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Preface

This collection of papers brings together the thoughts, responses, and re-
vised thoughts of the participants in the 2004 H. H. Bingham Colloquium
in New Testament at McMaster Divinity College in Hamilton, Ontario,
Canada. The Colloquium, the tenth in a continuing series, was entitled
“The Messiah in the Old and New Testaments.” This was the most success-
ful colloquium to date, in that we had an excellent set of contributors and a
full to overflowing crowd of peaple who came to hear and interact with the
participants. To encourage such interaction, we continued the procedure
begun the year before in having a planned respondent built into the pro-
gram. I believe I speak for both participants and attendees in saying that
the responses {there were two sets of responses during the actual confer-
ence) added greatly to the quality of the conference itself.

The Bingham Colloquium at McMaster Divinity College provides an
opporlunity for selected scholars to present their perspectives on a con-
temporary New Testament theme of relevance to the larger community of
bath students and laity alike. The 2004 Colloguium expanded that brief in
that it included four papers that addressed the Old Testament and writings
outside of the New Testament, besides five papers directly on the New Tes-
tament itself. In planning the Colloquium, it became obvious that we
could not discuss the Messiah in the New Testament without knowing
something about what was thought about the Messiah in theological writ-
ings that preceded the New Testament. The concern of this volume, like
that of its predecessors, is to provide understanding of a topic of relevance
for those interested in interpreting the New Testament in today’s context.
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FREFACE

It was clear that before attempting to understand the notion of Messiah in
the New Testament — to say nothing of understanding it as relevant for
today’s Christian — we had to set the proper foundation. I believe that the
comtributors who have addressed the Old Testament and other writings
have done an excellent job of bringing the major issues to our attention. As
a result, [ hope that this volume opens up insights into the notion of Mes-
sizh that would not otherwise have been possible if the scope of the vol-
ume had been more constricted.

The Bingham Colloguium is named after Dr. Herbert Henry
Bingham, who was a noted Baptist leader in Ontario. However, his leader-
ship abilities were recognized by Baptists across Canada and around the
wotld. His qualities included his genuine friendship, dedicated leadership,
unswerving Christian faith, tireless devotion to duty, insightful service as a
preacher and pastor, and visionary direction for congregation and denom-
ination alike. These qualities endeared him both to his own church mem-
bers and to believers in other denominations. The Colloquium was en-
dowed by his daughter as an act of apprediation for her father. It iz with
regret, however, that [ note that Mrs. Kennedy has now passed on to be
with her Lord. I know that she took a great interest in the Bingham Collo-
quia that she had established in honor of her father, and we wish to con-
tinue to remember his work through the conducting of future Colloguia.
Future conferences have already been planned and are under way.

[ am also very pleased again to be able to thank William B. Eerdmans
Publishing of Grand Rapids, Michigan, for undertaking the publication of
the McMaster Mew Testament Studies series, of which this volume is the
ninth to appear. Previous colloquia published in this series include Patterns
of Discipleship in the New Testament (1996), The Road from Damascus: The
Impact of Paul’s Conversion on His Life, Thought, and Ministry (1097), Life in
the Face of Death: The Resurrection Message of the New Testament (1998},
The Challenge of fesus’ Parables (2000), Info God’s Presence: Prayer in the
New Testament {2001), Reading the Gospels Today (2004), Contours of Chris-
tology in the New Testament (2005), and Hearing the Old Testament in the
New Testament (2006). I especially wish to thank Bill Eerdmans, Sam Eerd-
mans, Michael Thomson, and John Simpson, all of whom have been en-
couraging of the work that we are doing.

Lastly, I would like to thank the individual contributors for their ef-
forts to deal with their particular area within the larger context of the con-
cept of Messiah, What started as oral presentations have now, with the
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comments of our respondent firmly in mind, been transtormed into these
written presentations designed to appeal to a wide variety of readers. The
Colloguium, as noted above, was a numerical success certainly, but also, 1
believe, a successful venue for discussion of a topic of present and continu-
ing importance for scholars, students, and laity alike. The Colloquium
would not have been the success that it was were it not for the contribution
of the Bingham Trust and the contributors, but also those at McMaster Di-
vinity College who helped to coordinate the day, including Patricia Webb
and her conference team, headed by Jenn Bowler. We all hope that this vol-
umme will serve as a usefl guide to this important topic.

StanrLey E. PoORTER

McMuaster Diivinity College
Hamilton, Ontario, Canada
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Introduction:
The Messiah in the OQld and New Testaments

Stanley E. Porter

When the ancients heard the word “Messizh,” what did they understand by
this term? Christians have traditionally equated the word “Messiah™ with
Jesus, but the term has proven to be far more complex than that simple
equation. One of the major ongoing disputes is whether and what kind of
messianic expectation there is in the Old Testament. Mo doubt there are a
variety of people who are designated or thought of in some wéy in the Old
Testament as God’s ancinted, such as Cyrus the Persian in Isa 453, various
prophets, and especially King David and others who were to come in his
line.! However, the persistent question is whether there was the kind of
messianic expectation in the Old Testament as is depicted in the New Tes-
tament, that is, the expectation of a single, specific individual designated as
God’s unique and only Messiah. Scholarly opinion on this point has varied
considerably. A scholar such as Signmund Mowinckel went to great lengths
to minimize the sense of messianic expectation to be found in the Old Tes-
tament. [nstead, he saw the figure of God’s anointed as primarily a political
figure, that is, the king.? By contrast, a scholar such as Helmer Ringgren ar-
gued at about the same time that roval psalms and servant passages
pointed to a figure beyond the people of Israel.? Over the course of time,
and especially in recent years, there has been continuing discussion of

1. A survey of the evidence is found in R 5. Hess, *The Image of the Messiah in the
Old Testament,” in Images of Chirist: Ancient and Modern (ed. 8. B, Porter, M. A. Hayes, and
[ Tombs, Shefield: Sheffisld Arademic Press, 1007) 211-33.

. 5. Mowinckel, He That Cometh [New York: Abinpgdon, 1954),

1. H. Ringgren, The Aessiah in the Old Testament (58T 18; Londan: SCM Press, 1956).
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these issues. The result has been a healthy recognition of the need not to
over-read the Old Testament and related texts,® but there is a residual sense
in which a number of passages are indicating something more than simply
fulfillment by a figure of the time, or even the people of Israel. As a result,
there is discussion of such figures as David, Moses, and the suffering ser-
vant, among others, as possibly messianic.® Thus, the sense of a legitimate
messianic expectation can be found in the documents that preceded and
surrounded the New Testament. This would include the Old Testament, as
is shown in a recent collection of essays that investigates the potential mes-
sianic implications of various parts of the Old Testament.® Also to be in-
cluded would be the range of texts that surrounded the New Testament,
such as the Qumran documents and other so-called pseudepigraphal
texts.”

This variety of understanding extends to the New Testament as well.
Some have been highly skeptical about the origins and identification, and

4. B.g, K. Pomykala, The Davidic Dynasty Tradition in Barly fudaism: Its History and
Simnificance for Messtanism (SBLEJL 7; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1995).

5. Some recent studies include A Laato, A Star Is Bising: The Historical Development
of the Oid Testamernt Royal Ideotogy and the Rise of the Jewish Messianic Expectations (Atlanta:
Scholars Press, 19g7) W, Horhury, fewish Messianism and the Cult of Chreist {London: SCh
Press, 1098) esp. 5-35.

6. B. E. Satterthwaite, B. 5. Hess, and G. J. Wenham, eds., The Lord’s Ancinted: Inter-
pretazion af OId Testament Messianic Texts (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1995).

7. See, e.g., A. Chester, “Jewish Messianic Expectations and Mediatorial Figures and
Paufine Christology” in Paulus wnd das antike Judenium (ed. M. Hengel and U, Heckel;
WIUNT s8; Tiibingen: Mohr Sicbeck, 1991) 17-78: 1. H. Charlesworth, ed., The Messiah: De-
velopinents in Earliest fudaism and Christianity (Minneapalis: Fortress, 1992); 1. I. Collins,
The Sceprer and the Star: The Messahs of the Dead Sea Scrolls and Other Ancient Literature
[ABRL: New York: Doubleday, 1995); 1. H. Charlesworth, H. Lichtenberger, and G. 5.
Oegema, eds., Qumran-Messianism: Studies on the Messtanic Expectations in the Dead Sea
Serolls [Tibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1998); C. A. Evans, "Qumran’s Messiah: How Important [s
He?® in Religion in the Dead Sea Scrolls (ed. 1. 1. Colling and R A, Kugler; Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 2000} 135-49; Evans, “The Messizh in the Dead Sea Scrolls” in Isreel’s Messiah #n
the Bikic and the Dead Sea Scrolls (ed. K. 5. Hess and M. I3 Carroll K.; Grand Rapids: Baker,
2003) B5-202 (cf, Evans, “David in the Dead Sea Scrolls,” in The Scrolls and the Scriptures:
Cherrran Fifty Years After [ed. 5. E. Porter and C. A, Evans; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic
Press, 1997] 183-07); and G. 5. Oegema, The Anointed and His People: Messtanic Expectations
from: the Muaceabees to Bar Kochba (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 19¢8). Interesting
documents regarding Jewish messianic expecrations after the Mew Testament are found in
G. ' W. Buchanan, fewish Messianic Movements from an 7o to an 1300: Documents from the Sall
of Fersalem to the End of the Crusades (Bugene, OR: Wipl and Stock, 1973).
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certainly the self-consciousness, of Jesus as Messiah.® In the New Testa-
ment itself, we find various cultural expectations regarding the hlessiah,
competing definitions of the characteristics of a messianic figure, and dif-
fering dimensions of Jesus® life and ministry interpreted in various ways
as indicating him as Messiah, As a result, the discussion has tended to
concentrate upon Jesus himself, although there is also pertinent discus-
sion of what Paul means when he refers to Jesus Christ, and whether this
is 2 name or retains a titular sense. Concerning Jesus, there are a variety of
views among New Testament scholars regarding the messianic claims
made by him or about him in the Gospels. Some take what has been
called a centrist position {as opposed to the highly skeptical position,
mentioned above),® while others have been much more positive about the

8. Several of the better-known schalars in this regard are W Wrede, The Messtaric Se-
cret {London: James Clacke, 1971 Jipm]} {cf. C. Tuckett, ed., The Messigwic Secret |London:
SPCE, 1985] ) W, Bousset, Kyrios Christos A History of the Belief in Christ from the Begin-
teings of Christianity o frenaens (MNashville Abingdon, 1970 [13]) esp. 7o-o8; B Feine,
Thealagie des Newen Testaments {3rd ed.; Berlin: Bvangelische Verlagsanstalt, 1019 40-g4
R. Bultmann, Theology of the New Tesiomrent (2 vols; Londen: SCH Press, 1952, 1055) 12633,
R. H. Fuller, The Forindations of New Testament Thristelory {MNew York: Scribner’s, 10635) 23-
a1, 109-11, 191-92, 23303 R. H, Fuller and I Perking, Whe £z This Chrise? Gospel Christolagy arnd
Contermporary Faith (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1083} 41-52 and, more recently, P M. Caser,
From fewish Prophet to Gentile God: The Origins and Developrrent of New Tistament Cheis-
talery (Cambridge: James Clarke, 19m) 41-44.

9. See W Manson, fesus tie Messiake The Synapeic Tradition of the Revelasion of God in
Cherist: With Special Reference to Form-Criticism (London: Hodder & Stoughton, 1943) esp.
o4-98; L. Cerfaux, Le Christ dans In thévlogie de sairmt Paed (Paris: Cerf, 1942} O, Cullmann,
The Christelopy of the New Testartent (London: 5CM Press, 1059 [1957]) 11-36; W, Kramer,
Christ, Lard, Sar of Ged [London: SCM Press, 1986 1 W G, Kimmel, The Theology of the New
Testarent according to Iis Major Witnesses: fesus=Paul=forn {Nashwille: Abinpdon, 1973) 6=
73 L. Goppelt, Theelogy of the New Testament (z vols., Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1981 [1975]}
168-72; L IL G. Dunn, ity and Diversity fin the Mew Testanrent: An Inguiry inde the Char-
acter of Barliest Christinmity (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1077) 41-45, Dunn, fesus Remern-
bered (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2003) G15-55: N, A, Dahl, fesus the Cheist: The Historical Or-
iptrs of Christological Docerine (ed. [0 H. Juel; Minneapolis: Fortress, 19g1} esp. 15-449; M. De
Jonge, “The Earliest Christian Use of Christos Some Sugpestions,” NTS 32 (1086} 1a1-43:
R.E. Brown, Ar Brtroduciion to New Testament Cheistology {INew York: Panlist, 1994) esp. 73-
fo; B, Schoackenburg, Jesus in the Gaspels: A Bililical Christology (Louvisville: Westminster
lohn Knox, wss); H. Schwarz, Christology {Grend Rapids: Eerdmans, 1908); and E. K.
Broadhead, Newving Jesus: Titular Christology in the Gospel of Mark (JSNTSup 175 Sheffield:
Sheffield Academic Press, 19990 145-54 {f. Broadhead, Propher, Son, Messiake Narrative Fornr
and Fruction tn Mark ag-26 [[SNTSup g7 Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 107]). CE
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evidence.'® Recent discussion of the Messiah has tended more and more
to endorse the finding of the royal or Davidic Messiah as a pervasive im-
age, while not neglecting the prophetic, priestly, and servant dimensions
to various degrees. This collection of essays explores these and related
questions regarding the nature and identity of the Messiah in the Old and
New Testaments in order to better understand Jesus as Messiah.

The essays in this volume are essentially divided into two parts.!!
The first part is concerned with the Old Testament and those writings that
preceded or surrounded the New Testament, and the second part with the
writings of the New Testament. The first grouping includes two essays on
the Old Testament and two on extrabiblical literature.

In the first essay, Tremper Longman III examines the Law and the
Writings in the Old Testament. In keeping with much recent examination
of the Messiah in the Old Testament, Longman finds that the contoursof a
specifically messianic expectation arises only in late and espedially post—
Old Testament times. The roots of such messianic expectation, however, he
sees as much earlier, and as associated with texts that look forward to a fu-
ture anointed king or priest-figure who brings salvation to the people of

C. L. Blomberg, “Messiah in the New Testament,” in Hess and Carroll R, eds., [sraels Mes-
stah, 111-43, here p. 113, where he refers to the notion of a centrist position.

10, See, e.g., . Dralman, The Words of Jesus Considered in the Light of Post-Biblical Jew-
ish Writings and the Aramaic Language (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1909) 289-7116; A E .
Rawlinsom, The Mew Testament Doctrine of the Christ (London: Longmans, Green, 1926) esp.
ch. 1; E. Stanffer, New Testartent Theology (London: SCM Press, 1955) nz2-13; O. Betz, Whar
Do We Krow about fesus? (London: SCM Press, 1068) 92-¢3; B M. Longenecker, The Christal-
ogy of Early Jewish Christtanity {London: SCM Press, 1970) esp. 63-7o0; G. E. Ladd, A Theology
of the New Testament (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1974) 135-44; C. E D. Moule, The Origin of
Christology {Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1977) 31-35 (cf. R. T. France, * Develop-
ment in New Testament Christology” in Crisis in Christology: Questions i Search of Resoiu-
tion [ed, W, B Farmer; Livonia, MI: Deve, 1995] 63-82); L H. Marshall, The Origins of New
Testament Christology (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 1977) 43-62; Marshall, New
Testament Theology: Many Withesses, One Gospel (Downers Grove, [L: InterVarsity Press,
2004} passim; D Guthrie, New Testanent Theology (London: InterVarsity Press, 1081} 236-52;
G. B. Caird, New Testarment Theolegy (ed. L. D. Hurst; Oxford: Clarendon, 1984} 306-10;
M. Hengel, Studies in Early Christology (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1995) es5p. 1-72: M. T, Wright,
fesus and the Victory of God (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1996) 486-8g9; D, Seccombe, The King of
God's Kingdent: A Solution fo the Puzzle of Jesus (Carlisle: Paternoster, 2002) p6-100;
Blomberg, “Messiah in the New Testament.”

11, [ wish to thank the individual contributors for providing abstracts of their essays
for the Collequinm, which abstracts 1 draw freely upon in this summary.
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Introduction

God. Batly Jewish and New Testament authors were convinced that many
texts had messianic significance, and theyv read a number of passages in the
Law and the Writings in this way. Some of the most important passages in-
clude Gen 3:15; 14:17-20; 49:8-12; Num 2427-19; Deut 18:18-19; Psalms 2 and
110; and Dan g:24-26, where in the last mddiah is actually used.! As a re-
sult, modern interpreters such as Longman raise the question whether the
original authors and audiences of these texts actually understood them as
messianic. If they did not, then the question arises of the nature of the New
Testament use of this material.

Focusing on another part of the Old Testament canon, Mark |. Boda
addresses the issue of the Messiah in the Prophets. He notes that modern
Old Testament scholarship has consistently argued that the verbal root
mdiah and the related nominal form mda#ial are rarely associated with an
expected future leader within the Old Testament itself — with the excep-
tions often noted in Dan 9:24-26 and Isa 61:1.1* The majority of the pas-
sapes in the Old Testament deseribe past or present Hebrew leaders. After
examining the terminclogical evidence in the Old Testament and review-
ing expectations regarding a future leader in the Prophets, Boda attempts
to show that the employment of the terms "Messiah™ and "messianic” is an
appropriate way to refer to a variety of future leaders or to functions of a
single leader. This provides the foundation for examining the development
of such expectations within the Prophets. Boda recognizes some tension
within the final sections of the Prophets regarding the character and role
of future leaders. This development becotmes especially important as one
sees the prophetic voice making a transition to a stronger eschatological
emphasis,

In his essay on the Messigh in the Qumran documents, Al Wolters
treads carefully through the contested claims regarding messianism in the
Qumeran scrolls. There are questions regarding whether the Qumran com-
munity expected one or two messiahs, whether one can speak of a Messiah
only when the appropriate Hebrew word is used, and whether other fac-
tors must be present to justify speaking of a messianic figure. As a useful
guide to his discussion, Wolters analyzes two synthetic treatments of

12z. By comparison, Gen 315 4g:8-12; Psalms 2 and 1205 and Dhn g:24-26 are treatad in
Satterthwaite et al.. eds., The Lords Anointed, in significant detail,

13. Again by comparizon, these two passages are treated in detail in Sateerthwaite et
al, eds., The Lord’s Anointed.
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Qumran messianism by leading Qumran scholars. The first is John Collins
in his book The Scepter and the Star: The Messiahs of the Dead Sea Scrolls
and Other Ancient Literature,'* who tentatively and carefully offers a
nuanced differentiation of four different messianic paradigms in the
scrolls, relating respectively to king, priest, prophet, and heavenly messiah.
The second is by Michael O. Wise, The First Messiah: Investigating the Say-
ior before Jesus,'® who presents a bolder proposal in which a single messi-
anic figure, in many ways foreshadowing Jesus Christ, is the interpretive
key to a whole range of Qumran documents. Wolters assesses each treat-
ment in turn before offering his own constructive response to each.

Part I on preceding and surrounding texts concludes with the essay by
Loren Stuckenbruck on messianic ideas in the apocalyptic and related liter-
ature. His consideration of the notion of the Messiah in the Psalins of Solo-
wmar, the Similitudes of 1 Enoch, 4 Ezra, and 2 Baruch reveals the degree to
which messianic speculation varied from author to author, and even within
the individual documents themselves. A number of motifs are shared by
more than one of these writings, such as the Davidic lineage, preexistence,
the effects of messianic disclosure or coming, and other designations that
apply from the narrative contexts. However, it remains striking that, while
such parallels between traditions exist, none of the motifs is found in all the
literature or handled in the same way. These ancient documents, according
to Stuckenbruck, ultimately resist any attempt to synthesize their ideas,
which are so integral to the particular concerns of the authors and their
communities and which depend on the sorts of tradition-historical materi-
als available, Stuckenbruck finds it hard to imagine, for example, that Jew-
ish readers of Daniel 7, Psalms of Solomon, or any of the other documents
treated in his essay would have understood the text around a basic core tra-
dition about God's eschatological Messiah, since such a notion simply did
not exist. What we do have, Stuckenbruck finds, is a series of Jewish docu-
ments composed near the turn of the era that were inspired by biblical tra-
dition and subsequent patterns and traditions of interpretation, and that
expressed hope in a world in the control of Israel’s God.

The essays in Part II deal directly with the various corpoera of New
Testament writings. We begin with the Gospels, in particular Mark and
Matthew. Howard Marshall takes a narrative approach to the Gospel of

14. See footnote 7 above for the full reference.
15, {5an Francisco: HarperCelling, 1999).
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Mark so that the vatious christological statements and designations can be
appreciated in their several contexts in the teaching, healing, and suffering
mission of Jesus. In a passage that has been widely discussed by scholars,
Peter’s confession," Jesus is recognized by Peter as the Messiah and ac-
knowledged by God as his Son, but Jesus himself, according to Marshall,
explains his role more in terms of the Son of Man who must suffer before
receiving dominion from God his Father. Marshall finds that, in Mark, the
several christological terms bring their individual, distinctive contribu-
tions from their Old Testament roots to an understanding of Jesus, but
that they take on new significance in the light of the way he lived and died.
Thus they to some extent become interchangeable. The Gospel of Matthew
tells much the same story as Mark, according to Marshall, but the Christol-
ogy 15 enhanced by the addition of fresh material and the Evangelist's way
of telling his story. As a result, such aspects of the role and character of Je-
sus as his filial relation to God, his function as a teachet, and his supreme
autherity — none of which is absent from Mark — stand out maore clearly.

In an essay that treats both the Gospel of Luke and the Book of Acts,
rather than developing a number of different ideas, Porter focuses upon
two key passages that emphasize Jesus as the anointed prophet and sees
how these ideas are developed throughout the twio respective works. Luke
4:16-30 is seen as providing a proprammatic statement for depicting Jesus
as Messiah in Luke’s Gospel. Jesus’ citation of Isa 61:1-2 and 58:6, and his
interpretation in terms of proclaiming forgiveness for captives, set the tone
for Jesus® messianic claim as anointed prophet. This theme is also found in
Jesus” birth narrative, John the Baptist’s anticipation of Jesus, Peter’s accla-
mation of Jesus in Luke ¢, Jesus’ dealing with the authorities thronghout
the Gospel, and Jesus’ revelation of himself after he is risen. In the Book of
Acts, Peter’s speech at Pentecost in Acts 2:14-36 provides a similar pro-
grammatic statement regarding Jesus as the Messiah. Other pronounce-
ments of Jesus as Messiah are found in Peter's sermon in the temple, Paul’s
speech in Thessalonica, and Paul’s defense before Agrippa. In the Gospel,
Luke draws upon a number of Old Testament passages, especially Isaiah
but not anly prophetic sources narrowly defined, that resonated with cur-

16, Peter’s confession iz probably the single most widely discussed passage regarding
the claims of Jesus regarding being the Messiah, Many of the works cibed in footnotes 8, g,
and 10 abowe devare considerable attention to this passage, espacially as found In Mark's
Gospel.
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rent Jewish thought to depict Jesus as both the messianic prophet, and
hence the eschatological prophet coming in the last times, and the fulfill-
ment of Old Testament prophecy concerning the anointed coming one. In
both Luke and Acts, the author continues to develop the idea of Jesus as
anointed prophet, while also depicting other, and potentially complemen-
tary, viewpoints, such as Jesus as royal son of David.

In treating John's Gospel, Tom Thatcher argues that the presentation
of Jesus in the Fourth Gospel, though notoriously difficult, is character-
ized by notable internal tensions and expressed through complex literary
motifs such as irony, ambiguity, and misunderstanding. This is the case be-
cause John's Christology is largely negative, defining Jesus by what he is
not in order to refute the claims of two competing groups, “the Jews” and
“the Antichrists.” Against the claims of “the Jews,” John asserts that Jesus is
the Christ, a divine figure. Against the claims of “the Antichrists,” John in-
sists that the divine Christ is the historical Jesus. As Christ, Jesus is por-
trayed as superior to Jewish messianic expectations and, ultimately, supe-
rior to Judaism itself. As Jesus, Christ is portrayed as a historical figure that
came “in water and blood.” As such, according to Thatcher, John evidences
both the highest Christology in the New Testament and the greatest inter-
est in Jesus as a historical figure,

Moving fram the Gospel material to the rest of the New Testament,
we first turn to Paul. Tony Cummins examines the Pauline letters and finds
that, for the apostle Paul, what it means for God to disclose himself in Je-
sus Christ is to incorporate the whole of humanity into Messiah Jesus and
thereby into the divine life. The historical and theological dimensions of
such a claim are delineated in two interrelated aspects of Paul’s Christol-
ogy. The first is that Jesus' messianic identity encompasses an Israel-
specific life and death transposed into a creation-wide glorification. The
second is that this pattern and path are replicated in the lives of the messi-
anic and Spirit-empowered eschatological people of God. Cummins fo-
cuses this analysis on several representative passages that are central to
Paul’s major letters — Romans 5-8, z Corinthians 3-5, and Galatians 1—2.
He shows that Paul’s understanding of Jesus as Messiah lies at the heart of
his theology, ecclesiology, and eschatology. The Messiah and his faithful
followers are agents of a divine life that embraces redemption, reconcilia-
tion, and re-creation.

The final essay picks up a number of the works that are often over-
looked in discussion of the notion of Messiah in the New Testament, since

8



Introduction

they are neither records of Jesus and response to him, such as the Gospels,
nor writings of Jesus’ first major interpreter, Paul. Cynthia Westfall's study
of the Messiah in Hebrews and the General Epistles focuses on the early
Christian [using, reframing, and development of the Jewish representa-
tions of the Messiah. In Hebrews and the General Epistles, the term
“Christ” consistently occurs with words and phrases that can roughly be
categorized aceording to the three rayal symbols of enthronement, temple,
and wictory, The references to believers either sharing in Jesus' messianic
position or function or responding to Jesus as king, priest, or victor reflect
how the ancient king was bound together with his people and functioned
as their representative. Although Hebrews and the General Epistles con-
nect the title of Christ with Jewish messianic associations of enthrone-
ment, temple, and victory, the representation of Jesus as Messiah 15 signifi-
cantly different from Jewish expectations. Each symbol is reinterpreted.
The essential representation of the Christ as the Son of God pervades these
epistles, but the extensive development of [esus” high priesthood and his
sanctuary, covenant, and sacrifice in Hebrews is the most significant con-
tribution of this corpus to the early church’s eepresentation of the Messiah.

At the Colloguium itself, Craig Evans gave two separate oral re-
sponses, one after the first five papers and the other after the néxt four, Here
in the printed volume, he combines these two responses into a single writ-
ten response. Evans provides useful inroads into the varions essays by ex-
amining a variety of features. In response to some of the essays, he calls into
question some of the assumptions or analyses offered by the papers. [n re-
action to others, he proposes additional ideas and enhances the presenta-
tion. In interpretation of a final group, he calls into question some conclu-
sions and proposes his own analyses and answers to crucial questions
regarding depiction of the Messiah. In every case, the response provides an
opportunity to see some of the engagement that oceurred at the time the
papers were originally presented and offers an initial avenue for further ex-
ploration. What becomes clear in this discussion is that there is a wealth of
material to be discussed [rom both the Old and New Testaments, Scholarly
discussion continues to debate the messianic implications of various books
and even individual passages. Even those who clearly endorse Jesus as hes-
siah find different emphases and themes within the books of the New Testa-
ment, These varying pictures provide both a challenge for further under-
standing of Jesus as the Christ and a complex and multifaceted portrait of
the one called by Christians God’s ancinted one, the Messiah,















. T T
- |






http://th.it
http://Kapi.1v




The Messiah: Explorations in the Law and Writings

So let’s assume for the sake of argument that Psalm 2 was composed
during the reign of David. If it is a coronation poem,® or for that matter if
it is a pre-holy war song, it would be available for use in later reigns. What
strikes me as [ survey the history of the monarchy from Solomon through
Zedekiah is just how hollow this poem would sound — that is, if it was ac-
tually used — during later reigns of the kings of Judah. I say this in the
light of the fact that apostasy, syneretistic worship, and the like were ram-
pant among later Davidic rulers. The Deuteronemic historian, at least,
does not display later kings as exemplars of Yahwistic faith. It is true that
Kings gives us a picture of the kings in monochrome as its historian-
theologians provide an answer to the question of the exile. If we take
Chronicles seriously,! perhaps many kings started out like Abijah, pious,
but ended up apostate. And in any case, even with apostate or syncretistic
kings, they mmust have been aware that their kingship was contingent on
their descent from David, whose dynasty was established by the God
Yahweh. Even Manasseh may have had the choir sing Fsalm 2 at his inau-
guration even as he was shipping idols into the Holy of Helies."

But to the pious, Psalm 2 must have sounded hollow. It may have
been the dissonance between the content and tone of Psalm 2 and the re-
ality of Judah’s kings and their political subordination to other great
world powers that set their minds wondering whether Psalm 2 had reper-
cussions beyond that which may be read from a minimal reading of the
poem.

This dissonance, of course, would have reached its ultimate crisis
point at the time Zedekiah was removed from the throne by Nebuchad-
nezzar and a relatively weak Babylonian appeinted governor came to man-
age Judah in his place.

In the light of these political realities, what should be done with
Psalm 2?2 The pious would have wrestled with this in the light of the
Davidic covenant, which after all claimed that, though rebellion would be
punished, God would not “take my steadfast love from him as T took it

9. Though of course, if it is David, it could not be a coronation song per se, since it
presupposed the Davidic covenant of 2 Samuel 7, though ane might imagine a celebration of
a confirmation ritual of the dynastic succession secursd in that covenant,

1, For this and other historical issues in this paper, consult L Provan, V. B. Long, and
T. Longman UL, A Bibiical History of Tsreel (Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 2o03),

1. Even today non-religions political leaders in America surround their inauguera-
tions with religious trappings.
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The Messtah: Fxplorations in the Law and Wiritings

From the historical context of Jacol’s last will and testament for his sons, it
is hard not to think that this oracle anticipates the rise of the Davidic dy-
nasty. [t is not anticipating a foture eschatological Agure beyond David
and his dynasty.** The same may be said for the Numbers passage:

I see him, but not now;
[ behold him, but not near —
a star shall come out of Jacoh,
and a scepier shall rise out of Iseael;
it shall crush the borderlands of Moab,
and the territory of all the Shethites.
(Num 24:17)

Balaam's oracle again anticipates the rise of the monarchy in Isracl, but af-
ter the failure of the monarchy the idea that it anticipated a greater king
who would derive from the Davidic line might have captured the imagina-
tion of the people.

Warrior King and Priest?
Rereading Genesis 14 and Psalm 110

Psalm 11a is certainly the most enigmatic song in the collection and, per-
haps for the sume reason, also the most cited in the New Testament (bMatt
22:41-45 [and parallels|; 1 Cor 15:25 Heb 1:3; 5:6; 7u17, 21). One of the main
reascns why this psalm is so difficult has to do with the divine declaration
that the king is a “priest forever according to the order of Melchizedek™
(v. 4). With this we have a difficult psalm citing an obscure event from
Genesis 14,

The psalm begins with a divine oracle directed to the king who is the
psalmist’s lord to the effect that he will subdue the king’s enemies. This or-

12, T. I Alexander, “Messianic [deology in the Book of Genesis,” in Satterlbwaite et
al., eds., The Lond's Areited, 10-39, suggests that, when understoad within the broader naz-
rative of Genesis with its emphasis on the preservation of the seed of Judah, Gen ggi8-12 re-
fers beyomd David and Soloman to s messianic figure, He also believes thot the language of
the subjugation of lhe "peoples” (v. 10k} refers o samething beyond David’s accomplish-
ments. However, T helieve he reacls loo much into the text, at least ag understood within the
context of the riginal author and andicnce of Genesis,
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The Messinh: Fxplorations in the Law and Writings

tation was all over the map.?” Some Jewish people did not expect a Mes-
siah. Others thought that the Messiah would be a priestly figure, still ath-
ers a royal deliverer, Some schelars interpret the evidence to suggest that at
least one group of Jewish thinkers believed there would be two messiahs,
one priestly and one royal.

Trom what we know we can be certain that the New Testament did
not create the idea of the Messiah. But we can also be sure that there was
nothing like a commeonly agreed delineation of what the Messiah would be
like. The latter point means that modern-day Christians who shake their
heads about why the Jewish people did not universally recognize the Mes-
siah, considering all the fulfilled prophecy, really do not understand Qld
Testament literature.

Indeed, we can illustrate the lack of clarity of expectation by appeal
to John the Baptist. What was he expecting?

Even now the ax is lving at the root of the trees; every tree therefore that
does niot bear good fruit is cut down and thrown into the fire. . . . Thap-
tize you with water for repentance, but one who is more powerful than [
is caming after me; [ am not worthy to carry his sandals. He will baptize
you with the Holy Spirit and fire. His winnowing fork is in his hand, and
he will clear his threshing floor and will gather his wheat into the gra.
naty; ut the chaff he will burn with unquenchable fire. {Matt 3:10-12)

John expects the Messiah to be a warrior in the tradition of Daniel 7, Zech-
ariah 14, and Malachi 4. We can understand his later douabts about Jesus
when he hears that he is healing the sick, exarcising demons, and preach-

27, At least this seems to be the dominant vicw of the matrer, which as [ will argue
miakes sense of the reaction of people like John the Baptist and the two disciples an the road
to Emmaus. This view that there was no unified messinic expectation at the time of Jesus is
well pepresented by the work of [ Meusner, Messtah i Context: Israel’s History and Drsting in
Formetive Tudaismt (Philadelphia: Fortress, 19840 ix-waii, 1-168; and [ H. Charlesseorth,
“From Jewish Messianology to Christian Cheistology: Seme Caveats and Perspectives,” in
Jucursis arnd Their Messials ar the Tive of the Christiar Era (ed. 1. Neusner et al.; Cam-
bridge: Combridge University Press, 1987} zz5-64. Also note the ather contributions in
fudatsms and Their Messiahs as well as the book edited by Charlesworth, The Messialn Devei-
opriiends e Barltest fudorsm and Chrestignity (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1902), For the view that
there is 4 bagic cobersnce in the royal aspect of messianic expectation, see W, Horbury, few-
fsh Messtanise and the Cult of Christ {London: SCM Press, wo8).
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The Messtah: Explovations in the Law and Writings

to believe all that the prophets have declared! Was it not necessary that the
Messiah should suffer these things and then enter into his glory?” These
words are backed by his appeal to Scripture, when the narrator reports that
“beginning with Moses and all the prophets, he interpreted to them the
things about himself in all the scriptures” {24:25-26).

Soon thereafter, he appears to a broader group of disciples, and Luke
reports the event as follows:

Then he said to them, “These are my words that I spoke to vou while 1
was still with you — that everything written about me in the law of Mo-
ses, the prophets, and the psalms must be fulfilled” Then he opened
their minds to understand the seriptures, and he said to them, “Thus it is
written, that the bessiah is to suffer and to rise from the dead on the
third day, and that repentance and forgiveness of sins is to be pro-
claimed in his name to all nations, beginning from Jerusalem. You are
witnesses of these things. And see, T am sending upon you what my Fa-
ther promised; so stay here in the city until you have been clothed with
power from on high" [Luke 24:44-49)

There is much about this passage that we can debate; however, there are
certain things that are clearly delineated here. First, the disciples had an ex-
pectation, though it was apparently not clearly formed or accurate. The
imperfection of their expectation is implied by their confusion at the time
of the crucifixion and also about reports of the empty tomb, Second, Jesus
is angry or at least disappointed that they did not know whal to expect. Af-
ter all, he taught them during his earthly ministry. [ hope this isn't disre-
spectful, but he sounds like a peeved professor who has labored to teach
his students something that they just haven't understood. Third, he gives
them another lesson, a lesson in hermeneutics, that we are to assume they
finally understood in the light of the resurrection. From this point on, the
disciples cannot read the Old Testament except in the light of the resur-
rected Jesus.

Hermeneutical Implications

On the basis of this text, [ would like to take the opportunity to issue a plea
concerning our own Christian reading of the Old Testament. I say this in
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The Messiah: Explorations in the Law and Writings

This perspective, of course, raises the much vexed and recently dis-
cussed question of the locus of meaning of a text. It may sound as if I am
moving from an authorial-based interpretation to a reader-based ap-
proach, but [ am not. Rather, I am suggesting that, though the human au-
thors “spoke better than they knew™ {cf. 1 Pet 1:10-12), there is another Au-
thor whose intentions come to perfect fulfillment. If one wants to call this
serisus plenion, 1 have no objection.®”

Bur let me conclude by reflecting on the words of John the Baptist,
which I commented upon earlier. He spoke of the coming of a violent
Messiah, but what he was thinking as he “authored” these words was
thrown into question when Jesus began his ministry of healing and
preaching the Good Mews. Rather than slaying sinners and Gentiles, he
was perceived as their “friend” (Matt n:1g).

Does that mean that the words of John were incorrect because they
did not conform to his conscious understanding (intention}? Not at all. In
the first place, Jesus’ actions during his earthly ministry can be seen as an
act of viclence in the spiritual realm. As Susan Garrett has pointed out, the
exorcisms are a form of holy war.?® Paul understands Jesus’ death and res-
urrection {Col 2:13-15) and his ascension (Eph 4:7-10, citing the holy war
psalm, 68) as a military victory. Indeed, it inaugurates a period of spiritual

35. W. Kaiser and |. Sailhamer, both defenders of lodging the meaning of a text in the
conscious interttion of the hurnan author, must labor mightily or simply ignore more obvi-
ous interpretations s they exegete these texts in a way that suggests that the original authors
actually were thinking of a future messianic figure like Jesws. For instance, Kaiser does not
even interact with the most obvious possibility that Genesis 49 and Numbers 24 refer to the
future Davidic monarchy coming from the tribe of Judah; rather, he simply presumes that
the Messiah was in mind (Kaiser, The Messiak in the Old Testarent [Grand Rapids:
Zondervan, 1905] s0-57). Note Kaiser's comment about Old Testament messianic texts that a
“straightforward understanding and application of the text leads one straight to the Messiah
and to Jesus of Nazareth, who has fulfilled everything these vexts said abowt his first coming”
[za2).

1. Sailhamer argues that the narrative of the Pentatench is set within a paetic frame-
work and that the naveative needs to be interpreted through the lens of these intentionally
placed poems. These poems are each marked with the phrase “in the last days,” thus giving
the Pentateuch an eschatological significance. He argues this way to posit a connection be-
twien Jesus and the Pentatench’s promise of a future king in texts like Genesis 49 and Num-
bers z4. See Sailhamer, Old Testament Theolop: A Canonical Approach (Grand Rapids:
Zondervan, 1995).

36. 8. B. Garrett, The Demise of the Devil: Magic and the Demontac in Luke’s Writings
(Minneapolis: Augsburg Fortress, 198g).
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Figuring the Future:
The Prophets and Messiah

Mark J. Boda

Defining Messiah, Defining Our Study

For an Old Testament scholar to venture into a study of Messiah is a daring
act indeed, especially in light of the following comment by Ron Clements:
“virtually all of the major books on Old Testament theology say very little
at all about such messianic hope and, even when they do, do 50 in a very
guarded and circumscribed way.”! The reason for its absence in Old Testa-
ment theologies is obvious if one accepts the dominant view of the Old
Testament evidence, expressed for example by Roland Murphy long ago:

It is a fact that the term “messiah,” as a terminus technicus designating
the ideal king who was to come, does not occur in the Old Testament. 1t
received this connotation only towards the beginning of the Christian
era, whereas in itself it means merely the "anointed,” referring to kings

and priests.?

With such a strong consensus evident within Old Testament scholarship in
the twentieth century, is there any use in proceeding further?
Part of the challenge that faces us revolves around this issue of “ter-

1. R E. Clements, *The Messianic Hope in the Old Testament,” JSOT 43 (1289) 3-19,
here 4, noting exceptions in Childs and Schmidt.

2. B E. Murphy, “Notes on Old Testament Messianism and Apologetics,” CBQ 10
(1957} 5-15, here 5. In footnote 3 he adds: “It is not likely that Ps 2,2 and Din 9,25 are excep-
tions to this statement.” ¥
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minus technicus,” cited by Murphy. This was highlighted by Magne Sxba,
who, when addressing the issue of messianism and eschatology, noted: the
“problem of terminology is, moreover, a problem of the right point of de-
parture, for the final result depends very much on where the starting
point lies which determines the way ahead.”® Thus, before we can con-
sider the topic of the Messiah in Hebrew prophecy, it is essential that we
carefully define the study and its attendant terms. What then do we mean
by “Messiah™

On the one hand, John |. Collins defines “Messiah™ as “a future figure
who will play an authoritative role in the end time, usually the eschatologi-
cal king,” while James H. Charlesworth {on behalf of his colloquium), on
the other, concludes that this term refers “to a present, political and reli-
gious leader who is appointed by God, applied predominantly to a king,
but alse to a priest and occasionally a prophet.™ Slipping somewhere be-
tween these two is Walter H. Rose, who defines it as "a future roval figure
sent by God who will bring salvation to God’s people and the world and
establish a kingdom characterized by features like peace and justice.

3 B, Seba. “Zum Verhiltnis von *Messianismus’ und “Eschatologie’ im Alten Testa-
ment: Ein Versuch terminologischer und sachlicher Klarung,” in Der Messias {ed,
I. Baldermann, E. Dassmann, O. Fuchs, and B. Hamm; Jahrbuch fitr biblische Theologie;
Meukirchen-Viuyn: Neukirchener Verlag, 1993) 25-55; translated as M. Szba, “On the Rela-
tionship between *Messianism’ and *Eschatology” in the Old Testament: An Atternpt at a Ter-
minological and Factual Clarification,” in On the Wiy fo Canen: Creative Tradition History
i the ONd Testament (ed, M. Sebe; [S0T5up; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1908) 197-
231; see similarty John Bright; “A clear definition of terms is abways desirable, and that is es-
pecially the case here, for the word ‘eschatology” as it relates to the Od Testament has been
uzed in more than one way, and this has not infrequently created confusion in the minds of
stidents™; I. Bright, Coveranr and Promise: The Prophetic Understanding of the Puture in Pre-
exiitc ferael {Philadelphia: Westminster, 1976) 18.

4. 1. . Collins, The Scepter and the Star: The Messiahs of the Dead Sea Serolls and Cther
Angient Literarure { AB Reference Library; New York: Doubleday, 1995) 11; |. H. Charlesworth,
ed., The Messiah: Developments in Earfiest Judarsm and Christianity (Minneapolis: Fortress,
1887} xv. Charlesworth was citing the sndorsement of the members of the collagquingm on the
uge of the term “Messiah” in the Old Testamenst; see ). J. M. Roberts, “The Old Testament’s
Contribution to Messianic Expectations,” in the same volume, 31-56. [ am thankful to
Thomas Thompson for drawing my attention to this work: T. L. Thompson, “The Messiah
Epithet in the Hebrew Bible,” SJOT 15 (2001} 57-92, here 57.

