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The claim that the events of Jesus’ life, death, and resurrection took place “according to the Scriptures” stands at the heart of the New Testament’s message. All four canonical Gospels declare that the Torah and the Prophets and the Psalms mysteriously prefigure Jesus, The author of the Fourth Gospel states this claim succinctly: in his narrative, Jesus declares, “If you believed Moses, you would believe me, for he wrote about me” (John 5:46). Yet modem historical criticism characteristically judges that the New Testament’s Christological readings of Israel’s Scripture misrepresent the original sense of the texts; this judgment forces fundamental questions to be asked: Why do the Gospel writers read the Scriptures in such surprising ways? Are their readings intelligible as coherent or persuasive interpretations of the Scriptures? Does Christian faith require the illegitimate theft of someone else s sacred texts?
Echoes of Scripture in the Gospels answers these questions. Richard B. Hays chronicles the dramatically different ways the four Gospel writers interpreted Israel’s Scripture and reveals that their readings were as complementary as they were faithful. In this long-awaited sequel to his Echoes of Scripture in the Letters of Paul, Hays highlights the theological consequences of the Gospel writers’ distinctive hermeneutical approaches and asks what it might mean for contemporary readers to attempt to read Scripture through the eyes of the Evangelists. In particular, Hays carefully describes the Evangelists’ practice of figural reading— an imaginative and retrospective move that creates narrative continuity and wholeness. He shows how each Gospel artfully uses scriptural echoes to re-narrate Israel’s story, to assert that Jesus is the embodiment of Israel’s God, and to prod the church in its vocation to engage the pagan world.
Hays shows how the Evangelists summon readers to a conversion of their imagination. The Evangelists’ use of scriptural echo beckons readers to believe the extraordinary: that Jesus was Israel’s Messiah, that Jesus is Israel’s God, and that contemporary believers are still on mission. Tie Evangelists, according to Hays, are training our scriptural senses, calling readers to be better scriptural people by being better scriptural poets.
RICHARD B. HAYS, George Washington Ivey Professor of New Testament at Duke Divinity School, is internationally recognized for his work on the letters of Paul and on New Testament ethics. His scholarship has bridged the disciplines of biblical criticism and literary studies, exploring the innovative ways in which early Christian writers interpreted Israel’s Scripture. His works include Echoes of Scripture in the Letters of Paul (Yale University Press, 1989), Ће Conversion of the Imagination: Paul as Interpreter of Israel’s Scripture (Eerdmans, 2005), and Reading Backwards: Figural Christology and the Fourfold Gospel Witness (Baylor University Press, 2014).


“A real masterwork from one of the most creative of contemporary New Testament scholars, Anyone who feels nervous about exploring a fully theological reading of the Gospels will take heart from this comprehensive, sophisticated, and profoundly nourishing account of how the Gospels themselves use Scripture theologically and invite us to do the same.”
—Rowan Williams, Master, Magdalene College, University of Cambridge
“In Echoes of Scripture in the Gospels, Richard Hays reads the four Gospels with an acuity of perception that is unmatched. His attention to scriptural subtexts allows each of the evangelists’ visions to emerge from behind centuries’ worth of obscuring and false assumptions, and to seize one’s imagination afresh. Hays’ prose is elegant and his arguments are utterly persuasive. Are we really prepared to hear the evangelists speak with this kind of clarity and power?”
—Susan Garrett, Dean and Professor of New Testament, Louisville Presbyterian Theological Seminary
“Richard Hays has written another wonderful book. Exhibiting the extraordinary literary sensitivity and erudition of his Echoes of Scripture in the Letters of Pauly Hays produces here an even more important argument than in that previous, now-classic work. By tracing carefully the underpinnings of Hebrew biblical allusions in the Gospels, Hays shows how tightly these works are bound up with Israel, the God of Israel, and the Scripture of Israel. The theological implications of this work are astounding.* Hays expresses it all in clear and limpid prose that makes the exegesis and the stakes clear as a bell.”
—Daniel Boyarin, author of The Jewish Gospels: The Story of the Jewish Christ (2012), University of California, Berkeley
“This exceptional book combines thoroughness and elegance in equal measure, and also conjoins scholarly rigor with bold Christian conviction in its conclusions. Richard Hays has produced here a gripping account of the diverse approaches of the Evangelists to the Old Testament, and it is a volume to which I can confidently predict I will return again and again.”
—Simon Gathercole, Reader in New Testament Studies and Fellow, Fitzwilliam College, University of Cambridge
“Roughly a quarter of a century after his groundbreaking monograph Echoes of Scripture in the Letters of Paul, Richard Hays stimulates the ongoing discussion of intertextuality in New Testament writings with an impressive analysis of Scripture’s polyphonic resonance in the four canonical stories of Jesus and how these intertextual semantic effects contribute substantially to the meaning and rhetorical cogency of the narratives. Richard Hays’ ability to survey broad fields of knowledge and to synthesize complex textual phenomena makes Echoes of Scripture in the Gospels essential reading for everyone who is interested in the relevance of Scripture for understanding New Testament texts.”
—Matthias Konradt, Lehrstuhl fiir Neutestamentliche Theologie, Theologische Fakultat, Universitat Heidelberg
“Every time Richard Hays has written a major book, he has opened our eyes to previously unimagined possibilities. This new book will do that too, only this time the view is an even more breathtaking invitation to fresh exegesis and theology. Echoes of Scripture in the Gospels challenges us to think differently about the way we read each of the four gospels—and therefore, by implication, about the traditions and early communities that stand behind them, and ultimately the elusive but powerful figure of the master exegete whose scripture-laden story these documents are telling.”
. —N. T. Wright, Research Professor of New Testament and Early Christianity, University of St Andrews
“In this stimulating volume, Hays aims at a conversion of our imagination. By thoroughly discussing how the four Gospels adopt Scripture and create their stories of Jesus by use of numerous Scriptural echoes, Hays lays the foundations for a biblical theology of the Four Gospels ”
—Jorg Frey, Chair of New Testament Studies, University of Zurich
“Richard Hays’ Echoes of Scripture in the Gospels allows us to hear a rich chorus of voices in Scripture long silent. Like his Echoes in the Letters of Paul, Hays has performed nothing less than a Copemican revolution in turning the whole discipline of literary parallels and influences upon an author ‘inside out’: instead of New Testament authors like Mark or Matthew reaching back to pluck some citation to fit their need in presenting the gospel, Hays demonstrates that it was Scripture itself pressing and prodding and pushing its way into the formative thoughts and sermons and teachings about Jesus. Instead of a monotone word of the Evangelists’ redaction, now suddenly a
mixed chorale of melodies, a heavenly polyphony of scriptural songs burst through brightly, brilliantly to illuminate the ‘good news' of God’s reign. In Hays’ Echoes of Scripture in the Gospels, God is anything but silent.”
—David P. Moessner, A. A. Bradford Chair and Professor of Religion,
Texas Christian University
“A masterful achievement by a great scholar at the peak of his powers, Echoes of Scripture in the Gospels is a book that I expect to be revisiting for the rest of my life. Richard Hays traces with both depth and clarity the diverse uses the Evangelists make of the Hebrew Scriptures. His conclusion draws its title from the Emmaus Road story: ‘Did not our hearts bum within us?’ Indeed they did, and do.”
—Alan Jacobs, Distinguished Professor of Humanities in the Honors Program, Baylor University

For Judy,
my true companion.
is the day that the Lord has made; let us rejoice and he glad in it.
Psalm 118:24


xii	Contents

xii	Contents


XI

308

308

[bookmark: bookmark0]Contents
Prefacexv
i

Introduction
Figural Interpretation of Israel's Scripture
THE EVANGELISTS AS READERS
OF ISRAELS SCRIPTURE
i
The Gospel of Mark
Herald of Mystery
	§1
	“Take heed what you hear” Mark as Interpreter of Scripture
	15

	§2
	Apocalyptic Judgment and Expectancy Israel's Story in Mark's Narrative
	16

	§3
	Jesus as the Crucified Messiah
	44

	§4
	Watchful Endurance
The Church's Suffering in Mark's Narrative
	87

	§5
	“Hidden in order to be revealed” Mark's Scriptural Hermeneutics
	97




2
The Gospel of Matthew
Torah Transfigured
	§6
	The Law and the Prophets Fulfilled Matthew as Interpreter of Scripture
	105

	§7
	The End of Exile
Israel's Story in Matthew's Narrative
	109

	§8
	Jesus as Emmanuel
	139

	§9
	Making Disciples of All Nations
The Church's Mission in Matthew's Narrative
	175

	§10
	The Transfiguration of Torah Matthew's Scriptural Hermeneutics
	186




3
The Gospel of Luke
The Liberation of Israel
	§n
	Continuing the Scriptural Story Luke as Interpreter of Scripture
	191

	§12
	The Promise of Israel’s Liberation Israel's Story in Luke's Narrative
	195

	§13
	Jesus as the Redeemer of Israel
	221

	§14
	Light to the Nations
The Church's Witness in Luke's Narrative
	264

	§i5
	Opened Eyes and Minds Luke's Scriptural Hermeneutics   275
	




4
The Gospel of John
The Temple of His Body
§16 “Come and see”
John as Interpreter of Scripture	281
§17 “Salvation is from the Jews”
Israel's Story in John's Narrative	288
§i8 Jesus as the Temple

§19 The Vine and the Branches	336
The Church's Oneness in John's Narrative
§20 The Figural Web	343
John's Scriptural Hermeneutics
Conclusion	347
Did Not Our Hearts Bum within Us?
Notes	367
Bibliography	443
Index of Scripture and Ancient Sources	471



Index of Names	497

xv

xv

Preface
T
he unusual circumstances under which this book has been brought to publication obligate me to offer the reader a few words of explanation. And the extraordinary help 1 have received in completing the manuscript also calls for much more than the conventional expressions of thanks. To explain what I mean, a brief autobiographical narrative is necessary.
For the first twenty years of my academic career, I focused my attention chiefly on the theology of Paul the Apostle. Among the topics I explored was Paul’s subtle and many-faceted engagement with Israel’s Scripture. My studies of this question eventually resulted in two books: Echoes of Scripture in the Letters of Paul (1989) and The Conversion of the Imagination (published in 2005, but incorporating chiefly essays originally written before 2000). Starting during a sabbatical leave in 2001- 2002,1 began to think about how the hermeneutical observations I had made about Paul might open up fruitful lines of inquiry about the Gospels. Of course, the secondary literature on the Gospels is vast, and in order to move seriously into this field of study, I had a lot of homework to do. And so, during the years from 2001 to 2008,1 began to focus my research and teaching on the canonical Gospels, and I turned out a few articles that offered preliminary probes into the question of how the four Evangelists interpreted Scripture.








It was during another sabbatical leave year in 2008-2009 that I began in earnest the work of writing the present book. I spent the first part of that sabbatical in Cambridge, where I was in residence as a Visiting Fellow at Clare Hall and enjoyed the use of the Tyndale House library; the latter part of the sabbatical was spent at the Center of Theological Inquiry in Princeton. By the end of that year, I had completed rough drafts of the major chapters on the three Synoptic Gospels and had begun work on John.
After I returned home to Duke, my progress on the book was brought nearly to a standstill early in 2010, when I was unexpectedly asked to step into the position of Dean of the Divinity School. From 2010 until the summer of 2015, my time was chiefly devoted to the multiple administrative responsibilities of the deanship, and the unfinished book manuscript languished most of the time in my file cabinet. I was able to do a little polishing occasionally, but little more.
There was a significant step forward, however, when I was asked to deliver the Hulsean Lectures in Cambridge during 2013—2014. For the meat of those lectures, I excerpted some bits of my much larger unfinished manuscript, focusing particularly on the question of “divine identity Christology” in the Gospels. These lectures afforded me the opportunity to sharpen my arguments and to write introductory and concluding lectures to frame the project. In light of the enthusiastic reception of the lectures*—and the strong encouragement of my wife Judy, who urged me to go ahead and publish the lectures for the benefit of the church—I decided to shape the Hulseans into a little book, which appeared in 2014 as Reading Backwards: Figural Christology and the Fourfold Gospel Witness. Dr. Carey Newman of Baylor University Press played a key role in supporting the project and facilitating its publication.
In the spring of 2015,1 announced my intention to conclude my term as Dean in the summer of 2016, hoping and intending to take another sabbatical in 2016-2017 to finish up work on the long-delayed book. But just a few months later, unforeseen circumstances intervened. In July 2015 I was suddenly diagnosed with pancreatic cancer. In light of this shattering diagnosis, I stepped down from the deanship immediately and went on medical leave. As I write these words in early October 2015, I have been through two months of chemotherapy and radiation treatments, and it is still unknown whether the treatments will have been sufficiently effective to make it possible for me to undergo surgery. If so, my prognosis will be uncertain. If not, my life expectancy will be short.
The awkward task of relating this personal background story is necessary in order for me to explain the remarkable events of the past two months. The prospect of impending death has the effect, as Samuel Johnson famously remarked, of concentrating the mind wonderfully. (I believe Johnson was referring to someone who was going to be hanged, but the point is pertinent nonetheless.) In addition to setting personal affairs in order and devoting all possible time to my family, the one large outstanding academic task for me in this moment of crisis was to attempt if possible to finish “The Book.” In the midst of our personal grappling with anticipatory grief, Judy urged that we invite Carey Newman to come for a visit to discuss what could be done. And so in August, Carey came to spend a couple of days with us in Durham for brainstorming and strategizing.
The outcome of those conversations was an urgent and ambitious plan for completing the work and setting the book on a fast track to publication. We agreed that while I was finishing my chemo and radiation treatments, I would plunge into the task of finishing the John chapter, which was less than half written, and composing the introduction and conclusion. Carey then recruited a team of four of my friends and colleagues who graciously agreed to work on completing, updating, and fine-tuning the footnotes for my drafts of each of the four Gospel chapters. (I will name and thank each of them below.) They turned this work around in an astonishingly short time. Carey himself took up the task of what he described as “light copyediting” and handed the manuscript off to his editorial staff at Baylor, who started producing page proofs in a matter of days and sending them back, chapter by chapter, for me to read even before I had finished my own work on the introduction and conclusion. The astonishing result is that within less than two months, the substantive content of the book is finished. The arduous tasks of extracting a bibliography from the book’s footnotes, compiling indices, final proofreading, and production are all being undertaken by the staff at Baylor.
Readers of this book are entitled to some account of how its content is related to the content of Reading Backwards. As I have explained, the Hulsean Lectures were in large part extracted from the larger unfinished manuscript. Consequently, it would be misleading to think of the present book as an expansion or development of Reading Backwards. The situation is, rather, the reverse: Echoes of Scripture in the Gospels is the parent or precursor work. Consequently, readers already familiar with Reading Backwards will find that Echoes of Scripture in the Gospels includes extended chunks of material that are substantially identical with, though

in some cases slightly revised from, parts of the previously published work, I would estimate that about a quarter of the content of the present book was included in the Hulseans and/or first published in Reading Backwards. But here those chunks of material are set into the context of a wider examination of the Evangelists’ reading of Israel’s Scripture. The focus of Echoes of Scripture in the Gospels is not limited exclusively to the question of divine identity Christology; instead, this book seeks to shed light on the whole range of scriptural interpretation and hermeneutics in each of the four Gospels.
Inevitably, the rapid production of this book has some disadvantages. Careful readers may find a few places in which there is some redundancy, places where I have adduced the same evidence or explained the same phenomenon more than once. Given world enough and time, I would have subjected the text to more careful scrutiny to iron out such repetitions. Perhaps in a book this long, however, the occasional bit of repetition might prove more helpful than unhelpful. Likewise, if it had been possible for me to devote a year, rather than just a few weeks, to completing the writing of the book, I would have developed a much fuller theoretical account of my methodology. I would have engaged in more extended critical discussion with other studies of intertexuality and figural exegesis. But perhaps it is a mercy to the reader not to be subjected to too many pages of secondary theoretical discourse. The thing that matters in the end is the actual reading and interpretation of the primary texts. That is where my interpretations will stand or fall.
As in Reading Backwards, I want to acknowledge several journals and publishers for permission to reproduce and/or adapt material from some of my earlier published attempts to explore aspects of the Evangelists’ use of Israel’s Scripture. I would like to thank the journal Pro Ecclesia for permission to include and adapt some material that originally appeared in my essay “Can the Gospels Teach Us to Read the Old Testament?” Pro Ecclesia n (2002): 402-18. Likewise, I offer thanks to Cambridge University Press for permission to incorporate some material from my article “The Canonical Matrix of the Gospels,” in The Cambridge Companion to the Gospels (ed. Stephen C. Barton; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2006), 53—75. Portions of my Matthew chapter were adapted from my article in the South African journal HTS Teologiese Studies/lheological Studies: “The Gospel of Matthew: Reconfigured Torah,” HTS Theological Studies 61, nos. 1—2 (2005): 165—90. My chapter on the Gospel of Luke has adapted a few paragraphs from my essay “Reading the Bible with Eyes of Faith: The Practice of Theological 

Exegesis,” Journal of Theological Interpretation i (2007): 5-21. And my John chapter has adapted short passages from my essay “The Materiality of John’s Symbolic World,” in Preaching John's Gospel: The World It Imagines (ed. David Fleer and David Bland; St. Louis: Chalice, 2008), 5-12. I have also drawn from “Reading Scripture in Light of the Resurrection,” in 7he Art of Reading Scripture (ed. Ellen F. Davis and Richard B. Hays; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2003), 216-38; “The Liberation of Israel in Luke-Acts: Intertextual Narration as Countercultural Practice,” in Reading the Bible Intertextually (ed. Richard B. Hays, Stefan Alkier, and Leroy A. Huizenga; Waco, Tex.: Baylor University Press, 2009), 101— 17; “Intertextuality, Narrative, and the Problem of Unity of the Biblical Canon,” in Kanon und Intertextualitat (ed. Stefan Alkier and Richard B. Hays; Kleine Schriften des Fachbereichs Evangelische Theologie der Goethe-Universitat Frankfurt/Main, Band 1; Frankfurt am Main: Otto Lembeck, 2010), 53—70; “Tie Future of Scripture,” Wesleyan Theological Journal 46 (2011): 24-38.
The important task that remains For me in this preface is to extend my deepest thanks to those who have contributed to bringing my work to fruition in this book. In the preface of Reading Backwards, I compiled a lengthy list of acknowledgments, both indicating my intellectual debts to other scholars and expressing thanks to many persons and institutions that had helped and encouraged me in one way or another in the thinking-through and writing of that book. I will not repeat that lengthy roll call here, but I draw the reader’s attention to it, because all those intellectual debts and words of thanks remain no less significant with regard to the development of this larger book. Here, however, I simply want to offer thanks to a short list of people without whom Echoes of Scripture in the Gospels could never have come to completion in such a remarkably short time.
First of all? Carey Newman: conversation partner, visionary, impresario, cheerleader, captain of a team of “special forces” that has accomplished a feat I would have thought impossible within the time frame. I can say unequivocally that without Carey’s encouragement and organizational skill, this book would still be sitting sadly in my file drawer as an unrealized dream.
Second, my gratitude goes to all of the staff at Baylor University Press who seemingly waved a magic wand to turn my detailed manuscript into page proofs with breathtaking speed. Diane Smith, the Director of Production and Design at the Press, was the chief magician who conjured the book into existence, but many others there—especially
Jenny Hunt and Cade Jarrell—performed Herculean service behind the scenes to help the finished book appear in the blink of an eye.
Third, my research assistant Chris Blumhofer played a crucial role in tracking down material I needed, proofreading all the Greek and Hebrew in the book and converting it into the right set of fonts for the press, catching a number of errors in the text, and handling numerous liaison duties with the press.
Fourth: words fail me to express the depth of my gratitude to the four friends who accepted the thankless task of filling in gaps in my endnotes. Many of the notes in the Synoptic Gospels chapters were already complete and fully documented in my manuscript, and most of the notes with lengthy comments and references to primary biblical texts are entirely my work. But in many more places I had written placeholder notes to myself saying something like “See what Luz says about this” or “Wright, NT and the People of God—find reference ” And in still other places, I had not incorporated references to important secondary literature, especially literature that appeared after 2009. And so Carey Newman very quickly mobilized a team of four colleagues to bring the notes up to date and up to snuff for publication. They did so skillfully and speedily, making substantive contributions to the book’s engagement with other relevant scholarship. I therefore want to acknowledge that the documentation found in the endnotes is truly the result of a collaborative effort. Each of the contributors to this team effort receives my profound gratitude for undertaking this work. Here are the members of the team:
Notes on the Gospel of Mark: Dr. David Moffitt, the University of St Andrews, Scotland
Notes on the Gospel of Matthew: Dr. Joshua Leim, Whitworth College
Notes on the Gospel of Luke: Prof. C. Kavin Rowe, Duke Divinity School
Notes on the Gospel of John: Prof. Marianne Meye Thompson, Fuller Theological Seminary
David, Josh, and Kavin all did their doctoral studies in New Testament here at Duke during my time on the faculty. I am now glad to count all three of them as colleagues and friends. And Marianne is a long-time friend and fellow-worker in the vineyard of New Testament studies. Her work calls for special recognition, because the documentation in my chapter on John was much thinner than in the Synoptic Gospels chapters. Having just completed her commentary on John for the New Testament Library series (Westminster John Knox), she volunteered her services to help with the notes on John. Her comprehensive knowledge of the literature has made the documentation for that chapter far more complete and useful to readers than it would have been had I been left to my own limited devices and limited time. In a very real sense, then, this book is not just mine; it is the product of a community of friends and scholars called to a common task.
Through all of this process, my wife, Judy, has played an indispensable role. She has consulted closely with Carey and me about the design of the cover and the interior look and layout of the book. She has continued to ask me probing questions about my arguments, and she has encouraged me in my dark moments of doubt about whether I could finish this work. She has continued to sacrifice her own priorities and desires for precious time together while I labored at my desk. Only she understands the persistent sense of vocation that has driven my academic work over the years. And only I have some inkling of what that vocation has cost her, and cost us both. Judy has been my true companion through our daily walk of putting one foot in front of the other, often reminding me that we should make each day shine, for “This is the day that the Lord has made; let us rejoice and be glad in it.” This word laid upon her heart comes from Psalm III, a psalm that prefigures resurrection. For all these reasons and a thousand more, this book is dedicated to her, in hope.
Richard B. Hays Durham, North Carolina 7 October 2015

