrate clearly Matthew's fusion of the time of the
earthly and exalted Christ:

(1) In the 'great commission' passage with which the Gospel closes
(28.16-20), Matthew portrays Christ as addressing his disciples with
the authority of the exalted Lord whose power now extends throughout
the universe. The even disciples are sent forth to make further disciples
of al the nations. The crucial point to observeis that they are to teach
the commands which they have learned from the earthly Jesus. The
message has not changed. The words of the earthly Jesus remain
normative for the post-resurrection church. The exalted Jesus and the
earthly Jesus are joined indissolubly together. The theme of Christ's
continuing presence now brackets the entire Gospel. The promise of
Christ is aredlity both for the past and the future which understanding
allows the author to project features of the exalted Lord back into his
description of the earthly Jesus.

(2 The role which Matthew assigns to the disciples dso illustrates
his understanding of the relation of the earthly Jesus and exalted Christ.
Rather than assigning them a role merely within the past, they have
been depicted by Matthew as atype of the Christian church. In contrast
to Mark, the disciples in Matthew can understand Jesus' teaching, at
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least in part. Especialy Bornkamm's famous essay on the storm at sea
in Matthew 823ff. (‘Stilling of the Storm") has been illuminating in
showing how Matthew shaped this story into a paradigm by which to
instruct every generation of future disciples regarding the nature of faith
in a moment of great temptation.

(3) Another confirmation of Matthew's coaescing of time in distinc-
tion from Mark isfound in the manner by which the disciples consi stently
addressJesus as 'Lord’ (kyrios). Matthew reserves this designation for
his disciples, thereby indicating their response to the exated Christ.
Similarly Matthew has shaped the passion account to reflect the church's
subsequent recognition of Jesus as the Son of God (cf. 26.63). The risen
Lord is present at the same time as the earthly Jesus.

Matthew's Use of the Old Testament

A most important feature by which Matthew develops his christology
is the use of the Old Testament, specificaly his application of'formula
citations' {Reflexionszitate). These citations are characterized by a set
formulaic introduction, e.g. 'to fulfil what was spoken by the prophet’,
and by the use of Old Testament texts which differ from the usual
dependency on a Septuagintal text tradition. The following passages
areincluded: 122, 2.1517f.,23; 4.14-16; 8.17; 12.17-21; 13.35; 21.4f.;
27.9. The issue continues to be debated whether the citations derive
from an inherited source, or whether this usage stems from Matthew's
own exegetical contribution.

Matthew's particular use can be brought into sharper focus by
contrasting it rather than identifying it with Jewish pesher exegesis,
common to Qumran. In his commentary Luz (Matthew, 136) has
observed that pesher exegesis starts out with a biblical text which it
attempts to interpret, whereas Matthew's concept of fulfilment starts
from a contemporary historical event which it then seeks to understand
by relating it to prophecy. Matthew's citations are misunderstood when
they are characterized as completely artificiad and wooden applications
of texts which attempt to historicize external events in the life of Jesus.
Such an approach fails to reckon with the prophetic context from which
the entire Old Testament was read.

The dgnificance of the formula citations lies in several functions
which they perform. First, the Old Testament citations provide a
theological context within the divine economy of God with Israel by
which to understand and interpret the significance of Jesus' life and
ministry. The entire Old Testament is viewed as a prophetic revelation
of God's purpose pointing to the future which has now been fulfilled in
Jesus Christ, God's promised Messiah. Luz has suggested (Matthew,
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140) that the formula citations have no particular content, and in that
sense they have been chosen almost by way of illustration in order to
point to the basic theologica theory of Matthew's christology. This
appears to me to be somewhat of an overstatement. Indeed Jesus was
born 'king of theJews' (2.2), the ruler who would 'shepherd my people
Israel' (2.6). He was persecuted by Herod, the king, but recognized by
the Gentile Magi which was a shadow of things to come. Thus the
gpecific texts function also as a transparency of the larger prophetic
dimension represented by the whole Old Testament.

Secondly, the formula citations are aform of Christian proclamation.
On the one hand, Matthew reads the scripture from the perspective of
the Gospel, and tedtifies to the unity of the one plan of God within the
scheme of prophecy and fulfilment. On the other hand, the very meaning
of the Gospel to which he bears witness receives its definition from the
Old Testament.

Thirdly, the citations serve as a means of actualizing the presence of
the promised Messiah who is now experienced as the exalted Kyrios.
Thus, when Matthew calls to mind the servant figure of Isaiah 42 by a
citation in 1218ff. in order to interpret the significance of Jesus' healing
ministry, he bears witness to the post-resurrection church of the present
reality of Christ's salvation within the community of faith (cf. Rothfuchs,
Die Erfullungszitate, 183). The hope for which the synagogue waits is
already being experienced by Christ's church.

The Problem of the Law

No problem is more central to Matthew's Gospel than his presentation
of Jesus' relation to the law. The basic question of how Jesus, the
promised Messiah, relates to the divine Torah, the old covenant,
dominates his entire Gospel. Modern critical scholarship has made a
lasting contribution in seeking to hear Matthew's particular witness,
even when it is strikingly different from both Mark and Paul. It has aso
correctly resisted attempts to evade the problem by suggesting that
Jesus was only opposed to the Pharisaic tradition of the law, and not
the Mosaic law itsdf.

According to Matthew's presentation, the major function of Jesus as
Israel's Messiah lies in the interpretation of the law. The law of Moses
is not a temporary measure, which has now been superceded in the
kingdom of heaven, but represents the eternal will of God. Entrance
into the kingdom which is the way of righteousness is still measured by
the law. Lawlessness (anomia) is the epitome of evil. Jesus has come to
abolish it. He seeks no new law (lex nova), but brings the old into full
reality by realizing the will of God.
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The Pharisees are criticized for clinging to externals and for neglecting
the ‘weightier matters of the law' (23.23). They have misunderstood the
nature of God's will by faling to understand what Hosea meant by
works of justice and mercy. Above al, the heart of the law can be
summarized by the love of God and love of neighbour (22.39f.). 'On
these two commandments hang all the law and the prophets' (v.40).
The law is actualized by the radical claim of discipleship as following
in the way of righteousness demanded by the law. Moreover, it remains
a basic feature of Matthew's witness that his discussion of the law
functions within the eschatological framework of the impending final
judgment. The followers of Christ are offered no specia status over
against theJews, but all persons alike face the final reckoning at which
time their actions will be measured in the light of the law's demand for
righteousness. For this reason, the church in Matthew is not designated
the true Israel, but receives its identity not through institutional marks,
but in relation to the exdted Lord, who as the fulfilment of the Old
Testament is aso the creator of a new community. He will take the
kingdom of God away from those wicked tenants and will giveit to a
nation producing the fruits of righteousness (21.43).
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4. The Gospel According to Luke

The Gospd of Luke is part of a two-volume work composed by the
same author. The exact chronological relation between Luke and Acts
continues to be debated, but it is agreed upon by most scholars that
Luke preceded Acts. Because of the abrupt ending of the book of Acts,
some have argued that the combined work was completed before the
death of Paul. However, it is more plausible to opt for a later date of
c. AD 80 in light of the use Luke made of the Gospd of Mark, and the
rather clear indication of the prior destruction of Jerusalem (cf. Fitzmyer,
TheGospel accor dingtoLuke, 1,53ff.).1nspiteof asecond-centurytradition
regarding Luke as the author and travel companion of Paul, little from
historical evidence is available to determine whether the author was
Jew or Gentile, or lived in Rome or Antioch. He seems to have been a
second or third generation Christian. It is also clear that hewas ahighly
literate writer who could compose a prologue in classica Hellenistic
syle or adjust his style to an imitation of the Greek Old Testament
when dealing with the birth stories.

Much internal debate has been generated regarding the nature of the
sources used by Luke. Although Luke has made much use of Marcan
material - Streeter puts the amount of common material atfifty-fiveper
cent - his approach to this source varies greatly from that of Matthew.
More than one-third of his Gospel has no parallels a al in Mark. The
remaining portion of his Gospd has been formed from Q and Luke's
specia material which he has used in ahighly creative way by breaking
up the Marcan structure. In an earlier generation the discussion of
Luke's specia source focussed on the question of its historical value,
whereas more recently the emphasis has fdlen on determining the role
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oftheauthor'screativity in shaping hismaterial. Still thereisnoinherent
reason why the historical and literary features of Luke's source must be
played against each other.

The Purpose of Luke's Gospel

The task of determining the purpose of Luke's Gospel has called forth
very different evaluations, especially within the post-World War 11
period. The controversy has been rehearsed many times and need not
berepeated here (cf. F. Bovon, Lucle Thealogien; Braumann, DasLukas-
Evangelium). Perhaps it would be wise first to offer a more general
description of Luke's aims and then turn to specific passages for
confirmation and refinement. Accordingly, the purpose of L uke's Gospel
was primarily to bear witness to that salvation which was promised to
Israel and fulfilled through the life, death, and resurrection of Jesus
Christ. Luke's second volume, the Acts of the Apostles, extends the story
by relating how this salvation was then proclaimed by Christ's disciples
to Jerusalem, Samaria, and beyond to include Gentiles in the divine
plan.

In the prologue to his Gospel (1.1-4) the author sets forth clearly the
purpose of his Gospel in a carefully stylized form. Luke begins by
recognizing that there have been previous attempts to compile an
account of the events surrounding Jesus Christ. His concern in offering
a new attempt addresses the problem raised by the new medium of
recountingtheevents, namelyinareport (dieyesis). Hewishestoestablish
how the events of the past relate to the present and future generations
of believers. Theissue turns on the effect upon the Gospel when the oral
proclamation is set down in a written form by a chain of tradents
different from the origina eye witnesses.

The subject matter of thereport is 'the events which have been fulfilled
among us' (1.1). Theeschatological dimension of the eventsis expressed
in severa ways. Although the events lie in the past in afixed historical
sequence, they have not been bound only to the past as ordinary
historical events, but continue to impact the present, encompassing
both the 'we' of Luke's generation along with the original eye-witnesses.

Next, Luke describes the god of his composition which is to set forth
an accurate and orderly account involving a collecting and critical
sorting of his material. Obvioudy the threat of distortion and misunder-
standing lies in the background of this task. By demonstrating the solid
grounds of the tradition on which his account is based, Luke seeks to
secure the faith of Christian believers both for the present time and for
the future.

The prologue is of great hermeneutical significance because it expli-
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cates succinctly how Luke understands the access to Jesus Christ by
later generations. He is fully aware that the great events transpired in
aseries of eventswhich now liein the historical past. Nevertheless, these
events are not locked in past history, but continue to be ‘fulfilled time'
for 'us, the future generation of believers. Luke thus &firms the
authoritative quality of the apostolic tradition which he tries to render
in its most accurate form for the sake of the church.

Luke's Understanding of History

One of the important benefits which has derived from the modern
critical debate with Conzelmann and others has been awide recognition
that Luke has introduced a definite periodization of history which
distinguishes his work from the other Synoptics. However, the crucia
issue turns on describing exactly how he construed his history and in
determining the effect on his understanding of the Gospel. The time of
Jesus has a beginning (Acts 1.1; 10.37) and an end (Acts 1.211) which
sets it apart from the period of Israel (Luke 16.16). Yet Jesus himselfis
understood as a figure in the period of Israel until his baptism which
explains the importance of the infancy narrative. Jesus' time is set apart
from the period of Israel as promise is from fulfilment. The time of Jesus
unfolds in a series of chronological events which move from Galilee to
Judaea and to Jerusalem reflecting a consistent purpose from the start
(Luke 9.51). The time of the church follows the time of Jesus, and Luke
emphasizes the continuity of the two periods. What Jesus preached
concerning the kingdom continues in the apostolic proclamation to the
ends of the earth (Luke 24.47; Acts 1.8). It is consistent that Luke made
use of a two-volume work in order to cover the two distinct periods of
history.

An essential component of Luke's understanding of history is the role
of the Spirit which note is sounded in Jesus' first appearance in the
synagogue of Nazareth (4.16-30). Jesusis described as led by the Haly
Spirit into Galilee (4.14). Reading from the book of Isaiah Jesus
announced that 'today' in the presence of his person, salvation has
arrived as the promised eschatological time has become a redlity.
Through the Spirit those who heard have access to God's salvation. The
outpouring of the Spirit began withJesus' announcement, and continues
throughout Luke's history as a sign of God's salvation to every new
generation of believer (Acts LIff.; 4.8; 9.17). It is this eschatological
dimension of time in Luke's Gospel which resists al modern attempts
to confineJesus to past history in the name ofHelggeschichte

It is aso a serious misunderstanding of Luke's concept of history
to assume that he historicized his tradition in order to remove its
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eschatological elements, and to assign to the church the role of the sole
guarantor for the purity of the message. Although it is also the case that
Luke's presentation reflects a concern over the delay of the parousia,
particularly in severd of the parables (12.38,45; 19.1Iff.), thereis no
sign that the traditional Christian eschatological hope was either
abandoned or replaced by a theory of history. The recognition of an
extended period of time preceding the parousia, which is srikingly
different from Mark, has not in itsaf undercut the eschatological
expectation, but rather Luke lays emphasis on the suddenness and
surprise of the end (12.35ff.,46ff.). While it is true that Luke has
reinterpreted the apocalyptic language of Daniel in ch.21 by providing
the Old Testament prophecy with concrete details from the actual
historical destruction of Jerusalem by the Romans, the dfett is till to
view the church as still awaiting the coming of the kingdom until the
‘times of the Gentiles be fulfilled'.

Proof-from-Prophecy

Of equal importance as L uke's understanding of history is his particular
use of Israel's scriptures to confirm the continuity of the church's hope
with that of Israel. Especidly the writings of P. Schubert, N.A. Dahl,
and J. Jervell have sought to demonstrate how a prophecy-fulfilment
pattern served to shape both Luke and Acts in a decisive manner.

In his Gospel Luke portrays a continuous series of promises and
fulfilments which closdly link the history of Israel with the life of Jesus.
Dahl has made the important point that often Luke has developed his
proof-from-prophecy argument according to a two-stage pattern. Luke
is not content, as was Matthew, to demonstrate a prophecy-fulfilment
pattern from the Old Testament to the New. Rather Luke is interested
firg in establishing the nature of the messianic hope, as it were, from
the side of the Old Testament. For example, he begins by describing the
peculiar features of the Messiah from the Old Testament's perspective,
particularly his suffering, death, and resurrection (Acts 2.25ff.). Then
the second step in the patternis to establish that it isJesus, and no other,
who is this Christ. Within the Gospel the clearest formulation of the
approach isfound in chapter 24, which is the Emmaus story. However,
another central passage for Luke is aso the use of Ps. 118.22, 'the
rejected stone' (Luke 20.17; Acts 4.11).

It was a lasting contribution of Paul Schubert (‘The Structure',
128ff.) to have successfully demonstrated that the proof-from-prophecy
theology is a dominant feature of the literary structure of the Gospel as
awhole. He begins by showing how this interest dominates the infancy
stories of chapters 1 and 2. The main characters appear not only as
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objects of the fulfilment of scripture, but as full-fledged messianic
prophets themselves who arefilled with the Spirit. Then Luke program-
matically sets the opening scene of Jesus' ministry with his appearance
in the synagogue at Nazareth (4.16—32). Jesus reads from ch.61 of the
book of Isaiah and lays claim to scripture's being fulfilled in his words
and deeds. Similarly in Jesus' response to the question of John the
Baptist (7.18-23) he again shows himsdf as the fulfilment of Isaianic
prophecy. Again, in Luke's use of Peter's confesson (9.18-22) the
emphasis fdls on the divine compulsion (dei). Thetransfiguration scene
(928—306) aso forms a mgjor building block in his developing a proof-
from-prophecy structure. Luke records, in contrast to Mark and
Matthew, the content of Jesus' conversation with Moses and Elijah.
They spoke of'his departure’ which he was to accomplish at Jerusalem
(v. 31), thus linking the scene to the prediction of his death and
resurrection. Finally, in 951 begins the 'Jerusalem journey' in which
all attention focusses on the place of Jesus' full manifestation of himself
as the Christ. Of course, the climax of the book comes with the Emmaus
story in which the resurrected Christ instructs the till blinded disciples
'indl thescripturesthethingsconcerninghimself. . . everythingwritten
about mein the law of Moses and the prophets and the psalms must be
fulfilled . . . (24.44ft).

To summarize, the theological implications to be drawn from Luke's
use of the Old Testament are enormous. TheJewish scriptures provide
the context from whichJesus' lifeis read and understood. L uke does not
attempt to ‘christianize' the Old Testament, but to let it speak with its
own voice of the coming salvation. Luke does not speak of the church's
replacing Israel, rather Jesus' cdll to faith serves both to gather and to
divide Israel. From his disciples, who form the core of true Israel, the
proclamation extends to all the nations and Israel's mission is brought
to completion.

Fitzmyer poses the crucial theological problem for a modern Biblical
Theology following his careful description of Luke's proof-from-proph-
ecy theology. Hewrites:'. . . the modern reader will look in vain for the
passages in the Old Testament to which the Lucan Christ refers when
he speaks of "what pertained to himsef in every part of Scripture”
(v. 27), especidly to himsdf as "the Messiah" who was "bound to
suffer” . . . Luke has his own way of reading the Old Testament and
hereputsit onthelipsof Christhimself (TheGospel accordingtoLuke, 11,
1558). It will continue to be a major concern of this Biblical Theology
to wrestle with this problem in al its dimensions.
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5. The Gospd According toJohn
Literary and Historical Problems

For well over one hundred andfifty years there has been awide consensus
among critical New Testament scholars that the Fourth Gospel cannot
be considered a historical source of the life of Jesusin the same sense as
the Synoptics. The discontinuities are simply too great not to treat the
Fourth Gospdl as a specia witness within early Christianity. On the one
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hand, there is a strikingly different style used with Jesus' speaking in
long discourses and with the use of signs rather than parables. Moreover,
the imagery functions very differently from the Synoptics and reflects
another cultural milieu from early Palestinian Judaism. Even the basic
chronological structure is different and Jesus is pictured traversing
frequently from Galilee to Jerusalem over a three year period rather
than following the sequence of the Synoptics. Finally, the distinctive
theological emphasis of John's Gospel setsit apart from the others.

On the other hand, recent scholarship has confirmed that there are
likewise important elements of continuity between the Fourth Gospel
and the Synoptics. Although it remainshighly contested whether the con-
tinuity lies in John's knowledge of the Synoptics, or more likdly, with a
common oral tradition, there are important areas of overlap. Above dll,
John's account is written a so in the genre of a Gospel, and extends from
theinitial encounter withJohn the Baptist, the calling of Jesus' disciples,
his ministry in Galilee, arrest, trial, crucifixion in Jerusalem, and his
resurrection. Finaly, John's Gospel also makes extensive use of the Old
Testament, although in away quite distinct from the Synoptic usages.

Much scholarly energy continues to be expended in an efort to bring
into sharper focus the issue of theJohannine cultural milieu in the hopes
of illuminating some of the complex problems which surround the book.
In spite of the new evidence from the texts of Qumran and Nag
Hammadi, the complexity of the problems has increased rather than
diminished. What has emerged as a likely cultural context is a highly
syncretistic, heterodox Judai sm with Gnostic-like, apocalyptic elements
typical of hellenistic religion. Nevertheless, even within such a broadly
defined context the features which set John's Gospel apart from the
Qumran community and Egyptian Gnostics are enormous. Thus the
guestion of cultural antecedents remains elusive.

Equally complex are the issues regarding the history of the book's
composition. Because aterminusad quer n has been set by the discovery of
an early second-century fragment of the Gospel (Rylands Papyrus
457=p52), most scholars assign the date of its composition to a period
between AD 90-100. Yet the more difficult problem remains of tracing
the historical growth of the book which reflects not only different levels
of composition, but severa different hands. It extends beyond the
boundaries of this brief survey to explore the mgjor theories of growth.
Bultmann, J. L. Martyn, and R. E. Brown - to name but a few - have
st forth detailed reconstructions, but one cannot yet speak of an
emerging consensus. In fact, Bultmann's brilliant theory has probably
less support today than thirty years ago.

To summarize, the complexity of using the Fourth Gospel in tracing
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ahistorical trajectory of early Christian tradition continues to resist an
essy resolution. Yet it is aso clear that few modern New Testament
scholars would be content to return to the traditional view of a unified
book, largely historical in character, written by John the Apostle, aswas
gtill defended a hundred years ago by such great scholars as Zahn,
Westcott, and Lightfoot.

The Purpose of the Gospel

Much of the discussion regarding the purpose of the Fourth Gospel has
initially focussed on the summarizing statement of 2030f. The author's
intention seems at first quite straightforward: 'these are written that
you may believe that Jesus is the Christ. . .. However, for avariety of
reasons - textual, syntactical, literary - many scholars fed that these
verses do not adequately reflect the purpose of the entire book.

Be that as it may, this summary does offer an important key toward
understandingjohn's purpose. A selection ofjesus' signs has been made
from among a much larger number. The evangelist thereby bears
witness to Jesus' earthly life lived in the presence of his disciples. Y et
the witness is directed to another audience, different from those original
disciples, toward the explicit goa of engendering belief in Jesus as the
Christ, the Son of God. This ending has shaped the Gospel material in
a canonical fashion by designating the book as the medium through
which future generations who did not encounter the earthly Jesus are
challenged to believe.

It is fully in accord with this perspective that many of the central
stories in John's Gospel are rendered. The Samaritan woman in ch. 4
is led progressively from a surface knowledge to a genuine grasp of
Christ's offer of eternal life. However, the climax of the chapter comes
when the Samaritans from the city who had not encountered Jesus were
led to believe in him as Israel's true Messiah because of her words
(4.42). Again, the Capernaum officid (4.46ff.) is challenged to believe
on the basis of Jesus' word without first seeing signs and wonders.
Likewise, the man born blind (9.1-41) is led to belief in Christ and
confesses his faith in his healing power at a time when Jesus was no
longer present. In al these stories the emphasis fdls on what it means
to be a disciple after the departure ofjesus. These disciples are not
pictured as accompanying him, but rather they believe because of his
word.

In ch. 17 Jesus prays not only for his disciples to whom he has given
his words (v. 8), but for those who come to faith through the word of
that first generation: ‘who believe in me through their word' (v. 20).
Faith in the resurrected Christ is how mediated through the witness
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of that first generation of believers. Similarly, Thomas' faith in the
resurrected Christ which occurs when he saw and touched Jesus is
contrasted with a higher blessing on those who 'have not seen and yet
believe' (20.29).