5. W. H. Rose, Zemah ard Zerubbabel: Messianic Expectations i the Early Postexalic
Feriod (JS0T5up; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 2000) 23; [am indebted to Dan Block
for deawing my attention to the definitions of Collins and Rose: I 1. Block, "My Servant
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Figuring the Future: The Prophets and Messiah

teaching of which they themselves were quite unaware. If, as I have already
suggested, this concept of time simply did not exist for the prophets, it is
perfectly possible to say that the event which they foretell is a final one even
if we, with our different presuppositions, would describe it as still *within
history. "** Thus von Rad is reticent to create sharp distinctions between
“Jahweh’s action within history and his action at the end of it

This debate reveals that once one has observed a future orientation
within at least some of the "messianic” texts of the Old Testament, the
challenge remains as to how one treats this future in the Old Testament
and in particular how one defines “eschatology.” Those who define “escha-
tology™ in ahistorical, cosmic, cataclysmic, final ways restrict eschatology
to late apocalyptic writings in the Hebrew Bible, and even then, as von Rad
has noted, “not with absolute precision.” However, those who understand
eschatology as a future hope that envisions the breaking in of a new era
have a greater openness to the presence of this phenomenon in the Old
Testament. This latter approach appears more consistent with the evidence
of Old Testament expectation.

Beyond Terminology, Defining the Study

Investigations of Messiah within the Old Testament have often been lim-
ited to those passages in which either masaf or masigh appears. Such a lex-
ically circumscribed agenda has been provided, for example, in the recent
articles of Thomas Thompson and Richard S. Hess, both of which contrib-
ute greatly to the study of the “messianic” within the Old Testament.?®
These kinds of studies identify passages that use the language associated

z6. Won Rad, (Hd Testarment Theology, 2115,

7. Von Rad, Od Testarment Theology 21115 so also G. E. Ladd, "Eschatology” in The
International Standard Bible Encyclopedia (ed. G. W, Bromiley; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
1979} 21130-43, here 132: “The hiblical perspective does not allow for the sharp disjunction be-
tween ‘history’ and ‘beyond history’ that is often found in contemporary thealogy. The cleav-
age berween history and eschatology in the Old Testament is never radical, for the God who
will reveal Himself by a grandiose theophany in the eschatological consummation has atready
manifested Himself and does not cease manifesting Himself in the course of history."

28. B. 8. Hess, “The Image of the Messiah in the Old Testament,” in Inages of Christ:
Ancient and Modern (ed. 5. E. Porter, M. A. Hayes, and D. Tombs; Roehampton [nstitute
Londan Papers; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1997) 22-33; Thompson, “Messiah Epi-
thet," 57-82.
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press future expectations, these terms were employed for describing future
ideal leadership figures. Rather than an abuse of Hebrew language and litera-
ture, reference to mafah/masiah within Second Temple Judaism and nascent
Christianity was actually a natural outgrowth of the Hebrew tradition.®®
Thus, studying Messiah in the Old Testament need not be so daring
an act as expressed at the outset of this section, since the term “Messiah™
appears to have been used generically for religious functionaries operative
in Hebrew society and tradition, functionaries for whom there was hope
of an enduring role. Adopting such an approach to Messiah in the Old Tes-
tament does justice to the use of this term, not only on the literary level of
the final form of the text, but also within the social context from which
these texts have arisen. It also opens the way for greater dialogue with
scholars studying the phenomena of Messiah and messianic within Second
Temple Judaism and Christianity, as the present volume provides.

Prophets and Messiah

Mo Old Testament tradition is more closely associated with messianic ex-
pectation in popular Jewish and Christian consciousness than the proph-
ets. Such a consciousness is the result of a long history of reflection on the
large corpus of prophetic literature. To deal adequately with this literature
would require (and has required!) a monograph of its own, and so this ar-
ticle will be more focused. In light of my definition of “Messiah” above, T
will investigate the broader phenomenon of “messianism,” that is, present
description and future expectation of socio-religious functionaries,! but
will limit this exploration to the final phase of the prophetic corpus, that
is, to Haggai-Malachi.

The reason I have chosen this focus is not only due to the limited
space of this paper, my own expertise, and the appearance of recent sur-

30, Laato, Srar i Rising, 3-4, although noting that the Hebrew terminology related to
Messiah can be used of king, high priests, and prophets, then explicitly states that the goal of
his monagraph i3 to show how this teeminoloagy moved from denoring the king chasen by
YHWH to “tersminus technicus, "Messiah,' for a coming eschatological fipure.” The broader
view of the figure is already seen in the Old Testament; the key is the move to the future &nd
eschatological.

a1, T uge this terminology to avoid the problem of denoting prophets as filling an “af-
fice®™, cf. . L Petersen, The Roles of Israel’s Prophets (T50TSup; Shefhield: [SOT, 1981].
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Malachi treat socio-religious figures in their own day and then create ex-
pectation for such figures in the future.*

Haggai-Malachi
Recent Research

Alberto Ferreiro’s recent publication of the Ancient Christian Commen-
tary on the Twelve Prophets reveals the fixation of the early church on the
books of Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi as a source for their understand-
ing of Jesus Christ.!* Such an interest in these books within the Christian
community i not surprising, considering the attention afforded these
books within the New Testament witness.*? This in turn is also not excep-
tional, for one can discern an equal fascination with the eschatological and
messianic in Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi within Second Temple Juda-
ism. Such fascination, however, demands careful assessment. What rela-
tionship is there between the later Jewish and Christian appropriation of
these books and the original message of the books themselves? In what
way can they be sources for messianic and/or eschatological theology?
Reflection over the past decade on these books has offered a range of
viewpoirts on this issue.** For example, in treating Haggai and Zechariah
1-8, Janet Tollington concluded that these prophets affirmed Zerubbabel as
the inheritor and representative of the enduring Davidic legacy, even if the
latter prophet equally affirmed a diarchic rule of sacral and secular leader-
ship until the reinstitution of independent rule.* In contrast, Kenneth
Pomykala denies any Davidic royalist or messianic expectation to Haggai or
Zechariah {1=8)}, whether connected to Zerubbabel or the mysterious
semah,* even if these prophets provided the foundation for later messianic

40, For a full review of rescarch, see Boda, Hagpei-Zechariah Research; Boda, Haggei/
Lechartal.

4. A, Ferreiro, ed., The Twelve Prophets (Ancient Christian Commentary: Old Testa-
ment; Downers Grove, 1L: InterVarsity Press, zo003) 219-313.

42. Cf Boda, Hagpai-Zechariak Research, 31-34, 124 174-78, 241-47 and the introduc-
tion to Boda, Haggai/Zechariah,

43. See fuller review in Boda, Haggai-Zechariah Research, 20-31

44 Tollington, Traditien ard Innovation.

45. This term (which is transliterated by some scholars as Zemal) will be wsed
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reflection.*® Antti Laato intertwines evidence from ancient Near Eastern
temple rebuilding ceremonies with the Davidic royal traditions to show
that Zerubbabel was considered a royal messianic figure in both Haggai and
Zechariah. In the latter, however, there is a closer relationship between
priestly and royal figures, as can be seen in the “Branch” prophecies (Zech 3;
6} and the two olive trees in Zechariah 4, and in its final form there is “a dis-
tinction between the ideal figures of the future (the Branch and the Priest)
and the figures of the historical present (Zerubbabel and Joshua).”4? R, A.
Mason, while cautiously affirming evidence of a hope for a Davidic royal re-
newal in Haggai, suggests that Zechariah's original vision of a priestly-royal
diarchy was modified to embrace the emerging theocracy under the
priests.*® Rose rejects a rovalist/messianic reading of Hag 2:20-23, but does
affirm such for Zechariah 1-8, but only in connection with the “Zemah” fig-
ure, who is not equated with Zerubbabel.*” Thomas Pola interprets Zecha-
riah 16 as a document that highlights how the cult, temple, and priesthood
are given responsibility for preserving the messianic and eschatological
hope.*® Zerubbabel symbolically affirms this by his involvement in the tem-
ple building, and Zechariah trumpets it with his declaration that the priest-
hood was a sign that a future Messiah would one day emerge (Zech 3:8), a
hope preserved by the memorial crown in the temple (Zech 6:14). John
Kessler restricts his focus to the book of Haggai, but emphasizes that this
book affirms the prophetic stream by highlighting the role and success of
the prophetic institution in the early Persian period.® In terms of all three

throughout this paper to transliterate the Hebrew term that has traditionally been translated
as “Branch” in Jer 23:5; 3315: Zech 3:9; 6212 The term denates vegetation or growth, rather
than the branch of a tree; cf. Rose, Zemah and Zerubbabel,

46. K. E. Pomykala, The Davidic Dynasty Tradition in Farly fudaises: fes History and
Sigrificance for Messiarism (SBLE[L; Atlanta: Scholars, 1995) 43-60.

47. Laato, Star [s Kising, 2oz

4. Bu A Mason, “The Messiah in the Postexilic Old Testament Literature,” in Dy,
ed., King and Messiak in Israel, 338-64.

49, Rose, Zemah and Zerubbabel; W. Rose, “Messlanic Expectations,” in Yahwism AF
ter the Exiler Perspectives on Israelite Religion in the Persian Bra (ed. B. Becking and
E. Alberts; STAR; Assen: Roval Van Gorcum, 2003) 168-85.

so. T. Pola, Das Priestertume bei Sacharja: Historische wnd raditionsgeschichtliche
Untersuchungen zur frithnachexilischen Herrschererwarnung (FAT; Tibingen: |. C. B, Mohr
[Paul Siebeck], 2002); T. Pola, “Form and Meaning in Zechariah 3. in Becking and Albertz,
eds., Yahwism After the Fxile, 156-67.

51. Kessler, Book of Haggar.
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functionary streams, Kessler demonstrates that Haggai affirms the endur-
ing validity of all three streams in the Persian period, even if this involved a
“hermeneutic of equivalents” that achieved continuity with pre-exilic pat-
terns through "functional equivalents often involving theological compro-
mises.”*? He finds some space between an outright rejection of a royalist
reading of Hag 2:20-23 and the opposite messianic reading of the same pas-
sage. Thus the royal stream is affirmed, even if for now this would involve a
provisional partnership with Persian imperialism.

Similar diversity of opinion is evidenced in the study of royal/messianic
tradition in Zechariah 9—14. Some argue for an enduring Davidic royal tradi-
tion centered on leadership figures;™ others see a trend of democratization in
which this same tradition is now connected to the entire community;>* while
still others see an abandonment of such traditions in favor of hope in a Divine
Warrior enacting salvation alone.*® In relation to the enduring role of the
prophet in Zechariah g—14, some scholars have concluded that this corpus
hails the end of prophecy-*® In response, others have highlighted the fact that
Zechariah 9-14 contains a polemic against false prophecy attached to idola-
trous leadership.’” While there appears to be little explicit focus on the

§2. Kessler, Book of Haggai, 27.

53 E.g., 5. L. Cook, “The Metamorphosis of a Shepherd: The Tradition History of
Fachariah uny + 1357-9," CBQ 55 (1993} 453-66; C. L. Meyers and E. M. Meyers, " The Future
Fortunes of the House of David: The Evidence of Second Zechariah,” in Forturate the Eyes
Thar See: Fssays in Honor of David Noel Freedman in Celebration of His Seventieth Birthday
[ed. A. Beck; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1995 207-23; L. Dugnid, "Messianic Themes in Zech-
arigh g—147 in Satterthwaite et al, eds, The Lord’s Amoimted, 265-80; W, H. Schmidt,
“Hoffnung auf einen armen Konig. Sach 9.9f. als letzte messianische Weissagung des Alten
Testaments,” in Jesus Christus als die Mitte der Schrift. Studien zur Hermeneutik des
Evangeliumes {ed. C. Landmesser, H.-. Eckstein, and H. Lichtenberger; BZNW; Berlin: de
Gruyter, 1997} 680-700; Laata, Star Is Rising, 208-18,

54, E.g.. A, Leske, “Context and Meaning of Zechariah oo CBQ 6z (2000} 663-68; cf.
Mason, “Messiah” 351-57, who retains a role for the Davidides but with far greater comu-
nal emphasis.

55. E.g., Pomykala, Davidic Dynasty, 112-26.

6. E.g., I L. Petersen, Late Israelite Prophecy: Studies in Dentero-Prophetic Literature
and in Chromicles {SBLMS; Missoula: Scholars, 1977).

57. gy B M. Meyers, “The Crisis of the Mid-Fifth Century scr: Second Xecharish
and the 'End’ of Prophecy.” in Pomepranates and Golden Bellsr Studies in Biblical, Jewish, and
Wear Eastern Ritual, Low, and Literature in Honor of Jacob Milgrom (ed. D, B Wright, D. N,
Freedman, and A. Hurvitz; Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1995} 713-23; E. M. Meyers,
“Mesaianism in First and Second Zechariah and the End of Biblical Prophecy?” in “Go to #ite
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priestly stream in Zechariah 914, in an earlier age this was linked to the fact
that this was a polemic against the hierocratic hegemony in Jerusalem by
apocalyptic visionaries.* This view has been challenged of late with the sug-
gestion that Zechariah g—14 arose from the priestly stream as well.*

Malachi has also been a key contributor to the messianic debate over
the past decade, especially in relationship to exegesis on 311 and 3:23-24
[Eng. 4:4-5]. The debate has centered on the identity of the messengers and
“lord” in 31, and suggestions have ranged from roval to priestly to pro-
phetic figures (see further below).

In the context of this extensive debate, we embark on an auspicious
mission: to identify messianic (whether royal, priestly, or prophetic)
themes within Haggai-Malachi. This will involve an evaluation of the
stance of the writers toward these various streams in the present as well as
any expectations for their future.

Haggai
Treatment of the Present

Unquestionably, the focus of the book of Haggai is the construction of the
Second Temple. The prophet challenges a lethargic community to begin
restoration anew (1:1-11) and then encourages them at three key junctures:
at the start of the work (1:12-15), after a month of preparation (2:1-9), and
finally in two phases on the day of the foundation laying (2:10-19, 20-23).
Although all themes in this book are subservient to the larger concern of
structural renewal, the prophet does affirm sociological rejuvenation in
these prophetic messages. Three key socin-religious functionaries, familiar
to the reader from depictions of pre-exilic Israel and Judah, are affirmed in
each of the prophetic speeches. The royal stream is represented by
Zerubbabel, son of Shealtiel and grandson of the Davidic royal Jehoiachin,

Land I Will Show You": Studies in Honor of Dwight W Young (ed. . E. Coleson and V. H.
Matthews; Altertumskunde des Vorderen Orients; Winona Lake: Fisenbrauns, 19g4] 127-42.
s8. O Plager, Theocratie urd Escharologie (3rd ed; WMANT, Neukirchen-Wlayn:
Meukirchener Verlag, 1968} P 10 Hanson, The Dawn of Apocalypiic: The Historical and So-
ciclogical Roots of Jewish Apocalyptic Eschatology (rev. ed.; Philadelphia: Fortress, 17g).
30. 5. L. Cook, Praphecy and Apocalypticism: The Postexilic Soctal Settng (Minneapo-
lis: Forteess, 1995).
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the second-to-last king of Judah. The priestly stream is evident in Joshua,
son of Jehozadak and grandson of Seraiah, the last Zadokite priest, who
served in the first temple (2 Kgs 25:18; cf. 1 Chron 5:40 [Eng. 6:14]). The
prophetic message is directed to these two figures in terrninology intended
to echo the Davidic first temple building tradition. The responsive “rem-
nant” gathers around these figures and embraces this building project. The
prophetic stream is represented by Haggai himself, whose message is
equated with the voice of the Lord, even as the prophet is identified as the
mal@k YHWH (messenger of the Lord; 1:12-13). Haggai thus legitimates
the three key pre-exilic covenant figures for the present restoration era.

Expectation for the Future

At two points in the book, however, a future orientation takes shape, In
both cases, present faithfulness forms the foundation for future promises.
First, after encouraging the people in the early stages of the rubble clear-
ing, the prophet promises a future shaking of the cosmos that will result in
the filling of the temple with material glory from foreign nations (2:6-9).
Although the early church did find in this pericope a reference to a future
messianic figure (“the Desired One”), identified as Jesus, this view has no
foundation in the original text.5® Second, after affirming the people for
their faithfulness in laying the foundation of the temple (2:10-19), the
prophet promises again a future shaking of the cosmos, but this time the
speech is addressed exclusively to Zerubbabel (“governor of Judah™) and
the result is the catastrophic shattering of the political and military hege-
mony of foreign nations and the installation of Zerubbabel (“son of
Shealtiel”) as Davidic vice regent of YHWH on earth (2:20-23).%! Some in-
terpreters have challenged the argument that the words used in this oracle

&0, The Vulgate reads: et veniet desideratus cunctis gentibus, echoed in the famons
hymn: “Come thou long-expected Jesus, dear desire of every nation.” For a proponent of
this view (glightly modified), cf. H. Wolf, ““The Desire of All Nations’ in Haggai 2:7: Messi-
anic or Mot:™ JETS 19 {1976} g7-102.

61 Some have wrongly scen in this Haggai (and alse Zechariah) fomenting rebellion
against Persia in light of present upheavals in Mesopotamia; so L. Waterman, “The Camou-
flaged Purge of Three Messianic Conspirators,” [NES 13 (1954) 73-78; of. critique in B K.
Ackrayd, “Twe Old Testamnent Historical Problems of the Early Persian Period,” INES 17
(1958) 13-z J. Kessler, *The Second Year of Darius and the Prophet Haggai® Trans-
euphratene 5 {1992} 63-84; Kessler, Book of Haggai. based on chronological data,
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Surnmary

Haggai’s treatment of leadership figures is firmly rooted in the historic re-
alities of the early Persian period. He affirms the traditional prophetic,
royal, and priestly streams and identifies each of them with figures active
within his community. There is, however, a slight orientation to the future
with the hope of cosmic upheaval that results in material glory for the
temple and material prosperity for the community, but alse in a renewal of
national independence and international rule. He centers this hope on the
figure of Zerubbabel, and, although it is possible that this could be refer-
ring to Zerubbabel as the founder of a new dynasty, in light of the close as-
sociation between 2:6-9 and 2:20-23 it appears that the eoriginal expecta-
tion was focused on his lifetime.

Zechariah 1-8
Vision-Oracle Complex (Zechariah 1;7-6:15)

At the core of Zechariah 18 lies the vision-oracle complex in u7-6:5.%
Most of the pericopes offer promises of renewal for the community as a
whole. In the main, these hopes are placed in the presently unfolding cir-
cumstances, verified by the fact that they are the response of God to the
impassioned cry of the Angel of the Lord who voices the pain of the
seventy-year wait for divine mercy (1:12).%° However, at one point, in one
of the oracle expansions to the night visions {2:14-17 [Eng. 10-13]), there is
a more remote temporal perspective, This is in connection with the expan-

ermerged from the historical present, which involved the building of the temple and the imne-
diate potential for a monarchic state under the rule of & Davidide who in all likelibood would
be Zerubbabel” Similarly, Kessler, Book of Haggei, zro: “Zerubbabel is therefore the guarantor
fior that which had not yet been fulfilled, but which soon will be™; contra B, Uffenheimer,
“Zerubbabel: The Messianic Hope of the Returnees,” J8() 24 {1996} 221-28, here 224

&8 For fuller argumentation on the issues dealt with here, see M. J. Boda, "0ul,
Crowns and Thrones: Prophet, Priest and King in Zechariabh vp-6i5." JHS 3 (2o01) Art. 10 =
M. J. Boda, “0il, Crowns and Thrones: Prophet, Priest and King in Zechariah 1:7—603," in
Currents in Biblical and Theslagical Dialogue (ed. . K. Stafford; Winnipeg: 5t. John's College,
University of Manitoba, 2002) S3-106.

&9. ML . Boda, “Terrifying the Horns: Persia and Babylon in Zechariah 1:7-60s," CBQ
67 [2005) 22-41.
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sion of Jerusalem to include “many nations™ who will enter into covenant
with YHWH when he takes up residence “in that day.”

While the communal vision is dominant in Zech 1:7-6:15, at a few
points the prophetic message focuses on socio-religious figures in the
restoration community. Most interpreters turn immediately to the two
central visions in the night vision series for this focus, and probably the
most common point of discussion is the enigmatic fifth vision, with its
scene of a lamp stand fueled by two olive trees (4:1-6a, 10b-14). These ol-
ive trees are identified in the final phase of the interpretation as i*né
b né-hayyishdir (“the two sons of fresh oil”) who are “standing beside the
Lord of all the earth™ {4:14). Often this phrase is translated as “the two
anointed ones” and linked to the two key leadership figures assodated
with the early Persian period: Joshua, the Zadokite high priest, and, of
course, Zerubbabel, the Davidic governor of Yehud. For most interpret-
ers this vision is expressing the political realities of Yehud in the Persian
period, highlighting the elevated role of the priest in this new era and
preparing the way for hierocratic hegemony in later centuries.” How-
ever, as [ have argued elsewhere in detail, these olive trees are not the re-
cipients of oil, but rather the sources, suggesting that, if anything, these
oil trees signify the source of anointing in Israel, which was often the
prophet, sometimes the priest, but never the king.”! This helps us under-
stand the presence of the two prophetic speeches in the center of Zecha-
riah 4 {vv. 6b-10a), which offer encouragement and credibility to
Zerubbabel, truly a source of oil for the project. It is not by might or
power, but by God’s Spirit through his prophets that this project will be
accomplished.

These two short prophetic speeches in the center of Zechariah 4 as-
suredly find their Sitz im Leben in ceremonies connected with clearing and
founding activity at the temple site. As is typical of such refounding cere-
maonies in the ancient Near East, the participation of the monarch was es-
sential, and it appears that Zerubbabel is acting the royal part, officially on
behalf of the Persian emperor, but unofficially as Davidic scion. In this

7o. Tollington, Traditien and Innovatien, modifies this by seeing here indications that
Zechariah championed diarchic rule, which would sustain the community until the arrival
of a Dayidic royal.

71. Boda, "0il, Crowns and Thrones”; cf. . W. Rooke, “Fingship a5 Priesthood: The
Relationship between the High Priesthood and the Monarchy™ in Day, ed., Kimg and Messigh
in Isracl; Rose, Zemah and Zerubbabel.
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way, then, the prophetic voice affirms the enduring role of the royal house
in the life of the community.”

Whereas Zechariah 4 highlights the present role of royal and pro-
phetic figures, two other passages focus {at least initially) on the priestly
figure of Joshua. In Zechariah 3 and 6:9-15 both Joshua and his atten-
dants are affirmed as legitimate priestly functionaries. In each case, how-
ever, the text alludes to the imminent appearance of one called semah.™
This intertwining of priestly and royal figures is drawn assuredly from
the description of the restoration in Jeremiah 33 (cf. ch. 23}, where the
futures of the royal and priestly lines are intertwined and assured by the
rhythms of the cosmos.™ In both Zechariah 3 and 6, the realization of
priestly hope is centered on the present figure of Joshua. However, the
royal semah figure belongs to the imminent future when he will come
and usher in a new day of cleansing and prosperity (3:9-10) as well as re-
building the temple {6:12-13, 15).7% Although he is never identified by
name in the immediate prophetic pericopes, the two prophetic speeches
inserted into the center of Zechariah 4 (vv. 6b-10a) make it clear that
Zerubbabel was the one who not only prepared the temple site for con-
struction (vv. 6b-7) but also laid the foundation (v. ga) and would bring
the construction to completion (v. 9b). Furthermore, the phrase “you
will know that the Lord Almighty has sent me to you” appears after the
rebuilding prophecy of both semah (6:15) and Zerubbabel (4:9). This

7z, A. Laato, “Zecharish 4.6b-10a and the Akkadian Roval Building Inscriptions,”
FAW 106 (1994) 53-60; Laata, Star Is Rising 197-200; and M. |. Boda, *From Drystopia to My-
opia: Utopian {Rejvisions in Haggai and Zechariah 1-8,” in Utepia and Dystopia in Prophetic
Literature (ed. E. Ben Zvi; Helsinki: Finnish Exegetical Society; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, zong) z10-48.

73, Often inappropriately translated as “Branch™; of Rose, Zemah and Zerubbabel.

74- As with his denial of Davidic connections to Zerubbabel in Hag 2:20-23, so in his
denial of connections to Fechariah'’s stmak, Pomykala, Davidic [Neasty, 53-56, cannat be
[ollowed.

75. Rose, Zermah and Zerubbabel, has argued that this is an allusion to 2 messianic future
figure, but not to Zetubbabel. L. Tiemeyer, “The Guilty Priesthood (Zech. 3)." in The Boek of
Zechariah and Its Infleence (ed. C, M. Tuckett; Aldershor: Ashgate, z003) 1-20, is not willing to
acoept that Joshua was present in Judah before Zerubbabel nor that Zechariah could have re-
ceived this vision/oracle priar to the arrival of sither, so she has recently argued that the refer-
ence b sewnall i 3:8b must be an addition to the text, which places her in company with W.
Eudolph [ Haggai, Sacharja1-8, Sacharja g-14, Maleachi [ Giitersloh: Mohr, 1976] ), who says this
gives the removal of sin from the land an “eschatelogical character and turns it into a descrip-
tion of the general removal of all sin in the day when the Messiah comes™ {p. z).
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showcases Zerubbabel as the figure who did indeed appear with others
from “far away” to help build the temple.”®

Erose Sermon Inclusio (Zechariah 121-6; 70-8:23)

The hope of this vision-oracle core, however, is ultimately tempered by the
prose sermon inclusio that now brackets the entire complex.”” While 1:1-6
engenders hope through the sensitive response of the people to the peni-
tential cry of Zechariah, 7:1-8:23 reveals that the conditions are not yet ripe
for the realization of the restoration in its fullness. The prophet highlights
rebellious patterns in the present that echo pre-exilic patterns. This leads
to the verdict of enduring exilic conditions for this community coupled
with the call to a repentance, which will transform their mournful fasts
into joyous feasts that evidence the realization of the hopes for the com-
munity in Zech 2:14-17 [Eng. 10-13]: the presence of God and the expansion
of Jerusalem “in those days” with people from “all languages and nations™
(B:20-23). Strikingly absent, however, from 7:1-8:23 is reference to a future
haope for socio-religious functionaries, as Uffenheimer has ably summa-
rized: “Significantly, he omits the political aspects of the prophetic ‘days to
come’; neither does he mention, by word or even allusion, the Shoot, or
the re-establishment of the Davidic kingdom. Redemption now is entirely
disconnected from political implementation. This, then, is the last step
taken in the process of ‘sobering’ the dangerous aspirations awakened with
the appearance of Zerubbabel"'®

76, Four sections in Fech 17—6n5 share various commonalities in vocabulary and
style: Zech 2nc-17 |Eng 6-10]; 3:2-105 4:6b-10%; and 6:9-15: (1) 4:6b-10a and &:9-15 both con-
tain the formula, “the word of the Lord to” {dfbar- YHWH el 406, §; Gio); (2] 2n0-17; gi6h-
1oa; and &:9-15 all contain the prophetic formula, “then you will know that the Lord Al-
mighty has sent me™ {wida'tern ki-YHWH sTha'te #ldhdni: 203, 15 [Eng. 9. nl; 20 éas):
{3) 3:1-10 and 6:g-15 both refer to the semak figure in connection with an address ta the
priestly Gpure Joshua; (4) 4:6b-10a and &:9-15 both refer to the building of the temple. These
commenalities suggest that they all belong to & common redactional level within this cor-
pus, farging an even closer relationship between Zerubbabel and the jemal figure,

77. CL M. J. Boda, “Zechariah: Master Mason or Penitential Prophet?” in Becking and
Albertz, eds., Yahwism After the Exile, go-65; M. [. Boda, “"From Fasts to Feasts: The Literary
Function of Zechariah 3-8, CBO) 65 (2003} 300-407,

78. Uffenheirmet, " Zerubbabel,” 227,
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mon inclusio which transfers hopes of restoration to a later era (1:1-6; 7:1—
8:23) and makes no mention of socio-religious functionaries. This tempo-
ral perspective, at least, will only be accentuated in the sections that follow
itt Zechariah 9—14 and Malachi.

Zechariah g—14

The latter half of the book of Zechariah is clearly distinguished from the
first half by the presence of the superscription madd" d°bar YHWH (ora-
cle, the word of YHWH; 9:1; 1221) and the vastly different prophetic genre
that is employed.? As has been the trend in Haggai and Zechariah 1-8, the
focus of the prophetic voice is on the community as a whole, but one can-
not ignore key texts that reflect on the past, present, and future of leader-
ship figures,

Structure

Zechariah 914 can be divided into two sections, separated not only by the
superscription maséa”in 921 and 1221, but also by the form, style, and mood
of the prophecies contained therein. The two oracles in chs. 9=10 are fo-
cused cn both Israel and Judah, exhibit a positive mood, and convey hope
of return from exile, triumph over enemies, and renewal of prosperity in
what appears to be the near future. The two oracles in chs, 12-14 do not
mention Israel, focusing rather on Jerusalemn and Judah, exhibit a much
darker mood, and envision a future attack on and cleansing of God’s peo-
ple as well as a victory through God in a more remote future (on that day:
13, 4, 6, 8, 9, 113 1371, 45 1414, 6, &, 0, 13, 20, 21).

Leadership Figures

This transformation in form, style, and mood is showcased by highlighting
i key contrast between chs. 9-10 and 12—14 over the issue of kingship, a
contrast that reveals a change in treatment of the traditional pre-exilic

81 Far details on the structure of Zechariah 9-14 and its relationship to Zechariah 1+
&, see M. T Boda, “Reading Between the Lines: Zechariah 11:4-16 in Its Literary Contexts,” in
Boda and Flovd, eds., Bringing Owur the Treasure, 277-91; Boda, ®Fasts to Feasts.” 190-407.
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lowly donkey. Iain Duguid has noted the close connection between Zech
9:10 and the traditions from which it draws. In contrast to Ps 72:13, where
the king “saves” the needy, this king is saved and is afflicted (the latter often
paralleled with “needy” and found in Psalm 72).** This description of a
royal figure is carefully nuanced to avoid triumphalism, a rhetorical tactic
that not only draws on the tradition of kingship in Israel but also is essen-
tial in the wake of the failure of the royal house that precipitated the exile,

This opening revelation of the relationship between divine and hu-
man kingship thus prepares the way for the exclusive focus on the divine in
ch. 14, but it does not explain the absence of human kingship in ch. 14. Key
to this development is the complex sign-act depicted in the core passage
that lies at the seam in Zechariah 914 between chs. g—10 and 1214 — that
is, Zech 11:4-16. As [ have argued elsewhere in detail, these sign-acts depict-
ing the failure of a good shepherd and the appointment of a bad one play
off of two prophecies within Ezekiel {chs. 34 and 37) that are concerned
. with the state of present leadership and the hope for future faithful Davidic
leadership.** Underlving the sign-act in Zechariah 13, however, is a crisis in
Davidic leadership that most likely occurred at the end of Zerubbabel's rule
and led to the appointment of his son-in-law to the governorship and, fol-
lowing him, non-Davidides. Any hope of a unified province under Davidic
rule appears to have died with the demise of Zerubbabel’s leadership. This
helps us to understand the transition from a focus in chs, 9=10 on Israel and
Judah to the focus in chs. 12—14 on Judah and Jerusalem.

Further evidence of leadership crisis can be discerned in what are of-
ten identified as the Shepherd seams in Zechariah 9-14; 10:1-38; 11:1-3; 11217
13:7-9.%% These all lie at transitions between major oracular units in Zecha-

B4. Druguid, “Messianic Themes.” 265-80. Dugnid also notes a contrast to the military
trinmphalism of Gen 49:8-11, the imagery of which has been transferred to YHWH himself.
T. Collins, “The Literary Contexts of Zechariah gig." in Tackett, ed., The Book of Zechariah
ard [ts Influence, 29-40, shows how g:g-10 uses the genee of the proclamation of the arrival
of a king and also is closely allied with Psalm 72,

85, Boda, “Reading Between the Lines,” 2771

46. Both K. Elliger, Dves Buch der owiilf kleines Propheren. 11 Die Propheten Nahum,
Habakuk, Zephanfa, Haggat, Sacharja, Maleachi (7th ed.; ATD; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprechr, 1975) 143-44, and B L. Bedditt, *Isracl’s Shepherds: Hope and Pessimism in Zecha-
rish 5147 CBO 51 (1980} 631-42, do a superb job of identifying these redactional seams in
Zechariah g=14. J. Tromp, "Bad Divination in Zechariah 10:1-2." it Tuckett, ed., The Book of
Zechariak and Its Influence, 41-53, has recently encouraged us to read at least 10:1-2 aparl
from chs. g-10.
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made clear by the consistent linkage between prophecy and idolatry.*®
The contrast between the vision of the Davidic king in :9 and that of
YHWH in 14:9 has suggested to others that hope of a renewed Davidic
kingship is no longer operative. However, this does not take into account
consistent echoes of key Davidic prophecies from Jeremiah and Ezekiel
throughout the Shepherd units and sign-acts, echoes that remind the
people of God’s enduring hope for the Davidic line while at the same
time reminding them of God’s willingness to discipline the line.®! It es-
pecially does not take account of explicit references to the Davidic clan
in chs. 12 and 13.

These chapters clearly identify the Davidic clan as in need of renewal,
along with Jerusalem and the rest of Judah. The “house of David” will
mourn for their treatment of God (12:10, 12)*? and receive cleansing from
God’s fountain (13:1). There is concern on the part of the prophet that the
“honor of the house of David and of Jerusalem’s inhabitants” not exceed
that of Judah, but such honor is still available to David (12:7). Similarly, in
a shocking comparative, the weakest of Judah will be “like David” and the
house of David “like God, like the mal'ak YHWH [angel of the Lord] going
before them” (12:8).*7 Although carefully nuancing David’s role within Ju-
dah, the prophet does not appear to be sidelining the Davidic house. Does
this then mean that this prophet is merely maintaining the orientation to-
ward the Davidic house that was discerned in Haggai and Zech 1:;7—6a15?
Maybe so, but there is a fascinating line of evidence that may reveal that
the prophet in Zechariah g-14 is suggesting a new way forward that does

g T. W, Ovwerholt, “The End of Prophecy: No Players without a Program,” JSOT 42
{1988} 103-15,

e M. |. Boda and 5, E. Porter, “Literature to the Third Degree: Prophecy in Zecha-
riah g=14 and the Passion of Christ,” in Translating the Hebrew Bible (ed. R. David and
M. linbachian; Maontreal: Médiaspaul, 2004) 115-34.

92 Zech1ano is often treated as a messianic prophecy (since it is cited in the New Tes-
tament at fohn 19:37), but Zech 12000 appears to be speaking about the metaphorical piercing
of God, rather than an allusion to Josiah (it is not surprising that Zech 1210 appears only in
Jahm 1937, considering one focus in John is to intertwine Jesus and YHWHY; see Boda,
Haggai/Zechariah; contra B, A, Rosenberg, “The Slain Messiah in the O1d Testament,” Z4W
09 (1987} 250-581; Duguid, "Messianic Themes,” 276 A Laatoy Josiok and David Redivivus
The Historical fosiah and the Myssianic Expectations of Exilic and Postexilic Times (ConBOT:
Stockholm: Almgvist & Wiksell, 1992} 200-91; ¢f. Laato, Star [s Risfng.

93. The second part of this phrase appears to be an addition that seeks to soften the
original connection to divinity, a5 also the ancient versions do; of. Mason, “Messiah,” 157.
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priestly family of Iddo according to Neh 12016, This name Iddo is associ-
ated with a family of Levites that also is linked to the line of Gershom
(1 Chron 6:21), the same family as that of Shimei in Zech 12:13. In light of
the crisis in leadership identified in the Shepherd seams of Zechariah 514,
this evidence may suggest that Zechariah 9—14 offers enduring hope for the
royal and priestly lines, retaining affirmation of the Davidic and Levitical
lines while looking to different clans within those traditional lines to carry
the agenda forward.

Surmrnary

No matter what we do with this evidence for a modification of royal and
priestly hopes, it is certain that Zechariah 9—14 seriously tempers the idyllic
portrait offered in Haggai and Zech. 1:7-6:15, furthering the trend seen al-
ready in Zechariah 7-8. There is enduring hope for socio-religious func-
tionaries within Israel, but in the wale of the leadership crisis in late-sixth-
century Yehud greater weight has been shifted onto YHWH. The priestly
house is largely ignored; the prophetic stream is suspect, though not dis-
qualified.*® The royal stream is carefully nuanced at the outset; YHWH is
the sovereign, and the king is dependent upon him. As the text progresses
there is clearly a crisis in the royal stream, and even if it is not sidelined,
there are suggestions of its secondary character.?” Accompanying this has
been an increasing transfer of hope to the remote future: “on that day”
Thus, in the face of a tightening Persian stranglehold on Yehud, Zechariah
914 reflects “the collapse of any hope for political independence,” which
transferred “Israel’s dreams of a restored and independent kingdom . . . in-
creasingly to the eschatological realm"?®

g6, Contra Petersen, Late Fraelfte Prophecy, 45: “classical [sraelite prophecy was a thing
of the past and claims for contemporary manifestations of prophecy were to be dented”

a7 As W, I, Dumbrell, "Kingship and Temple in the Post-Exilic Period,” RTR a7 (1078)
33-42, here 40, says, agreeing with Hanson: there is "2 greatly diminished Davidic interest in
these chapters”; and Pomykala, Davidic Dynasty, 125, ascerts, probably too stronghy, yet in
agreement with Mason: “there is no evidence of a bope for a davidic king or messiah®; of.
. A, Mason, “The Relation of Zech 9-14 to Proto-Zechariah,” ZAW 88 {1e76) 227-30, here
237

gB. Meyers and Meyers, "Future Fartunes,” 210; for the impact of dissonance between
early Persian expectations and reality, especially as related to Zerubbabel, see (guardedly)
B. P Carroll, Wher Prophecy Failed: Cognitive Dissonance in the Prophetic Traditions of the
CHe Testarent (New York: Seabury, 1970) 157-68,
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This is obvious in the prophet’s attack on defiled sacrifices (1:6-14), un-
righteous priests {3:2-5), and insufficient tithes and offerings (3:6-12), but
it is also evident in attacks on foreign marriages (2:110-12) that have “dese-
crated the sancruary” and attacks on divorces (2:13-18) for which Gaod re-
jects their offerings so that they must “flood the Lord’s altar with tears.”
This prophetic voice is positive and passionate for the temple and its ser-
vices and concerned with the present state of the community and its sacral
leadership. :

What is interesting is that Malachi makes no mention of the royal
stream of leadership that has been so important in the prophetic corpora
we have considered so far.'®? Reference is made to a “governor” (Mal 1:8),
but there is not even an implicit link to the Davidic or royal tradition in
the book. Rather, Malachi is fixated on the priestly and prophetic streams.

Malachi 2:1-9

Malachi’s concern over the priesthood comes to the fore in 2:1-9, a passape
addressed directly to the “priests” (2:a). In this attack the prophet calls
down a curse on those who were to bring blessing to the community and
threatens to spread defiled matter on their faces and thus disqualify them
from their office. The concern of the prophet is clearly for what he calls the
“covenant with Levi,” which is presently under threat by the priestly ad-
ministration in the temple (2:8).'" The core concern seems to be related to
the integrity of both priestly instruction and practice, In this passage we
are told that the priest was nothing less than mal'dk YHWH (“the messen-
ger of the Lord™; 2:7). While some have seen this as indicative of an agenda
for priestly replacement of prophetic functions, Andrew E. Hill has rightly

w2, Even if A. Hentzen, “Priesterschaft und Laien in der jidischen Gemeinde des
finften Jahthunderts,” AFD 6 {1930-1) 280-86, did tTy to link the messenger in 31 to & roval
figure, albeit with emendation; of. Dumbrell, "Kingship and Temple” 33-42; 2nd esp. Mason,
“Messiah,” 338-64. ?

193, On this covenant with Levi and the Lavi tradition in Malachi and the Old Testa-
ment, see B, Fuller, “The Blessing of Levi in Dtn 33, Mal 2, and Qumran,” in Konseguenie
Traditiersgeschichre (ed. R, Bartelmus, T. Kriiger, and H. Utzschneider; OBO; Fribourg,
Switzerland: Universitdtsverlag Freiburg Schweiz Gottingen: Vandenhoeek % Buprecht,
19930 3l-44; O'Brien, Priest and Levite in Malachi; Meyers, “Priestly Language.” 235-37
Kugler, “Levi-Friestly Tradition," 41-70; B, Glazier-McDonald, *Mal'ak habberit: The Mes-
senger of the Covenant in Mal 31" HAR 11 (1987) 91-104.
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parallel to one called “the messenger of the covenant.”'% The key issue un-
der debate is the identity of these three individuals in 3:1.'%7

Clearly the text defines one of the three as a figure who prepares the
way. That is, the one called “*my messenger” prepares the way for the ap-
pearance of at least the “lord” (ddds). Commentators universally agree
that this ‘3ddn is a reference to YHWH because (1) this one “whom they
seek™ appears to be responding to their question: “Where is the God of jus-
tice?” (2:7); (2) YHWH has just said that the messenger will prepare the
way before him (3:1); and (3) it is claimed that this one has ownership over
the ternple.'® David L. Petersen, among others, has suggested that *my
messenger” is the same as the “messenger of the covenant” who appears
with the “lord.”"" Beth Glazier-McDonald, however, deems this unlikely
because it fuses a figure who prepares the way with one who accompanies
the “ddén who emerges “suddenly” In this view the arrangement of the
language, the use of “suddenly,” and the parallel language between the line
with “lord” and that with “messenger of the covenant” disqualify any

106, Conrad studies the various “messengers” in the Twelve and secs the shift from
the designation “prophet” to that of “messenger” as significant, suggesting that this indicates
a replacement of prophecy with a restored messenger or angelic presence. See E. W, Conrad,
“Messengers in [saiah and the Twelve: Implications for Reading Praphetic Books” J50T 5
(2000} B3-57. It appears that the term “messenger” does carry with it considecable weight
thetarically; it is used to balster the prophetic figures in Haggai and Malachi, as can be seen
in Hag 112 in which the “voice of YHWH their God" is equated with the “message of the
prophet Haggai,” a phrase that is then linked to Happai's status as “mezsenper of YHIWH" in
1:13. There is clearly a crisis in prophetic credibility in Haggai-Ma.lﬂ-chi [cf. Boda, “Haggai:
Master Rhetarician,” 205-904), and the "messenger” nomenclature is one of many strategies
to bolster the credibility of this new era of prophecy.

w7, Some have tried to avoid the issue by excising vv. 1b=4 az a later expansion due to
its use of thitd-person speech, c.g., Petersen, Zecharial g—14, 207, B. A, Mason, The Books of
Hﬂggﬁf, Zechariah and Malachi (CBC; Cam!:ridge: Cambridge University Press, 1977) 152-
But even if this argument could be sustained, it still does not explain why the cne responsi-
ble for this expansion would place the lord and the messenger of the covenant alongside
each other. The switch to third-persen speech is ¢cammon in prophetic speech, making this
redactional solution unnecessary; cf B. Glazier-McDronald, Malachi, the Divine Messenger
(SBLD'S oB; Atlanta: Scholars, 1987) 1290.16,

108, See Hill, Malachi, although it is possible that ‘@dér here is merely a reference to a
human lord/master, and thus a priest, or that the “temple” here is a reference to a king com-
ing to hiz palace (as in © Kgs 201 2 Kgs 20:18//1sa 30:7//2 Chron 36:7; Dan 1:4; Tsa 13:22; Mah
.7 Ps 45:0, 16; Hos 8104 Amos 8:3; Joel g:5; Prov joms; Ps 144012),

109, Petersen, Late [sraelite Prophecy, 42-43 cf B H. Merrill, Haggat, Zechariah,
himlachi: An Exegetical Commentary {Chicago: Moody, 1994) 429-30,
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dence of O'Brien above, however, suggests that this is either a heavenly
{angel) or human {prophet) figure who will not arise from the Levites but
rather be invelved in the refining of the Levites, It i3 difficult to ignore the
fact that the description of this messenger as “my messenger” is identical
to the name in the superscription to this book, suggesting possibly that the
redactor viewed the prophet himself as this messenger.