Introduction
Figural Interpretation of Israel's Scripture
Reading Scripture through the eyes of the Evangelists?
When Martin Luther published his German translation of the Pentateuch in 1523, he composed a preface explaining why his German readers should value the Old Testament. Presumably then, as now, there was some tendency in the churches to denigrate or disregard Israel’s Scripture in favor of the allegedly more pure and spiritual New Testament. Here is what Luther wrote:



There are some who have little regard for the Old Testament. They think of it as a book that was given to the Jewish people only and is now out of date, containing only stories of past times.... But Christ says in John 5, “Search the Scriptures, for it js they that bear witness to me.” ... [T]he Scriptures of the Old Testament are not to be despised but diligently read.,.. Therefore dismiss your own opinions and feelings and think of the Scriptures as the loftiest and noblest of holy things, as the richest of mines which can never be sufficiently explored, in order that you may find that divine wisdom which God here lays before you in such simple guise as to quench all pride. Here you will find the swaddling cloths and the manger in which Christ lies..., Simple and lowly are these swaddling cloths, but dear is the treasure, Christ, who lies in them.1
56

167

“The manger in which Christ lies”; it is a striking image, a vivid trope of the sort that Luther relished. What is Luther doing here? He is reading the Lukan birth story figurally employing the manger as a metaphor for the manner in which the Old Testament contains Jesus Christ Just as Jesus was wrapped in humble swaddling cloths in the manger, so too is he wrapped in the swaddling cloths of the Law, the Prophets, and the Writings.
We might put it this way: Luther is reading the New Testament figurally in order to proclaim the legitimacy of a figural reading of the Old. Only if we frame the question this way, only if we embrace figural interpretation, can we make sense of the Gospel of John’s assertion that the Scriptures bear witness to Jesus Christ. He is the treasure who lies metaphorically wrapped in the folds of the Old Testament. But if he is wrapped, that suggests he is not only contained but also partly concealed within the manger. The interpreter of Christian Scripture must first enter the humble surroundings of the stable, as did the shepherds in Bethlehem, and then “search the Scriptures” by reading backwards to unwind the swaddling cloths and to disclose the Christ who lies there.
All four of the four canonical Evangelists, in interestingly distinct ways, embody and enact the sort of figural christological reading that Luther commends. Indeed, it would seem that Luther learned this hermeneutical strategy precisely from the Evangelists; he dares to proclaim that the Old Testament is “the manger in which Christ lies” precisely because Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John have taught him to read Scripture metaphorically.
But what is meant by “figural interpretation”? Here is Erich Auerbach’s classic definition:
Figural interpretation establishes a connection between two events or persons in such a way that the first signifies not only itself but also the second, while the second involves or fulfills the first. The two poles of a figure are separated in time, but both, being real events or persons, are within temporality. They are both contained in the flowing stream which is historical life, and only the comprehension, the intellectus spiritualise of their interdependence is a spiritual act.2
There is consequently a significant difference between prediction and prefiguration. Figural reading of the Bible need not presume that the Old Testament authors—or the characters they narrate—were conscious of predicting or anticipating Christ. Rather, the discernment of a figural  
correspondence is necessarily retrospective rather than prospective.3 The act of retrospective recognition is the intellectus sfiritualis. Because the two poles of a figure are events within “the flowing stream” of time, the correspondence can be discerned only after the second event has occurred and imparted a new pattern of significance to the first. But once the pattern of correspondence has been grasped, the semantic force of the figure flows both ways, as the second event receives deeper significance from the first.4 For that reason, a hermeneutical strategy that relies on figural interpretation of the Bible creates deep theological coherence within the biblical narrative; it “sets forth the unity of the canon as a single cumulative and complex pattern of meaning.”5
This sort of figural reading—proclaiming that the events of Jesus’ life, death, and resurrection took place “according to the Scriptures”— stands at the heart of the New Testament’s message. All four canonical Gospels declare that the Torah and the Prophets and the Psalms mysteriously prefigure Jesus. The author of the Fourth Gospel puts the claim succinctly: in the same passage in John 5 to which Luther pointed, Jesus declares, “If you believed Moses, you would believe me, for he wrote about me” (John 5:46).
But, of course, this kind of reading has been distinctly out of fashion since the advent of modern historical criticism. Indeed, one reason for modernity’s incredulity toward the Christian faith is the charge that Christian proclamation rests on twisted and tendentious misreadings of the Hebrew Scriptures. Historical criticism, of the sort commonly practiced in the academic guild for the past two centuries, characteristically judges that the New Testament’s christological readings of Israel’s Scripture are simply a big mistake: they twist and misrepresent the original sense of the texts.
To cite a single example, consider the following quotation from the distinguished German New Testament scholar Udo Schnelle, in his Theology of the New Testament. “A ‘biblical theology’ is not possible because: (1) the Old Testament is silent about Jesus Christ, [and] (2) the resurrection from the dead of one who was crucified cannot be integrated into any ancient system of meaning formation.”6 Notice that both of these reasons adduced by Schnelle for the impossibility of a biblical theology directly contradict the explicit testimony of the New Testament writers themselves. They emphatically do not think the Old Testament is silent about Jesus Christ, and they assert that the resurrection of Jesus from the dead actually provides the hermeneutical clue that decisively integrates Israel’s entire “system of meaning formation.”7 It is a particularly poignant 

irony that Schnelle holds the chair as Professor of New Testament at the University of Halle-Wittenberg: the geographical proximity of Professor Schnelle to Luther’s home base accentuates the hermeneutical distance traveled by biblical scholarship since the sixteenth century.8
Schnelle’s views are hardly idiosyncratic. His forthright statements simply bring into clear focus a set of issues that require careful attention and theological reflection. The reading strategies of historical criticism— strategies that are themselves historically contingent—have created a cluster of quandaries for Christian theology. Why do the Gospel writers read Scripture in such surprising ways? Does Christian faith require the illegitimate theft of someone else’s sacred texts? The full depth of these problems is too rarely explored in our theology.
In this book, I will propose that the Gospel writers summon us to a conversion of the imagination. We will learn to read Scripture rightly only if our minds and imaginations are opened by seeing the scriptural text—and therefore the world—through the Evangelists’ eyes. In order to explore that hermeneutical possibility, we must give close consideration to the revisionary figural ways that the four Gospel writers actually read Israel’s Scripture. How does each one draw upon the Old Testament to depict the identity of Jesus and to interpret his significance? Are their readings intelligible as coherent or persuasive interpretations of the Scriptures?
Our familiarity with the Gospels may actually blind us to the extraordinary hermeneutical revolution wrought by their performances of scriptural interpretation. In the opening chapter of The Wound of Knowledge, Rowan Williams incisively characterizes that revolution: “Christian faith has its beginnings in an experience of profound contradictoriness, an experience which so questioned the religious categories of its time that the resulting reorganization of religious language was a centuries-long task.”9 The “experience of profound contradictoriness” is, of course, the crucifixion of Jesus as the event that somehow brought God’s salvation to the world: “the paradox of Gods purpose made flesh in a dead and condemned man.”10 Of course, the testimony of the Gospel writers is that the dead and condemned man Jesus was also raised triumphant from the dead. Williams’ formulation, however, highlights the troubling, counterintuitive character of the early Christian proclamation of Jesus’ death as a saving event—as well as the hermeneutical complexity of the community’s efforts to understand that event’s meaning.
The “reorganization of religious language” to which Williams refers is the subsequent process of retrospective reinterpretation of Israel’s traditions

and of the earliest stories about Jesus, in dialogue with one another, and in light of the events of the cross and resurrection. It is, in other words, a process of reading backwards in light of new revelatory events. We see the beginnings of this “reorganization” within the New Testament itself in the New Testament writers’ reinterpretations of Israel’s Scripture.
Even if the Gospel writers were questioning and reorganizing their inherited “religious categories,” there is nonetheless a certain obvious sense in which the Gospels arose out of the religious and cultural matrix of the Old Testament. Jesus and his first followers were Jews whose symbolic world was shaped by Israel’s Scripture: their ways of interpreting the world and their hopes for God’s saying action were fundamentally conditioned by the biblical stories of God’s dealings with the people Israel. Therefore, it is not surprising that as the earliest Christian communities began to tell and retell stories about Jesus, they interpreted his life, death, and resurrection in relation to those biblical stories (i.e., the tracts that Christians later came to call the Old Testament). The authors of our four canonical Gospels were the heirs of this tradition of storytelling, and they shared the early Christian community’s passionate concern—a concern that, as far as we can tell, goes back to Jesus himself—to show that Jesus’ teachings and actions, as well as his violent death and ultimate vindication, constituted the continuation and climax of the ancient biblical story.
Difficulties for contemporary Christian theology, however, arise wherever this acute awareness of narrative continuity with Israel’s Scripture is lost—whether unwittingly forfeited or deliberately rejected. Many Christian congregations today are in fact naively Marcionite in their theology and practice: in their worship services they have no Old Testament reading, or if the Old Testament is read it is rarely preached upon. Judaism is regarded as a legalistic foil from which Jesus has delivered us. I once had a Divinity student say to me in class: “Judaism was a harsh religion that taught people to fear God’s judgment, but Jesus came to teach us to love God with all our heart and soul and strength.” Sadly, this earnest student was completely unaware that the command to love God with all your heart and soul and strength, quoted by Jesus in Mark 12:29-30 and parallels, comes from Deuteronomy 6:5 and that it stands at the heart of daily prayer in the Jewish tradition.
The unconscious Marcionite bias reflected in this student’s words has had a disastrous effect on the theological imagination of many churches, and indeed on certain sectors of New Testament scholarship: everything in the Gospels that looks too much like the Old Testament is screened out as “inauthentic” and theologically dangerous—teachings
about the election of a particular people, the mandate for holiness and purity, the expectation of God’s ultimate judgment of the world. All this is excluded from the authentic red-letter material of what Jesus “really* taught.
This is the sort of thing Dietrich Bonhoeffer had in mind when he wrote, near the end of his life, about the crucial importance of having our lives and our understanding grounded in the Old Testament: “Whoever would too quickly and too directly be and feel in accordance with the New Testament is, in my opinion, no Christian.”11 In Bonhoeffer’s historical setting, he was locked in a life-and-death struggle with a heretical and malevolent “German Christianity” that sought to cut Christianity loose from its Jewish roots. Although in the early twenty-first century we face different cultural and political challenges, the task of maintaining the rootage of Christian faith in the Old Testament is no less urgent. In the spirit of Bonhoeffer’s admonition, this book will seek to trace the ways in which the Gospel writers themselves articulated their message through deep engagement with Israel’s Scripture.
The design of this book: Scope, structure, and method
Anyone who has explored this area of study realizes how impossible is the task of accounting fully for the vast intertextual network of scriptural citations, allusions, and echoes in the four canonical Gospels. Furthermore, the historical and theological issues that ripple outward from such a study are numerous and complex. The reader of this book may therefore be assisted by a few preliminary pointers about what the book will and will not seek to accomplish.
Scope. First of all, this is not a book about “the historical Jesus* or an attempt to reconstruct how Jesus of Nazareth interpreted Scripture or understood his own vocation and identity.12 That sort of reconstructive work is fascinating and perhaps important for some purposes, but it necessarily entails a series of complex hypothetical judgments about facts and events “behind” the Gospel texts and about the processes of evolution and transmission that generated these texts.13 The present book seeks more modestly to study the literary shape and texture of the Gospels that the Evangelists wrote, with attention to their evocations of Israel’s Scripture and with the aim of clearly distinguishing their voices. This project is still very much a historical task, but it entails the description and analysis
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of extant texts rather than conjectural reconstruction of events predating the texts that are our primary sources for knowledge of Jesus.
Second, this is not a book about the social context of the communities that produced\ received\ and transmitted the traditions found in the Gospels\ nor does the book attempt to argue for any particular hypothesis about a scribal school or about the social or geographical location of the authors of the Gospel texts.
Third, this is not a book that seeks to explain how the early Christian communities came to develop their remarkable beliefs about Jesus as the embodiment of the God of Israel. In this way, the present book differs in its aims from other recent studies that have argued—in my judgment, rightly— for a fresh consideration of the development of a "high” Christology at a very early stage of the history of the earliest church.14
Instead, this is a book that offers an account of the narrative representation of Israeli Jesus, and the church in the canonical Gospels, with particular attention to the ways in which the four Evangelists reread Israel's Scripture—as well as the ways in which Israel's Scripture prefigures and illuminates the central character in the Gospel stories. It is in short, an exercise in intertextual close reading. Such a reading may offer fresh perspectives that might prove helpful in exploring the difficult historical questions outlined in the previous paragraphs, but that is not the aim of the present study.
One possible critique of the approach taken in this book might go something like this: Does this approach to the Evangelists as authors engaged in intertextual narration presuppose an anachronistic view of the Gospel writers as creative literary geniuses? Were the Evangelists consciously manipulating snippets of preexisting traditions to craft their own clever imaginative fictions? A concern of this kind was articulated by Markus Bockmuehl in an incisive private communication responding to Some of the ideas found in the present book:
I wonder if there may not be an equally important dynamic whose force operates the other way. It seems both a matter of fact and part of the biblical authors' intent that their engagement with the Old Testament is at least as much a function of the text’s own agency in terms of its (divine) claim and impact on them, rather than merely of their “use” of it. Could one say that that they speak as they do because they are thunderstruck by the pressure that Scripture as a hermeneutical Other exerts on their own view of things? In other words, perhaps what seems to the critic as a device or strategy of manipulation may have seemed to the authors mere faithfulness 

to the divine word*! strong naming of the fresh reality God had worked in their midst,**
I cite Bockmuehl’s cautionary counterpoint chiefly in order to endorse it and to clarify that 1 do not want to be understood as suggesting that the Evangelists were engaged in fanciful Promethean poetic creativity. Indeed, as Bockmuehl proposes, they may indeed have been “thunderstruck” by the paradigm-shattering implications of their fresh encounter with Israel’s Scripture in light of the story of Jesus.
As long ago as my book Echoes of Scripture in the Letters of Paul9 I was fumbling toward articulating something like this by arguing that Paul’s interpretation of the Old Testament was an instance of “dialectical,” rather than “heuristic,” intertextuality:
The difference between these modes of imitation lies in the extent to which the subtext is finally allowed by the poet to retain its own voice, to answer back, to challenge the poet’s own attempt at integration.... [T]he precursor goes on speaking in the derivative text.... Paul’s proclamation needs the blessing of Scripture, and Scripture’s witness ... stands in judgment of all formulations of the gospel. On the other hand, Scripture’s witness gains its eschatological coherence only in light of the gospel.16
Just this same sort of dialectical interaction is hardwired into the practice of figural interpretation that is characteristic of the hermeneutics of the Evangelists. It will be the burden of the present book to illustrate how this dialectic operates in the Gospel narratives.
Another way of putting this point is to say that the Gospel narratives are not simply artful edifying fictions; rather, they are testimony. Our primary task as readers is to listen carefully to the four Evangelists’ acts of narrative witness-bearing and to discern the ways in which their testimony is the product of a catalytic fusion of Israel’s Scripture and the story of Jesus.
Structure. The structural plan of the book is simple. Following this introductory chapter, there will be one chapter on each of the four Gospels, seeking to listen to the distinctive voice of each and delineating the ways in which they draw upon Scripture—both explicitly and implicitly—in their narratives.
Each of these four chapters will have five sections, following the same fivefold heuristic pattern, as follows:
· The Evangelist as interpreter of Israel’s Scripture: overview.
· How does the Evangelist invoke/evoke Scripture to re-narrate Israel’s story?
· How does the Evangelist invoke/evoke Scripture to narrate the identity of Jesus?
· How does the Evangelist invoke/evoke Scripture to narrate the church’s role in relation to the world?
· Summary conclusion: findings about the distinctive scriptural hermeneutics of the Evangelist.
A final chapter will then reflect on the similarities and differences in the Gospels’ hermeneutical approaches to the task of telling the Gospel story. What are the benefits and potential pitfalls of each of the four strategies of narration? What do they share in common, and what tensions might distinguish them? Finally, can we read Israel’s Scripture in the same ways they did? And, if so, what theological consequences might follow?
The decision to treat all four canonical Evangelists together as readers of Scripture requires some comment and justification. It has become a commonplace of Gospel studies in modernity to set the Gospel of John apart as a late text that reflects a more advanced stage of doctrinal development and a “higher” Christology. Because of this critical convention, the question naturally arises whether to focus a study of this kind on the Synoptic Gospels only and to leave John out of the mix, perhaps reserving the Fourth Gospel for a subsequent study. But the more deeply one explores the ways the synoptic Evangelists evoke Israel’s Scripture, the more steadily the recognition grows that their common witness to the latent import of Israel’s Scripture belongs closely together with John’s witness. To be sure, John has his own distinctive narrative idiom and style—as indeed do all four of the Evangelists—but, at the end of day, John joins in chorus with the testimony of Mark, Matthew, and Luke that Jesus was not only the Son of God but actually the embodiment of the divine presence in the world. For that reason, to exclude John from consideration would be to occlude an important aspect of the fourfold Gospel witness and to perpetuate a critical convention that, theologically considered, obscures more than it reveals. The present study, therefore, follows the lead of the early church fathers, Irenaeus above all, in affirming both the legitimacy of figural interpretation of Israel’s Scripture and the complementarity of the four Evangelists. Indeed, these two affirmations are hermeneutically intertwined as one unbreakable cord,


Method. If the structural design of the book is straightforward, its interpretative methodology is only slightly less so. This study presupposes that all four canonical Gospels are deeply embedded in a symbolic world shaped by the Old Testament—or, to put the point in a modern critical idiom, that their “encyclopedia of production” is constituted in large measure by Israel’s Scripture. This does not mean that the symbolic world of Greco-Roman pagan antiquity is insignificant for the Gospels, but that it is secondary; the Evangelists* constructive christological affirmations are derived chiefly from hermeneutical appropriation and transformation of Israel’s sacred texts and traditions. Therefore, within the frame of cultural knowledge provided by the stories and prayers of Israel’s Scripture, the Gospels insistently gesture toward the meaning of Jesus’ life, death, and resurrection by quoting or evoking scriptural texts. This means that a discerning interpretation of a Gospel text will often require recovery and exploration of these precursor texts.
Some of the Evangelists’ evocations of Scripture are indirect in character, referring or alluding to biblical texts, events, or characters without an explicit quotation formula or extended verbatim citation. There is nothing surprising about this fact; all literature—indeed, all human discourse—‘includes elements of intertextuality.17'