Certainly lying at the centre of John's purpose is to bear witness to
the earthly Jesus as the Christ of faith, but exactly how he conceives of
this relationship touches on the central theological problem of the entire
Gogpel. 1t is basic to John's presentation that he reckons with the
identity of the earthly Jesus and the exdted Christ, a move which of
course sharply distinguishes his Gospel from the Synoptics. Thereisno
temporal or spacia distance which needs to be overcome. Throughout
his entire earthly ministry Jesus revealed himsdlf as the Saviour of the
world which even imperfect faith could see.

Yet it is a serious mistake to suggest that the Fourth Gospel has
completely dehistoricized his tradition and is interested only in a
historically timelessJesus to whom access is achieved soldly through an
existential encounter. Particularly N. Dahl's research has pointed out
(‘'TheJohannine Church’, 10Iff.) how the Fourth Gospel has preserved
a distinction between the time of the earthly Jesus and that of the post-
resurrection church. The glorified Christ of the present has not simply
absorbed the earthly Jesus. TheJohannine Christ is looking forward to
the day of his glorification and not until his departure could his spirit
be given.

Dahl has aso pointed out (102f.) that the Fourth Gospel distinguishes
between two stages within the earthly ministry of Jesus, the time before
his hour has come and the time after it has come, which two stages
roughly correspond to the two main literary sections of the Gospdl (1-12;
13-21). The second part of the Gospel looksforward to Christ's departure
and its future consequences for the disciples. But even in the first part,
the situation of the post-resurrection church is prefigured during the
earthly ministry ofjesus. Still the historical and geographical restrictions
imposed on the earthly Jesus are completely dissolved with Christ's
death, resurrection and ascension to the Father. The familiar formula,
‘the hour is coming and now is' (4.23) serves to illuminate the relation
of the time of the earthly ministry with the time of the church. Thereis
an essentia identity so that a witness to his earthly ministry is also a
testimony to his continuing presence. The Spirit forms the link between
the church and the risen Christ, but through the medium of the Gospel.

The Role of the Old Testament in the Fourth Gospel

One of the more controversia features of Bultmann's famous commen-
tary is the minor role assigned to the Old Testament. Although he
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carefully notes on what levels it is used according to his redactional
reconstruction, he does not ascribe major significance to it in shaping
the tradition. Yet even among many scholars who grant some element
of truth in Bultmann's interpretation of the Gnostic origins of the
tradition, there is awidespread recognition that much more is involved
from the side of the Old Testament than Bultmann has acknowledged
(df. Reim, Sudien).

The complexity of the problems relating to John's use of the Old
Testament has long been recognized. There are a series of citations
which with few exceptions are introduced by formulae (1.23, 51; 2.17;
3.14;5.17; 6.31; 7.19, 38; 8.17, 41, 10.11,34; 12.14,38,40; 13.18; 15.25;
19.24, 28, 30, 36, 37). Not only is the diversity of the formulae quite
remarkable, but great difficulty liesin trying to assess the relation of the
Hebrew and Greek textual traditions. To what extent the evangelist was
citing from memory, or was dependent upon Targumic-like traditions,
or was offering his own independent rendering, has never been fully
settled (cf. Freed, Reim). The relation of John to a common Synoptic
tradition of Old Testament prooftexts is also unclear.

However, there is another dimension to the problem of John's use of
the Old Testament whichwasfirst articul ated clearly by Hoskyns{Riddle
of the New Testament) and then was further developed in Barrett's
important essay (‘The Old Testament in the Fourth Gospel'). Barrett
mounted the case that John's Gospel reflected a comprehensive under-
standing of the Old Testament which went fa beyond his use of
prooftexts. Rather he used Old Testament themes to structure his
Gospel which functions, as it were, below the surface of the text. Not
only are there the familiar Old Testament images of the shepherd and
the vine which are pivotal for entire chapters, but Barrett argues for a
far more subtle and pervasive use of the Old Testament. For example,
the traditional text used as a warrant for Israel's hardening (I1sa.29) is
not used, but the same subject-matter runs throughout the Gospel.
Similarly, the popular prooftext for Christ as the rejected stone (Ps. 118)
is not used, but the theme of Christ's rejection and his divine approval
isacentral theme of his Gospel.

The wide implications of John's use of the Old Testament becomes
clear when one reflects on the theological function which the Jewish
scriptures play. Asiswel known, John constructs his Gospel according
to a series of witnesses to Jesus as the Christ, which includes John the
Baptist (1.23), the Samaritan woman (4.29), the blind beggar (9.38),
Thomas (20.28), etc. However, equally important is that the whole Old
Testament also bearswitness to Christ. Abraham rgjoiced to see his day
(8.56); Maoses wrote of him (5.46); Isaiah saw his glory and spoke of
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him (12.41). The salvation to which John the Baptist bore witness was
not a new thing, but the selfsame divine redemption already present
from the beginning. Indeed, when Israel lacked the faith to believe, the
great events of her history (patriarchal blessing, manna, law) were dl
robbed of their true redemptive significance (4.10ff.; 6.32ff; 8.52). The
Fourth Gospel continually appeals to the Old Testament, not only to
bear witness to Christ's glory, but to revea the opposition from the
world which extended from the beginning (12.30,40; 13.18; 15.25). The
Old Testament thus functions not only as a voice from the historical
past, but as a present witness to Christ's union with the Father
(5.17; 8.17), the long expected Messiah (12.27), whose passion and
glorification had long been revealed (1.51; 3.14; 7.38; 12.23ff.,; 19.28ff.).

Actually the crucial role of the Old Testament forJohn's entire Gospel
was indicated already in the prologue. The 'word' which became flesh
was at the beginning with God, and the word was God (I.Iff.). The
evangdist testifies that the word which brought the world into being
(Gen. 11) was the sdfsame manifestation of wisdom which was with
God from the start (Prov. 8.22ff.). Both law and wisdom are thus united
in the incarnation of Jesus Christ. The author reveals the perspective of
the entire Gospel which incorporates the work of Christ within the
eternal will of God for the redemption of the whole world. In spite of
John's use of the genre of Gospel as the story of Jesus, he has succeeded
in addressing the basic ontological problem which lies at the heart of
Christian theology.
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Vi

The Witnhess of Acts to the Mission of the
Church

1. Historical and Literary Problems

For the history of the development of the Christian church in the period
which followed the life of Jesus, ancient historians have largely been
dependent upon the traditions recounted in the Acts of the Apostles.
Since the end of the eighteenth century critical scholarship has become
aware of the difficulty of using Acts as a source for historical reconstruc-
tion of the period (cf. Haenchen, Acts, 14—50). The problems are many
and complex.

First, aninitial problem turns on the authorship of the book. Although
there is a wide consensus that the same author wrote the third Gospel
and that Acts is a conscious continuation of the earlier account, the
identification of the author with Luke rests on late second-century
tradition. Moreover, his traditional identity as the travel companion of
Paul has been caled into question by many (df. Windisch, Beginnings
[, 298ff.)

Secondly, theissue of determining the nature of the sources underlying
the book remains unresolved in spiteofintensive research over ahundred
and fifty years. For a time the hypothesis of an ‘antiochene' and
'itinerary’ source (the 'we' narrative) on which Luke was dependent,
received serious attention, but increasingly the inability ot establish
such theories either by means of philological, historical, or literary
means has become evident. Although the assumption of prior, written
sources is highly reasonable, especialy in the light of surprising details
in the account, conclusive evidence is lacking. One observation which
has played a role respecting the dating of the book of Acts has been the
lack of Pauline influence on the theology of Luke whose presentation
appears distinct from the Paul of the letters. Accordingly, some have
sought to date the book of Acts early in the 60s, but few have been
convinced. Rather a date between AD 80-90 reflects the general consen-
sus especidly if one takes into consideration the age of Luke's Gospel.
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Thirdly, within recent years the focus of critical research has shifted
from historical to literary issues, particularly following the early lead of
Dibelius (Studies in the Acts). Both Haenchen and Conzelmann have
argued strongly the case for seeing the book as a literary creation of an
author who sought largely to edify his audience and whose contribution
was largely his theologica construal rather than as a tradent of histori-
caly accurate information. The advantage of the literary approach lies
in its at least seeking to recover the author's own purpose in writing
rather than in focussing on praoblems often only peripheral to the biblical
text itsdf. However, recently a strong protest has arisen against al too
facile literary theorieswhich denigrate apriori the historical component
of thetradition (cf. Hengel, ActsandtheHistory).

Finaly, the nature of the historical traditions of Acts becomes
especialy acute when one compares the L uke/Acts description of Paul's
ministry with the letters of Paul himsdf. Whereas the Pauline letters
represent the oldest literary witness of early Christianity, Luke's history
is a document of the post-apostolic age, written probably thirty to forty
years after Paul. The efect is that from a historical perspective the
trgjectories of Paul's witness in his letters must be distinguished from
Luke's presentation. Of course, what this tension means theologicaly
within the context of the canon is a different question.

2. The Purpose of the Book of Acts

In the prologue the author immediately establishes direct continuity
with his earlier composition, which he addresses to the same recipient.
The prologue confirms the message of Luke. The period of Jesus' earthly
ministry has ended and Jesus ascends into heaven, leaving his disciples
gazing into heaven. With the age of the church something new has
begun.

The crucial issue for Luke in his second volume is how he establishes
the relationship between the ministry of Jesus Christ and the apostles.
The author lays his emphasis upon the continuity between the past and
the present, but therelation is of aparticular sort. The Apostlesarethose
chosen by God for a specia task (1.2), and the 'certainty' of the truth
of the resurrection (Luke 14) has been confirmed with many proofs
(1.3). However, the relation between the two historical eras is not a
simple one of historical continuity. The intention of Lukeis not to write
a history of early Christianity. The decisive new factor is the presence
of the Holy Spirit for whom the Apostles are to wait. At Pentecost they
receive power aswitnesses which testimony isto extend from 'Jerusalem
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and inJudaea and Samaria and to the end of the earth' (Acts 1.8). This
commission forms the basi c structure of the book which traces the spread
of the witness from Jerusalem into ever widening circles.

Thewitness of the apostles is made through the ‘word of God', which
results from their being filled with the Spirit (4.31). The importance of
the word as the vehicle of the witness is confirmed by the constant
reference to its activity (4.4,29, 31; 6.4; 8.14; 10.44). Its dfet is then
summarized as comprising the actual substance of the book: "The word
of God increased and the number of disciples multiplied greatly' (6.7).
To characterize Acts merely as a history of the church misses its most
important dimension which is to trace the history of the word as it
unfolds within the plan {boule) of God (12.24).

Moreover, the function of theword of God is crucial for understanding
how the author conceived of the relation between his two compositions.
The book of Acts does not function as a commentary on the Gospdl,
rather it is a word which is preached 'in the name of Jesus Christ'.
Through his name sins are forgiven (10.43) and demons expdled
(16.18). The preached word through the Spirit thus becomes the channel
for unleashing the power of the resurrected Christ.

A closer look at the sermons in the book reveals how the preached
word functions to actualize the present significance of the Gospel (cf.
Wilckens). A consistent pattern emerges throughout the book. First, the
sermon recounts the life of Jesus which culminates in his death. Then it
is announced that these events were not by chance, but according to the
foreordained plan to God. Therefore God raised his servant Jesus from
the dead and vindicated him. The sermon closes with the apostolic
witness to the certain fact that Jesus, the Christ, is alive and reigning
with God. Finally, on the basis of these 'mighty works of God', an appeal
for repentance is made. Fully in accord with the Gospels, Jesus' life is
portrayed in a sequence of historical events. He went about doing good
and healing the oppressed (10.38). Yet at the same time, Jesus, the
exalted Lord, has been vindicated through the resurrection and ordained
to be thefina judge (10.42).

3. The Role of the Old Testament in Acts

For Luke the content of the Christian messageis largely defined in terms
of the Jewish scriptures. It wascrucia for himto defend hisinterpretation
of the dgnificance of Jesus by an appeal to the Old Testament.
The proof-from-prophecy method which first appeared in his Gospel
becomes even more prominent in Acts. The author is constantly at pains
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to demonstrate that God's promise of salvation to the Fathers has been
fulfilled in Jesus, and now through the preaching of the Apostles has
reached the Gentiles, all in accordance with scripture.

In Peter's sermon on Pentecost the basic outline of the message
becomes clear (2.22ff.). Jesus of Nazareth was delivered up to lawless
men according to the definite plan of God, but God raised him from the
dead, as scriptureforesaw (Ps. 16.8-11). Thereby God has exalted Jesus
both ‘Lord and Christ' according to the witness of Ps. 110.1 to fulfil his
promise to Israel. Itis aconstant theme of the book of Acts that Christ's
auffering was foretold by the prophets (3.18). 'All that was written of
himwasfulfilled' (13.29) even though Israel'srulersfalled to understand
the message of their own prophets (v. 27).

Moreover, it is congtitutive of Acts' proof-from-prophecy method that
he does not intentionally christianize the Old Testament. Rather, he
pictures Paul arguing from scripture, trying to demonstrate that it was
necessary for the Christ (= the Jewish Messiah) to suffer and to be
raised from the dead (17.2ff.). Only as a second step is Jesus then
identified with this Old Testament figure (v. 3). Smilarly in 18.28 Paul
is described as 'confuting theJews in public, showing by the scriptures
that the Christ wasJesus' (df. 8.35ff.).

In chapters 7 and 13 Stephen and Paul are described as reviewing
Israel's history as a sequence leading up to the appearance of Jesus.
Stephen identifies himsalf with Abraham, 'our father' (7.2), who first
received the promise. Although God was fathful in delivering Israel
and in promising a prophet like Moses (Deut. 18.15), Israel's history is
one of continuous resistance until theJews actually killed the 'Righteous
One'. In ch. 13 Paul aso reviews Israel's history from the exodus, but
focusses on the messianic promise to David. David was himself not the
promised One, but God raised upJesus as it was written concerning the
Son in Ps. 2 (13.33) to confirm the 'sure blessings of David'.

It is significant to note the range of the Old Testament texts cited as
prooftexts for the preaching of the Apostles. The mgjority are from the
oldest arsenal of the early church's proclamation (cf. the discussion in
Dodd and Lindars). The christological formulation of Jesus as the Son
of God whose suffering and death was predicted and who was then
raised from death to be exalted to God's right hand is developed in Acts
from Psams 2, 16, 110, and 118. David is named a prophet who
foreshadowed the resurrection of Christ (2.31). The resistance of the
Jews to Jesus is confirmed by an appeal to the theme of hardness in
Isaiah 6(28.26), in Hab.1.5 (13.41), and in Amos 525, (7.42). In the
story of Philip's witness to the Ethiopian eunuch, Isaiah 53 becomes the
text from which Christ's voluntary death is proven.
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In addition, a major cluster of Old Testament texts is used to
demonstrate that scripture foresaw the promise of God's salvation
extending to the Gentiles. Joel's prophecy of the outpouring of the Spirit
upon al flesh in the last days (2.28-32) attests to the eschatological
dimension of the good news which Pentecost signalled (Acts 2.16ff.).
Likewise, Amos 9, Jeremiah 12, and Isaiah 45 tegtify to the rebuilding
of Jerusalem and to the calling of the Gentiles (15.15ff.) to become a
'‘people for his name' (v. 14). Not surprisingly, Isa. 13.47 isused as a
witness that God's sal vation extends to the 'uttermost parts of the earth’,
alight for the Gentiles (Acts. 13.47).

4. The Church's Relation toJudaism in Acts

It is alasting contribution of J. Jervell to have worked consistently on
the problem of the relation of church and synagogue within the corpus
of Luke/Acts (cf. Luke and the People of God, and The Unknown Paul). He
has mounted a very strong case for the unique New Testament witness
of this author regarding the 'divided people of God'. Jervell has argued
that nowherein Actsis the Christian church regarded as the new people
of God or as the true Israel which has replaced the Jewish people.
Rather, the message of the Gospel has divided Israel into two groups:
the repentant and unrepentant { Lukeandthe People, p. 42f). ThoseJews
who repent and believe in the Messiah form the restored Israel. Jervell
points out the frequent reference in Acts to the great numbers of Jews
whowere converted (2.41; 4.4; 5.14; 6.1; 13.43; 17.10Off.). For Lukethere
is no break in the salvation-history, but God's promise has indeed been
fulfilled with Israel.

Salvation is of course not restricted to the Jews. However, a Gentile
mission must come through Israel, as scripture foresaw, and move from
the restored Israel out to the world. Empirical Israel is never replaced
by a spiritual Israel in Luke and the expression 'seed of Abraham'
continues to refer only to Israel and Israglites through whom all other
peoples are to be blessed. The story of Cornelius (Acts 10. Iff.) plays a
crucia role in confirming that salvation continues to come to Gentiles
through Israel, but that God has opened the way of salvation to the
Gentiles without the need of circumcision (11.18).

Another side to this same problem is evident in Luke's portrait of
Paul. The author is much concerned to demonstrate that Paul continues
to be afaithful Jew who prays at the temple in Jerusalem (22.17), and
who has not severed his connection with the Jewish scriptures. Paul is
portrayed as a defender of the genuineJewish faith, indeed he is faithful
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to a strict interpretation of the law (24.14f.). Paul can argue that he is
preaching nothing that is not found in Moses and the prophets (26.22).
The promise to Abraham has been realized through Jesus whom God
raised from the dead (26.8). Paul's defence becomes a significant bridge
between the old covenant and the Gentile mission.

What is of course striking is that Paul is not described as an apostle
by Luke, but rather as the great missionary to the Gentiles. Again, the
tension between Paul's own insistence that he had abandoned his former
Pharisaic zeal, countingitas 'refuse’ (Phil. 3.5ff.), isnot easily reconciled
with Luke. Finally, Luke's picture of Paul's relation to the Jerusalem
church is aso difficult to harmonize with the Pauline accounts in the
letters to Galatians and Romans. Of course, both problems illustrate
well the theological function of the Christian canon which tolerates
tension, while at the same time sets clearly marked parameters. The
theological confusion which is engendered when the role of the canon is
overlooked is evident in the lengthy exchange in the letters between
Augustine and Jerome on Paul's controversy with Peter in Galatians 2
(Augustine, Works, ET Nicene and Post-Nicene and Post-Nicene
Fathers, 1, 25Iff.).
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Vi

The Post-Pauline Age

1. Major Historical Problems of the Period

The complexity of the historical problems of providing a sharp profile
of the period from the death of Paul in the early 60s to the end of the
apostolic age is well known. The previous chapter on the book of Acts
represents only one trajectory of the post-Pauline period among many,
although it remains the most familiar for many readers of the New
Testament. An obvious problem is that the boundary which separates
the age of the New Testament from the post-apostolic era is fluid and
this fluidity is well illustrated by the church's struggle for severa
hundred years to establish an ‘apostolic’ canon of scripture. Even though
the success of these early ecclesiastical decisions continues to be debated,
there is considerable agreement that the issues of the Apostolic Fathers
of the second century had changed from those of the earlier period, and
by AD 120 avery different historical period had emerged.

There are a great variety of difficulties involved in attempting to
sketch traditio-historical trajectories for the post-Pauline period:

(1) The initial problem lies in doing justice to those elements of
continuity with the past while properly evaluating the enormous
diversity among the witnesses. The danger is acute of seeing the New
Testament tradition emerging in aunilinear devel opment when actually
multiple directions can be discerned within the same period. Such a
diversity hardly comes as a surprise when one considers the growth of
early Christianity in the widdly separated geographical areas of Egypt,
Syria, Palestine, Asa Minor and the Aegean. The corresponding effect
of language diversity in these areas also should not be underestimated.
Nevertheless, it is also our concern to trace the continuing role of the
Old Testament in the church which served as a resource for developing
theologies.

The post-Pauline period is marked by some important historical
changes which have important repercussions for the shape of Christian
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theology. First, the growing aienation and final separation of Judaism
and Christianity was of mgjor significance in shaping the church during
the move from the early period to the post-Pauline era (cf. Goppelt,
Christentum undJudentum, 71ff.). Clearly the controversy between Paul
and the synagogue was of a different order from the apologetic debates
of Justin with Trypho. Similarly, the relation to the Old Testament of
Paul and, say, Ignatiuswasvery different indeed in spite of the obvioudy
forma continuity between them in the use of epistolary conventions (cf.
To the Magnesians, X,|). Barnabas went so far as to deny any litera
significance to the Jewish law and laid exclusive claim on the Jewish
scriptures for the Christian church (1V. 7). These theological develop-
ments were of course closely tied to the historical circumstances sur-
rounding the Jewish war with Rome which led to the destruction of
Jerusalem and its resulting effect on the rabbinate.

Secondly, the changing attitude of the church to the world which
marked itsindependence from Judai sm posed amgjor threat to Christian
identity in the post-Pauline period. Both the threat of heresy from within
and the external pressures from Roman rule evoked anew sense of crisis
for the early church within the world. Already in | Peter one observes
the strong emphasis on submission to suffering according to the example
of Christ, while at the same time adjusting to the redlities of life lived
under 'human institutions' (2.13). 11 Clement is especiadly insistent in
urging resistance to the temptations of the world in the contest of life
(IV-VII). The idea of martyrdom called for resistance unto death
against the rulers of this evil age (Polycarp, 1X).

Thirdly, the shifting eschatologica understanding of the early church
with its receding expectation of the parousia, a move already adum-
brated in part in Luke-Acts, Ieft its effect on the shaping of the
institutional life of the church. For example, | Clement lays great
emphasis that the religious services be done in an orderly and regulated
fashion (XL). Similarly the concerns for the guarding of the correct
offices of bishop, priest, and deacon play acentral roleintheincreasingly
institutionalized post-Pauline church (XLIIff.).

(2) Another important element to be reckoned with in the post-
Pauline period is the continuing authoritative role of the writings of the
Apostle Paul. The older theory that Paul had largely been forgotten by
the generationswhich immediately followed him, and only rediscovered
at amuch later date cannot be any longer sustained (cf. A. Lindemann,
Paulus; Rensberger, AstheApostle Teaches). Rathertherewasanenergetic
and highly diverse reaction to him. Already the presence of a Pauline
schoal is reflected in such New Testament writings as | Peter and the
Pastorals, both of which reflect strong elements of continuity while often
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dightly shifting Paul's origina focus (cf. below). To be sure, the relation
of the book of James to Paul remains contested, but it would seem
probably that James was reacting strongly against a vulgarization of
Paul's earlier teachings. Of course, there is also widespread evidence
for a strongly negative reaction to Paul from certain groups within the
church. Galatians 2 had already described a group of'false brethren’,
distinct from those associated with James, who opposed Paul. However
in suchwritings asthe 'K erygmataof Peter' (Schneemelcher, 11, 102-11)
and the 'Book of Elchasai’ (ibid., 745ff.) one sees a direct repudiation
of Paul in the demand for aJewish legalistic way of life for Christians
which required circumcision and strict sabbath observance.