The timing of his appearance is conditioned by the central event of
YHWH coming to his temple (3:1), which is then called “the day of his
coming” {3:2). This kind of language does not appear to carry the eschata-
logical weight that is often placed upon it. Hill, for example, identifies it as
“pregnant with eschatological implications associated with the Day of
Yahweh,” but then likens it to similar phrases that denote the presence of
YHWH in the Haggai-Zechariah-Malachi corpus, few of which (if any) are
eschatological in scope.!'7 It is probably this evidence that led R. Smith to
highlight the lack of eschatology in Malachi: “He did not speak of ‘the day
of the Lord. He made no reference to “The Messiah.” He has no *full-blown’
system of eschatology. Yet he knows he is living in the ‘not yet' era!!® By
this Smith appears to be referring to the oral level in Malachi, rather than
to what are considered two additional appendices attached after Mal 3:21
[Eng. 4:3]. The reference to “day of his coming” in 3:2 does not appear to be
any more than a reference to the arrival of YHWH in his temple (32).

Thus, Mal 3:1 denotes some kind of messenger, whether heavenly or
human, who will come and deliver a prophetic message to prepare for the
arrival of YHWH. The actual character of this preparation is never spelled
out,'*® Then YHWH with this messenger at his side will refine the Levites
to qualify them for temple service. The timing of this arrival of YHWH is
not specified, but it is related to his return to fill the Second Temple.

252-55; see B K. Achtemeier, Nahusn-Malachi {Interpretation; Atlanta: John Knox, 1986} 171-
73 who identifies Malachi as a lawsuit of a Levitical priest who acts as a messenger of the
covenant in the temple; of D, G. Clark, “Elifah as Eschatological High Priest: An Examina-
tion of the Elijah Tradition in Mal. 3:22-24" (Ph.D. diss., University of Notre Dame, 1975).

uy, Hill, Malachi, z7a. .

118. Smith, “Shape of Theology,” 26.

ng. See Glazier-MeDonald, Malacki, 136-30 for the significance of this language in
preparations for the arrival of royalty.
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of the book of Malachi'®® or a later addition to the book,'?® this passage
plays a significant role in our interpretation of the boolk, for it functions to
clarify what was at one point nebulous.

Summmary

The book of Malachi, therefore, is silent on the royal stream of leadership.
Its focus is on the priestly and prophetic streams instead. The present
priestly leadership is corrupt, but this does not disqualify this stream from
a role in the community. A refined priestly group will be created through
the actions of a prophetic figure, which at first appears to be the prophet
himself (Malachi), but in the end is identified as Elijah, who is both heav-
enly and human messenger, and who will return and usher in the appear-
ance of the refining God. The timing of this appearance may have origi-
nally been in the near future, if 311 referred to the role of the prophetic
voice of the book of Malachi (1:1), but it was interpreted in 3:22-24 [Eng.
4:4-6] as a future event that possessed a far more severe and cataclysmic
tone.

Conclusion

The books of Haggai-Malachi offer us a perspective on messianic expecta-
tion in the final phase of prophetic tradition in the Old Testament. They re-
veal an initial burst of renewal of the messianic streams of pre-exilic Judah
as roval, priestly, and prophetic figures ascend to places of influence. The
temporal focus of Hapgai and Zechariah 1:7—6:15 is assuredly in the immi-
nent future. This hope, however, is carefully nuanced beginning in Zecha-
riah 7-8, which reveals that fulfillment awaits the covenant obedience of the
people and leadership. Although the hope is kept alive by the introduction
of the royal figure in Zech g:0-10, chs. 9—14 represent a sericus threat to
royal hopes as the roval figure resigns, ceding rule to an inappropriate shep-
herd. The only way forward will be through a future punishment of this
shepherd leadership. Although the focus clearly shifts to YHWH by ch. 14,
all hope for the royal and priestly houses is not lost, even if it means peni-

135, Glazier-McDanald, Malachs, 243-50; O Brien, Malachi, 76,
126, Hill, Malachi, 363-66; Petarsen, Secharioh o-14, 227-33.
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The Messiah in the Qumran Documents

Al Wolters

The topic of messianism in the Dead Sea Scrolls is a minefield of contested
claims. Scholars disagree on a whole range of issues, some of them quite
basic, For example, did the Qumran sect expect one Messiah or two? Can
we speak of a Messiah only when the Hebrew term N"W% occurs? If not,
what elements need to be present to justify speaking of a messianic figure?
Is there a consistent pattern with respect to messianic expectations in the
Qumran materials, or can we speak only of different strands that were
never integrated into a single conception? Then there is the momentous
question of the relation between the messianic expectations reflected in
the Dead Sea Scrolls and the expectations that the New Testament writers
see fulfilled in Jesus Christ. Running through the disputes about these and
similar foundational questions are more detailed philological disagree-
ments about how to restore damaged texts and how to understand rare
and unvocalized Hebrew and Aramaic words.

Clearly, it is a dangerous enterprise for anyone to venture into this
minefield. For the purposes of this paper, I will take as my guide two rela-
tively recent books on the subject by leading Qumran specialists. The first
is John . Collins, The Scepter and the Star: The Messiahs of the Dead Sea
Scrolls and Other Anciernt Literature;! the second is Michael O. Wise, The
First Messiah: Investigating the Savior Before Jesus® These books are very
different and in some respects represent opposite poles on the spectrum of

1. {Mew York: Doubleday, 1955).
2, {3an Francisco: HarperCaollins, 1go9g),
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scholarly work on messianism in the Dead Sea Scrolls. Collins is one of the
acknowledged authorities on this topic, and his monograph is perhaps the
standard book-length treatment of the subject today, He gives a balanced
and judicious survey of both the relevant texts and the scholarly literature
surrounding them. Wise, on the other hand, though also a recognized
Qumran specialist, presents an audacious proposal of his own in which a
single messianic figure, in many ways foreshadowing Jesus Christ, is the in-
terpretative key to a whole range of Qumran documents, By surveying the
salient features of these two monographs, [ will endeavor to give some
sense of the current state of scholarship on this topic. My own contribu-
tion will consist largely in some incidental criticisms of a methodological
and exegetical kind, the latter specifically with reference to my own re-
search on the book of Zechariah.?

I begin with three preliminary remarks about Collins's monograph.
{1) Although an important feature of his book is the way he situates the ev-
idence from the Qumran scrolls within the broader context of what we
know about contemporary Judaism as a whole, my assignment calls for me
to focus my remarks on the former. (2) Like most scholars, Collins as-
surnes that the scrolls discovered in the Judean Desert belonged to a dis-
tinct Jewish sect, which is probably to be identified with the Essenes, and
which probably settled in Qumran, as well as other places in Israel (4-11).
{3) Terminologically, he treats as “messianic” any authoritative figure who
is the object of eschatological hopes, whether or not the term R*Wn is used
of him [11-12).

Having defined “messianic” in this way, Collins’s main thesis is that
we can discern four different kinds of messianic figures in the Dead Sea
Scrolls, as in the other Jewish documents that are roughly contemporane-
ous with them. He calls them four “messianic paradigms” and labels them
“king,” “priest,” “prophet,” and “heavenly messia " {12}

The “king” paradigm refers to the expectation of an eschatological
king of the Davidic line. Before the discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls, the
main evidence for this expectation in the two pre-Christian centuries was
found in the so-called Psalms of Selomon (4g). This evidence was signifi-

3. T am grateful to both Colling and Wise for commenting on an earlier draft of this
paper, especially their comments on my presentation of their own views, Needless to say, al-
thowgh | have taken their comments into account in my fnal draft, 1 am myself solely re-
spomsible for the latter, [ eite their works by giving page numbers parenthetically within the
boady of the text.
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cantly expanded in the Qumran documents. It can be found in the follow-
ing texts:

(1) The pesher or commentary on Isaiah (4Qplsa®). Although this
document is very fragmentary, it is clear that it refers to an eschatological
king, who will play a role in the final battle against the Kittizz or Romans
{57-58). He is given the titles "Branch of David” and “Prince of the Con-
gregation,” which allude to messianic prophecies in Isaiah (specifically 11:1)
and Ezeldiel.

{2} The controversial “Dying Messiah™ text (40Q285), probably a part
of the War Rule (1QM), which describes the expected eschatological war.
The original claim that this text refers to someone who was killed is now
widely discounted, but the fragment does refer to a messianic figure, again
designated with the titles “Branch of David” and “Prince of the Congrega-
tion™ (58-60).

(3} The Scroll of Blessings (1Q5b}, which pronounces a blessing over
the eschatological “Prince of the Congregation,” who is again described in
terms of the messianic prophecy of Isa 11:1-5. He is also described as the
“scepter,” an apparent allusion to the messianic “scepter” of Balaam's
prophecy in Num 24:17 {60-61). ;

(4} The Florilegium (4Q174) also speaks of the "Branch of David,"
who will arise “at the end of days.” He is also called “the Son of God” (51).

{5) The Patriarchal Blessings text (4Q252) again interprets the messi-
anic text Gen 49:10 as referring to the “Branch of David,” who is here also
called the “Messiah of Righteousness,” the recipient of an everlasting king-
dom (62).

(6} The Damascus Document (CD), Manuscript A, mentions the
“Prince of the Congregation™ (CD 7:19) in the context of a citation of
Balaarm's oracle about the star and the scepter in Numbers 24, an oracle
that was widely understood as a messianic prophecy in ancient Judaism
{63-64).

These texts seem to reflect a fairly uniform exepgetical tradition (also
attested outside of the Qumran documents) that saw the Messiah as the
Davidic king predicted in a number of texts in the Hebrew Bible. The por-
trait of this king that emerges is fairly consistently that of a warrior figure
who will smite the wicked and restore the Davidic dynasty. This, too, is
part of a broader tradition in contemporary Judaism, reflected also in
4 Ezra and 2 Baruch. Collins concludes; “This concept of the Davidic mes-
siah as the warrior king who would destroy the enemies of Israel and insti-
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tute an era of unending peace constitutes the common core of Jewish
messianism around the turn of the era™ (68).

Although less common, there is also considerable evidence for the
second messianic paradigm in the Qumran materials, that of the eschato-
logical priest. This paradigm is illustrated in the famous phrase “the Mes-
siahs of Aaron and Israel.” found in the Community Rule (135 9:11), in
which the Messiah of Aaron is clearly a priestly figure. However, the evi-
dence for this paradigm is certainly not restricted to that oft-cited phrase.
There are also a number of texts where the future roval messiah appears to
defer to a priestly figure. One of these is the so-called “Messianic Rule”
(1025a), where a priest takes precedence over the “Messiah of Israel.” This is
presumably the “Messiah of Aaron.” We find similar indications in two
texts we have already considered in connection with the Davidic king,
namely 4Qplsa® and 4Q28s, as well as others (the War Scroll, 1Q5b, the
Flarilegium, CD). “In fact, all the major rule and law books. . . support the
bifurcation of authority in the messianic era” (76). Collins writes: “There
is, then, impressive evidence that the Dead Sea sect expected two messiahs,
one royal and one priestly. This binary messianism had, of course, its bibli-
cal precedent in Zechariah's ‘two sons of oil’ (Zech 4:14)" (77). It is to be
noted that the various developmental theories, which posit a stage when
only a priestly messiah was expected in the Qumran sect, are not convine-
ing (77-83).

The third messianic paradigm is that of the prophet or teacher. It is
this paradigm that we find in the figure who is called “the one who is to
teach righteousness in the end of days” in the Damascus Document (CD
6:11) and the “Interpreter of the Law” in both the Damascus Document
{CD 7:18) and the Florflegium (4Q174). Despite the arguments of some
scholars, the future appearance of this figure is not to be interpreted as the
second coming of the founder of the Qumran sect, although he too is des-
ignated as “Interpreter of the Law” in the Damascus Document (CD &:7)
and is elsewhere frequently called the “Teacher of Righteousness.” These
were interchangeable titles that were clearly applicable to a variety of peo-
ple (102-4). It was the future eschatological teacher, not the past historical
Teacher of Righteousness, who was in all likelihood identified by the
Qumran sectarians with the future “prophet like Moses” predicted in Deut
18218, However, they may not have been totally consistent, since there is
also evidence that they also equated the prophet predicted in Deuteron-
omy with the priestly messiah (114).
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Another possible reference to the prophetic messiah is found in the
fragmentary text called “The Messiah of Heaven and Barth” (4Qsz21), where
the *@7 whom “heaven and earth will obey” may well be an anointed es-
chatological prophet, either Elijah or a prophet like Elijah {117-22).

In the light of the parallels that some scholars have drawn between
the eschatological teacher and Jesus Christ, it is also worth pointing out
that the scrolls do not have an expectation of a messiah who sufters before
entering into glory {123-26).

As an introduction to his discussion of the fourth paradigm, that of
the heavenly messiah, Collins first deals with the mysterious text that
Baillet entitled “canticle of Michael™ (40491 11). In this text the speaker
makes the remarkable claim, “I have taken my seat . . . in the heavens. .. .1
shall be reckoned with gods.” Although M. Baillet identified the speaker as
the archangel Michael, there is considerable evidence that he was in fact a
human being (136-39). One possibility is that he is to be identified with the
eschatological “Interpreter of the Law™ who would “teach righteousness at
the end of da}ra.” The text is significant, however, not primarily because it
may allude to a messianic figure, but because it refers to a human being
who is enthroned in heaven in a way that suggests a kind of divinization
(146-49).

The one Qumran text that may qualify as illustrating the “heavenly
messiah” paradigm is the much-disputed Aramaic fragment known as the
“Son of God™ text (4Q246), which begins with the words, *'Sen of God” he
shall be called, and they will name him ‘Son of the Most High.” The
phraseology of this fragment has such striking parallels with the infancy
narrative in Luke 1 that Collins believes that Luke must have been in some
way dependent on it (155). Unfortunately, most of the rest of this fragment
is damaged or ambiguous, and there has been a good deal of dispute about
the identity of the figure here called “Son of God.” Callins himself argues,
especially on the basis of verbal parallels with Daniel 7, that a messianic in-
terpretation is most probable. In fact, 4Q246 may represent the earliest ex-
ample of the messianic interpretation of the “one like the son of man” of
Dran 713 (155-69).

As background to the possibility that this last text refers to a heavenly
messiah, Collins includes a discussion of the interpretation of Daniel’s
“Son of Man” in two Jewish texts that do not belong to the Dead Sea
Scrolls but are roughly contemporary with them, namely the Similitudes of
Enoch and 4 Ezra, both dated to the first century ce (177-87). Each of these
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interprets the “son of man” of Daniel 7 as a preexistent messiah, a tran-
scendent figure of heavenly origin who can be described in quasi-divine
terms (187). These common assumptions about the Danielic “Son of Man™
bespeak a prevalent exegetical tradition in the Judaism of the first century
cE that may well have been shared by the Qumran sectarians (188},

In a final chapter, Collins briefly discusses a series of actual historical
figures in the Judaism of the first two centuries ce who could be described as
fulfilling a “messianic” expectation in some sense. Some of these arose as
prophets, others as roval pretenders, but all were eventually destroyed by the
might of imperial Rome, including the second-century Bar Kokhba, who
was hailed as the messiah by Rabbi Aqiba, one of the leading rabbis of the
day (196-204). Compared to these other royal pretenders, what distinguishes
Jesus is that, although he too apparently claimed to be the expected messi-
anic king of Davidic descent, he did not exemplify the military features of
this strand of messianic expectation. This non-military aspect of his
messiahship, together with his suffering and dying, breaks the mold of the
messianic paradigms that were current in the Judaism of his day (204-9).

Looking back over this brief survey of Collins’s magisterial treatment
of the evidence, 1 am struck by a number of points that call for comment.
The first is how sparse and ambiguous the evidence is. The Qumran 5crolls
speak very little of an eschatological messiah — even of a messianic figure
broadly defined — and when they do it is always incidental to other con-
cerns and usually subject to multiple interpretations. In short, it is clear
that messianic expectation was not central to the religious worldview of
the Qumran sectarians, and what little such expectation there was is hard
to pin down.

Second, Collins shows convinecingly that even this marginal messi-
anic expectation was not monolithic. He is right to speak of different mies-
sianic strands. In this way he steers a judicious middle course between the
earlier scholarly consensus, which had seen a common messianic expecta-
tion in Judaism around the turn of the era, and the more recent reaction to
this consensus, which sees no messianic patterns at all. (See Collins’s dis-
cussion on pp. 3-4.)

Third, it is striking that the one strand that stands out in bold relief
and that is both well-documented and widely recognized is the expecta-
tion of the Davidic king. It is beyond dispute that the Qumran sectarians,
like many of their Jewish contemporaries, understood their Scriptures to
predict a future royval messiah who would deliver Israel from its enemies.
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Fourth, I would point out that it is somewhat misleading for Collins
to speak of four distisnct strands of messianic expectation, This emerges
very clearly from a passage on the first page of his last chapter (195). He
first recapitulates the overall results of his investigation in the following
words: “In the preceding chapters we have seen evidence for four distinct
messianic paradigms in Judaism around the turn of the era: king, priest,
prophet, and heavenly messiah or Son of Man.” However, the very next
sentence reads as follows: “These paradigms were not always distinct.” Asa
matter of fact, at least with reference to the Qumran materials, it seems
that they were often not distinct. As we have seen, sometimes a messianic
figure is both priestly and prophetic (114-15), and the heavenly messiah
may also be a king (164, 167, 173).

This raises a fifth point, which I believe is of some significance. The
fourth paradigm, that of the heavenly messiah or Son of Man, may not be
represented in the Dead Sea Scrolls at all, and in any case is not on a par
with the others. The two Qumran texts that Collins discusses in this con-
nection {40401 11 and 4Q246) do not provide clear evidence for this cate-
gory. The first probably does not speak of a messianic figure at all, and it is
adduced by Cellins mainly as evidence of the heavenly exaltation of a hu-
man figure (149). The second may speak of a messianic figure of the re-
quired type, but this interpretation is disputed by many Qumran scholars,
and its possibility can be affirmed by Collins only on the basis of a fairly
convoluted argument (155-69).* But even if this fourth paradigm did show
up clearly in the sectarian documents, it would evidently not be coordinate
with the others. The first three are defined on the basis of the societal office
to which the messiah is anointed, but the fourth is defined by the messial's
cosmaological status, either earthly or heavenly. There is nothing contradic-
tory, therefore, in the heavenly messiah also being a king — or, for that
matter, a priest or a prophet. Consequently, I would argue that the Dead
Sea Scrolls give evidence of only three kinds of messianic expectation,
those corresponding to the three anointed offices of prophet, priest, and
king, and that there is some slight evidence that this expectation may on
occasion have been connected with a notion of heavenly exaltation.

4. In an email to me dated June 14, 2004, Collins clarifies his poesition as follows: *I
never zctually meant the ‘throne in heaven” text or the Son of Man text to be taken as refer-
ring to a heavenly messiah, although [ can see how my book may have been confusing in that

regied.”
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Finally, I would like to raise an exegetical issue related to the book of
Zechariah. Zechariah 4114 speaks of “the two sons of oil who stand by the
Lord of the whole earth,” and this verse is often cited in connection with
the Jewish expectation of the Messiah. Collins, too, speaks of this text in
his survey of Old Testament messianic passages (30, 31). As we have seen,
he also writes of the expectation of a royal and priestly Messiah in the
Tread Sea sect, that “[t]his binary messianism had . . . its biblical precedent
in Zechariah's ‘two sons of oil'” {77). However, there are a number of prob-
lems with this use of the biblical phrase. To begin with, it is not at all clear
that Zech 4:14 is a messianic text. The primary reference is usually taken to
be the high priest Joshua and the civil governor Zerubbabel, but eminent
exegetes have disputed this, partly because the word for oil (N%?) is not
otherwise used for anointing, and partly because Zerubbabel was in fact
never anointed. However, quite apart from the text’s original referents,
there is no evidence that the Qumran sect ever appealed to it to support a
“binary messianism,” as Collins implicitly concedes {98n.55). In fact, the
only place (to my knowledge) where this text is cited in the Dead Sea
Scrolls is 4Q254, where it has no discernible connection with the sect’s
messianic expectation. Besides, if Collinss overall argument has merit,
then any biblical text that implies only a dual messianic expectation is un-
likely to have found favor in a religious group that held to a triple or qua-
druple expectation.

[ turn now to the second book on this subject that I have undertaken
to review, that by Michael O. Wise. As I have pointed out already, it is very
different from Collins’s work. It is written in a popular (not to say journal-
istic) style and is aimed at a general andience. Although Wise is an ac-
knowledged Qumran scholar in his own right, he wears his considerable
erudition lightly and confines most of his scholarly argumentation and
documentation to his footnotes, which are sometimes quite lengthy. Fur-
thermore, much more than Collins, he sets out to prove a controversial
thesis. In addition, although Collins also makes a few passing references to
modern messianic sects, Wise makes the anthropological study of what he
calls “crisis cults” one of the foundation stones of his analysis. He refers es-
pecially to the nineteenth-century Millerite movemnent in the United States
and to the twentieth-century Branch Davidians led by David Koresh. He
interprets the rise and development of the Dead Sea sect in the light of
what medern anthropologists have found to be typical of such crisis cults
in other times and places.
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On many of the basic points in dispute concerning the Dead Sea
Scrolls and messianism, Wise takes a different view from Collins. Whereas
Collins accepts the consensus view that the sectarians who produced the
Scrolls were the Essenes of whom Pliny wrote, and who settled (among
other places) at Qumran, Wise makes no reference to the Essenes, and in-
stead associates {although he does not identify) the people of the Scrolls
with the Sadducees, disputing the connection that is usually made between
(Qumpran and the sectarians (305n.4). Whereas Collins denies that the his-
torical Teacher of Righteousness is the same person as the eschatological
Teacher of Righteousness whom the sectarians expected, Wise affirms this
identification. On the other hand, whereas Collins identifies the historical
Teacher of Righteousness with the historical Interpreter of the Law, Wise
distinguishes them. Whereas Collins is at pains to distinguish four distinct
messianic paradigms, Wise takes almost all messianic references found in
the Scrolls to refer to the same paradigm. Whereas Collins denies that
there is a notion of a suffering Messiah in the Scrolls, Wise affirms that
there is. Whereas Collins stresses the discontinuity between the sectarian
messianic expectation and Jesus Christ, Wise stresses the continuity. In
fact, Wise argues that the Messiah of the Dead Sea sectarians defined the
shape of the messianic mold that Jesus, in his own distinctive way, filled.
Most importantly, however, Wise claims that the Qumran Messiah was not
just a religious ideal; he was an actual historical personage about whom we
can know quite a lot.

Wise’s fundamental thesis is that the founder of the “crisis cult” that
produced the Dead Sea Scrolls, the so-called Teacher of Righteousness,
considered himself to be the Messiah predicted in the Hebrew Scriptures,
and that many of the messianic references in the Scrolls refer to him — ei-
ther to him as a historical personage who lived in the carly first century
BCE or to him as the eschatological figure who was to come again. Wise
gives him the name Judah, although it is not clear what evidence this is
basad on (41). A cormerstone of Wise’s argument is that Judah was himself
the author of a number of the Dead Sea Scrolls, including 4QMMT {67},
the directives contained in CD 6:11—7:4 (42-43), and especially the nine
Teacher Hymns that constitute the core of the Thanksgiving Hymns (1QH
gi1—20:7) (44-45). It is especially the latter that allows Wise to reconstruct
much of the tumultuous career of the charismatic leader Judah.

In outline, that career was as follows. Judah was a respected priest
and wisdom teacher in Jerusalem who had served as a religious adviser to
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the Hasmonean ruler Alexander Jannaeus, a ruler who had favored the
Sadducees over the Pharisees. However, Judah’s position changed dramati-
cally upon Alexander’s death in 76 sce. The new ruler was Alexandra, who
appointed her son Hyrcanus to the high priesthood. Under this new re-
gime the Sadducees, together with priests like Judah who sympathized
with their position, lost their privileged position, and the Pharisees were
now in favor at the court. Qusted from his position of privilege, Judah
wrote his First Hymn, still in 76 pce (46), from which it is clear that he was
under attack from the Pharisees. “The crisis of the Pharisees’ rise to power
had forced Judah to rethink everything that he believed. His thoughts
about himself had also taken a new direction” (51). He now claimed to be
“a prophet given knowledge of wondrous mysteries” {50}, which means,
says Wise, that Judah had now come to see himself as “the intermediary
between the nation and God” {51), as someone “of a stature comparable to
that of any of Israel’s ancient prophets,” in fact a new Moses (57). He even
began to identify himself as the Suffering Servant of Isaiah (64) and to pre-
dict that he would ultimately prevail against his enemies and be reinstated
in his rightful place in Jerusalem {6s). It was around this same time that
Judah coauthored the document known as “Some of the Laws of the To-
rah” (4QMMT), addressed to the new high priest Hyrcanus, and boldly
challenging the Pharisees’ understanding of cultic law (67-68). In it he also
announced that the eschatological “Latter Days” were at hand, in which
the curses of Deuteronomy would fall on the Pharisees and their allies (75).
In response, the leading Pharisee of the day, Shimeon ben Shetah, urged
Hyrcanus to arrest Judah and have him tried on the charge of false proph-
ecy (79). Judah was duly tried, and Wise uses the words of Judah's Fifth
Hymn to reconstruct the speech that he delivered in his defense (96). In it
he alluded to "the prophet like Moses™ of Deut 1818 and cast himself in
that role. He also applied the words about the Suffering Servant in Isaiah
53 to himself {91-92). Not surprisingly, he was found guilty by Hyrcanus,
although the punishment of death was commuted to exile (g5).

In the Fourth Hymn, Judah recorded a kind of mystical vision he had
around this time, perhaps just previous to the trial (104). In an experience
like those recorded in the Similitudes of Enoch and Aramaic Levi, Judah
traveled to heaven. In Wise's words, “He seemed to have believed that he
journeyed to heaven, received direct revelation, and returned to announce
it to the millennial generation” (116}, Furthermore, Wise argues that Judah
now even applied the messianic epithet “Wonderful Counselor” (Isa 9:6)
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to himself (120). It is abundantly clear that Judah saw himself as the Mes-
siah (122}, the first one in history to do so (12g). Out of the intensity of this
messianic self-consciousness, Judah launched a movement that was to be-
come, apart from early Christianity, “the most dynamic and enduring cri-
sis cult of these centuries of Jewish civilization™ (131).

Accompanied by a band of followers comprised of perhaps fifty to
one hundred men with their families (134), Judah was exiled in 74 BCE 10
the “land of Damascus,” probably the kingdom of Coele-Syria, more spe-
cifically the *Wilderness of Damascus” or Trachonitis (138}. We can deduce
from his Sixth Hymn, written around this time, that Judah and his follow-
ers now began to make their living as brigands, an accepted occupation in
the andent world (141-52). He now also began to prophesy that Gentile in-
vaders would come from the north to bring judgment on Jerusalem and its
corrupt religious establishment (141). On the basis of the prophetic chro-
nology of the book of Daniel, he calculated that this invasion would take
place soon, in a "“week” of seven years, sometime between 73 and &5 Bce
(157).

We learn from Judah’s Seventh Hymn and some other sources that in
the first year of his exile many of his followers deserted him (164) and that
these apostates subsequently helped Hyrcanus and the Pharisees to launch
a treacherous attack upon Judah's community (185). Many sectarians were
killed, but Judah himself narrowly escaped (188). A year or two later, how-
ever, around 72 BcE {219}, he did finally meet a violent end. We can deduce
his violent death from a passage in the Damascus Document (CD 19:5-10),
in which Judah's followers later identified him with the smitten shepherd
of Zech 13:7 (216-19). By that time his band of followers had been reduced
to a mere fifteen men and their families (219).

But this was not the end of the story. Although they were reeling with
what students of crisis cults have called “disconfirmation distress” — since
their charismatic leader had died, and his predictions had not come to pass
(221) — Judah’s remaining followers came to a conclusion that others in
their situation have also frequently reached: their fallen leader had been
exalted and would eventually return. We find aspects of this new perspec-
tive reflected in the “Community Hymns" that precede and follow Judah's
own compaositions in the Thanksgiving Hymns (222). One of these is the
newly reconstituted fragment 10QH 26:2-10, in which the speaker (assumed
to be the Teacher of Righteousness himself, i.e. Judah} says, among other
things, “T am reckoned with the angels, my dwelling place is in the holy
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lennium wherein believers would rule the world, so it had been with Ju-
dah’s followers” (254). Wise goes so far as to say that the sectarians of the
Scrolls represented a kind of “proto-Christianity” (256). As a final dra-
matic illustration of the similarity between the two Jewish religious move-
ments, he points out how the statement in the Gospels that “the dead are
raised up, the poor have glad tidings preached to them” {Matt 11:5 and
Luke 7:22) finds a remarkable parallel in what Collins had called the “Mes-
siah of Heaven and Earth” text {4Qs21). Wise writes: "Both the scroll and
the Gospels connect three critical elements: the raising of the dead, the
preaching of glad tidings to the poor, and the time of the messiah”™ (274}
So alike are the two messiahs, in fact, that Wise considers it possible to
come to conclusions about Jesus by analogy with what we know about Ju-
dah. Finally, he makes the following summarizing statement: “In general
the analogy with the first messiah argues that much of what the Gospels
tell us about Jesus . . . happened along the lines the Gospels present. And
the specific analogy of the first messiah is supported by a more universal
one, for the fact is that the Gospels present a story typical of crisis cults.
Not to speak of specific points and particular details, the story of the Gos-
pels is plausible™ (276-77).

As with Colling’s book, permit me to make a few genéral observa-
tions of an evaluative kind about Wise’s remarkable book. It is a difficult
work to assess, because it does not fall into a recognizable genre. It seems
to be a kind of hybrid of historical novel and scholarly monograph, aimed
at both a general andience and Wise's academic peers. As far as its scholar-
ship goes, it runs the gamut from proposing bold interdisciplinary synthe-
ses to arguing the semantic nuances of Hebrew words to analyzing the
redactional layers of sectarian compaositions. There is no doubt that Wise's
book is a brilliant tour de force, displaying an astonishing breadth of erudi-
tion and an extraordinary capacity for bringing a vast mass of data into a
comprehensive synthesis.

Nevertheless, the book strikes me as far too clever. As a result of piling
hypothesis on hypothesis, each of which arguably has some plausibility,
Wise erects an amazingly coherent historical reconstruction, but of course
its overall plausibility diminishes with every level of suppesition. Quite
apart from the many detailed and often disputed questions of textual resto-
ration and translation, the whole edifice turns out to be on shaly ground if
certain disputed assumptions are not granted — for example, that the cen-
tral columns of the Thanksgiving Hymns (and only they) were written by
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the Teacher of Righteousness himself, or that the Teacher can be dated to
the early first century Bcg, or that Judah's movement and early Christianity
both conform to the type of a “crisis cult” In addition, a good deal depends
on being able to identify biblical allusions in the Scrolls and to grasp the sig-
nificance, in the mind of a given Scroll’s writer, of the biblical context of the
text being alluded to. In a word, there is far too much speculation.

As 3 case in point, I refer to the way Wise argues that later sectarians,
after the death of their founding Teacher, expected him to come back to
atone for their sins and usher in the kingdom of Gaod. This rests on the
rather bold hypothesis that the Melchizedek of 11QMelchizedek is to be
identified with the Herald of that same document, who in turn is to be
identified with the Teacher. It is possible to make a more-or-less plausible
argument in favor of each of these identifications, as Wise does, but their
combination is a very shaky foundation for the momentous claim that the
Teacher is a credible analogue to Jesus on this peint.

Itis also of interest to observe that the phrase “the Messiah{s) of Aaron
and Israel,” which rightly plays such a prominent role in other discussions of
Qumran messianism, is conspicuous by its virtual absence in Wise’s treat-
ment, no doubt because it dees not fit his overall reconstruction. He does
mention it in a footnote (323n.9), where he concedes that it cannot plausibly
be said to apply to Judah, but then he suggests rather lamely that it may rep-
resent a later “Zadolkite intrusion.” It is also telling that he fils to deal with a
number of the other messianic texts that Collins discusses, presumably be-
cause they, too, do not fit his overall thesis with respect to Judah.

Another specific criticism I would like to bring forward has once
again to do with the exegesis of a text in Zechariah. There is a passage in
the Damascus Document (CD 19:5-0) that quotes Zech 13:7b, and Wise ad-
duces it as evidence that Judah died a violent death. He translates the
quated text as follows: “Strike down the Shepherd and the sheep will scat-
ter; but I will draw back my hand from the Oppressed” (217; my emphasis).
This is a very unusual translation, partly because the verbal idiom in ques-
tion (¥ T 2°WN) always has a violent connotation elsewhere (usually
rendered “turn one’s hand against”), but also because the noun that is its
object (D™¥X) is never understood elsewhere to mean “oppressors” (217).
Commentators differ on whether it should be understood of the “little
ones” (of the sheep), or — probably rightly — of subordinate “shepherds.”
In a footnote Wise defends his rendering “oppressors™ by saying that it
“follows the sense required by its equation with aniyim of Zech. n:m” and
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by appealing to the meaning of the root in Syriac (320n.36). [ would argue
that this is an example of making a Hebrew word mean something im-
plausible in order to suit one’s argument. Unfortunately, this is not the
only example where Wise has a tendentious rendering of a Hebrew word.
Other examples are his translation of tokhahat as “trial” (96, 292n.16) and
urtom as “heavenly splendor™ (108-9).

Having said all this, however, it is undeniably true that speculative hy-
potheses are the lifeblood of creative scholarship and are indispensable for
suggesting new lines of investigation. Thus Wise’s audacious synthetic pro-
posal constitutes a provocative challenge to the mainstream of Scrolls schol-
arship to test the validity of his specific proposals and hypotheses. In addi-
tion, his novelistic approach to his historical reconstruction adds an
immediacy and vividness of concrete detail to the discussion that is too often
sorely lacking in the saber and dry-as-dust world of Qumran scholarship.

Perhaps the greatest contribution of Wise’s book is that he shows
that it is possible to construe the scattered and fragmentary data of the
Secrolls in an entirely new way. His bold and very erudite proposal shows
that all reconstructions of the teachings of the elusive religious group that
produced the Scrolls, whether about messianism or some other doctrine,
are necessarily based on a host of assumptions that have less than certain
foundations. It has often been said that the work of Scrolls research is like
doing a giant jigsaw pugzle. This is true not only of the arduous work of
physically piecing together the thousands of Scroll fragments, but also of
the necessarily speculative work of trying to reconstitute theoretically a
systern of thought or coherent doctrine from many disparate statements,
often with very little knowledge {if any) about their date, their author, or
their literary context. It behooves us to be modest in our claims to know
what the Dead Sea Scrolls teach about the Messiah.

The twao books by Collins and Wise are representative of the range of
scholarly opinion on messianism in the Dead Sea Scrolls, but they are cer-
tainly not exhaustive. [ have not mentioned Israel Knohl, whose little baok
The Messiah before fesus: The Suffering Servant of the Dead Sea Scrolls® is re-
matkably similar to Wise’s but identifies an entirely different historical fig-
ure as the pre-Christian Messiah, or a host of other writers who nuance the
available options in various ways. But enough has been said to give some
sense of the scholarly lay of the land on this topic.

5. (Berkeley: University of California Press, zooo).
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Messianic Ideas in the Apocalyptic and
Related Literature of Early Judaism

Loren T. Stuckenbruck

Introduction

In this paper [ shall consider “Messiah” in early Jewish literature. This
area of study is important in relation to our understanding of early Chris-
tianity for three reasons. First, it has fipured prominently in the way be-
liefs of Jews in “the Messiah” set the stage for the emerging belief among
early Jewish Christian communities that Jesus was God’s “Anointed One”
or "Messiah.” In this light, differences between “Christian™ and contem-
porary “Jewish” understanding have often been construed as confirming
the “uniqueness” of the Christian understanding of “Messiah.” This con-
cern with Christian distinctiveness has, in turn, fed a polarizing mentality
that not only oversimplifies early Judaism but also reduces early Christian
views about Jesus as "Messiah™ to an unnecessarily rigid spectrum of
ideas. Second, a reconsideration of this literature is becoming increasingly
necessary, given that our evidence for “Messiah” in non-Christian Juda-
ism has been increased through materials published from the Dead Sea
materials during the last dozen years.! Indeed, the Dead Sea Scrolls, to

1. For an early, but timely, attempt at such a broader investigation, see John J. Collins,
The Sceprer and the Star {New York: Doubleday, 1995). During the first forty vears after the
discovery of the Qumran cave materials, texts mentioning “messiah,” “messiahs” or
“anointed figures” or containing related messianic terminology were generally only available
through the following texts: 108 col. ix, lines g-11; 10%a col, 11, lines 11-22; 108b col, v, lines
zo-26; 100 col. v, nes 1-2; col. xi, lines 7-g; 4Qn61 frg. §-10, lines 11-25; 4074 col. i, lines 10-
1e; 1y col. i, lines 15-20; CIV col. 11, ines 11-13; 21, line 23=xiii, line 3; xiv, lines 18-10; xix,
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some degree, may be thought to provide an added, and previously un-
available, interpretive context for contemporary Jewish literature. Third
and finally, beyond shedding light on Christian origins, we learn that
early Jewish ideas about “Messiah” underwent significant development
through to the end of the first century ce. Despite the growing indepen-
dence of Christian communities, especially in the aftermath of 7o cg,
speculative ideas about intermediary figures and agents of God attested in
non-Christian Jewish literature continued to shape and parallel convic-
tions about the exalted Jesus in Christian communities. Both communi-
ties, overlapping in tradition and devotion to the God of Istael, found in
language about a Messiah ways of addressing and interpreting their expe-
riences with religious and socio-political conditions under Roman rule in
the Mediterranean world.

Initially, however, it is important to delimit the focus of this review. [
do so in several ways: (1) We are looking initially at the term *Messiah™ as it
occurs in the most important textual witnesses of Jewish literature pre-
served in Greek (xpiordc, a sense translation from Hebrew and Aramaic
A1), Latin (wactus), Syriac (RN*@'A), and Ethiopic (mad/sih/h).* We do

ines 7-11; and xix, line 33-xx, line 1. Since 1901, however, further such texts have become
maote fully available through publications: 40246 cols, i-ii; 40252 frg. 1 col. v: 40285 frg. 5;
4364 g 1 col. i} 4Q377 fTp. 2 col. i} 40458 frg. 2 ool. il 40521 fre. 2 col. i, lines 1-2; fTp. 8,
line g; and 40534 frg. 1 col. i. The scholarly iterature on these materials is voluminouns, For 2
nearly full bibliography until 1998, see¢ “Bibliography of Messianism and the Dead Sea
gcrolls,” compiled by Martin B, Abegg and Craig A, Evans (completed by Gerben 5.
Oepgemnal, in Qumiran-Messianisen: Studies on the Messigmie Expectations in ¢he Dead Sen
Seeolls (ed. Tames H. Charlesworth, Hermann Lichtenberger, and Gerben 5. Oegema;
Tithingen: 1. C. B. Mohr [Paul Siebeck], 190%) 20.4-14. For the most recent full treatment of
the Dead Sea "messianic” texts, sce Johannes Zimmermann, Messianische Texte aus Qumiran
(WUNT IL1o4; Tobingen: [. C. B. Mohr [Paul Sisheck], 1998), which offers a material ad-
wance on the still very useful work by A, 5. van der Woude, Die messianischen Vorstellungen
in der Gemeinde von Qumrdn {Assen: Van Gorcum, 1957).

2. While a consideration of terminology might seem overly narrow, it cautions
against unreflected use of the word “messianic” for passages that nowhere actually refer to 2
essiah; see, for instance, K. H. Charles’s treatment of the concept of a “Messianic King-
dom” in, e.g., Jubilees 1ra7-20; 23:26-31 and in 1 Enoch 6—36; 83—o0; and g1-10q in A Critical
History of the Doctrine of a Futwre Life in Terael, in Judaism, and in Christianigy (London;
Adam and Charles Black, 1913} 208-11, 213-20 (1 En 6—36), 220-23 (1 En 83—90), 235-40 ( Jeb),
150-3% {1 En g1-104); see also his The Revelation of St Johr (2 vols; ICC; Edinburgh: T&T
Clark, 1020} 2:142-43; and D, H. Russell, The Method and Message of Tewish Apocalyptic (Lon-
don: SCM Press, 1964) 285-103.
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The heading to 18 — "Psalm of Solomon concerning the Messioh Lord?
{woedwde tob Eoduopwy #n [emend to émi?] yproroi xoplov; no head-
ing in Syriac)

18:5 — “May God purify Israel for the day of mercy with blessing,
for the day of election in the return of his Messiah”

(Ev dviEe yprotod abtol; Syriac damaged)

18:7 — (the generation to come, v. 6) . . . “under the disciplinary rod
of the Messiah Lord in the fear of his God, in wisdom of spirit and
of righteousness and of strength.”

(xprotol xuplow)

The present discussion will thus consider chs. 17 and 18, respectively.

In ch. 17, *Messiah Lord” is the title given to a figure whose activities
are described in vv. 21-43. The psalmist petitions God to raise him up as
“king” of Israel “in the time which you see (or know).” This anointed fig-
ure is to be the antithesis of the religio-political rule under the
Hasmonaeans: He will be a (legitimate) descendant of David, and is “to
rule over Israel your servant” in an ideal way. In the role of a king, this
agent of God will “purify Jerusalem from gentiles,” dispossess Jewish “sin-
ners from their inheritance,” and annihilate “unlawful gentiles” (vv. 22-24).
In their place, he will restore to the land {&x1 thc yfic) “a holy people,
whom he will lead in righteousness, and will judge the tribes of people
who have been sanctified by the Lord his God” (v. 26; cf. vv. 28, 43).

Two main features mark the rule and character of this Messiah:
(cultic) purity and justice, on the one hand, and power and might, on the
other. First, the “Messiah Lord™ is to restore Jerusalem to the pure and
prominent state it enjoyed at the beginning of the (here idealized)
Davidic monarchy (v. 30). This state will be achieved as he judges not only
those people who have been restored (vv. 26, 43), but also the remaining
peoples and nations "in the wisdom of his righteousness” (v. 29), This
judgment is the pre-condition for a proper order of things. Ultimately,
the nations (v. 30}, as well as Israel {cf. 7:0), will be subject to his “yoke,”
and the persecuted righteous who have been scattered throughout the
earth (cf. 17:18) will be brought as gifts by the nations “to see the glory of
the Lord” (vv. 30-31; cf. Isa 43:4-7). Unequivocally, all the re-gathered peo-
ple of Israel will be holy (v. 32), leaving no room for “sinners” and corrupt
“officials,” who will be driven out (v. 36; cf. vv. 23, 27). By the same token,
this messianic figure will be ¥pure from sin” {v. 36) and powerful “in the
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holy spirit” (v. 37).* His “words"® will be more refined — that is, they will
be in a purer state (note the comparative expression memupuwpéve. Bmép)
— than even the choicest gold and will be comparable to words of holy
ones (éylwv) in the midst of sanctified peoples (v. 43).7 It is possible here
that the purity of the Messiah’s activity is emphasized through a compari-
son with angels whose worship of God is considered ideal (cf. Ps 89:5-7).%
Perhaps, then, the Messiah is not only expected to rule as king but also to
perform priestly functions. This may be especially the case if the psalm-
ist's description of the Messiah's work is formulated as an antithesis to the
Hasmonaean dynasty that, since the rule of Aristobulus I (105-104 BCE),
incorporated into one person the claim to be “king” and “high priest.?