IO	Echoes of Scripture in the Gospels

We can roughly categorize the scriptural intertextual references in the Gospels by employing the terms “quotation,” “allusion,” and “echo.” These terms are approximate markers on the spectrum of intertextual linkage, moving from the most to the least explicit forms of reference. Generally speaking, a “quotation” is introduced by a citation formula (e.g, “as it is written”), or it features the verbatim reproduction of an extended chain of words, often a sentence or more,' from the source text. An “allusion” usually imbeds several words from the precursor text, or it at least in some way explicitly mentions notable characters or events that signal the reader to make the intertextual connection. It-is difficult to separate the concept of allusion from notions of authorial intentionality; the meaning of a text in which an allusion occurs would be opaque or severely diminished if the reader failed to recognize the implied reference to the earlier text. “Echo” is the least distinct, and therefore always the most disputable, form of intertextual reference; it may involve the inclusion of only a word or phrase that evokes, for the alert reader, a reminiscence of an earlier text. Readers who hear the echo will discern some semantic nuance that carries a surplus of significance beyond the literal sense of the text in which the echo occurs; ordinarily, however, the surface meaning of the text would be intelligible to readers who fail to hear the echoed language.18
In all three of these forms of intertextual reference in the Gospels, readers should be on the alert for the possibility that any particular intertextual connection may create a poetic effect known as “metalepsis.” Metalepsis is a literary technique of citing or echoing a small bit of a precursor text in such a way that the reader can grasp the significance of the echo only by recalling or recovering the original context from which the fragmentary echo came and then reading the two texts in dialogical juxtaposition. The figurative effect of such an intertextual linkage lies in the unstated or suppressed points of correspondence between the two texts.19 As our study of the Gospels unfolds, we will discover many such instances in which the Evangelists, writing within the “cave of resonant signification”20 created by Israel’s Scripture, create allusive narratives that beckon the reader to hear and activate recollections of their biblical precursors.
This is not some arcane theory-driven methodology. It is a matter of simple attention to the way that human language and storytelling ordinarily work.21 I offer by way of illustration a single elegant contemporary example.
In his eloquent victory speech on the night of his initial election to the presidency of the United States in 2008, Barack Obama declared that his hearers could put their hands “on the arc of history and bend it once more toward the hope of a better day.” The phrase echoed a maxim from the speeches of Martin Luther King Jr.: “The arc of the moral universe is long, but it bends toward justice.” Certainly Obama’s declaration was not a direct quotation of King; the verbal link between the two utterances depends on just two words, arc and bend. But just as certainly, Obama’s sentence was an audible echo that summoned his audience to take up once again the moral legacy of the American civil rights struggle and to renew their efforts to work for a just society.22
This example illustrates the way that literary echo can create subtle semantic transformations. King’s dictum functioned as a word of assurance to his hearers that their struggle belonged to a larger providential purpose (“the moral arc of the universe”) that would inevitably prevail; by contrast, Obama’s evocation of King’s words functioned as a word of exhortation to his listeners to recommit their energies to building a better world. There is no explicit appeal here to an insuperable transcendent design; instead, there is an emphasis on the necessity of human agency. Yet the echo of King’s legacy perhaps did lend an aura of transcendence to the political actions Obama was championing.
For any hearer seeking confirmation that Obama’s fleeting echo was indeed a gesture pointing to the history of Rev. Dr. King and the civil

rights movement, that confirmation arrived just a bit later in Obama’s speech when he warned his hearers that the road to a better day would be long and that “we may not get there in one year or even one term, but America ... I promise you—we as a people will get there.” Here, there is an unmistakable echo of King’s prophetic final speech in Memphis that fateful day in 1968: “I’ve seen the promised land. I may not get there with you.” Obama s audience would have to be hard of hearing indeed not to hear this loud echo and grasp its import: Obama was metaphorically assuming the mantle of Joshua in relation to King’s figural assumption of the role of Moses. King/Moses had led the people out of bondage to the brink of the promised land, and Obama/Joshua was now kindling hope that, under his leadership, the (American) people as a whole were about to enter the promised land of milk, honey, and justice. As I write these words in 2015, that promise of entering the land of Canaan seems no less eschatologically remote than it did in 2008. But perhaps even that not-yet-fulfilled eschatology could be interpreted as one more appropriate sign of a figural correspondence between the story of Exodus and the yearning for justice in American political history.
Regardless of what readers may think of the rhetoric and politics of this particular evocative example, my point is simply to indicate how intertextual echo works poetically. Examples of this kind could be multiplied endlessly because our discourse is inherently intertextual and allusive. In order to catch the full semantic force of the language in the example just given, readers have to hear the echoes of earlier texts and think backwards—from Obama to King to Exodus—-to grasp the relevant and illuminating parallels. The language of the Gospels works in the same way. A careful interpretation of the Gospel stories will require patient attention to their evocation of intertexts from Israel's Scripture.23
As we examine the intrabiblical intertextuality of the Gospels, we will frequently find that the language of the Evangelists resonates most strongly with the language of the Old Greek versions of Israel’s Scripture, commonly referred to as the Septuagint (LXX), rather than with the Masoretic Hebrew texts (MT). This is hardly surprising, since the Evangelists were writing in Greek for Greek-reading audiences. In the present book, I have therefore referred with some frequency to the Greek, rather than the Hebrew, text of the Old Testament. Readers should be aware, however, that the translation of Israel’s scriptural texts into Greek, along with the collection by Christians of these Greek versions into codex form as a Greek “Old Testament,” was a complex historical process over time. The question of the exact textual forms accessible to the Evangelists is




therefore a complicated one.24 The present book is not intended as an in-depth study of this phenomenon or as a contribution to the highly specialized debates surrounding it,25 For the sake of simplicity, I have continued the traditional practice of referring to the various Old Greek textual forms that appear in the New Testament’s citations of Scripture as coming from “the Septuagint,” even while being aware of the textual complexities concealed by this general designation.
Another methodological issue that receives only glancing attention in these pages is the question of the possible literary dependence among the Gospels themselves—a different sort of intertextuality. This complex problem is not the chief topic of the present study, but readers may desire at least a cursory explanation of my working understanding of the matter.
I share the consensus position of the majority of New Testament scholars that the Gospel of Mark is the earliest of the four canonical Gospels and that both Matthew and Luke drew upon Mark as a source. I do not, however, place any weight on the hypothesis that Matthew and Luke independently made use of a hypothetical common source, designated as pH There is no extant manuscript of such a source, nor is there any reference to it in the surviving documents of earliest Christianity. It seems to me equally probable—indeed more probable—that Luke knew Matthew and that the verbal agreements between these two Gospels can be explained in this fashion rather than through positing a hypothetical Qsource.26 But the interpretations developed in the present book do not depend on a resolution of this classic problem in New Testament studies. Instead, the chapters that follow will seek to read each of the four Gospels with a view to the Old Testament intertexts that it evokes and to ask how these intertexts function within the literary and theological construction of that individual Gospel. If we knew for certain that Luke used Matthew as a source, we could draw more specific conclusions on some points. But the nature of the evidence does not permit certainty, and we can go a long way in reading Luke and Matthew without appealing to any particular theory of their sources, beyond the recognition of their use of Mark and of the Old Testament.
Finally, one concern that arises naturally in any study of the Evangelists’ interpretation of Israel’s Scripture is whether their christologically centered exegesis in fact invalidates Judaism and generates a hostile supersessionist understanding of the relationship between Israel and the church. The question is both important and complicated. It is beyond the scope of the present study to solve the thorny theological problems surrounding Jewish-Christian dialogue. But it is my hope that 

the exegetical observations contained in this book might actually promote constructive dialogue by clarifying how deep are the roots of these early Christian narratives in Israel’s Scripture. It is particularly important to see that the sort of figural interpretation practiced by the canonical Evangelists is not a rejection but a retrospective hermeneutical transformation of Israel’s sacred texts. Figural readings do not annihilate the earlier pole of the figural correspondence; to the contrary, they affirm its reality and find in it a significance beyond that which anyone could previously have grasped. This recognition will not dissolve disagreements between Jews and Christians over the interpretation of Israel’s Scripture, but it will at least clarify what is at issue and, in the best of cases, encourage respectful controversy between divided communities that both seek to serve the one God proclaimed in the Shema.
Mapping the road ahead
Having offered these preliminary observations, we are ready to begin a journey of exploration. Our goal is not to offer a comprehensive account of the theology of each of the Evangelists. Still less is it our aim to harmonize their texts and smooth over their differences. Rather, we are seeking to listen carefully to the ways in which each of them draws upon Israel’s Scriptures in constructing a distinctive narrative testimony to Jesus.
In order to listen well, we will pose three heuristic questions to each Gospel, (i) We will be asking how each Evangelist carries forward and renarrates the story of Israel through intertextual references to Scripture. (2) We will listen carefully for the ways in which each Evangelist draws on scriptural stories and images to interpret the world-changing significance of Jesus. And finally, (3) we will ask how each of the Evangelists begins to shape the story of the church (i.e., the community of Jesus’ followers) through evoking texts from Israel’s Scripture.
The expository movement from Israel to Jesus to the church already hints at a common narrative substructure, but the ways in which the four Evangelists shape this narrative are strikingly different. Each one brings a particular literary and theological sensibility to the interpretation of Israel’s Scripture, and each one speaks with a distinctive poetic voice. We will seek to listen carefully to each of those voices in turn.
As we listen, we will find that all four Evangelists are deeply engaged in the task of reading backwards, discovering figural fusions between the story of Jesus and the older and longer story of Israel’s journey with God. We turn now to the task of exploring those fusions.

Chapter i
[bookmark: bookmark1]The Gospel of Mark
Herald of Mystery
“To you has been given the mystery of the kingdom of God,
but for those outside, everything comes in parables.”
§1 “TAKE HEED WHAT YOU HEAR”
Mark as Interpreter of Scripture
T
he Gospel of Mark tells a mysterious story enveloped in apocalyptic urgency, a story that focuses relentlessly on the cross and ends on a note of hushed, enigmatic hope. Many of the key images in this mysterious narrative are drawn from Israel’s Scripture; indeed, a reader who fails to discern the significance of these images can hardly grasp Mark’s message. Yet, unlike Matthew, Mark rarely points explicitly to correspondences between Israel’s Scripture and the story of Jesus. Readers are left to make the connections for themselves. Just for that reason, many readers have underestimated the importance of the Old Testament in Mark’s narrative.1 It is as though, in his deft but allusive use of Scripture, Mark is whispering to his readers the same admonition that Jesus delivers to his disciples as they puzzle over his enigmatic parables: “Pay attention to what you hear; the measure you give will be the measure you get, and still more will be given you. For to those who have, more will be given; and from those who have nothing, even what they have will be taken away” (Mark 4:24-25).

As we seek to pay attention to what we hear in Mark s Gospel, we shall focus on Mark’s interpretation of Scripture by posing the three heuristic questions outlined in the introductory chapter of this book: How does Mark employ Scripture to re-narrate the story of Israel? How does Mark draw on Israel’s Scripture to narrate the identity of Jesus? How does Mark evoke Israel’s Scripture to narrate the church’s role in relation to the world? Our discussion will be anchored in the passages that Mark explicitly cites; yet these explicit citations repeatedly gesture toward wider contexts and implications that remain not quite overtly stated—-just as the risen Lord remains absent in the Gospel’s final scene (Mark 16:1-8). To read Mark faithfully, we must follow the pointers offstage.
§2 APOCALYPTIC JUDGMENT AND EXPECTANCY
Israel's Story in Mark's Narrative
The narrative context
In order to see how Mark continues Israel’s story, we must first consider his understanding of the shape of the story prior to Jesus’ appearance on the scene. Although Mark, in contrast to Matthew and Luke, provides little introductory framing for his narrative, his account presupposes that Israel has reached a moment of crisis. When the curtain rises on Mark’s drama, we find Israel still in exile—at least metaphorically—still under the thumb of Gentile powers.2 Despite God s past favor, the people are now in a state of powerlessness, confusion, and need; they are “like sheep without a shepherd” (Mark 6:34). There is an ill-formed but widespread hope for God to send a “Messiah” (Xpistos: Mark 8:29,14:61) who will restore the kingdom of David and put an end to Israel’s suffering (Mark 10:46, 11:9-10). The situation has become so terrible that only drastic divine intervention can bring deliverance.
Such a diagnosis of Israel’s dire need is by no means unprecedented; Mark finds precursors in Israel’s Scripture, particularly in the Psalms and prophetic literature. Near the end of the book of Isaiah, for example, the prophet appeals fervently to God to “tear open the heavens and come down,” to bring deliverance to his people.3
Look down from heaven and see, from your holy and glorious habitation. Where are your zeal and your might?

The yearning of your heart and your compassion?
They are withheld from me.
For you are our father,
though Abraham does not know us
and Israel does not acknowledge us;
you, O Lord, are our father;
our Redeemer from of old is your name.
Why, O Lord, do you make us stray from your ways and harden our heart, so that we do not fear you?
Turn back for the sake of your servants, for the sake of the tribes that are your heritage.
Your holy people took possession for a little while;
but now our adversaries have trampled down your sanctuary.
We have long been like those whom you do not rule, like those not called by your name.
0 that you would tear open the heavens and come down,
so that the mountains would quake at your presence—
as when fire kindles brushwood
and the fire causes water to boil—
to make your name known to your adversaries,
so that the nations might tremble at your presence!
When you did awesome deeds that we did not expect, you came down, the mountains quaked at your presence.
From ages past no one has heard, no ear has perceived, no eye has seen any God besides you, who works for those who wait for him.
(Isa 63:15-64:4)
Why this urgent cry? The prophet looks around and sees a people with hardened hearts, who stray from the Lord’s ways (63:17). He sees the holy city Jerusalem trampled down by foreign powers (63:18). Despite memories of God’s glorious deliverance of Israel in the past (63:7-14), it seems as though God no longer rules (63:19). God seems to have withdrawn and sealed up the heavens, hiding his face from his people (64:7). In this time of need, Isaiah cries out to God to remember his love for Israel and to act, to break open the silent heavens and manifest his saving power once more.
This apocalyptic prayer sets the stage for the narrative of Mark’s Gospel. Although Mark does not explicitly quote this passage from Isaiah, the story of Jesus’ baptism (Mark 1:9-11) alludes to it: “And immediately as he was coming up out of the water, he saw the heavens tom open and the Spirit descending like a dove into him” (1:10). Only Mark, of the three synoptic Evangelists, uses the violent participle “tarn” (Greek ayt^opivovs); Matthew and Luke, in their parallel accounts of the baptism of Jesus, use the more colorless expression “the heavens were opened” (Matt 3:16: f)vecpx0r|aav; Luke 3:21: dvecpyGfjvai), which reflects the language of the Septuagint. Mark’s more vivid verb offers a stronger allusion to the Hebrew text tradition of Isaiah 64:1 (63:19 MT), the only passage in the Old Testament that uses the verb ЈЛр (“tear”) in relation to the heavens.4 This allusion gives us cause to suppose that Mark has Isaiah specifically in mind.5 The gospel, according to Mark, is God’s answer to Isaiah’s intercessory cry: the tearing of the heavens and the descent of the Spirit upon Jesus signifies that God’s eschatological work of deliverance is beginning. God is coining to rule over Israel once again.
Many other passages from Israel’s Scripture, especially the Psalms, could have been adduced to evoke a similar sense of yearning for deliverance. In first-century Judaism, there was a widespread sense that the time was out of joint, that God’s promises to Israel remained unfulfilled, that God must somehow act dramatically to set things right,6 That is to say that Israel was awaiting the coming “kingdom of God,” not some sort of otherworldly postmortem existence, but a concrete historical reality in which God would reassert kingly sovereignty over Israel in order to bring healing and justice,7 Mark does not pause, however, to explain all of this—-or to explain the analogies between the time of Jesus and his own time of writing, some forty years later—for he assumes his readers will be well acquainted with Israel’s grief and longing. Mark writes either in the immediate aftermath of the Roman army’s destruction of the Jerusalem temple or in the time of unrest leading up to that cataclysmic event.8 Either way, the story presupposes readers who need little briefing.
The coming of God’s kingdom, however, is not necessarily good news for everyone. One prominent theme of Israel’s prophetic books is that the coming “day of the Lord” is a day of God’s judgment upon human unrighteousness.
Alas for the day!
For the day of the Lord is near,
and as destruction from the Almighty it comes.
(Joel 1:15)
For that reason, “prepare to meet your God, O Israel!” (Amos 4:12) should be heard not as a word of comfort but as a terrifying word of warning. The prophet Amos declares God’s solemn warning to a complacent nation that tramples on the poor;
Alas for you who desire the day of the Lord!
Why do you want the day of the Lord?
It is darkness, not light.
(Amos 5:18)
God, who abhors injustice and oppression, will come to set things right—as even the gloomy book of Amos affirms9—but that setting- right necessarily entails a day of reckoning for those who have violated God’s covenant and abused his creation. That is why John the Baptist, the preliminary herald of God’s kingdom, proclaims a message of repentance (Mark 1:4): Israel must turn from its evil ways in preparation for God’s coming. Consequently, the theme of eschatological restoration is inextricably interwoven with the theme of inbreaking judgment, both in Israel’s Scripture and in Mark’s Gospel.
As we shall see, Mark draws upon Old Testament texts to craft a fresh interweaving of these themes. Mark re-narrates the story of Israel by seeking to show that, in the events of Jesus' life and death, God has at last tom open the heavens and come down and that in Jesus the Christ both judgment and restoration have come upon Israel in a way prefigured in Scripture. The announcement of God’s powerful setting-right of things is the keynote of Jesus’ own apocalyptic message, which Mark describes as to zmyyzkiov tod 0eou (“the good news of God”): “The time is fulfilled and the kingdom of God has come near” (Mark i:i4b-i5a). Mark is declaring that Israel’s story has reached, in Jesus, its divinely ordained climax.
Yet this climax is also a moment of dramatic complexity, for neither judgment nor restoration has reached completion. The judgment and restoration adumbrated in Scripture are enacted in Jesus’ teaching and actions, yet the story remains unfinished. Mark writes with a sense of eschatological urgency, still looking forward to the future coming of the Son of Man in power (Mark 13:24-27,14:62). Because Mark and his readers continue to await the full unveiling of the coming kingdom of God, they stand under the imperative to repent and receive the kingdom message, the same imperative that confronted the generation of Jesus’ original hearers. Therefore, those who have eyes to see and ears to hear (Mark 8:18) will understand the proleptic revelation of God’s kingdom in the story of Jesus, while others remain blind and deaf to the good news.
Here we encounter a grave narrative complication. Even in the face of God’s inbreaking power, many of the people, especially the religious leaders, remain blind and resistant,10 And so Jesus’ proclamation of the kingdom comes into conflict with the authorities, the “wicked tenants” who are the keepers of God’s vineyard, Israel (Mark 12:1-12). We might expect the outcome of this clash to be the annihilation of those who resist God’s kingdom, Jewish leaders and Gentile rulers alike. Instead, Mark’s story leads astonishingly to the violent death of Jesus, the “beloved son,” the bearer of the kingdom message. How is such an event “good news”? To ask that question is to draw near to the heart of the mystery of the kingdom.
Our task, then, is to explore the subtle ways in which Mark employs Israel’s Scripture to carry forward the four narrative strands we have identified: inbreaking judgment, eschatological restoration, the strange continuing resistance of Israel, and the shocking death of God’s son. Mark finds each of these strands prefigured in Scripture and finds in Scripture the language and imagery necessary to tell the story.
Inbreaking judgment
The harbinger of judgment and the new exodus (Mark 1:1-3). A few deft strokes in the opening lines of the Gospel evoke the time of crisis and trigger a rush of hope that at last God’s promised deliverance is at hand:
The beginning of the good news of Jesus Christ, the Son of God, as it is written in the prophet Isaiah:
“See, I am sending my messenger ahead of you
who will prepare your way;
the voice of one crying out in the wilderness:
‘Prepare the way of the Lord, make his paths straight.’ ”
(Mark 1:1-3)
The quotation, of course, is derived not from Isaiah alone; it begins with a fusion of words from Exodus and Malachi. Why then does Mark attribute the citation to Isaiah? Is he simply confused? The apparent mistake has sometimes been taken as evidence that Mark is actually quoting from a primitive collection of messianic testimonies rather than directly from the Old Testament passages.11 It is more likely, however, that Mark’s attribution of the mixed citation to “the prophet Isaiah” reflects

not ignorance but theological intentionality.12 Mark’s use of the Isaiah ascription here signals that the conceptual framework for his Gospel is the Isaianic new exodus.13 By naming Isaiah in particular—and by bringing the citation to its climax with words taken from Isaiah 40, Isaiah’s pivotal declaration of hope for the end of exile—Mark signals his readers that the euangelion of Jesus Christ is to be read within the matrix of Isaiah’s prophetic vision: God will return to Zion and restore Israel.
At the same time, however, these opening lines of the Gospel also sound the theme of God’s purifying judgment. The quotation ascribed in Mark 1:2 to “the prophet Isaiah” begins with words reminiscent of the somber warning of the prophet Malachi:
See, I am sending my messenger to prepare the way before me, and die Lord whom you seek will suddenly come to his temple. The messenger of the covenant in whom you delight—indeed, he is coming, says the Lord of hosts. But who can endure the day of his coming, and who can stand when he appears? For he is like a refiner’s fire and like fullers’ soap; he will sit as a refiner and purifier of silver, and he will purify the descendants of Levi and refine them like gold and silver, until they present offerings to the Lord in righteousness. Then the offering of Judah and Jerusalem will be pleasing to the Lord as in the days of old and as in former years. Then I will draw near to you for judgment’, I will be swift to bear witness against the sorcerers, against the adulterers, against those who swear falsely, against those who oppress the hired workers in their wages, the widow and the orphan, against those who thrust aside the alien, and do not fear me, says the Lord of hosts.
(Mai 3:1-5)
In Malachi, the messenger sent to prepare the way for God’s coming is identified with the returning prophet Elijah, whose mission will be to bring about repentance so that the coming of the Lord will not result in the cursing of the land (Mai 4:5-6). Mark subliminally reinforces the identification of John with Elijah by reporting that John was “clothed with camel’s hair, with a leather belt around his waist,” an image strongly reminiscent of Elijah (2 Kgs i:8).14 Thus, for Mark the appearance of this rough prophet in the wilderness is, first of all, a sign of God’s approaching judgment. Furthermore, the allusion to Malachi 3 suggests a critique of the temple establishment in Jerusalem, which stands in need of purification to present righteous offerings—a foreshadowing of things to come in Mark’s narrative (see especially Mark 11:12-25,13*1-2). Any reader who