(3) There is another difficulty in establishing a clear profile of the
trgectories of the post-Pauline period which derives from the peculiar
form of the New Testament literature. The canonical category of
'‘Catholic epistles constitutes a significant historical problem in that
there has been a conscious redactional blurring of the issues of dating,
audience, and historical context in order to broaden the appeal of
the ecclesiastical instruction. For example, not only are the so-caled
Catholic epistles difficult to focus historically, but it also seems likely
that later redactional levels within, say, the Johannine corpus reflect
ecclesiastical concerns which are much later than the origina core of
theapostolic tradition (cf. Koester, Introduction, 11, 187-93).

(4) Findly, and perhaps the most difficult problem, turns on the issue
of interpreting the phenomenon of Hellenistic Judaism. Although the
observation is undoubtedly correct that every form of post-Pauline
Christianity represents aform of Hellenistic Judaism, till it is remark-
able to see the strikingly different descriptions of its manifestation by
Danielou, Goppelt, Strecker, and K oester. Nevertheless, there are some
generally accepted features which emerge. Hellenistic Judaism was
aready deeply influenced by oriental Hellenistic syncretism before the
rise of Christianity. Gnostic features were widespread in differing forms
and degree and cannot be simply attributed to one group. Again, the
influence of geographical factors distinguished in some manner the form
in Egypt from that of Syria, even though the problem is complicated by
sgns of early crossfertilization. The very bold lines of reconstruction
projected by Koester and Robinson which follow the initial lead of W.
Bauer { Orthodoxy and Heresy), must be taken serioudly but can hardly be
regarded as the dominant theory. In this regard, the caution expressed
by Hengel (Judaism and Hellenism) seems to me fully in order. | am
especiadly critical of Koester and Robinson's overemphasis of the
political factors in seeing little continuity in the early church other than
that won by dint of political victory. In this regard, attention to the
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crucia role of the Old Testament within Jewish Hellenism remains an
important check.

The attempt to trace some of the broad lines of the New Testament
tradition in the post-Pauline period must be selective, but it is to be
hoped that it will not distort the mgor traditio-historical lines. The
sketch is important pedagogically, but it should not be construed as if
each trgectory functioned in isolation or was hermetically sealed from
each other. Such a feature as early Christian Gnosticism is hardly
confined to one tradition, but appearsin avariety of different contexts,
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2. The Post-Pauline School

The Epistleto | Peter

In spite of the traditional ascription of this letter to Peter, there are few
New Testament books which show clearer signs of Pauline influence.
Not only is there a marked similarity in vocabulary (2.24// Rom. 6.2,
3.22// Phil. 2.10-11, etc.), but the doctrinal emphasis on atonement,
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righteousness, and rebirth often runs parallel. The appeal to the Old
Testament frequently makes use of the same biblical passages (2.4-10;
Rom. 9.33). However, it would be misleading to suggest adirect copying
of Paul's writings. The relationship is more complex and indirect. The
letter's dominant paraenetic style reflects abroader oral church tradition
which is shared by other authors beside Paul (Cf. James 4.6-10). Still
it is remarkable that even the references to Mark and Silvanus set the
letter firmly within the schoal of Paul.

The epistle appears to be a circular letter (1.1) addressed largely to
Gentile Christians (1.14, 18) who are metaphorically identified with
Israel in exile. The general didactic tone of the letter which lacks both
the polemical and historical specificity of the genuine Pauline letters
clearly places the epistle in the generation after the Apostle's own
ministry. The exact dating remains contested. The magjor evidence turns
on the nature of the persecution which the church experiences. Some
regard the persecution as early and sporadic. Others are inclined to
identify the period with the persecution of Domitian near the end of the
first century.

The author seeks to encourage Christians to hold steadfastly to their
newly found faith in spite of severe persecutions (1.6; 2.19; 3.16). He
reminds them of their new life in Christ and of the new birth into ‘a
living hope'. They can be utterly confident in the future because God
has raised Jesus Christ from the dead (1.21) and assured them of an
imperishable inheritance. They have been cleansed through the blood
of Christ. Their suffering is completely part of God's purpose. In order
to purify their faith they 'share Christ's suffering' (4.13), are 'scorned
for the name of Christ' (4.14), and are abused and reviled (3.10). These
fiery ordeals confirm the Christian's true identity and the call to follow
Christ's example of patient suffering (2.21). The author's appeal to the
eschatologica hope of glory remains strong (1.4; 4.7) and serves as a
powerful warrant for enduring injoy. The language of baptism pervades
the whole epistle (3.18-22; 1.22-2.3). The general tone of the letter is
hortatory and practical and it lacks the massive doctrinal reflection
whichis characteristic of Paul. Teaching is now filtered through church
tradition and does not reflect the direct stamp of an individual mind.

There are a'so signs of the changing sociologica role of the church in
the post-Pauline period. In spite of their suffering at the hand of
the 'world', Christians are cautioned to 'be subject to every human
institution' (2.13), and to honour the emperor (2.17). The church has
long been separated from the synagogue, and bears the full brunt of a
despised religious sect onitsown. Y et the Christian is not to be ashamed,
but rather prepared to make a defence of the faith (3.15), and to
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practice hospitality ungrudgingly, maintaining good conduct toward the
Gentiles (2.12).

One of the mogt interesting features of the epistle is its use of the Old
Testament, which is remarkable in the light of its Gentile audience. At
the outset it is clear that the author simply assumes a complete
appropriation of the Old Testament as the scriptures of the church. The
prophets struggled with a message which was finally revealed to them.
The message did not concern them, but rather the Christian church,
that is, the recipients of Peter's letter (1.1 Off)). The word of God which
abides forever is 'the gospel which was preached to you' (1.25). The
writer then proceeds to apply to this Christian congregation al the
specia images of the Old Testament which had originally been reserved
for Israel: 'y°" @' ? chosen race, a roya priesthood, a holy nation,
God's own people' (2.9; Ex. 195f,; Deut. 7.6, etc.). Christians are the
'no people of Hosea 2.23 ET who are now God's people (2.10). In
contrast to Paul, there is no explicit effort made tojustify the relation of
the church to Israel, but it is assumed that the Old Testament history
isatype of the church's history of redemption, of course, not from Egypt,
but from the passions of the flesh (2.11).

The churchis aspiritual house which offers spiritual sacrifices to God
throughJesus Christ (2.3). Using atraditional Old Testament prooftext
the writer develops his christology with Christ being the 'rejected stone'
who has become the head of the corner' (2.4; Isa. 28.10; Ps. 118.22).
The midrash-like interpretation of the tradition of the rgjected corner-
stone does not, however, function like I Clement as an Old Testament
warrant for ecclesiastical structures which remain institutionally under-
developed in | Peter. More unusual is the extended use of Isa. 53 in
reference to Christ's suffering and atonement which again points to a
period later than Paul (2.22ff.).

It is also significant that the writer makes use of the wisdom and
hymnic traditions of the Old Testament to develop paraenetically an
ethical model. Christian women are admonished to be submissive like
Sarah (3.6), and awarrant for restraining the tongue is found in Psalm
34. Noah's salvation from the flood becomes, as if by reflex, an image of
baptism which now saves.

In sum, athough the author consistently read the Old Testament
from a christological perspective and stood firmly within a Christian
paraenetic tradition, nevertheless, there are signs of a careful study of
the biblical text which alowed him to make some skilful applications.
The biblical images are not isolated, but are sill rooted in a scriptural
context.
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The Pastorals

The difficulty of describing with some certainty a profile of a Pauline
schoal is further illustrated by an examination of the so-called Pastoral
Epistles (I, Il Timothy; Titus). The complex historical issues associated
with these letters are familiar and need not be rehearsed at this time (cf.
Childs, The New Testament as Canon, 378-95). The mgjority of modern
critical scholars are agreed that the letters stem from a disciple of Paul
and are written some fifty years after the Apostle's death.

What is remarkable is the very different effect of the Pauline corpus
on these letters in comparison with | Peter. The author of the Pastorals
explicitly identifies himself with Paul and speaks in the first person.
Only by means of internal evidence does one sense the distance between
the 'canonical Paul' and that of the historical Apostle. Perhaps the most
significant feature is the manner in which the Pauline tradition has been
extended to the future generation. Rather than attempting to update
Paul, the author uses Paul's teachings as a vehicle of the gospel by which
to test the truth of the faith against all forms of heresy. Timothy is to
hold fast 'that which has been entrusted’ (I1 Tim. 6.20). He can remain
faithful to the gospdl by holding on to sound doctrine which he has
received from Paul (11 Tim. 3.14).

The move from an active to a passive Paul is further demonstrated in
the use of the Old Testament within the Pastoral Epistles. Much of the
Old Testament's understanding of God is simply assumed as Christian
teaching without an explicit reference to a biblical text: God is one (I
Tim. 2.5; 6.15), creator ofal (I Tim. 4.4), whoisfaithful to his promises
(Titus 1.2), who is the future judge (I Tim. 5.21), but who grants
repentance (11 Tim. 2.25). Often the author appears to be extracting
portions from prayers or homilies with little knowledge or concern that
originally the imagery had Old Testament roots (I Tim. 2.5; 3.5). For
thisreason A. T. Hanson (TheLiving Utterances) characterizeshimmore
as a compiler than an original author.

In severa places there is an explicit citation of the Old Testament,
but the examples seem largely traditional, and reflect a stereotyped
allegorical application of the Old Testament to a common Christian
practice, such as using the muzzling of the ox in Deut. 25.4 as a prooftext
for clerical remuneration (I Tim. 5.18f.). The use of Numbers 16 in Il
Tim. 2.19 functions more as an illustration than as serious exegesis of a
biblical passage. Occasionally the author makes use of Jewish haggadic
tradition (I Tim. 2.12-15; 1l Tim. 3.8), which of course has a precedent
in Paul, but then the author of the Pastoral s draws doctrinal implications
quite differently from those found in the Apostle (I Tim. 2.15).
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In sum, the role of scripture has moved out of its central placein the
heated debates of Paul with Judaism. The Old Testament remains an
authoritative legacy of the church (11 Tim. 3.16) and has deeply stamped
Christian teaching, but the fronts have shifted and the internal problems
of Christian faith and conduct are increasingly of a different order from
those of the earlier generation.
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3.James

Thereisanother trajectory in the post-Pauline erawhichis very different
yet highly significant even though it has usualy been regarded as
a subordinant tradition in the light of its ultimate role within the
Christianity. These are the traditi ons associated with the name of James.
To designate this trgjectory as Ebionite is to prejudice the discussion
from the outset. Rather the concern iswith a type of Jewish Christianity
which differed from that regnant Gentile Christianity, and which saw
itself in some form loyal to the law of Moses with its traditional Jewish
religious practices. It is the great merit of Pratscher's recent monograph
{Der Herrenbruderjakobus) tohavethrownthenetwideenoughtoinclude
not only the diverse New Testament testimonies of James, the brother
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of Jesus, but aso to have pursued the reception and expansion of
this tradition in various circles throughout the later Christian era,
concentrating especialy on the first and second centuries.

It has long been observed that the Gospels consistently establish a
distance betweenJesus and his biological family includingJames (Mark
3.21; 3.31ff,; 6.1-6; John 2.12; 7. Iff.)- Thefirst positive testimony comes
in | Cor. 15.7 in which James is listed as a witness to the resurrection.
Yet even this passage reflects a strange tension with the preceding
Cephas tradition and has often been regarded as a rival tradition (df.
Patscher, 35ff.). Of course, the important rolewhich the New Testament
assigns toJames occursin Acts and Galatians. Thereis no explicit New
Testament evidencewhich makesthetransitionto James' earlier passive,
if not negativerole, to that of the leader of the church of Jerusalem (Acts.
12.17; 21.18). Nor isit clear how James appears to have replaced Peter
in this role. In Galatians 2 James is described with Peter as a 'pillar'
who was closdy associated with the concern that the Gentile Christians
support the poor of Jerusalem through a collection. Moreover, the
observing Jewish Christians who caused Peter to withdraw from table
fellowship with the Gentiles are described as coming from James (Gal.
2.12f). Stll it is important not to identify James with the Judaizers or
the anti-Pauline ‘false brethren' of the conference (2.4) because this
negative connection is never made. Similarly in the Acts account of the
conference, the significant concession requested by James that the
Gentiles should abstain from idolatry and unchastity, although raising
important literary and historical problems, is not anti-Pauline in any
sense. Nor can James' role be seen as a conservative continuation of
Judaism, but rather represents the Jewish voice of Christianity located
inJerusalem. It centred its faith upon the resurrected Christ, but also
struggled with the new and complex theological problems evoked by
the new mission to the Gentiles.

It is dgnificant to see that different trajectories developed from the
early roots within the New Testament which, however, do not represent
a simple, unilinear growth. First of al, there is the Jewish-Christian
development of the traditions associated with James which emerges
from a variety of early literary sources. For example, the Jewish-
Christian Gospels, the Gospd of the Nazaraeans, the Gospd of the
Ebionites, the Gospel of the Hebrews (ET Hennecke, Schneemelcher,
I, 117ff.), go to great lengths to fill in the gaps in the New Testament
tradition. Accordingly, James belonged to the inner circle of Christ's
disciples from the beginning. He partook of the Last Supper, and
received a specia legitimation from Christ after the resurrection. In the
same genre are the fragments of Hegesi ppus preserved by Eusebius (HE
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I, 4ff; 1V,22,4). James is designated as bishop even before Peter. He
is a holy, ascetic figure, named the Just, who offers his prayers in the
temple before undergoing martyrdom for his bold witness.

Again, but with a somewhat different emphasis, the role of Jamesis
portrayed in the reconstructed sources lying behind the Pseudoclem-
entines(cf. Schneemelcher, |1, 94ff.). Itisstrikingthat in the 'Kerygmata
of Peter' not only is there the strong defence of Jewish monotheism, but
adightly velled polemic against Paul can be discerned. The knowledge
from the true prophet is identified with the law of Moses and in
opposition to 'lawless doctrine'. Usually the source of the Kerygmatais
assigned to Jewish-Christian circles of Syria around the end of the
second century.

In contrast, a different picture of James emerges from the Gnostic
literature, which, however, does share common featuresin its exaltation
of James. In the Gospel of ThomasJames has become agnostic mediator
of revelation, but aso an anti-Jewish figure who rejected circumcision,
the prophets, and fasting. He is pictured in other Gnostic writings as
paralleled to Christ who receives a new soteriological function as a
redeemer figure and the specially beloved one of the Lord.

Finally, it is significant to observe how the figure of James was
expanded and harmonized within the orthodox Christian church in the
first centuries. In the earliest period of the Apostolic Fathers there is
virtually no mention of James, but by the middle of the second century
he begins to appear in Clement of Alexandria, Irenaeus, and Eusebius.
These writers reflect a continuation of the New Testament tradition
with elements from the Jewish-Christian tradition (Hegesippus), but
the new direction emerges in assigning him arole within the developing
ecclesiastical structures.Jamesisdesignated thefirst bishop of Jerusalem
and his office projected back to the beginning of the church within an
established apostolic succession. Especidly for Irenaeus (Haer. 111 12,
14f.) James plays an important role against the Gnostics in his role as
witness to the God of the Old Testament and to the authority of the law
of Moses. Thus he serves a function exactly the opposite of his positive
portrayal by the Gnostics.

It is with this background that our attention turns to an anaysis of
the canonical book of James. Much of the modern critical debate has
turned on establishing the date and authorship of the book. A minority
position continues to argue for the historical accuracy of the tradition
that it waswritten by James, the brother of Jesus. These scholars assign
to the book a very early pre-Pauline dating. Conversely, a mgjority of
scholars have concluded that the book is pseudepigraphical, stemming
from a later post-Pauline Hellenistic period. The main problem of the
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debateisthat thisformulation of the problem in terms of pseudepigrapha
has skewed the central hermeneutical problem from the outset. Rather
the crucial question is, what is the significance that this composition,
which was finally received into the canon, was identified with the
traditions of James, the brother of Jesus.

It is striking that elements from both critical positions are clearly
represented. On the one hand, the superscription was clearly intended
as areference to the brother of Jesus from whom it received its authority.
The effects of this authorship was to assure a continuity betweenJewish
Christians and the teachings of Jesus which antedated the preaching of
Paul. Indeed there is a wide scholarly consensus that the letter does
reflect Jesus' teachings in a pre-Pauline form closdy akin to the
paraenesis of the Synoptic source Q. Y et on theother hand, thehistorical
evidence is convincing that the polarity between faith and works is a
response to Paul and was not a common inheritance fromJudaism. The
letter of James in its present form, regardless of the age of the ancient
Synoptictraditions, is aproduct of the post-Pauline Hellenistic era. The
significant point to make hermeneuticaly is that the letter's witness
reflects awide theological spectrum spanning severa generations which
also stands within the larger context of the traditions associated with
thefigureofjames. Itis, therefore, crucial to see how the New Testament
witness shaped these traditions for the post-Pauline era.

Thereis ageneral consensus regarding this composition that thereis
no clear or orderly sequence, but the book is a collection of short sayings
with an occasionaly longer paraenesis. The composition appears to
adapt the form of a letter with an address 'to the twelve tribes in the
dispersion’, but the form seems to be more of an imitation in which
the superscription functions metaphorically. The immediate cause for
writing lies in the concern to strengthen Christians who are being sorely
tested. The content of the letter reflects many of the favourite themes of
Old Testament wisdom. The reader is exhorted to guard his tongue, to
resist the temptations of wealth, to show no partiality against the poor.
Rather the goal of the godly lifeis to strive for the ideal of humility and
to fulfil the law of love through acts of mercy and hospitality, and to
remain unstained from the world. Wisdom from above is pure (3.17)
and a gift of God.

Because the letter does not develop an explicit christology, it has
sometimes been aleged that the letter was originally of Jewish origin to
which a few Christian interpolations have been added. However, this
hypothesis is most unconvincing. The letter ofjames is thoroughly
Christian, but does offer avery different formulation of the faith. James
understands the entire Old Testament from a Christian perspective
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with Christ as its true interpreter. The validity of the Old Testament
for the Christian is simply assumed. In 1.25 it is described as the 'law
of liberty'. It has nothing to do with ceremonial stipulations, but reflects
the will of God. It is the 'sovereign law' (2.8) as interpreted by Christ.
God's will from creation was the gift of salvation. His word ushers in
blessings to those who are doers of hiswill, notjust hearers (1.25). What
is particularly striking is the strong sense of continuity between the
traditional will of God given in the Old Testament and the life of Jesus
Christ. The tension is missing which is characteristic of Paul.

When one turns specificaly toJames' use of the Old Testament, the
author frequently makes appeal to the traditional citation formulae
(2.8,11,23; 4.6); however, a knowledge of the Old Testament is far
broader than that of explicit quotations and pervades the entire epistle
in echoes and allusions. Thus man is made 'in the likeness of God' (3.9;
Gen.1.27); his prayers 'reach the ears of the Lord of hosts' (5.4; Ps.18.7
LXX); the'Lord is compassionate and merciful' (5.11; Ex.34.6). Ifone
draws near to God, God will draw near to him (4.8; Zech. 1.3). For
James especiadly wisdom is characterized by paraphrasing the Old
Testament (3.17). Nevertheless, to describe God as the 'Father of lights
with whom there is no variation' (1.17) clearly reflects a Jewish-
Hellenistic filtering (Cf. Apoc. Mos. 36.38; Test. Abr.6.6,etc).

A good example of James' use of scripture has been worked out by L.
T.Johnson ('The Use of Leviticus 19) when he showed how the text of
Lev. 19.12-18 underlies an entire section of James (5.4,9,12,20) and
shimmers just below the surface. It is also evident that the letter
betrays considerable knowledge of Jewish haggadic tradition such as
the portrayal of Abraham (2.22) in which the emphasis fdls on his
monotheistic faith. Similarly Jewish exegetical tradition is reflected in
the stress on the good works of Rahab the harlot (2.25), on the patience
of Job (5.11), and on the prayer of Elijah (5.17).

However, it is particularly James' handling of the subject of faith and
works (2.1ff) which has called forth the greatest attention in his use of
the Old Testament. There is a wide consensus that James reflects a
very different theological world from that of Paul. His theological
understanding of terms has a different connotation even when interpret-
ing the sameversein Genesis (Childs, NTas Canon, 442). James stands
in closest continuity with the faith of Israel. The basic term by which to
characterizethe obedient lifeis'works' (erga, 214—16), whichistheonly
true response to God in the doing of his word. Similarly, James views
faith {pistis) from an Old Testament perspective as a commitment to
God which seeks to fulfil the will of God by being fathful to his
commandments. Accordingly, Abraham's faith combines completely
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his faith and his works, and James vehemently rgects any attempt to
separate the two. However, in no sense does James derive salvation
from a syncretism of human and divine co-operation, which is aso a
thoroughly Old Testament perspective.

The theological significance of the letter of James is that within the
Christian canon there is a form of faith which is formulated almost
entirely in Old Testament terminology without an explicit christology.
Yet its witness is no less Christian in substance. It is aso clear from
the history of early Christianity and its growing alienation from the
synagogue that the witness of James was all-too-soon blunted and either
rejected as heretical or harmonized within Gentile Christianity.
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4, Hebrews

The problem of trying to sketch separate historical trgjectories in the
post-Pauline period is immediately apparent when one turns to an
analysis of the book of Hebrews. In one sense the book should be
includedin atrgjectory of the Pauline school. In spite of some misgivings
and outright opposition in the West, Hebrews was finadly assigned a
placewithin the Pauline corpus by the church. Indeed there are common
themes: the redemptive death of Christ, the new covenant, Christ asthe
agent of creation. Yet the differences appear to many as far more
significant. Not only are the language and structure of Hebrews different
from Paul, but the theology of Christ as the high priest is absent in Paul.
Similarly the understanding of law and faith is quite different between
the two. Perhaps most important, the letter of Hebrews represents a
different exegetica tradition from Paul, and stands within a trgjectory
which moved in another direction within the church. One of the mgjor
critical problems therefore lies in trying to bring some focus to the
peculiar cultural filter which characterizes this book.