Second, the author expects the Messiah to exercise power and au-
thority aver the nations of the earth. One manifestation of this rule is the
destruction of “unrighteous rulers” and “the unlawful nations (Efwn
mopdvopa)” (v, 22, 24). This retribution against the enemies of God's
people might leave the impression that the Messiah is essentially a warrior
figure — that is, one who will deliver Israel through military conflict. In-
deed, it is at least true in principle that the author claims he "will crush all
their substance with an iron rod” (v. 24), which borrows language from Ps
2:9. However, this may in fact be a description of the effect rather than the
means, since it is “by the word of his mouth™ that this will be accomplished
{v. 24; cf, v. 350 “he will strike the earth with the word of his mouth for-
ever”). Thus, unlike the Hasmonaeans, this king will not rule through mil-
itary might. In emphasizing this very point, the psalmist has probably been
inspired by Isa 11:4: “he shall strike the earth with the rod of his mouth,
and with the breath of his lips he shall slay the wicked.™*® Significantly, this

5. The Greek witnesses read £v svedpom dyiw, while the fragmentary Syriac has
i, Le., “hloly" and not *(spirit of} holiness™).

6. In the place where the Greek uses two terms for “words” at the beginning and end
of v. 43 (priuata and Adyo), the Syriac has only one term, prgm’.

7. For a possible parallel, see 40521 frg. 2 col. i, line 2: *he [ie, his Messiah] will not
depart from the precepts of the holy ones (D¥H1TP fmidata i

& Concerning the exemplary worship of angels in other Second Temple documents,
see the Songs of the Sabbath Sacrifice (3t 40400 frg. 2, lines 1-g), Musar le-Mevin (40418 frg.
55, lines 8-11), and Jub 117-22.

g. Cf. Josephus, Artiguities 13.11.1; see the discussion in Emil Schitrer, The History of
the Jewish Prople in the Age of Jesus Christ (rev. by Geza Vermes, Martin Geodman, and
Fergus Millar; 3 vols.; Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1973-87) 1:217, 603,

in. 8o, correctly, Martin Hengel, Gewalt und Gewaltlpsighedt (Calwer Hefte, 18;
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annihilation of Israel’s enemies does not mean that the Gentiles as a whole
are to be destroyed. On the contrary, the psalmist does not consider all
Gentiles inimical: the Gentiles are to serve God’s anointed one (v. 50; f.
1 En 52:4), for "he will have mercy on all nations who are before him in
fear” (v. 34; cf. 2 Bar 72:2-4).!! Presumably those Gentiles who have not op-
pressed or subjugated Israel will be included in the new order; though they
will not be converted as such, they will nevertheless play a positive, if
clearly subordinate, role.!2

Having reviewed the Messiah’s character and activities in Psahns of
Solormon, we may consider the question of who the author thought he
would be. The title “Messiah Lord” in 17:32 (and 18:7) does not in any way
imply that his position approximates that of the God of Israel. Neither is it
correct to suppose that we have here a deliberate or inadvertent
Christianization of a Jewish tradition.'? If anything, we may instead have to
do with a very early use of Ps 110:1, in which the second “lord” in the phrase
“the Lord said to my lord” is being used of the king, so that a double title is
used (as occurs in also Dan g:25 [T*A3 N*WH; Theod. ymortol fyovusvou] ).

Stuttpart: Calwer Verlag, 1971) 36. The motif of 8 messianic figure slaying the wicked under
the influence of Tsa 11:4 is attested in 40285 frg, 5, line 4 {cf, also 2 Bar 40:2), The association
of 1sa 11:4 with the “shoaot of Jesse,” in turn, led the Targum Isaiah to identify this figure as a
king ... from the sons of Jesse”™ from which will come "a Messiah from [srael,” no doubt un-
der the influence of Num 24:17; see William Horbury, fewish Messianism and the Cult of
Christ (Londan: SCM Press, 1998) 92-93.

11, A similar combination of passivity and military language may be found in John's
Apocalypse, the Christology of which fuxtaposes “the Lamb standing as slaughtered.” on the
ane hand, with the activity of the warrior Christ, on the other, *wha rules the nations with
an iron rod” {cf. Rev 2:27; 12:5; and 19115); for a recent attempt to address this tension in the
Apocalypse, see Loren L. Johns, The Lamb Christalagy of the Apocalypse of Joha (WUNT
za67 Tiibingen: |. C. B Mohr [Paul Siebeck], 2003},

12 This is not unlike the place of the nations in Deutera-lsaiah ([s3 42:6; 49:6, 22-26;
E0:k=3, 12}, for whom the option is either to serve God (Le., God's people) or to be destroved,
Perhaps Fss S0{17:34 implies the view that the nations will actually worship God in recogni-
ticn of (od’s rule (cf, e.g., Pss 86:9; g6:9-10).

13. Some have argued (e.g., Joseph Elausner, The Messianic Idea in fsrael from fts Be-
ginming 1o the Completion of the Mishnah [trans. W, E Stinespring; London: Allen and
Urwin, 1956] 321) that in 17:32 an original genitive (“the anointed af the Lord™) was cor-
rupted by a Christian scribe. In 18:7, the expression ypmotod kuplov may be translated as ei-
ther “of the Messiah/Anainted of the Lord” or “of the Messiah Lord.” but its rendering de-
pends on what one makes of the expression in 17:32. On the other hand, there is no war to
. translate the double genitive in 18:5 other than “his [i.e., the Lord’s] Mesziah,"
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It is not surprising, then, to find that throughout the psalmist makes clear
that the Messiah is himself dependent on and subordinate to God, whose
activity is ultimately, and immediately, in view. Although the Messiah is a
royal figure, ch. 17 is framed by the proclamation that the Lord, the God of
Israel, is "our king forever more” {vv. 1, 46). Moreover, in the main body of
the psalm, it is God who will raise up David’s descendant in his own time
{v. 21}, and it is God who will make him strong with a holy spirit (v. 37). In-
deed, the Lord “is his [i.e., the Messiah Lord’s] king” (v. 34). Because of this,
the Messiah shall place his hope in God (v. 34; cf. also v. 30) and “shall glo-
rify the Lord in a prominent (place) of the earth” (i.e., Jerusalem; v. 30). The
Messiah Lord’s kingship over the returnees to Jerusalem will be righteous
because he has been “instructed by God” (vv. 31-32a).

The Messiah is not “divine.” He has neither heavenly status nor any
apparent preexistence. The sinlessness with which he is to be endowed
{v. 36; cf. Heb 4215) functions here to make him an ideal, righteous ruler
who sets matters aright in accordance with God’s timing and purpaoses for
Israel {cf. Acts 1:6-7). From the psalmist’s perspective, he is a furture agent
of God's activity. The main thrust is thus summed up nicely at the conclu-
sion of the psalm: “May God hurry up (to give} his mercy to Israel, may he
rescue us from the pollution of profane enemies; the Lord himself is our
king forever more.”

In ch. 18 the references to the Messiah are very brief and not dewel-
oped. While the points described in relation to ch. 17 may be inferred for
the superscription and v. 7 (cited above at the beginning of this section},
the one new element may seem to be in v. 5: * . . for the day of election in
the return (dvé€er) of his Messiah.” It is unnecessary from this to infer a
preexistence, as the psalmist likely has in view the return of legitimate rule
by a descendant of David whom God will set apart to fulfill Israel’s hope
for a theocracy.

Similitudes of Ethiopic or 1 Enoch (chapters 37—71)

Similitudes is a pseudepigraphic “vision of wisdom” given to Enach that
comprises chs. 37—71 of the earliest collection of Enochic compositions
commonly called 1 Enoch. Whereas the antiquity of the remaining parts of
1 Enoch has not been questioned, the relative date of the Similitudes has
been subject to some debate. This is so because of I. T. Milik's claim that
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this work, no fragments of which were found among any of the Dead Sea
materials, was an essentially Christian book produced during the latter
part of the third century ce.'® Unconvinced that Similitudes shows any
trace of Christian composition, many have been more inclined to assign a
date of its production to sometime between the latter part of the first cen-
tury BCE and 100 ce.'® Indeed, the absence in Similitudes of any avert re-
sponse to Christian tradition, especially in relation to the "5on of blan™
figure, seems to push its traditions back into a period before the identifica-
tion of Jesus with the apocalyptic “Son of Man™ as recorded in the Gospels
was sufficiently widespread.

Similitudes contains two brief references to a “Messiah” or “Anointed
One™ 4800 and s2:4:"®

4810 — "On the day of their trouble [ie., that of the kings of the
earth and the wealthy landowners; cf. v. 8] there will be no rest on
the earth, and they shall fall before him and shall not rise; and
(there is) no one who will take them with his hands and raise
them, for they have denied the Lord of the Spirits and his Messiah.
Blessed be the name of the Lord of Spirits!”

14. J. T. Milik, The Books af Enech: Aramaic Fragments of Qumredn Cave 4 (Oneford:
Clarendon Press, 1976) 4, 58, 78, and esp. 94-98 (around or just after 270 ce).

15. These earlier and later dates have been argued, respectively, by Jonas C. Greenfield
and Michael E. Stone, “The Enochic Pentateuch and the Dare of the Similitudes” HTR 7o
(1977} s1-65; and Michael Knibb, “The Date of the Parables of Enoch: A Critical Review,”
NTS 25 (1979} 344-57. For = discussion of the debate, see George W, E. Nickelsburg, fewish
Literature Between the Bible and the Mishriah (Philadelphia; Fortress, 1981) 221-23, Allusions
to an invasion of Tudah by Parthians and Medes in 40 BCE (1 Br56:5-8) or to the loss of farm-
land to rich landowners {(much maligned in Similitudes) during the reign of Herod the Great
are not specific enough to be much help, Nickelsburg rightly emphasizes that, at the very
least, traditions contained in Similitudes were known around the tum of the common era.
Drawing attention to the identification of Enoch with the Son of Man at the end of Simif-
twdes (1 En 7ing), he cites Wisdom of Solomon's allusion e Enoch, a prototype for the pec-
secuted righteous who will become judges over their enemies (4:10-15; f. 416-5:23), Most
important for the early date, however, remains the abserce in Similitudes of any overt re-
sponse o Christian tradition, especielly in relation to the "5on of Man" figure.

165, Translations are my own, based on the text published by Michael A, Enibb, The
Ethiopic Book of Excett (2 vols., Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1978) 1136-37, 142 and 2134, 136,
which in thiz passage docs not differ in any essential details from the texts nepotiated by
Ephraim Isaac in his essay "1 Enoch.” in Old Testamer! Pseudepigrapha {ed. Jamses H.
Charlesworth; 2 vols.; Garden City: Doubleday, 1083-85) 1:36-37,
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Man” tradition from Dan 7:13-14 may nonetheless be influential here. The
seer’s vision of mountains of various metals in the west (52:2) is explained
by the angel as phenomena that serve “the authority” of “his Messiah,”
where the Ethiopic term for "authority” {seltan) approximates the Aramaic
195 in Daniel 7214, where it denotes the power given to the “one like a son
of man.""® Immediately following in the passage, the angel discloses that
these same mountains will dissipate into fluid “before the Chosen One”
(. 6) — that is, the weapons fashioned through these metals will be useless
in saving the wicked from judgment “when the Chosen One will appear
before the Lord of the Spirits™ (v. g}.

These passages allow for several observations. First, the reference to
“Messiah” in ch. 48 implies that God’s designate is an ideal ruler figure who
stands in stark contrast with the wealthy and oppressive kings of the earth
and mighty who possess land. Though neither 4810 nor 52:4 states any-
thing about his activity, the Messiahs domain is conceived as terrestrial.
However, it is striking that Similitudes makes no explicit attemnpt to link
this figure with a Davidic lineage. This apocalyptic scenario does not envi-
sion the restoration of the monarchy, as in Psalms of Selomon. Second, the
texts say nothing directly about what sort of figure God’s Ancinted One is
supposed to be — that is, whether he is human, angelic, or divine, Some-
thing, nonetheless, can be noted if the author of 48:10 is identifying God’s
Messiah with the "Son of Man" and “Chosen One” mentioned earlier in
the chapter. In this case, the author must have regarded the Messiah as
preexistent and, as the Chosen One, yet to be revealed in the future. If in
the wider context of the second parable (chs. 45-56) the Messiah is identi-
fied with the “Son of Man" and “Chosen One,” then more can be said: he is
a figure exalted to sit on God's throne to judge and to dispense wisdom

sinners” and in v. 3 “he sits on the throne of his glory™) may suggest that he is being under-
stond as & judge in the royal messianic tradition; see, e.g., I. Theison, Der auserwihite Richter.
Uritersuchumgen sum traditfonsgeschichthichen Ore der Menschensehngestalt der Bilderreden
des dihiopicchen Henoch {Studien zur Umwelt des Neuen Testament 12; Gottingen:
Vandenhaoeck & Ruprecht, 1975) 111-13, 114-24; and Matthew Black, “The Messianism of the
Parables of Enoch: Their Date and Contribution to Christian Origing,”in The Messiak: Devel-
opmmertts in Earliest Judafsm and Christianity (ed, James H. Charlesworth; Minneapolis: For-
treas, 1992) 145-68 (here 159), who emphasizes beyond Theison the influence of the Isaianic
Ehed-Jahweh tradition on the Chosen One as well {esp. [52 49:2-3, 7 52230,

19, As suggested, though with caution, by James C. VanderKam, “Righteous One,
Messiah, Chasen One, and Son of Man in 1 Enoch 37~71." in Charlesworth, ed., The Messiah,
i60-a1 [here 171-72).
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(45:3: 51:3: 55:3); he has a human and angel-like appearance {46:1); he re-
moves the wicked (human and demonic) from positions of power (45:6;
46:4-7; 48:8-10; 52:6-9; 53:5-7; 55:4); and — without paralle] in any earlier
ot contemporary Jewish literature — he can even be worshiped alongside
God “by all those who dwell upon the earth” (48:5; ¢f. 46:5). Third, since
these functions are co-opted into a profile for the Messiah only by exten-
sion, we may suggest that the activities and status ascribed to the eschato-
logical vice-regent in Similitudes do not seem to have resulted from a
writer's speculation about God's Messiah per se (which does not appear in
an absolute form).?® He may be a composite figure of many titles, but it is
questionable how much the title itself has shaped the author’s understand-
ing. The formative background for this speculation lies much more in Dan
7:9-14 and related traditions (in addition to biblical tradition, also the
seated man-like figure recording judgment in Animal Apocalypse; 1 En
ga:14, 17). In short, it is not as a Messiah that God’s eschatological agent
does all these things, but rather as the angelic and heavenly “Son of Man”
whom the author further anchors in tradition by applying the “messianic”
designation.

4 Ezra (= 2 Esdras 314)

This pseudepigraphon, attributed to Ezra thirty years after the destruction
of the first temple in 586 BCE (cf. 4 Bz 3:1), consists of a series of seven dia-
logues or visions composed around the turn of the second century cg, that
i3, in the aftermath of the destruction of the second temple in 70 ¢k, These
visions, though framed by Christian compositions 5 Ezra and 6 Ezra, re-
spectively, with few exceptions preserve non-Christian Jewish tradition.
The document does not survive in its original language, and so the most
important textual witnesses to ¢ Ezra are preserved for us in Latin and
Syriac manuscripts. These, in addition to the evidence from Georgian, Ar-

20. For this reason one should not, conversely, hasten without further evidence to
construe the mention of 2 “Chosen One” in other texts (such as “the Chosen One of God,”
®AR N3, in 40534 frg. 3 col. i, line 10) as a reference to a “messiah.” Thus Craig Bvans
rightly adduces allusions to Tsa 1124 in the 40534 fragment (lings §-10) as more important
than the designation ftself; see Evans, “Are the ‘Son’ Texrs at Qumran Messianic? Reflections
on 403389 and Related Scrolls” in Charleswarth, Lichtenberper, Oegema, eds., Queiran-
AMessiaris, 135-53 {here 144-43).
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menian, and Ethiopic translations, furnish enough evidence to determine
more original Jewish traditions behind the occasionally Christian intru-
sions into the texts.®! In ¢ Ezra several passages are concerned with a "Mes-
siah” (Lat. unctus; Syr. méyh”) figure: 7:26-44 (from the third vision); 11:36—
12:34 (from the fifth vision}); and, by extension, 13:3—14:9 (from the sixth
and seventh visions).

4 Bzra 7:26-44: The Temporary Appearance of the Messiah

The Messiah is first referred to in the third vision during the course of the
interpreting angel’s speech that responds to the seer’s queries. Ezra has
continued to question in 6:38-59 why God’s covenant people do not pos-
sess the world as they should, while other nations, who have no special re-
lationship with God, are allowed to dominate Israel (esp. 6:55-59). The an-
gel counters, first by asserting the necessity of danger and hardship (7:3-9)
and distinguishing between present and future experience and then by af-
firming that all, whether righteous or wicked, are accountable to the Law.
This dialogue sets the stage for the angel's description of a time to come
when things will not be as they are now: a city and land, previously unseen
and hidden, will be disclosed, and wonders will be seen {7:26-28). This
time lies in the future, when a figure called “my son the Messiah™* and
those who are with him (i.e., the righteous dead) will be revealed,? while
the remaining ones (the righteous) “shall rejoice four hundred years”
{v. 28). The passage then continues by making what might seem to be an
unusual claim:

21. Below, [ eite the English translation by Bruee M. Metzger, who takes many of the
differences between the versions into account in his translation and notes; see Metzger, “The
Faurth Book of Exra” in Charlesworth, ed., CHd Testament Pseudepigrapha, 1:517-50.

22 Here the Latin reading filiss mews Jfesus is surely secondary, and zo the Syriac (bry
iyl close to similar readings in the Ethiopic, Georgian, and Armenian] is to be supported;
see Michael E. Stone, Fourth Ezra: A Commentary on the Book of Fourth Ezra (Hermeneis;
Minneapolis: Fortress, 199a) 208,

23, T aen riot cereain that this revealing of the Messiah implies his preexistence, ag is
the case in Similitudes in relation to “the Chosen One” (1 En 48:6) whao “was hidden . . _ be-
fore the world was created” Preexistence for the Messiah is a more likely concept in the Iater
visions of & Ezra (see below; of, esp, 13:26),
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And after these years my son?* the Messiah will die (morietur filius meus
christies), and all who draw human breath. And the world shall be turned
back to primeval silence for seven days, ag it was at the first beginnings;
s0 that no one shall be left. {7:29-30)

The author divides time into two ages, one of this world and one of the
world to come (7:50; cf. 4:26; 617, 20, 25-28; 7:112-15). The revelation of the
Messiah will occur as the first of several events that bring this age to a
close. Nothing is explicitly stated about a kingdom that this Messiah is to
inaugurate; however, that he is expected to rule is implied by the specifica-
tion of a limited number of years, during which conditions for the righ-
teous will give cause for rejoicing. The surprising ¢lement here is the men-
tion of the Messiah’s death, which, though attested in later Jewish
traditions,®? is unprecedented here. Unlike Christian conviction with re-
gard to Jesus’ death, this event is not apparently the result of any persecu-
tion or suffering?® and carries with it no salvific or atoning significance.
Instead, coupled with the death of the remainder of humanity, it servesasa
“ground clearing” of this age that prepares for the judgment that leads to
life in the world to come. The Messiah's death, then, helps to mark the
closing of this age. i

The hiatus between the old age and judgment is underscored by a
space of time, seven days of primeval silence, which signals the corre-
spondence between Urzeit and Endzeir shared by many apocalyptic writ-
ers. The judgment itself then occurs as the last event of this age, when
there is a general resurrection of bath the righteous and wicked (7:32; cf.
Dan 12:2). As such, the judgment does not happen all at once; rather, it is
envisionad as a drawn-out process of “a week of years” {7:43). Signifi-
cantly, it is “the Most High," not the Messiah, who “will be revealed upon
the seat of judgment™ (7:33) to pronounce punishment upon many and

24. On this expression in conjunction with “Messiah,” see the discussion of 4 Ezra 13
below,

15. Concerning these, see, e.g., George Foot Moaore, fudaism in the Frrst Centuries of
the Christian Era: The Age of the Tamnwim (3 vols; Cambridge, MA: Harvard Universily
Press, 1927-30) 2:370-71

26. Thiz means that not roo much should be inferred from the possibility that here
“servant” ultimately lies behind the Lat. *son,” insofar as it may have anything to do with the
Ebed-Yahweh tradition in Isalah sa—ss. So correctly E. Sjoberg, Der Merschensohn fmr
dehippischen Hemochbuch (Lund: Gleerup, 1946) 133-34.
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Messiah] until the end of days” implies that he is a preexistent figure,®*” or,
correspondingly, that he iz a heavenly or angelic being. His status as a de-
scendant from David does not contradict the notion of his preexistence;®®
this suggests merely that the future Messiah is also a human being whose
activities will not be unleashed until the close of the present age. Second,
in contrast wo the earlier vision in ch. 7, the Messiah here takes on a more
active role in the eschatological events described: whereas God is the one
who pronounces judgment in the earlier vision, the Messiah is now the
one who occupies “his judgment seat.” This is, however, a preliminary
judgment, as “the day of judgment,” which is yet to come, is described in
neither the vision nor its interpretation.?® Third, in addition to dispensing
judgiment, the Messiah is to carry out the sentence by destroying the Ro-
man Empire. The Messiah, then, is a military or warrior figure as well.?
Fourth and finally, he will deliver a righteous remnant of Israel. The rem-
nant refers to those who will live in the age to come. The author of 4 Fzra
does not think the Messiah will restore Israel to its former glory in the way
described in Psalms of Selomen, He envisions a clear break between the
past, which belongs to this age, and the future, which belongs to a different
order of things. For this reasan, the Messiah, as descended from David, is
involved in events that relate to a future that still lies within the present
age. When he delivers “the remnant of my people, . . . he will make them
joyful until the end comes” (12:34).

27. Significantly, the term “hidden” does nat accur in any of the versions (in contrast
to “the Chosen One” in 1 Er 4&:6); the sense of the phrase is less a statement about the Mes-
siak's nature than about the {{:sc]mlu]ug,i{'ul} timing of his activity,

28, See Stone’s apt arguments, Fourth Ezra, 210,

2g. There is nn inconsistency, therefore, with the scenario in ch. 7, in which God acts
as judge, as there the anthor is concerned with the final judgment. The distinction between
the Messialt's judgment (ie., of the Boman Empire] in ch. 12 and God's judgment of the
wicked in ch, 7 has sometimes not been adequately percgived; so recenfly, .., Timo Eskala,
Messinh and the Throne: Jewish Merkabalh Mysticism and Early Christian Exaltation Dis-
conrse [WUNT 142; Tibingen: [. C. B, Mohr [Paul Siebeck|, 2001} 100, On the consistency of
eschatology in £ Ezra, see Pater Schifer, “Iie Lehre von den wel Welten in & Buch Esra und
in der tannaitischen Literatur,” in Schifer, Studien zur Geschichte und Theologie des
rabbirischen Judeniums (Arbeiten rur Geschichte des antiken Judentums und des
Urchristentums 15; Leiden: Brill, 1978) 244-91.

30. As emphasized by Michael E. Stone, “'The Cancept of the Messiah in IV Ezra,” in
Religions in Antiquity: Essays in Mesory of Erwin Ramsdell Goodenough, ed. T MNeusner
[Studies in the History of Religions 145 Leiden: Brill, 1958) 205-312 (here 302), though at the
cxpense of noting the impartance of the Messiah's juridical activity
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takes on a special importance. Second, and even more salient, is the au-
thor’s use of tradition from Daniel 7 without making an explicit claim
about the protagonist’s Davidic pedigree. The “man from the sea” is an
imaginative interpretation of Daniel's “one as a son of man,” which places
the author in a position to claim more about the nature of this eschatolog-
ical figure than in the previous visions, The interpretation of this “man” as
“my son” reflects a fusion of ideas: the heavenly “one like a son of man” in
Daniel 7 is ultimately appropriated by the author, net as the heavenly Son
of Man (as is the case in Similitudes), but as God’s “Son” in whom the sym-
bolic significance of “the man from the sea” is not lost.** The role of God's
eschatological agent in 4 Ezra13 is thus universalized; beyond ch. 12% focus
on the Roman Empire, the judgment and destruction that he metes out
from Mt. Zion embrace all nations and inhabitants of the earth who as-
semble against him (13:33-39; ¢f. Psalm 2). In his destruction of Tsrael's ene-
mies, the “man” of the vision reflects what has been associated with “Maes-
siah” in earlier tradition. While he is militaristic, his function as a warrior,
simnilar to Psalims of Solomon (17:24, 35), is qualified by the fact that he ac-
complishes this without conventional military instruments and draws on
tradition from Isa 11:4:

And behold, when he saw the onrush of the approaching multitude, he
neither lifted his hand nor held a spear or any weapon of war; but I saw
only how he sent forth from his mouth as it were a stream of fire, and
from his lips a flaming breath, and from his tongue he shot forth a storm
of sparks. (4 Ez 13:9-10)

The author’s use of Isaiah 11 is more elaborate than that of Psabns of Sola-
mon. The result described, however, is every bit what one could expect
from military engagement: the multitude is completely burned, leaving
only “the dust of ashes and the smell of smoke” {13:11).

Thus, the identification of “my son™ and “man” from ch. 13, en the
one hand, with the “Messiah” from chs. 7 and 12, on the other hand, is im-
plicit, based on tradition-historical considerations and on the prominence
of a figure in the parallel scenarios of eschatological events in the docu-
ment. Why is this implicit? For the author, the concept of “Messiah” re-

33 Az we have seen above, the fusion between “Son of Man® and “Messiah” is more
cxplicit in Stetidiredes,
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and 72:2 {within chs. 53=76, a vision of clouds and its lengthy interpreta-
tion). We discuss these texts in turn.

2 Baruch 29:3 and s0:1:
The Messiah's Revelation and Return

Chapter 26 begins with a description of eschatological “tribulation,” which
is to be a lengthy process divided into twelve periods. After recounting the
worldwide calamities associated with each of these periods, the author
goes on to claim that protection will be reserved for those wheo are “found
in this land™ (29:2). It is then that “the Messiah” (Syr. mivkh") “will begin to
be revealed,” a motif we have already noticed in the first reference to the
Messiah in 4 Ez 7:28 and in what happens to “the Chosen One” in the 5i-
militudes (1 En 46:6). This disclosure ushers in an age of bliss characterized
by abundance of food, fertility, wonders, and good health for the protected
righteous ones of the land. The author has here added the Messiah to an
already known tradition of apocalyptic speculation about a period of fu-
ture bliss and reward {see Beok of Watchersin 1 En1oay-22 and Book of Gi-
antsin 10Q23 frgs. 1 + 6 + 22),77 making his appearance the means by which
this period is initiated.

In 3001, a further, spectacular event is associated with the Messiah's
appearance, also referred to as a return “with glory”: the resurrection of
those wha “sleep in hope of him.” Unlike the general resurrection of both
the righteous and wicked in 4 Ez 7:32, this event is limited to the righteous
who “will enjoy themselves” (2 Bar 30:2), while “the souls of the wicked
will waste away ™ and undergo torment (30:5). The “returning” of the Mes-
siah may be a hint that the author considers him to be a descendant from
David (cf. Pss Sol 18:5) and for the author probably implies that he is
preexistent.® In 2 Baruch 20—30, the presence of the Messiah is enough to

37. For & publication and discussion of this combined group of fragments, see
L. Stuckenbruck, “1Q23 (Re-edition)," in Queatran Cave ¢ XAVE Crypic Tects and Miscells-
neq, Fare 1 {ed. Stephen [ Pfann et al.; D0 36; Oxford: Clarendon Press, 2000) $0-23,

38. Scholarly apinion is divided on how to interpret the motif of the hessiah’s “re-
turning.” P.-bM. Bogasrt, Apocelypse de Baruck: Introduction, iradwction dw Syriac et
commerntaire (2 vols.; Sources chrétiennes 144-45; Paris: du Cerfs, 1960) 1:416 argues that this
return is an even more foture event that has in vicw his resumption of glory and his resur-

rection. Along these lines, therefore, Ulrich B, Miller has argued that this part of the sen-
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Messianic Ideas in the Apocalyptic and Related Literature of Early Judaism

wotld of corruption” is complete.*® The author at this point does not go on
to describe what will ultimately happen after this. As in 4 Ezra, the Mes-
siah’s reign is intended as a prelude to the end.

2 Baruch 7o:9 and 72:2:
“The Messiah” as Slayer of Israel’s Enemies

The main actor in the eschatological events is God “the Most High,” who
orchestrates a series of catastrophes among the nations of the earth (war,
earthquake, fire, and famine) and delivers over — expressed through a
passivimn divinum — all who have escaped with their lives “into the hands
of my Servant, the Messiah” (70:9). As the following passage in 7211-6
shows, the primary function of the Messiah 1s to destroy the wicked cnes,
that is, those who are inimical to Israel; as in chs. 39—40, and unlike 4 Ezra
12 {and 13), nothing is said about his rescue of the righteous. However,
whereas in chs. 30—40 the Messiah convicts and slays the single ruler sym-
bolized by the cedar, according to 72:2 his role is more comprehensive: he
convenes all nations, sparing some and killing others.

Three things may be noted about the Messiah's activity in this pas-
sage. First, destruction is not the lot for all Gentiles, but rather is confined
to those nations which “ruled over” Israel.*' The same is similarly implied
in the way the nations are treated in Pss Sol17:34 (see above and n. 12). Sec-
ond, the Messiah’s profile as a warrior is not mitigated by allusions to bib-
lical tradition (as in Psalms of Solomon 17 and 4 Ezra 13). The nations to
whom [srael has been subjected “will be delivered up to the sword” (2 Bar
72:6). Just who will do the killing is not specified. The “sword” is, however,
a general way of referring to conflict by material means and occurs in ear-
lier apocalyptic documents as the means by which revenge is taken out
upon the wicked (cf., e.g., fub 5:7, 9: 1 En 621133 90:34; and g1112; in the latter
two the sword being wielded by the righteous). Third, the Messiah will sit
down “on the throne of his kingdom™ (2 Bar 73:1), inaugurating a reign, the

40. A similar idea, though explained differently, is found in 1 Corinthians 15, in which
Paul draws on 4 combinativn of Pes 8:6 and 110:4 to argue that the reign of Christ will last
until “all his enemies™ (i.e,, “every ruler and every authority and power™) have been sub-
jected *under his feet,” before the kingdom is handed on to “God the Father” (1 Cor 15:24-
28},

41. 5o Charlesworth, “Messianology in the Biblical Pseudepigrapha,” 35.
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coherence in Jewish thought, as well as presupposing that early Christian
commuanities, which thrived in culturally and geographically diverse parts
of the Mediterranean world, would have shared a commeon understand-
ing.** I find it hard to imagine that Jewish readers of Daniel 7, Psalms of
Solomon, or any of the other documents considered here would have tried
to negotiate the texts around a basic core tradition — not found in any one
of cur passages — about God’s eschatological Messiah. What we do have
here, however, is a series of documents compased near the turn of the
Commoen Era by Jews who were inspired by biblical tradition and subse-
quent patterns and traditions of interpretation to express their hope in a
world restored to being totally in the control of the God of Israel. Such a
dynamic hope drove their descriptions of eschatological events to be “cre-
atively biblical” at every turn. We should not be surprised, therefore, if fig-
ures called “Messiah™ participate in at least some of the apocalyptic
reformulations of this hope.

44. IT we allow for such diversity in both early Christian and Jewish communities,
there is no reason to supposs that, beyond the reconciliation of “Messiah™ by Christians to
the experiences of Jesus, Jewish and Christian ideas were necessarily very distinct from one
another; the road from a Davidic Messiah in Psalrs of Solpman to Jesus the bessizh in
Tohn's Apocalypse who, as the Lamb and Davidic Lion of Judah, halds Rome to account for
its oppression of the faithful, is on one level not very far. Broadly speaking, Jewish ideas
about “Messiah” certainly shaped those of Jesus' followers, At the same time, the waps of
achieving the views that were shored among the texts reviewed here can hardly be szid to be
coherent among themselves, not to mention how these were reapplied and readapred by
Christiang. | am therefore less inclined to speak as confidently as William Horbury about
“The Coherence of Messianism™; see Horbury, fewish Messianism and the Cuit of Christ, esp.
64-108, who is verv aware of the diversity of the sources.
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Jesus as Messiah in Mark and Matthew

come to his temple.® Here in Mark, Jehn is this messenger sent by God. But
there is a change of pronoun from “before me” in the text of Malachi to
“before you,” and thus the prophecy ariginally addressed to the peoaple is
now seen as addressed to the person whose way is to be prepared by the
messenger. The second part of the statement then apparently identifies the
messenger with the voice in the desert who calls 1o people, “Prepare the
way for the Lord, make straight paths for him,” and thus the person who is
to follow him is the Lord himself (as in Malachi). This strongly suggests
that, if the statement is addressed to Jesus, he is identified as the Lord or he
is the Lord’s representative.

The identification of Jesus as Lord is not taken further at this point,
and indeed this term does not figure to any great extent in the story.® Newv-
ertheless, John's own testimony is that he is to be followed by somebody
more powerful than himself and worthy of immense respect. Whereas
John merely baptizes with water to grant forgiveness of sins, Jesus will bap-
tize with the Spirit to the same effect. His power will be greater in that he
will do something that corresponds to baptizing with water but will be
“baptizing” with the Spirit. Again, the point is not explicitly followed up in
that Jesus is not recorded in Mark as baptizing with the Spirit; the only
baptism that we hear of is Jesus’ own “baptism”/death in which the disei-
ples will share, and it is in Acts that we hear that the disciples will be bap-
tized with the Spirit {Acts 1:5). It is implicit in John’s message that those
who respond to his message will be ready for the Stronger One when he
comes and will attach themselves to him.

Without any introduction, Jesus appears on the scene and undergoes
John's baptism. No explanation is given as to why the person who (as we
know) is the Stronger One who will baptize with the Spirit should himself
undergo the baptism that is meant to prepare people for his own coming,
Instead, the focus is on the fact that the event is transformed by an experi-
ence of Jesus himself in which he sees that the heavens are opened. The
Holy Spirit descends upon him, so that he is endowed with the Spirit, like

4. See M. ]. Bada's contribution to this volume, “Figuring the Future: The Prophets
and Messiah,"” 66=71 above,

5. Mor does the thought of a people prepared for the coming of the Lord/Tesus by the
preaching and baptism of John figure in the story; it is only in John 1 that we hear of people
coming to Jesus after having heard the testimony of JTohn, And the messape of Jesus repeats
that aof John; preaching of repentance is not superfluons becavsa Johtt has already done it
and people have aiready respondad.
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Jesus as Messiah in Mark and Matthew

God has come; this is pood news, but it comes true only for those who re-
pent and believe. This announcement could be regarded as simply pro-
phetic, in which an observer, informed by God, announces what God is
doing. However, it is to be understood as the performatory language of
one who is authorized to carry out the purpose of God. Since, where the
term is actually used, the Messiah is the one who will rule on behalf of
God, this understanding is present here. It will be confirmed in what fol-
lows that what Jesus does goes beyond mere announcement by a commen-
tator or newscaster. Indeed, this is the important point. Mark is showing us
what a messiah, or rather, what the Messiah does, and it 1z not what would
have been expected.

It is also important to note at this stage that the announcement of
God'’s rule calls for repentance as well as the revival of hope. The messianic
hope in Pss Sof 17:29 very definitely includes the purging out of the sinners
among the Jewish people as well as the overcoming of their external ene-
mies. '" And it will become clear that Jesus’ understanding of his task is pri-
marily concerned with the former.!!

The opening incident in Capernaum (Mark 1:21-39) states three
things that will be illustrated and developed in what follows. First, one
main activity of Jesus is teaching and proclaiming. Second, his other main
activity is the overcoming of demons and illness. Third, as a result of these
two activities Jesus is identified as the Holy One of God.'? The demons
know what is as vet unknown to human beings.

a. Teaching is of primary importance. In chs. 1-8 Mark uses roughly
one-third of his space for teaching that covers a rich variety of topics. Jesus
is most comnmonly addressed by friend and foe as “Teacher™; there is no
corresponding term for addressing him as a doer of mighty works.'* This
activity may fit in with the understanding of the Servant of Yahweh as a
teacher (cf. perhaps Isa 50:4) but gives the people the impression that he is
a prophet. The teaching consists of brief statements and dialogues with the
exception of the two more lengthy sections in Mark 4 and 7:1-23.

What is interesting from our point of view is that in the teaching we
do not hear again explicitly of the rule of God until Mark 4:11, 26, 30; and

10, Stuckenbruck, “Messianic Tdeas,” g4-06 above,

1. The call of the fishermen iz not s0 much a call to repentance and conversion (al-
though it must presuppose such a response as a eall to share in the work,

12, 50 also in Luke 4:34; of. John 669 but not in Matthew, who omits the incident.

13. Contrast Matthew’s use of *Son of David” in connection with healings.

111






Jesus as Messiah in Mark and Matthew

as: “But [ want you to know that [ am the Son of Man and in that capacity
have authority to forgive sins.” 5o it might be that the authority of the Son
of Man to forgive is taken for granted, and the real point is to identify Jesus
as the Son of Man who can forgive sins by demonstrating that he can also
heal the paralyzed man, There is the deeper point that perhaps the healing
of a paralyzed man, whose situation may have been thought to be a penalty
for sin, could take place only if he was first forgiven, and therefore the heal-
ing is the appropriate means of demonstrating that he has been forgiven
and that Jesus has the authority to forgive.!?

Likewise, the Sabbath incident is used to argue that the Son of Man is
lord of the Sabbath (Mark 2:28}, and again this looks like either a piece of
fresh news about the Son of Man or a contested statement, In both of these
cases the authority to act on behalf of God is at issue.

There is a chain of references in which people possessed by demons
state who Jesus is, initially “the Holy One of God” (Mark 1:24), then “the
Son of God” (Mark 3a1). Such staternents stand over against the alternative
explanation that he is possessed by an evil spirit and empowered by
Beelzebul, a statement that Jesus counters by replying that he is driving out
demaons by the Spirit. The man possessed by Legion also knows him to be
the Son of God (Mark s:7), and this is followed by the ambiguous state-
ment that the Lord has done the exoreism, which is promptly restated to
say that Jesus has done the exorcism (Mark 5:19-20). In his version Luke
edits the statement about the “Lord” to refer specifically to “God"” {Luke
8:390."% It could, however, be deliberately ambiguous, in which case we
would have evidence that Mark was capable of ambiguity and might ex-
pect to find other examples of the same thing happening. The raising of
Jairus’s daughter again must carry the unspoken implication that the
power of God has been at work.

All along we have the way in which news about Jesus spreads (Mark
1:28, 45) and in which the spread of this news is actually encouraged by
him (Mark 5:19), as is evidenced by the size of the crowds who flock to ses
and hear him. Yet this is crossed by the way in which Jesus does not want
mighty works to be made known (Mark 1:44; 5:43; 7:36; 8:26) and attempts,

15. CE C. Ik Marshall, Fatth as a Theme in Mark’s Narrative (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1089} 78-00.

16, Mark 1;34 does not state what the demons knew; Luke 4:41 makes it explicit that
they knew Jesus to be the Christ.
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that one proclaims to the public at large (as opposed to threats to go on
hunger strike or readiness to be a martyr). Jesus is conscious of a divinely
appointed fate that is his chief concern and from which he must not be di-
verted. As has often been said, who he is — that is, what he came to do —
cannot be understood apart from the story of his suffering, because he
came to suffer. Therefore, it cannot be his aim to be known simply as a per-
former of mighty works or even as a teacher. He has to grapple with evil and
be temporarily overpowered by it. Only disciples can begin to understand
this, and if they find it difficult to do so, how much more so will the crowds.

If we are dealing with the Messiah of Jewish expectation, could Jesus
have defended from Scripture the thesis that the Messiah must suffer? One
possibility lies in the view espoused by E ]. Matera that certain of the
Psalms were seen as messianic, including those which refer to opposition
to the psalmist and his suffermgs. Psalm 22 in particular is a psalm of Da-
vid and could have been interpreted in this way, as indeed it was later un-
derstood by 1 Clement and Justin.®® Another route that was certainly fol-
lowed lay in the identification of the Messiah with other Old Testament
figures, Mark later makes it clear that the rejection and suffering of Jesus
are to be seen as typified by or fulfilling the pictures of the rejected stone in
Psalm 118, and the Servant in Isaiah 53. But here Jesus brings the Son of
Man back into the picture.

Certainly “Son of Man” in Mark &:31 would make excellent sense
simply as a self-reference in a situation where an “I” statement would be
embarrassing.?! Nevertheless, in Mark g:12 Jesus refers to what is written
about the Son of Man, that he must suffer, Granted that there is no clear
staternent about a Son of Man suffering in the Old Testament, we do
have the statements in Dan 7:3, 7, 19, 21, 25, where eventually the saints
are identified as the prey of the beasts and the kings represented by
thern; the implicit identification of the figure like a Son of Man with the
saints (Dan 7:14-18 and 27) could suggest that the Son of Man endures
oppression,** and the description of resurrection in Daniel 12 could lead

2a. B [, Matera, The Eingship of Jesus: Composition and Thealogy tn Mark 15 (Chica,
CA: Scholars, 1082 127-35. The alternative interpretation of the use of Psalms 22 and 63 is, of
course, that Jesus is seen as the righteous sufferer.

71 This statesnent is generally taken to be an example of indirect speech, as it cer-
tadnly & taken to be in Matthew, Mevertheless, it is perfectly intelligible as direct speech (so
H. B. Swete, The Gospel according to St Mark {London: Macmillan, 1898] 168; Mark g:0 Is not
a paralle]l because it is a command), and is perhaps better so understood.
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The Way to the Cross

The next little section forbidding the rejection of a non-disciple casting
out demons assumes that such a person must be on the side of “us,” and it
states that to give a disciple a cup of water “in my name” because you be-
long to the Messiah will lead to reward (Marl 9:38-41). Here, then, Jesus is
implicitly identified as the Messiah. By this statement Jesus implicitly ac-
cepts what Peter had confessed at Caesarea Philippi.?® It could be that the
usage here is influenced by post-resurrection usage, when “Son of Man”
would have been replaced by “Christ” {cf. 1 Pet 4218).

The conversation with the rich man (Mark 10:17-31) implies that Je-
sus is the representative of God in that he can formulate commandments
that stand alongside the law. Despite the fact that it was God who gave
commandments, nevertheless here Jesus authoritatively does so.7

In the context of the story as a whole, James's and John's assumption
that the Son of Man will sit in glory (Mark 10:35-45) is based on Mark 8:38
with its reference to Daniel 7. They also have te learn, not so much that the
Son of Man is to die (they have already been told that), but that his death is
a voluntary piece of service through which the many are ransomed. The
Servant motif emerges here, regardless of whether Isaiah 53 is the direct
background.

Bartimaeus addresses Jesus in a mew way as Son of David, which
looks messianic {Mark 10:47-48), This is the first such address from an
outsider. The call for healing may simply be because Jesus already has a
reputation (cf. the Zacchaeus story for his fame having gone ahead of
him]), but this does not explain the title. It may be simply of a piece with
the varied demonic cries, which express the authority of Jesus using differ-
ent idioms. There is also the possibility of influence from a tradition of
David’s son, Solomoen, as a miracle worker.?® The incident of the colt may
again identify Jesus as “Lord” (Mark 11:1-3); this could hardly be the mean-
ing for the audience in the village, and a reference to God is possible, This

a6, Although Jesus did not explicitly acknowledge Peter’s statement and procesded to
speak in terms of the Son of Man, there are no grounds to suppose that he rejectad the iden-
tification of him as the Messiah,

27, Cf. Gundry, Maork, séo-61, | owe this point to an unpublished paper by & L
Grathercole,

28, K. Berger, “Die kdniglichen Messiastraditionen des Neuen Testaments,” NT3 20
(1973-74] 1-42.
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both questions) and then adds that they will see the Son of Man at the
right hand of God and coming with the clouds {Mark 14:61-62). Here Jesus
uses the phrase that he has frequently used and seems to prefer; he adds a
peint that will confirm and vindicate what he has said; and there is an im-
plied threat of judgment.