hears the echo of Malachi in this opening citation will understand that Mark is warning that the fire of God’s purifying judgment is at hand.
It is no accident that when Christians eventually configured the Old Testament, they placed the Prophets at the end of the book, with Malachi, the last of the minor prophets, as the final word spoken: in Malachi’# message of judgment and of Elijah’s coming to prepare the hearts of the people tor the coming of the Lord, they saw a prefiguration of John the Baptist’s preaching as the prolegomenon to the story of Jesus. Although Mark wrote long before this decision about canonical ordering, he anticipates its hermeneutical logic: he opens his narrative with a deft segue linking the beginning of his narrative seamlessly to Malachi, the end of the prophetic canon.15 Early Christian interpreters such as Origen and Jerome were fully aware that Mark’s opening citation was a conflation, not a verbatim quotation of Isaiah, and they consistently understood Malachi s oracle of warning as the other source, alongside Isaiah, for Mark’s material.16
In fact, however, despite patristic emphasis on Malachi as the background to the opening of Mark’s Gospel, the wording of Mark 1:2 is closer to Exodus 23:20 LXX than to Malachi 3:1 LXX, as the following comparison illustrates (boldface indicates verbatim agreement):
Mark 1:2 i6ot) 6повтШ,ш tov буусШ pou лро тгроосогсоо god, ii KamcKsoaosi xfjv 656v aoar
Exod 23:20 Kai i5oi) sycb imooxe}Jk& t6v dyy£X,6v pot) лро лроовжои
OOl)
iva сроАл^п G£ ev ттј обф бпсод eiaaydyfl oe sit; xf|v yfjv f)v f|To(paad aot
Ма13:1 i6ot) ćy<b Е^апоотеХХо) тду dyye^dv pot)
Kai E7tipAi\|f£iai 656v 7грб rcpoacbrcov pot)
The linkage of Mark 1:2 to the Exodus passage is also hermeneutically significant, for it evokes the other side, the positive side, of the dialectic of judgment and restoration. It is taken from a passage in which God, speaking with Moses on Mount Sinai, promises to send an angel/ messenger (jrfyeXoq) to lead Israel into the promised land of Canaan:
I am going to send an angel in front of you (LXX: eyd) &лоат£кХ(а t6v dyy£X.6v
pot) npb лроошлоо oot)), to guard you on the way and to bring you to the
place that I have prepared. Be attentive to him and listen to his voice; do



not rebel against him, for he will not pardon your transgression; for my
name is in him. But if you listen attentively to his voice and do all that I say, then I will be an enemy to your enemies and a foe to your foes.
(Exod 23:20-22)
By echoing this passage Mark artfully hints that the Baptist is not only a voice of judgment (as the Malachi allusion would suggest) but also the forerunner of a new entry into the land of promise.17 “I will send my angel before your face” is a word of promise, signifying protection, victory, and the end of wilderness wandering. It also suggests, however, that the progress of the “gospel of God” into the world may be, like the occupation of Canaan, the beginning of a campaign against hostile forces now in possession of the land. This suggestion is amply confirmed by the narrative that follows, in which Jesus launches an offensive against demonic powers, who perceive immediately that Jesus has come to destroy them (e.g., Mark 1:24; cf. 3:23-27, 5:1-20).
A reader who senses the echo of the exodus/conquest18 language in Mark 1:2 will find the intuition immediately reinforced by what follows. The messenger sent by God is also “the voice of one crying out in the wilderness: ‘Prepare the way of the Lord, make his paths straight’” (Mark 1:3; quoting Isa 40:3). The prophet’s cry, in Isaiah, announces the end of exile, symbolically portrayed as a second exodus in which the power of God leads Israel through the wilderness and back to Zion.19 Isaiah’s poetic image of the return from exile as a “new exodus” becomes a central organizing image for Mark’s Gospel.20 Just as Isaiah employed the earlier exodus imagery to depict God’s deliverance of Israel from the later Babylonian exile, so Mark draws on Exodus 23:20 and Isaiah 40:3, texts that evoke both of these past acts of God’s deliverance of Israel, to introduce God’s coming again in power through Jesus. The imagery is apocalyptic in character, emphasizing the inbreaking salvific power of God. For Isaiah ‘“the way of the Lord’ means Yahweh’s own way through the wilderness, his victory march,” which carries along Israel and is a demonstration of God’s power to save.21 Likewise, in Mark “prepare the way of the Lord” means far more than “be on your best behavior”; rather, it means “acknowledge that God’s power is once more on the march to save Israel.”22
Thus, in his abrupt and forceful opening, Mark quickly frames the events of his story with allusions to God’s promise to lead Israel into the land (Exod 23), God’s intention to send a messenger warning Israel of impending judgment (Mai 3), and God’s comforting word that promises redemption and a new exodus (Isa 40). This is one of the few places 

where Mark explicitly clues the reader to look for the Old Testament context for the story of Jesus. Yet these clues are so explicit and so fraught with theological significance that the reader of this Gospel is invited or—to speak more consonantly with Mark’s narrative world—driven to interpret everything that follows in relation to the narrative matrix adumbrated by these opening verses.23 Once we have understood this, we recognize that Mark is prompting his readers to read Israel's story figurally: Mark 1:1-3 suggests that Israel’s story contains multiple prefigurations of the saving action of God climactically revealed in Jesus. From this point forward, if anyone has ears to hear, let him hear.
Other resonances of eschatological judgment. The theme of God’s eschatological judgment continues to sound through Mark’s narrative, often evoking Old Testament resonances. One such resonance often missed by later Christian readers is found in Jesus’ initial call to Simon and Andrew to become his disciples: “Come after me, and I will make you to become fishers (aXi&iq) of people” (Mark 1:17). Christian preachers have usually understood this passage as a call to evangelism: the disciples are to “catch” outsiders and bring them into the church. Against the background of the Old Testament prophetic use of fishing imagery, however, Jesus’ call has a very different ring to it. Indeed, for Jeremiah the imagery is used for judgment against Israel:
I am now sending for many fishermen (LXX: dkeeii;), says the Lord, and they shall catch them; and afterward I will send for many hunters, and they shall hunt them from every mountain and every hill, and out of the clefts of the rocks. For my eyes are on all their ways; they are not hidden from my presence, nor is their iniquity concealed from my sight. And I will doubly repay their iniquity and their sin, because they have polluted my land with the carcasses of their detestable idols, and have filled my inheritance with their abominations.
(Jer 16:16-18)
Here again, the original context of Jeremiah’s oracle blends restoration and judgment in a complex manner, the immediately preceding verses (Jer 16:14-15) speak of God’s bringing Israel back from places of exile into Israel’s own land. Nonetheless, the “fishermen” whom God is summoning are agents of judgment, hauling people in so that God can “repay their iniquity and their sin.” A similar connotation of 

“fishing” imagery appears in Amos’ scathing indictment of the wealthy women of Samaria;
Hear this word, you cows of Bashan who are on Mount Samaria, who oppress the poor, who crush the needy, who say to their husbands, “Bring something to drink!” The Lord God has sworn by his holiness: The time is surely coming upon you, when they shall take you away with hooks, even the last of you with fishhooks.
(Amos 4:1-2)
These unforgettable metaphors create the cultural and poetic tradition within which the phrase аАлец dv0p©7t(ov (“fishers of people”) must be heard. Against this background, Jesus’ call of Simon and Andrew should be understood as a call to participate—like John the Baptist—in declaring the imminence of judgment. Indeed, Jesus’ later instructions to the disciples suggest precisely such a mission of warning of God’s judgment and shaking off the dust of their feet against those who fail to receive the message (Mark 6:10-12). If in fact the mission of the disciples ultimately turns out also to include healing and caring for the abused flock (Mark 6:13, 6:37a; cf. 10:42-45), the transformation of their task from condemnation to mercy is made the more striking if we hear the overtones of judgment associated with the fishing metaphor in the opening call narrative.
In other Markan passages the Old Testament images of judgment are more overt. For example, the parabolic image of the farmer putting in the sickle for the harvest (шгоатеААег to 5penavov, Mark 4:29) echoes Joel’s imagery of God’s judgment of the nations on the day of the Lord in the “valley of decision”: “Put in the sickle (LXX: Е^аттате^атЕ 6p£7tava), for the harvest is ripe. Go in, tread, for the wine press is full. The vats overflow, for their wickedness is great” (Joel 3:13 [4:13 LXX]). Or again, Jesus’ dire warning that it is better “to enter the kingdom of God with one eye than to have two eyes and be thrown into Gehenna, where their worm never dies and the fire is never quenched,” (Mark 9:47-48) takes its gruesome imagery directly from the final sentence of the book of Isaiah, which describes the eschatological fate of those who have rebelled against God (Isa 66:24). Or, to cite one more example, Jesus’ warning against preening scribes who “devour widows’ houses” (Mark 12:38-40) derives its force from the Torah’s portrayal of God’s passionate wrath against those who abuse widows and orphans (Exod 22:22-24). Perhaps particularly important as background to this Markan judgment


[bookmark: bookmark2]passage is an oracle of Isaiah against those who manipulate the law to oppress the needy:
Ah, you who make iniquitous decrees,
who write oppressive statutes,
to turn aside the needy from justice
and to rob the poor of my people of their right,
that widows may be your spoil,
and that you may make the orphans your prey!
What will you do on the day of punishment, in the calamity that will come from far away?
To whom will you flee for help, and where will you leave your wealth, so as not to crouch among the prisoners or fall among the slain?
For all this his anger has not turned away; his hand is stretched out still.
(Isa 10:1-4)
In all these passages, then, Mark evokes images of divine wrath and judgment from the Old Testament to address his own first-century setting, warning that the time is fulfilled and the judgment pronounced in Scripture at hand.
Prophetic action in the temple (Mark 11:15-19). Perhaps the single most illuminating instance of Mark s figural use of Old Testament prophetic judgment material, however, occurs in the climactic scene in the temple where Jesus, in an act of prophetic street theater, overturns the tables of the money changers (Mark n:i5-i9).24 It is widely recognized that Mark, by intercalating this story with the story of Jesus’ cursing of the fig tree (Mark 11:12-14, 20-25),25 presents the temple action as a prophetic sign of God’s judgment on the temple and its authorities.26 A full reading of the event requires careful attention to the commentary provided by Jesus’ words in the temple after driving out the merchants and money changers, commentary in which we find another fusion of Old Testament texts, this time from Isaiah and Jeremiah.
“Is it not written,
'My house shall be called a house of prayer for all nations'?
But you have made it a den of robbers.”

аб	Echoes of Scripture in the Gospels

(Mark 11:17)
The explicit quotation, from Isaiah 56:7, belongs originally to Isaiah’s vision of an eschatologically restored Jerusalem in which God’s deliverance has been revealed (Isa 56:1), One salient feature of this redeemed order is that Gentiles will come to Mount Zion to worship alongside God’s people:
These [foreigners] I will bring to my holy mountain,
and make them joyful in my house of prayer;
their burnt offerings and sacrifices will be accepted on my altar;
for my bouse shall be called a house of prayer for all nations.
Thus says the Lord God, who gathers the outcasts of Israel,
I will gather others to them besides those already gathered.
(Isa 56:7-8)
By citing this passage, Mark portrays Jesus’ protest action as an indictment of the temple authorities for turning the temple into a bazaar, cluttering the outer “court of the Gentiles” and making it unsuitable as a place of worship for the Gentile “others” who might want to gather there to pray. By driving out the merchants, Mark’s Jesus clears the way, figuratively, for the restored worship of the kingdom of God, in which all nations will participate along with the returning exiles of Israel. Thus, while Jesus’ action is a sign of God’s judgment on the temple, it is also at the same time a sign that looks forward to the eschatological redemption of Jerusalem.27 Jesus’ prophetic denunciation of the money changers and traders presupposes this eschatological vision.
We may also interpret Jesus’ expulsion of the merchants in light of a similar vision that appears in the closing chapters of Zechariah. This late prophetic book anticipates the gathering of the nations to worship in Jerusalem and concludes with the prophecy that when all Jerusalem is at last made holy by God, “there shall no longer be traders in the house of the Lord of hosts on that day” (Zech 14:21).28 The fact that this is the concluding sentence of the book of Zechariah gives it a special rhetorical force. Thus, while Mark’s account of the expulsion of sellers and buyers (тогх; 7i0Aowca<; Kal тогк; ayopa^ovxou; sv тф iepćp) contains no direct verbal echo of this passage, Zechariah 14 may well provide, along with Isaiah 56, the conceptual matrix within which we should interpret the symbolism of Jesus’ prophetic action: it signals the coming eschatological restoration of Jerusalem,

At the same time, Jesus’ accusation that, in contrast to the eschatological vision, the temple authorities have made God’s house “a den of robbers” (o7tf|Aaiov Aflcrcćbv) alludes forcefully to Jeremiah’s temple sermon (Jer 7:1—-8:3). In this well-known passage, God instructs Jeremiah to “stand in the gate of the Lord’s house” and deliver a scathing denunciation and prophecy of destruction. In order to appreciate the force of Mark’s “den of robbers” allusion, we must recall the context in which Jeremiah first used this arresting phrase:
Thus says the Lord of hosts, the God of Israel: Amend your ways and your doings, and let me dwell with you in this place. Do not trust in these deceptive words: “This is the temple of the Lord, the temple of the Lord, the temple of the Lord.” For if you truly amend your ways and your doings, if you truly act justly one with another, if you do not oppress the alien, the orphan, and the widow, or shed innocent blood in this place, and if you do not go after other gods to your own hurt, then I will dwell with you in this place, in the land that I gave of old to your ancestors forever and ever. Here you are, trusting in deceptive words to no avail. Will you steal, murder, commit adultery, swear falsely, make offerings to Baal, and go after other gods that you have not known, and then come and stand before me in this house, which is called by my name, and say, “We are safe!”—only to go on doing all these abominations? Has this house, which is called by my name, become a den of robbers (LXX: G7rf| Antov Aflaxrov) in your sight? You know,
I too am watching, says the Lord.
(Jer 7:3-1*)
Jeremiah’s judgment oracle concludes with a declaration that the Lord intends to destroy the temple (Jer 7:13-15). Consequently, when Jesus storms into the temple, overturns the tables of the money changers, and invokes Jeremiah’s image of the temple as a den of robbers, there can be no doubt that the allusion is meant to recall the wider context of Jeremiah’s prophetic tirade, and that the action foreshadows the temple destruction that is later specifically prophesied in Mark 13:1-2. Indeed, this section of Mark’s narrative (Mark 11-13) focuses relentlessly on Jesus’ prophetic critique of the temple and its authorities: Jesus enters Jerusalem as the returning Davidic king and performs an act of prophetic symbolism foreshadowing the temple’s demise (11:1-25); this action triggers a series of controversies with various Jewish authorities in Jerusalem (11:27—12:44); Jesus prophesies the destruction of the temple as part of the birth pangs of the coming kingdom (13:1-37). The correspondence between Jesus and Jeremiah is far from fortuitous; it is essential to the dramatic logic of the narrative.29
Just in case we might miss the allusion, however, Mark provides one more telling clue that links Jesus’ jeremiad with the Jeremiah passage. The cursing of the fig tree (11:12-14, 20-21) frames Jesus’ temple action with an enacted parable of destruction for the unfaithful, unfruitful nation. While the meaning of this parable might be self-evident even without an Old Testament precursor, the story of the withered fig tree explicitly echoes the judgment oracle of Jeremiah 8:13:
When I wanted to gather them, says the Lord,
there are no grapes on the vine,
nor figs on the fig tree;
even the leaves are withered,
and what I gave them has passed away from them.
Thus, Mark’s narrative casts Jesus in figural relation to Jeremiah. Just as Jeremiah had spoken of Israel as an unfruitful, withered fig tree, Jesus performs a symbolic tree-withering act that prefigures the fate of Israel—or, at least, of the temple. Just as Jeremiah condemned the prophets and priests who spoke false deceptive words of peace and comfort while practicing injustice and idolatry, so Jesus takes up the mantle of Jeremiah to condemn the temple establishment once again. The phrase “den of robbers” and the image of the barren fig tree provide the imaginative links; for the reader who grasps the connection, the outward- rippling implications are clear. As judgment fell upon Israel in Jeremiah’s time, so it looms once again over the temple in the time of Jesus.30
Prefigurations of Israel's eschatological restoration
Yet, as we have seen, the threat of judgment and destruction can never be sounded apart from the more fundamental promise of God’s ultimate design to bring about Israel’s deliverance and restoration. We have already noted a number of passages where these hopeful themes appear, even in connection with the proclamation of coming judgment (e.g., Mark 1:2-3, i:lo> 11:17). Mark’s story sets out from the beginning, after all, to narrate “good news.” Let us survey a few of the many passages in which Mark’s account of the good news draws upon Old Testament language and imagery.

After the arrest of John the Baptist, Jesus comes into Galilee proclaiming “the good news (тб euof/ćJUov) of God” (Mark 1:14). Although the noun e^ayy^iov is never found in the LXX, the related verb еиаууеА^со appears repeatedly, primarily in contexts describing the announcement of a military victory. For instance: “Good tidings for my lord the king (еиаууЕАлавУјт© 6 киргб^ jiou | paavXeoq)! For the Lord has vindicated you this day, delivering you from the power of all who rose up against you” (2 Kgdms 18:311 2 Sam i8:3i).31 The LXX rendering of Isaiah 52:7 employs participial forms of the verb ебаууеАл^© in a similar way to describe the proclamation of God’s victorious return to Zion and restoration of Jerusalem:
.. . like the feet of a herald (euayyeXi^on^vou) of a message of peace, like
a herald (вбаууеАл^бцеуо^) of good things, [announcing] that I will make
your salvation known, saying to Zion, “Your God will reign ”
Here God is portrayed as the victorious king whose triumph is proclaimed to the previously captive city of Jerusalem. The euangelion is the announcement of “the return of the Lord to Zion” (Isa 52:8).32 Isaiah’s use of this terminology provides the background against which Mark’s euangelion is to be understood.33
In Mark i, where Isaiah 40:3 has already been given prominent play, the twofold reference to Jesus’ proclamation of the euangelion (Mark 1:14-15) echoes the repeated use of	in Isaiah 40:9:
Go up to a high mountain, O herald of good tidings (6 ебаууЕХ^б- pevoq) to Zion;
lift up your voice with strength, O herald of good tidings (6 eucrfyEXi^opEvoq) to Jerusalem.
Lift it up, do not fear, say to the cities of Judah, “Behold, your God!"
(Isa 4o:9)34
As we have noted, Mark has primed his readers to expect that his story will focus on the fulfillment of Isaiah’s prophecy of a new exodus and the establishment of God’s kingly rule in Jerusalem (Mark 1:3). When, therefore, Jesus appears proclaiming to euayyeXiov xou Beau, which takes the form of proclaiming “the kingdom of God,” this is a sure sign that his message is to be heard in chorus with Isaiah 40’s prophecy of restoration. Any reader steeped in Isaiah’s language would understand Jesus to be proclaiming the consummation of Isaiah s long-deferred hope.
The message that Jesus announces, according to Mark, has a strongly apocalyptic content: “The time is fulfilled (тЕетсХђралш 6 коир6<;) and the kingdom of God has drawn near. Repent and believe the good news.” The image of time being (literally) “filled up” is an apocalyptic image, reflecting the thought world of texts such as Daniel 7:22: “... then judgment was given for the holy ones of the Most High, and the time (LXX:
0 Kaip6<;) arrived when the holy ones gained possession of the kingdom.” In the Jewish apocalyptic imagination, history is foreordained by God, so that pivotal events occur in accordance with a providentially allotted timetable.35 Jesus’ words in Mark 1:15 tap into this apocalyptic understanding of history and arouse keen hope that the moment of God’s destined intervention is at last at hand.36 In any case, Jesus’ keynote proclamation that the time was fulfilled and the kingdom at hand certainly arouses expectations of God’s radical renewal of Israel.
These expectations are reinforced by Jesus’ action of appointing twelve disciples to proclaim his message and exercise authority in his name (Mark 3:13-^, 6:7-13). In the context of Jesus’ announcement of the kingdom of God, this gesture should be understood as a symbolic reconstitution of the twelve tribes of Israel.37 Interestingly, Mark makes no direct allusion to any specific Old Testament texts to underscore this symbolism. Given his emphasis on the symbolic value of the number twelve, however (6:42, 8:19), he can hardly suppose that his readers will overlook the significance of the number. Once again, those who have ears will hear.
Indeed, Mark peppers his narrative with other symbolic pointers to Israel’s eschatological destiny. For example, in the parable of the mustard seed (Mark 4:30-32), the climactic story in Mark’s parable chapter, the seed sown grows up and “puts forth large branches, so that the birds of the air can make nests in its shade.” This is a transparent allusion to Ezekiel 17:23-24, in which the restoration of the Davidic kingdom is symbolized by God’s planting of a cedar twig “on a high and lofty mountain”:
On the mountain height of Israel I will plant it, in order that it may produce boughs and bear fruit, and become a noble cedar.
Under it every kind ofbird will live: in the shade of its branches will nest winged creatures of every kind.