The Debate over Cultural Milieu

(1) One of the first attempts to locate the book of Hebrews within
a specific Hellenistic context focussed its attention on the striking
similarities with the Alexandrian allegorical school best represented by
Philo. Animpressivelist of scholars, themost recent being Spicq, derived
much of Hebrew's imagery from a form of middle Platonism found in
Philo. For example, the dualistic contrasts between the heavenly and
earthly temple, thetrueform and its copy, the eternal and the ephemeral,
the perfect and the imperfect, seemed to support the thesis. However,
without denying the strikingly different imagery of Hebrews from Paul,
recent scholarship has called into question any direct relationship
to Philo (Williamson, Philo; Sowers, The Heremeneutics of Philo). The
Hellenistic filtering is far too complex to speak of one common source
especidly in the light of the obvious differences of approach in Hebrew
such as his eschatology and christology (cf. Hanson, 'Hebrews)).

(2) Then again, the enormous variety within the Jewish-Hellenistic
milieu has been stressed by many modern scholars. Indeed in such
writings as |V Ezra, Apoc. Baruch, and the Ethiopian Enoch one finds
elements of paralel in the emphasis on the 'world to come (Heb.
2.5), the created order, and the ultimate eschatological judgment.
Nevertheless, the contrasts are equally strong and few scholars would
Consent to describing the present form of the letter of Hebrews as
apocalyptic.Variationsof Michel'sthesis(Der BriefandieHebrder)which
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have sought warrants from Qumran or Jewish mysticism have aso not
been widely accepted as conclusive. Nevertheless, the discovery at
Qumran of eschatological references to Melchizedek have greatly
enriched the discussion and supported the complexity of cultural
borrowing (cf. van der Woude, 'Melchisedek’).

(3) Finaly, Kasemann's controversial monograph which argued the
case for a Gnostic background of Hebrews continues to evoke heated
controversy. Although it is generally agreed that the thesis was over-
stated, and shared a somewhat uncritical theory of a unified Ghostic
mythology, nevertheless, elements of his proposal continue to evoke
support. Within the syncretistic milieu of first-century Palestine it is
difficult not to recognize features at least akin to Gnostic speculation,
although once again direct dependency seems unlikely.

In sum, the modern critical debate has succeeded in pointing out the
eclectic nature of the syncretistic background from which the epistle
arose, which isreflected in the book's vocabulary, exegetica techniques,
and content. Yet is it also important to understand that Hebrews is far
more than a collection of diverse traditions, but has a remarkable unity
in both form and content and offers a sustained christological argument
in which a powerful and unique Christian witness is made.

The Form and Purpose of Hebrews

The formal features of the book are familiar and need not be reviewed
in detail at this point. The composition does not share the characteristics
of a true letter, but seems to be a sustained homily with a high level of
rhetorical stylinginwhichthereisawell-structured interchange between
doctrinal exposition and paraenetic exhortation. Usually the compo-
sition is dated toward the end of the first century, but not later than AD
¢.95 when it appears to be cited by | Clement.

The purpose of the | etter remains contested, although it seems evident
that some form of historical crisis evoked its writing. The older thesis
that the threat lay in the attraction of Jewish Christians for a return to
theJewish cult, or that a disillusionment had set in caused by the delay
of the parousia, seems unconvincing. Rather, of greater significance is
the observation that nowhere areJews and Gentiles played over against
each other. The author of Hebrews shows no interest in contemporary
Judaism, but sets forth his christological argument by contrasting
Christian faith with aform of Levitical worship portrayed in the Mosaic
era. In sum, the mgor threat appears to be an abandonment of the
Christian 'confession’ rather than arelapse intoJudaism (3.1,14; 10.23;
12.4).
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The Nature of the Christological Witness

The theme of the book is sounded in the prologue of Hebrews. God's
final purpose has been declared through his Son. In former times
God had revedled himsdf through Israel’'s prophets in a 'partial and
piecemeal’ fashion, but now 'in these last days' God's Son has come as
the bearer of God's perfect form of proclaiming the one true revelation
of his nature. Thewriter then sets out to show Christ's superiority over
the angels, over Moses and the law. As God's eternal high priest he
fulfilled the promise of the new covenant in rendering the old obsol ete.
It has long puzzled commentators that the author's christology is
developed by means of two very different sets of images. On the one
hand, there is the vertical, even static, contrast between the earthly,
provisionary, shadowy form of the promise which is replaced by the
real, permanent, and perfect form of Jesus Christ, who is 'the same
yesterday and today and forever' (13.8). On the other hand, the writer
gpeaks of 'the former days', of the 'new covenant', of the world to come,
and of astrong eschatological hope. Thevarious attempts to subordinate
or even denigrate one as traditional ballast remain highly tendentious.
Rather the exegetical challenge is to seek to understand the subtle
interaction of the two which is basic to the christology of Hebrews.

Clearly for the author there is a sequential movement from Israel's
past to the revelation of the Son. The movement consists of a divine
word of promise which confronted the Fathers in the past as well as
the present recipients of the letter to the Hebrews. Yet the promise
proclaimed through word and sign was in a preliminary and imperfect
form which received its perfection only inJesus Christ. The writer goes
to great pains to contrast the incompleteness and frailty of the old
covenant consisting of human priests, earthly sanctuary, and animal
sacrifices with the true form of these realities (10.1). However, to speak
of a Heilsgeschichte is to confuse the nature of the continuity. It liesin
God's promise, in his speaking his word (1.2fT), and evoking from
Israel's 'saints’ aresponse of faith (11. Iff.) in testifying to its reality. But
then to explain the nature of the eterna pre-existent reality of Jesus
Christ, who is the perfect reflection of God, and as creator upholds the
universe by hisword (1.3), the author makes use of vertical, ontological
contrasts with the created, historical world. When the Christian church
later found itself constrained to speak of God's being and activity both
in terms of an economic and immanent Trinity, it found its clearest
warrant in the language of Hebrews.

It has long been noticed that the book of Hebrews does not have the
form of an occasional letter in the sense of Paul's letters. Yet it would
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be a misconstrual to regard Hebrews as a theoretical treatise. The very
structure of the letter with its constant paraenetic appea opposes such
an interpretation. Much like a homily, the author continually makes a
direct appeal to his hearers not 'to fal away from the living God' (3.12).
His exhortations have aproperly existential dimension with the repeated
emphasis on 'today’ (3.13) as the moment of decision.

The Use of the Old Testament

It is within this context that one begins to gain an understanding into
the author's use of the Old Testament. There is wide agreement that
the use of the Old Testament is central and fully integrated into the
unified christological formulations of the writer. The author regards the
scriptures, not as some past tradition, but the actual voice of God
addressing his present hearers. When verses are cited, they are not
attributed to ancient prophets, but rather quoted either as adirect word
of God (1.5ff.), of Christ (10.5ff.), or of the Holy Spirit (10.15).

The author uses a variety of traditional exegetical techniques by
which to interpret the Old Testament. Psalm 8 when read in the
LXX(Heb.2.5ff.), dlows him the possibility of seeing in the description
of man's being made dightly lower than the angels, atemporal descrip-
tion of Christ's incarnation, humiliation, and ultimate fulfilment of the
promise to put everything in subjection to him. Jeremiah's prophecy of
the new covenant (31.3Iff.) is read as fulfilled by Christ the mediator
whose more excellent ministry has rendered the old obsolete (8.8ff.).
The pesher-like midrash on Psalm 95 (Heb.3.7if.; 4.1ff.) exhorts the
Christian community not to fal victim to the 'same sort of disobedience’
as did thewilderness generation, but to respond to the same 'good news
which 'came to us as to them'(4.2), and so to enter into God's eternal
rest. Again, the writer develops alegorically the figure of Melchizedek
(5.6; 6.20; 7.1ff.), combining Psalm 110 with Genesis 14, to make the
case that God brought salvation through a heavenly priest after the
order of Melchizedek apart from the law of Moses which was wesak and
imperfect (7.19). Finaly, in an appropriation of the style of Jewish-
Hellenistic haggadah, the author of Hebrews rehearses the history of
Israel toillustrate, not a Heilsgeschichte, but examples of faith of those
who 'suffered abuse for the Christ'(11.26) and ‘endured as seeing him
whoisinvisible'(v.27).

When trying to assess the function of the Old Testament for the book
of Hebrews, the conclusion is obvious that the author read the book
fully as Christian scripture. This claim was made not as a polemic
against the synagogue, but from the conviction that the Christian heard
therein the living voice of God which was directed now to them. It is



312 THE DISCRETE WITNESS OF THE NEW TESTAMENT

also true that the writer of Hebrews worked with avariety of inherited
exegetica techniques shared by his syncretistic Jewish milieu. Yet the
author working with this legacy takes the biblical text with the utmost
seriousness. He does not arbitrarily prooftext his theological argument
from biblical scraps, but either carefully constructs a catena of verses
(1L5ff.) or more often, interprets at length an Old Testament passage.
Clearly the biblical text actively shapes the form of his argument. Of
course, what this author understands by fathfully hearing the text as
the voice of God has little to do with modern critical rules of exegess.
Thus, to clam that the author's appea to alegory is completely
arbitrary and without textual controls, is a widespread modern error
which also serves to block comprehension of Origen, Augustine, and
Gregory, indeed of the whole exegetical tradition of the church up to
the Enlightenment.

The Allegorica Trajectory of Hebrews

It is misleading to suggest that only Hebrews provided the warrant for
the early church'sincreasing use of allegory. We have seen that Hebrews
stood within alarger cultural Jewish-Hellenistic context which shared
many of the same exegetical assumptions. However, thebook of Hebrews
represents an important theological attempt at resolving the relation
between the Old and the New Testaments, which in both the early and
mediaeval church was more widely followed than the more radical and
also profounder solution of Paul.

However, if Paul's view was later misunderstood by Marcion, so was
the interpretation of Hebrews misconstrued by the epistle of Barnabas.
In both cases, the church ultimately rejected both Marcion and Barna-
bas as heretical in spite of the forma and material similarities with the
canonical scriptures. In the case of Barnabas one can recognize much
similarity in the symbolic, alegorical handling of the Old Testament
which corpus is used as a fail to the element of the new and perfect
initiated by Christ. Nevertheless the church used a theological criterion
finaly in judging that Barnabas fdl outside the limits of legitimate
Christian diversity. For Barnabas there was no continuity between the
Old and the New Covenants. The scriptures only belonged to the
Christian church and the Jews were deluded into thinking that they
were ever directed to them (1V. 6ff.). Whereas the writer of Hebrews
understood the old ordinances largely symbolically, Barnabas saw the
Mosaic law as a pernicious delusion and the work of an evil power
(1X.4).

In sum, the book of Hebrews marked an outer limit within the early
church in its appraisal of the Old Testament as mere 'shadow’ of
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the New. The book of Barnabas by crossing this line was judged
unacceptable to Christian faith. The frequent suggestion that the issue
of canon was simply a political decision hardly does justice to the
profoundly theological dimension in the strugglefor an authentic withess
for the church.
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5. TheJohannine Tradition

It has long been noticed that John's Gospel stands apart from the three
Synopticsin striking dissimilarity. The differencesin language, imagery,
chronology, and content have resisted easy harmonization with the
other Gospels. Moreover, the problem of the age, milieu, authorship,
and purpose of the fourth Gospel have never been fully explained. In
an earlier chapter (4. V (5)) the Fourth Gospel was approached from
the perspective of trying to determine how it actualized the tradition
regarding the exalted Christ, and how the Gospel was shaped by the
Christian church as part of a fourfold canonical corpus.

There are other questions, however, which till need addressing.
Thereisawidecritical consensus that the Fourth Gospel has undergone
alengthy and complex history of growth which is reflected in its present
multilayered text. Different hands seem to have been at work. A good
case can be made regarding the early age of much of the core tradition
which a so appearsoriginally to have an independencefrom the common
traditions of the Synoptics. There are aso signs of continual redaction
with indications of later seams and interpolation (cf. chapter 21).
Scholarly debate continues unabated regarding the nature of the various
alleged sources of the book, but there is a general agreement that the
final stages of the book's growth do reflect the effect of ecclesiastical
shaping which derived from its new role as an authoritative writing with
a collection of sacred literature. Moreover, with the growth of the
Johannine tradition thereis the additional evidence from theJohannine
epistles of literature which shares many features in common, but clearly
revedls a stage in the tradition's development of a later stage than that
of the Gospel.

The most difficult question in attempting to establish trajectories
turns on the issue of the milieu of the material. The issue unfortunately
will not be soon resolved. Still there is growing clarity that the older
schema of contrasting a pure, Semitic Palestinian form of the Gospel
with a later Hellenized Greek form entering from outside, has proved
to be highly misleading. Thevariety cannot beinterpreted in geographic
or temporal categories, but differing streams of tradition appear to be
equally old and indigenous. The texts of Qumran have certainly
demonstrated the Palestinian milieu of much material which was once
confidently assigned to a later Greek development. In the earlier
discussion a form of heterodox Judaism within a highly syncretistic
contextwas posited asproviding the most plausible cultural background.
In sum, the Fourth Gospel was different, but not necessarily later or
dien.
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Within this syncretistic context the role of Gnosticism continues to
play alarge role. Bousset had long argued that Gnosticism was not to
be considered a form of Greek Hellenization, but was a reintroduction
of oriental mythology and was thoroughly Semitic in form. It certainly
engenders confusion to suggest any identification of a Gnostic trgjectory
withJohn (contra Kasemann, The Testament). Y et the complexity of the
Gnostic phenomenon is wel known and &ffects in part amost every
other traditional development. Nevertheless there is aparticular afinity
between John and Gnosticism which does alow one to focus on John
when attempting to trace historically a characteristic Gnostic trajectory
of Christian interpretation. The unique feature of the Johannine
tradition is that, on the one hand, it is most akin to Gnosticism of all
the Gospels in both form and content. On the other hand, the same
Johannine literature revedls the clearest signs of antagonism and heated
controversy with Gnosticism in its various forms.

The elements of affinity with John have often been analysed and
clearly summarized in Bultmann's essay (‘Johannesevangelium', RGG®,
846f). Thereis a dualistic pattern which contrasts this world with the
heavenly, the sphere of light and darkness, and the conflict between
good and evil. Bultmann also elaborates on the mythical role of the
heavenly redeemer sent from God in human form to make known the
divine truth before returning to the Father (847). Yet Bultmann is also
aware that the reconstructed Gnostic myth is explicitly repudiated in
John's theology of Christ's incarnation (1.14) and especialy in his role
as the suffering, crucified Lord.

There is no place in which this controversy with Gnosticism emerges
more clearly than in theJohannine letters, especialy in thefirst epistle.
The historical problem of reconstructing a trgjectory is acute because
this struggle seems to liejust below the surface of the text and only
occasionally emerges. There remains therefore a serious question
whether it is possible to bring such historical clarity to this stage of the
tradition as R. E. Brown attempts (The Community ofthe Beloved Disciple).

Nevertheless, thereis clear evidence from the text of | John of a bitter
controversy within the Johannine community. The writer describes
those who 'went out from us ... they were not of us' (2.19). Indeed a
criterion is set forth by which to describe the enemy. Even though they
claim to know the truth, anyone who denies that Jesus Christ has come
in the flesh (4.2f.) is not of God. The test is a christological one and the
emphasis on Christ's true human nature reflects very accurately the
debate within the early church with the Gnostics. The faithful com-
munity is challenged to 'test the spirits' (4.1), and the controversy is
again set forth with the sharpest distinctions being drawn between light
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and darkness, truth and deception, God and the evil world. The anti-
Gnostic thrust of | John seems clear regardless of whether Brown'sthesis
is correct that the issue focussed specificdly upon the interpretation of
the Fourth Gospdl itself by the later community.

The continuation of the controversy within the Johannine tradition
in respect to Gnosticism can be further traced with increasing accuracy
into the second and third centuries. Until recently much of the debate
was constructed on the basis of information gleaned from the church
Fathers, especially from Irenaeus, Hippolytus, Clement of Alexandria,
and Tertullian (cf. atypical older approach of G. Salmon, 'Gnosticism’).
With the discovery of the Nag Hammadi library in 1945, a much fuller
and accurate history has emerged as the unfiltered voice of the Gnostic
authors themselves has been recovered.

For example, in the 'Apocryphon of John' which teachings Wisse
datestoaperiod before AD 185 (in Robinson, TheNag Hammadi Library,
98), the Gnostic author uses the traditional framework ofthe resurrected
Christ's revelation toJohn to rehearse the Gnostic schema of creation,
fal, and salvation by offering a variety of interpretations of the Old
Testament. Many of the conventional phrases are strikingly parallel to
John's. Jesus has 'gone to the place from which he came'; he has been
'sent into theworld by his Father', but the theological content is totally
at odds with the canonical form of the tradition asis aso the exegesis of
the Old Testament. Again, in the 'Acts of John' (Schneemelcher, 11,
188) the structureismorelike that of anovel, but many of the theological
themes are similar to the Johannine tradition. However, the revelatory
discourses given to instruct in the recognition of the Revealer turn out
to be thoroughly Gnostic in character. Finaly, it is hardly by chance
that the earliest known commentary on any New Testament writing is
the Gnostic Heracleon's commentary onJohn.

In spite of the fact that a rather clear trgjectory of the differing
reactions toJohannine material can be traced in the latefirst and second
centuries, the most controversial question in reconstructing a trajectory
remains that of establishing the origins of the Gnostic traditions. At this
point scholarly opinion is sharply divided. For example, the issue of a
pre-Christian Jewish Gnosticism remains debated. Are the Odes of
Solomon actually 'Gnostic'? Again, attempts such as K oester's to prove
that the sayings traditions reflected in the Gospel of Thomas are earlier
and independent of the Synoptics remains a minority opinion which is
opposed by those who hold the traditions of Thomas to be secondary to
the canonical Gospels. Finally, attempts to develop a tragjectory from
reconstructed sources inJohn to an alegedly primitive Gnostic teaching
remain speculative and largely unconvincing.
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6. The Apocayptic Tradition

Thefinal trgjectory to discuss within early Christianity is the Apocalyp-
tic. It is especially important because of the widespread role within the
early church of traditions and conventions most clearly inherited from
HellenisticJudaism. Asiswel known, the term derives from the Greek
to designate a disclosure or uncovering, but increasingly it was used
metaphorically as a special revelation by God of divine truth (cf. ch 3,
XI1). The modern critical discussion of the term apocalyptic designates
both aparticular religious phenomenon aswell as the corpus of literature
which shares this particular eschatological perspective.

Thereis awidespread agreement that apocalypticism devel oped from
Old Testament prophecy - von Rad's theory was an exception — but
then underwent a process of radicalization reaching its fullest expansion
in the Hellenistic period. Within the Hebrew canon Jewish apocalyptic-
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ism is best represented by the book of Daniel, although it is aso found
in isolated chapters of Isaiah, Ezekiel, and Zechariah. However in the
Hellenistic period there was an explosion of interest in apocalyptic, the
full extent of which has only recently come to light. In addition to the
well-known writings of IV Ezra, 1l Baruch, and | Enoch, there is an
enormous selection which extends from the second century BC into the
third and fourth centuries AD (df. Charlesworth, The Old Testament
Pseudepigrapha). It hasa so become clear that theinterest in apocalyptic
and the nurture of its literature flourished among a variety of different
Jewish sectarian groups. The presence of apocalyptic writings at
Qumran has only confirmed its role within dissident religious communi-
ties. In addition, apocalypticism provided the matrix for awhole variety
of other accompanying movements such as Jewish mysticism of the
hekhatot (cf. P. Schafer) and the merkabah mysticism which formed the
core of later Jewish cabala. It is aso not surprising that Gnostic
speculation was often associated with elements of apocalyptic and is
well-represented at Nag Hammadi.

Whereas rabbinic Judaism increasingly came to regard apocalyptic
movements with suspicion (cf. J. Bloch, On the Apocalyptic inJudaism),
early Christianity fdt from the beginning an &ffinity to many elements
of Jewish sectarianism treasuring and preserving its literature through
tranglations into Greek, Latin, Coptic, and Armenian.

Just as the book of Daniel arose in a period of conflict and religious
persecution for the Jewish community, thelater literature also flourished
during the chaotic times of Greek and Roman hegemony. A widespread
apocalyptic pattern is found throughout the literature which remained
characteristic of the tradition. The world is described in dualistic terms
with a stark contrast made between the role of God and the demonic
powers of evil. Evil is personified in figures such as Beliar and the Anti-
Christ. Before the approachi ng denouement of history thereisasequence
of accelerated evil in which the faithful are pushed to the limits of
endurance. But the suffering community knows the signs of the times
which have been fixed in a chronological schema of a fixed calendar of
years, months, and days. When the desecration reaches its fanatica
climax, then God intervenesto bring history toanendin a finaljudgment
which separates the saints from the sinners.

The Apocalyptic Tradition within the Synoptic Gospels

Although it is obvious that Jesus lived within the world of the Hebrew
Bible, it is not so clear as to his relation to apocalyptic tradition. The
debate over this issue has focussed above al on the so-called 'small
apocalypse’ of Mark 13, Matthew 24, and Luke 21. New Testament
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scholars differ as to whether to assign the tradition of these chapters
to a primary or secondary leve within the growth of the Gospel.
ConservativessuchasBeas ey-Murray (4 CommentaryonMark Thirteen)
derive the tradition largely from Jesus himsdf, whereas Bultmann is
confident in assigning the material to alater stage of development when
aJewish apocalypsewasgivenaChristian editing (History of the Synoptic
Tradition, 125). Hartman optsfor acompromise position deriving a core
fromJesus, but seeing the present Marcan text as reflecting an expansion
fromcommunityteaching(Prophecyl nter preted, 235ff.).

Mark 13 reflects quite clearly the earliest form of the Synoptic tradition
and thefamiliar lines of the apocal yptic scheme are striking. Particularly
prominent is the widespread use of Daniel. Jesus' hearers are cautioned
of the coming period of tribulation, of famines, wars and rumours of
war, and of cosmological disturbances. Then the signs of the end are
portrayed leading to the end. False prophets and fase Christs will arise
and deceive many. When suffering reaches a high pitch and the
'desolating sacrilege' predicted by Danidl is seen (13.14), thenitistime
to flee to the mountains - a motif from the Lot story. Then the sun is
darkened and the powers in heaven are shaken when the Son of man
descends in the clouds to assemble the elect and to judge the wicked
(Dan. 7.9ff.).