Pilate’s concern is whether he is the king of the Jews (Mark 15:2). The
implication is that the Jewish authorities told Pilate that this was what Je-
sus claimed to be. Jesus’ reply is appatently, “So you say. It's not how I
would put it.” The priests and others understand this as a paraphrase of
“Messiah™ (Mark 15:32).

Finally, the centurion understands Jesus to be the Son of God (Mark
15:39). It seems clear that for Mark this means “the Son of God,” not “a Son
of God,” and that it is related to the rending of the veil of the temple in Mark
15:38 as an acted parable of the destruction of the temple. In its context, the
rending of the veil has been understood as the act of God or of Jesus, but ei-
ther way it is probably to be seen as part of the vindication of Jesus.*

Na further Christology follows. The account of the empty tomb with
which the Gospel, as we have it, concludes announces the resurrection of
Jesus the Nazarene, who will meet his diseiples in Galilee, and nothing
more.*? ;

Putting Things Together

1. One thing that stands ocut immediately is the centrality of the three con-
cepts of Messiah/Christ, Son of Man, and Son of God. Other associated
concepts are Holy One of God; Son of David; King; Lord; Servant of
Yahweh; Stone; and Righteous Sufferer.

These concepts are already interrelated in the Old Testament. This is
most obviously the case with King and Messiah. Further, the privilege of
the King is that he is treated by God as his Son. The Danielic “one like a son

31 See France, Gospel of Mark, 636-58, and Gundry, Mark, 049-51, for these contrast-
ing views. H. L. Chronis, " The Torn Veil: Cultus and Christology in Mark 15:37-39," JEL 11
(1982} g7-114, is followed by Tuckett, Christologys 116, who holds that the rending of the veil
symbolizes the way in which God is now visible, but visible “precisely in the figure of the
dead Jesus hanging on s crose™ this seems rather too subtle,

32, I rend to agree with those scholars who think that Mark 16:8 is not the intended
end of the Gospel.
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of man” has messianic features, and the identification of the Son of Man
with the Messiah can be seen in some of the intertestamental literature.*
The Servant of Yahweh has some kingly features (Isa 42:1-4).

2. Mark himself identifies Jesus as “Christ” {(Mark 1:1), which in the
light of what follows must retain titular sense. This is confirmed and illu-
minated as the story develops. Peter recognizes that this is so after a series
of events. Jesus implicitly accepts the designation when he talks to his dis-
ciples about themselves being attached to him as the Messiah (Mark 9:41).
He engages in dispute with the scribes over the inadequate understanding
of the Messiah as Son of David, and seeing the Messiah as an exalted figure.
He knows of the hope of a future coming of the Christ and of the possibil-
ity of false claimants. The high priest is aware of the speculation that Jesus
is the Messiah and asks him point blank whether he is. Jesus says Yes und
adds a sign by which they will know. Not surprisingly, then, the members
of the Sanhedrin scoff at him on the cross, implying that he cannot be the
Messiah or else he would come down. Their scoffing makes it clear that
they {and Mark} understand Messiah to mean king of Israel. Conse-
quently, references to Jesus as a king belong in this circle of ideas. However,
the term is used of Jesus only in the trial before Pilate and then in the
titulus on the cross. Tt is the Roman equivalent for Messiah, And here it is
misunderstood in a political sense.

What Jesus does and what happens to him is crucial in showing
how the term “Messiah” is to be understood. He announces the dawn of
the kingdom of God, and by his proclamation and his deeds he inaugu-
rates it. He has been commissioned by God to do so and equipped with
the Spirit. He can therefore speak with authority and also act with the di-
vine authority that overcomes demeons, disease, and other forms of evil.
He is engaged in a conflict with Satan and with his agents, both demonic
and human. He comes to rescue the victims of sin and to call sinners to
repent. He recognizes that he is called to suffer, but he sees this sutfering
as the means of ransoming the many and he knows that God will vindi-
cate him. As part of his task he will bring the temple to an end and will
create a new one, no doubt understood by Mark as the church. All of this

33. So rightly W. D. Davies and D. C. Allison [r., A Critical and Exegetical Commertary
or the Gospel accoreling to Spint Matthew (3 vals; Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1088-97] 3i591,
draw artention to the melding of the figures of the Messiah and Son of Man in 4 Ezra 13 and
1 Enoch 48, 52. | would argue that this is already true in Daniel 7,
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brings to a climax and to fulfillment what was adumbrated and prophe-
sied in Scripture.

3. The understanding of Jesus as the Son is powerfully present. Un-
less there was something else climactic in the putative lost ending, the twin
designations of Messiah/King of Israel and Son of God dominate the cru-
cifixion.?® It seems that Mark recognizes the two terms "Messiah” and
“Son of God” as essentially conveying the same role, and therefore it may
be wrong to prioritize either one over the other?® It is also likely that,
whatever their origins and their meanings for contemporary Judaism, for
Mark they have their Christian meaning, which developed in the light of
the person and career of Jesus.

4. Wegatively, there has been no evidence that priestly conceptions
play a part in the Gospel. It is true that Jesus will bring the temple to an
end and build another one, but even in the account of the rending of the
veil the motif of him as high priest or priest does not arise. Jesus is the de-
stroyer and builder of a temple, not the officiant within one. The term
“Christ” does not appear to have a priestly nuance.

5. The enigmatic factor is the use of the term “Son of Man.” One pos-
sible understanding is that it is nothing more than a self-designation that
adds very little to the picture. That is to say, if in every case where the term
is used we were simply to substitute “I,” there might be no loss of meaning.
Jesus has authority to forgive sins and over the sabbath, He will suffer and
be rejected. He will be ashamed of those who are ashamed of him when he
comes in his Father’s glory. He came to serve and give his life. He will be
betrayed. He will come in the clouds with power and glory and gather his
chosen people. His judges will see him sitting on the right hand of God
and coming with the clouds. Nothing, it can be argued, is added to the
force of these utterances by the term “Son of Man,” which is a bland self-
designation. The fact that nobody except Jesus uses the term finds its only

34. He cannot be called the Son of Man because this is recognized as a sel-
designation.

35. B. Gerhardssan, "The Chriseology of Matthew,” in Who Do You Say That f Am? Bs-
says on Christology (od, M. A, Powell and D. R, Bawer; Louisville: Westminster John Knox,
1390} 14-32, says: "All groups needed a cluster of appellations to identify Jesus. The different
high designations were taken from different contexts and may originally have had different
points, but when applied to Jesus they becarme pliant and shaded into one another to suit
their new function. In the long run thev became essentially synonymous; all of them signify
the ‘whale” Jesus” {29,
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cause there would be a natural tendency to equate the various terms used
of him.*

The question "Are you the Son of Man?” does not arise, partly be-
cause nobody else ever uses the phrase. This must be significant. Again, the
use of “Lord™ does not arise, because it is simply a title of respect in the
Gospels, and it would seem likely that they are being faithful historically in
this respect.

6. Out of all this arises the question of Jesus’ relationship to God. For
Mark the fundamentals are in position with the recognition of Jesus by
God as his Son, the bearer of the Spirit, destined to sit at his right hand,
proleptically seen in heavenly glory at the transfiguration. He is superior to
angels, and there are hints of his sharing the lordship of God. There is no
discussion as to whether Jesus is a human being, It is taken for granted that
this is what he is, and this is not seen to be incompatible with his role and
status. At this stage in christological thinking there would appear to be no
threats to the understanding of him as a man and therefore no need to de-
fend it.?*

In summary, then, we have a concept of Jesus as the one who is un-
derstood especially in the light of the Old Testament as Christ, Son of God,
and Son of Man; these terms are mutually interpretative, and their signifi-
cance undergoes a profound transformation in the light of his actual ca-
reer and behavior.™

37. | do not accept the view that only those Son of Man sayings which make state-
ments that could be true of people in general (not necessarily all people) and hence of Jesus
in particular go back to Jesus himself, and that Jesus did not understand himself in the light
of Daniel 7 (so especially M. Casey, Son of Man [London: SPCK, 1975]), Bven if this view
were correct, Mark understood some or all of the Son of Man sayings in terms of the
Dianielic Son of Man.

34, For & summary of the evidence, see Bl B Martin, Mark: Evangelist and Theolagian
{Exeter: Paternoster, 1972} 107-8, 120-216.

39. Un the messianism of Mark, see further E. K. Broadhead, Naming fesus: Titular
Christology in the Gespel af Mark (Shefficld: Sheffield Academic Press, 1999} I B, Kingsbury,
The Christology of Mark's Gospel {Philadelphia: Fortress, 1983); E. 5. Malbon, “The Christol-
agy of Mark" in Pawell and Bauer, eds., Whao Do You Say Thar ! Amf 33-48: R. C. Tannehill,
#The Gospel of Mark as Marrative Christology,” Semreia 16 (1080) 57-96.
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The Gospel of Matthew

Within the limits of this essay, it is not possible to go through Matthew in
the same kind of way as we have done with Mark, tracing the story of Jesus
in detail through the Gospel, and to some extent it would be repetitious
and even tedious to do so.®

My theory about Matthew (and mutatis mutandis about Luke) is that
it is a case of “all this and much more” Matthew takes over much of Mark
and alters it in significant respects, as well as adding other material. *! The
result is a filling out of the picture. The basic story is structured in the same
way, with Matthew bringing out even more sharply the division inte the
twa sections in which Jesus preaches about the kingdom (Matt 4017) and
then instructs his disciples that he must suffer (Matt 16:21) and does so.

First, however, we note some omissions and changes of emphasis.
One minor point is that the phrase “the Holy One of God” has disap-
peared, along with the rest of the story in which it stands (Mark 1:21-28;
Matthew has used some of the phraseclogy elsewhere); evidently Matthew
did not think it important to retain it. More important, the commands to
secrecy have largely disappeared (though see Matt 8:4 par. Mark 1:43-45
Matt 12:16 par. Mark 3:12). This is true of the references in Mark 1:25 (where
the whole story has gone), Mark 5:43 (where the story generally is abbravi-
ated), and Mark 7:36. Matthew simply records the spread of Jesus’ fame,
and the subtleties of Mark’s presentation are absent.

As in Mark, there is a clear understanding of Jesus as a genuine hu-
man being, but since there is no specific vocabulary dedicated to it, this is
much more a basic feature of the narrative that is simply taken for granted
and therefore in danger of being overlooked. Right at the outset, however,
the genealogy traces the forebears of Jesus back to Abraham and thus indi-
cates that he is a member of the Jewish people as well as specifically be-
longing to the kingly line of David (Matt 1:1, 2, 17).

40. R T, France, Matthew: Fvangelist and Teacher (Exeter: Paternoster, 1980) 279-317,
is an excellent summary organized mainly by christological designations. See also C. 5,
Keener, A Commeniary on the Gospel of Marthew (Grand Rapids: Ferdmans, 1099) 53-68. For
i matrative approach, sec T L. Donaldson, “The Vindicated Son: A Narrative Approach to
hlarthean Christology,” in Longenecker, ed., Contours of Christodogy, 100-121.

41 For a detailed discussion of Matthew in relation to Mark, see P M. Head, Clirisrol-
agy ard the Synoptic Prollem: An Argumest for Markan Priority (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1907
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In terms of designations for Jesus, Matthew’s Christology is not mark-
edly different from that of Mark, with the same use of “Christ,” "Son of
God,” and “Son of Man.” But there are differences or changes of emphasis.

Jesus as Messiah and Son of David

Whereas Mark began his Gospel simply by designating its subject as “Jesus
Christ,” Matthew has his birth narrative in which the significance of both
of these terms emerges mote vividly. As in the case of the other three Gos-
pels, the opening material is of great importance in anticipating what is to
follow in the rest of the story. It also makes clear to the readers who the
subject of the Gospel is by sharing with them information that was appar-
ently not known to the contemporaries of Jesus during his mission.
Here at the outset the name “Jesus” takes on significance by being ex-
plicitly associated with salvation, and specifically with salvation from sin
(Matt 1:21), although subsequently the motif is no more prominent than in
Mark. Neither Matthew nor Mark takes up the concept of salvation in the
way that Luke does. Matthew, however, does stress forgiveness more than
Mark does and specifically ties it to the death of Jesus (Matt 26:28).42
The role of Jesus as Messiah is highlighted from the start by the iden-
tification of him as “the Christ” (Matt 1117, 18) and by the story of the quest
of the Magi, in which the straight equation is made between the Christ and
the king of the Jews {Matt 2:2-4). As in Mark, the term “king” is prominent
in the passion narrative {Matt 27:11, 29, 37, 42), but it is also used at the entry
of Jesus into Jerusalem {Matt 21:5; citing Zech 9:9); here Matthew's wording
brings out what is only implicit in Mark 11:10, where the crowds lock for-
ward to the coming kingdom rather than the coming king. The traditional
tole of the king or a messianic figure as a shepherd of the people is already
present in Matthew 2:6 {where it occurs in the citation of Mic 5:2). Matthew
as narrator introduces the motif of compassion for the shepherdless sheep
in Matt g:36 and applies it broadly to the teaching and healing mission of
Jesus (cf. Mark 6:34, where it is also used editorially in the context of the
feeding of the five thousand).*® The metaphor of shepherding also figures

42, Is it significant that the word “forgiveness” is not used in connection with the as-
tivity of John the Bapiist (contrast Mark 12432
43- See also Matt 1006; 15:24; 26730
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address by sympathetic, committed people to Jesus, sometimes corre-
sponding to the use of “Rabbi” in Mark.** Although very often “Lord”
need be no more than a basic title of respect, the frequency of usage and
the contextual indicators suggest that there is a rather greater degree of
reverence in its use. Several people who come to Jesus are said to show rev-
erence to him (proskyned); this is the appropriate attitude to a king shown
by the magi (Matt 2:2], and something of the same aura may surround the
subsequent uses.®® Thiz motif reaches its climax in the final, post-
resurrection sceme where Jesus is worshiped by the Eleven and proclaims
his absolute authority.

Jesus as Son of Man and Son of God

We saw that in Mark the term “Son of Man” is broadly messianic. Matthew
has the term more [requently than Mark, basicallv because he has more say-
ings of Jesus available to him.*” The general tendency that results is more of
a stress on the identity of Jesus as a figure who is rejected on earth (Matt
Sra00 110193 12:32) and as the coming Son of Man [Matt 10:23; 13:41). In the
former case Matthew is following the tradition found in both Mark and Q,
where the Son of Man is a figure who has authority on earth but whose au-
thority is not accepted, and in the latter case he retlects the concept of the
coming Son of Man in Daniel 7. But Matthew also adds it editorially in
Marcan passages (Matt 168:13; 16:28; 24:30; 26:2) and on occasion substitutes
the first-person pronoun {Matt 16:21; contrast Mark 8:31; cf. Matt 5:11 with
Luke &:22); the identity of Jesus as the Son of Man is quite clear.
Similarly, the use of additional source material leads to the much
greater prominence of “Son of God” in Matthew. The title is prominent in
the temptation narrative, where it is precisely as Son of God that Jesus is
tempted to disobey God and turn aside from his mission (Matt 4:3, 6; cf.
Luke 4:3, 9}. In Mark the designation is used of Jesus only by non-human

45, Uncommitted people address him as *Teacher™ in Matthew,

46. CL Mart 8:2: 0:18: 1.4:33; 15:25; 20:20: 28:9, 17, The term is also used in Mark 5:6 and,
after the resurrection, in Luke 24252, In each of the $ynoptic Gospels thers are isolated exam-
ples of people falling on their knees before Jesus (Matt 1704 Mark 140; 1007 Luke 5:8),

47 Mattlew has 30 usages, 13 taken over from Mark, 2 shared with Luke, 4 editorial
additions. and 5 in passages peculiar to this Gospel CE L H. Marshall, “Son of Man," in Dic-
tionary of Jesus and the Gespels {Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 1902) 7r6-77.
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actors before the crucifixion, but in Matthew the disciples worship Jesus as
the Son of God after the stilling of the storm (Matt 14:33}, and Peter’s con-
fession at Caesarea Philippi includes this phrase (Martt 16:15). Moreover,
Matthew includes the explicit statement of Jesus about the relationship of
the Father and the Son and the latter’s role in revelation of the Father
( Matt 11:25-27; cf. Luke 10:21-22). For Matthew, then, the recognition of Je-
sus as Son of God by human beings occurs more powerfully than in Mark,
where it does not emerge until the confession of the centurion after the
death of Jesus (Mark 15:39).%®

This is backed up by the fact that Jesus refers to God as Father very
much more frequently. Care is needed here, however. Alongside the nu-
merous references to God as “my [sometimes ‘my heavenly’] Father™ (17)
there are also about as many references to *your Father’ (21). This indicates
that Matthew brings out the new relationship with God enjoyed by the dis-
ciples along with Jesus much more fully than dees Mark, Consequently,
this usage may reflect a developing theological understanding of God (the
Father) in a heightened awareness of the personal relationship of believers
generally to God as Father rather than a narrowly christological develop--
ment: nonetheless, it remains significant. The personal relationship of
both Jesus and his disciples to the Father is much more openly and fully
expressed in Matthew than in Mark.

There has been some discussion as to whether the concept of Mes-
siah or that of Son of God has priority in Matthew’s Christology.*® The de-
bate is probably futile, and we should recognize that both lines of thought
are essential for a full understanding of the role and status of Jesus.™

48. In one or two places Matthew uses the term “the Son” rather than “the Son of
God"” (or equivalents); see Matt 12273, 27b; 24136 28219, Since the Son of Man has God as his
Father {Matt 16:27), |. P. Meier, The Vision of Matthew: Christ, Church and Morality in the
First Gospel { Mew York: Paulist, 1978) 82-83, 172, wants to argue that “the Son" is not neces-
sarily equivalent to “the Son of God™ here but rather has connections also with “Son of
Man," especially in Matt 24:36. But it would be patently redundant and awkward to include
"“of God™ in Matt 2127 and 28:19. The case for 24:36 might seem to be more plansible bur is
exposed 1o the objection that, whereas “the Son™ is a current synonym for “the Son of Ged,”
the term “Son" is never found elsewhere 25 a contraction for “Som of Man™

49. For the latter view see especially [. D. Kingsbury, Matthew: Structure, Christology,
Kingdom {2nd ed.; Minneapolis: Fortress, 198g); cf. T I Kingsbury, Matthew as Story {Phila-
delphia: Fortress, 1986).

50, See, for example, |. K. Riches, Matthew {Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1096)
B3-93.

138



Tesus as Messiah in Mark and Matthew

At the outset, Jesus is principally the messianic Son of David, or per-
haps we should say the Davidic Messiah, thus emphasizing his role in rela-
tion to Israel; and his divine origin and authority are stressed rather than his
sonship. Nevertheless, his sonship is present. It is implicitly expressed in the
announcement of the birth of Jesus and then becomes explicit in the quota-
tion from Hos 11:1 in Matt 225, The pregnancy of Mary is brought about by
the Holy Spirit rather than by a human husband {or any other human be-
ing}, and the fact that the child is to be called “Immanuel” {“God [is] with
us”) indicates that in some way he is to be identified with God; the role of be-
getting is carried out by God through the Spirit, and thus God is invelved in
what we would call “parenting.” Then in Matt 2115 the Evangelist himself ap-
plies the saying in Hos 11:1 to Jesus, where the Lord himself says, “Out of
Egypt I called my son.” This confirms that Matthew sees the birth of Jesus as
the birth in this world of the Son of God; he then recounts how God himself
directly addresses Jesus as his Son at his baptism. Matthew’s account (like
that of Luke) thus provides an explanation for the saying at the baptism,
which comes without any warning or preparation in Mark’s account.

At the very end of the Gospel, Jesus is named in a trinitarian formula
as the Somn, thus emphasizing his cosmic status for the world after the res-
urrection, and his personal relationship to the Father has become evident.
Matthew's concept of sonship shows a notable kinship to that of John.

Jesus as Servant, Wisdom, and New Moses

But this exaltation lies in the future, and over against it must be placed the
identification of Jesus as the Servant of the Lord who works quietly and
gently rather than by raising his voice {Matt 12:18-21; citing Isa 42:1-4). This
is confirmed by the claim of Jesus to be gentle and humble (Matt 11:29; cf.
21:5) and by his invitation to the weary and heavy-laden to come to him
and find rest {Matt 11:28-30).3! We have already noted that as Son of David
Jesus performs merciful acts. The citation of [sa 53:4 (Matt 8:17), which is
related to the healings done by Jesus, further enlarges the understanding of
his Servant-role.

51. For a full exploration of the significance of the term *Servant of the Lord,” includ-
ing especially its connections with justice, see R. Beatan, fsaiah’ Christ in Marthew's Gospel
{Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, aooz).
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According to D, Hill, Matthew gives content to the concept of Jesus
as Son of God by his development of servanthood.** A corrective to any
one-sided understanding of Jesus as Servant, however, is offered by
R. Beaton, who has reinvestigated Matthew’s use of Isa 42:1-4 and drawn
out the way in which he uses Isaianic material to describe the functions of
Jesus in a rather more varied way in relation to both justice and compas-
s1om, 50 that Jesus can be characterized as both aggressive and compassion-
ate. This emphasis is worth making over against the constant tendency to
play down the judgmental actions of Jesus. The Jesus of Matthew pulls no
punches in his strong attacks on the hypocrisy that he sees in some repre-
sentatives of Jewish religion {Matthew 23), and the threats of judgment in
this Gospel are especially severe. At the same time, Matthew stresses the
compassion of Jesus as the one who offers relief to the weary and burdened
(Matt 11:28-30).

The role of Jesus cannot be ascertained purely by a study of titles and
designations. As we have just seen, the ascription of a Servant-role to Jesus
is not accompanied by a christological use of the term itself outside the ac-
tual citation from Isaiah 42. In particular, his role as teacher and miracle- -
worker is of central importance and 15 not tied to any one type of
christological designation.® Space forbids an examination of how this
motif is developed in the course of the narrative. Two further possible as-
pects of his status that are not expressed in titles require consideration
here.

First, there is the guestion whether the Jewish figure of Wisdom is
significant for Matthew’s Christology. On occasion Jesus speaks in the
manner of a wise teacher, using the kind of sayings found in the Wisdom
tradition. In Luke 7:35 he says, “Wisdom is proved right by all her chil-
dren,” and he appears to be an envoy (Gk. child) of Wisdom. However,
Matt 11:10 has the same saying in the form, “wisdom is proved right by her
actions,” which has been taken to imply an identification of Jesus himself
with Wisdom.** There is also the puzzling problem of the saying of Jesus in
Luke 11:49-31 that is said to emanate from “the Wisdom of God” (or per-
haps, as TNIV paraphrases, “God in his wisdom”) who speaks in the first

ga, I, Hill, "Son and Servant: An Essay an Matthaean Christology,” JSNT 6 (1980)
53. CEL Davies and Allison, Matthew, 3:713-20

4. But is the saying really anything more than a comparison between Jesus and Wis-
dom, or simply a proverbial saying?

140



Jesus as Messiah in Mark and Maithew

person of sending envoys; in Matt 23:34-39, however, this saying is uttered
by Jesus himself, who sends his messengers. Does this mean that Matthew
silently identified Jesus as Wisdom? But then, if we did not know the paral-
lel in Luke, who would pick up the alleged identification in Matthew? Sim-
ilarly, Jesus speaks in a style that could be seen as typical of an utterance by
Wisdom herself in Matt 11:28-30, although we have no precise parallel else-
where to confirm this supposition.

These pieces of evidence have been sufficient to persuade some
scholars that for Matthew Jesus is seen in the role of Wisdom. Admittedly,
there is no use of the term as a title for him, but in view of what has just
been said about the lack of the term “Servant,” this is not a decisive objec-
tion. Certainly this identification would be appropriate in a Gospel that
places so much stress upon Jesus as a teacher and emphasizes the divine
origin and authority of his sayings (cf. Matt 8:8). It would also be appro-
priate in complementing the understanding of Jesus as the Son of God; in
both cases we have a divine agent who is close to God. Even so, it cannot be
said to play a major role in the Gospel compared with the other christo-
logical categories.®

More significant than the motif of Wisdom is the fact that Jesus may
be seen as a counterpart to Moses with an authority that ‘exceeds his,
This is particularly evident in the Sermon on the Mount, where the “But [
say to you” of Jesus is juxtaposed with what was said to the people long ago
(Matt s5:21-22), and obedience to his words is the decisive criterion by
which people stand or fall (Matt 7:24-27). The motif is present in other
ways also, including some parallel featurss between Moses and Jesus in the
birth story. This understanding of Jesus as a new Moses does justice to the
major place that teaching has in the Gospel and fits in with the overall
thrust of the Gospel as a work that is especially concerned with the rela-
tionship of Christianity to Judaism.*

Of crucial importance is the final scene in the Gospel in which the

55, For a "high” estimate of Matthew's Wisdom Christology, see M. ). Suggs, Wisdom,
Christology and Law in Matthew’s Gospel (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 19703
E W. Burnett, The Testament of Jesus-Sephia: A Redaction-Critical Study of the Eschatological
Diseoyrse in Matthew {Lanham: University Press of America, 1981). For a much more re-
srrained view, see Davies and Allison, Matthew, z:zgs.

s6. Davies and Allison, Matthen, ared-21, Moce fully, D C. Allison Jr., The New Moses:
A Mutthaear Tppolegy (Minneapalis: Forrress, 1093},

57. Another possibility is that Jesus is seen a5 embodying Isracl {cf Matt 2:15),
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exalted position of the risen Jesus is graphically depicted in the
Christophany placed on a mountain top.”® Here we do not have the com-

paratively “cosy” kind of scene in which Jesus kindles a fire and cooks
breakfast by the seashore or sits and chats with his disciples over a meal in
Emmaus or Jerusalem. Rather, he addresses them using the language of
complete omnipatence and is worshiped. There are echoes here of the po-

sition of the Son of Man in Daniel 7. A trinitarian formula places him
alongside God the Father and the Holy Spirit. There have been hints of this
future exalted position earlier in the Gospel. The final scene forms an
inclusio with the opening one in which the name of Immanuel, “God [is]

with us,” is to be given to the child (1sa 7:14), and in Matt 18:20 Jesus prom-

ises his disciples that where two or three of them are together, he will be
with them, in a well-known saying that is remarkably close to a rabbinic
staternent that promises the presence of the Shekinah to students gathered
together round the Torah (Pirge Aboth 3:2, 6). Here the reference is unmis-

takably to the future spiritual presence of Jesus with the disciples. The
Gospel powerfully proclaims the future cosmic, omnipotent, and omni-

present power of Jesus as the Son of God. His presence is equivalent to the'
presence of God.

Putting Things Together

Although this survey of Matthew has been structured around his use of ti-
tles and motifs, it has taken into account the narrative in which they are
embedded and which has its own contribution to make to the total picture.
It demonstrates that for Matthew the concepts of the Davidic Messiah,
Danielic Son of Man, and Son of God combine with other elements to
present an understanding of Jesus in which he is a figure of authority as a
teacher and as the future judge who fearlessly attacks the sin and hypocrisy
that he finds in Israel, but who is also the compassionate healer of sickness,
both physical and spiritual. He has a close filial relationship with God as
his Father, and the worship that he receives after his resurrection is prefig-
ured in the respect shown to him during his mission. Jesus is seen in com-
parison with such Jewish figures as Moses and Wisdom, with more to offer

5. See T. L. Donaldson, Jesus on the Mowneain: A Study in Marthaear Theology (Shef-
field: JS0OT, 1985).
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to the people than they ever could. Nor should we ignore the thesis devel-
oped by W, Carter that the picture in this Gospel stands in conscious con-
trast to that of the Roman Emperor and the imperial power and that it
demanstrates the superiority of Jesus over against Caesar and anything
that he could offer.®® Tuckett's term “enhancement” aptly characierizes the
relationship of this portrayal ta that of Mark.5®

Conclusion

In our examination of both Gaspels we have seen that the understanding
of Jesus as a person reflects how he behaved and taught so that what results
is a reinterpretation of elements from Old Testament and Jewish expecta-
tion. The term “Christ” has retained the meaning of the future deliverer
and ruler of the people of God when he sets up his kingdom, but has been
reinterpreted to accommodate the earthly mission of Jesus, wha came as
God's representative to combat evil and the forces of Satan in their victim-
ization of humanity, to teach God’s ways, to die to deliver people from evil,
to rise from the dead, to be spiritually present with his people as they carry
out his purpose in the world, and finally to be the king who judges and
saves, condemns and rewards. Commenting on Matthew, ]. K. Riches ob-
serves that “*Son of Man' . . . becomes a kind of portmanteau title which
can assume meaning from other titles and also from the narrative of the
Gospel itself™; “the various titles interanimate each other.”®' Yet the differ-
ent designations do not become simply equivalent to one another; rather,
each brings its own characteristic contribution te the total picture of the
one whose coming is good news for Mark and the incarnation of salvation
from sin for Matthew,

59. W Carter, Matthew and Empire: Initinl Exploratéions (Harrisburg: Trinity Press In-
ternational, zooi). This motif is, of course, not confined to this Gospel.

6o, Tuckett, Christalomy, 120, See his whole discussion (11g-32). On the messiology of
Matthew see also [ A, Hagner, Marthew 1—i3 {Dallas: Word, 19033 bi; T Luz, The Theology
af the Gospel of Matthew (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1995); D, Verseput, The
Rejection of the Humble Messianic King: A Study of the Composition of Matthew 13—13 [Frank-
furr: Peter Lang, 1986); and I 1. Verseput, “The Role and Meaning of the *Son of God' Title
in Matthew's Gospel,” NTS 13 (1087) 532-56.

6. I K. Riches, Conflicting Mytholagies: Identity Formarian in the Gospels of Mark and
Matthew (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, zoco) 281

143



The Messiah in Luke and Acts:
Forgiveness for the Captives

Stanley E. Porter

Introduction

There have been many different concepts of the Messiah in the Old Testa-
ment and later Jewish thought.! Even though many were not clearly artic-
ulated and some were not formalized, they nevertheless helped to set ex-
pectations in people’s minds. Many of these varying definitions and
expectations of the notion grew out of shifting social, cultural, political,
and, most importantly, theological situations. Without doubt, political op-
pression and theological division helped to develop a wide set of expecta-
tions regarding God’s anointed. Within the New Testament itself, there are
a number of at least differing emphases, if not different conceptualiza-
tions, of what it means that Jesus was the Messiah, as other papers in this
volume indicate. In Luke’s Gospel and Acts, in conjunction with the other
Synoptic Gospels and the Pauline letters, although there are both affinities
and differences, there is an emphasis upon Jesus as the anointed prophet.

1. Useful books include: 5. Mowinckel, He That Cormreth (trans. G. W, Anderson; New
York: Abingdon, 1954)% The Lord's Anointed: Faterpretation of Old Testament Messianic Texts
{ed. P E. Satterthwaite, B. 5. Hess, and G, ). Wenham; Carlisle: Paternoster, 19gs); Israsl’s
Messiak in the Bible and the Dead Sea Scrolls (ed. B 5. Hess and M. [ Carroll B.; Grand
Rapids: Baker, 2003); and G 5. Oegema, The Anoimnted and His People: Messianic Expectations
frow the Maccabess ro Bar Kochiba (JSPSup 27; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1392). For
a recent summary of many of the issues, with important clarifications regarding messianic
terminology, see C. A Bvans, *Messianism” in Dictionary of New Testament Background {ed.
C. AL Bvans and 5. E, Porter; Downers Grove: InterVarsity Press, zo00) 698-707.
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In the Gospel, Luke draws upon a number of Old Testament passages —
especially Isaiah, but not only prophetic sources narrowly defined — that
resonated with current Jewish thought to depict Jesus as both the messi-
anic prophet, and hence the eschatological prophet coming in the last
times, and the fulfillment of Old Testament prophecy concerning the
anointed coming one. In both Luke and Acts, he continues to develop the
idea of Jesus as anointed prophet, while also depicting other, and poten-
tially complementary, viewpaoints, such as roval son of David.?

[ am far from the first to suggest that this notion of Jesus as messi-
anic prophet in Luke-Acts is an important christological theme,? In fact, it
is a theme that has been well developed by a number of recent authors on
the topic. For example, Earle Ellis describes the Messiahship of Jesus in
these terms: “His whole life, death, and resurrection are one continuing
fulfilment of prophecy.™ Luke Johnson goes further and sees a prophetic
structure to the entirety of Luke and Acts.” This is not to deny that there
are other messianic themes that Luke brings to the fore,® or to say that the
prophetic theme is the only one he suggests. Some have even suggested
that Luke has nothing of his own to say about Jesus as Messiah that is not
already found in his sources.” I wish to argue that a consistent and funda-
mental development of Jesus as the anointed prophet stands at the heart of
Luke's depiction of Jesus as Messiah, no doubt some of it dependent upen
his sources (since, after all, they are depicting the same Jesus), but some of
it reflecting his own insights and developed depiction.

2. As Dr, Craip Fvans has reminded me, the exalted place of David in messianic
thought is not a Lukar insovation but is already significant at Quenran. See his “David in
the Dead Sea Scrolls” in The Serolls and the Scviptures: Quenran Fifty Years After (ed. 8. E.
Parter and C. A. Evans; [SPSup 26; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1997) 183-97.

3. I grant that it is one important christological theme among many. Numerous
works address the Christology of the Mew Testament. Mot all of these treatments ere equally
helpful, since they tend to conflete christological categories.

4. E. E. Ellis, The Gospel of Leke (rev. ed.; NCB; Greenwood, SC: Attic Press, 1974) 11.

5. L. T. Johnson, The Gospel of Luke (5P; Collegeville: Liturgical, 1) 15-17, 17-203
lohnson, The Acts of the Apastizs (5P, Callegeville: Liturgical, 1992) 10-12, 12-14.

6. It must be conceded that 8 number of scholars suggest a variety of messianic
themas in Luke. For example, I Bock, Luke {2 vols; BECNT; Grand Rapids: Baker, 1954)
1:29-31; C. L, Blomberg, “Messiah in the Mew Testament,” in Hess and Carroll R, eds,, [irael's
Messiah, 11141, £5p. 117-19, 123-25.

7. The sources are presumably Mark and Q. See L. H. Marshall, Luke: Histortan and
Theologian (Grand Hapids: Zondervan, 1970) 168-60.
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Discussion of the messianic nature of Jesus as depicted in Luke-Acts
usually focuses around usage of the term yprotdg, or “Christ."® Fitzmyer
has categorized the usage in Luke and Acts in terms of titular® and
nominal'® usage. According to his analysis, all of the usage in Luke’s Gos-
pel is titular, while the slight majority of the usage in Acts is nominal. As
will be shown below, what this indicates is that in the Gospel and Acts the
author is depicting and describing the Messiah, to the point where the title
becomes associated with and, in fact, part of the name of Jesus. This usage
is no doubt important, but what is more important is the context in which
such language, and related terminology, is used within the two books.
What [ want to do is to take an essentially serial approach to the material
and highlight those passages that clearly emphasize Luke’s view of Jesus as
messianic prophet.

The Messiah in Luke

Luke’s Gospel was almost assuredly written before the book of Acts. Al-
though this has been disputed by some scholars {in fact, the relationship
has been called into question by some),!! the prologues to the respective
works and the way in which Acts finishes, as well as historical tradition, in-
dicate that the Gospel preceded Acts.’* On the basis of this, it makes sense
to treat them in this order.

8. Many treatments of christological titles and their meaning can be found in a vari-
ety of sources, such as New Testament theologies,

g. See . Fitzmyer, The Gospel according to Luke [AB 23 and 284; Garden City, NY:
Doubleday, 1981} 12197, Titular wsage includes: Lube 211 {but see below), 26; 3:15; 4141, 92205
200433 22:67; 2302, 35, 395 24026, 46; ACLS 2:31, 36 318, 20 (1); 426; 5142 &5 o2z a7y s, 28;
26123,

10, Mominal usage includes: Acts 2:38; 3:6; 400, 3% 312 [37, where the best manu-
scripts do not include the verse]; gu34; 10536, 48; 10175 15:26; 16:18; 17:3 {¥): 200203 240245 28530
He notes also that in a few of these passages the word “name” is alsp wsed: ey, guo; 8o

11, M. C. Parsons and R I Pervo, Rethinking the Unity of Luke and Acts (SBLMS; Min-
neapolis: Fortress, 1992,

12 [. H. Marshall, "Acts and the ‘“Former Treatise, " in The Book of Acts in Its Frest Cen-
tary Setting, vol, 12 Ancient Literary Setting (ed. B W Winter and A. D Clarke; Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 19937 163-82.
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foretells two individuals, one the forerunner of the other, and the latter be-

ing the prophesied Messiah.

John the Baptist and Jesus

John the Baptist continues to be a provocative character within the biblical
account and in recent scholarship. Of the many roles that John performed,
the mast notable being his role as *Baptizer,” one that also merits attention
is that of prophet.?® In this prophetic capacity, he looked forward not only
to the coming of God in judgment but also to God's anointed agent or
Messiah.*® The appearance of John the Baptist as a prophetic forerunner
and then the baptism of Jesus further establish the prophetic messianic
character of Jesus. John takes on the character of an Old Testament
prophet in his wilderness proclamation (Luke 3:3). This includes his mes-
sage of repentance and forgiveness of sins (3:3}. He finds the basis for this
in the prophet Isaiah, whose message regarding making ready and straight
the way of the Lord he sees as paving the way for the coming of the salva-
tion of God (3:4-6; citing Isa 40:3-5).2° John sees this message in terms of
his already prophesied (see the birth narrative) task of paving the way for
the one of whom he is the forerunner, He recognizes that there is one
whom he is anticipating who will be mightier than he is {Luke 3:16). John's
announcement of a coming baptism of Holy Spirit and of fire (3:16) has
two significant elements,?” each of them prophetic in nature. His an-
nouncement ¢reates a transition between himself as the forerunner and
the coming one. The first element is the act of baptizing in the Holy Spirit.
The sign of a prophet was to be filled with the Holy Spirit, and the epitome
of this prophetic figure was Elijah, the forerunner of the Messiah. The sec-
and is the act of baptizing in fire, Elijah was the prophet who called down

4. R. L. Webh, "John the Baprist and His Relationship to Jesus,” in Studying the Heés-
tarical fesus: Evaluations of the State of Currenr Research (2d, B, Chilton and C. A, Evans;
NTTS 19; Leiden: Brill, 1994} 179-229, e3p. 197-206.

25, See K. L. Webh, john the Baptizer and Prophes: A Socio-Historical Study (JSNTSup
62, Sheffizld: Sheffield Academnic Press, 1991) 210-306, e5p. 259-60, 3046,

26, On dispute regarding the textual version that stands behind John's utterance, see
Bock, Luke, 1:200-g90

z7. See Webb, Jolin the Bapiizer, 200-g5; of. Turner, Power from on High, 170-B7, esp.
178-79,
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throne of the eternal kingdom,” and who will “release the captives, make
the blind see, raise up the downtrodden,” and (though this is not certain
due to a lacuna in the manuscript) “heal the slain, resurrect the dead, and
announce glad tidings to the poor.”*” In other words, there was a tradition
in the Judaism of the time in which God himself was the onie who was ap-
propriating the preclamation and accomplishment of the actions of Isaiah
fi1. If the Scroll switches subjects in the lacuna — and this is not certain —
then at the least the Messiah is depicted as performing the same kinds of
actiong that God himself also performs,

Mo doubt the kind of understanding that Jesus had of his messianic
calling was transmitted to John the Baptist, which leads to a third parallel
episode between the two. The phrase that I have translated “to proclaim
torgiveness to the captives” could be translated “to proclaim release to the
captives.” This is the way that it is translated in many versions, including
the REV/NRSY and NASB (the NIV/TNIV has “freedom”). This is appar-
ently how John the Baptist understood what Jesus was proclaiming in his
messianic role.® In Luke 7:18-23, John, who was probably in prison (cf.
Matt 11:2), sends two of his disciples to enquire regarding whether Jesus is
the Messiah.*® Jesus responds to the enquiry by summarizing his activities,
including quoting part of Isa 61:1. John quite possibly interpeted I[sa 61:1-2
in terms of an expected literal physical release of prisoners, such as himself,
while Jesus apparently interpreted the passage differently. Jesus’ interpreta-
tion includes both the physical healing of these who are afflicted, some-
thing expected from the Messiah," and the spiritual healing of sinners
through forgiveness. Both are evidenced throughout Lule’s Gospel. In
particular, the same root for “forgiveness” is used in two episodes where
Jesus fulfills the Isaianic and messianic expectations. These include the
healing of the paralytic man in Luke 5:17-26 {esp. vv. 20, 21, 23, 24), and the
forgiveness of the sinful woman in Luke 7:36-50 (esp. vv. 47, 48, 49). This

a7 See C. AL Evans, Jesus and His Contentporaries: Comparative Studies (Leiden: Brill,
1566] 128 for transtation; <f, 120, where be discusses whether the last statetnent does not sug-
gest that the Masaiah is now the subject of the verbs,

38. For many of the insights that follow, [ am grateful to Dr. Craig Evans, whose re-
sponse at the Bingham Colloguium led to significant improvements and expansions in this
and other parts of my paper.

39, It is unclear whether John the Baptist accepted that Jesus was the Messiah. See Bv-
ans, Luke, 136,

40, See BEvans, Luke, 110,
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midrash upon one.*® Qthers have questioned whether in Luke’s Gospel
there is reference to “the” prophet, or only to “a” prophet, with reference
to “the” prophet occurring only in Acts.* The appropriation by Jesus of
the messianic role, and the specific prophetic language used to indicate
this figure, suggests that there is more than simply reference to a prophet
here.*”

The proclamation of Luke 4 is thus prophetically messianie, in terms
of both the citation used and the content of the citation. It depicts one
who is anointed by the Spirit of God to proclaim a specific prophetic mes-
sage. This message inaugurates Jesus’ mission and, by his specific appro-
priation, clearly labels him as the prophetic Messiah.

Peter’s Acclamation

In Luke 5, in a passage very similar to Mark and Matthew, Jesus is with his
disciples, and he questions them about his identity, The answers they give
in some ways summarize the discussion that has been given above, When
asked who people say that he is, the disciples answer Jesus by saying: “John
the Baptist, Elijah and one of the prophets of old” {Luke 9:19). These are
the same answers that are earlier recorded as having been given to Herad
regarding Jesus (Luke 9:7-8). When pressed by Jesus for a personal re-
sponse, Peter answers for them all by saying that Jesus is “The Christ of
God” (Luke 9:20). At first glance, it may appear that we have two different
categories of response — a haphazard and popular group of wrong an-
swers and the one right answer. This is probably not correct. Bock is prob-
ably more accurate when he states regarding the proposed answers that
“The basis for each possibility is tied to the prophetic character of Jesus®
ministry.”** As we have already noted, ties have been established with each

45. Kimball, fesus" Exposition, 112, referring to Ellis, Luke, o7 and . A, Sanders, “From
Isaiah &1 to Luke &," in C. A. Evans and T. A. Sanders, Like and Scripture: The Funcion af Sa-
cred Tradition in Luke-Acts [Minneapolis: Fortress, 1993) 48-6g, here 40,

46.E.g., O Cullmann, Christology of the New Testamment {trans, 5. C. Guthrie and C. A, M,
Halk; London: SCM Press, 1959) 305 ©, E I Moule, “The Christology of Acts,” in Studies in Luke.
Acts (ed. L, E. Keck and J. L, Martyn; Philadelphia: Fortress, 1966) 159-85, esp: 162

47. In fact, T would argue that references to “the” prophet have been in play since the
beginning of the Gospel on the basis of the parallels between John and Jesus.