All the trees of the field shall know that 1 am the Loro.
By echoing Ezekiel’s image, Mark implies that the kingdom of which Jesus continues to speak metaphorically must be understood as the fulfillment of the prophetic vision. To be sure, the manner in which the fulfillment occurs is surprising, as suggested by the transformative metaphorical substitution of an inauspicious mustard seed for Ezekiel’s noble cedar. That is why Jesus’ hearers continue to be baffled and the message of the kingdom remains mysterious. Nonetheless, any unraveling of the mystery must take account of this symbolic claim that the kingdom proclaimed by Jesus stands in continuity with the restored Israel prophesied by Ezekiel.
Again, in an important passage offering an editorial summary of Jesus’ healing ministry, Mark symbolically links Jesus’ activity to the Isaianic expectation of a new exodus and return from exile: “They were astounded beyond measure, saying, ‘He has done everything well: he even makes the deaf to hear and the mute to speak’” (Mark 7:37). The full force of this popular acclamation of Jesus can be heard properly only when we read it in counterpoint with Isaiah 35:5: “Then the eyes of the blind shall be opened, and the ears of the deaf shall be unstopped.” In Mark s narrative, we have just witnessed the healing of a deaf and mute man (Mark 7:32-35), and we are about to encounter the first of two stories about opening the eyes of the blind (8:22-26; cf. 10:46-52). The allusion to Isaiah 35 suggests that all of these healing stories are to be read as hints that in Jesus’ mighty acts we are meant to see the fulfillment—or at least the beginnings of fulfillment—of Isaiah’s hope of the return of the exiles on a highway through the desert:
And the ransomed of the Lord shall return, and come to Zion with singing; everlasting joy shall be on their heads; they shall obtain joy and gladness, and sorrow and sighing shall flee away.
(Isa 35:10)
Mark does not tell us explicitly that the healing stories are to be linked in this way with Isaiah’s promise of an eschatological new exodus. But the broad hint given in Mark 1:1-3 ought to serve as a sufficient indicator 

for the attentive reader. After that, where we hear other allusions to Isaiah’s prophecies of national redemption, we should prick up our ears.
On the other hand, Mark is under no illusion that the kingdom of God proclaimed by Jesus has arrived in its fullness. Of all the Evangelists, Mark is the most reticent about claims of fulfillment and the most sensitive to the “not yet” side of the eschatological dialectic. Surely that is one of the reasons for his remarkable decision not to narrate any resurrection appearances of Jesus: by ending his story with an announcement of the resurrection but without a narrated appearance of the risen Lord, Mark suggests that the community of his readers remains in the same posture of expectant waiting enjoined by the conclusion of the eschatological discourse in chapter 13, where Jesus’ words to the disciples become a general admonition to all readers of the Gospel: “And what I say to you I say to all: keep awake!”38 Therefore, it remains clear that the consummation promised in the eschatological discourse of Mark 13 is still a future hope:
“But in those days, after that suffering, the sun will be darkened, and the moon will not give its light, and the stars will be falling from heaven, and the powers in the heavens will be shaken. Then they will see ‘the Son of Man coming in clouds’ with great power and glory. Then he will send out the angels, and gather his elect from the four winds, from the ends of the earth to the ends of heaven.”
(Mark 13:24-27)
The description of cosmic portents in Mark 24-25 echoes prophetic imagery for the day of the Lord’s judgment, particularly Isaiah 13:10 and 34:4 and Joel 2:10. More important, however, is the way in which the images of the coming Son of Man and the gathering of the elect (Mark 13:26-27) are drawn directly from Old Testament antecedents. Daniel’s visionary picture of the Son of Man coming with the clouds of heaven is a text of great significance for Mark’s narrative:
As I watched in the night visions,
I saw one like a son of man coming with the clouds of heaven.
And he came to the Ancient of Days and was presented before him.
To him was given dominion
and glory and kingship,
that all peoples, nations, and languages
should serve him.
His dominion is an everlasting dominion that shall not pass away, and his kingship is one that shall never be destroyed.
(Dan 7:13-14)
In its original context in Daniel, this is a vision of the vindication of Israel. In contrast to the four strange beasts in Daniel's dream, each of which represents a Gentile empire (Dan 7:1-8), the human figure (“one like a son of man”) in Daniel 7:13-14 symbolizes Israel, at last vindicated and exalted by God39—in accordance, we might note, with the promises of 2 Samuel 7:12-16 and Psalm 89:19-37 that the Davidic kingdom would be established forever, “as long as the heavens endure” (89:29). Mark 13:24-27 fuses this Danielic image of Israel’s eschatological vindication with another persistent biblical image of Israel’s hope, the image of the scattered exiles being brought back from all over the earth to reinhabit the promised land.
... Then the Lord your God will restore your fortunes and have compassion on you, gathering you again from all the peoples among wham the Lord your God. has scattered you. Even if you are exiled to the ends of the world, from there the Lord your God will gather you, and from there he will bring you back. The Lord your God will bring you into the land that your ancestors possessed, and you will possess it; he will make you more prosperous and numerous than your ancestors.
(Deut 30:3-5)
Up, up! Flee from the land of the north, says the Lord; for I have spread you abroad like the four winds of heaven, says the Lord. Up! Escape to Zion,
-you that live with daughter Babylon. For thus said the Lord of hosts (after his glory sent me) regarding the nations that plundered you: Truly, one who touches you touches the apple of my eye.
(Zech 2:6-8)
On that day the Lord will extend his hand yet a second time to recover the remnant that is left of his people, from Assyria, from Egypt, from Pathros, from Ethiopia, from Elam, from Shinar, from Hamath, and from the coastlands of the sea. He will raise a signal for the nations, and will assemble the outcasts of Israel, and gather the dispersed of Judah from the four comers of the earth.
(Isa 11.11-12)

Against this background of Old Testament texts—and more could be added—two things are clear. First, the apocalyptic vision of Mark 13 is one not of cosmic annihilation but rather of the restoration of Israeli Second, Jesus prophesies dramatic events that have not yet occurred within Marks narrative world; consequently, the story teaches readers to look forward expectantly to these events, with patient endurance (Mark 13:28-37). The resurrection of Jesus is a confirming sign of the truth of these prophecies, and the community that trusts in the resurrection therefore trusts also in the eschatological restoration of community that is promised throughout Mark’s story.
Nowhere in Mark (in contrast to the Gospel of John) is there any sign that these hopes have become spiritualized into some sort of otherworldly expectation. How, then, does Mark deal with the tension between eschatological hope and present suffering? He preserves the tension and urges his readers to trust while remaining in a posture of watchfulness. The reality of the coming restoration is assured above all, paradoxically, by the death of Jesus. In the story of Jesus’ last meal with his disciples, he interprets his impending death as a kind of sacrifice that reconfirms God’s covenant promise: “This is my blood of the covenant, which is poured out for many. Truly I tell you, I will never again drink of the fruit of the vine until that day when I drink it anew in the kingdom of God” (Mark 14:24-25). The portentous phrase “my blood of the covenant” echoes two crucial Old Testament texts. The first is Exodus 24:8, in which Moses solemnizes the Sinai covenant between God and the people of Israel by dashing sacrificial blood on the people and declaring, “See the blood of the covenant that the Lord has made with you in accordance with all these words.” The blood symbolically binds Israel to God and God to Israel. The second, and equally significant, text is Zechariah 9:11, which carries the ancient covenant language forward into a promise of restoration and end of exile:
As for you also, because of the blood of my covenant with you,
I will set your prisoners free from the waterless pit.
Mark, like Zechariah, interprets the covenant as a promise that assures God’s ultimate deliverance of Israel, even in the face of changed historical circumstances. In the last supper scene, however, this motif is given a hermeneutical twist: Jesus’ own blood now becomes the covenant-sealing sign. Mark’s text does not speak of a “new covenant”; those manuscripts that include the word “new” in Mark 14:24 represent 

later harmonizations with Luke 22:20. Mark certainly thinks that something new has come about through Jesus (cf. Mark 2:21-22), but the effect of his last supper story is something quite different: it affirms that Jesus’ death stands in direct continuity with God’s covenant with Israel, first enacted by Moses (Exod 24:8). Jesus* blood is the blood of the covenant, the blood that binds Israel to God; therefore, it carries a promise of liberation for those who are now imprisoned, in accordance with Zechariah’s prophecy. All who are sealed by that blood are taught to wait expectantly for the coming kingdom in which they will once again drink wine with the king whose blood was shed for them. Thus, for Mark, Jesus* death both hermeneutically redefines and reconfirms God*s covenant with Israel.
In all these passages, we see that Mark has drawn on Old Testament imagery to project a vision of eschatological hope for the restoration of Israel. To be sure, it is an Israel reconfigured by allegiance to Jesus; yet it remains recognizably and concretely a historical people. Mark*s story carries forward the prophetic message of judgment and promise in surprising ways, bringing Israel to a definitive indictment and offering hope in ways unforeseeable to those who had come before him. Yet the contours of Mark’s message are unintelligible apart from the Old Testament texts that provide both background and content to Jesus* proclamation of the kingdom of God.
Israel's blindness and resistance
It is a characteristic theme of Jewish apocalyptic thought that God’s elect people are granted a privileged knowledge of God’s eschatological purposes/Outsiders, blind to God’s saving action, live as though the world were riot ruled by God and as though the present oppressive order will continue indefinitely into the future. The elect, however, consoled by the knowledge of the truth, eagerly await the disclosure of God’s coming justice. One function of apocalyptic writings is to reveal knowledge of God’s redemptive purposes, often in a mysterious or symbolically coded form. Although the Gospel of Mark does not belong to the literary genre of “apocalypse,” it shares significant elements of this worldview, including the motif of human blindness to God’s eschatological activity, a motif rooted in the writings of the Old Testament prophets. In Mark’s hands, however, this motif undergoes theologically significant modification.41
As the plot of Mark’s Gospel unfolds, we read of an escalating conflict between Jesus and the Jewish religious leaders of his day, particularly the scribes and Pharisees. Jesus grieves at their hardness of heart
(Mark 3:4) and castigates them (in 7:6-7) by citing Isaiah 29:13—a passage whose wider context deplores the blindness and stupor of Judah (see Isa 29:9-12). This is not an incidental echo for Mark, who is pervasively concerned with the theme of Israel’s mysterious incomprehension of the gospel, including the failure of Jesus’ own disciples to comprehend the good news. Even though Jesus announces the kingdom of God and does mighty works that signify the inbreaking of God’s restorative power, most of the human characters in the story, including the disciples, remain puzzled and uncomprehending of his message.
The purpose of parables (Mark 4:11-12). Mark brings this problem sharply into focus in Mark 4, which assembles a collection of Jesus’ parables, primarily parables of seed and harvest. After Jesus teaches a large crowd by telling the parable of the sower (Mark 4:1-9), his disciples interrogate him in private about his method of teaching in indirect, parabolic speech. Jesus’ reply, which has baffled generations of New Testament interpreters, indicates that he is speaking in parables deliberately in order to veil his message:
And he said to them, “To you has been given the puaxfipiov of the kingdom of God, but for those outside, everything comes in parables, in order that ‘they may indeed look, but not perceive, and may indeed listen, but not understand; so that they may not turn again and be forgiven.’ ”
(Mark 4:11-12; quoting Isa 6:9-10)
The term puairipiov (“mystery” or “secret”) appears often in apocalyptic texts as a designation for the hidden truth revealed to the seer. For example, when Daniel goes before King Nebuchadnezzar to decode the king’s symbolic dream, he prefaces his interpretation with these words: “No wise men, enchanters, magicians, or diviners can show to the king the mystery that the king is asking, but there is a God in heaven who reveals mysteries, and he has disclosed to King Nebuchadnezzar what will happen at the end of days” (Dan 2:27-28; cf. 2:47). In the context of Mark’s Gospel, however, it seems odd that the disciples are described as recipients of the mystery of the kingdom of God, since they repeatedly demonstrate their failure to understand what Jesus is trying to tell them. The saying must be understood proleptically, as a promissory indication of a secret vouchsafed to the disciples, whose meaning will be understood only later, after the crucifixion and resurrection of Jesus.42

We shall return later to consider how Mark understands the content of this ‘‘mystery.” For the present, we note merely that Jesus’ message, rather than being stated in obvious user-friendly terms, is cloaked in mysterious ambiguity. His teaching in parables produces a concealment of his message.
The reason for this strategy of indirection is explained by a citation of Isaiah, drawn from the account of Isaiah s prophetic call (Isa 6:1-13). Just as Jesus’ prophetic condemnation of the temple was modeled on Jeremiah, here we find Jesus aligning his mission with Isaiah’s divinely given commission to “make the mind of this people dull, and stop their ears, and shut their eyes” (6:10). It is important to recognize that God s appointment of Isaiah to harden the people’s senses is not an arbitrary act of divine spite; rather, it is a specific punishment for Israel’s injustice and idolatry, as detailed in the previous chapter of the book of Isaiah:
“... they have rejected the instruction (ГГЛЛ) of the Lord of hosts, and have despised the word of the Holy One of Israel” (5:24c). Because they refused to listen, God inflicts deafness and blindness upon them. This is a punishment particularly appropriate for the sin of idolatry, as suggested by the Old Testament’s recurrent critique of lifeless idols:
The idols of the nations are silver and gold, the work of human hands.
They have mouths, but they do not speak;
They have ears, but they do not hear, and there is no breath in their mouths.
Those who make them and all who trust in them shall become like them.
(Ps 135:15-18)43
The placement of Mark’s parable chapter, with its strange saying about the obscuring effect of the parables, follows the same logic of judgmental blinding that appears in Isaiah 5 and 6.44 The Beelzebul controversy in Mark 3:20-35 demonstrates that the scribes from Jerusalem (3:22) have closed their eyes to the healing and restoring work of the kingdom,45 attributing Jesus’ exorcisms to “the ruler of demons.” For that reason, they have become “outsiders” to the kingdom;46 thus, Jesus’ parables have the effect of further blinding them to the truth.47 In this structural comparison between Isaiah 5-6 and Mark 3-4, the parable of the unfruitful vineyard in Isaiah 5:1-7 is balanced by the parable of the

sower in Mark 4:3-9; the latter parable announces judgment on those in whom the word bears no fruit, while promising eschatological blessing for the seed that falls on good soil.
That is why for Mark everything depends on listening carefully to the word of the kingdom proclaimed by Jesus. Mark stitches together traditional sayings that are scattered about in other contexts in Matthew (see Matt 7:2,13:12) to create an urgent summons to hear Jesus’ teaching:
And he said to them, “Pay attention to what you hear; the measure you give will be the measure you get, and still more will be given you. For to those who have, more will be given; and from those who have nothing, even what they have will be taken away.”
(Mark 4:24-25)
That divine action of “taking away” is precisely what is described in Isaiah 6:9-10 and in Mark 4:11-12, and Mark’s use of Isaiah 6:9-10 emphasizes judgment upon those who have already refused Jesus’ message, marking them as outsiders.48 Yet, though this reading helps us to understand the narrative movement from Mark 3 to Mark 4, it does not fully account for the irony of Mark’s plot. Marks narrative constantly destabilizes the distinction between insiders and outsiders—and thereby marks a certain distance from conventional apocalyptic discourse. Even the disciples, to whom the mystery of the kingdom is said to be given, remain uncomprehending fools.
Just before the hinge point of the narrative (Mark 8:27-9:13), Jesus finally becomes exasperated with their obtuseness. Speaking metaphorically, Jesus has warned them to “beware of the leaven of the Pharisees and the leaven of Herod” (8:15). The discerning reader of the Gospel will recall that the Pharisees and Herodians are conspiring together to kill Jesus (3:6); the disciples, however, being less than adept at interpreting Jesus’ figurative speech, begin to fret that Jesus is chastising them for failing to bring enough bread along on their boat trip. Since this episode immediately follows the second account of Jesus’ miraculous feeding of a crowd (8:1-10), their literalistic anxiety on this point seems especially stupid. Jesus at last loses patience and upbraids them in language that explicitly recalls his earlier description of the condition of the hardened outsiders: “Why are you still talking about having no bread? Do you still not perceive or understand? Are your hearts hardened? Do you have eyes, and fail to see? Do you have ears, and fail to hear?” (8:17-18). Despite the clear echo of Isaiah in Mark 4:12, the language of Jesus’ questions corresponds more closely to Jeremiah 5:21 and Ezekiel 1-2:2;—both passages that prophesy exile and judgment on the unfaithful people. Thus, the befuddled disciples have become outsiders to the kingdom, no less than the scribes and Pharisees of Mark 3. Mark ends the first half of his Gospel with an open, plaintive question that invites hi6 readers, no less than the disciples, to take heed and answer: “Do you not yet understand?” (Mark 8:21).
In these passages that draw upon Old Testament accounts of Israel’s failure to see and hear, Mark never argues that the blinding of the people is necessary in order to complete a scenario predicted by the prophets. In contrast to John’s use of the same text (Isa 6:10) to explain the divinely ordered necessity of the people’s unbelief (John 12:37-41), Mark 4:11-12 does not say, “everything comes in parables in order that what was spoken by the prophet might be fulfilled.”49 Instead, Mark describes Jesus’ parabolic teaching as parallel and analogous to Isaiah’s prophetic activity, producing the same result in the hearers. In other words, in the parable chapter, Mark does not press a claim that the resistance Jesus encountered was pre-scripted by God; rather, the resistance seems to be part of the contingent unfolding of the story of Israel, and the scriptural citations demonstrate the figural correspondence between the Israel of Isaiah’s day and the Israel to whom Jesus speaks in parables. In both historical settings, Israel has turned a deaf ear to God’s word.
The parable of the wicked tenants (Mark 12:1-12). As the action of the narrative moves toward its climax in Jerusalem, Jesus tells a parable that encapsulates the plot of Israel’s story. For those with eyes to see and ears to hear, it foreshadows the climax of that plot in the fate of Jesus himself.
The full significance of this parable comes into view only when we see its intertextual relationship with Isaiah’s song of the unfruitful vineyard (Isa 5:1-7). As soon as Jesus begins his description of the vineyard owner’s action, echoes of the Isaiah passage sound audibly: “A man planted a vineyard, put a fence around it, dug a pit for the wine press, and built a watchtower Each of these details is drawn directly from Isaiah 5:2, though the order varies slightly. The Greek words in Mark 12:1 correspond almost exactly to the LXX.50 Because of the close verbal correspondence, we expect the parable to recapitulate the message of Isaiah’s song. Instead, however, there is a striking revision in Jesus’ telling of the tale. In Isaiah, the vineyard owner expresses wrath toward the unfruitful vineyard; despite his careful, loving tending of the vineyard, it has not produced the sought-for harvest: “he expected it to yield grapes, but it

yielded wild grapes” (Isa 5:2c), Therefore, the owner lodges a complaint against the vineyard and expresses his intention to remove his protection so that it will be destroyed. The final verse of the song (5:7) leaves no ambiguity about the meaning of its images:51
For the vineyard of the Lord of hosts
is the house of Israel
and the people of Judah
are his pleasant planting;
he expected justice
but saw bloodshed;
righteousness,
but heard a cry.
In Jesus’ telling, however, the vineyard image mutates into quite a different application. We are still to understand that the vineyard is Israel, but the problem is different. The problem is no longer that the vineyard fails to produce grapes but rather that it is cared for by unscrupulous tenant farmers who refuse to give the vineyard owner his rightful share of the fruit; indeed, they repeatedly resort to violence against the owner’s emissaries (Mark 12:2-5).
The meaning of all this is thoroughly transparent, even to Jesus’ hard-hearted adversaries. The parable is addressed to “the chief priests, the scribes, and the elders” who had challenged Jesus’ authority to overturn the tables of the money changers and merchants in the temple court (Mark 11:27). These leaders immediately recognize that Jesus’ improvisational riff on Isaiah’s song has now targeted them—the caretakers of the people—as scoundrels who are not rendering to God his due (Mark 12:12). Since Jesus has just reminded them of Jeremiah’s prophecy of the destruction of the temple by accusing them of turning it into a “den of robbers” (Mark n:i7/Jer 7:11), they may also remember, in light of Jesus’ parable, Jeremiah’s further accusation against the disobedient priests and people of his day:
From the day that your ancestors came out of the land of Egypt until this day, I have persistently sent all my servants the prophets to them, day after day\ yet they did not listen to me, or pay attention, but they stiffened their necks. They did worse than their ancestors did.
(Jer 7:25-26)52