In spite of the obvious appropriation of traditional apocalyptic
features, it is aso evident that the tradition has been given a decidedly
Christian interpretation. The Gospel writer has omitted the conven-
tional apocalyptic device of setting his vision within the distant past by
means of avatidniumex eventu. Rather the passageis directed only to the
present and future in a manner akin to a prophetic oracle. Again,
the midrash-like interpretation of Daniel has been interpreted with
continuous exhortation and paraenesis with the efect of shifting the
main emphasis to the response of the hearers and away from apocalyptic
speculation: 'take heed, watch, and pray'. Even the naotice that the
present generation will experience these events (13. 30) is given as a
warrant to support the enduring truth of Christ'swords and as an appeal
for watchfulness.

Apocalyptic Tradition in the Letters

One of the mgjor arguments used in the defence of the apocalyptic
tradition's being a part of the earliest level within the Synoptics is the
use of the tradition in Paul's letters to the Thessalonians. Not only is
there use made of the familiar apocalyptic features of Mark 13, but also
the appeal picks up other elements of early tradition such as the trumpet
cdl of God, the meeting in the air, and the resurrection of the dead (d.
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| Cor. 15. 52). The apocalyptic imagery is extended even further in |1
Thessalonians with an extended treatment on the coming 'day of the
Lord" which is preceded by rebellion and the revelation of the 'man of
lawlessness (2. 3) who seeks to deceive with false signs and miracles.
The theme of the assembly of the elect is again employed for exhortation
and comfort of the believer.

A considerable growth within this trajectory can be readily discerned
when one turns to the letters of Jude and Il Peter. There is a genera
agreement that Il Peter is dependent on Jude although the details of
the relationship remain obscure in part. One isimmediately struck by
the highlevel of polemicwhich pervades both letters. The major concern
in appealing to the apocalyptic is to identify the threat of heresy and to
guard the community against these ungodly persons. Theclassic biblica
figures of the apostates are brought forth - Cain, Balaam, Korah - as
illustrations of the danger of the situation. Jude even makes mention of
the archangel Michael's dispute with the Devil over the body of Moses,
thus drawing on ancient Jewish haggada. Kasemann has argued that

Il Peter arose out of embarrassment with the delay of the parousia (‘An
Apology'). More likely is the response of Talbert ('l Peter and the
Delay of the Parousia) that it was the attack against the church's
traditional eschatology by the Gnostics which evoked the polemic. At
least it isquite clear that theissueis not that ofintroducing new dualistic
features from Jewish Hellenism, but rather of reinterpreting a tradition
which aready had deep roots within the church.

The Book of Revelation

The most massive use of apocalyptic tradition within the Christian
church isits use in the book of Revelation. It has long been observed
that although the book contains no direct citations from the Old
Testament, the entire composition is thoroughly saturated with biblical
references as if it had actually become the language of its author.
Particularly the apocalyptic imagery of Ezekiel, Daniel, and Zechariah
dominates in his use of scripture, but the material has been filtered
through other experiences which often has been linked to the mysticism
akin to the later speculation of the hekhalet writings and later Jewish
cabala. Ancient Oriental mythical motifs such as found in chapter 12
have a so been explored at length by Gunkel and Bousset.

All of the familiar apocalyptic e ements are found in Revelation, but
in an expansive, baroque form. The basic outline of the eschatological
scenario has been provided by Daniel with the persecution of the saints,
the coming of the messianic woes, the great tribulation, and the
appearance of the Anti-Christ. However, this scheme has been greatly
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enlarged with imagery from other parts of the Old Testament, for
example, Psalm 2 for the rebellious nations (Rev. 2. 27), Joel 2 for the
cosmic disorders (Rev. 6.12), and Isaiah 66 for the new heavens
and earth (Rev. 21.1). Much of the liturgical background with cosmic
creatures and saints clothed in linen garments stems from Ezekid.
Although there have been various attempts to isolate sources which
were thought to be originally Jewish, there can be little doubt that the
book is thoroughly Christian in its message and in spite of its use of such
avariety of earlier tradition, does reflect a strong sense of unity.

The final point to make is that the author has effected a profound
alteration of the apocalyptic tradition on the basis of his understanding
of christology. The whole apocalyptic scenario which he inherited has
now been reinterpreted as completed action. It does not liein thefuture,
but in every apocalyptic cycle described, God now rules his universe
and thekingdom hascome (7. 10; 11. 15; 19.6). Satan has been defeated
by the Lamb and cast out of heaven. The Anti-Christ hasbeen conquered
and salvation realized.

However, the writer of Revelation continues to use the apocalyptic
vison to focus on the nature of the church's continuous struggle with
evil, false prophets, and civil oppression. The biblical writer dlows
the eschatological tension between a heavenly and earthly redlity to
continue. Much like the Synoptic's use his attention turns to exhortation
and a call for endurance even unto death (2.10).
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5 EXEGESIS IN THE CONTEXT OF
BIBLICAL THEOLOGY



Genesis 22.1-19: The Akedah

1. The Old Testament Exegetical Debate

Literary criticism of the nineteenth century largely agreed in assigning
chapter 22 to the Elohist source, but also frequently allocated some
smaller fragments to the Y ahwist. Verses 15-18 were thought by many
to be a secondary redactional addition, not necessarily connected with
the traditional literary sources. Animportant new impetus for analysing
the text was provided by Gunkel's form critical, history-of-traditions
approach. On the basis of signs of independent life, he sought to
reconstruct an early aetiological cult-sagawhich addressed the question
of why Israel no longer sacrificed children as did the Canaanites.

In more recent years, most characteristically represented by G. von
Rad, there emerged a very different way of appropriating Gunkel's
observations. Von Rad's approach was avowedly theological and offered
an explicit reinterpretation of Gunkel's history-of-religions perspective.
In addition, one of von Rad's great contributions lay in his sensitive
analysis of the synchronic dimension of the text as a narrative. He was
aided by the brilliant literary study of Auerbach (Mimesis) which had
described the uniquely biblical style of the chapter. Von Rad did not
deny the growth of the story from a cult-saga, but was at pains to
demonstrate that these features had been consigned to the text's
background. In its present narrative form within the book of Genesis,
the issue of the divine promise had become dominant.

There was another important aspect to the modern study of this
chapter. The revived interest in the theological dimension of the
text had been stimulated in part by the rediscovery of Luther's and
Kierkegaard's interpretation of the chapter. From the Jewish side a
paralleled development can be seen in Spiegel's study of the midrashic
tradition of the Akedah (TheLast Trial). Fortunately, the whole history
of exegesis of Genesis 22 has been carefully researched by D. Lerch



326 EXEGESIS IN THE CONTEXT OF BIBLICAL THEOLOGY

(Isaaks Opferung), and he provides a mgjor theological resource for
reflection on the nature of the chapter's impact.

To summarize, there has emerged a consensus on some features of
the biblical text. First, there is general agreement that any modern
exegesis must take serioudly the nature of the narrative and not turn the
debate into dogmatic propositions. As even Calvin clearly recognized,
such aphrase as 'now | know' which is placed in the mouth of God, is
a literary convention and requires no theological discussion of God's
omniscience. Secondly, the text shows signs of growth and devel opment,
and its multilayered quality must be taken into account. In other words,
the diachronic and synchronic elements continue to remain in some
tension. Finally, there is a widespread appeal in von Rad's insistence
that interpretation deal with the text's ability to generate continually a
great variety of very different renderings. How one achieves this goal,
however, is not altogether clear especially if one does not follow von
Rad'sheil sgeschichtlicheschemefor rel atingthetwotestaments.

At this point my own criticism of the Old Testament discipline can
be voiced. Within the modern debate there seems to be little direction
or even concern on how one moves exegeticaly to include the whole
Christian Bible. Often the interpreter feds constrained to move into
existential categories, citing from Kierkegaard or recalling averse from
Paul, before then suggesting some loose connection with the New
Testament. The implication underlying the uncertainty is that at best
the New Testament is linked charismatically with the Old. However,
unless more exegetical and theologica precision can be brought to bear
precisely at thisjuncture, it is difficult to see how one can proceed in
developing Biblical Theology into an actual discipline.

It is my contention that this multifaceted text has been shaped
throughout its lengthy development in such a way as to provide
important hermeneutical guidelines for its theological use by a com-
munity which treasured it as scripture. By carefully observing how the
editors dealt with elements which they deemed unrepeatable (einmalig)
but which they reckoned to be representative or universal in application,
a basic hermeneutical direction is provided by which to broaden
theologica reflection beyond the Old Testament itsdf.

It has long been observed that chapter 22 has been set within the
larger narrative context of the book of Genesis. The story continues the
themeof thepromise to Abraham ofa posterity (12. Iff.; 15.Iff.; 17.15ff).
The tone of the narrative is immediately set by the divine command to
sacrifice the heir to the promise. When Gunkel and his followers
reconstructed the origina independent saga as the basis for their
interpretation, it resulted in the elimination of those very features which
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form the canonical construal. Thus even if w. 1518 arejudged form-
critically to be secondary, these verses do now constitute a significant
role in developing the message of the divine promise. (Cf. especidly
Moberly's handling of these verses as the earliest commentary).

A second canonical feature of great theological significance is the
function of the initial superscription to the present story (v. 1): 'After
these things God tested Abraham'. The reader is informed of a divine
intention which information has been withheld from Abraham, namely,
the command to day the child is a test by God of Abraham. This
knowledge allows the reader from the outset to experience the eventsin
away different from Abraham for whom no motivation is given. God's
command to Abraham is thus assigned a unique, unrepeatable quality
- Luther called it a 'patriarchal temptation' - but for the reader a context
has been given which alows for other continuing forms of application.

Another significant canonical clueisgiven inv. 14: 'Abraham named
the place "Yahweh sees', as it is dill said today "On Yahweh's
mountain, heis seen" '. Gunkel takes this verse to be a corrupt vestige
containing the original place name from the aetiological saga which he
tries to reconstruct. However, in the present narrative the verse has
another function. The verb points backwards to Abraham's reply to
Isaac in which the same verb is used, and highlights the centrality of
this theme for the entire chapter: 'God will see to his own lamb'. God
takes the initiative in providing his own sacrifice. However, the verb
aso points forward by the use of a wordplay to God's continuous
appearance to the worshipping community. The niphal of the verb is
the technical termfor God's appearancein atheophany (Gen. 12.7; 17.1;
18.1; Ex. 3.2,16, etc.). The God who appeared in Abraham'’s unique
history now continues to make himsalf known to Israel. The point is
made doubly clear by the conclusion of the verse. 'It is still said today
on Y ahweh's mountain, he is seen’. The story does not celebrate some
ancient holy place, but rather provides the guaranteefor God's continual
presence among his people.

Thereisonefinal canonical feature which is provided by the peculiar
resonance within the larger canonical collection, and functions some-
what indirectly in shaping the reader's interpretation. Three of the key
wdrdsin chapter 22 are'ram’, 'burnt offering’ (‘otd) and 'appear’ (nir'eh).
(This observation derives from Stanley Walters). In a remarkable way
these same three words are found in Leviticus and only there in this
cluster, in Lev. 89 and 16, which treat the first sacrifices in the
tabernacle, God's theophanic endorsement, and the day of atonement.
Theeffect for theinformed reader isthat the story of Abraham'suniquely
private experience is thus linked to Israel’s collective public worship,




328 EXEGESS IN THE CONTEXT OF BIBLICAL THEOLOGY

and conversaly Israel's sacrifice is drawn into the theological orbit of
Abraham's offering: 'God will provide hisown sacrifice'. Intermsof the
Old Testament canon, these two witnesses are not conflicting historical
ideologies, but diverse witnesses within the cult to the same gracious
ways of God with Israel. It is not surprising when the rabbis held that
the sacrifices and fegtivals of Israel were efficacious by virtue of the
'binding of Isaac' (cf. Schoeps, Paul, 143ff.).
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2. The New Testament Witness

It is now time to attempt to move beyond the Old Testament and turn
to the New Testament. However, lest one move too quickly, it is
important to keep in mind that the New Testament cannot be adequately
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heard without attention to its Hellenistic context, especiadly to the
Jewish exegetica traditionsin which it was formed. Of course how these
elements were appropriated canonically remains a crucial exegetical
issue which has too often been ignored.

Ever since Israel LeVi ('Le Sacrifice’) argued that Paul's doctrine of
Christ's expiatory sacrifice was derived from the Jewish tradition of the
'‘binding of Isaac', the debate over the influence of Genesis 22 and its
Jewish midrashic interpretation has continued among New Testament
scholars (Schoeps, Spiegel, Vermes). Although the thesis that Paul's
doctrine of the atonement stemmed from the Akedah typology is
serioudly marred, the question of the influence from theJewish exegetical
tradition remains an important, but difficult issue. The surprising fact
isthat onefinds sofew explicit referencesto | saac's binding in connection
with Jesus' death. Rather, one finds a variety of different echoes and
alusions lying often just below the surface of the text which show that
the Jewish traditions were widely known. For example, in the story of
Jesus' baptism (Mark 19 par.) the word 'beloved' does not appear in
the Hebrew text of Psalm 2 or Isaiah 42, but in the LXX of Gen.22.2.
Then again, since the rabbis had alreadyjoined the motifs of the suffering
servant of Isaiah 53 with Genesis 22 and with the passover lamb, it is
highly possible that there is also a connection between the Johannine
title of'lamb of God'. Moreover, there are avariety of passages in which
Genesis 22 is cited in the New Testament in other contexts such asin
the references to the patriarchal promise (Acts 3.25f.; Heb. 6.13f).

The strongest case for a direct dependency on the Akedah tradition
occurs in Rom. 8.32 where the phraseology 'God did not spare his own
son', isalmost identical to that of Gen.22.16 according to the LXX. The
mogt incisive treatment of the New Testament evidence in recent years
has been offered by N. Dahl ('The Atonement’). Dahl acknowledges
that a correspondence was understood by Paul, but contests the usual
assumption that this correspondence was one of a typological relation
between the binding of Isaac and the death of Jesus. In fact, he states
unequivocaly: ‘It is unlikely that Abraham's act of obedience was ever
considered a typological prefiguration of God's act of love' (149). Rather
Dahl argues that the correspondence was of a different kind, that of
act and reward. Within Judaism a parellelism was drawn between
Abraham's conduct at the Akedah and the conduct expected in return
from God. Paul adopts this correspondence, but with a very different
theological content. He does not contest that Abraham was rewarded,
but it was given 'according to grace', and not even Abraham had
anything about which to boast. For Paul the death of Christ was
interpreted as fulfilling what God had promised by an oath. He had not



330 EXEGESIS IN THE CONTEXT OF BIBLICAL THEOLOGY

withheld his own son. The crucifixion of Jesus was thus explicated in
the light of Genesis 22 as an adequate reward of the promise and not as
atypology between Isaac and Christ.

Finally, Heb. 11.17ff. makes an explicit mention of Abraham's offering
of Isaac. The reference is set within the larger context of the theme of
faith which is first defined and then illustrated by biblical examples.
The didactic style of the character is closdy related to a conventional
literary form of Jewish Hellenism (IV Macc.16.16ff.; IV Ezra 7. 10f;
etc.) in which historical examples are viewed from a single thematic
catchword. The most striking feature of the New Testament interpre-
tation is in attributing to Abraham a belief in the resurrection of the
dead, obviously missing in the Genesis passage, by which to explain the
patriarch's faith. Abraham held on to the divine promise even in the
face of Isaac's death because of his confidence in the creative power of
God to overcome the humanly impossible.
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3. History of Exegesis

Before turning to the immediate task of biblical theological reflection
on the whole Christian Bible, it seems wise to review the history of
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some of the major post-biblical interpretations in order to gain some
perspective on how the two testaments have been linked in regard to
Genesis22. Fortunately great assistance has been provided by D. Lerch's
thorough study of the history of interpretation (I saaks Opferung).

In one sense thelogical place to begin would be with Philo who offered
both a rather straightforward exegesis of Genesis 22 aong with an
alegorica (De Abrahamo, 167ff.). There are other scattered references
to the Akedah in his writings which are al of an alegorical nature. In
De Cherubim 31 Abraham'’s taking the knife to kill 1saac signified his
cutting away all that was mortal in order to leave the immortal soul.
However, the problem is that with the possible exception of Origen and
Clement this line of philosophical interpretation played virtually no role
in subsequent Christian exegesis and therefore remains peripheral to
the Christian tradition.

Rather one of the earliest examples of early church exegess of Genesis
22 forming a pattern which was to become almost a universal reflex
until the Reformation is represented by four fragments of Mdlito
from the second century (Lerch, 27ff.). Through a variety of different
combinations which was encouraged by the linking of Isaiah 53 with
Genesis 22, the sacrifice of Isaac was understood as a type of the
crucifixion of Christ. The parallel between Isaac's carrying the wood
for the offering and Jesus' bearing the cross was immediately drawn.
However, there were also some difficulties recognized with this typology.
Isaac had not really died and there were no explicit references to his
suffering. As a result, various modifications and expansions of the
typology were evoked. |saac became a type of the Christian martyr who
endured shame for the people of God. This typological interpretation
increasingly lent itself to illustrating moral lessons as Abraham became
ahero of faith. Very shortly, especialy through the influence of Origen,
typological interpretation was devel oped to more extravagant allegorical
and psychologica applications. Origen focussed new attention on the
nature of the temptation and envisioned it as a struggle between love of
God and love of the flesh. Abraham's test became paradigmatic for the
spiritual Christian to flee the world and to ascend to heaven. In sum,
the dominant theological focus of the biblical passage gave way to an
anthropological interest which nurtured the inner life of the Christian
(d. Pietron).

The allegorical legacy which continued in various forms largely
unbroken throughout the Middle Ages and beyond, met sharp resistance
in the Reformers, especialy in Luther and Calvin. Because of a very
different vision of the text, allegorical/typological exegesis of the chapter
was largely replaced by new theologica concerns. For Calvin the use of
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typology for this passage vanished completely from his exegess. He
conscioudy rejected the 'more subtle alegories as being without foun-
dation (571). Rather, the Reformer's interest focussed on the nature of
the trial as a theological issue of faith in relation to the promise of God.
Abraham was challenged to hold on to the truth of God's word of
promise even though the divine command seemed flatly to contradict
it. Calvin emphasized the temptation as a threat to the salvation of the
world through the seed of Isaac. Luther stressed more than Calvin the
inner struggle of faith in the light of this temptation (Anfechtung), but
both were agreed in interpreting the trial within the narrative context
of Abraham's relationship with God rather than focussng on the
psychology of faith as a universal human struggle between conflicting
claims of nature. Abraham emerged as a Christian model, not because
of his moral achievement, but because of his faith in God's promise by
which his confidence was maintained. The application of the story to
the Christian reader lay in the continuing tension between divine
promise and command which constitutes the life of faith. In contrast to
modern sensibility both Reformers simply assumed that Abraham was
a Christian 'on whose heart al the promises of God in Christ' were
engraved.

The modern period which began with the Renaissance and extended
through the Enlightenment and beyond is characterized by theintroduc-
tion of a host of new questions which only gradually reached a culmi-
nation in the nineteenth century. Lerch (214ff.) chose to concentrate his
analysis onJ. Clericus (1657-1736) who still continued the Reformers
concentration on the literal sense of the text, but in other respects his
exegess adumbrated the new directions which were beginning to
emerge. Decisive for Clericus was his placing the problem of the trial
of Abraham within a history-of-religions context. Abraham saw his
neighbours showing their piety by sacrificing to idols. How could his
devotion to his god be less? The issue, therefore, was interpreted as a
problem of religion and viewed as a conflict of piety with morality.

Bibliography

J. Calvin, Commentary on the Book of Genesis, ET reprinted Grand Rapids
1948;J. Clericus, MosisProphetaeLibri Quingue, ed. nova, Amsterdam 1735;
S. Kierkegaard, Fear and Trembling, ET Princeton 1941 = Garden City
1954; D. Lerch, IsaaksOpferung, BHT 12, 1950; M. L uther, Works, Lectures
on Genesis, ET American edition, vol.4, St Louis 1964; Origene, Homelies
sur la Genise, SC 7, 21976; Philo, De Abraham), ET Loeb, VI, 1929;



GENESIS 22.1-19: THE AKEDAH 333

J. Pietron, 'Das Opfer des Abrahams-Predigt zu Gen 22,1-4', Geistige
Schriflauslegunginbiblischer Predigt, Dusseldorf 1979, 353-7; S. Spiegel, The
Last Trial, New York 1967; R.L. Wilken, 'Melito, theJewish Community
at Sardis, and the Sacrifice of I saac’, Theol Stud 37, 1976, 53-69.

4, Genesis 22 in the Context of Biblical Theology

The difficult question of Biblical Theology still lies before us. How does
one move to theologica reflection on both testaments? It is far easier to
raise guestions than to give answers.

For many within the professiona guild of biblical scholars the attempt
to relate theologically the two testaments is uninteresting. The problem
is considered to be a homiletical issue, a concern largely of preachers,
which leaves the critical historical sphere by definition. From this
position the link is at best charismatic, at worse completely fortuitous.

Otherswithin the guild are less negative; however, the leading school
of Biblical Theology in Germany sees the problem predominantly as a
historical issue. The task of Biblica Theology is to trace the history of
the effect of the text from the Old Testament period, through the
intertestamental, Jewish Hellenistic milieu into the New Testament,
and then on the basis of this trgjectory to draw some modern critical
implications. But is this an adequate theological understanding of the
task when it treats the witnesses of the two testaments largely as sources
for a historical trajectory from the past?

Biblica Theology demands a theological, not historical or biblicist
resolution of the problem. The task can never be a mere repristination
of the past. This means that the theological reflection of Biblical
Theology cannot be smply identified with the New Testament's inter-
pretation of the Old. The Christian church has two testaments of a
Christian Bible which set modern theologica reflection in a different
context from the earliest Christian witness of the New Testament.

However, rather than to continue to debate the problem of method-
ology theoreticaly, it is time to turn to the text of Genesis 22 and by
working from a concrete example see if any directions for the larger
issues might emerge. An initial working assumption is that there is a
theological substance, acontent to scripture, toward which thewitnesses
are pointing, and concern for this subject matter affects the scopus of the
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inquiry. All the other issues needing hermeneutical refinement will have
to emerge from the concrete exegetica exercise, such as the relation of
the two testaments, the function of the reader, and the creative role of
language.