48, Bock, Luke 1841
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ment to the events in the New. The third factor is that Jesus refers to what
stands written (this form of the verb appears about sixty-seven times in
the Greek New Testament). The use of this language indicatés specific ref-
erence to the Old Testament prophetic tradition, in which passages written
in the Old Testament stand written as witnesses and testimony to the es-
tablished prophetic word of God. The fourth is that the risen Jesus is refer-
ring to events that have already transpired, that is, the end of the age has
come in the death and resurrection of Jesus. Jesus' citation in v. 47 of what
may be seen as a paraphrase of his message of repentance for forgiveness of
sins as recorded in Mark 1:15 serves to round out the account, with the
Messiah both opening and closing the Gospel.

The Messiah in Acts

Having treated the Gospel of Luke, I turn now to the book of Acts. Al-
though the word “Christ” (ymotég) is used more often in Acts than in the
Gospel, half of that usage is norninal in nature.®® That is, it indicates that
the usage has already become associated with the name of Jesus. [ wish to
concentrate on the titular usage.® :

Pentecost

Just as the sermon in the synagogue in Nazareth marked the definition and
inauguration of Jesus’ ministry, so the opening of the second of Luke’s two

61 I tend to accept Fitzmyer's analysis of titular and nominal usage, although this has
been disputed. Some of the major disputants include H. |. Cadbury, “The Titles of Jesus in
Acts” in Foakes-Jackson and Lake, eds., The Acts of the Apostles, 5:354-75, esp. 358-59, who ar-
gues for titular use; Moule, "Christology of Acts,” 174-76; §. 5. Smalley, “The Christology of
Acts Again.” in Christ and the Spirit in the New Testament {ed. B. Lindars and 5. 5, Smalley;
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1973) 70-03, esp. 85-38, both of whom find a mix of
usage; and most recently Blomberg, “Messiah,” 125, whe, recapitulating the discussion, ar-
gues for predominantly titular usage (questioned by W, W. Klein's response in the same voi-
ume, “Christos: Jewish Title or Hellenistic Name? A Response to Craig L. Blomberg,” in Hess
and Carroll R., eds., [srael’s Messiah, 143-30).

62, I do not mean to imply by this that the messianic sense does not rest with the
nominal nsage, but that the nominal usage does not reveal its messianic content in the same
way that the titular usage does.
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Ps 16:8-11, which refers to the continuation of the Davidic dynasty and
hence is a royal psalm, However, as Peter says, David was able prophetically
to see that one of his descendants would sit upon his throne, and thus he
was a prophet prophesying about the Messiah,®® The second quotation is
from Ps 110:1, which, as we have seen, is an important Lukan (and early
Christian) ascension ot enthronement psalm, and also a royal Davidic
psalm. Similarly to the first example, David is seen by Peter here as a
prophet, since he says that “it was not David who ascended into heaven,
but he himself says . . . ,” thus indicating that David's utterance of the
psalm had a prophetic fulfillment in a later, eschatological prophetic fig-
ure, The third quotation is reminiscent of the proclamation of John the
Baptist in its call for repentance and baptism for forgiveness of sins [cf.
Mark 1:15; Luke 3:16-17). As noted above, the message of John is associated
with his prophetic role as anticipating fulfillment in the eschatological
prophetic Messiah.

Peter’s Sermon in the Temple

In this, Peter’s second major sermon in the book of Acts, he follows the
same pattern as noted in his first sermon, the one given at Pentecost. Here
he refers in Acts 3:18 to the things that God announced beforehand by all
the prophets, that is, that the Messiah should suffer, This leads him to call
for the people to repent of their sins, in anticipation of the sending of
Christ Jesus,” appointed beforehand for such a purpose (3:20).7! Unlike
the Pentecost sermon, which had a combination of royal and prophetic

60, Strauss, Davidic Messialy, 137; Iohnson, Acts, 51-52. CF. also Acts 4224-26, whete Da-
vid, by the Holy Spirit, speaks of the rulers gathering against the Christ (Ps 2:1),

7o This usage may well be nominal, rather than tivular, especially as there is no article
with the noun.

71. Robinson {"Most Primitive Christology,” esp. 145-53; followed by R H. Fuller, The
Foundations of New Testament Chrisrology [Wew York: Scribners, w63] 158-5g) argues that
there is an underlying primitive Christology in this passage indicaling that Jesus, though
designated Messiah, had not actually been sent vet 25 the Messiah, and that there was future
expectation regarding his Messiahship, This has been refuted by Moule, “Christology” 167-
&1 [ L. Janes, “The Title Cheistas in Luke-Acts," CBO) 32 (1970} 64-76, esp. 71-73; E. Frank-
lin, Chrise the Lord: A Study in the Purpose and Theology of Luke-Acts (London: SPCE, 1975)
57. It is worth noting that Robinson's position s in tenzion with Acts 3218 and does not best
suit the ordering of cvents as presented by the grammar of the verses involved.
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Isaiah 53 that demonstrated that the Messiah had to suffer (seen elsewhere
in the Lukan writings as well, such as Luke 9:22; 17:25; 24:26, 46; Acls
3:18}.7® The third observation is that the link between the Scriptures and
fulfillment in Christ is drawn by usage of the verb of necessity, “must.”

Paul’s Defense before Agrippa

There has been much discussion of Paul’s speeches, indluding his speech
before Agrippa.”” For whatever reason, Festus cuts it off right after Paul
has laid out a number of considerations regarding the Messiah. First, Paul
says that he has stated nothing except what the prophets and Moses said
was going to occur {Acts 26:22), Luke here reemphasizes a theme that we
have seen throughout the two books, that what has taken place regarding
the Messiah has occurred in terms of prophetic fulfillment of what God
had said in the Old Testament.™ The mention of the prophets and Moses
is not meant to suggest that they are in oppesition to each other; rather,
they are complementary, with Moses, representing the Torah, seen to be a
prophetic voice. Second, Paul notes that these prophets had specified that
the Christ had to suffer but that his resurrection would proclaim light to
Jews and Gentiles {Acts 26:23).™ Once more the Christ is seen as fulfilling
prophetic messianic expectations.

Conclusion

Messianic complexity is somewhat clarified in Luke-Acts. This is not be-
cause there are not a number of positions that could be argued for regard-
ing presentation of the Messiah in Luke and Acts. Instead, it is because one
major and at least one minor emphasis emerge from the discussion.
Throughout the two works, the author wishes to present Jesus as the es-
chatological prophetic messianic figure. That means that the Christ is the

76. As noted by [ohnson, Ads, 305

77. Bee 5, E. Porter, The Paul of Acts: Essays in Literary Criticism, Rheroric and Theology
[WILUNT 115 Tihingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1903) 158-61,

78. Tohnson, Acts, 4al,

79. The gramunar of the passage is actually stated in terms of verbless protases: “if the
Christ is a suffarer, if ke is first from resurrection of the dead. ..
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Remembering Jesus: John's Negative Christology

Advocates of the developmental approach, such as Raymond Brown,
highlight christological tensions in the Gospel of John as evidence for this
process of theological development. Brown notes that “part of the diffi-
culty in analyzing Johannine Christology . . . is that the |[Fourth] Gospel
contains statements that seem to have opposing views.” He highlights five
such apparent contradictions, including Jesus’ “equality and subordina-
tion in relation to the Father” and “statements capable of being read as
Gneostic Christology . . . [alongside] others that would cause trouble for
Gnostics.”® In his most recent treatment of the subject, Brown explains
these tensions in terms of a three-stage tradition history. Stage one repre-
sents the ministry and teaching of the historical Jesus, which provided the
foundational data for all Gospel traditions and all extant Gospels; stage
two represents the development of that common tradition to meet the pe-
culiar needs of the Johannine community over time; stage three represents
the actual composition of the Fourth Gospel on the basis of the traditional
information developed in stage two.?

According to Brown, the theological tensions in the text may be ex-
plained by the fact that the author of the Fourth Gospel did not personally
live through all of stage two, but rather inherited his information about Je-
sus from the mysterious “Beloved Disciple,” an associate of the historical
Jesus (John 13:23; 19:26-27; 20:2; 21:7, 20-24). While the Fourth Evangelist
was a devoted follower of this Beloved Disciple, he sought to “comple-
ment” his mentor’s somewhat outdated perspective in order to make it
more relevant to his own immediate situation. His example was followed
by a later redactor, who added a few further finishing touches to produce
the version of the Fourth Gospel that exists today.’® In the process,
Johannine Christology gradually evolved to higher and higher levels, from
an earlier view of Jesus as the Jewish Messiah to the later, more fully devel-
oped incarnational Christology now evident in the Fourth Gospel. While
Brown stresses that he does not wish to emphasize discontinuity between
these three stages of development, his analysis nevertheless depends on ap-
parent theological discrepancies in order to reconstruct the history of the
Johannine community.**

& Brown, frtroduction to the Gospel of fofen, 250.

9. See Brown, futroduction to the Gospe! of John, £2-78.

10, Brown, Infroduction to the Gospel of fohn, 78, 195-08, 251. “Complement” is
Brown's term, p. 251,

11 5ee the similar disclaimer in Brown, Commiunity of the Beloved Disciple, 51-54.
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will be necessary to first identify and discuss the generative mechanism of
John's messianism, the means by which he ereated christological ideas and
statements, and then to outline the rhetorical objectives of the
christological claims of the Johannine literature. While this approach will
not produce a comprehensive survey of the content of John's Christology,
it will expose the underlying processes that produced that content.

The question of the Fourth Gospel's christological generative mech-
anism concerns the means by which John constructed his image of Jesus as
the Messiah. Obviously, John's thinking was not built on the platform of
modern theological categories and the sharp divisions between them, such
as “equality or subordination,” “*human or divine,” “election or choice.”
John did not, in other words, reflect on things that Jesus did and then try
to decide whether his words and deeds meant that he was equal to God or
subordinate to God, etc, Instead, John refers to the process by which he
painted his portrait as a “memory” of Jesus, a “witness™ to Jesus’ true iden-
tity. A coherent theory about the way this witness and memory worked is
critical to any study that seriously seeks to understand John's Christology
of1 its own terms,

The question of the rhetorical objectives of John's christological
claims concerns the interplay between what John says about Jesus and the
historical context in which he made those statements. The Fourth Gospel
and 1-2-3 Johmn, like all other texts, were written in response to a specific sit-
uation, and the christological claims of those texts should therefore be
seen as reactons to external social realities, It is in reference to these social
realities, not to modern theological categories, that the apparent tensions
in Johm's Christology become coherent. The theological guideposts of the
Johannine boaks are not, in other words, explicit in the texts themselves.
Instead, John's thinking about Jesus as the Messiah finds its conceptual
mootings in the real world of his audience.

John's Charismatic Christelogical Memory Machine

John does not refer to his thinking about Jesus as a “messianic belief” or a
“Christology,” and he does not talk about Jesus in terms that can be easily
reduced to abstract propositions that fit neatly into modern theological
categories. He speaks, instead, of his “memory” of Jesus or “witness to” Je-
sus, the recollection of things that Johannine Christians have known about
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original context, this verse describes the psalmist’s persecution because of
his concern for the ternple, and John cites it to explain Jesus' “zealous” ac-
tions. Notably, however, John does not cite the specific verse from the He-
brew BRible that the disciples later “believed” on the subject of the “three
days” that Jesus would spend in the tomb before the "raising” of his body
{cf. Matt 12:39-40).1* Vague references to “Scripture” are not uncommon
in the Fourth Gospel, even when John is citing the Hebrew Bible to prove a
key theological point (see 7:38; 17:12; 19:28; 19:36; 20:9}, Perhaps in all these
cases, as at 2:22, John is pointing his reader not to specific passages but
rather to @ mode of recall, a way of understanding ambiguous things that
Jesus said and did against the backdrop of the sacred text.

The peculiar mode of remembering described at John 2:22 surfaces
again some ten chapters later in the story of the triumphal entry (John
12:12-16). The disciples watch in amazement as the crowds wave palm
branches and proclaim Jesus “King of Israel” John explains that, “at first,
his disciples did not know [Eyvwoov] these things, But when Jesus had
been glorified then they remembered (Epviiofinooay) that these things had
been written about him and that they did these things to him” (12:16). “At
first” (1h npdTov) here must mean “when this happened,” and John's as-
sertion that they “did not know these things” must mean that they did not
understand the significance of Jesus’ actions at that time. This significance
became apparent only after Jesus’ death and “glorification,” subsequent
events that clarified their memory of Jesus and their understanding of “the
things that had been written about him," specifically Zech g:9, which is
loosely quoted at John 12:15. Here again, John portrays the disciples’
“memory” of Jesus as a complex interface between their recollections of
things that Jesus did, their awareness of Jesus’ ultimate destiny, and a mes-
sianic reading of passages from the Hebrew Bible.

These two passages, and others like them, reveal that John's Christol-
ogy, his image of Jesus as the Messiah, emerges at the intersection of three
currents: the recall of things that the historical Jesus presumably did and

13. Commentators are generally sgreed that John 223 does not refer specifically Lo
¥, 17, because John seems to be citing Ps 6g:9 to explain Jesus’ actions in the temple rather
than to explain his crypric remmark about rebuilding the temple in three days. See C, K,
Barrett, The Gaspel according to 8t John (2nd ed.; Philadelphis: Westminster, 1978) 200; Ray-
mond E. Brown, The Gaspe! according fo Johr: A New Translarion with Introduciion and
Comumentary (AB: Garden Cing NY: Doubledaw, 1966, 1970) 1114, Rudolf Schnackenburg,
The Gospel according ta St. Jolin (trans. Kevin Smyth; Mew York: Crossroad, 1987) 12353
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resurrection against the backdrop of the Hebrew Bible under the guidance
of the Holy Spirit. Because Christology is guided by the Spirit, it remains
consistent from place to place and from generation to generation {see
1 John 2:30-27). Yet because John's Christology is a formula rather than
specific content, it remains flexible, capable of adaptation to a variety of
situations. The presentation of Christ in the Fourth Gospel and 1-2-3 John
reflects one such adaptation to one specific social setting. The contours of
that setting will be the subject of the following section.

The Johannine Framework

As noted above, John's Christology is a formula that makes it possible for
Christians to construct memories of Jesus under the guidance of the Holy
Spirit. Following Culpepper’s rule that “theclogical developments are of-
ten precipitated by social crises,” this means that the specific christological
staterments of the Fourth Gospel and 1-2-3 John are products of this gener-
ative formula as shaped by John's circumstances at the moment those texts
were produced.'® As such. the Christology of the Johannine literature be-
comes coherent only when viewed against the backdrop of the “social cri-
sis” that led to the composition of these books. Before proceeding, it will
be helpful to briefly identify and outline the most salient elements of this
crisis as they impacted John's presentation of Jesus.

John 3216, perhaps the most well-known verse in the Christian Bible,
introduces a key term in the Johannine literature, “the world.” In John's
vocabulary, “the world” refers to all people who have not accepted John's
claims about Jesus. God loves the world, so much so that he sent his Son to
give the world eternal life. But the world, failing to recognize this (John
110}, did not accept Jesus’ proclamation and resented his exposé of its evil
deeds. Jesus’ very presence brings judgment to the world’s unbelief (5:35;
12:31), and for this reason the world hates Jesus and rejoices at his death
{7:7: 16n19-20). Unfortunately for the disciples, the world will also hate
them and seek to kill them {15:18-20; 16:33). In John's view, non-Christians
are uniformly hostile to believers, to the point that the relationship be-
tween the two groups must always be expressed in dualistic terms such as

1. B Alan Culpepper, The Gospel ard Letiers of John {Interpreting Biblical Texts
Mashville: Abingdon, 1508] 57,
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Remembering Jesus: John's Negative Christology

“there is one among you whom you do not know” and stating that God
had called him to reveal this individual’s identity (1:26-31).2

Whatever his point of origin, once the Messiah appears the
Johannine Jews expect him to perform “signs,” attesting miracles that will
verify his identity and authority (John 2:18, 23; 3:2; 6:30; 7:31). These signs
will not, however, indicate the Messiah's divinity; they are, instead, the
signs of an eschatological prophet, specifically the “prophet like Moses™
mentioned at Deut 1818 {John 1:21; 61145 7:40). Like Moses, the Messiah
will offer his people miraculous provision and healing (6:30; 9:32-33; 10:21)
and will also be a revelatory mediator between God and Israel. As such, the
Christ will be an exemnplary teacher with special miraculous insight (4:25,
2g; 7:26; 109-21}, and he would theoretically have authority to baptize —
to purify people and grant them access to an eschatological community of
the redeemed (1:19-25). This same prophetic authority would allow the
Messiah to criticize and possibly revise the temple cult (2:18). For all these
reasons, those Jews who do suspect that Jesus may be the Messiah seek to
install him as a theocratic ruler, the “King of [srael,” not necessarily a polit-
ical leader but a new Moses who will lead his people out of oppression
{6:15 12:12-15). Yet, unlike Moses and the Davidic kings, this messianic
prophet would “remain forever,” never suffering death (12:24).%2

Owerall, these brief glimpses suggest that the Jews, at least in John's
view, expected the Christ to fill the shoes of Maoses: emerging suddenly
from obscure origins with no obvious credentials beyond his unique di-
vine calling (see Exod 3:11}; serving as the ultimate prophetic voice of God
in the redeemed community; authorizing his pronouncements with mi-
raculous signs, signs that would include supernatural provision and heal-
ing. These expectations are especially significant in view of the fact that the
Johannine Jews refer to themselves as “disciples of Moses” and insist that
they follow Moses" teaching because they know that God spoke to him
{John 9:28-29). In response to the Jews’ beliefs, two of Jesus’ most charac-
teristic traits in the Fourth Gospel explicitly contrast him with Moses,
First, whereas Moses was a man who came from this world, Jesus “came
down from heaven” (6:38; 13:3; 16:28). Second, because he was earthly, Mo-

22, e discussion in Brown, Gospel according to fokn, ns

23. The Jews base this conclusion on “the Law,." but it is impossible to determine ex-
actly what verse from the Hebrew Bible they and John have in mind. For passibilities, see the
discussion in Brown, Gospel according to Johe, 1:468-60; [0 A. Carson, The Gospel accordimg
to foks (Grand Rapids: Ferdmans, 1901) 445-46.
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Remembering Jesus: John's Negative Christology

Because the Law was given through Moses (John 1:17), the Jewish
Scriptures bear all the earthly limitations that Moses himself bore. The
writings of Moses are therefore categorically distinct from, and inferior
to, the teachings of Jesus, following the maxim that “the one who comes
from above is over all; the one who comes from the earth is from the earth
and speaks from the earth” (3:31). Moses, being from the earth and unable
to grant eternal life, could only give a Law that brings judgment and
deathy; Jesus, being from above, could reveal God’s “grace and truth” in all
its fullness (117 314-17). Moses, for example, gave regulations about
keeping the Sabbath, regulations that make it illegal for the blind and
lame to receive healing on that day (5110, 16; 9:114-16).%° Jesus, having come
from heaven, bears an authority that inherently transcends anything that
Moses said, allowing him both to heal on the Sabbath and to command
others to work on that day because “my Father is working until now and [
am also working” {5:8, 17). Moses, of course, allowed “work™ on the Sab-
bath in extreme cases, conceding that the Sabbath could be broken if
needed to follow the teaching of “the fathers” that a child must be cir-
cumcised on the eighth day; Jesus, bearing a higher mandate, is autho-
rized “to make the whole person healthy on the Sabbath” (719-23).
Claims of this sort lead the Jews to protest, in John's view accurately, that
Jesus “said that God was his own Father, making himself equal to God”
{5:18). As a result of this unique equality, God’s judgment of the world
will not be based on the Law of Moses, but rather on acceptance or rejec-
tion of Jesus and his teachings (3u7-18).

In John's view, it is logical that Jesus’ words should supersede Moses’
Law, for the Law in fact pointed to Jesus and when understood correctly
speaks about Jesus (John s:39). Tronically, the Jews, while claiming to be
disciples of Moses (5:28), show that they do not trust Moses” words by fail-
ing to accept what Moses said about Jesus, leading Jesus to ask at one point,
“If vou don't believe what that man wrote, how will you believe my
words?” [5:45-47). On his best days, then, Moses, like John the Baptist,
could only herald the coming of one greater than himself,

The theme of Jesus’ superiority to Moses, and its reflection of John's

25, Whether or not John 7:53—8m was original to the Fourth Gaspel, the stary of the
adulteraus woman illusteates the prineiple at 117, As the Pharisces point out, Moses com-
manded that those guilty of adultery must be stoned; Jesus, by contrast, reveals God's grace
by extending fomriveness,
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that includes three distinct categories: (1) God (John 6:28); (2) mediators
between (od and humanity; and (3) gifts of God, which are administered
to his people through these mediators. In the immediate context, category
3 (the gifts of God) would include things like Moses’ manna and the mi-
raculous bread that Jesus has recently supplied. The Jews' comments to this
point in the story reveal their belief that Jesus belongs in catepory 2. Like
Moses (6:31-32), Jesus is a mediator sent by God, as evidenced by their ac-
clamation of Jesus as a “prophet” and their subsequent attempt to pro-
claim him “king” (&:14-15). In John's view, however, Jesus is completely su-
perior to Moses, not only as a mediator, but also in the sense that he
participates in all three categories ar onice, a possibility that the Jews cannot
conceive. As the “Son of Man” (6:27), Jesus, like Moses, reveals God to the
Jews and provides them with divine gifts. These gifts include miraculous
bread. But while Jesus can, like Moses, provide such material sustenance,
he can also give the Jews another type of “bread™: his own flesh. This flesh
is itself a gift that God gives to the world, a “living bread” that provides,
unlike manna, eternal lite to all who eat it (6:49-51). Jesus can grant this
eternal life because he, utterly surpassing Moses, also falls into the Jews’
category 1: Jesus himself is “from God,” having “come down from heaven”™
(6:38, 46). Jesus is thus superior to Moses not only in the sense that he is a
better mediator between God and Israel who gives better provision, but
also in the sense that his identity completely explodes the Jews' way of
thinking about God, mediators, and gifts.

The Johannine Jesus is, then, superior to Moses in every conceivable
way, doing everything that Moses did and a great many things that Moses
could never hope to do. Moses, recognizing this, wrote the Law — the
foundational document of Jewish faith and practice — to point the Jews to
Jesus, These anti-christological claims are driven by two powerful currents
in John's context: his underlying messianic memory formula, which insists
that Jesus is the interpretive key to the Hebrew Bible; and his urgent need
to defend his claims about Jesus against the attacks of the Jewish commu-
nity, the “disciples of Moses,” of which he had once been a member. It is
this emphasis on Jesus' inherent superiority to Moses that generates the
“high Christology™ that sometimes appears in the Fourth Gospel, state-
mrerits that elevate Jesus to a point where he seems almost completely ab-
stracted from the realm of human affairs because he, unlike Moses or any
other human being, “came down from heaven” and therefore falls into the
same category as God.
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Antichrists interpreted Jesus’ words about the Spirit in a different way: if
the resurrected Lord, through the Spirit, continues to speak and act in the
church, there is little need to worry about the life and teachings of the hu-
man Jesus. In fact, if the same divine Word that appeared incarnate in the
human Jesus continues to speak through believers, there is really not so
much difference between Christians and Jesus himself. From this perspec-
tive. there would be no point in stressing that “Jesus [the man] is the [spir-
itual] Christ,” for every believer possesses the spiritual Christ in the form
of the Paraclate.

Even if John did not substantially disagree with the Antichrists’ un-
derstanding of the Spirit, he could scarcely ignore their inherent threat to
his own authority. By emphasizing the ongoing presence of the spiritual
Christ, the Antichrists could freely modify or reinterpret the established
Johannine Jesus tradition in light of new revelations. As Rensberger notes,
“If the opponents claimed that their ideas were inspired by the Spirit. . .
they would not hesitate to offer new concepts built up from their basic in-
terpretation of the tradition.”?® From the perspective of the Antichrists,
anything that the Paraclete is saying sow would be just as authoritative as
anything that Jesus said back then, and of course therefore of equal author-
ity with John’s teachings and with the orthodox creeds of the community.
The reality of this threat is evident from the very existence of 2 and 3 Johmn,
both of which seek to prevent local Christian leaders from going the way of
Diotrephes and allowing the Antichrists access to their churches.

John responded to the Antichrists’ challenge by emphasizing that Je-
sus came “in the water and in the blood,” meaning that Christ comes to the
church both in the form of the Spirit and in the form of the historical Je-
sus, whose memory lives on in community tradition and in the testimony
of the Beloved Disciple. As such, the current experience of Christ finds its
moorings in the past, in the deeds and teachings of Jesus of Nazareth. At
least three aspects of John's anti-Christology reflect his attempt to shape
the memory of Jesus in a way that would counter the Antichrists’ claims:
an emphasis on the temporal distance between the historical Jesus and the
community’s present experience of the Paraclete; an emphasis on the
physicality of Jesus; and the unique presentation of Mary, Jesus’ mother, in

28, David Rensberger, 1 fokr, 2 fohn, 3 John (ANTIC; Nashville: Abingdon, 1997) 14. See
alsn Brown, Comementsy of the Beloved Disciple, 138-42; Gary M. Burge, The Anoinred Com-
mtsrizy: The Holy Spiritin the foharonine Tradition {Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1987 218-19.
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Antichrists therefore must not forget that “the Word became flesh and tab-
ernacled among us,” and that it was only within this human particularity
that “we beheld his glory™ {1:14).

Third, John'’s anti-Christology expresses itself in the Fourth Gospel’s
unique portrait of Mary, the mother of Jesus. Mary is mentioned several
times in the Gospel of John, and her two most significant appearances oc-
cur in incidents that are unique to the Fourth Gospel yet critical to John's
Christology. At John 2, Mary appears at Cana to encourage Jesus to perform
the first of his “signs” (turning water into wine), an act that leads his new
disciples to “believe in him™ (2:1-11). Mary is also present at the cross of Je-
sus, where she is consigned to the care of the Beloved Disciple and presum-
ably, like that individual, witnesses Jesus’ death and sees “water and blood”
flowr from his pierced side (19:23-35). As a spectator to these two events,
Mary can support both of the anti-christological claims discussed in this
essay: as a witness to Jesus’ signs, she can testify that he came “from above™;
as a witness to his death, she can testify that the "word became flesh” in the
violent course of human history. Further, as an added bonus for [ohn, Mary
is an associate of the Beloved Disciple and adds further weight to the credi-
bility of that individual’s “witness.” For these reasons, Raymond Brown has
suggested that Mary functions in the Fourth Gospel as the Beloved Disci-
ple’s female counterpart, a symbol of true discipleship.®

In view of John's interest in Mary as a star witness to Jesus’ signs and
death, two aspects of her characterization in the Fourth Gospel are nota-
ble. First, while John tends to focus on specific individuals rather than
vague groups of people, he always refers to Mary as “Jesus’ mother” and
never reveals her actual name. By contrast, Jesus’ father is called “Joseph”
0N two separate occasions, despite the facts that he is not an actor in the
story and, in John's view, is not even Jesus® true “father” (John 1:45; 6:42;
see 2:1-5; 19:25-27 ). Second, the label “the mother of Jesus” is especially no-
table in view of the fact that the Fourth Gospel does not include a Christ-
mas story and generally does not seem particularly interested in the cir-
cumstances of Jesus’ birth. These two aspects of Marv's characterization
suggest that John is less concerned with her specific historical identity than

1g. Brown, Costitiiaity tl'rf'tf'.lee Aeloved Diseipls, 192-98, Alan Culpepper suggests that
Mary end the Beloved Disciple together represent “the beginning of a new family for the
children of God” {Anatomy of the Fourth Gospel: A Stedy in Literary Design [Philadelphia:
Fortress, 19683] 134).
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5. A, CUMMING

(monotheism), and what this might have meant for any estimation of Jesus,
has been the subject of much scholarly serutiny of late.* On the one hand, it
has been argued that a rigorous Jewish monotheism disallowed entirely the
ascription of divinity to anyone other than Israel’s God. Hence, any such
claims concerning Jesus could not have been made from within a Jewish
monotheistic milieu but instead would have constituted a complete depar-
ture therefrom.* On the other hand, a growing number of scholars have
suggested that a range of intermediary figures discernible within early Juda-
isTn — e.g., angels, exalted human beings, and/or personified divine attrib-
utes {word, wisdom, glory), some with messianic assocations — held a
subordinate divine or serni-divine position, and so in some sense partici-
pated in divinity. If, then, the distinction between God and such entities was
not absolute, perhaps this provides both precedent and a set of categories
against which to evaluate early Jewish-Christian exalted estimations of Je-
sus.” However, following Richard Bauckham, it would appear preferable to
adopt a third position. One may readily concur that Jewish monotheism
was indeed strict, differentiating the one God from all other reality. From
this standpoint, some of the so-called intermediary figures are in fact to be
seen as aspects of God’s own unique identity (e.g., his wisdom, word, glory),
and the remainder are to be recognized as the unambiguously creaturely
{albeit exalted) servants of God. Yet, on this view, it must then be argued
that a high Christology, one which included the early church’s worship of

3. Recent notable discussions include Carey C. Newman, James B Davila, and
Gladys 5. Lewis, eds.,, The fewish Roots of Christological Monotheism: Papers from the 51 An-
drews Comference on the Fistorical Origins of the Worship of Jesus (JS]5up é3; Leiden: Brill,
1999); and Loren T. Stuckenbruck and Wendy E. 8, North, eds., Early Jewish and Christian
Muoneothetsm {Early Christianity in Context JSNTSup 263; London'™ew York: T&T Clarl,
2004 ). This summary overview is indebted to Richard J. Bauckham, Ged Crucified: Monothe-
s ond Christology int the New Testament (Grand Rapids: Berdmans, 1090) 1-5 see also
Larry W. Hurtado, Lord Jesus Christ: Devotion fo fesus in Earligse Christionity (Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 2003) 42-43.

4. 50 P. ML Casey, From Jewish Prophet to Gentile God (Cambridge: ). Clarke, 1993); sec
his more recent “Monotheism, Worship and Christological Developments in the Pauline
Churches,” in Mewman <t al,, eds., The fewish Roots of Christological Morotheism, 214-33.

5. Cf. C. Rowland, The Open Heaven {London: SPCK, 1982} Andrew Chester, “lewish
Messianic Expectations and Mediatorial Figures and Pauline Christology,” in Paulus wad das
antike Judentum {ed. Martin Hengel and Ulrich Heckel; WUNT s8; Tiibingen: J. C. B. Mohr
[Paul Siebeck], 1991) 17-80; C. A. Gieschen, Angelomorphic Christology: Antecedents and Early
Evidence (AG)U 42; Leiden: Brill, 19a8).
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indicates that the religio-political and nationalistic aspects of messianic ex-
pectation were widely known in first-century Israel, which resented and re-
sisted Roman rule.)!! Of further note is the fact that just as Israel as a whole
was called God’s own "son” {or "child™), so the king-Messiah Ggure was of-
ten viewed in terms of divine sonship in the Old Testament {cf. 2 Sam 7:14;
Pss 2:7; 89:27-28) and was variously attested as such at Qumran {4QFlor; cf.
1054, 4Q360, and perhaps 40246); there are also later Jewish references toa
messianic “son of God™ (1 Enoch 10s5:2; 4 Ezra 7:28-29; 13232, 37, 525 14:9).12
Thus, without carrying connotations of divine status, the “son of God"-
Messiah connection served to stress the intimacy of the relationship be-
tween God and his messianic agent.

In an influential essay, Nils Dahl has argued that for Paul (and the
carly church overall) the term "Christ” did not receive its content from a
previously fixed Jewish messianic concept, but rather from the person,
work, crucifixion, and resurrection of Jesus.!* Yet insofar as the latter must
itself be viewed in relation to the former, it may still be contended that
Jewish monotheism and messiahship constituted a vital element in Paul's
understanding of Jesus as Messiah. Moreover, Jewish understandings func-
tioned not simply by way of “backdrop,” but as a monotheism and election
that are themselves radically and paradoxically reconfigured via Jesus’ life
and ministry (Dahl’s positive and very important point) and Paul’s own
understanding thereof. That being the case, we must now also reckon seri-
ously with the influence of Jesus’ own messianic life and ministry as pro-
claimed by the earliest church, which Paul first persecuted and then em-
braced after his own encounter with the risen Jesus.

. M. T. Wright, fesus and the Victory of God (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1996) 481-86,
stresses the national and Jerusalem temple—focosed dimensions of first-century messianism.
Among the many pertinent publications by R. A. Horsley, see his ™ 'Messianic’ Figures and
Maovements in First Century Palesting.” in Charlesworth, ed., The Messiah, 276-95; and (with
Iehn 3, Hanson) Bandits, Praphets and Messiahs (Harrisburg: Trinity Press International,
1999] #8-134.

1z Collins, Seepier, 154-72, considers the evidence for the Messiah as “son of God”
{especially 40246 and 40174), concluding that “the notion that the messiah was Son of Gad
in a special sense was rooted in Judaism™ (169}, Again, note the pertinent discussions in
Wolters amd Stuckenbruck in this volume. See also Hurtado, Lord Jesws Christ, 101-8,

13. Nils A. Dahl, “The Messiahship of Jesus in Paul,” in jesus the Christ: The Historical
Origing of Christalogical Doctrine (ed. Donald H. Juel; Minneapolis: Fortress, 1901) 15-25.
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this was recognized and achieved only with the resurrection. These crucial
interrelated elements are worth reiterating: the earliest church proclaimed
a paradoxical messiahship that necessarily embraced Jesus' obedient
earthly life and vocation; a humiliating self-sacrificial death; and an en-
tirely unexpected glorious resurrection.

By his own later testimony, the pre-conversion Paul was zealously
committed to his way of life "in Judaism™ (Gal 1:13-14; Phil 3:5-6) — to the
Jewish monotheism, election, and messiahship as outlined earlier —
which was now being compromised and jeopardized by this dangerous
Jesus-focused messianic movement. The nature and extent of the concern
cannot be overestimated. It was not just the immediate worry that a di-
vided and disrupted nation could become all the more susceptible to Ro-
man repression. More fundamentally, it was entirely inconceivable that
God would reveal his righteousness, rescue and restore Israel, fulfill the
covenant and upheld the Torah, and inaugurate the long-awaited eschato-
logical age through this Jesus — a crucified (and thus cursed) messianic
pretender, purportedly risen — and his apostate Jewish and now also Gen-
tile followers (Gal 5:11; 1 Cor 1:23; cf. Deut 21:23).'8 The blasphemous impli-
cations concerning the very identity of God and the destiny of Israel were
scandalous. From such a standpoint Paul’s zealous opposition — which he
only later viewed as persecution (1 Cor 15:9; Gal 1:13, 23; Phil 3:6) — was
understandable.

From the foregoing we may thus conclude that when Paul later tells
his Corinthian converts that “though we once knew Christ from a human
point of view, we know him no longer in that way” (2 Cor 516}, he is not
stating any lack of interest in the historical Jesus, about whom he would
have been adequately informed in the ways just noted. Rather, he is attest-
ing to the stark contrast between his pre- and post-conversion under-
standing of Jesus as Messiah. While following a life “in Judaism” he had an
“according to the flesh™ (or an “of man™) perspective; as an apostle of Jesus
he now had an “of God" outlook, which orginated with his remarkable
encounter with the risen and exalted Jesus Christ.

In the course of his zealous persecution of the church, Paul is dra-

Longenecker; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1907) 54-55; see also Wright, Jesws and the Vietory of
God, 486-89.

18, Cf. A. Hultgren, "Panl's Pre-Christian Persecutions of the Chuorch: Their Purpose,
Laocale, and Nature,” [BL 95 (1076] g7-111,
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christological and pneumatological redefinition of Jewish monotheism
that is to be announced as the gospel (the truly “good news”) to the whole
world, Jew and Gentile alike, from Jerusalem to Rome and beyond.*? Paul's
conversion is accompanied by a call to play a leading role in the spreading
of this good news as an apostle to the Gentiles within the wider life of an
inclusive and ever-expanding church of God. As his letters amply testify, it
will be a costly vocation, entailing a daily dying and rising with Messiah Je-
sus and his often afflicted people. Yet it will also be marked by the
covenantal blessings of a truly divine life, which comes even now with be-
ing the glorified messianic eschatological people of God.

Monotheism, Messiah Jesus, and the
Eschatological People of God in Paul

The outworking of Paul’s transformative encounter with Messiah Jesus,
Son of God and Lord, and of his resultant gospel is everywhere evident in
his extant letters. Of course, the precise manner in which his understand-
ing of Jesus’ messiahship is disclosed therein is much debated. This is due
largely to the wide range of complex and interrelated philological,
exegetical, and theological elements requiring consideration. In the neces-
sarily selective analysis that follows, it will be argued that for Paul “Christ”
denotes “Messiah” and that the term is to be understood in an essentially
representative and incorporative way. The extent and manner to which
this is variously discernible in the letters themselves, allowing us to appre-
ciate their nature and significance in ways that would not otherwise be
possible, will be considered by means of an exegetical and theological anal-
ysis of two “test cases,” Gal 2:15-21 and Romans 5-8,

22. Far a summary but pertinent estimation of Paul'’s gospel, of. M. T. Wright, What
Saint Paul Really Suid (Grand Rapids: Ferdmans, 1997} 39-62; also Graham N. Stanton,
“Paul’s Gospel,” in The Cambridge Companion to St. Paul (ed. James D. G. Dunn; Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press, 2003) 173-84, On the provocalive resonances of Paul's
gospel concerning Christ in relation to Rome, which cannot be explored here, see N, T,
Wright, “Paul's Gospel, Caesar's Empire)” in Paul and Politics: Ekklesia, Iracl, Imperive, In-
terpravation (ed. Richard A Horsley: Harrishurg: Trinity Press International, 2000) 160-83.
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Certainly Paul knew — and assumed that his Corinthian readers
knew — the original meaning of XpioTég as an “ancinted one,” as his
wordplay at 2 Cor 1:21 readily indicates. Moreover, many otherwise skepti-
cal scholars recognive a titular sense to the word at Rem 9:3, 5, wherein
Paul rhetorically wishes himself “cut off from [the] Christ for the sake of
my own people, my kinsmen according to the flesh . . . from [whom], ac-
cording to the flesh, comes the Christ” Dunn allows that a similar case
could be made for Rom 15:3 and 7; and he conceives it just possible that the
distinctive Pauline use of “Christ Jesus™ (in contrast to *Jesus Christ™) is ¥a
direct translation equivalent of ‘Messiah Jesus, with Christos still bearing -
titular force."*® Arguably, though, the titular use of Xpratde is also contex-
tually indicated in various other instances, such as 1 Cor 1:13; 10:4; 15:22;
2 Cor sawo; 11:2-3; Gal 5:24; 6:2: Phil 1215, 175 3:7.%° Additionally, while Paul
recognized and confessed that “Jesus is Lord” (cf. Rom 10:9; 1 Cor 12:3; Phil
2:11), he conspicuously fails to write that “Christ is Lord,” as might be ex-
pected if “Christ” were but an interchangeable name for Jesus.*”

If Paul uses Xpiotig with Jesus’ messiahship clearly in view, he also
arguably employs it in a2 manner that indicates its representative and
incorporative significance. In the ancient world, not least in Israel, the
people were represented by and saw their identity and destiny as being
bound up with that of their king. We have already, for example, noted this
in connection with Jewish messianic expectations concerning a Davidic
Messiah/Son of God figure. It is interesting, therefore, that we find notable
and recurring patterns in the way in which Paul deploys prepositional
phrases that together suggest that he intends to convey precisely this kind
of relationship between Christ and his people. The most striking of these
involve (a) the expression “into Christ [eic Xpiotdv]” (e.g., Rom &:3; Gal
2:16; 3:27); and (b) the phrase “in Christ [év Xpot®]” (e.g., Gal 1:22; 2:4, 17;
3114, 26, 28).%' We may also note Paul’s use of the possessive genitive, “thase

18 Dunn, Theology of Paul, 198-99,

29. In all of these instances the word is also articular, though the case does not rest on
the presence (or sbsence) of the article alone, the uge of which with proper names can be
quite flexible. Sze the similar list offered in Dahl, fesus the Christ, 17 and 24 n. 11, wherein he
detects “messianic connotations,” even if he adds that “in ne case can Christes be translated
“‘Messinh.' " He also cites, as notable anarthrous instances, 1 Cor 1:23; Rom 15:8; and Gal 304,
Cf. also Dunn's list, Theelogy of Paul, 199 n. B&.

3o So Dzhl, Jesus the Christ, 38,

31, For @ wider consideration of this and related evidence, see Cummins, Paul, 198-
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5. A. CUMMINS

inclusivity and unity of the church. Rather, inasmuch as table fellowship is
founded and focused upon the Lord’s Supper and all that this signifies, it
also threatens the community’s commensality with their eschatological re-
deemer as participants in the now inaugurated messianic kingdom of God,
Indeed, Peter’s failure to remain faithful to the truth of the gospel repre-
sents a retrograde step away from his new life “in Christ” and toward his
former existence "in Judaism,” which Paul now views as bound up with the
old evil age (cf. Gal 1:4).%4

Paul begins his theological reflection on this scenario by ironically
appropriating a piece of intra-Jewish polemic espousing Jewish superior-
ity over Gentiles (Gal 2:15), which he immediately relativizes by locating it
within his decidedly christological understanding of the messianic people
of God (Gal 216). He reminds Peter of what he already ought to know:
that a person’s justification — present standing and ultimate vindication
before God — is not a function of adherence to “works of the law” and the
way of life they represent, but of “faith in/of Jesus Christ [mienc "[ncoi
Xprroiz].** For Paul, the (re)adoption of the “works of the law,” and thus
of a life “in Judaism,” involved putting oneself back “under the law*¢ That
is, from Paul’s God-in-Messiah-Jesus standpoint, life “under [the curse of]
the law” meant that Israel was both bound by and unable to obey an other-
wise good Torah, and so incurred its condemnation rather than its bless-
ing. This was due to the fact that Israel (no less than the Gentiles) was
bound up with the old age/sphere of Adamic sin. The only solution to this
situation is justification “through faith infof Jesus Christ [Eifx mioTewg
Tnoot Xpuoroi).”