The “many” slaves sent by the vineyard owner in Jesus’ parable correspond to “all my servants the prophets” in Jeremiah’s judgment oracle. Thus, Jesus’ rendition of the story follows Jeremiah’s lead in accusing Israel of a long history of rejecting God’s servants, while at the same time focusing the accusation on the religious authorities of Jesus’ own time as murderous villains whose unfaithfulness is about to bring destruction on the nation. The shift in emphasis here is striking, for the brunt of the accusation falls upon the chief priests, scribes, and elders, rather than upon the people as a whole, as in Isaiah’s song. It is the leaders who bear culpability for their resistance to God. That is why the climax of the parable pronounces judgment on the tenants, not on the vineyard as in Isaiah: “What then will the owner of the vineyard do? He will come and destroy the tenants and give the vineyard to others” (Mark 12:9). There will be judgment on the leaders, and care of Israel will be entrusted to new tenants. This outcome is entirely consistent with the programmatic emphasis we have seen elsewhere in Mark on the themes of judgment and restoration of Israel.
Jesus’ parable, however, carries one more distinctive element. Whereas Jeremiah spoke of an extended sequence of rejected prophets, the sequence in Jesus’ story builds to a singular climax:
“He had still one other, a beloved son. Finally he sent him to them, saying, ‘They will respect my son/ But those tenants said to one another, ‘This is the heir; come, let us kill him, and the inheritance will be ours/ So they seized him, killed him, and threw him out of the vineyard.”
(Mark 12:6-8)
Readers of Mark’s Gospel have encountered references to a “beloved son” twice already at pivotal moments in the narrative: the baptism of Jesus and the transfiguration. On both occasions a heavenly voice identifies Jesus as “my Son, the Beloved” (Mark 1:11, 9:7). Accordingly, Mark’s reference to a “beloved son” (12:6) inescapably evokes a christological interpretation of the parable: the beloved son is Jesus himself, the one on whom the Spirit has descended (1:10), the one in whom the kingdom of God has come with power (9:1). After the long series of rejected prophets, God finally sends Jesus, as his beloved son, to reclaim authority over the vineyard. The fate that will befall him, however, is a violent one, as Jesus has already prophesied repeatedly (Mark 8:31, 9:31,10:32-34, 10:45). That is to say, the parable of the wicked tenants foreshadows the passion narrative.
This strange fate of the beloved son would hardly seem surprising for readers steeped in Israel’s heritage.53 With eerie regularity, the beloved son in Israel’s scriptural stories becomes the victim of violence, either intended or accomplished. The archetypal account is the story of Abraham’s sacrifice of Isaac, in which God’s command comes to Abraham: “Take your son, your only son Isaac, whom you love, and go to the land of Moriah, and offer him there as a burnt offering on one of the mountains that I shall show you” (Gen 22:2). The language of the LXX prefigures Mark’s christological turn even more tellingly: taxpe tov uićv aou x6v dya7ET|T6v 5v г|уа7гт|аа<; t6v IoaaK (“Take your son the beloved, whom you love, Isaac ...”). When Jesus tells a story, then, about the owner (God) sending a beloved son into harm’s way, the s tory resonates with the longer and older story of Israel.
Though Genesis 22 seems horrifying, Jewish interpreters had long understood it as a story of redemption: the obedience of Abraham and the submission of Isaac become salvific for the nation. God, recognizing Abraham’s faithful compliance, sends an angel at the last moment to stay his hand; nonetheless, soteriologically speaking, it is as though God regards the sacrifice as having been completed. Consequently, the Akedah, the “binding” of Isaac, becomes the ground of Israel’s future confidence in Gods mercy.54 By employing the loaded epithet “beloved son,” Mark causes the story of the sacrifice of Isaac to echo in the background of Jesus’ parable, with the effect that the murder of the vineyard owner’s son is not necessarily only a grim ending to the tale—death is not necessarily the final word.
Just as importantly, the story of Joseph also echoes in counterpoint with the parable. When the wicked tenants say, “come, let us kill him (беите owioKTEivG)|iev auxov), and the inheritance will be ours” (Mark 12:7), they repeat exactly the words used by Joseph’s envious brothers plotting to do away with him (Gen 37:20 LXX). This specific formulation, “come, let us kill him,” occurs nowhere else in the Old Testament. A reader who hears this fleeting echo might recall that Joseph was thrown into a pit by his brothers but later rose to rule over all the land of Egypt and to provide saving aid for his family in a time of famine. This figurative “resurrection” of Joseph also foreshadows Jesus’ fate.55 For that reason, the parable of the tenants does not end with the threat of judgment in Mark 12:9; instead, it continues with the celebratory citation of Psalm 118, which-—in the context of Mark’s story—points to the resurrection and vindication of the crucified Son of God:
The stone that the builders rejected has become the cornerstone; this was the Lord’s doing, and it is amazing in our eyes.
(Mark 12:10-11; quoting Ps и8*.22-2з)56
Without the resurrection, this is an unintelligible conclusion to the parable. In fact, Mark 12:10-11 is often taken to be an incongruous secondary addition to the parable; however, the echo of the Joseph story provides the subliminal typological link between parable and kerygma. In light of the resurrection, the killing of the beloved son becomes a part of the larger drama of human rejection and divine vindication, a drama already prefigured in the Joseph story and in Psalm 118. The parable of the wicked tenants, then, functions as an allegorical representation of Mark’s larger story of God’s redemptive action. At the same time, it gives the reader a key to understanding the identity of Jesus.
How, then, does Mark use Scripture to re-narrate the story of Israel? We have seen that the continuation of the story is a complex matter. Israel has long been in a state of oppression and captivity, but Mark draws upon prophetic texts, especially Isaiah, to proclaim that God’s longed-for deliverance of Israel is finally at hand. The coming of God’s kingdom, presaged by John the Baptist and proclaimed by Jesus, is an apocalyptic event, fulfilling Isaiah’s vision of a new exodus in which God will lead the people on a way through the desert to return in power to Zion. This powerful coming of the divine presence entails judgment on Israel’s sin and idolatry, as well as restoration of God’s just and benevolent order. Because the leaders of Israel, the priests and scribes, resist Jesus’ announcement of the kingdom and his revision of the law, they grow hardened and blind in their opposition. Thus they act under the shadow of God’s judgment while opposing Jesus. Their opposition to Jesus, the Beloved Son, leads finally to the climax of Israel’s story, the crucifixion of Jesus. Yet Mark hints, by citing Psalm 118:22-23, that the story will not end in violence, death, and futility. The vineyard, under care of different hands, may yet flourish again and yield fruit to its rightful owner.
§3 JESUS AS THE CRUCIFIED MESSIAH
As we examined Mark’s continuation of the story of Israel, we found ourselves focusing repeatedly on Jesus as the key figure who carries forward the story. It is Jesus who announces the inbreaking of the kingdom of God, Jesus who enacts the signs of judgment and restoration, Jesus who bears the brunt of Israel’s resistance to God. This is not a surprising finding, for Mark’s story from its first sentence onward highlights the identity and action of “Jesus Messiah, the Son of God” (Mark 1:1). Thus far, we have attended chiefly to Jesus’ instrumental role in transforming the story of Israel. We turn our attention now to the character of Jesus himself within the narrative. How do Mark’s scriptural citations and allusions function to illumine the identity of this commanding figure who stands at the climax of Israel’s story?
At the pivot point of the story, Jesus asks his disciples the crucial question: “But you—who do you say that I am?” (Mark 8:29). Others have said that he might be John the Baptist redivivus or that he might be the Elijah figure awaited as the forerunner of God’s triumphant return or that he is another in the ongoing sequence of prophets sent by God (8:28). For Mark, these answers are insufficient and wrong. Jesus’ question pointedly seeks to elicit from the disciples an answer that will be adequate to the wonders they have witnessed throughout the first half of the Gospel. Peters answer, “You are the Messiah,” is certainly on the right track, for it corresponds to Mark’s own designation of Jesus as Christos in the story’s opening words (i:i).57 Yet Jesus abruptly commands the disciples not to tell anyone about him.
This strange injunction to silence was the basis for William Wrede’s theory about the “messianic secret” in Mark. According to Wrede s hypothesis, the Jesus of history made no claim to be the Messiah and was confessed as such only later by the church. Therefore, Mark was faced with an embarrassing disjunction between the church’s kerygmatic confession of Jesus as Messiah and a body of nonmessianic Palestinian Jesus-traditions. Mark solved the problem by fabricating an apologetic construct, the messianic secret: Jesus had deliberately hidden his identity as Messiah from his contemporaries, demanding that his disciples keep silence about it during his lifetime.58 For a variety of reasons, Wrede’s theory cannot be accepted in the form he proposed it—not least because, apart from Mark 8:30, most of Jesus’ injunctions to silence have nothing to do with the title “Messiah” or with expectations connected to it.59 Nonetheless, Wrede rightly draws attention to a major motif in Mark’s Gospel: the mysterious elusiveness of Jesus’ true identity. If we attend carefully to Mark’s use of the Old Testament to characterize Jesus, we will discover reasons other than the one Wrede proposed for this elusiveness.
As we examine the way that Mark draws upon Israel’s Scripture to define the identity of Jesus, four themes emerge as the most salient:

Jesus as the Davidic king, Jesus as the Son of Man, Jesus as the God of Israel, and Jesus as the crucified Messiah.60 Three of these four images have been widely recognized as key components of Markan Christology. But the suggestion that Mark actually depicts the man Jesus as the embodied presence of the God of Israel has rarely been considered; indeed, this suggestion may sound as bizarre and off-putting today as it must have sounded to first-century audiences encountering such claims for the first time. In the following pages, I will contend that inattention to this dimension of Mark’s message has been, in large part, a consequence of deafness to Mark’s subtle and mysterious manner of deploying Old Testament echoes to intimate, with reverent indirectness, the divine identity of Jesus. Further, I will argue that the four christological motifs I have named do not dangle separately in the narrative as unintegrated remnants of earlier traditions; Mark has woven them together into a startling but cohesive portrayal of the figure of Jesus. To isolate any one of the four is to misconstrue Mark’s gospel message. The four images must be read together as aspects of Mark’s narrative representation of his central character.
For example—to take the easiest illustration—to interpret Jesus as the Davidic king-Messiah is seriously misleading unless the meaning of that ascription is understood in dialectical relation to his death on a cross. While we shall examine each of the four images individually in turn, to read the images in isolation is an exercise analogous to plunking out the individual vocal parts of a chorale, for purposes of rehearsal. The effect of the musical composition is to be perceived only when all four parts are heard together. That perceptual act of hearing-together will be attempted in the conclusion of this section on Mark’s christological narration.
Jesus as Davidic king
Royal allusions in the superscription and baptism story. The identification of Jesus in the Gospel’s opening sentence predisposes the reader to expect an account of Jesus as bearer of the Davidic legacy: “The beginning of the good news of Jesus Christ, the Son of God.” The term “Christ” (Хрштб^) is not a proper name but a role designation; it means “anointed one,” Mark uses the term six more times in his Gospel, and in five of them he clearly understands it as a title, uthe Messiah” (Mark 8:29,12:35,13:21, 14:61, 15:32).61 The royal significance of this title is shown especially by the taunt of the passersby in 15:32: “Let the Messiah, the King of Israel

(6 Xpiorof; 6 paaiA-e^s ТорођХ), come down from the cross now.” This use of Christos as a designation for the Davidic ruler is no Christian innovation; it is illustrated, for example, by Psalm 18:50 (17:51 LXX):
Great triumphs he gives to his king,
And shows steadfast love to his anointed (тф Хрштф аитои), to David and his descendants forever.
The synonymous parallelism of these lines shows that—in this passage, at least—Christos is an epithet for the Davidic king.62 After the demise of the Davidic monarchy, such texts came to be read eschatologically, as prefigurations of the coming anointed king who would restore the kingdom to Israel.63 The expectation of such a king was rooted in the scriptural promise that David’s kingdom would be established eternally, as can be seen in the word of the prophet Nathan to King David:
When your days are fulfilled and you lie down with your ancestors, I will raise up your offspring after you, who shall Come forth from your body, and I will establish his kingdom. He shall build a house for my name, and I will establish the throne of his kingdom forever. I will be a father to him and he shall be a son to me.
(2 Sam 7:i2-i4a)64
In its original narrative setting, of course, this prophecy applies to Solomon; but, after Israel’s experience of exile, it was reappropriated as a prophecy of the coming Messiah, as demonstrated in a florilegium of messianic texts discovered among the Dead Sea Scrolls:
And “YHWH de[clares] to you that he will build you a house. I will raise up your seed after you and establish the throne of his kingdom [forev]er.
I will be a father to him and he will be a son to me.” This (refers to the) “branch of David” who will arise with the Interpreter of the law who [will rise up] in Zi[on in] the last days, as it is written, “I will raise up the hut of David which has fallen.” This (refers to) “the hut of David which has fallen,” who will arise to save Israel.65
The opening words of Mark’s Gospel, then, evoke this same expectation for a future king who will reclaim the throne of David and set things right.
The title “Son of God,” if it belongs to the original text of Mark 1:1, reinforces the identification of Jesus as a kingly figure.66 In the Psalms, the king is acclaimed as God’s “son,” not because of a belief about his supernatural origin but as a way of expressing the special status of election and divine favor into which the king was embraced, as in the enthronement acclamation of Psalm 2:6-8:
“I have set my king on Zion, my holy hill.”
I will tell of the decree of the Lord:
He said to me, “You are my son; today I have begotten you.
Ask of me, and I will make the nations your heritage, and the ends of the earth your possession.”
This passage echoes loudly in the voice that speaks from heaven on the occasion of Jesus’ baptism: “You are my Son, the Beloved; with you I am well pleased” (Mark 1:11). Thus, whether the appellation “Son of God” was in Mark’s original text in 1:1 or not, the subsequent baptismal account implicitly links Jesus with the royal Davidic “son” of Psalm 2. Furthermore, in view of the prominence given to Isaiah 40 in Mark 1:2-3, we should perhaps also hear fainter overtones here of Isaiah 42:1: “Here is my servant, whom I uphold, my chosen, in whom my soul delights', I have put my spirit upon him; he will bring forth justice to the nations.”67 If the heavenly voice in Mark 1:11 is echoing this passage, the implied fusion between the anointed Davidic king of Psalm 2:7 and the servant of Isaiah 42:1 is significant for understanding Markan Christology.68 The same fusion occurs again in the words of the voice that speaks from the clouds in the transfiguration story: “This is my Son the Beloved (6 moq pou 6 ауалт|т6<;); listen to him!” (Mark 9:7). Thus Mark doubly reinforces the application of this royal title to Jesus. In the baptismal story, the heavenly voice addresses Jesus himself; in the transfiguration account, the awestruck disciples.
In any case, within a few lines of the opening of the Gospel, Mark has tipped off the reader that Jesus is to be understood in relation to the figure of the anointed Davidic king. Consequently, when we hear Jesus announcing that “the kingdom of God has come near” (Mark 1:15), this appears to be, among other things, a veiled announcement of his own claim to the throne. The echo of Psalm 2 in Mark 1:11 turns the baptism of Jesus into a disguised royal anointing, and Jesus’ proclamation of the kingdom follows, implicitly, as the assertion of his own claim to sovereignty. It is, however, characteristic of Mark’s narrative strategy that none of this is said explicitly in Mark 1. Only the reader who hears the echoes of Psalm 2 and Isaiah 42 will perceive the royal Davidic significations imbedded in these crisply told opening episodes.
Davidic typology in Jesus1 actions. Subsequently, in the first of Mark’s two Sabbath controversy stories, Jesus justifies his own authority to permit the disciples’ plucking of grain by appealing to the example of David (Mark 2:23-28). The implicit Davidic typology supports Jesus’ claim in the halakhic controversy because Jesus’ status parallels that of David in i Samuel 21: like David, he is the anointed king (cf. 1 Sam 16:1-13) whose authority has not yet been recognized within Israel, save by his fugitive band of followers.
Even more illuminating is the first of Mark’s two miraculous feeding stories (Mark 6:30-44). Jesus, seeing the hungry crowd, “had compassion for them, because they were like sheep without a shepherd” (6:34). This authorial comment metaleptically evokes two key passages from Israel’s Scripture. The first is Moses’ plea to God to appoint a successor to him as leader of the people, “so that the congregation of the Lord may not be like sheep without a shepherd” (Num 27:17). The successor whom God commissions turns out to be Joshua (Greek: ’Iqaouc;, Iesous). The echo of this passage in Mark 6:34 might suggest a Moses/Joshua typology, which would depict Jesus as Moses’ successor. This reading is apparently confirmed by the event that follows, a miraculous feeding of a multitude in the wilderness (Mark 6:35-44). On the whole, however, Mark does not develop a sustained picture of Jesus as a new Moses.
In this case, a second echo turns out to be more integrally related to Mark’s distinctive Christology, for the reference to “sheep without a shepherd” also recalls Ezekiel’s prophetic indictment of the false shepherds of Israel:
Ah, you shepherds of Israel who have been feeding yourselves! Should not shepherds feed the sheep? You eat the fat, you clothe yourselves with the wool, you slaughter the fadings; but you do not feed the sheep. You have not strengthened the weak, you have not healed the sick, you have not bound up the injured, you have not brought back the strayed, you have not sought the lost, but with force and harshness you have ruled them. So they were scattered\ because there was no shepherd; and scattered, they became food for all the wild animals. My sheep were scattered, they wandered over all the mountains and on every high hill; my sheep were scattered over all the face of the earth, with no one to search or seek for them.