Genesis22 bearswitnessto aparticular incident inthelife of Abraham.
It is a 'patriarchal temptation' and as such viewed as non-repeatable
within the Bible. It isalso the case that the nature of the divine command
to sacrifice one's own child as an offering to the deity arose from within
an Ancient Near Eastern setting. Nevertheless, the point has to be
made energeticaly that these history-of-religions features have been
subordinated by being placed into the distant background of the Old
Testament witness and do not function in the text as the bearers of the
essential testimony. Rather, the command is presented in Gen. 22. 2 as
a direct imperative of God to Abraham. To raise the psychologica
guestion as to how Abraham knew it was from God, or the historica
guestion asto whether the sacrifice of children wasonce apart of Hebrew
religion, is to distract the interpreter from the witness of this text.

The theological issue at stake is that God's command to day the heir
stands in direct conflict with his promise of salvation through this very
child, and therefore Abraham's relation to God is under attack. The
Old Testament bears witness that God was faithful to his promise and
confirmed his word by providing his own sacrifice instead of the child.
Moreover, the editors of this chapter - in my language, the canonical
shapers - did not dlow this witness to become simply tied to the
historical past, but actualized the witness for the sake of every successive
generation of Israel. God not only saw to his own sacrifice, rather he
still 'sees’ in the present and future. In Israel's public worship this same
God 'lets himself be known' today (v. 14).

The New Testament witness picks up this same theme. God demon-
strated his faithfulness to the selfsame promise by not 'sparing his own
son but gave him up for us all' (Rom. 8.32). The paralel relates to the
conduct of Abraham and not to the suffering of Isaac (Dahl). Both
testaments bear testimony to the faithfulness of God, first demonstrated
to Abraham, but understood as applying also to 'us'.

The mgor focus of the Genesis text lies in its withess to the test of
Abraham’sfaith, but, aswe have seen, faith turns on the beliefin God's
promise even when it seemed contradicted by God himself. Theissueis
above dl theologica in nature stemming from the relationship between
God and Abraham. Thetext emphasi zestheradical nature of Abraham's
faith in God. Hebrews 11 attributes anachronistically a full-flown
doctrine of the resurrection of the dead to Abraham, but correctly
witnesses thereby to the radical discontinuity between a faith which
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looks to God and one which sees in the empirical evidence only the
contradiction of death. From the perspective of the New Testament,
faith in God is beliefin his power to raise Jesus from the dead.

Calvin has rightly taken serioudly the theologica interpretation of
Abraham's obedience as is found in verses 15-18 of Genesis 22. On
account of what Abraham has done he is rewarded by the renewa of
the promise of the blessing. But Calvin also rightly sees the Pauline
implications of this adequate reward. Grace and reward are basicaly
incompatible. Abraham has nothing of which to boast; heisjustified by
faith and not by works. Yet, says Calvin, 'if that promise was before
gratuitous, which is now ascribed to areward, it appears that whatever
God grants to good works ought to be received as from grace . . . that
which isfredy given, isyet called the reward of works (572).

This element of divine grace was aready clearly sounded in Genesis
22. God who demanded of Abraham a sacrifice, ended by providing his
own sacrifice. The full implications of this witness are not spelled out in
the chapter. However, the exegetica effect of the formation of the larger
canon (the Pentateuch) sets up a distant resonance between Genesis
and Leviticus. The God who required and yet supplied his own sacrifice
to Abraham, acts in a smilar way in the institutionalized worship of
Leviticus. Although the two witnesses are only indirectly related,
Genesis 22 pointsin adirectionwhich callsfor fuller theological reflection
on the whole sacrificial system of Leviticus in the light of God's gracious
revelation of hiswill to Abraham.

Thereisonefinal topic which isinvolved in the theological enterprise
of interpreting Genesis 22 in the context of Biblica Theology. Up to
now the emphasis has falen on the canonical guidelines for interpre-
tation which have been structured into the biblical text. Yet there is
another important side to the theological task which is related to the
coercion of the text on the reader. Thereis a 'reader response’ required
by any responsible theological reflection. Because of the experience of
the Gospel, a Christian rightly renders the Old Testament ultimately
in a different way from aJew. For example, when a Christian reads the
plaintivecries of the Hebrew psalmist to God for rescue from his troubles
(eg. Ps. 77), isit not a part of a Christian response to seek to unite the
Lord of the Old Testament to the Lordship of Jesus Christ, who is
confessedaskyrios?

Yet it is crucia to theological reflection that canonical restraints be
used and that reader response be critically tested in the light of different
witnesses of thewhole Bible. One of the major problems of the typological
interpretation of Genesis 22 was caused by an uncritical Christian
tendency to fasten on to an external similarity between such features as
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Isaac's carrying the wood andJesus' carrying the cross which obscured
the true witness of the text itsdf. Again, the attempt to relate each
biblical witness mimetically badly blurs the radical discontinuities of
the text. It belongs to the basic theological task to pursue exegetically
how the uniqueness of each text is preserved along with a frequently
broadened theological application for ongoing Christian faith.

One of the mgjor reasons for stressing the role of canonical shaping
for Biblical Theology isto acknowledge theinitial response of the biblical
tradents of the tradition (e.g. w. 15-18) which became an integral part
of the witness itsdlf in the course of the canon's formation. The reader's
response to the firgt tradents offers a critical norm by which subsequent
Christian response must be tested in terms of theological compatibility.
There is a biblical rule of faith which sets the standard for family
resemblance. The fact that Isaiah 53 functions as an eschatological
witness within the prophetic corpus offers a canonical restraint against
an uncritical identification of the suffering servant with the figure of
Isaac within the Pentateuch. The threat to genuine Biblical Theology
lies in a biblicist, external appropriation of the various parts of the
Christian Bible without the required exegetical rigour of the theological
discipline.

On the pogitive side, if the trial of Abraham'sfaith is set firmly within
its Old Testament theological framework, it is highly appropriate for a
modern response of Christian faith to be heard in concert with this
ancient witness. The point is to recognize the legitimate role of the
reader's response in the activity of both exegess and subsequent
theologica reflection without compromising the uniqueness of the
witness by assigning an autonomous role to human imagination. Once
the task of discerning the kerygmatic content of the witness has been
pursued, it is fully in order to offer an analogical extension of this
kerygmatic message by means of amodern reader response. The struggle
of faith by the church and the individual Christian of today continues
to focus on God's promises in his word which are frequently threatened
by human reason and experience. However, unless the task of Biblical
Theology is adequately handled as disciplined theological reflection, it
is hard to see how the continuing challenge of Christian proclamation
in preaching and teaching can be both faithful to its subject and relevant
toits age.



Matthew 21.33-46: Parable of the Wicked
Tenants

The parable of the wicked tenants appears in Matt. 21.33-46 with
Synoptic paralels in Mark 12.1-12 and Luke 20.9-18. It is aso found
inthe Gospel of Thomas (logion 65), whichisfollowed by the cornerstone

saying (logion 66).

1. Synoptic Analysis

Thereisafarly wide agreement that both the renderings of Matthew and
L uke aredependent upon Mark. Thevariations among the Synopticsare
not major, but still significant. Matthew follows Mark in his portrayal
of the vineyard with explicit allusions to Isaiah's 'song of the vineyard'
(5.Iff.). Luke has retained only a minimal reference to this Old Testa-
ment passage. Again, there is variation in the manner in which the
mission of the servants is described. Mark has a succession of three
servants with an increasing violence ending in the death of the third
servant. However, the climax is somewhat blunted by a further descrip-
tion of'many others' (12.5). Luke has a more sober succession of three
without mention of killing. Matthew pictures two groups of servants, in
each group of which some were beaten, killed, and stoned. Then again,
all the accounts speak of the sending of the son, called 'the beloved son'
in Mark and Luke, who is then killed for the inheritance. It has long
been noticed that Mark has the tenants first murder the son and throw
his unburied body outside the vineyard, whereas Matthew and Luke
have the son first thrown outside the vineyard and then killed.

The punishment of the tenants is presented in a question and answer
form in dl the Gospels. In al the accounts there is also a citation from
Ps. 118.22-23. Themost significant variation is the addition of Matthew
inv. 43: 'The Kingdom of God will be taken away from you and given
to a nation producing the fruits of it". In some texts of Matthew there is
also an additional verse (v. 44) containing an alusion to afurther stone
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metaphor from Daniel which may be an early interpolation from Luke
20.18.

2. The Demise of Allegorical Interpretation

Throughout most of the history of the Christian church, this parable
was interpreted allegoricaly and a point for point correspondence was
discerned between the text and an assumed sequence of historical
events. Irenaeus illustrates the classic interpretative pattern which was
continued with some variation throughout the early and mediaeva
tradition (df. the catena of Thomas Aquinas). He writes:

For God planted the vineyard of the human race when at first he
formed Adam and chose the fathers; then he let it out to husbandmen
when he established the Mosaic dispensation: he hedged it round
about, that is, he gave particular instructions with regard to their
worship: he built atower, (that is), he choseJerusalem: he digged a
winepress, that is, he prepared a receptacle of the prophetic spirit.
Andthusdid hesend prophets prior to thetransmigration to Babylon,
and after that event again in greater numbers than the former, to seek
the fruits... of righteousness. But last of al he sent to those
unbelievers his own Son, our Lord Jesus Christ, whom the wicked
husbandmen cast out of the vineyard when they had dain him.
Wherefore the Lord God did even giveit up ... to other husbandmen,
who render the fruits in their seasons - the beautiful elect tower being
also raised everywhere. For the illustrious church is everywhere . . .
because those who do receive the Spirit are everywhere (Against
HeresieslV,36.2).

ArchbishopR. C. Trench (NotesontheParables) representsoneofthe
last famous expositors in this tradition which reached well into the
nineteenth century. However, as iswel known, the sharp break in the
exegetical tradition of the parables came at the end of the nineteenth
century with the work of Jiilicher (Die GleichnisredenJesu) who drew a
clear distinction between a parable and an alegory. The parables of
Jesus had only one point, but the later church unfortunately distorted
the original point by introducing alegory. In the case of Matthew 21
Jiilicher fdt that the story was not a genuine parable of Jesus, but an
allegorical construction of the early church without a pre-Easter form.
Jiilicher's approach was further refined and modified by Dodd (Parables
of the Kingdom, 1935), and Jeremias (Die Gleichnisse Jesu, 1947), who



MATTHEW?21 33-46: PARABLE OF THE W CKED TENANTS 339

accepted the sharp distinction betweenJesus' parables and later church
alegory, but then sought to replacediilicher's moralistic interpretation
with an original eschatological point by means of a critical reconstruc-
tion. Specificaly in terms of this parable, both Dodd and Jeremias
thought that there was a genuine parabolic kernel which reflected a
Palestinian milieu appropriate to Jesus himsdf. The discovery of the
Gospel of Thomasiinitially seemed to confirm their approach in recover-
ing an earlier form of the tradition behind the Synoptic version.

In spite of the widespread acceptance of Jiilicher's approach, there
was at the outset the significant criticism that Jiilicher had not taken
adeguate natice of the rabbinic parallels to the New Testament (Fiebig,
AltjUdische Gleichnisse). The crucial issue was that the Hebrew mashal
often reflected a mixture of alegory, metaphor, and simile. Within the
last several decades this side of the debate has been further expanded
on the literary side with a much more sophisticated debate over the
nature of alegory itself (Klauck, Crossan, Flusser, Weder). Rather than
being dismissed out-of-hand as an early church distortion, alegory has
emerged as an extended narrative form of metaphor with its own
integrity and particular function. Moreover, the intertwining of the two
forms of parable and alegory in the New Testament is such that
no unilinear traditio-historical development is any longer possible to
maintain.

3. A Traditio-Historical Trgectory

Two mgjor historical critical problems have played a large role in the
interpretation of the parable. The first concerns itself with an attempt
to establish a traditio-historical trajectory. The work of both Dodd and
Jeremias initiated this search within the modern era, and the debate
has continued unabated. One of the difficulties of reaching a consensus
lies in the fact that one's decison depends on a variety of other
problems which areinvolved, such as the general Synoptic problem, the
redactional history of each Gospel, and ajudgment regarding the
relation of the Synoptic tradition to the Gospel of Thomas.

In a now classic article ('The Parable of the Wicked Husbandmen')
Crossan attempted in 1971 to trace the earliest form of the parable in
the tradition found in the Gospel of Thomas. He noted that there was
no explicit alegory in this source and no appeal to the Old Testament.
He then thought that he had discovered further signs of tension within
Matthew's form of the parable which showed an allegorica layering
over this original kernel. Characteristic of the method was the continuing
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concern to recover the teaching of the historical Jesus which was set at
some distance from its Synoptic representation. In recent years Crossan
has backed off somewhat from this construction, but it was rightly
criticized at the timefor its high degree of subjectivity. For many scholars
(e.g. Schrage, Snodgrass) it is far from obvious that the Gospe of
Thomas reflects aprimary tradition in the case of this parable. What is
particularly disturbingin thevariousreconstructionsis that theallegedly
original meaning appears often to be trivial (Crossan) or a tedious
illustration of the author's general theory of Jesus' message (Dodd,
Jeremias). In this regard, the more recent structural and existentialist
interpretations (Via, Linnemann, Crossanin Semeial) have not success-
fully escaped this same trap of reading into each parable an interpre-
tation which is heavy with ideological ballast. In addition, a constant
problem of such reconstructions is that secondary allegorical material
unconscioudly continues to play a significant role even when at first
eliminated (df. this problem inJeremias).

A second major debate has been waged around theissue of the cultural
setting of the parable. In hisessay (‘Das Gleichnis . . . Weingartnern')
Kummel outlined a variety of reasons for concluding that the story of
the parable was artificial, psychologicaly improbable, and an inferior
creation of the early church. For example, aman would hardly plant a
vineyard and immediately leave it. Or again, the behaviour of the
tenants seems extreme and unlikely. Finaly, it is improbable that the
owner would risk sending his own son, or that the tenants would believe
that they had the chance of inheriting the vineyard by murdering the
son.

In responseto this challenge, anumber of commentators who followed
the approach first adumbrated by Jeremias, have sought to defend the
genuinely historical milieu of the parable as an accurate reflection of
Palestinian life. Using sources from the Mishnah, Talmud, and Greek
papyri, an elaborate case has been made that each feature of the parable,
such as absentee ownership of property, agricultural contracts, and laws
of inheritance can find support in a Palestinian milieu. Once again, a
major concern of this historical research lies in tracing the parable back
to the teachings of Jesus himsdlf. Snodgrass concludes his review of the
evidence: 'for me thereislittle question that the parabl e stems from the
Sitz im LebenJesu' (The Parable ofthe Wicked Tenants, 108).

One comes away from this latter debate with a sense of much
exegetical frustration. On the one hand, those who have characterized
the parable as artificial and artless have clearly brought to bear modern
literary and logical categories on the ancient text which stand in danger
of skewing its meaning from the start. On the other hand, the historical
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scholars, usually of conservative bent, have historicized the parable and
brought the literary features into a cultural sharpness which greatly
exceeds the biblical story itsdf. This rationalistic refocussing of the text
aso runs the risk of missing the parable's own point.

At the heart of both of these historical critical approaches lies a
fundamental hermeneutical issue. There is now little doubt that the
Gogpels reflect acomplex multi-layered text and each parabl e does show
sgns of an oral, written, and redactional level of development. In the
parable of the wicked tenants thisjudgment is confirmed by the shifts
in the addressees, the later editorial framework (cf. Matthew's parable
sequence), and the subsequent interpolations such as Matt. 21.44.
At times there are some solid philological, historical, and literary
indications by which to determine literary seams. Y et as we have seen,
alarge element of subjectivity is often involved and the manner in which
one construes the original historical message of Jesus strongly shapes
one'sjudgment. My maor criticism of most critical reconstructions -
whether liberal or conservative - is that no distinction is made between
tracing the growth of the text's kerygmatic witness among the various
Gospels, and reconstructing an allegedly non-kerygmatic, historical
level apart from its reception in faith by the New Testament's witnesses.
The so-called earliest level of the tradition turns out to be qualitatively
different from the earliest level actually tegtified to in the Gospels. The
hermeneutical issueis not a contrast between a 'static final form' and a
dynamic trajectory of growth which is an often repeated misunderstand-
ing (cf. B. W. Anderson, Under standingthe Ol d Testament, 5thed. 638ff.).
Rather the crucia issue turns on the nature of the trgectory and the
failure to interpret the growth of the text within the context of the
church's kerygmatic understanding of the subject matter constituting
the gospel. But again it is time to leave the theory of exegesis and turn
toits practice.

4. The Role of the Old Testament

The most striking feature of Matthew's parable is the explicit use of the
Old Testament as the introduction to this parable of Jesus. However, it
is dso noteworthy that the three Synoptics make different uses of the
parable in Isaiah 5. Matthew and Mark make a clear alusion to the
Old Testament text by their obvious use of the imagery of Isa. 5.1-2
according to its Septuagintal form. Luke has greatly abbreviated the
reference to Isaiah, but has still retained the imagery of planting a
vineyard without introducing a different setting. Because the Old
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Testament reference is entirely missing in the Gospel of Thomas, some
scholars have argued for the secondary place of | saiah 5 in the Synoptics,
but this theory seems most unlikely. It isfar more consistent to suppose
that the Gnostic author has removed the Old Testament reference in a
redactional move which has thoroughly de-allegorized the text.

The more difficult question is to determine exactly how the Old
Testament was used. In recent years there has been alengthy discussion
on the issue of determining the original form and function of Isa. 5.1-7
within the Hebrew Bible. Perhaps the most persuasive analysis has been
the description of the genre as that of a'juridical parable' (Yee, ‘A Form
Critical Study'), which form has similaritiestol| Sam. 12.1-4; 14.5-17,
and | Kings 20.35-43. The main characteristic of the genre is that a
story is told which conceals for the moment the author's real intention
to provoke the hearer to condemn himsdf. The classic example is the
use of a fictive story of injustice by Nathan the prophet before David,
ending with the accusation: 'Thou art the man' (I1 Sam. 12.7). Isaiah
5fallowsthepattern of theparableby calling forth therequired j udgment
from the hearers before their own sentence is confirmed by God. God
will destroy his vineyard because the vineyard is the house of David
which commits bloodshed and violence.

What is immediately clear is that the New Testament's use of the
parable no longer shares the original meaning of Isaiah's parable, but
standsin considerable tension with the logic of the Old Testament story.
Clearly the vineyard in Matthew cannot represent metaphorically the
house of Israel since it will be taken away and given to another (v. 41).
Indeed v. 43 appears to identify it with the Kingdom of God. Again, in
| saiah the parabl e seems to address the leaders of Israel, specificaly the
Northern Kingdom, whereas in Matthew the tenants encompass the
entire people and are to be replaced by a nation producing fruits of
righteousness. The effect is that the New Testament parable has been
initially introduced in an analogy to the Old Testament context by
explicitly picking up its imagery of the vineyard, but then immediately
its function has been transformed. Specifically the New Testament
begins where the Old Testament |eft off. The vineyard in the Gospelsis
a metaphor from the outset which distinguishes it from Isaiah's use
where the literary impact turns on the surprise move from concrete
reality to metaphor.

Although an initial analogy is made with Isaiah's parable, the New
Testament parable launches into a very different story. The New
Testament parable has abandoned the motif of the vineyard's unpro-
ductivity and focussed completely on the wicked behaviour of the
tenants. Moreover, thevarious accounts of the parabl e show atragjectory
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of increasing allegorical application of the story. In other words, the
initial metaphorical imagery of the vineyard appears to have provided
a warrant for the community's reception of the story as a figure of
something else and then extending its interpretation by expanding the
alegorica alusions. The efect of this interpretative process within the
New Testament is that already on the earliest Marcan leve, Jesusis the
assumed referent of the parable. Thuswhen Dodd andJeremias attempt
to find a Stz im Lebenjesu for this parable free of all alegorical features,
they are forced to speculate on a level which is not represented by the
canonical Gospels and is no longer directly pertinent for understanding
itswitness.

Actually the key to understanding how the parable was understood
within the early church lies in pursuing the various ways in which the
story was extended figuratively in an efort to clarify and increase the
analogy of the story with the mission of Jesus. Whereas Mark has a
sequence of single messengers, Matthew's description of two groups of
servants serves to portray an analogy with the Old Testament prophets
- the former and latter - whose mishandling culminated in the death of
the Messiah (Acts 7.51ff.). Again, the identification of the son as the
Messiah is made explicit by the reference to the 'beloved son' (Mark
12.6; Luke 20.13) who was first cast out of the vineyard and then killed
(Matt. 21.39) to match more closdy the passion tradition. Finally, the
citation of the 'rejected stone' passage (Ps. 118.22f.) extends the history
of Jesus' passion to the victory of the exalted Christ at the resurrection
(Acts 4.11; | Peter 2.7, etc.) and confirms the context from which the
parable was universally heard within the early church (d. Lindars, New
Testament Apologetic, 169-74).

It is fully in line with Matthew's witness to Christ as the way of
righteousness when he concludes the parable with the judgment that
the 'Kingdom of God will be taken away from you', namely from the
chief priests and Pharisees who heard his parable, and 'given to anation
producing the fruits of it' (v. 43). This actualization of the parable in
Matthew's redaction is, however, not to be historicized, asif to say, the
synagogue will be replaced by the church. Rather, the warning of v. 44
(‘hewho fdls on this stonewill be broken ..."), further extendsinto the
future the message of the parable and challenges another generation of
Christians to produce fruits of righteousness.

The hermeneutical issue at stake lies in recognizing that the various
forms of the parables in the Gospels al are shaped from the perspective
of Jesus' death and resurrection as the rejected Messiah of Israel and
have allowed this understanding to structure the text. Thisimplies that
one cannot derive the whole parable from Jesus' messianic conscious-
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ness, nor conversaly can one completely sever the parable from Jesus'
own teaching because of the presence of dlegory at its earliest level. The
crucia point to emphasize is that the ability of the modern interpreter
to determine how much of the parable stems from Jesus himself and
how much from the church's contextualization is not decisive for
an understanding of the New Testament text, rather its exegetica
significance has been greatly relativized. Indeed, only to the extent that
such critical reconstructions aid in charting the trajectory of the church's
kerygmatic witness does it make a genuine exegetical contribution.