Given the earlier case for a titular and incorporative understanding
of Xpiotde, it may be suggested that in making this assertion Paul is claim-

34, For a detailed outworking of this summary estimation, sce Cummins, Paed, 161-
54,

35. Whether mlang “Inoot Xpuwsrod is to be interprered as “faith in Jesus Christ” or
“faith{fullness) of Jesus Christ” is much disputed. Sec the lively exchange bebween James
Ir G. Dunn, "Once More, TIIETIE XPIETOY" {atguing for the former), and Richard B.
Hays, "MIETIZ and Pauline Theclogy: What Is at Stake? (preferving the latter], both in
Pauline Theology IV: Looking Back, Pressing G (ed. E. Elizabeth Johnson and David I, Hay;
Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1097), 61-#1 and 33-60, respectively,

34, A condition cognate with being “under a curse,” "under the elemental spirits of
the universe,” and “ander sin" {cf. Gal 3010 4:3; Rom 3:5; 724), and in direct contrast to being
“under grace” (Rom 54, 15),
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ing that vindication as a member of God’s people is in virtue of the incor-
poration of one’s identity and destiny into Messiah Jesus. Moreover, it is
likely that “faith [miomg]” here has in view the exemplary faithfulness of Je-
sus (not least in respect of the cross), which is both the climactic and de-
finitive demonstration of God’s covenant faithfulness (Rom 3:21-26) and
that which enables the reciprocal faithfulness of those believers conformed
to him.* Such is the full scope of divine grace centered upon Christ. And it
is “into Messizh Jesus [glc Xprordv]™ that Jews such as Peter and Paul be-
lieved {Gal 2:16b). On the basis of similar prepositional statements else-
where {cf. Rom 6:3; 1 Cor 12:13; Gal 3:27; Phil 1:27-30), it is evident that Paul
is here reminding Jewish Christians that their belief “into Christ,” marked
out by baptism, entails dying and rising with him. Vindication is now a
function of covenant faithfulness to God-in-Christ, and the eschatological
people of God are those Jews and Gentiles demarcated by their common
life in the Messiah.

Paul then echoes the objection of those in Antioch (and elsewhere)
who hold an antithetical position: “if in seeking to be justified in Messiah
Jesus, we [Jewish Christians] are found to be sinners, then is the Messiah a
servant of sin?” (Gal 2117). There is little doubt that the initial premise —
that justification is being sought in Christ — is indeed correct. However,
commentators are divided as to whether the second premise — that those
{Jews like Peter and Paul) seeking justification in Christ are thus found to
be sinners — is to be taken as {a) true, followed by a false deduction there-
from (Christ is a servant of sin), or (b) false, followed by an equally false
conclusion (Christ is a servant of sin). The answer depends upon the per-
spective adopted. From the standpoint of those advocating justification via
the “works of the law,” it is true: Jews seeking to be justified in Christ are
indeed sinners, tantamount to Gentiles outside the Torah. And it follows
that Christ himself is also a servant of sin, a messianic pretender, duly con-
demned under the Torah. However, from the standpoint of those advocat-
ing justification in Messiah Jesus, it is false: Jews seeking to be justified in
Christ are not sinners, for it is precisely in this way that they are found to
be faithful to the God of Israel definitively disclosed in this Jesus, More-
over, far from being a servant of sin, the Messiah himself, whose divine
equality with God was expressed through becoming a servant unte death,
is in fact the startling means whereby God has shown his covenant faith-

7. For such a reading, see Cummins, Paed, 200-200
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5. A. CUMMINS

formed to Christ and the Spirit (who live in the “Spirit of the Messiah,”
Rom 8:9) are even now participants in the messianic age.**

The sheer scope of the transformation is extraordinary: from present
justification artsing out of Messiah Jesus’ redemptive death (Rom 502-11) to
final justification in the form of glorification (Rom 8:31-3¢). And the man-
ner in which Paul’s argument moves his readers in Rome back and forth
across the intervening terrain is spellbinding. Present justification means
Jesus-enabled access to divine grace, covenant blessing, and, even in and
through suffering, the Spirit’s assurance that this will ultimately issue in
full glory with God (Rom 5:1-5). Such is the reconciling love of God in the
death of Christ (Rom 5:6-11; cf. Gal 2:20). This theme is then immediately
recapitulated, with Paul telling the world's story at its widest level: from
Adam, to Torah, to Jesus, to glorification with God {Rom 5:12-21). In the
Jewish retellings of this story, Israel — or a particular group within Israel
— emerges as the people through whom humanity’s sin is to be defeated
ance and for all. But in Paul’s retelling it is in Messiah Jesus that Adam’s
trespass (wherein Israel itself is implicated) is finally undone. The result is
“justification leading to eternal life through Jesus Christ our Lord” {(Rom
s:213 f. 6:23).

Moreover, God’s covenant people are marked out by their baptism
“into Christ Jesus,” his death and resurrection, so that “just as Christ was
raised from the dead by the glory of the Father, so [they] might walk in the
newness of life” (Rom 6:4). Paul does not here elaborate in any detail on
the nature of this glorious new resurrection life, but the wider context sug-
gests that even now it includes entrance into that realm within which God
is truly worshiped, the Spirit is at work, and the covenant blessings
brought about by Jesus are operative {cf. Rom 5:1-2; 12}.** Now justified
rather than enslaved to sin, just as Christ himself “lives to God” so they too
are “alive to God in Messiah Jesus” (Rom 6:10-11; of. Gal 2:19-20), partici-
pants in the reign of God, which is yet to be ultimately realized (Rom 6:11-
13) — all this attested by their present righteous lives (Rom 6:15-23).

However, at this stage Paul determines that he must say more con-

42. Among the many commentaries on Romans 5-8 to which this exposition is vari-
ously indebted, cf. James D G. Dunn, Remans 1—8 (WBC 38a; Dallas: Word, 1988) 242-513;
Douglas J. Moo, The Epistle to the Romans {NICINT; Grand Rapids: Eerdrmans, 1996) 290-547;
and N. T. Wright, "The Letter to the Romans,” in The New Interpreter’s Bible, vol, 10 (ed,
Leander E. Eeel; Mashville: Abingdon, 2o0z2) so8-619.

43. CL, for example, Bom 5:1-3 &1 mm-2,
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cerning how Israel and the Torah functioned with God’s redemptive plans
for humanity ultimately achieved in Christ {(Rom 7:1-8:11). This passage
offers a more extended treatment of the Isracl-in-Adam problem so cryp-
tically alluded to in Gal 2:19-20.** That is, the subject throughout, the em-
phatic “I,” is Paul the Jew-become-Christian, now viewing retrospectively
the problem of the outworking of sin's abuse of Torah within Israel, a
Jewish-specific function of the wider problem of Adamic sin.** The solu-
tion to this problem is Israel’s deliverance through Messiah Jesus:
“Wretched man that [ am! Who will rescue me from this body of death?
Thanks be to God through Jesus Christ our Lord!” (Rom 7:24-25; cf. 7:4-6).

Paul therefore concludes that “those who are in Messiah Jesus” are
excluded from God’s condemnation because they have been set free from
the Torah as taken over by sin and are instead the beneficiaries of the To-
rah’s fulfillment in Jesus and the Spirit, who together effect covenant life
(Rom 8:1-2).%*% This is further explicated with the claim that what a sin-
weakened Torah was unable to do, God did by sending his Son as “a sin of-
fering” (Rom &:3). God thus condemned sin and enabled the covenant de-
cree (Deut 30:6-20) to be fulfilled by those living according to the Spirit.
Hence, Paul can now speak of two antithetical ways of existence, the flesh
and the Spirit, with the former hostile to God and leading to death and the
latter leading to life and peace (Rom 8:4-7). He then uses a series of inter-
related designations to denote the indwelling Spirit: “the Spirit,” “the Spirit
of God,” “the Spirit of Christ,” and then simply “Christ.” It would appear
that the same Spirit is the Spirit of God and of the Messiah. It follows
therefore that the Messiah himself lives in believers, providing life-giving
power (Rom 8:10; cf. Gal 1216; 2:20).%7 This, he cryptically adds, is “on ac-

44. That this is the case appears prima facie likely on the basis of certain commaon
ground: the emphatie *I [#46]." a concentrated use of the phrases “through the law [Sid
whpov]” (and “through the commandment (Sl the dvroific]"), and shared key issues or
themes (Torah, sin, death, deliverance through Jesus Christ/God’s Son).

45, The problem, then, lies not with an otherwise holy, just, and good Torah (Rom
7az), but with sin; see Cummins, Pawl, 219-25.

46. Christ is thus “the end of the Torah™ {Rom 10:4) in the dual sense of cessation and
fulfillment: that is, the important but provisional role of the Torah comes to an end as its
purposes find their fulfillment in Messiah Jesus, who makes possible covenant faithfulness
(righteousness) for all who believe in him.

&7, See Wright, "Romans.” 583-84. Wright also notes that the difficult parenthetical
statement — “though the body is dead becanse of sin” {Rom &:20b) — could be an acknowl-
edpment that even believers are still subject to the vicissitudes of mortal life (cf. Phil 321,
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count of righteousness”: that is, a result of God’s covenant faithfulness
demonstrated in the death and resurrection of the Messiah. Paul then con-
cludes that if the Spirit of that God who raised Jesus from the dead dwells
in believers, then that same God will also, by his indwelling Spirit, give
them resurrection life (Rom &:11).4®

Paul brings Romans 5-8 to its conclusion by reflecting broadly upon
the present and future situation of the church within the long outworking
of God’s covenantal and creation-wide purposes (Rom 8:12-30). He affirms
Christ's people as the sons/children of God and “heirs of God and joint
heirs with Christ,” in both present suffering (in which they are sustained
by the Spirit) and ultimate glorification (which they will enjoy “with him
[the Messiah]") {(Rom 8:u2-17). Then, within a Jewish apocalyptic
worldview reworked in the light of Jesus and the Spirit, Paul anticipates
the ultimate eradication of evil and renewal of all things (Rom 8:18-25). He
knows that at present the church finds itself sharing and bearing the birth
pains of the new order; they are the embryonic eschatological children of
God awaiting the divine glory about to be revealed, in the light of which
their identity and destiny will be fully and finally revealed. In the mean-
time, the Spirit — who, we recall, is also the Messiah — helps the saints,
intercedes on their behalf, and enables them to love God {Rom 8:26-28).49
They are those through whom God has chosen to demonstrate his glory,
doing so by having them conform to the image of his Son, the firstborn of
a worldwide messianic family (cf. 2 Corinthians 3; Col 1:15-20).

Set within the context of his argument to date, the full content and
scope of Paul’s very compressed summary remark to the church in Rome
can now be unpacked: having chosen them to be his people through whom
he rescues the world, God called them through the gospel of Christ; and in
obediently responding they show themselves even now to be his covenant
people who radiate the glory of God in Christ in the world (Rom 8:30; cf.

where Paul speaks of "the body of our humiliation” being transformed by the Lord Jesus
Christ inta “the body of his glory™ ); alternatively, it might be a summary referent of the con-
dition just described in Eomans 7.

48. The subtle shift from *Jesus” to “Christ” is probably to be explained an the basis
of the former referring to the historical human Jesus and the latter to the Messiah who rep-
resents and even now is present with his people. On the lack of interchangeability of “Jesus”
and “Christ”in this letter, see Leander E. Keck, *‘Tesus” in Romans,” fBL 108 (1989) 443-6o

4¢. It may be that Rom B:28 offers an echo of the Jewish Shema (Deut 6:4-5), now
tmade possible in Christ and the Spirit.
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2 Cor 3118). Finally, with a rhetorical flourish at Rom 8:31-39, Paul recapitu-
lates and celebrates the main themes of the entire letter so far: just who is
going to bring a charge against the God whose covenant love is demaon-
strated in the crucifixion, resurrection, and exaltation of his Son, Messiah
Jesus; and who has thereby defeated evil and redeemed, justified, and rec-
onciled the messianic people of God; and who thus allows them, as with
their Messiah, to have a share in the glory of God?

Conclusion

Jewish messianic expectations envisaged an eschatological redeemer/ruler
who would deliver the nation from foreign subjugation and bring about
the new age. It was in order to ensure the realization of just such a vision
that a zealous Paul opposed the wayward first followers of the crucified
messianic pretender Jesus. In the course of this opposition he dramatically
and transformatively experienced a divine disclosure, as a result of which
he realized that this Jesus was indeed the now risen and exalted Messiah,
Son of God, and, even more astonishingly, Lord. It was, then, in this way
that Israel’s God had himself acted to fulfill the Abrahamic covenant and
rescued, restored, and in principle re-created Israel and all the nations.
What was true of Messiah Jesus would now also be true of those who be-
lieved in him. In virtue of the Spirit of Christ among them, they were now
constituted and empowered as the messianic eschatological people of God.
And if they had been chosen, called, and justified by this God-in-Christ-
in-the-Spirit, then even in and through their present suffering they would
know, reflect, and ultimately enjoy eternally the transfiguring glory of
God.

209



Messianic Themes of Temple,
Enthronement, and Victory in Hebrews

and the General Epistles

Cynthia Long Westfall

Introduction; The Messiah in Collocation and Scenarios

A point of departure for the study of the Messiah in Hebrews and the Gen-
eral Epistles is the acknowledgment that the term “Messiah” became the
central christological concept. At least that holds true historically, and
therein lies the rub. “Christ” or ypigtde, the Greek term for the Messiah,
becarne the central way of designating the church’s understanding of Jesus,
with the result that the term “Christology™ has become a catch-all term for
beliefs about JTesus.! Xpionovod had become a familiar term for Jesus® fol-
lowers by the time Luke wrote Acts (Acts 11:26; 26:28; 1 Pet 4:16). At some
point “Christ” was incorporated into the name of Jesus of Nazareth so that
his default name became “Jesus Christ,”® and in time, the religion founded
by Jesus and the apostles became known as “Christianity” The challenge is
to find where and how the concept of Messiah in Hebrews and the General
Epistles fits into this process.

While the title “Messiah” or “Christ” literally means “the anointed

1. G. B. Ladd, A Theology of the New Testament (rev, ed; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
1993) 133.

2. ]. P. Meier asserts, “5o current was the name Jesus that some descriptive phrase like
‘af Mazareth’ or ‘the Christ {Messiah)' had to be added to distingeish him from the many
other bearers of that name.” He adds, “So important was it to use "Christ’ as a distinguishing
name for Jesus that, by the time of Paul in the mid-fifties of the 15T century A.p., ‘Christ was
well on its way to becoming Jesus’ second name” (1. P Meier, A Marginal Jew: Rethinking the
Historical Jesus, vol. 1 [New York: Doubleday, 1991] 206).
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one,” semantically it is used here to refer to God’s eschatological divinely
appointed and anointed agent whose saving acts would restore or free Is-
rael from oppression and/or inaugurate the Day of the Lord, which is pos-
sibly the end of normal time and history.* However, it would be a mistake
to assurne that the Jews shared a common explicit and cohesive picture of
the Messiah's identity and function. Furthermore, “Messiah™ was not the
only title used for this eschatological figure. Various titles were used inter-
changeably with “Messiah,” and certain titles could easily become messi-
anic if used in messianic contexts.® As N. T. Wright quips, “Messiahship, it
seems. was whatever people made of it.” He also states: “Jesus’ Jewish world
offers . . . a flurry of confused elements, some of which may be present in
some messianic movements. . . . The hope of the nation was central, orga-
nizing itself as much around symbols, praxis and stories as around proof-
texts."® Messianic figures and claims creatively exploited terminology, im-
ages, and symhbols that evoked messianic roles and expectations that were
recognized as such even by those who did not possess a messianic hope.
Therefore, Wright and others make a convincing case that Jesus con-
sciously evoked messianic roles and expectations in stories, symbols, and ac-
tions that were recognized by the people and the Jewish leaders. Everyone is
agreed that the writers of the Gospels and Acts presented Jesus as the Mes-
siah, the Christ. However, it is claimed that “Christ” quickly became a name
rather than a title. This raises a number of questions about the concept of the
Messiah in the rest of the New Testament. One question is this: As the title
"Christ” was becoming a name for Jesus, was it stripped of all messianic se-

3 Hee O, A. Bvans, “Messianism,” in Dictionary of New Testament Background (ed.
. A. Fvans and 5. E. Porter; Downers Grove, [L: InterVarsity Press, 2000) 698-ro7. Accord-
g to Charlesworth, Jewish “messtanology” developed cut of the Maccabean wars of the
second century po: “Palestinian Jews yearned for salvation from their pagan oppressors, For
an undeterminablz number of Jews the yearning centered on the future saving acts by a di-
vinely appointed, and anointed supernatural man: the Messiah, This eschatological figure
will inaugurate the end of all normal time and history. I, therefore, use the term *Messiah’ in
its etymological sense, to denote God's eschatological Anointed One, the Messiah”™ (. H.
Charleswarth, "From Messianolopy to Christelogy: Problems and Prospects,” in Tie Mas-
stk Developments in Earliest Tudaism and Christianity [ed. 1. H Charlesworth; Minneapolis:
Fortress, 1992] 3-35; see p. 4).

4. Charlesworth observes: *There was considerable fluidity among the various titles
that could be or become messianic titles™ (Charlesworth, “From Messianology to Christol-
ogy” 151,

5. M. T Wright, fesuws amd the Victory of God (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1996) 582-83.
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mantic content and did it become merely a designation rather than a title?® A
more specific question for our purpose is this: Were references to Christ or
Jesus Christ in Hebrews and the General Epistles messianic? Many scholars
insist that the answer is an unequivocal No. A further question is this: Is
there additional content in Hebrews and the General Epistles that reflects,
develops, or reframes the Jewish or early Christian concept of the Messiah?
While scholars will discuss the Christology of Hebrews and the General
Epistles, they do not often find the Christ, the Messiah, in this corpus.’

We will examine three factors to determine the messianic content in
Hebrews and the General Epistles. The first factor is the context and partici-
pant roles that are relevant in determining whether references to Christ
might have semantic content.®* The second factor is the occurrences of
“Christ” in each letter. We will examine the collocation patterns of "Christ”
with the name “Jesus™ and other lexical items. The third factor is the au-
thors’ use of messianic scenarios. “Scenario” is a linguistic term that is used
to indicate “an extended domain of reference” or associated bundles of in-
formation that lie behind a text. A scenario includes setting, situations, spe-
cific items, and “role” slots.? For example, a restaurant scenario includes a
waiter, customers, cooks/chefs, menus, food, tables, and chairs. Mentioning
the scenario “restaurant” will activate roles and items in a restaurant, and

ti. The belief that yprordc became primarily a name in place of a title is based in large
part an the second-century use of the title “Christ" by the pagans Tacitus and Suetonius; in
their usage, “Christ” was clearly a desipnation that lacked messianic semantic content
[Suetonius, Divus Claudius 25713 Tacitus, Annales 15.44).

7. For those whao do ook for the Christ, the search is nsnally limited to 2 discussion of
his divinity or a discussion of the use of *Christ” as a tite.

#. The context and the participant roles are two aspects of the register of the dis-
course. Registers are “a configuration of meanings that is associated with a particular sitiwa-
tion™ and also includes subject matter, mode {e.g., persuasive, explanatory, and imperative
discoursesh, and medium (spoken or written). See . Reed, A DMscourse Analysis of
Philippians Methad and Rhetoric in the Debate over Literary Integrity (Sheffield: Sheffield
Academic Press, 1997) 54-85; ser also M. A. K. Halliday and R. Hasan, Language, Contex? ard
Text: Aspects of Language in a Secial-Sewniotic Perspective (Geelong, Australia: Deakon Uni-
versity, 1985) 38-39,

9. A | Banford and 5. C. Garrod, Understending Wrattsn Larguage (Chichester:

filey, 1981) 110, In choosing the term “scenario,” T recoghize that “frames,” “scripts,” “sche-
mata,” and “mental models™ are similar concepts that refer to stereotypic representations of
default fratures and are found in psychological and computational approaches Lo discourse.
For a fuller description of these concepts and what differentiates them, see G, Brown and
G, Yule, Discourse Analysés (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1983) 236-56.
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mentioning a partial description of the items or roles in a restaurant, such
as a waiter taking an order, will activate a restaurant scenario. Such scenar-
ios are usually shared information between the author and recipients that
provide a key to interpreting a text. Messianic terminology, symbols, and
images may be roughly categorized into three scenarios that are closely con-
nected with Jewish roval messianic expectation: enthronement, victory, and
the temple. References to various aspects of Jesus' enthronement, his vic-
tory over enemies or benefits from his victory, and his relationship to the
temple would evoke the broader interpretive scenario of Messiah.

If an argument can be made for some messianic consciousness among
the authors and recipients, and if there is a significant pattern of occurrences
of messianic scenarios both with and without ¥potde, we may conclude that
Hebrews and the General Epistles refer to Jesus as the Messiah, the Christ.
We may then be in a position to understand what was meant by the term be-
yond a name and to explore what understanding was shared about the Mes-
siah and if the authors added any new information to the concept.

Context and Participants

The participant roles in Hebrews and the General Epistles are important in
determining whether the authors and readers possess or share understand-
ing or recognition of messianic terminology and content. Whether the ori-
entation of the author and the text is Jewish or Gentile is particularly signif-
icant. Even if a Jewish writer were addressing a church community that was
primarily Gentile in orientation, it is not clear that the use of “Christ” or re-
lated symbols would be void of messianic semantic content. Whether the
recipients were Jewish or Gentile in background is also of importance. It is
arguable that ¥potig became a name with little semantic content relatively
early in the Gentile church.'® However, it is unlikely that Jewish Christian
recipients would have failed to recognize messianic allusions if they had
been exposed to Jewish messianic expectations. While Palestinian Jews
might have a greater exposure to messianic expectations than Hellenistic

10. However, K. H. Rengstorf asserts: “In the Gk. Churches . . . the word chréstos,
when linked with Jesus, completed relatively quickly the transition from an adj., which it is
essentially, to a proper name. And in the process it retained its traditional reference to Jesus’
status.” K, H. Rengstorf, “Jesus Christ,” in The New Imternationnl Dictionary of New Testia-
ment Theology, vol, 2 (ed. C. Brown; Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1976} 330-48 see p. 338,
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Jews, Hellenistic Jews tended to be exposed to apocalyptic and pseudepi-
graphic literature that contained messianic content. Furthermore, the cir-
culation of the oral tradition and perhaps one or more Gospels would indi-
cate shared information about Jesus” Messiahship with the authors.

The Occurrence of Xprorde

The collocation of “Christ” with “Jesus” in New Testament and extra-
biblical iterature is undeniable. One issue is whether ypigrdc has semantic
value as an honoerific title or whether it became virtually antomatic as a
designation for Jesus by the time Hebrews and the General Epistles were
written. The collocation of ¥pmoréc with other lexical items is important, If
¥proToc occurs with messianic scenarios that include terminology, sym-
bols, and images, then it is likely that it has more semantic value than
merely designation. In addition, if the orientation of any of the corpus is
Jewish in background, any name could carry significant semantic weight.
When D. A. Hagner describes the naming of Jesus in the nativity narra-
tives, he states, “Names held far more importance in that culture than in
ours, being thought of as linked with or pointing to the actual character
and destiny of the individual.” Furthermore, there was a rabbinic view that
the Messiah was named before the creation of the world.!! According to
H, Bietenhard, the demonstrations and teachings of the power of the name
of Jesus throughout the New Testament “show that the OT manner of
speaking of the name of Yahweh has been transferred to Jesus and his
name.”? Therefore, for a first-century Jewish Christian, the collocation of
the name of Jesus with the designation “Christ” could still amount to a di-
tect proclamation of God's salvation through the Messiah,

We must not be anachronistic in our understanding of how the au-
thors and recipients related to names, nor assume that if early Christians
did use Inooic xprotdc as a name it would have equal semantic value to
our use of Jesus Christ as a name.

11, I, A, Hapner, Marthew 1=i3 { Dallas: Word, 1093) 19. Hagner also adds that the sig-
nificance of the child and his role “is seen particularly in the importance of the naming in
the passage, a5 well as in the content of the names themselves, Jesus and Emmanuel” (22},

1. H, Bietenhard, *MName," in Brown, ed., The New Infernational Dicionary of New
Testament Thealpgy, 2:654-55.
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Messianic Scenarios

Messianic scenarios that occur apart from ¥plotés are equally essential in a
study of the Messiah in Hebrews and the General Epistles. The three mes-
sianic scenarios of enthronement, victory, and temple are overlapping
pragmatic categories that correspond to the broad spectrum of Jewish
messianic expectations. They are roughly correlated to the anointed kings.
prophets, and priests in the Hebrew Bible.** It is important to note that
references to believers sharing in enthronement, victory, or temple scenar-
i0s are also messianic. As C. K. Barrett observes;

It is a familiar cbservation that in Daniel 7, the Son of man vision is in-
terpreted as a representation of the people of the saints of the Most
High; if he receives a kingdom, that means that the people do. If this
means that in any sense or at any stage he is identified with the Messiah,
the same interpretation applies, for the king is the representative of the
people; in their king the people as a whole experience defeat or victory, 14

References to believers' sabration evoke the bessiah who saved them, and
references to believers’ spiritual victory evoke Christ’s victory, which is the
basis of the believers’ victory,

The enthronement scenario is associated with the expectation that
the Messiah would be the Davidic king through whom Ged would rule his
people.’® Enthronement is evoked by royal imagery and themes of lord-
ship and inheritance. Royal imagery is related to thrones, scepters, crowns,
and kingdom references. Lordship references relate to the rule of the Mes-
siah. They include patron-client allusions such as the titles “Lord,” “Mas-
ter,” and “Shepherd,”® as well as references to believers as “slaves” or “ser-
vants” and to the obligation of obedience, Inheritance themes are based on
Jesus as the primary or firstborn son and heir of God. Jesus’ people share

15, Bvans, “Messianism,” dog.

4. C. K. Barrett, "The Christolopy of Hebrews," in Wha Do You Say Thai [ Am? Essays
ont Christology (ed. M. A. Powell and I R Bauer; Lowisville: Westminster John Enox, 1099)
1g-20.

15. Wright, fesus and the Vicrory of God, 477,

16, Wright states: “Jesus’ use of ‘shepherd” imagery, therefare, is comprehensible
within this Jewish sefring as an evocation of messianic roles and expectations” {Wright, fesies
and the Victory of God, 534).

215



CYNTHIA LONG WESTFALL

his status as heirs and also receive an inheritance by virtue of their royal
Messiah who is God's Son. Additional kinship language expresses the be-
lievers' relationship to God, Jesus, or each other, relationships that are
based on Jesus’ messianic identity and worl.

The victory scenario is associated with the expectation that “the king
was to be the one who would fight Israel’s battles™ and restore [srael from
exile,'” This expectation was transformed by Jesus and his followers so that
messianic victory is evoked through references to the restoration of God's
people to himself, salvation and its benefits, and the Parousia. The restora-
tion of God’s people includes reconciliation, the believers” approach to
God, forgiveness, and fellowship, Salvation and its benefits include eternal
life, rightecusness, grace and peace, healing, and present and future deliv-
erance. When suffering is viewed as conflict leading to victory, it is related
to the victory scenario. The expectation of Christ’s Parousia is related to
the Day of the Lord, resurrection, and the defeat of Christ’s enemies, which
includes military associations. The depiction of Jesus as God’s final
prophet fits best into this eschatological category.

The temple scenario is associated with messianic roval roles and
priestly functions. Wright summarizes:

The temple . . . functioned as the central political, as well as religious,
symbaol of udaism. It pointed not only to YHWH's promise to dwell
with his people, and to his dealing with their sins, their impurities, and
ultimately with their exile, but also to his legitimation of the rulers whao
built, rebuilt or ran it. It was bound up inextricably with the royal house,
and with royal aspirations.'®

The messianic relationship to the temple is evoked by references that asso-
ciate Jesus or his people with the building, explanation of sacrifice(s), and
the priesthood of Jesus or the believers.

The three scenarios of enthronement, victory, and temple corre-
spond to various expectations that were circulating orally as well as in lit-
erature. However, the terminology, symbols, and images that evoke these

17. Wright, Jesus and the Vicrory of God, 484, see pp. 126-27, 203-4. See also C. A, Evans,
“Jesus and the Continuing Exile of Israel” in Jesus and the Restoration of Terael {ed. C. C.
MWewman; Downers Grove, 1L: InterVarsity Fress, 199} 77-100.

15, Wright, fesus and the Victory of God, a1
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scenarios are sometimes “mutations” of the Jewish messianic hope. Nev-
ertheless. even unique associations made by the authors are recognizable
as fulfilling Israel’s hope in an unexpected way.

Christ in the Book of Hebrews

Hebrews has traditionally been understood as a letter addressed ta Jewish
Christians. While this view has not gone unchallenged, the author’s ex-
tensive use of the Septuagint together with the nature of the argument
that is based on an emotional connection and understanding of Moses,
the law and prophets, covenant, priesthood, and sacrifice would indicate
that the author and probably the recipients are Hellenistic Jewish-
Christians.’® The Septuagint was accorded sacred authority for Jewish life
and worship in the Hellenistic community.** New apocryphal boaoks were
added to the Hebrew Bible, and intertextual relationships have been sug-
gested between Hebrews and apocryphal and pseudepigraphical works
such as the Martyrdom of Isaiah, 1 and 2 Enoch, Sirach, the Wisdom of
Solomon, the Ascension of Isaiah, 4 Ezra, the Exagdgé of Ezekiel, and
11Q0Melchizedek.®! This category of literature offers a variety of messianic
expectations that would be “shared information” in the Jewish-
Hellenistic community. In other words. the author of Hebrews had a vari-
ety of messianic materials in circulation with which he could draw con-
nections and make new associations. Such a literary enviranment in-
cludes rich, if not consistent, messianic associations.

HpoTtds occurs thirteen times in the book of Hebrews. It collocates
with Jesus only three times (10010 13:8, 21). It occurs ten times alone, usn-
ally with the article (3:6, 143 5:5; 6:1; @11, 14, 24, 28; 10012; 11:26). There is a
definite pattern of ymoréc occurring with messianic scenarios. The part-
nership and sharing of God's people with Christ is an overarching messi-

1g. This peneralization would not exclude Gentile believers wha were first Hellenistic
Jewish proselvtes or Samaritans.

z0. See W, T, Wilson, “Hellenistic Judaism,” in Evens and Porter, eds., Diciomary of
Mew Testarment Background, 477-82, see p. 480,

2. B T, Hartin, “Apoceypha and Prendepigraphical Sources in the New Testament,” in
Evans and Porter, eds., Dictionary of New Testamment Background, 6g-71, see p. 7o; H. Ander-
sum, “The Jewish Antecedents of the Christelogy in Hebrews," in Chaclesworth, ed., The
Meszial, 512-35,
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anic theme (3:6, 14; 1:26).22 Passages that evoke the enthronement sce-
nario depict Christ as seated at the right hand of God after completing the
priestly function of sacrifice (10:12), as the son over God’s house (3:6), un-
changing (13:8}, and the means to obedience (13:21). Only two passages
evoke the victory scenario. His sacrificial function is contrasted with his
salvific second coming (9:28}, and Moses is described as sharing Christ’s
sufferings while he looked ahead to the reward (11:26).2* However, the pas-
sages that evoke the temple scenario dominate with references to Christ's
high priesthood (3:14; 9:11), his sacrifice {9:14, 28; 10:5, 10, 12}, and his work
in the heavenly tabernacle (9:11, 14). One can conclude from these patterns
that “Christ” is used with full messianic connotations.*

The messianic scenarios apart from the occurrence of ymotdc are ex-
tensive in Hebrews — we suffer from an abundance of information. All three
scenarios are repeatedly woven together. In chs. 14, the primary scenario is
messianic victory: Jesus is presented as God’s ultimate messenger in the last
days — a prophet like Moses. We must hear his word to enter the victory or
goal of God's rest. Enthronement and temmple scenarios are mapped on the
dominant victory scenario. Chapter 1 presents the ultimate messenger as the
anointed and enthroned Son of God.®* Jesus” humanity in ch. 2 qualifies him
to be a high priest who is able to help people in their time of need. The great-
est contribution of Hebrews to our understanding of Jesus as Messiah is the
extended argument in 5:1-10:18 that uniquely explains Jesus’ high priesthood

az. C. L. Blomberg notes that the believers’ partnecship with Christ in 314 "almast
exactly matches Wright's “incorporative’ texts in Paul, in which the messiah is closely bound
up with his peaple” C. L. Blomberg, “Messiah in the New Testament,” in Fsraels Messtah in
the Bible and the Dead Sea Scroils (ed. R. 8. Hess and M. D, Carroll B.; Grand Rapids: Baker
Academic, 2003) 111-41,

23. The reference to Christ in the OT context of Moses’ life in 11:26 leads Blomberg to
conclude, “this passage surely is referring to the messiah in the abstract rather than to Jesus
personally” (Blomberg, “Messiah in the Mew Testament,” 133).

24. Contra F. Ellingworth, who assetts that in the book of Hebrews, “the traditional -
tle ‘Christ’ is not developed in any distinctive way” P. Ellingworth, “Jesus and the Universe in
Hebrews," CBQ 30 (1968} 359-85. M. A, Dahl concludes, “In Hebrews ‘Tesus' is a personal name
while Christos is used with reference to Christ’s rank and work as king and high priest.” ™. A.
Diahl, " Messianic [deas and the Crucifixion of Jesus,” in Charlesworth, ed., The Messiaf, 382-
403, Howevar, “Tesus” has similar messianic associations.

25. As B. Lindars claims, “Hebrews here reproduces the apostolic proclamation that
Jezus is the Messiah and builds on a well-cstablished tradition of proof-texts in support of
it" B, Lindars, The Theology of the Letter to the Hebrews {Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1991} 35.
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and his messianic relationship to central temple institutions: the sanctuary,
the covenant, the Law, and the sacrifice. His function as high priest provides
the basis of the believers’ service in the temple and reconciliation with God
so that they can follow Jesus into the Holy of Holies {(10:19-22). The last third
of Hebrews (10:15-13:25) applies Jesus® roles as messenger and high priest to
the believer. The metaphor of running the race with Jesus as the author and
finisher of our faith is another victory scenario in which the Messiah leads
his people to the goal (120-17). The climax of Hebrews depicts the believers’
access to (od and Jesus in heavenly Jerusalem, which includes messianic res-
toration (12:18-28), and concludes with going to Jesus outside the earthly
“camp” and offering priestly sacrifices of praise and doing good (13:13-16).
The climax and conclusion of Hebrews ultimately map messianic enthrone-
ment and victory, particularly the victory of restoration and reconciliation,
on the temple scenario, which has been developed far beyond Jesus’ sym-
bolic actions in the temple.

Barnabas Lindars speaks of how the earliest Christians not only dis-
covered ways in which messianic prophecies were fulfilled in Christ but
also “enlarged the scope of what was considered to be prophetic.”2® Wright
describes Jesus’ claim to Messizhship as one that “redefined itself around
Jesus’ own kingdom-agenda, picking up several strands available within
popular messianic expectation but weaving them into a striking new pat-
tern.”?" These dynamics were at work with the author of Hebrews, who
significantly extended the temple scenario. Perhaps the process of inspira-
tion involved the exposure of the author to the Qumran expectations of a
priestly messiah and apocalyptic literature about Melchizedek, The author
could have looked again at the Scriptures and found that God had made a
promise and an oath, declaring that One would be a priest forever accord-
ing to the order of Melchizedek (Heb 717-22; ¢f. Ps nowg).

Christ in the Book of James

The Jewish origin of the book of James has been widely accepted.®® J. H.
Charlesworth notes that it is difficult to “judge if a document is essentially

26, Lindars, Thealery of the Letter to the Hekrews, 52,
7. Wright, Jesus and the Victory of God, 538,

18, Among other internal evidence, such es the sociological situation characterized
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Jewish or Christian. Perhaps it is also time to examine some old problems;
for example, have we assessed accurately James, Hebrews and Revelation by
labeling them simply ‘Christian'?"*® In fact, the Jewish character of James is
so prevalent and the explicit Christology so scarce that some have suggested
that the work is not Christian.*® The author is identified in the letter as
James, traditionally linked with James the half-brother of Jesus, and a pillar
int the Jewish-Christian church in Jerusalem. This is not inconsistent with
the register of the letter, except that the literary quality of the Greek is unex-
pectedly high. James exhibits intertextuality with the wisdom literature in
the Hebrew Bible, other Jewish literature, and the Greek version of the Ser-
mon on the Mount in Q.3 The recipients are identified as “the twelve tribes
dispersed abroad” At most, we can say, “the author looks on the recipients of
the epistle as the true Israel,” and the word Sonopd would appear to indi-
cate the part of Judaism living outside of Palestine, though some scholars
think the word is metaphorical.** Given a Jewish Palestinian origin or a Hel-
lenistic Jewish setting, the author would understand messianic scenarios.*
There are only two occurrences of xmotéc in James (1115 201), and
both occur with the narme of Jesus. [n 1:1, “Jesus Christ” occurs with “Lord"
and possibly “God™** and is coupled with James's identity as “slave” or
“servant.” Some dismiss the phrase “servant/slave of the Lord Jesus Christ”
as “formulaic™® However, P. Perkins states that in such a context, “the

by conflict between the rich and poor, the Palestinian origin is suggested by Jas 5:7, which is
characteristic of the Palestinian <limate more than other options. B Davids, The Epistle of
James (NIGTC; Grand Rapids: Berdmans, 1982} 14.

29. I H. Cherleswarth, fesus within Judatsnt: New Light from Exeiting Archacological
Drscoveries (Mew York: Doubleday, 1088) 31,

30, See Davids, Jares, 14-15 for arguments against the Christian character of James.

31, For the literary relations of James with Jewish and Greco-Roman literature, see
L. T. Tohnson, The Letter of James {MNew York: Doubleday, 1995) 256-88,

3z, Davids, James, 83,

313 However, among some scholars there is 2 shift away from an early date and Pales-
tHmian oHgin in favor of a later date and diaspora setting, “Scholars most often cite Hellenis-
tic sources, not Sernitic ones, to explain details” J. Reumann, “Christology of James” in
Powell and Bauer, cds., Who Do You Say That [ Am? 128-39, see p. 120,

34. Some have sugpgested 131 should be translated as “servant of Jesus Christ, God and
Lord” because of the syntactic parallel with 1:27: “before God the Bather™

Heoil kal kuplov ‘Incol Xmotod Sobhog {1:1)
mopie T Hed kol morpl (227)

35. Blomberg, “Messiah in the New Testament,” 134.
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nario includes judgment (2:12-13; 4112; 5:9; cf. 5.1} and references to the last
days and the coming of the Lord, the Messiah (5:3, 7, 9).

While the Christology is less explicit in James, the lordship and the
eschatological coming of the Messiah are pervasive in the epistle. The ref-
erences to lordship and the parousia would activate a fuller body of messi-
anic information, particularly in a community with a Jewish background.

Christ in 1 Peter

The register of 1 Peter is an interesting conundrum, The traditional au-
thorship of Peter the Apostle through Silvanus that is attested in the dis-
course (1:1; 57112) is questioned by the majority of scholarship. Some suggest
that it originated with a Petrine “circle” located in Rome,*® which would
associate 1 Peter with Jewish Christianity in any event. Unlike the other
General Epistles, the internal evidence suggests that the recipients were
largely Gentiles (1:14, 18; 2:9-10, 12, 25; 3:6; 4:3-4). On the other hand, J. R.
Michaels observes, “No NT letter is so consistently addressed, directly or
indirectly, to ‘Israel,’ that is {on the face of it) to Jews” (1:17; 2:6, 9,11).% The
author chose to address them as if they were Jews, without any language
that displaces Judaism.** The deliberate use of Hebrew Scripture is one of
the distinguishing features of the epistle. Michaels asserts:

1 Peter is linked to Judaism not by the law, but by a shared self-
understanding, The author sees himself and his readers as a community
situated in the world in much the same way the Jews are situated and
sharing with the Jews a common past. . .. If they began to see themselves

40. Bauckham insists that there would not be a Petrine "school” because there are no
theological resemblances between 1 and 2 Peter to be explained: “The authors eannot bath
be disciples of Feter who shate a common debt to Peter's teaching, If both letters derive from
a Petrine ‘cirele, the circle cannot be a 'school’ with a common theology, but simply a circle
of colleagues whe worked together in the leadership of the Roman church” (Bauckheam,
hude, z Peter, 146).

41 J. B Michaels, 1 Peter (Waco: Word, 1988) xlv.

42. Busebius claimed that Peter wrote to “those of the Hebrews” in the " Dispersion of
Pontus and Galatia, Cappadocia, Asia and Bithynia.” Michaels sympathizes: “Evers though
thee testimony of Eusebius is not a relisble guide to the andience of 1 Peter, his mistake was a
natural one” (Michaels, 1 Peter, xlvi),
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developed passage on the believers’ new birth to an inheritance in heaven
and a salvation that is ready to be revealed in the last time evokes messianic
enthronement and victory scenarios (1:3-9). The imagery of Jesus the cor-
nerstone and the believers being built together into a temple that houses the
presence of God is entwined with the priesthood of the believer (2:4-10). As
in Hebrews, the temple scenario is developed beyond other Mew Testament
literature by adding the concept of priesthood. As with Paul and in He-
brews, 1 Peter develops and explains how Jesus’ death brought reconcilia-
tion, redemption, and restoration (1 Pet 1:18-20; 2:24; 318). As R. H. Stein
states, “Jesus did not believe that he needed to provide detailed explana-
tions of how his death would bring about forgiveness and seal the new cove-
nant. He would leave to his followers the theological explanation ™47

The development of the believers’ inheritance, the sharing of Christ’s
suffering, and particularly the temple terminology, including Christ's sac-
rificial work and the priesthood of the believer, are related to messianic
scenarios. The theology of the early church did not develop in a vacuum,
but drew on and advanced messianic beliefs that were shared or recog-
nized by Jewish Christians.

Christ in 2 Peter

2 Peter makes a direct claim to Petrine authorship. However, it displays dis-
tinct differences in style from 1 Peter that may have been accounted for by
the use of an amanuensis other than Silvanus, or even by the direct author-
ship of Peter. However, the majority of scholars hold that 2 Peter is pseud-
onymous and probably written by another member of the Petrine circle in
Rome. Regardless of the authorship, the occasion for writing the epistle
demonstrates a clear engagement with messianic scenarios. The occasion
for the letter is a polemic against opponents who denied the Parousia of Je-
sus Christ.*® Intertextuality plays a large role in the discussion on 2 Peter.®?
What is most remarkable is its probable dependence on either Jude or a
common apocalyptic source and its reference in 3:15-16 to Paul’s letters as

47. B H. Stein, fesus the Messiah (Downers Grove, 1L: IntetVarsity Press, 1096) 193. See
also Rom 3r24-26; = Cor 5:21; Titus 204 Heb 201-18; 1 John 2:2.

48. For further discussion of the opponents lo apostolic teeching on the Parousia, see
Bauckham, fudse, 2 Peter, 154-36.

40. See Bauckham, fude, 2 Peter, 1368-51.
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Another current view that has received wide support claims that the Gospel
was written “to undergird a Christian community that had been recently ex-
pelled from the Jewish synagogue.”** If John the apostle is the author of the
Johannine corpus, the use of “Messiah” or “Christ” would be consistent with
the Gospel. If the Johannine corpus is written by the Johannine community,
we may have as a context a community breaking with the parent religion of
Tudaism. When we see the term “Christ,” it would be endowed with Hebrew
thought, even though it would now be “a thoroughly Christian community,
independent of and distinct from Judaism."**

There are six occurrences of “Jesus Christ” in 1 John, and two occur-
rences where the author states: “Who is the liar but the one who denies Jesus
is the Christ? Evervone who believes that Jesus is the Christ has been born of
God” {2:22; 511).%F The confession and belief that Jesus is the Christ/Messiah
are depicted as essential. In view of the Jewish orientation of the epistle, it is
unlikely that “Christ” here is a reference to Jesus’ full divinity and humanity
rather than his messiahship, as suggested by Stephen Smalley.?® Six out of
eight occurrences have a near reference to Father-Son terminology. Each oc-
currence of “Christ” evokes the enthronement scenario that involves the re-
lationship between the royal Messiah and his people, There are two interest-
ing references to the believers’ anointing in 2:27, which form a cohesive tie
with Christ, the anointed one. U. C. von Wahlde states, “Just as Jesus was
christos, so the believer is also"*® Anointing and kinship belong to the be-
liever through Jesus. Conversely, those who abandon the community, deny
the Father and the Son, and do not confess that Jesus is from God or that he
came in the flesh are antichrists, just as the liar and deceiver expected at the
last hour is the antichrist (2:18, 22 4:3; cf. 2 John 1:7). The terms “antichrist”
and “antichrists” occur only in the Johannine epistles and are associated
with the denial of the kinship between Jesus and the believers and the rejec-
tion of the more generic messianic scenario of Jesus being sent.