(Ezek 34*.2b-6)
This allusion is significant tor understanding Mark’s portrayal of Jesus as the Davidic king because of the solution that Ezekiel’s oracle finally promises for the plight of Israel’s scattered flock:
I will set up over them one shepherd, my servant David, and he shall feed them: he shall feed them and be their shepherd. And I, the Lord, will be their God, and my servant David shall be prince among them; I, the Lord, have spoken.
(Ezek 34:23-24)
Thus, when Jesus feeds the multitude in Mark 6, he is not only symbolically reenacting Moses’ manna miracle of the exodus but also prefiguring the restored Davidic kingship promised by Ezekiel’s prophecy. Assuming the role of “my servant David,” Jesus not only feeds the flock but also accomplishes what the false shepherds did not: he heals the sick and seeks the lost (cf. Ezek 34:4). The two motifs (exodus and Davidic king- ship) should be seen as complementary rather than as competing alternatives, precisely because the new exodus envisioned in the Old Testament, especially in Isaiah, has as its telos the restoration of God’s rulership over Israel. Consequently, the Old Testament allusions in Mark 6 lead us to perceive Jesus as a kingly figure who integrates the exodus typology with Ezekiel’s vision of a restored kingdom.69
Once again, however, these associations are perceptible only for readers with ears to hear the subtexts of Mark’s narrative; it is not Mark’s way to make the connections overt. Indeed, because the Old Testament links are enacted but unspoken, the figural identification of Jesus as messianic king remains hidden not only from the uninformed reader but also from the characters in the story—that is, up until Peter’s confession at Caesarea Philippi.
Bartimaeus' acclamation. In keeping with Mark’s fondness for dramatic irony, it is a blind man who most clearly sees and blurts out Jesus’ identity as the Davidic heir. At the conclusion of the Gospel’s central section on discipleship, the final episode that occurs as Jesus approaches Jerusalem is an encounter with Bartimaeus, a blind beggar (Mark 10:46-52). Being told that Jesus is coming, Bartimaeus begins to shout out “Jesus, Son of David, have mercy on me!” The crowd tries to silence him, but he cries even more loudly, repeating the acclamation of Jesus as Son of David. The narrative effect of this repetition is to cast the resistant crowd in an unsympathetic light while creating readerly sympathy for Bartimaeus and validating his manner of addressing Jesus. Jesus reinforces this effect by singling out Bartimaeus, healing him,70 and commending him for his faith. The final sentence of the account is fraught with symbolic significance: “Immediately he regained his sight and followed him on the way” (10:52). Mark’s central discipleship section is bracketed by stories about the healing of blind men (8:22-26,10:46-52). The first is partial and gradual, corresponding figuratively to the disciples’ halting grasp of Jesus’ identity and mission, while the second is immediate and complete, signaling the completion of Jesus’ instruction on discipleship. Bartimaeus becomes a paradigmatic disciple, doing what the rich seeker had refused to do (10:21-22) by following Jesus on the way. Though he was blind, he now sees truly, and he acts accordingly, joining Jesus on the road.
An unresolved question nags at us, however: Does Bartimaeus’ identification of Jesus as “Son of David” belong to the era of his blindness, or is it a prescient manifestation of the faith that Jesus praises? Is this title an appropriate one for a disciple of Jesus to use? Is the title “Son of David” wrong or inadequate, and one Jesus actually rejects in Mark I2:35~37?71 Mark 12 demands careful treatment in its own place, but at the end of Mark 10 we are given no indication whatever that Bartimaeus’ acclamation is misguided. His calling out to Jesus fits into a familiar Markan pattern: the marginalized outsider rightly recognizes Jesus and responds to him in faith. We have already encountered similar patterns in the stories of the leper (1:40-44), the woman suffering from hemorrhages (5:25-34), the Syrophoenician woman (7:24-30), the father of the boy with an unclean spirit (9:14-29), and the people who bring little children for Jesus’ blessing (io:i3-i6).72 The climactic event in this series—a climactic event still to come in Mark’s narrative—is the confession of the centurion at the foot of the cross (15:39). In none of these cases does Mark hint that the outsider’s perception of Jesus requires correction. Instead, in each case the audacious words and actions of the outsiders serve as correctives to the perspective of the “insider” characters in the story. Mark has taught his readers to pay respectful attention to what such outsiders say. Thus, after the persistently foolish misunderstandings of Jesus’ disciples (e.g., Mark 10:35-45), when we hear Bartimaeus cry to Jesus as “Son of David,” we should take heed what we hear.
Jesus’ triumphal entry to Jerusalem. The story that follows immediately in Mark’s Gospel chronicles Jesus’ entry to Jerusalem (Mark 11:1-11) and dramatically reinforces Bartimaeus’ identification of Jesus as the Davidic king. By executing a plan to enter Jerusalem riding on a colt, Jesus subliminally evokes the messianic prophecy of Zechariah 9:9:
Rejoice greatly, O daughter Zion!
Shout aloud, O daughter Jerusalem!
Lo, your king comes to you; triumphant and victorious is he, humble and riding on a donkey, on a colt, the foal of a donkey.
Having walked all the way from Galilee, Jesus now commandeers the colt only when he arrives at Bethany, just two miles over the hill from Jerusalem. Thus, surely, his riding into the city in this manner is a staged symbolic gesture. Unlike Matthew, however, who quotes the passage from Zechariah, Mark offers no explicit interpretation of the gesture; those who have eyes to see will understand. They will recall Zechariah 9 and discern that this figure riding into Jerusalem on a donkey is the one who will4 cut off the chariot from Ephraim and the war horse from Jerusalem” and “command peace to the nations” (Zech 9:10).
As the story unfolds, Jesus’ symbolic gesture is not lost on “those who followed him”—still, we presume, including Bartimaeus—who begin a chant based on Psalm 118:25-26:
Hosanna!
Blessed is the one who comes in the name of the Lord!
Blessed is the coming kingdom of our father David!
Hosanna in the highest!
The sentence “Blessed is the coming kingdom of our father David/” does not appear in Psalm 118, but it interprets the drama being played out in Jesus’ entry to the city. Jesus is not (yet) explicitly named as king, but he is acclaimed as the one who heralds the “coming kingdom” of David, an eschatological hope that challenges the powers now ruling Jerusalem. At a minimum, the crowd’s chant is merely part of a larger celebration of the festival,73 not an acclamation of Jesus specifically, and “the one who comes in the name of the Lord” could apply to any pilgrim arriving in the city.74 This reading, however, fails to account for the details of Mark’s narrative, which portrays the crowd as spreading their cloaks and palm branches on the road in front of Jesus (Mark 11:8), a gesture acknowledging his royal status. Nonetheless, Mark’s description of the event remains muted, and it requires the reader to listen for Old Testament texts that remain just below the surface of the narrative. The hints have become stronger, but it remains possible for readers of the story to have ears and yet somehow to miss the significance of what the crowd is chanting. Jesus* kingship is adumbrated rather than proclaimed.
Jesus' riddle about David's son. In light of the many pointers in Marks Gospel to Jesus* identity as the Davidic king, how then are we to understand 12:35-37, in which Jesus apparently refutes the scribal opinion that the Messiah (Christos) is the Son of David? The passage is sometimes taken to be an outright repudiation of Davidic messianism. Is Jesus now refusing the same title that he praised Bartimaeus for shouting out? Here we must read with the alert subtlety that, as we have by now learned, Mark demands of his readers.
Jesus* enigmatic question comes at the conclusion of an extended series of controversy discourses in the temple (Mark 11:27-12:34), in which Jesus matches wits with various Jewish authorities: the chief priests, scribes and elders (11:27-12:12), Pharisees and Herodians (12:13-17), Sad- ducees (12:18-27), and finally a single sympathetic scribe (12:28-34). He confounds all those who challenge him and finally elicits the approval of the scribe, who recognizes his teaching as a truthful exposition of the Torah. At the conclusion of this cycle of material, Mark tells us, “After that, no one dared to ask him any question** (12:34). Jesus* question in 12:35-37 initiates a new narrative movement, in which Jesus becomes the interrogator:
While Jesus was teaching in the temple, he said, “How can the scribes say that the Messiah is the son of David? David himself, by the Holy Spirit, declared, ‘The Lord said to my Lord, “Sit at my right hand, until I put your enemies under your feet.”’ David himself calls him Lord; so how can he be his son?” And the large crowd was listening to him with delight.
The first thing to recognize is that this passage takes the form of a riddle, not a categorical denial. Jesus asks a question, quotes Psalm 110:1, then asks another question. The second question is literally, “Whence (7i60sv) [comes it that] he is his son?*’ The unusual Greek word order (7t60ev auxou ecmv ui6<;) places emphasis on the possessive pronoun. Matthew and Luke, finding the question awkward, change Mark’s rco0ev to ла>д (“how,” Matt 22:45; Luke 20:44). The question, as Mark has stated it, could be understood as a request for another text to prove that the Messiah is to be Son of David. But such a question would hardly be baffling to the  scribes, since many good prooftexts were readily at hand.75 More likely, Jesus’ question should be heard as a challenge to explicate the logic of Psalm 110:1 itself: “Where in this text do you see the idea that the Messiah is David’s son? Doesn’t the text say that the Messiah is David’s Lord?” The crowd’s approval derives from seeing Jesus get the upper hand over the scribes—the tweaking of authority figures is a timeless source of readerly delight—just as he had stumped the Pharisees and Herodians by his response to their question about paying taxes to Caesar (Mark 12:13-17). There is no reason for the crowd to take particular pleasure in a denial of a lineal connection between David and the Messiah. Rather, they are savoring Jesus’ outsmarting the experts: he has come up with a text, a very impressive one, that problematizes conventional scribal teaching.
But Jesus’ query also poses a conundrum. The way forward may not be to deny flat-footedly that the Messiah is to be David s son; rather, the solution may lie in rethinking the categories that create the conundrum in the first place. Mark challenges his readers to recognize that the Messiah is much more than simply the Son of David.76 The title “Son of David” was often associated with nationalistic hopes for a military ruler to drive out the foreign powers that controlled Jerusalem and to restore the sovereignty of Israel. An early attestation of this title in such militaristic messianic expectation is found in the Psalms of Solomon, composed in the century before Jesus’ lifetime:
See, Lord, and raise up for them their King, the son of David, to rule over your servant Israel in the time known to you, O God.
Undergird him with the strength to destroy the unrighteous rulers,
to purge Jerusalem from Gentiles who trample her to destruction ...
in wisdom and righteousness to drive out
the sinners from the inheritance;
to smash the arrogance of sinners like a potter’s jar;
to shatter all their substance with an iron rod;
to destroy the unlawful nations with the word of his mouth....
He will gather a holy people
whom he will lead in righteousness;
and he will judge the tribes of the people
that have been made holy by the Lord their God....
And he will be a righteous king over them, taught by God.
There will be no unrighteousness among them in his days,
for all shall be holy,
and their king shall be the Lord Messiah.
(Pss. Sol. 17:21-24, 26,32)77
If that is what “Son of David” means, Jesus has already given his disciples—and the reader of Mark’s Gospel—ample cause to doubt the suitability of this title as a description for his own vocation. He has repeatedly prophesied his own rejection and violent death (Mark 8:31, 9:30-32,10:32-34), and he has insisted that those who follow him are not to lord it over others but to become slaves, following the example of his own self-surrender for others (10:42-45). Clearly, these teachings do not fit the usual pattern of messianic expectation. Yet the psalm that Jesus cites (Ps no) does speak of a subjugation of the Messiah’s enemies: “until I put your enemies under your feet.” The script presupposed by Psalm no, however, does not involve the Messiah’s leading a revolutionary army; rather, he is to be seated at God’s right hand, there to await God’s defeat of the enemies.
In light of these observations, a better reading of Jesus’ riddle would see it not as a rejection of Davidic messiahship but as a redefinition of the same.78 David himself, speaking by the inspiration of the Holy Spirit (Mark 12:36), had foreseen a different sort of Messiah, one greater than himself in being exalted to heavenly glory, one who would not fight with weapons of war but who would trust God to vindicate him and give the victory. Of course, this interpretation of the riddle makes sense only in the retrospective light of the cross and resurrection. A suffering Christos who is enthroned at the right hand of God? No one in the world of Second Temple Judaism expected such a thing. Thus, like the parable of the wicked tenants (12:1-12), Jesus’ riddle about David’s Son comes into focus only when it is read retrospectively within the larger story that Mark tells.
At this point, as at so many others, Mark affirms continuity with Israel’s tradition while also simultaneously insisting on transforming innovation. Jesus is the Son of David, the Messiah, as Bartimaeus had perceived and as the title Christos asserts. But the meaning of Christos is transposed to a new key and subjected to an inversion. The Messiah is more than a new military leader and pretender to the throne; he is the Son of God who is to be enthroned in the heavens and recognized as David’s Lord. The Davidic image, it turns out, is “both too triumphant and not triumphant enough.” It is not triumphant enough because it fails to suggest the cosmic, apocalyptic scope of the Messiah’s victory over supernatural foes; at the same time, it is too triumphant because it fails to reckon with suffering and death as the means of winning the victory,79 The crucial point, though, is that Mark’s narrative does not reject the royal Davidic identification of Jesus; rather, through this mysterious riddle, it presses the reader to a transformative re-imagination of the larger significance of that identification.
It is for that reason that the most explicit royal imagery in Mark’s gospel appears in the passion narrative.80 Jesus is flogged and mocked as “King of the Jews” (Mark 15:16-20), and the inscription on the cross identifies him by that title (15:26). The chief priests and scribes taunt him by calling out, “Let the Messiah, the King of Israel, come down from the cross now, so that we may see and believe” (15:32). Yet, in the midst of the mocking, the reader of the Gospel discerns that the taunts are ironically true. Jesus really is the King of Israel, but he will demonstrate his king- ship not by coming down from the cross but by enduring it. Jesus’ death redefines kingship—but does not renounce it. Indeed, in his stunning reply to the high priest’s interrogation, Jesus explicitly affirms that he is the Christos (14:61-62), as readers of the Gospel have known from its first sentence. As Rowan Williams writes:
Jesus before the High Priest has no leverage in the world. He is denuded of whatever power he might have had. Stripped and bound before the court, he has ho stake in how the world organizes itself... .It is at this moment and this moment only that he speaks plainly about who he is.... God s “I am” can only be heard for what it is when it has no trace of human power left to it; when it appears as something utterly different from human authority, even human liberty; when it is spoken by a captive under sentence of death.81
Thus, to reiterate, the motif of Davidic kingship is not rejected but transformed by Jesus’ story—the “Davidic typology is both constructed and disrupted.”82 It would be more accurate to say, however, that the typology is not so much disrupted as reshaped by the story of Jesus. The eschatological reality that the Messiahs enemies are to be made a footstool for his feet (Ps 110:1) has already been proleptically enacted in Jesus’ decisive silencing of his interlocutors in the temple in the controversies of Mark 11:27—12:34. Indeed, there is a sense in which the riddle of 12:35-37 is Jesus’ real answer to the questions posed by the temple authorities at the beginning of this long narrative: “By what authority are you doing these things? Who gave you this authority to do them?”
(11:28). After parrying all their objections, Jesus finally hints that it is God who has given him the authority, an authority premised upon his own eschatological place at the right hand of God. The enemies who will at last be put under his feet are prefigured by the feckless adversaries in the controversy discourses, who end up with their mouths stopped.
Jesus as the glorified Son of Man
By alluding obliquely to Jesus’ eschatological enthronement alongside God, Mark 12:35-37 suggests that Jesus is not just the anointed king awaited by Israel; he enjoys a still higher dignity. Though there have been various hints of this higher status earlier in the narrative (most especially the transfiguration in 9:2-8), Jesus’ explicit self-interpretations have focused repeatedly, by contrast, on his impending suffering and death (e.g., Mark 8:31-9:1, 9:12, 9:30-32,10:32-34,10:42-45). In Mark 12, however, Jesus’ interactions with the Jerusalem authorities begin to pull back the veil and to disclose glimpses of eschatological glory through I	the citations of Psalm 118:22-23 (12:10-11) and Psalm 110:1 (12:35-37). The
I	glory intimated in these passages is still more fully disclosed, in the sub
sequent chapters, through Mark’s identification of Jesus with the figure of the glorified Son of Man.
In each of the earlier prophecies of suffering, Jesus refers to himself by using the cryptic appellation "the Son of Man.” Endless debates have raged about the derivation of this title, whether Jesus in fact used it of himself, and if so what he meant by it.83 It is impossible and unnecessary to pursue these debates here, for our concern is not with questions of sources but with the significance of the title within Mark’s Gospel. In that context, the meaning of "Son of Man” is clearly illuminated by two passages that appear as the story nears its climax in Jerusalem (Mark 13:24-27, 14:62); in each instance, "the Son of Man” is linked to the glorified figure who appears in Daniel 7:13-14 as the symbol of Israel’s eschatological vindication. Because these passages appear in such crucial positions in Mark’s plot, they must weigh heavily in any attempt to understand how Mark employs Scripture to narrate the identity of Jesus.



The first of these references to Daniel’s glorified Son of Man appears at the dramatic climax of Jesus’ apocalyptic discourse in Mark 13. After Jesus predicts the destruction of the temple, he is asked by Peter, James, John, and Andrew to explain when this cataclysmic event will occur and what the warning signs will be (13:1-4). Seated on the Mount of Olives, overlooking the city and the temple, Jesus begins a lengthy speech (13:5-37)
I

about the “birth pangs” of the new age, in which he warns of many trials and persecutions, the desecration of the temple, and the emergence of false messiahs and false prophets. The portentous phrase “abomination of desolation” (13:14) alludes directly to Daniel’s picture of the defiling of the temple by a pagan ruler (Dan 8:11-13, 9:27,11:31, i2:n).84 Winking at the reader, Mark expects the allusion to be grasped without need for explanation: “But when you see the abomination of desolation set up where it ought not to be (let the reader understand), then those in Judea must flee to the mountains.” The distinctive expression “abomination of desolation” unmistakably links Jesus’ discourse to Daniel’s apocalyptic picture of history and prepares the way for Mark’s introduction of the triumphant Danielic Son of Man in Mark 13:24-27. The linkage to Daniel’s apocalyptic scenario is strengthened still more by the echo of Daniel 12:1 in Mark 13:19:
Dan 12:1 LXX—That day will be a day of suffering (0Алл|/х<;), such as has not been since they first came into existence until that day.
Mark 13:19—For in those days there will be suffering (ВАллук;), such as has not been from the beginning of the creation that God created until now, no, and never will be.
Against this backdrop, Jesus prophesies an end to the suffering in language borrowed from several prophetic texts:
But in those days, after that suffering (вАдлуц), the sun will be darkened, and the moon will not give its light, and the stars will be falling from heaven, and the powers in the heavens will be shaken.
Then they will see the Son of Man coming in clouds with great power and
glory. Then he will send out the angels, and gather his elect from the four
winds, from the ends of the earth to the ends of heaven.
(Mark 13:24-27)
The images of cosmic signs in Mark 13:24 and 25 (sun and moon darkened and stars falling) are derived from Isaiah 13:10, Joel 2:10, 3:15, and Isaiah 34:4 LXX.85 These cosmic portents signify “the day of the Lord,” and, in Isaiah, they are specifically associated with God’s judgment on Babylon and on the pagan nations that have oppressed Israel. Mark’s language echoes these passages, without citing them directly. The reference to the Son of Man coming in clouds, however, is an overt allusion to Daniel 7:13-14:
As I watched in the night visions,
1 saw one like a son of man (LXX: Ш	dvOpcbTiou)
coming with the clouds of heaven.
And he came to the Ancient One and was presented before him.
To him was given dominion and glory and kingship, that all peoples, nations, and languages should serve him.
His dominion is an everlasting dominion that shall not pass away,
and his kingship is one that shall never be destroyed.
The NRSV renders the key phrase in Daniel 7:13 as “one like a human being,” rightly conveying the original sense of the text. The final figure to appear in Daniels vision has a human aspect, in contrast to the four horrible beasts that have preceded, beasts who symbolize the pagan empires that have ruled over Israel. The “one like a Son of Man” who is finally exalted to the heavenly throne room symbolizes Israel, “the people of the holy ones of the Most High; their kingdom shall be an everlasting kingdom, and all dominions shall serve and obey them” (7:27).
In light of this background one might suppose that “the Son of Man” in Mark 13:26 could be interpreted purely as a symbol for the people Israel who will emerge vindicated after their troubles. Throughout this Gospel, however, Mark has given us ample reason to think of the Son of Man as an individual figure—indeed, as Jesus himself, who has the authority to forgive sins on earth (2:10), who will suffer and be rejected, who will ultimately mete out judgment (8:38) and, as we now learn, be enthroned in heavenly glory (13:26). In all these roles, to be sure, the Son of Man stands as Israel’s representative; his destiny prefigures and embodies theirs. Nonetheless, he has a distinct individual identity. As 13:27 indicates, the Son of Man does not simply symbolize the elect; rather, he is an exalted figure who sends out the angels to gather the elect.
If the reader has followed Mark’s intertextual hints, the message of the apocalyptic discourse in chapter 13 is clear. Jesus has pronounced judgment on the temple (11:12-21) and prophesied that not one of its stones will be left upon another (13:1-2). The destruction of the temple— the demolition of the sacred locus of Israel’s cultic relationship to God— will be one of the traumatic events within the series of eschatological
sufferings of God s people. Nonetheless, the destruction of the temple will not be the end of God s mercy toward Israel; after his own suffering and violent death, Jesus will ultimately appear as the Son of Man in glory and power and regather the people into the promised kingdom. Mark 13:27 recalls the covenant promise of Deuteronomy 30:3-4:
The Lord your God will restore your fortunes and have compassion on you, gathering you again from all the peoples among whom the Lord your God has scattered you. Even if you are exiled to the ends of the world, from there the Lord your God will gather you, and from there he will bring you back.
Thus, in the midst of exhortations to endure suffering (e.g., Mark 13:7-13), Jesus promises his own eschatological triumph and, with it, the restoration of the covenant people Israel.
But is “the Son of Man” in Mark 13:26-27 Jesus? The text does not say so explicitly. Like Mark 8:38, the saying remains oblique. Taken out of its narrative context, it could refer to some future figure different from Jesus. Indeed, some have hypothesized that the future coming Son of Man sayings, if they are to be traced to the historical Jesus, were originally used by Jesus to prophesy about the coming figure.86 But such a reading is possible only if the sayings are artificially extracted from the narrative in which they appear. As we have seen, Marks Gospel encourages another interpretation. For Mark, the “Son of Man* title has been exclusively linked with Jesus (2:10,28; 8:31; 9:12,31; 10:33,45; see also 14:21, 41). The slight evasiveness or indirection of these references, however, is characteristic of Mark s manner: he leaves it to the reader to understand, to connect the clues and perceive the identity of Jesus.
This pattern of indirection is finally broken at the climax of Jesus* interrogation before the high priest and the council of priests, elders, and scribes (Mark 14:53-65). Frustrated by the false and inconclusive testimony brought against Jesus, and by his inscrutable silence, the high priest finally poses the blunt question, “Are you the Messiah, the Son of the Blessed One?” And at last, after all the hints, veiling, and mysterious evasion, Jesus shatters the silence: “I am.*87 This text is the decisive confirmation of the evidence that has previously pointed to Jesus as the Davidic Messiah. Of course, there is nothing ipso facto illegal or blasphemous about claiming to be the Messiah. Indeed, a century later, Rabbi Akiba proclaimed that Bar Kokhba, the leader of the second revolt against Rome, was the Messiah.88 If Jesus had merely said “I am,” it would be a daring claim but not cause for judicial condemnation. Jesus, however, presses the point further: “I am; and ‘you will see the Son of Man seated at the right hand of the Power,’ and ‘coming with the clouds of heavenЦ The high priest’s reaction—accusing Jesus of having committed public blasphemy—shows that here the reference to Daniel’s exalted Son of Man must be understood as directly applying to Jesus himself. Jesus’ declaration does not interpret Daniel 7:13-14 as a prophecy that the Son of Man will descend on the clouds from heaven to earth; rather, the passage is presented, consistently with its original contextual sense, as a portrayal of the ascent of the Son of Man to a heavenly enthronement.89 This explains why the high priest regards the saying as blasphemy: Jesus is claiming that he will be exalted to heaven and enthroned alongside God (cf. also the earlier citation of Ps 110:1 in Mark 12:35-37).90
The story moves on swiftly to Jesus’ condemnation and crucifixion, but the reader who understands the force of the Daniel citation is left with a stunning revelation: this prisoner being led away to execution is the eschatological Son of Man who will be revealed in his full glory in due course—or, at least, the reader is forced to decide whether this is true. Is this Jesus, the Messiah of Israel, also a transhuman figure of greater glory and dignity than any merely human king? Will he receive an everlasting dominion that shall not pass away?
Jesus as the God of Israel?
Mark’s carefully layered plot gradually elaborates the mystery surrounding the identity of Jesus, In the early moments of Mark’s Gospel, Jesus is a powerful wonder-working figure who seems comparable to Elijah or one of the prophets of old (e.g., Mark 6:15). At other points in the tale, his words and actions seem to correspond typologically to the words and actions of Moses or Joshua or Jeremiah. As the plot moves toward its climax in Jerusalem, there are abundant hints that Jesus is the bearer of David’s legacy as king of Israel. Each of these images of Jesus illumines some facet of his mission and identity, yet the images all remain tentative, partial, and inadequate, Jesus remains elusive and avoids direct speech about the secret of his own personhood, except in his cryptic declarations about the Son of Man.
The revelatory declaration in Mark 14:62, the capstone of these Son of Man sayings, seems to divulge the secret at last. After so much evasion and deferral, Jesus finally unambiguously declares that he is “the Messiah, the Son of the Blessed One” and that he will ascend to heavenly eschatological dignity as the Son of Man, exercising dominion over the world. This astounding claim explains much, if not all, that has gone before. If Jesus is ultimately to rule alongside God, we now understand more fully, for example, how he can presume to reinterpret Torah with sovereign freedom (e.g, Mark 2:23-28: |!. the Son of Man is Lord even of the sabbath”; cf. 7:1-23). We can understand the mysterious event of the transfiguration (9:2-8) as a prefiguration of Jesus’ heavenly glory. We can understand why it is not sufficient to interpret Jesus as a great prophet or even as the expected Davidic king, for .he is one who is still greater. The categories of prophet and messiah are not wrong; they are simply incomplete and fail to do full justice to his glory.
Yet even the title “Son of Man,” understood in its full Danielic context, does not exhaust the mystery. Marks characterization of Jesus is still more complex and elusive, and there are several hints scattered through the story that lead us to press the inquiry forward. If Jesus is identified, through Mark’s references to Daniel 7, as the eschatological Son of Man enthroned in heavenly glory, the question inevitably arises of how to understand his relation to the “Ancient One,” the God of Israel. If Israel’s God is a jealous God who brooks no other gods before his face (Exod 20:1-3; Deut 5:6-7), who then is this figure who exercises everlasting dominion, with whom the heavenly throne room is to be shared?91 In light of Jesus’ breathtaking self-disclosure in the trial scene (Mark 14:62), we are compelled to remember and reread the whole story to see whether there are further clues to Jesus’ identity that we might have missed along the way.
And upon rereading, we discover numerous passages scattered through this Gospel that offer intimations of a disturbing truth—-Jesus* identity with the one God of Israel. Unlike the Gospel of John, which explicitly declares that Jesus is the Logos who is one with the Father, Mark shies away from overt ontological declarations. Nonetheless, Mark’s Gospel suggests that Jesus is, in some way that defies comprehension, the embodiment of God’s presence.92 Mark never quite dares to articulate this claim explicitly; it is too scandalous for direct speech. Indeed, to speak unguardedly of “Jesus as the God of Israel”—as I am doing here—is to betray Mark’s circumspect narrative strategy. For Mark, the character of God’s presence in Jesus is a mystery that can be approached only by indirection, through riddle-like allusions to the Old Testament, as several passages prior to the passion narrative indicate.