5. Theological Reflection in the Context of Biblical Theology

The fina issue at stake turns on the interpretation of the parable from
the perspective of theological reflection on both testaments. We have
seen the important influence of the Old Testament in which Jesus
parable is conscioudy set within a specific Old Testament context.
However, immediately the New Testament departed from the Old
Testament and rewrote the Old Testament story in the light of its
witness toJesus Christ. This new story of the Gospels was devel oped by
means of alengthy process of the early church'sreflection on the meaning
of the parabl e by extending its witness back into the Old Testament and
at the same time forward to the resurrection. Here the contrast with
Gnostic reflection is striking. The Gospel of Thomas removed both the
Old Testament references and all the metaphorical extensions of the
canonical Gospels. This different manner of handling the evangelical
tradition cannot be properly understood merely in terms of varying
redactional techniques, but reflects awholly different stance toward the
Old Testament and the church's continuity with Israel.

What then is the effect of the New Testament's using the Old
Testament parable in analogy to its own new parabolic tradition? The
relationship cannot adequately be described as allegorical. The New
Testament did not provide a new key for reinterpreting the Old
Testament text item for item. Aswe have seen, the New Testament did
not function in relation to the Old by offering a midrashic rendering of
Isaiah, or by shifting the semantic level of the prophetic text. Rather, it
began with a common context, the carefully planted vineyard of God,
and then told a very different story.

The New Testament's link with the Old Testament, however, was
notjust to provide afamiliar or useful narrative setting for its own story.
The very fact that the link with the Old Testament was continuously
intensified and expanded in the growth of the tradition indicates clearly
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that more is intended than that of providing a convenient backdrop for
atale. Rather, thelink liesin the consciouswitness of the New Testament
to acommon theological reality shared by both testaments. A typological
relation emerges from the juxtaposition which the New Testament
develops in terms of its shared content far beyond that of a forma
analogy. The care and attention of God to hisvineyard is shared in both
stories, as well as the search for the fruits of righteousness. Whereas
in the Old Testament the response to God's care was received in
disobedience and bloodshed was substituted for justice and righteous-
ness (Isa. 5.7), therebellion in the New Testament extended far beyond
the killing of God's messengers even to the daying of the promised
Messiah. The efet of reflecting theologically on this parable from both
testaments is further to uncover the ontological relationship between
the two events. |saiah's prophetic witness testifies to the same rebellious
spirit of Israel of which the entire Old Testament speaks, but which
now culminates in the rejection of the Son. A reading of the Old
Testament in the light of the full reality of the Gospel serves, not to
provide a facile allegorical correspondence between texts, but to point
to the shared reality. The content with which both testaments wrestle
is the sdfsame divine commitment to his people and the unbelieving
human response of rejection, the sin of which climaxed in the daying of
God's Anointed One. In this sense, the two testaments are part of the
same redemptive drama of election and rejection.

There is one further aspect to the theological reflection on both
testaments. Within the book of Isaiah there is another Old Testament
witness to the song of the vineyard (Isa. 27.2-6). This oracle concerning
God's vineyard is set within an eschatological context: 'in that day’, 'in
the days to come'. Here is awitness that God is still the guardian of his
vineyard which is now pictured as a pleasant planting and which is till
protected from its enemies. The divine cal is issued for Isragl to be
reconciled with God. But even more, the vison is of a restored people
of God who will not only bring forth proper fruit, but who will fill the
whole world with its fragrance. In sum, the Old Testament has aso
extended its vision of the vineyard beyond the destruction of the wicked
tenants to the restored and reconciled people of God's original intent.
From the perspective of the two testaments afurther typological analogy
is formed which further confirms the unity of the one plan of God.

Finally, it is of great theological importance to understand that the
function of Matthew'sform of the parableisnot to champion Christianity
over Judaism, but to leave open the response to the renewed offer of
reconciliation by the exated Christ. In one sense, the church standsin
ananalogous position to I srael, but in another, it hasalready experienced
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God'smiraculousintervention. The 'rejected stone' now forms the 'head
of the corner' (Matt. 21.42). Will this generation of Christians receive
the Kingdom of God by becoming a people producing the fruits of
righteousness, or will it be taken away and given to another? It is this
decisive existential note which resists linking the testamentsin a rigid,
historicized sequence from the past, but which continues to call forth a
living voice from the entire scriptures of the church.
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6 THEOLOGICAL REFLECTION ON THE
CHRISTIAN BIBLE



The ldentity of God

To raise the topic of God as a subject of reflection within the context of
the whole Christian Bible requires not only recognition of the range of
material within both testaments, but dso an understanding of the
different dimensions of the subject matter to be addressed. A mgor
concernwill be the attempt to make use of both historical and theological
categories when moving from description to theological analysis.

1. The Old Testament Understanding of God
The Names of God

Even the casua reader of the Pentateuch is struck by the variety of
different names by which God is designated. He revealed himsdf to the
Patriarchs as El Shaddai, El Olam, and El Elyon, but above all to Moses
he made known his name as YHWH (Ex. 3.15). Then again, the
predicates associated with the God of Israel encompass a very wide
range including creator, redeemer, king, lord, judge, warrior, holy one,
and father. But most concretely, God identified himself by binding
himself to Israel in a covenant: 'l will be your God and you shall be my
people'(Lev. 26.12).

Aswesaw inan earlier chapter, critical scholarship sought tointerpret
this variety of names for designating God by reconstructing a history of
traditions in which the terminology arose. Indeed, some of the broad
lines within this development seem fairly clear. Therevelation to Moses
of the name Y ahweh became a central component in the exodus and
Sina traditions, and later was able to absorb the initially independent
Patriarchal traditions by means of an identification of Yahweh with
the various €l figures (Ex. 6.2ff.). Although the Canaanite God Baa
remained an adversary of Y ahweh through the period of the monarchy,
a least in prophetic circles, the identification of the covenant God with
e dlowed the variety of these ancient divine names to continue as
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attributes of the one God (Num. 24.15ff.; Deut. 32.8ff.; 33.26). Itisaso
clear that from its earliest period Israel understood the exclusive claims
of Yahweh on his people, while at the same time acknowledging the
existence of other deities as challenge and threat. In the Deuteronomic
legidation both the exclusivity and singularity of God (Deut. 6.4)
received an intensification and any compromise with polytheism was
categorically ruled out (12. Iff.).

There is a widespread modern consensus that the prophets were not
innovators of a new understanding of God as was once proposed in the
nineteenth century, but rather they sought to call Israel back toits prior
commitments to Yahweh. At the same time the prophetic experience
brought forth a far profounder grasp of God's will and identity (cf. ch.
3, XIV), both in terms of God's sovereignty, his eschatological reign,
and the nature of his purpose with the nations. Particularly in Il Isaiah
a clear formulation of Yahweh as God alone emerged before whom all
the other deities are nothing. A similar emphasis on the supreme
sovereignty of God as creator of the heavens and earth whose intention
and execution are identical, is found in the Priestly writings of Genesis
1

The Variety of Israel's Witness to God

In spite of the usefulness of a historical reconstruction in some contexts,
it gives avery fase impression of Israel's faith if such a development is
construed as a unilinear trgjectory within a historical continuum. The
historical, literary, and theological issues are far more complex. The
evoking of the name of God functioned in many different ways within a
variety of religious contexts often at the same time. The assumption of a
simple historical referent which usually accompanies the reconstruction
serves to flatten the rich multi-layered dimensions of I srael's encounter
with God. One of the contributions of the form critical method was in
recovering the unique structures of the biblical literature as an avenue
into the form and function of Israel's institutionalized response to God.

The Old Testament narratives offer one of the best insights into
Israel's understanding of God. The fact that these stories cannot be
eadly dated, but through constant reworking often reflect a wide
spectrum of experience which extends over generations, is a warning
against all simplistic theories of historical development. The early
song of God's mighty deliverance of Israel from Egypt recounted the
marvellous victory of Yahweh: 'Thy right hand, O Y ahweh, gloriousin
power . . .shattersthe enemy'(Ex. 15.6). Israel learned of God'sidentity
through his active intervention in history for his people which evoked
fath (Ex. 14.31), but did not serve to satisfy human curiosity (3.14).
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Moreover, Israel saw God at work both in nature and in history and
without any sense of tensionjoined the two in celebration of his power
(Judg.5.19ff.).

More often in the Old Testament the biblical narratives recount the
strange, hidden working of God in human life. Yahweh wrestles with
Jacaob in the form of an unknown assailant (Gen. 32.24), attacks Moses
‘at alodging place on theway' (Ex. 4.24ff.), and smites Uzzah dead for
putting forth his hand to theark (11 Sam. 6.7). Again, itis characteristic
of the Old Testament narrative frequently to describe God's working as
indirect, behind the scene, which neither destroys the genuinely human
initiative nor the fortuitousness of history. He alowed David, the
shepherd boy, to day Goliath with a ding (I Sam. 17.41ff.), and later
prevented Saul from pinning him to the wall with aspear (I Sam. 19.10).
Elijah the prophet predicted the violent death of King Ahab (I Kings
21.20ff.), but it was 'by chance' that a certain soldier shot an arrow that
killed the monarch (I Kings 22.34). Ahithophel offered the more prudent
counsdl to Absalom, but God saw to it that Hushai's advice prevailed
(11 Sam. 17.14).

In spite of the realistic, concrete quality of the Old Testament stories
which never outgrew the use of anthropomorphic imagery, the identity
of Israel's God emerges in al of its mystery, holiness, and burning
righteousness. Abraham debates with God over the future of Sodom
and learns that God is more concerned in saving the few righteous than
in punishing the many wicked (Gen. 18.16ff.). Adam and Eve are
expelled from the garden, but sent out clothed, not naked (Gen. 3.21).
The cry of Hagar, the rejected dave, is heard and mercy is rendered
(Gen. 21.15ff.). YetJosiah, Israel's most pious king was violently slain
and the nation's religious and national hopes were dashed to the ground
(Il Kings 232ff.; d. Jer. 22.10). Again, the most holy ark proved fully
impotent to repulse a Philistine attack (I Sam. 4.5ff.).

Then again, in Israel's psalmic literature one gains a powerful witness
to I srael's passionate response to its history with God in all its diversity,
intensity, and confusion. Nor does it help in interpretation to seek
to arrange the Psalter chronologicaly in order to discern historical
development. The sharp differences in tone often with clear liturgical
settings, point to a continuing encounter with a God who both 'kills and
brings to life, during a struggle which extends throughout the nation's
entire history. Moreover, the psalmist can confess that God rules
majestically in power and holiness, but then turn to accuse him of
forgetting Israel and ceasing to be gracious (Ps. 77.9). At times the
presence of God is palpable and reassuring, but at other moments it
brings terror andjudgment (Ps. 139.7ff.). God wills Israel salvation and
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health (Ps. 23.5ff.), but he, not a demiurge, is also the ultimate source
of evil and sickness (ET Ps. 88.6ff.).

Or again, the Old Testament's legal corpus provides an important
vehicle for describing God's identity through the expression of his will
for Israel. The prologue of the Decalogue reinforces the consistent
pattern ofintertwining law and narrative. The God who delivered | srael
from the land of Egypt now makes known his will to his redeemed
people. Moreover, the God of Israel claims absolute loyalty, ajealous
God who demands the obedient response of a holy nation (Ex. 19.6).
'Y ou shall be haly, for I, Yahweh your God am holy' (Lev. 19.2). God's
holy name is profaned, not only through idolatry, but whenever his
people steal, deal fasdy, and lieto oneanother (Lev. 19.11). Perversion
ofjustice is a specia affront to the righteousness of God (Lev. 19.15;
Amos 2.7), and magic and superstitious practices are singled out as an
abomination (Lev. 19.26f.).

Finally, in the prophetic oracles one finds the boldest testimony
possibleto the God of Israel, which wordswere delivered in the prophetic
struggle for the soul of the nation over aperiod of several centuries. The
prophetic call was usualy associated with an initial experience of
God's haliness (Isaiah), of his overwhelming majesty (Ezekidl), or of
impendingjudgment (Amoas, Jeremiah). Moreover, God's will was not
expressed in reiterating timeless truths, but was directed often to a
specific historical crisisin which God was at work in the history of | srael
and the nations. His will was not obscure; he had continued to make it
clear through his servants, the prophets (Jer. 7.25; 25.4, etc.). However,
the manner by which God exerted his plan remained mysterious, even
alien (Isa. 28.21,29). In spite of | srael'srebellion, God's hand remained
outstretched in mercy, and in the mystery of his everlasting love he
promised both hope and a future (Hos. 14.Iff.; Jer. 3LIff.; Isa. 40.1ff.).
Both Hosea and Jeremi ah witness to the passionate involvement of God
with his people - 'he is God and not man' (Hos. 11.9) - and yet his
'heart recoils' and 'his compassion grows warm and tender' towards his
children (Hos. 11.8).

To summarize up to this point, the main lines which cross at the heart
of the Old Testament's understanding of God are of such diversity and
intensity that the risk is acute of flattening the witness through modern
systematic categories. Nevertheless, there are clearly some unifying
themes, some characteristic patterns, and some strong €lements of unity
which resist atomizing the whole into unrelated fragments.

(1) First, the God of the Old Testament has a name by which he
lets himself be known. The decisive passage is Ex. 34.5-6: "Yahweh
descended . . . and proclaimed the name . . . Yahweh, Y ahweh, a God
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merciful and gracious. He is not an impersonal force, a convenient
symbol, or a conglomerate of predicates, but has a persona hame
(YHWH) by which heis to be worshipped (Ex. 3.15). The generic name
Elohimreceives its Old Testament content from the personal naming of
God which prevents any misunderstanding or blurring of particularity.
Nevertheless, God remainsfreein his self-revelation. Israel has no power
over him because he made known his name. Indeed the use of his name
is carefully guarded (Ex. 20.7). The content of his nameisfilled by what
he does (Ex. 3.14), and Israel experiences God's identity through
revelation and not by clever discovery. Because God has a name, and a
sef-reveded identity, the most suitable form of address is the second
person pronoun ‘thou'. It is therefore characteristic, especially of the
Psalter, to use the name of God as a vocative in preparation for direct
address (Pss. 1081ff., 21ff; 119.33ff.). When God's attributes are
described in participial phrases, they usualy function to evoke the
psalmist to bless his holy name (Ps. 103.2ff.) whose identity is known
through his deeds. Conversely, to profane the name of God is reckoned
as the worse possible breach of faith (Jer. 34.8ff.).

(2) The God of the Old Testament is Israel's God because of his
gracious covenant with which he bound himsdlf to a historical people.
Even the Sabbath was a sign that creation itsdf focussed on God's
eternal will to sanctify Israel in a perpetual covenant (Ex. 31.12ff.). In
the election of Israel God manifested his freedom in love (Deut. 7.6ff.)
and exposed himself to the risk in his identification with the welfare of
this diff-necked people (Ex. 32.12; Deut. 9.28ff.). Even when Israel
misunderstood the covenant as privilege, rather than responsibility,
God's commitment was not withdrawn. Rather the new covenant
reiterated the initial commitment and promised a new form for its
actualization (Jer. 31.3Iff.). The divine purpose remained that of
reconciliation with his people and the restoration of his whole creation.

(3) Although the historian of religion has every right to employ the
term monotheism to the religion of Israel in contrast to polytheistic
religions, the term itsalfis theologically inert and fails largely to register
the basic features of God's self-revelation to Israel. For one thing,
God's existential demand for absolute loyalty relativizes the theoretica
question of the existence of other deities, assigning it to a peripheral
role. Equally important is to recognize that the unity and uniqueness of
God (Deut. 6.4f.) which calls for utter devotion - heart, soul, and might
- did not denote God's being as that of a monad, or of a monalithic,
unchanging entity. Rather, Israel developed avariety of hypostatic-like
forms by which to bear witness both to God's transcendence and his
immanence. One spoke of"Y ahweh's messenger' {mal'ak YHWH), or of
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his 'face' (panim), or of his 'glory" (kabod). The chief characteristic of
Ezekiel's vison of God was not solely that of his mysterious eternal
transcendence: 'the likeness of a throne ... alikeness as it were of a
human form' (1.26f.), but of the imagery of great movement and activity
(1.4ff.). Nor does the Old Testament make the move to separate God's
'real being' from his historical revelation in action even when employing
predicates which were adapted from pagan mythology (Hab. 3.3ff.). In
sum, it was unfortunately an interpretive move foreign to the Hebrew
Bible when the Greek Fathers used:the LXX translation of Ex. 3.14 ('l
am the Being") to formulate God's identity in terms of a philosophical
concept of ontology (cf. Gilson, Spiritof Medieval Philosophy, 42ff.).

Is Suffering a Component of God's Identity?

Within recent years credit accrues to T. E. Fretheim (The Suffering of
God) for reopening an old problem respecting the God of the Old
Testament, and for reformulating it with a fresh poignancy: Does God
suffer? Fretheim uses this problem to address the larger issue of the
identity of God in the Old Testament.

He begins by noting the crucia significance of metaphor in the study
of God. The Old Testament is filled with imagery of God's suffering,
indeed, awide range of human emations of anger, joy, disappointment,
and weariness are ascribed to God. Fretheim further observes the
marked contrast between the freedom of the Bible to use such imagery
andthereluctance of moderninterpreterstotakeit serioudy asfiguration
appropriateto God. He next makes the case for understanding abiblical
metaphor as not merely emotive language, but 'reality depicting' (7).
The metaphor has the function of using language drawn from the realm
of human experience in order to view through its lens another less well-
known domain. The danger of theological misinterpretation of such
figures of speech lies either in denying any correspondence between the
two parts by making God wholly other, or by reducing God to a mere
projection of human imagination. Fretheim offers as a hermeneutical
guide for interpreting the anthropomorphic metaphors the establishing
of a balance between the depiction of God within Israel's story and
generalizations which the community made in rendering coherence to
its tradition. The goal is to prevent the reading of the imagery against
the metaphorical grain (8). | see a certain analogy between Fretheim's
understanding of community generalization and my terminology of
canonical shaping.

However, once Fretheim begins to apply his approach, serious
disagreement immediately arises. First, Fretheim assumes that abiblical
metaphor always arises from the projection of human experience to a
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depiction of the divine. If the enterprise involved was one of describing
the development of language in general, perhaps Fretheim's position
could be partially defended, but the theological problem of understand-
ing the function of metaphor within the Bible is far more complex. A.
Heschel {The Prophets, 11, 5If.) correctly senses the problem when he
writes: 'God's unconditional concern for justice is not an anthropo-
morphism. Rather, man's concern for justice is a theomorphism'. (df. a
similar thought in von Rad, Theology I, 159, and Mauser, Gottesbild,
115ff.). From the perspective of the Bible God's identity is primary and
human response is secondary. It is a truism of the history-of-religions
that man forms God in his own image. However, according to Israel's
scriptures this is blasphemy. God, not man, is the only creator.

Secondly, Fretheim proposes a material principle, 'the organismic
image’, by which to elucidate the relationship between God and the
world (35ff.), which, in my opinion, serioudy undercuts his initial
proposal of balancing story and community generalization. Accordingly,
weread: theworldisdependent upon God, but Godislikewise dependent
upon the world. God is sovereign, but only in a qudified sense. God
knows everything about the world, but there is a future unknown even
to God. God is unchangeable in certain respects, but God changes in
the light of his relationship with the world (35). My initial response is
to dismiss this paragraph as an egregious intrusion of modern American
Process Theology! However, a more temperate reaction is to point out
that this depiction is not theway that Israel throughout al of its history
understood God or interpreted the biblical imagery.

God is self-contained: 'l am Yahweh' (Ex. 6.2). 'l am who | am'
(3.14). There is none like him (Ex. 8.10; 15.11; Ps. 86.8). He is God
aone (Deut. 4.35; Il Kings 19.15). His love is everlasting (Jer. 31.3).
God does not from necessity need Israel (Ps. 50.10ff.), but rather willed
not to exist for himself alone. In full freedom for his own purpose, God
loves unconditionally with an utterly sovereign love. James' witnessis
fully Jewish in depicting God as 'the Father of lights with whom there
is no variation or shadow due to change' (1.17; d. Job 28.24; Ecclus.
42.18-20; Wisd. 15ff).

Does God then suffer? Most certainly hedoes (Isa. 63.9), and Fretheim
is fully correct in listing al the passages in which God grieves in agony
because of the sin and rebellion of Israel. How then can one maintain
these two theological positions respecting God's identity: sovereignty
and freedom? Is it possible to escape the trap of Deism which removed
God from human involvement and that of Process Theology which
stripped him of sovereignty by humanizing him? Clearly the theol ogical
issue at stake goes far beyond the confines of the Old Testament and
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reaches to the very heart of the New Testament's understanding of the
incarnation and of Trinitarian theology. Still some basic theological
lines can be drawn in respect to the Old Testament's witness to the true
identity of God.

Central to the Old Testament's understanding is its witness to the
reality of God. To speak of 'the living God' is not metaphorical (cf.
Barth CD 11/1, 263). The God of the Old Testament has made his
reality known. He is not a projection of human consciousness, but God
has entered actively and fully into Israel's life as an exercise of strength,
not weakness. God's being is not a static substance to which action is
subsequently added. Rather God's being is known in his creative action
and defined by communion in love. God has committed himsglf in
completefreedom to Israel (Deut. 7.7), and remainsfree, sovereign, and
holy while taking upon himself the sin and sufferings of the world. God
has willed salvation for his people. He continues to exercise absolute
power to fulfil it. His presenceis unfailing in spite of human frailty. God
is God and not human (Hos. 11.9), yet he has become 'God with us
(Isa.8.10).

It is not by chance that the early church struggled with the Old
Testament when it sought to bear witness to the sheer mystery of the
God of Israel who inJesus Christ ‘'emptied himsdf, taking the form of
a servant, and became obedient unto death'. Jesus brought no new
concept of God, but he demonstrated in action the full extent of God's
redemptivewill for theworld whichwasfrom the beginning. Thebiblical
language of depicting God in human form is not an unfortunate
accommaodation to human limitation, but atruthful reflection of the free
decision of God to identify with his creation in human form and yet to
remain God.
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2. Early Judaism's Understanding of God

It is a truism within modern biblical studies that one cannot move
historically from the Old Testament to the New without close attention
to the intertestamental period which period provides antecedents for
the early church. The difficulties are aso well known. There is such a
wide diversity within the broad spectrum of early Judaism that it is easy
to lose perspective. Should the theological reflections of Philo and the
Qumran community, for example, be given the same stress as the
Tannaitic Jewish literature? Is not much of G. F. Moore's argument
(‘Christian Writers on Judaism') ill valid when he contested the
practice of describing Judaism from a corpus of literature which the
synagogue had repudiated? Conversely, who would be fully content in
returning to a prior dogmatic selection of material which was designated
by only one party as 'normative'?