52 L. . McDonald and 5. E. Porter, Easly Christiontty amd Its Sacred Literature {Pea-
Leedy, MA: Hendrickson, zo00) 207,

53 UL C. von Wahlde, The jehanrnine Commandmerts: 2 fohn and the Struggle for the
Jahanning Tradition {Mew York: Paulist Press, 1090) 1.

54. Blomberg claims, “Clearer evidence emerges in these final texts for an unambigu-
ausly titular “Cheist’ than in all the previous New Testament Epistles surveyed” (Blomberg,
“Messiah in the Mew Testament,” 1370,

55. 5. . Smalley, 2, 2, 3 John (Waco: Waord, 1984) 113-12.

56. Von Wahlde, Joharnine Commandmernis, 146.
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The rest of 1 John is dominated by kinship terminology, which acti-
vates an enthronement scenario. The relationship between the Father and
the Son is associated inseparably with Messiahship (e.g., 2:22-23). Simi-
larly, the relationship between the believers and the Son and Father is asso-
ciated inseparably with love for each other (1:10-11; 3:14-18; 4:7-12). There
are also references to being born into the family of God, and there isevena
reference to God’s seed (oméppa) abiding in them (3:9; 4:7; 5:4). The believ-
ers are called children repeatedly, although the term was used interchange-
ably for God’s children and John's “children.” Therefore, a primary con-
cern is family relationship, which is also described as fellowship or abiding
in God. The antithesis to being in a family relationship with the Father and
Son is the antichrist who denies Jesus' Messiahship or his incarnation
{2n18-23: 4:2-3: 511}, Those who sin also are not in relationship with the Fa-
ther and Son {1:6; 3:8-10; 5:18). In addition, as in Hebrews and 1 Peter, theo-
logical explanations are offered for Jesus’ sacrifice for sins that evoke a
temple scenario. He was revealed to take away sin, he laid down his life tor
us, his blood cleanses us from sin, and he is the atoning sacrifice for the
sins of the whole world (1:7; 2:2; 315, 16; 47110}, Victory scenarios are evoked
by conquest terminology and eschatological hope. The believer has shared
in Jesus' messianic conquest and conquered the devil, the spirit of the
antichrist, and the world (2:13-14; 4:4; 5:4-5). The believer who abides in
him will have confidence in the Messiah’s second coming (2:28). The one
who hopes to be like him when he is revealed purifies himself or herself
(3:2-3). The one who has love perfected will have boldness on the day of
judgment (4:17). John depicts the believers’ reconciliation with God the
Father as a symbiotic relationship or network that must include the messi-
anic Son, love for God’s people, and ethical behavior.

Second John and particularly 3 John do not add significant new in-
formation to the messianic concepts in 1 John. In 2 John, the antichrist is
apain identified as one who will not confess that Jesus was incarnated
(% 7). The command for the believers to guard themselves so they will re-
ceive a full reward is somewhat different (v. 8), but the belief that an escha-
tological hope in the Messiah's second coming should effect our current
righteousness is not unique, “Abiding” is given a slightly different spin, be-
cause it involves abiding in the teaching and not going beyond it {v. 9).
Whoever abides in Christ’s teaching has both the Father and the Son. This
letter with thirteen verses evokes messianic victory and enthronement sce-
narios, and “Christ” occurs in the letter three times. The explanation and
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development of the concept of the Messiah in Jewish Christianity perme-
ate the literature.

Conclusion

In Hebrews and the General Epistles, we are dealing with churches that are
arguably Jewish in orientation if not in unalloyed composition. Further-
more, much of this corpus displays some degree of intertextuality with the
Hebrew Bible as well as Jewish apocalyptic and pseudepigraphical litera-
ture, which is often characterized by messianic content. In such contexts,
the identification of Jesus as the Christ was not void of messianic content.
Furthermore, if Wright is correct in his identification of terminology, im-
ages, and symbols that Jesus utilized in the Gospels to identify himself as
the Messiah, then similar patterns occur in Hebrews and the General Epis-
tles that continue to develop the implications of Jesus’ messiahship. En-
thronement, victory, and temple scenarios evoked a messianic frame
ameong the early Hellenistic and Palestinian Jewish Christians, in such a
way that much of the Christology in Hebrews and the General Epistles
should be regarded as messianic.> The authors of Hebrews and the Gen-
eral Epistles not only enlarged the scope of what was considered prophetic
in the Hebrew Bible, but they were possibly inspired by the variety of mes-
sianic expectations and made unique associations with the work of Christ
in unexpected ways. Hebrews, 1 Peter, and 1 John provided a theological
explanation for how Jesus' death would bring about forgiveness and the
new covenant. First John exploited kinship terminology to explain our re-
lationship with God and each other. Hebrews and 1 Peter explained Jesus'
relationship to the temple in new ways. Hebrews provided the most de-
tailed and arguably the most original messianic Christology in the New
Testament. However, this corpus of literature has often been overlooked in
discussions about the Messiah. Part of that may be due to narrow defini-
tions of the concept of Messiah, and part of it may be due to the fact that
scholars and theologians have been interested in christological questions
that the texts did not answer.

57. 1 do not wish te overstate the presance of messianic themes in this corpus. There is
christological information and there are concepts that lie outside of what should be consid-
ered as essentially messianic, such as Jesus” divinaty.
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The Messiah in the Old and New Testaments: A Response

Tremper Longman liI, “The Messiah:
Explorations in the Law and Writings”™

Tremper Longman has framed the issue well, recognizing that there is
nothing in the Torah and Writings that is explicitly messianic, in the sense
understood in later times. Yet, later writers did find messianism in the Law
and the Writings. By what hermeneutical strategy were they able to do
this? Longman's question is right to the point. [ found his paper very stim-
ulating.

He rightly begins with the definition of the term Messich. The word
tells us little, but other concepts offer some help. The verb maigh and the
noun {or adjective) maiah usually refer to consecration rituals. In the Law
the reference is to priests, consecrated for the Lord’s cultic work. In the
Writings the reference is mostly to Tsrael’s kings (reflecting custom and us-
age of the narratives of Samuel-Kings). Longman focuses on the Psalter;
Psalm 2, possibly a coronation psalm, perhaps also recited on the eve of
holy war. Although it is not explicitly Davidic, the echoes of the Davidic
covenant of 2 Samuel 7 encourage understanding Psalm 2 as Dravidic (as,
indeed, the authaor of Acts in the New Testament understands it, and as the
author of 1Q5a also understands it). '

Placed at the beginning of the Psalter, Psalm 2 may have set the tone
tor all that follows, especially those psalms that refer to the Lord’s
anointed. Longman wonders if perhaps the remarkable claims of this
psalm helped to create the hope of a future king who would live up to
them, given the fact that Israel’s historic kings had not. In my judgment,
Longman's eritique of Gerald Wilson's theory of the theme underlying the
Psalter’s crganization is devastating,

The “greater king who would derive from the Davidic line [as re-
flected in Gen 49:10 and Num 24:17| might have captured the imagination
of the people”! Indeed, it appears that it did just that, These texts are para-
phrased explicitly as messianic in the Aramaic paraphrase of Scripture
known as the Targum. These texts are also understood in a messianic sense
in the New Testament era and earlier, as we see in the Dead Sea Scrolls and
in allusions to them in the New Testament, Philo, and Josephus, And for
those who object to an appeal to the Targum, which after all postdates the
New Testament, I offer the reminder that the edited form of the Hebrew

1. Tremper Longman II1, *The Messiah,” 25.
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Bible, the Masoretic Text, is no older. I mention this because of a comment
that Longman makes in a footnote,? in which he wonders how Gen 4110
might have been "understood within the context of the original author
and audience of Genesis.” Very good question. But what is meant by this
“original author and audience” is very difficult to say. Genesis 49, edited
and contextualized as we now have it in the Hebrew Bible, may well have
reflected messianic hope — if not for the original author, probably for
many of the earliest readers and hearers.

Professor Longman raises some interesting questions in his discus-
sion of Genesis 14 and Psalm 110. I have little to add, but I might point out
that the priest-king of Psalm 110 may well have encouraged the men of
Qumran to give priority to the priests in the preparation for and engage-
ment of the great holy war at the end of days, when the sons of light de-
stroy the sons of darkness.” One should also recall that monarchs in antig-
uity often did take on priestly roles. Even the Roman emperor, of a later
era, was called Pontifex Maximus, “High Priest,” as well as Imperator,
*Commander.” Closer to the Jewish context, the Hasmonean rulers were
priest-kings, at least some of them {e.g., Aristobolus I, Alexander Jannaeus,
and perhaps Antigonus, the last Hasmonean ruler), Therefore, even if else-
where in Scripture there is expressed resistance to kingly encroachment
upon priestly roles, there was a measure of precedent in the twilight of the
post-exilic/intertestamental era.

I encourage Professor Longman to give more attention to the myste-
rious figure described in Daniel 7,* especially in light of the fact that it is
this figure to whom Jesus refers and probably in light of which he himself
defines his messianic task (e.g., Mark 2010, 28; 8:31; 10:45; 14:62). Longman
is right to look at Deuteronomy 18, a passage alluded to in the New Testa-
ment (e.g., Mark 6:135; John 1:21; Acts 3:22; 7:37) and greatly emphasized in
Samaritan traditions of late antiquity (e.g., Memar Marga 4:12).

The role of Isaiah in the ministry of Jesus and in the exchange be-
tween him and the imprisoned John the Baptist is a very interesting area of
study. In my view, Jesus’ allusion to healing and exorcism is meant to allay
John's doubts (“Go and tell John what you hear and see”; Matt 11:2-6; Luke

2 Longman, “The Messiah,” 2sn.22.

3. As spen especially in the War Scroll (1OM, 4QBM).

4.1 am, of course, classifying Daniel as prophecy, which reflects the Christian view of
the canon of Scripture, not the rabbinic view,
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71i#-23). These activities of Jesus did not create the doubts. It was John's
languishing in prison that created them. After all, according to Isa 611-2,
on which Jesus bases his Mazareth sermon (Luke 4n16-30), the Anointed
One is to set the captives free. Therefore, Jesus alludes to this Isaianic pas-
sage in his reply to John. We do not know if this reply satisfied the impris-
oned baptizer,

Professor Longman concludes that the "Old Testament did not pro-
vide the first century ce with a clear blueprint for the Messiah.™® This is
correct, strictly speaking. But more than one scholar has remarked how
texts such as Gen 40:10; Num 24:17; and Isa 1121 figure significantly in di-
verse Jewish circles, including Christian teachers and writers of the books
that would eventually find their way into the New Testament, writers and
collectors of the corpus we call the Dead Sea Scrolls, and various other
intertestamental writers, including some of the Old Testament Pseudepig-
rapha, Josephus, and Philo. These same three Old Testament texts con-
tinue to be interpreted in essentially the same sense in later rabbinic and
targumic traditions.

[ agree that there was diversity in messianic expectation in late antig-
uity {and have said so myself in various places®), but there does seem to be
a core of material out of which the diversity could spring. The rub for early
Christians — and it was a big rub — was the crucifixion of Jesus. This
made it necessary to ponder the Scriptures afresh, as Longman points out
in his discussion of Luke 24. [ will return to the question of diversity when
I respond to Loren Stuckenbruck™s paper below.

1 greatly appreciate what Longman says under the heading of
“Hermeneutical Implications.” Those committed to a “single-meaning
hermeneutic” struggle to do fair, descriptive exegetical analyses of many
New Testament passages that cite and interpret Old Testament passages,
often reading New Testament ideas into the Old, or downplaying the inna-
vative element in the New Testament, claiming that it has not really added
ativthing to the Old Testament text.

T would add to Longman’s hermeneutical observations by returning
to the point [ made above, What we call Bible may indeed contain very old

5. Longman, "The Messiah,” 3o.

& For example, see C. A, Evans, “Messianism,” in Dictionary of New Teseament Back-
ground (ed. C. A, Evans and 8, E. Porter; Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, zoon) 6g8-
Joz.
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curious designation “the two sons of oil” (cf. Zech 4n4). Without disput-
ing the question of who were the original referents, I think it i3 interesting
that this unusual passage appears at Qumran in an eschatological com-
mentary on Gen 49:8-12 (i.€., 40254), perhaps suggesting that among some
Jews in late antiquity the two sons of oil were none other than the anointed
king and the ancinted high priest who will serve the Lord faithfully side by
side. This diarchic understanding of messianism seems to be an integral
part of Qumran’s eschatology.” However, here | anticipate an issue that 1
shall take up momentarily with Professor Wolters.

I especially appreciate Boda's treatment of Malachi and this book’s
interest in the coming Day of the Lord and the messenger that is sent be-
fore, a concept that recalls covenant ideas expressed in Exodus 23. Readers
of the New Testament cannot fail to notice the citation of Mal 311, com-
bined with Isa 4013, in the introduction of John the Baptist in Mark 1. But
what often goes unnoticed is how deeply the Baptist is himself baptized in
the themes and images of the messenger prophet.®

I found moest interesting Boda's observation regarding the mal'ak
adonai {(“messenger of the Lord™) figures. who are no mere mortals. We
may have here an important contribution to the messianic tradition that
created a matrix out of which early Christianity emerged. ;

As it turns out, the Minor Prophets play major roles in New Testa-
ment messianism and eschatology. Jesus, the resurrected son of David, ful-
fills the prophecy of Amos g1 (cf. Acts 15:15-18); the coming of the Spirit,
in the aftermath of the resurrection and ascension of Messiah Jesus, fulfills
the prophecy of Joel 2:28-32 (cf. Acts 2:14-21); while the birth of the Davidic
scion in Bethlehem fulfills the prophecy of Mic 5:2 (cf. Matt 211-6). Jesus
himself compares his ministry to that of Jonah, which the church later

7- For an investigation of the messianic diarchism of Zechariah and Hapgai, ses
I. I. M. Roberts, “The Old Testament's Contribution to Messianic Fxpectations.” in The Mas-
siat Develapments in Earliest fudaism and Christienity (ed. ). H. Charlesworth; Minneapolis:
Fortress, 1992) 39-51, espe 40, 49-50. This Princeton conference volume offers a rich collec-
ton of studies.

. See 1. A, Trumbower, “The Role of dMalachi in the Career of John the Baptist,” and
I. I G, Dunm, “John the Baptist’s Use of Scripture,” in The Gospels amd the Scriptures of T
(ed. C. A. Evans and W. Richard Stegner; JSNTSup 104; 35E]C 3; Sheffield: Sheftield Aca-
demic Press, 1994) 28-41 and 42-54, respectively; and . A. Bvans, “The Baptism of John in a
Typological Context,” In Dimernsions of Bapiism; Biblicel and Theological Studies {ed. 5. E.
Porter and A. B. Cross; [SNTSup 234; Sheffield: Sheffield Acadermic Press, 2002) 45-71.
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would develop into a typology of death, burial, and resurrection “on the
third day” (cf. Matt 12:38-41).

Al Wolters, “The Messiah in the Qumran Documents”™

Professor Al Wolters provides us with a succinct distillation of the
messianism at Qumran. The questions that he raises in his opening para-
graph are indeed the questions that have driven research in this important
area, and, sometimes, have actually hindered work — such as confusion
over the question of one or two Messiahs at Qumran, a point to which [
shall return in a moment.

Professor Wolters focuses his remarks on the recent work of two
Scrolls scholars — John Collins and Michael Wise. His assessment of the
arguments and contributions of Collins is in my judgment on the whole
penetrating and sound. My only reservation concerns what is said about
Zech 4:14, the passage that mentions the “two sons of oil,” the question of
Qumran’s binary or diarchic messianism, and the larger question of why
Qumran does not seem to be preoccupied with messianism.

Contrary to Professor Wolters, 1 think there is in fact a measure of
evidence that Qumran appealed to Zech 44 in support of diarchic
messianism. This evidence lies in the discovery of this distinctive phrase,
that is, “the two sons of oil” (found nowhere else in Hebrew literature), in
40254, among the fragments of commentary on Gen 49:8-12, the oracle
pertaining to Jacob's son Judah. Some Qumran scholars, however, wonder
if the phrase from Zechariah 4 was part of the commentary on Gen 49:5-7.
the oracle concerning Simeon and Levi.* In my view, it does not matter, for
the “two sons of oil” apply to both Levi the priest and Judah the prince.
This interesting fragmentary commentary, when taken in conjunction
with the several references to the cxpected duo called “the ancinted of
Aaron and of Israel” (CD 2125 s:21—6:1; 120231301 145195 19:10-11; 20013 105
9:11) = including the blessings on the priest and the prince in 1Q8b 4-5
and their seating together in 1008a 2:10-15, at what is an eschatoelogical ban-

9. For further discussion of technical aspects of this line of interpretation, see C. A,
Evans, ““The Two Sons of Oil': Early Evidence of Messianic Interpretation of Zechariah 4214
in 40254 4 27 in The Prove International Conference on the Dead Sea Scrolls: Technologizal In-
wovations, New Texts, and Reformulated Issues (ed. D W, Parry and B, Ulrichy 3TD] 30
Leiden: Brill, 1948) 566-75.
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quet of sorts — provides significant evidence for the position that Collins
takes. Nevertheless, I find that Professor Wolters's eriticism is on the whole
on target.

The reason why messianism at Qumran is not clearer, as Wolters
rightly observes, is that it is not emphasized. And the reason it is not em-
phasized is not for lack of interest; it is for lack of controversy. What is at
issue with the men of the renewed covenant is the lack of cultic accuracy
and the sorry deficiency, in their view, of priestly ethics in Jerusalem.
There is no anointed Jewish king to criticize, just the anointed priest and
his corrupt colleagues. Because God will raise up the Messiah in due
course, it is assumed that the anointed prince will be righteous and will
follow the guidelines set out by the righteous priests of the renewed cove-
nant, who anticipate restoring true worship and good government in Is-
rael someday. These observations explain why Qumran's priestly and
halakic views are distinctive at many points, while their messianism is
not. The Messiah for whom they wait is not much different from the Mes-
siah awaited by others.'®

[ appreciate Professor Wolters's critique of Michael Wise's imaginary
reconstruction of the founding of the Qumran community and the life of
its founder, who is called Judah. Wise does indeed put together a well-
informed scenario of what might have been. To quote from my own jacket
blurl, “there is much to learn from this engaging and well-written book”
What I did not go on to say at that time was that [ remain totally unper-
suaded. I suspect that Wolters’s jacket blurb for this book should be under-
stood in the same spirit. Of it he says, “Simultaneously brilliant, daring,
and readable.” Professor Wolters and T learned much from this interesting
book, to be sure; but at the end of the day, all that Wise gives us is informed
fiction. [ concur with Professor Wolters's skeptical assessment.

10, Fee C. A, Evans, "Qurnran’s Messiah: How Important Is He!™ in Religion
Qureran (ed. 1. | Collins and B, Kugler; Studies in the Dread Sea Scrolls and Related Litera-
ture; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2000} 135-49. For an assessment of Qumran’s messianism,
see L. H. Schiffimar, "Messianic Figares and Ideas in the Qumran Scrolls” in Charlesworth
(ed.}, The Messiah, 116-20; and the papers in Qurran-Messiantsnn Studies on the Messianic
Expectations in the Dead Sea Scralls (ed. . H. Charlesworth, H. Lichtenberger, and G. 5.
Oegema; Tibingen: Mohr [Sicheck], 1998}, All of the messianic texts are listed in M. G.
Abegg I and C. A. Evans, "MMessianic Passages in the Dead Sea Scrolls” in Charlesworth et
al., eds., Qumrare-Messiantsn, 191-2035.
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appears as a judge. [ agree with Stuckenbruck’s appeal to Ps 2:2, 7, which is
also seen in 1Q5a: “when God will beget the Messiah among them.” Psalm 2,
with its metaphorical language of the Lord’s Messiah as “begotten,” makes
important contributions to the messianism of New Testament times.

Professor Stuckenbruck finds a different messianic figure in
2 Bartich. The Messiah is revealed and returns "with glory.” The righteous
are resurrected; the souls of the wicked will rot. This Messiah may be
Davidic, perhaps even preexistent. Visions in other chapters foresee a Mes-
siah who will slay Israel’s enemies (probably including the Romans) and
will sit in judgment en them in court at Jerusalem. A period of messianic
bliss will follow.

Professor Stuckenbruck concludes by commenting on the messianic
diversity of these Jewish writings of late antiquity. In general I agree with
him; the diversity of views in these texts must be acknowledged. Neverthe-
less, there may be core elements. We find Isaiah 11 echoed in the Psalms of
Solomon (cf. 17:24, 20, 36, 37) and in 4 Ezra (cf. 13210), as Stuckenbruck
points out. The “son of man” figure of Daniel 7 is reflected in the Simili-
tudes of Enoch and in 4 Ezra. Three passages in particular — Gen 4910;
Num 24a7; [sa 11:1-10 — frequently appear in contexts that are messianic.
But as has been shown in intertestamental writings surveyed here,
messianism could be entertained without them.!2

1. Howard Marshall,
“Tesus as Messiah in Mark and Matthew”

Professor Howard Marshall treats us to thoughtful overviews of the messi-
anic portraits of Jesus as we have them in the Gospels of Mark and Mat-
thew. With regard to Mark, I agree that in referring to himself as the “Son
of Man" Jesus was alluding to Daniel 7 and that this passage readily invites
a messianic identification, As Professor Marshall notes, the son of man is
“given dominion and a kingdom from God.”"* Of whom else can that be
said, except the Messiah?

12. Ancther factor to take into account is the date of these documents. Both 4 Ezre
and 2 Baruch are post=yo CE, 50 perspectives of messianism may well have been altered in
the years immediately following the disastrous rebellion.

13, I. Howard Marshall, "lesus as hMessiah in Mark and Matthew," 132,
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There are three points with regard to Mark that I wish to raise. First,
[ would like to hear more of Professor Marshall's views of the role plaved
by the heavenly voice at the baptism of Jesus (Mark 1:11) and at the later
Transfiguration (Mark g:7), where Jesus is addressed: “You are my son.”!4
The allusion to Ps 2:7 seems clear; Psalm 2 is messianic (as seen esp. inv. 2.
That it was understood this way in Jewish texts of late antiquity is seen in 4
Ezra 13, as Loren Stuckenbruck has discussed, and probably in 1Q5a 2, in
reference to the time “when God will have begotten the Messiah.” These
two heavenly utterances in Mark’s Gospel — the first at the outset of Jesus'
public ministry in Galilee; the second shortly after Jesus’ announcement to
his disciples that he is going to Jerusalem to suffer and die — play a pivotal
role. The heavenly voice seems both times to confirm the messianic iden-
tity of Jesus.

Second, Professor Marshall treats the “Son of Man” passages judi-
ciously. He rightly comments on the abruptness of the first occurrence of
this Danielic epithet in Mark 2 and goes on to explain its meaning in refer-
ence to the theme of suffering, which Jesus the Messiah will have to un-
dergo. Daniel makes many other significant contributions to Mark’s pre-
sentation of Jesus. The announcement of the rule of God in Mark 115
{“The time [katros] 1s fulfilled, and the kingdom of God is at hand™; cf.
10:30; 13:33) probably reflects Daniel’s frequent reference to the time of the
end (Dan 7u2, 22: “the time [kaires] came when the saints received the
kingdom"; 8:17-18: “Understand, O son of man, that the vision is for the
time [ kairos] of the end”; g:26-27: “until the time [ kaires] of the end™; 11:35:
“until the time [kairos] of the end, for it is yet for the time [kairos] ap-
pointed™; 12:4: “shut up the words, and seal the book, until the time
[ kaires] of the end”™). According to Dan 7:14. the Son of Man will be “given
dominion and glory and kingdom, that all peoples, nations, and languages
should serve him.” But according to Jesus, the “Son of man also came not
to be served but to serve” (Mark 10:45). This is a significant qualification of
the Danielic vision, which coheres with the suffering theme that Professor
Marshall discusses. Moreover, the very charge brought against Jesus at his
hearing before the Jewish council, *We heard him say, ‘T will destroy this
temple that is made with hands, and in three days 1 will build another, not

14. The heavenly voice speaks in the second person (“You are”} in the baptism and in
the third person (“This is™) in the Transfiguration. The second-person tradition is probalbly
the older tradition and has the strongest claim to authenticity.
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made with hands™™ (Mark 14:58], surely alludes to Daniel’s vision of the
coming stone that will crush the kingdoms that have opposed God and his
people: “a stone was cut out by no human hand, and it smote the image on
its feet of iron and clay, and broke them in pieces” (Dan 2:34; of. v 45).
Daniel’s visions, especially that of the coming Son of Man, appear to un-
derlie essential components of the Christology and eschatology we find in
Mark.**

The third point has to do with the cry of blind Bartimaeus, "Jesus,
Son of David, have merey on me!” (Mark 10:47; see v. 48 also). Professor
Marshall remarks that the “call for healing . . . does not explain the title™®
But perhaps it does, at least in part. I wonder if addressing Jesus as the son
of David has anything to do with Solomonic traditions, in which David’s
famous son was well known for healing and exorcism. After all, it was in
hiz name that Jewish exorcists conducted their ministrations. We have the
example of Eleazar in Josephus, as well as examples in the magical pa
pyri.t? At least one exorcist, according to Mark 9:38, discovered that the
name of Jesus was effective in casting out demons.'® It is plausible, then,
that Jesus' ministry of healing and exorcism, evidently consistent with pro-
phetic expectations in Tsaiah (such as 35:5-6 and 61:1-2), gave rise to the
hope in the minds of some that he was the awaited eschatological son of
David. Indeed, Qumran’s 40521 alludes to these very Isaianic passages in
reference to expected healing when the Messiah appears. The blind man’s
call for healing may well tell us something about Jesus’ messianic status in
Mark.

wWith regard to the presentation of Jesus as Messiah in the Gospel of
Matthew, Professor Marshall's treatment is again concise and to the point.
The messianism is more explicit, at times almost formal. The royal compo-
nent comes to the fore. The divine sonship of Jesus is also emphasized; so
is his role as the Lord’s Servant. Jesus as teacher of wisdom and even as
Wisdom incarnate constitutes fascinating portraits in Matthew’s presenta-
tion. Matthew's Messiah Jesus is seen at the end as God's vice regent of

15. See [ Wenham, "The Kingdam of God and Daniel” ExpTin o8 (1087) 132-34
C. A. Bvans, "Defeating Satan and Liberating Israel: Jesus and Daniel’s Visions," fournal for
the Study of the Historioad Jesus L (2003) 161-70,

16, Marshall, “Tesus as Messiah in Mark and Matthew,” 127.

17. See [osephus, Antiguities §.2.5 §846-40; and Papyri Graecee Magicae [V.3v07-86.

18. Professional exorcists, the seven sons of one Sceva, discovered that the name of J=-
sus was indeed powerful, but anly when invoked by his followers {cf. Acts 19011-20],
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heaven and earth, in contrast to the Roman emperor. Here we have again a
theme found in Mark that is then further developed in the Gospel of Mat-
thew. Often what Mark alludes to (such as an Old Testament passage or
theme) Matthew develops more fully and explicitly.

I find the portrait of Jesus as master teacher, as almost a new Moses,
very interesting. This presentation of the Messiah may well be on the tra-
jectory that will emerge more formally and emphatically in much later
rabbinic texts where in the messianic era the Law is studied and abeyed
perfectly.’ Matthew's presentation of Jesus may represent an early stage
in this concept. Of course, the presentation of a Torah-observant and
Torah-teaching Messiah no doubt was intended to fend off criticism ema-
nating from the synagogue, to the effect that the Jesus movement was
antinomian,

Stanley E. Porter, “The Messiah in Luke and Acts:
Forgiveness for the Captives”

Professor Stanley Porter argues the thesis that “a consistent and funda-
mental development of Jesus as the anointed prophet stands at the heart of
Luke’s depiction of Jesus as Messiah.”*® Porter’s thesis is well founded. The
prophetic emphasis is seen in the Lukan birth narrative, where one figure
after another speaks oracles, sometimes as songs and sometimes specifi-
cally noted as due to the prompting of the Holy Spirit. Jesus himself is said
to be filled with the Holy Spirit, traveling and ministering in the power of
the Spirit. Of course, in his sermon in the Nazareth synagogue, Jesus
guodes [rom lsaiah 61: “The Spirit of the Lord is upon me, becanse he has
anointed me to preach. . . ” The Lukan Gospel ends on a note of prophetic
fulfillment, with the risen Jesus instructing his disciples {Luke 24:35-27, 44-
493 Acts 1:6-8).

The prophetic orientation of the Lukan infancy narrative is seen at

19, On this topic, see . Meusner, Messiah in Cantexr farel’s History and Destiny in
Ferrrative [udaisn (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1984) 18y-go. This tradition s hased on infor-
ences, largely from the Psalter, that David, the prototype of the Messiah, occupied himsell
with Torah. On David as a scholar among the rabhis, see & Ma'ed Qatan 16b However, the
rabbiz themselves continue in thelr role a5 teachers of Torah.

0. Stanley E. Porter, *The Messialy in Luke and Acts: Focgiveness for the Caplives.”
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many points, not least in the points of contact with the story of Samuel, Is-
rael’s great priest, prophet, and judge. The births of Samuel and Jesus are
brought about by Ged (1 Sam 1:9-20). Mary’s Magnificat {Luke 1:46-55), in
which she praises God for what has been done in her, parallels Samuel's
mother Hannah's Magnificat (1 Sam 2:1-10), in which she thanks Ged for
her son. The name of the elderly woman in Luke’s story, who sings praise,
is Anna {Luke 2:36-38), which is from the Hebrew name Hannah. Hannah
dedicates Samuel to the temple, which becomes his house (1 Sam 1:21-28).
Mary brings the infant Jesus to the temple (Luke 2:22-24), to which he later
returns as a lad, calling the temple his Father’s house (Luke 2:41-52). In the
context of the temple, it is said of Samuel: “Now the boy Samuel continued
to grow both in stature and in favor with the Lorp and with men” (1 Sam
2:26). In what is clearly an echo of this passage, Luke says of the boy Jesus:
“Tesus increased in wisdom and in stature, and in favor with God and
man” {(Luke 2:52).

Professor Porter also calls our attention to points of contact with the
staries of the prophets Elijah and Elisha. The parallels here are not inci-
dental but go straight to the heart of theological issues with which the
Lukan evangelist is deeply concerned.*' Elijah and Elisha provide the ex-
amples in Jesus’ explication of Isaiah &1 in the Nazareth sermon (Luke 4:16-
30, esp. vv. 25-27). The implication is that the ministries of these great
prophets of old will shed light on the meaning of Jesus’ prophetic ministry.
This is indeed the case. The resuscitation of the widow's only son (Luke
7a1-17) offers a hall dozen points of contact with the stories of Elijah and
Elisha, both of whom raised only sons {cf. 1 Kings 17:17-24; 2 Kings 4u8-37).
The incident in which the disciples wonder if Jesus should call fire down
from heaven as judgment on the unwelcoming Samaritans (Luke 9:51-56}
is a clear allusion to the fire that Elijah called down on the troops of the Sa-
maritan king (2 Kings 1:9-16).%% The rejection of the would-be follower,
who wishes first to return home and bid farewell to his family {Luke 9:81-
62), is an unmistakable allusion to Elijah’s summons of Elisha (1 Kings
19:1g-21}. Parallels with other prophets and their various oracles confirm

21. Aspects of this interest arc explored in C. A. Bvans, “Luke’s Use of the Elijah/Elisha
Marratives and the Ethic of Election,” in C. A. Evans and J. A. Sanders, Luke and Scriptfure:
The Function of Sacred Tradition in Lake-Acts [Minneapolis: Fortress, 1003} 7o-83.

22, The allusion to 2 Kings 1 was obvious to early Christian scribes, who glossed Luke
9:54-55 accordingly (cf A C D and other suthorities),
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the inference that the Lukan evangelist has taken pains to highlight the
prophetic dimension of Jesus' ministry.

In the book of Acts, Professor Porter rightly recognizes the program-
matic function of the Pentecost sermon, on analogy with Jesus’ Nazareth
sermon in Luke. He also calls our attention to the prophetic role of David.
This is no Lukan innovation, for there are pre-Christian Jewish traditions
in which David is depicted as a prophet or as one moved by the Spirit of
God (e.g., nQPs® 27). The parallel between Jesus and David is thus appar-
ent. Prophetic fulfillment finds expression in Paul’s later speeches in Acts.

An important concomitant are the hints in Acts that Jesus is the ful-
fillment of the promise of Moses that God would someday raise up a
prophet like him: “I will raise up for them a prophet like you from among
their brethren; and I will put my words in his mouth, and he shall speak to
them all that T command him" {Deut 18:18). Twice this very passage is cited
in reference to Jesus (cf. Acts 3:22-23; 7:37). Thus, the Lukan evangelist has
appealed to an interesting diversity of prophetic traditions associated with
Old Testament worthies who loomed large in Jewish late antiquity: David,
Elijah, and Moses. Such an impressive collocation lends substantial sup-
port to the bold claim that in Jesus God has raised up a Messiah who will
indeed bring forgiveness to the captives.

Tom Thatcher, “Remembering Jesus:
John's Negative Christology™

Tom Thatcher interacts with current Johannine scholarship that has grap-
pled with the complicated history of the development of Johannine litera-
ture, particularly the Gospel, and the Christology that it advances.* “John's
Christology,” we are told, “is a formula that makes it possible for Christians
to construct memories of Jesus under the guidance of the Holy Spirit.™
Dr. Thatcher focuses on two “themes,” or what may be better termed
strategies: (1) the evangelist’s “ability to generate images of Christ that op-

23, At many points Thatcher’s approach to the Johannine literature is innovative.
Readers may wish to consult his The Riddle of Jesus in John: A Study in Tradition and Feiklore
(SBLMS s3; Atlanta: Sodety of Biblical Literature, 2000); and his contributions to R T.
Formna and T. Thaccher, fesis e fohiennine Tradition (Louisville: Westminster John Enox,
2004,

z4. Tom Thatcher, “Hemembering Jesus: John's Negative Christology” 175
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pose Jewish claims,” particularly with regard to Moses; and (2) the evange-
list's “ability to generate memories that oppose the Antichrists’ claims.”®
Concerning the first theme, Thatcher reviews in what ways the
fourth evangelist portrays Jesus as superior to Moses, He is 50 “in every
conceivable way, doing everything that Moses did and a great many things
that Moses could never hope to do"*® Thatcher mentions the Jewish teach-
ers’ self-designation: “we are disciples of Moses” (cf. John 9:28). This rele-
vant observation opens up some interesting possibilities that Thatcher
could pursue further. For example, he could delineate some of the numer-
ous parallels with targumic and midrashic traditions, traditions generated
by the “disciples of Maoses,"® that is, the early rabbis and interpreters of
Scripture in the synagogue.*® These parallels are part of the evangelist’'s
strategy; to find the common ground and, in effect, to prove that he is a
better “disciple of Moses” than the unbelieving Jewish teachers of his time,
Concerning the second theme, Thatcher examines in what ways the
evangelist counters those whose exalted Christology denies the reality of
the humanity and incarnation of Jesus, along with his pre-Easter teaching.
They deny Jesus’ humanity and earthly ministry, they believe, by warrant
of the Holy Spirit. Because they deny the earthly teaching of Jesus, these
false teachers, who at one time would have been viewed by the evangelist as
Christians, are designated “Antichrists.” The elitism and divisiveness of
these Antichrists stand in tension with the command to love one another,
Thatcher has again touched on a very interesting and potentially very
enlightening theme. One may wonder if the Johannine author’s reference to
his opponents as “antichrists” (antichristor} in 1 John 2118 correlates to his
assurance in 1 John 2:27 that true believers are to have God’s "anointing”™
{chrissmna), which teaches them everything. In essence, the Johannine writer
proposes a scenario in which warfare occurs between false christs {i.e., the
"antichrists™) and the true christs {i.e., the Johannine Christians who have
received the divine anointing). The Johannine believers have received the
anointing {or spirit) promised them by Jesus (as in the fourth Gospel’s
upper-room discourse in John 14-16) and therefore know the truth, a truth

25. Thatcher, “Remembering Jesus: John's Negative Christology” 177

26. Thatcher, “Remembering lesus: John's Negative Christology,” 183,

27. For example, see b Yome 4a, where in the futuee, when the temple is rebuilt and
sacrifice is restored, two “disciples of Moses” will train the new high priest,

28, See the survey in C. A, Bvans, Word and Glory: On the Exegetical and Theological
Background of John's Prologue (JSNTSup Bo; Sheftield: J5OT, 1093) 151-63.

245



CRAIG A. EVANS

that is now assailed by false christs or falsely anointed ones. Dr. Thatcher
does not pursue this line of interpretation, but it seems to me that it could
shed light on aspects of his assessment of the Johannine opponents,

5. A. Cummins, “Dvivine Life and Corporate Christology:
God, Messiah Jesus, and the Covenant Community in Paul”

Dy, Cummins divides his paper into three principal parts, each consisting
of clearly delineated questions that take us right to the heart of the matter.
In the first two parts he investigates Paul’s faith before conversion and his
faith after conversion. He rightly interprets 2 Cor 516 ("even though we
once regarded Christ from a human point of view, we regard him thus no
longer™} as meaning that Paul’s understanding of the Messiah has
changed, not that the pre-Easter Jesus is of no interest.

It is clear that Paul’s understanding of the Messiah changed with his
conversion. But how did his understanding of monaotheism change (as-
suming that it did)? That is a question that [ would like Dr. Cummins to
address more directly. Did God’s revealing of his Son to Paul lead Paul to
revise his understanding of the Godhead? Did it set him on a path leading
to trinitarian theology? These are not easy questions, I realize, but I would
like to hear more.®® I wonder if Judaism’s strict monotheism, which ex-
cludes hypostases, for example, is a reaction against Christianity? One
thinks of the polemical interpretation of Isa 44:6 ("I am the first and I am
the last; besides me there is no god”), which is applied against the Chris-
tian doctrine of the divinity of Jesus (cf. Mek. on Exod 20:2 [ Bahodesh $5);
Song Rab. 129 §9). How would Philo have fared, had he spoken of the Logos
as the second God (theos* in the second or third century, instead of the
early, pre-Christian first century?

29, That is, more then what is stated on pp. 197-08 of 5. A, Cumniming, “Divine Life
and Corporate Christology: God, Messiah Jesus, and the Covenant Community in Faul.” For
a recent attempt to identify trinitarian elements in Paul’s letters, see G D). Fee, "Paul and the
Trinity: The Experience of Christ and the Spirit of Paul's Understanding of God,” in The
Trinity: An Interdisciphinary Symposiion en the Trinity (ed. 5. T, Davis, I, Kendall, and G, E
O'Callins, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999) 49-72.

30. "For nothing moral can be made in the likeness of the most high One and Father
of the universe, but [only] in that of the Second God, who is his Logos”™ { Quaest, in Gen, 2.62
[on Gen g6l of, Fug. 101; Migr, Abr, 174; Op. Mund, 20).
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The third part of the paper speaks to Paul’s ideas of monotheism,
Messiah Jesus, and the eschatological people of God. Much of the discus-
sion here focuses on the question of faith, works of the law, and {fellowship
(involving Jews and Gentiles). In Messiah Jesus the barriers that divided
Jews from non-Jews are broken down. Non-Jews todav are scarcely able to
appreciate the dilemma that Paul and other Jewish believers in Jesus faced.
The idea that the Law of Moses no longer had to be scrupulously observed
was very difficult. Dr. Cummins explores this complicated problem, sug-
gesting solutions along the way: the fulfillment of the Law in Jesus conveys
fulfillment to the believer; believers are therefore excluded from divine
condemnation.?!

Cynthia Long Westfall, “Messianic Themes of Temple,
Enthronement, and Victory in Hebrews and the General Epistles™

Cynthia Westfall wraps up our conference with an assessment of the mes-
sianic themes in Hebrews and the General Epistles. She examines the re-
spective contexts of these writings and what bearing they may have on
their messianic ideas, the occurrences of “Christ” in the fespective writ-
ings, and the respective “authors’ use of messianic scenarios.”*?

She then works her way systematically through Hebrews, James, 1-
2 Peter, Jude, and 1-3 John. She finds a variety of approaches and emphases,
and she calls attention to the messianic/christological innovations in He-
brews. If nothing else, Westfall's assignment illustrates the diversity of the
writings of the New Testament and their respective strategies in formulat-
ing Christology, Christology not apparently restricted to what was avail-
able in contemporary Jewish messianic ideas and hopes.

The adoption of priestly scenarios in Hebrews is intelligible when it
is rermembered that most references to the “ancinted” one in the Penta-
teuch are in fact to priests, usually the high priest. Once the identification
of Jesus as “anointed” took hold — and indeed, became ubiquitous among
his first followers — informing this designation with data under this head-

11, See Cummins, “I¥vine Life and Caorporate Christology,” 207-8. [ would like Dr.
Cummins to probe the contribution that Bowm 10:4 could make to his insightful thesis: “For
Christ is the end [ telss] of the Law, in righteousness for everyonc wha hes faith?

32. Cynthia Long Westfall, "Messianic Themes of Temple, Enthronemment, and Vig-
tory in Hebrews and the General Epistles” 213,
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ing was a natural consequence. Westfall's suggestions are consistent with
this approach.

In 1 Peter, Dr. Westfall underscores enthronement, new birth, and the
Christian community as a spiritual building, all of which are evocative im-
ages. = Peter is distinctive for recalling the story of the Transfiguration
{Mark g:2-8 and parallels). First John is distinctive for describing the be-
liever, and not just Jesus, as "anointed.” Thus we have “christs” in the plural,
the possible significance of which was probed above in connection with
Tom Thatcher's paper. Here it might be added that the Johannine writer has
introduced an innovative element into the more familiar eschatological sce-
nario in which the fearful antichrist figure was expected soon to arise.
Westfall rightly concludes with the suggestion that the christological contri-
butions of the General Epistles have been underappreciated in much of pre-
vious scholarship.

Westlall's perspective coheres with recent, encouraging develop-
ments in scholarly investigations into Judaic Christianity, as preserved
largely in the General Epistles (James and Hebrews paramount among
thern) and in the briel quotations of early church fathers. As work in Ju-
daic Christianity continues,® the neglect that Westfall decries will, we all
hope, be addressed.

In concluding my response, I wish to express my gratitude to Professors
Stanley Porter and Mark Boda for convening a superb conference. Thanks
also go to the contributors, who enriched participants and audience alike

with fresh and insightful studies.

13- One should consult the probing studies of Richard Bauckham, Broce Chilten, Pe-
ter Dlavids, John Painter, Wiard Poplkes, and Robert Wall, among others, For recent collabo-
rative efforts, see B. Chilton and C. A. Evans, eds., fames the just and Christian Origing
(MovSup of; Leiden: Brill, wggo); B, Chilton and ). Meusner, eds., The Brother of Jesus: Jomes
the feest ondd Flis Mission {Louisville; Westminster Jobn Know, 200} and B, Chilton and . 4,
Evans, eds., The Missions of farnes, Peter, and Paul: Tensions in Barly Christianity (NovTSup
13 Leiden: Brill, zo04).
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