Specifically in terms of the doctrine of God much confuson was
engendered in the nineteenth century by Protestant Christian writers
painting a dark picture of theological decline in the so-called period of
'Spétjudentum’. The theory that God had become distant, transcendent,
and inaccessible, and had been largely replaced by a lega system
of casuistry (Weber, System. . . der Theologie) called forth an equally
polemical response fromJewish apologists. S. Schechter rightly pointed
out that, one does not turn to the Mishnah, but to the Jewish Prayer
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Book to discern Judai sm'sintimate rel ationship to God (Some Aspects of
Rabbinic Theology, 2Iff.).

Some general observations arein order:

(1) There is no evidence of any conscious transformation of the
Hebrew Bible's understanding of God by post-exilic Judaism. Jews did
not lose their sense of closeness to God. The Psalter continued to provide
an unbroken continuity with the faith of Ancient Israel. The same
biblical tensions between God's immanence and his transcendence
found in the Hebrew scriptures continued to be felt. Similarly the same
struggles of the Psalmist arising from the present suffering and future
hope persisted.

(2) The historical context of early Judaism as a subjected people
under oppressive foreign rule did often afect the importance with which
older traditions were received and interpreted. Hebrew religion was
'monotheistic', but the doctrine took on a constructive function in
establishing an identity not present to the same extent in the earlier
period. Of course, the continuity of Judaismwith the later priestly levels
of the Hebrew Bible is strong, but these religious lines were aready
firmly set by the time of Ezra.

(3) The controversieswithinJudaism, particularly those evoked from
the impact of Hellenistic syncretism, aso influenced the profile of
rabbinic Judaism and also are clearly reflected in the early church's
conflicts with the synagogue. Segal's interesting study (Two Powers)
traces the Jewish attempt to set doctrinal parameters for coping with
other angelic powers which increasingly were seen as a threat to
monotheism. Similarly, the philosophical direction of Philo's reflections
on God, especialy when exploited by early Christianity, were also met
with increasingly harsh Jewish rejection.

(4) Finaly, as Moore has pointed out (‘The ldea of God', 386ff.)
Jewish homilists continued to expand and to develop their reflection on
God's merciful qualities which are exhibited in the moral governance
of the world even when their teachings went beyond the explicit
formulations of the Hebrew Bible. Theresult is that Jewish understand-
ing of the nature and identity of God is not simply a repristination of
the Hebrew scriptures.
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3. The New Testament's Understanding

The initial task is to describe both the continuity and discontinuity of
the New Testament with the Old. As we noticed earlier, a thematic
approach is inadequate which simply joins together theological motifs
without attention to context. Nevertheless, it is adso important to
recognize that the original setting of many New Testament sayings has
received a different function within the canonical shape of the whole
collection. Theresultisthat the diversity shown between early communi-
ties has been relativized and later readers of the New Testament saw
tensions more as complementary than as antagonistic.

The Continuity of the New Testament with the Old

One of the clearest ways of measuring the continuity between the
testaments is in terms of the use of the Old within the New. The
Synoptic Gospels are consistent in portraying Jesus against his Jewish
background. In Mark 12.29/par. the evangelist hasJesus using theshema
(Deut. 6.4) in his disputation with the scribes: 'Hear, O Israel, the Lord
our God, the Lord is one'. In Matt. 4.10 Jesus repels Satan's demand
for worship with a quotation from Deut. 6.13: "You shall worship the
Lord your God and him only shall you serve'. He reects the title 'good
teacher' with the comment: 'No one is good but God alone' (Mark
10.18). Jesus constantly refers to God as 'Father' (Matt. 6.3; 15.13;
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26.39). Moreover, Jesus' preaching and healing called forth the response
of glorifying the God of Israel (Matt. 15.29ff.). Finally, Jesus died as a
faithful Jew with the prayer of Ps.22 on hislips. 'My God, my God, why
hast thou forssken me' (Matt. 27.46/par.). In sum, the monotheism of
the Old Testament is everywhere assumed. There are no gods beside
the one Lord, neither mammon (Matt. 6.24), nor Caesar (22.21).

When one next turns to Paul and his school, similar elements of
continuity are present, but now the connection is more conscious and
often made within a polemical setting. Paul assumes a common front
withJudaism against al forms of paganism. He paraphrases the shema
when he argues against the existence of idols that 'there is no God but
one' (I Cor. 8.4). He reminds the Thessalonians that they had 'turned
to God fromidols, to serve aliving and true God' (I Thess. 1.9). God is
the creator of al things (Eph. 39) before whom the whole world is
held accountable (Rom. 3.19). Paul even invokes the classic covenant
formula, 'l will be their God, and they shall be my people, when
admonishing the Christians to lead a holy life separate from unbelievers
(Il Cor. 6.17). He draws ethical implications for eating meat sold in the
common market from Ps. 24: 'The earth is the Lord's, and everything
init' (I Cor. 10.26), and warns the Romans of thefinal judgment in the
wordsof Isa. 45.23 (Rom. 14.11). The Christianis not to avenge himself
because God said: 'vengeanceis mine' (Rom. 12.19 quoting Lev. 19.18;
Deut. 32.35).

At times the formulae used of God reflect alater stage of development
beyond the Old Testament which had received their stamp in Jewish
Hellenistic circles, but the continuity with Jewish monotheism is again
confirmed: 'God's invisible nature and eternal power' (Rom. 1.20);
‘from whom are al things and for whom we exist' (I Cor. 8.6); 'Father
of lights with whom there is no variation due to change' (James 1.17);
‘for whom and by whom al things exist' (Heb. 2.10).

In asimilar way the writer of Acts, while completely identifying the
faith of Peter and Paul with the God of the Fathers (3.13; 22.14; 26.6),
nevertheless, reflects the Hellenistic emphasis on God's spirituality by
reference to Solomon's prayer: 'the Most High does not dwell in houses
made with hands'. Or again, in Acts 17.24 Paul is portrayed as saying:
'The God who made the world and everything in it, being Lord of
heaven and earth, does not live in shrines made by man. He even finds
a Greek warrant in asserting: 'In him we live and move and have our
being'(17.28).

Findly, itis significant that according to Luke, Mary and Zechariah
praise God with hymns which were in direct continuity with synagogue
worship.both in form and content, when rendering thanks for the birth
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of John and Jesus (Luke 1.46ff.). Or again, in the book of Revelation
the worship of God is carried on in the same divine liturgy which Isaiah
saw in hisvision (Rev. 4.8), citing Isa. 6.. or aliturgy which combined
passages from Daniel and the Psalter (Rev. 11.15ff.).

Continuity within a Christology

Nevertheless, the continuity of the New Testament with the Old in
respect to its understanding of God aso hasits limits. Thus onefindsa
use of the Old Testament text which, while serving to maintain conti-
nuity with the Old Covenant, functions in a very new way toward
developing a christology. Old Testament faith in God is cited explicitly
to establish faith in Jesus Christ. Because God is a feaful God, do not
incur his wrath by reecting the Son of God (Heb. 10.30 quoting Deut.
32.35f). A similar argument occurs in Heb. 12.29; 'God is a consuming
fire (Deut. 4.24); therefore do not refuse him, but offer an ‘acceptable
worship'.

Particularly Paul has frequent reference to Old Testament prooftexts
that relate to the hidden purpose of God in order to explain the gospel
as both redemption and judgment. In reference to the hardening of
Israel, he cites Isa. 29.10 to indicate God's purpose and concludes with
the doxology taken from Isa. 40.13f. and Job: 'For who has known the
mind of the Lord or been his counselor? (Rom. 11.34). Again, in | Cor.
2.9 he argues that Christ is the secret wisdom of God, citing from Isaiah
(64.3; 65.16 LXX).

The Old Testament is repeatedly used in the New Testament to
interpret God's relation to Jesus Christ. 'It is the God who said: "Let
light shine out of darkness', who has shone in our hearts to give the
light of the knowledge of the glory of God in the face of Christ' (11 Cor.
4.6 citing Gen. 1.3). In Il Cor. 5.17 Paul again relates the work of Christ
in creation, but this time to the new creation by paraphrasing Isa. 65.17
and 66.22. God's promise of a new heaven and earth is realized in the
person who lives 'in Christ'. In Heb. 15 God addresses Jesus in the
words of Psalms 2 to designate him as his son: "Thou art my Son, today
| have begotten thee'.

Then again, Jesus assumes the titles of God by explicit reference to
the Old Testament. In Heb. 18 heisidentified with the 'God' (tkeos) of
Ps. 45.7. Heis'Lord' (kyrios) in Romans 10.8f. with reference to Deut.
30.14. Heis the first and last’ of Isa. 44.6 in Rev. 1.17; the 'l am He' of
Il Isaiah inJohn 8.28, and the 'one who is and was and who is to come'
of Rev. 18 with an allusion to Ex. 3.14.

In addition, Jesus shares or fully assumes the functions of the God of
the Old Testament. Heis the Lord, the one before whosejudgment seat
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al must stand (Il Cor. 5.10 with reference to Eccles. 12.14). Jesus is
now the one a whose name 'every knee should bow . . . and every
tongue confess, whereas God was the object of this adoration in Isa.
45.23. The Old Testament 'day of the Lord' is now identified with the
coming of Jesus (I Thess. 5.2). Similarly, many of the liturgical forms
of Israel's worship of God have been transferred to Christ. Christians
now ‘call upcn the name' of Christ (Acts 19.13; Rom. 10.14, etc.), and
baptize 'in hisname'. Angels worship him (Heb. 16) and give praise to
God and 'the Lamb' (Rev. 5.13).

In sum, the New Testament writers, even in the process of devel oping
their christologies, see no real tension between the Old Testament's
understanding of God and their own understanding of Jesus Christ, but
explicitly make use of the Old Testament precisely in formulating their
Christian confessions.

The Development of Triadic Formulae

There are aso a number of passages in which both the unity and
diversity between God and Christ are mentioned. In | Cor. 86 the
uniqueness of both God and Christ is emphasized by the repetition of
the adjective '‘one": 'There is one God, the Father . . . and one Lord,
Jesus Christ'. Likewise, | Timothy stresses the different function when
he speaks of 'one God, and one mediator between God and men, the
man Christ Jesus' (2.5). But especialy John develops the relationship
of the Father and the Son. Jesus is the 'only begotten Son' - note the
readingin 1.18 oimonogenestheos- whowas 'sent' by the Father andwho
makes him known. One honours the Father by honouring the Son (John
5.23).

However, the most developed form of the relation of God to Christ
within the New Testament has been expressed in a series of triadic
formulae. The benediction of Il Cor. 1313 (ET v.14) speaks of'the
grace of the Lord Jesus Christ, and the love of God, and the fellowship
of the Holy Spirit'. Thereisgeneral agreement that this sequence reflects
the historical growth of the doctrine of the Trinity which developed from
the focus on the divinity of Christ. Again, Matthew's baptismal formula
(28.19) reflects the most familiar form of the triad. A clear statement of
the diversity of the divine function within a complete unity is found in
| Cor. 124ff. There are a variety of gifts but the same Spirit, the same
Lord, and the same God. A number of other passages which move in a
similar direction would include: Rom. 5.5-8; | Cor. 6.11; Eph. 4.4-6;
Il Thess. 2.13; | Peter 1.2,

Although it is obvious that the New Testament has not developed a
full-blown doctrine of the Trinity, it is equally clear that the roots for
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later Christian reflection lie within the New Testament itsdf. Moreover,
it remains a difficult problem to trace the development within the early
church from its initial focus on christology to its expanded triadic
formulation. Bousset'stheory (KyriosChristos) that aloosening of Jewish
monotheistic belief prepared the ground cannot be sustained. Again,
there is no evidence to confirm the theory that there was a development
from a unitary or binary formula to that of the tripartite baptismal
formula (contra Moule and Hurtado). But how then is one to explain
that a some point Paul altered his customary practice of using a
christological benediction and 'apropos of nothing specid in the letter'
(Jensen, Trinity, 12) suddenly invoked a three-membered formula?
Jensen speaks of an expansion in both directions 'by its own logic' which
is theologicaly reasonable, even if not historically clear. At least the
decision oinon-liquet is better at thisjuncture than a speculative theory
of agrowth within the church which had itsrootsin theJewish language
of divine agency (Hurtado), but which mirrors a very different order of
theological reflection from that evident in the New Testament.

This is not the place to rehearse again the issue of the historical
criticism of the Bible, but its affect on the doctrine of the Trinity within
the modern period has been significant. It isworth mentioning that the
critical attempt to uncover the earliest teachings of the historical Jesus
which was sharply contrasted with the later 'Hellenistic' theology of
John was thought to lend support for relegating the doctrine of the
Trinity to a subordinate and peripheral position (Harnack, What is
Christianity?, 157ff; 204ff.). However, a strong theological case can be
made for defending the view that the significance of a doctrine cannot
be determined simply by the time or circumstances of its more detailed
elaboration.

Continuity and Discontinuity Between the Testaments

The problem is more involved than at first might appear. On the one
hand, as has been shown, early Christianity showed a remarkable
continuity with the Old Testament and Judaism respecting its under-
standing of God. There is no sign whatever of serious tension, but
Christians continued as good Jews, as if by reflex, to worship the one
God of the Old Testament. This emerges with great clarity especialy
in the manner in which the Psalter continued to be used in direct
continuation of synagogue practice. Theworship and praise of Zechariah
and Mary according to Luke 1 could have wel been part of the Old
Testament and accord perfectly with the piety of Hannah (I Sam.2). A
variety of trgjectories from the Old Testament are smply extended into
the New Testament. God is the creator (Acts 17.24; Heb. 12) and the
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earthisthe Lord's (I Cor. 10.26). Heis the living God whowas and is
(Rev. 1.8). Idaols have no existence (I Cor. 8.4). Heis the God of the
Fathers who promised salvation to his people (Luke 1.72f.), and will
execute his righteousness forever (11 Cor. 9.9) injudgment (Rom. 3.19).
God is spirit and cannot be contained in human houses (Acts 17.24).
Clearly the theological direction of the trgectory is from the Old
Testament to the New.

On the other hand, the doctrine of God in the New Testament is
frequently devel oped as a coefficient of christology which strongly affects
how the Old Testament was heard and used. We have seen how Jesus
assumed the functions of God in worship and liturgy. He was Lord of
the church and praised as creator and comingjudge. Within the New
Testament the Old Testament name of God, Y HWH, does not appear.
This omission can, of course, be explained in part by the well-known
practice ofthe L X X to replace the Tetragrammaton with the appel lative
‘Lord' (kyrios) which followed the gereper petuum of the Masoretic text.
However, the issue seems more complex than smply a translation
convention. Thetitlekyrios (Lord) refersin the New Testament usually
to Christ, except of course in citations from the Old Testament (Matt.
4.10; 22.37). Moreover, the mgor Old Testament tradition of Y ahweh,
who in the exodus redeemed Israel from the land of Egypt, has been
strikingly subordinated in the New Testament and is only visiblein the
distant background. This observation is not to suggest that it was
conscioudy repudiated by the early church, but whenever the tradition
does appear (e.g. Acts 7) itislargely within anegative context which is
not the caserespecting thetradition of the Patriarchs. (Tofindawarrant
for theexodustraditionin Luke 9.31 ismisconstrued exegess.) Although
the New Testament identified with the Saviour God of the Old Testa-
ment, the formulation in terms of 'Y ahweh who redeemed Israel from
Egypt' was not continued in the New Testament. Rather, the new and
dominant formula chosen for God was ‘who raised Jesus Christ from
the dead' (Acts 2.24; 4.10; 5.30; Rom. 10.9; Gal. 1.1; Eph. 1.20; I
Cor. 4.14). Clearly the theologica trgectory in this case is from the
resurrection of Christ back into the Old Testament.

Perhaps an initial step toward a resolution of this problem lies in
reformulating the issue at stake. The polarity within the church's
understanding of God which is expressed in terms of continuity and
discontinuity reflects too static an approach. Rather, the formulation
turns on the nature of the role of God which was being described. In a
context in which the church was fighting paganism, celebrating God's
creation and power, or anticipating the coming of God's righteous rule,
Christians continued their worship completely within the idiom of the
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Jewish scriptures. There was no tension felt, nor was there ever a need
expressed to reformul ate the doctrine of God over against the synagogue.
Yet within another context, one in which the relation of God to Jesus
Christ was at stake, clearly the church's reflection started with its
primary encounter with Jesus Christ. Then the church confessed: 'God
was in Christ reconciling the world to himself (I Cor. 5.19). 'For itis
the God who said, "Let light shine out of darkness" who has shone . . .
in the face of Christ' (11 Cor. 4.6). 'But God, who isrichin mercy . . .
made usdivetogether with Christ' (Eph. 2.4). 'Wearehisworkmanship,
created in Christ Jesus . . . which God prepared beforehand' (Eph.
2.10).

The New Testament witness which started with its experience of
Christ as the unique manifestation of God sought to understand Christ's
relationship to the Father. This theological reflection never evoked the
need to correct the witness of the scriptures. The Old Testament
remained the true Word of God also for the early church. Nor was there
ever an antagonism or tension discovered within the Godhead, such as
later Gnosticism suggested. Rather, different roles were assigned to the
Father, the Son, and the Spirit. God sent the Son and raised him from
the dead. The relationship was never the reverse. God called the world
into being by his creative will. Yet Christ participated in creation (Cal.
1.15f). Christ judges the world on the final day, and when the end
comes, delivers the kingdom to God the Father (I Cor. 15.24). 'Though
there are varieties of gifts, but the same Spirit. . . andthesamelLord. . .
and the same God' (I Cor. 12.4ff.).

It is significant to notice that the early church did not develop its
christology by starting with Old Testament traditions regarding forms
of'divine agency'. Jesus was not identified with the 'angel of the Lord',
or with other angelic beings. Rather, Jesus' relation to God was
formulated in terms of the major divine activity which constituted the
faith of Israel: creation, redemption, reconciliation, law, kingship, and
judgment.

Inaddition, therewerevarious Old Testament imageswhich provided
an important vehicle for the early church's search for understanding
Jesus Christ'srelation to God. Christ was both the word and the wisdom
of God. He was the Word, and was with God and all things were made
through him (John L.Iff.) In this remarkable passage the evangelist
uses both the Old Testament concept of word (dabdr) and of wisdom
(kokmdh) to bear witness to the unity and diversity within the Godhead.
In Christ are hid 'all the treasures of wisdom and knowledge' (Cal. 2.2).
In him is both the power and wisdom of God (I Cor. 1.24). Similarly,
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Christ is 'the image (eikon) of the invisible God, the first-born of al
creation, for in him al things were created' (Col. 1.15f.).

It is also the case that after a serious wrestling with the reality of
Christ's relationship to God, which constituted the expansion of the
church's understanding of God in terms of christology, the church
increasingly looked for signsin the Old Testament to confirm itswitness.
Thus, coming tothe Old Testament from achristological understanding,
the book of Revelation, for example, found areflection of the triune God
in the song of the seraphim: 'Holy, holy, holy' (Rev. 4.8 citing Isa. 6.3).

In sum, the early church's struggle to understand the relationship
between Jesus Christ whom it confessed as Lord, and God who had
revealed himsdf to Israel, lay at the heart of the development of
Trinitarian theology.
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4. Biblical Theological Reflection on the Identity of God

The task of Biblical Theology is to reflect theologicaly on the witness
of both testaments of the Christian Bible. We have seen that each
testament had its special dynamic by which its witness was constituted.
The New Testament sought to respond to the revelation of God inJesus
Christ largely in terms of its prior commitment to the faith of Israel
within the context of the Old Testament. Inthelight of its understanding
of Christ as Lord and Saviour, the New Testament struggled to testify
to the different modes of being of the one God.

The early church's theological reflection on the God of Israel did not
turn on certain isolated Old Testament passages from which to find a
warrant for a developing christology, but rather it turned on the issue
of the nature of God's presence within the life of Israel in al its historical
specificity (df. Mildenberger, GottesLehre, 511f.). TheGod of thecovenant
who had bound himselfto a peoplein love, had revealed himself as both
transcendent and immanent, seen and unseen, the God of the Patriarchs
and of al nations. The church confessed to know a totally sovereign
creator who yet chose to revea himselfin the forms of his creation, who
entered time and space in order to redeem the world. In short, the
church’sreflection on God found itself inexorably drawninto Trinitarian
terminology in order to testify to God both as the revealed and revealer,
the subject and object of self-manifestation.

The task of Biblical Theology in its theological reflection goes beyond
that of describing historically how God was understood in both testa-
ments, but seeks to move from the biblical witness to the substance of
the witness, which is God himsdf. In this respect, the goa of Biblical
Theology is not different in principle from that of dogmatic theology,
rather it is distinct only in the area of its magor concentration. Both
disciplines move in the direction of faith seeking understanding. Their
relationship rests on a division of labour; it affects strategy rather than
principle.

Biblical Theology's focus remains on the immediate problem of
relating the diverse biblical witnesses to the unity of the one Word of
God. Dogmatic theology - ifit is worthy of the name! - seeks also to test
the conformity of its proclamation with the scriptures, but performs its
task within a different context. It carries on its reflection with conscious
attention to the creeds of the church, and to the history of dogma. It
directs its theological energy to analysing and developing the logic of
the Christian faith in accordance with its subject matter, not in order to
create a Summa of doctrine, but rather a tool for better understanding
scripture, the true source of the knowledge of God. Finally, dogmatic
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theology has the responsibility of addressing the challenges of the
modernworld, and of formulating itstheol ogical reflectionsin alanguage
suitable for its day. One of the great contributions of dogmatic theology
to an understanding of the doctrine of God is in its testing how the use
of a non-biblical idiom, such as that of Nicaea, can indeed provide a
proper and needed commentary for a faithful interpretation of the
biblical witness (cf. Calvin, Institutes, I, X111, 3).

| am aware that many will object strongly to this description of the
role of dogmatic theology which has rejected the assumption prevalent
since the Enlightenment that the theological enterprise has other
avenues to truth apart from the Bible (cf. most recently R. H. King,
'The Task of Systematic Theology"). The effect of this latter appro