Mark 1:2-3: Who is the Kyrios? Mark’s opening mixed citation already contains a major clue about the divine identity of Jesus. Mark weaves together citations of Malachi 3:1, Exodus 23:20, and Isaiah 40:3 to portray John the baptizer as God’s harbinger of the new exodus and the restoration of Israel. The Baptist’s message prepares the way for “one more powerful” who is soon to come (Mark 1:7-8). But who is this more powerful one? Jesus’ mysterious identity is strongly suggested by the language of Isaiah that Mark cites: “Prepare the way of the Lord (кир(ои), make his paths straight” (1:3b; quoting Isa 40:3).
In Isaiah 40, there can be no question that “the Lord” is the Lord God of Israel (in the Hebrew text, ГПГР), who will return to Zion to set things right, and “the way of the Lord” refers to the path that God will make through the desert, leading the triumphant procession of returning exiles. The full citation from Isaiah 40:3 reads, “In the wilderness prepare the way of the Lord, make straight in the desert a highway for our God .” The emphasis in Isaiah’s prophetic vision points to “the return of Yahweh’s actual presence” as the cause of deliverance.93 The connection is made abundantly clear a few verses later:
Get you up to a high mountain,
O Zion, herald of good tidings; lift up your voice with strength,
O Jerusalem, herald of good tidings, lift it up, do not fear; say to the cities of Judah,
“Here is your God!”
See, the LORD God (Kirios) comes with might,
and his arm rules for him;
his reward is with him,
and his recompense before him.
(Isa 40:9-10)
Two points, then, are unmistakably clear: Isaiah 40 prophesies the coming of the Kyrios (the Lord God) to reign, and Mark appropriates this prophecy to characterize John’s preparation of the way for the coming of Jesus. The only question is whether we should draw the obvious inference that, for Mark, Jesus is in fact to be identified with the kyrios of whom Isaiah speaks. Although Kyrios is not a common Markan epithet for Jesus (in contrast to Luke), several passages in Mark do connect this title to Jesus: 2:28, 11:3, and 12136-37.94 Mark 5:19 should also be added to this. There Jesus says to the formerly demon-possessed man, “Go home to your friends, and tell them how much the Lord has done for you.” Mark adds in 5:20 that the man went and told how much Jesus had done for him. Thus, the opening lines of Mark seem to encourage us to understand Jesus’ appearing as the fulfillment of Isaiah’s prophecy of the return of the Lord to Zion.
An objection to this reading of Mark 1:3 lies readily at hand: If Mark means to portray Jesus as the Kyrios, why does he alter the last line of his citation of Isaiah 40:3?
Isaiah 40:3 LXX: ei)08(aq tcoieite tш трфоис; тои 0Eot> f|pajv.
(“Make straight the paths of our God.”)
Mark 1:3c: euQelaq tcoieite xac трфоис; аитои.
(“Make straight his paths”)
Mark’s abbreviation of the citation might suggest a certain reserve about referring to Jesus as “our God.”95 Yet, the parallelism of the two lines “prepare the way of the Lord” and “make straight his paths” would ordinarily be understood as synonymous. Therefore, to the extent that Mark’s citation of Isaiah 40 carries forward the substance of its original sense,96 there is an implicit claim about Jesus’ divine status in the opening lines of this Gospel.97
It would be hasty to conclude on the basis of this one citation that Mark unequivocally identifies Jesus with the Kyrios of the Old Testament. Yet we would be heedless readers indeed if we failed to wonder why Mark selects Isaiah 40:3 as the keynote of his account of Jesus’ activity. The verse hardly closes or determines our understanding of Jesus’ identity, but it provocatively opens up the question of how the figure of Jesus Christ (Mark 1:1) is related to the liberating and comforting Kyrios of Isaiah 40. A certain ambiguity hovers about these opening verses of Mark’s story. Should we see in Jesus’ arrival on the scene the veiled but palpable fulfillment of Isaiah’s fervent expectation? Mark’s suggestive citation of Isaiah creates the possibility of such a reading and heightens the suspense, causing us to keep searching for further clues in the story.
Mark 2:j: Who can forgive sins but God alone? The healing of the paralytic (Mark 2:1-12) provides a further clue about Jesus’ divine identity and is the first unit of Mark’s opening cycle of controversy discourses (2:1-3:6). In this form-critically complex story,98 Jesus not only performs a dramatic healing but also asserts his authority to forgive sins. Here, there is no explicit Old Testament citation, but the question of the skeptical scribes sends out ripples of significance when it is read against the background of the Old Testament: “Why does this fellow speak in this way? It is blasphemy! Who can forgive sins but God alone?”99
In Israel’s Scripture, as the scribes’ incredulous protest implies, it is beyond doubt that the prerogative to forgive sins belongs to God alone. Since sin is offense against God, only God has the right to declare it cancelled. Several key passages may come to mind as the basis for the scribes’ question, particularly Exodus 34:6-7, in which God, appearing to Moses on Mount Sinai on the occasion of the giving of the second set of tablets of the law, solemnly proclaims an account of his own identity in which forgiveness of sins plays a constitutive part:
“The Lord, the Lord, a God merciful and gracious, slow to anger, and abounding in steadfast love and faithfulness, keeping steadfast love for the thousandth generation, forgiving iniquity and transgression and sin  yet by no means clearing the guilty, but visiting the iniquity of the parents upon the children and the children’s children, to the third and the fourth generation.”
We need not concern ourselves here with the vexing problem of how to understand the relationship between the assertions that God forgives sin yet does not clear the guilty; the pertinent point is that this central confession of Israel’s faith posits forgiveness of sins as belonging to God’s character. Similarly, the scribes in Mark 2 might be recalling Isaiah 43:35: “I, I am He who blots out your transgressions for my own sake, and I will not remember your sins.”100
Jesus’ response to the scribes’ thoroughly understandable objection is to command the paralytic to stand up and walk, as a visible sign of his own authority as Son of Man to forgive sins on earth (Mark 2:8-11). The reference to the authority of the Son of Man foreshadows Mark’s later explicit evocation of Daniel 7, with its emphasis on the Son of Man’s dominion over the whole earth.101 It may even be that the phrase “so that you may know” in Mark 2:10 echoes the wording of Moses’ confrontational speeches to Pharaoh in Egypt. For example:
“Thus says the Lord, the God of the Hebrews: Let my people go, so that they may worship me. For this time I will send all my plagues upon you yourself, and upon your officials, and upon your people, so that you may know that there j| no one like me in all the earth/’
(Exod 9:13b-14; cf. Exod 8:10,22; 10:2)
Thus, the echo in Mark 2:10 suggests that it is now the scribes whose hearts, like Pharaoh’s, are hardened—as Mark 3:5 confirms—and that, like Pharaoh, they will incur God’s judgment for their resistance to the power of God.
With regard to the question of Jesus’ identity, however, their question lingers. Who can forgive sins but God alone? One might read Mark 2:10 to mean that Jesus, as Son of Man, is exercising on earth a delegated authority from God to forgive sins,102 but in light of the already noted identification of Jesus as the Kyrios (1:3), the reader of Mark’s Gospel may ponder at least the possibility that his sovereign authority to forgive sins is not just delegated.
Mark 4:35-41: Who then is this that even the wind and sea obey him1 If the first two chapters of Mark have kindled sparks of insight into Jesus’ divine identity, the story of Jesus’ stilling of the storm in Mark 4:35-41 fans the sparks into a fire. While crossing the Sea of Galilee in a boat, Jesus and his disciples are caught in a storm that threatens to swamp the small craft. Jesus sleeps blissfully, but the terror-stricken disciples awaken him, asking, “Teacher, do you not care that we are perishing?” Jesus then rebukes the wind and orders the sea to be still. When his commands prove immediately effective, he scolds the disciples for their lack of faith. For their part, they ask each other, in awe, “Who then is this, that even the wind and the sea obey him?”
Mark provocatively leaves the question unanswered. The words hang suspended over the story—leaving the reader to supply the answer. For any reader versed in Israel’s Scripture, there can be only one possible answer: it is the Lord God of Israel who has the power to command wind and sea and to subdue the chaotic forces of nature. Resonating in the background of Mark’s story of Jesus’ calming the sea is a vivid passage from Psalm 107:
Some went down to the sea in ships, doing business on the mighty waters; they saw the deeds of the Lord, his wondrous works in the deep.
For he commanded and raised the stormy wind, which lifted up the waves of the sea.

They mounted up to heaven, they went down to the depths; their courage melted away in their calamity [cf. Mark 4:40]; they reeled and staggered like drunkards, and were at their wits’ end.
Then they cried to the Lord in their trouble, and he brought them out from their distress; he made the storm be still\
and the waves of the sea were hushed [cf. Mark 4:39].
Then they were glad because they had quiet, and he brought them to their desired haven.
Let them thank the Lord for his steadfast love, for his wonderful works to humankind.
Let them extol him in the congregation of the people, , and praise him in the assembly of the elders.
(Ps 107:23-32)
The resemblance between these two accounts is so striking that Mark 4:35-41 looks very much like a midrashic narrative based on the psalm. If so, then, what are we to conclude about the identity of Jesus, since his role in the story is precisely the role ascribed to the Lord in Psalm 107?
Psalm 107 is by no means the only Old Testament passage that speaks of God’s authority over wind and waves.
Or who shut in the sea with doors when it burst out from the womb?^ W| when I made the clouds its garment, and thick darkness its swaddling band, and prescribed bounds for it, and set bars and doors,
and said, “Thus far shall you come, and no farther, and here shall your proud waves be stopped”?
(Job 38:8-11)
You rule the raging of the sea; when its waves rise, you still them.
(Ps 89:9; cf. also Ps 65:7)
The passage from Job shows that the theme of God’s mastery over the sea can be understood as a creation motif, expressing the common ancient Near Eastern image of creation as God’s triumph over the primordial chaos symbolized by the sea (cf. Gen 1:1-10). God’s act of separating the water from the dry land can be described through the image of the Lord’s “rebuking” the sea, as in Job 26:10-12 and Psalm 104:5-9—an image explicitly recapitulated in Jesus’ command in Mark 4:39.W3 Furthermore, in several biblical passages, the image of God’s rebuking of the primal chaos is superimposed upon the events of the exodus, demonstrating that the creator God is the same God who delivered Israel from bondage in Egypt.
Yet he saved them for his name’s sake,
so that he might make known his mighty power.
He rebuked the Red Sea, and it became dry; he led them through the deep as through a desert.
So he saved them from the hand of the foe, and delivered them from the hand of the enemy.
The waters covered their adversaries; not one of them was left.
Then they believed his words; they sang his praise.
(Ps 106:8-12)
Isaiah 51:9-11, which calls upon God to awake from slumber to save Israel, takes the further step of recalling the Lord s past actions of subduing the sea in creation and in the exodus in order to prophesy a similar new action of deliverance: God will lead Israel out of exile, causing “sorrow and sighing” to flee away, just as the sea had in the past fled at his command:104
Awake, awake, put on strength,
O arm of the Lord!
Awake, as in days of old, the generations of long ago!
Was it not you who cut Rahab in pieces, who pierced the dragon?
Was it not you who dried up the sea, the waters of the great deep; who made the depths of the sea a way for the redeemed to cross over?



So the ransomed of the Lord shall return, and come to Zion with singing; everlasting joy shall be upon their heads;
they shall obtain joy and gladness,
and sorrow and sighing shall flee away.
This passage from Isaiah—with its resonant Near Eastern antecedents— may be in the background of Mark 4:35-41, and Mark’s picture of Jesus sleeping in the boat while the disciples appeal to him to wake up and do something reinforces the symbolic likeness of Jesus to the God of the Old Testament.105 Of particular significance is the fact that Psalm 44:23 was recited regularly in the liturgy of the Second Temple:
Rouse yourself! Why do you sleep, O Lord?
Awake, do not cast us off forever!106
It is not clear that the idea of an appeal to God to awake and deliver Israel from exile should be read alongside Mark 4:35-41, although in light of Mark’s recurrent echoing of Isaiah’s new exodus imagery, the possibility can hardly be dismissed out of hand. What is unmistakably clear, however, is that Jesus’ mastery over the wind and waves demonstrates that he is the possessor of a power that the Old Testament consistently assigns to the Lord God alone. It is God who rebuked the waters and formed the dry land, God who parted the sea for Israel, God who made the storm be still. Well might the disciples ask, “Who then is this ... ?”
By the end of this story in the Gospel, then, Mark has firmly planted the idea that Jesus somehow embodies the presence of Israel’s God. The attentive reader will be on the lookout for subsequent clues that might confirm this astounding claim. Such attentiveness will not go unrewarded.
Mark 6:34: Who is the shepherd of Israel? In the opening lines of Mark’s story of the miraculous feeding of the five thousand (Mark 6:30-44), we are told that when Jesus saw the great crowd of people, “he had compassion on them, because they were like sheep without a shepherd, and he began to teach them many things.” The expression “like sheep without a shepherd” was already a proverbial way of describing Israel’s plight after the demise of a king, or under inept or wicked rulers (e.g., 1 Kgs 22:17; 2 Chr 18:16; Zech 10:2; Jdt 11:19). We have already noted that this passage echoes both Numbers 27:17 and Ezekiel 34 and thereby hints that Jesus is to be the new messianic shepherd of the people who will “lead them out and bring them in” and provide protection and sustenance. He thus assumes a role typologically prefigured by Joshua (Inoous) and David.
In light of Mark's insistent suggestions about the divine identity j of Jesus, however, the image of “sheep without a shepherd" also evokes ! one further intertextual echo from Ezekiel’s poignant portrayal of the scattered flock of Israel. The description of David as the shepherd/king over Israel (Ezek 34:23-24) is secondary to a more fundamental prophecy about the agency whereby the sheep are to be rescued:
For thus says the Lord God I myself will search for my sheep] and will seek them out. As shepherds seek out their flocks when they are among their scattered sheep, so I will seek out my sheep. I will rescue them from all the places to which they have been scattered on a day of clouds and thick darkness. I will bring them out from the peoples and gather them from the countries, and will bring them into their own land; and I will feed them on the mountains of Israel, by the watercourses, and in all the inhabited parts of the land. I will feed them with good pasture, and the mountain heights of Israel shall be their pasture; there they shall lie down in good grazing land, and they shall feed on rich pasture on the mountains of Israel. I myself will be the shepherd of my sheep, and I will make them lie down, says the Lord God.
(Ezek 34:11-15)
Significantly, Ezekiel 34:15 LXX differs from the MT, attesting the i additional clause каг yvcbaoviai бтг еуш sipi KUpioq (“and they shall know j that I am the Lord"). The true shepherd in Ezekiel's prophecy—whose | identity is revealed through his act of feeding the sheep—is the Lord God himself; presumably the Davidic king of 34:23-24 is an intermediary instrument through whom this divine shepherding function is J to be performed.
What, then, shall we infer when Mark tells us that Jesus sees the j people as sheep without a shepherd and that Jesus then makes them sit I down on the green grass and feeds them? Is Jesus acting as an intermediary, fulfilling a role prefigured by Moses and prophesied for the 1 coming Davidic Messiah? Or is he also symbolically declaring, “You are my sheep, the sheep of my pasture, and I am your God” (Ezek 34:31)? I If the next story, the story of Jesus walking on the sea, is to be conenected closely with the miraculous feeding (as their close connection in 1 the Gospel traditions would suggest; cf. John 6:1-21), it may offer a hint I of how such questions are to be answered.



Mark 6:45-52: Who walks on the sea% The very next narrative provides even I more provocative food for thought, as we encounter another strange
epiphany during a sea-crossing (see the discussion of 4:35-41): Jesus comes walking on the sea to the disciples. In response to their terror, he offers a word of reassurance: GapoeTxe, шш sipi* B (ро(ЗеТа0е (“Take heart, it is I; do not be afraid”). Should we read this as another revelatory disclosure of Jesus’ divine identity?
There is no Old Testament citation in this story, and the image of God’s walking on the sea is not so widely attested as the image of his commanding and stilling the waves. The possible connections of this story to an exodus typology can be seen in passages such as Psalm 77:19, Isaiah 43:16, and Isaiah 5i:9-io.107 But these are not really apposite, for they refer to the exodus sea-crossing in which God parted the waters to lead the people through on dry ground (Exod 14:21-22,15:19). The image in these passages is not one of the deity walking atop the waters of the sea.
There is, however, at least one Old Testament passage that paints a picture prefiguring Mark’s sea-walking story: a doxological passage in Job, portraying God as sovereign over all creation, acclaims him as the one “who alone stretched out the heavens and trampled the waves of the sea” (Job 9:8). In its original context, this text was probably meant as another reference to God’s subduing the primordial watery chaos; but the LXX offers a rendering of Job 9:8 that may be of considerable importance for understanding Mark 6:45-52: 6 xavoaaq toy oupavov povoq Kai ftBpuraxwv ©<; ел’ вбасрогх; srci Ga^daorjc; (“who alone stretched out heaven and walks upon the sea as upon dry ground”).™
If Mark had Job 9 in mind, it would help to explain another notoriously puzzling feature of the water-walking tale. In Mark’s telling of the story, when Jesus comes walking on the sea, the narrator comments cryptically, “He intended to pass them by” (flGeXev TtapeXGsiv auxouq, Mark 6:48). This remark has consistently baffled interpreters—beginning with the Evangelist Matthew, who deletes the clause (Matt 14:25)—and has generated labored explanations, such as Augustine’s suggestion that “his intent in passing by them was to serve the purpose of eliciting those outcries in response to which he would then come to bring relief.”109 If we recognize the allusion to Job 9, however, we may glimpse a far more illuminating reading. In the same passage that speaks of the creator God walking upon the sea, Job goes on to marvel at the way in which God eludes his own limited understanding:
He is wise in heart, and mighty in strength—
who has resisted him, and succeeded?—
he who removes mountains, and they do not know it,
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when he overturns them in his anger; who shakes the earth out of its place, and its pillars tremble;
who commands the sun, and it does not rise;
who seals up the stars;
who alone stretched out the heavens
and trampled the waves of the Sea (LXX: ка1 лершат&у 38 in ć5d<j>ou<;
ini 0аХ.&<Јађ<; [“and walks upon the sea as upon dry ground”])’, who made the Bear and Orion, the Pleiades and the chambers of the south; who does great things beyond understanding, and marvelous things without number.
Look, he passes by me, and I do not see him; he moves on (LXX: TtapeXGfl pe, “he passes me by*\ but I do not perceive him}10
0ob 9:4-11)
Thus, in Job 9 the image of God s walking on the sea is linked with a confession of God s mysterious transcendence of human comprehension: God s “passing by” is a metaphor for our inability to grasp his power.111 This metaphor, as we surely realize by this time, accords deeply with Mark s j emphasis on the elusiveness of the divine presence in Jesus. Thus, the story of Jesus* epiphanic walking on the sea, read against the background of Job 9, can be perceived as the signature image of Markan Christology.
To these observations should be added the insight that the verb rcapeXGEvv almost surely alludes to Exodus 33:17-23 and 34:6, where God is said to “pass by” Moses in order to reveal his glory indirectly, for “no one shall see me and live ”112 The LXX repeatedly uses irapeLBdv in this passage, with the result that it subsequently becomes almost a technical j term for the appearance of God.113 Thus, Mark s mysterious statement in Mark 6:48, read as an allusion to the Exodus theophany, suggests simultaneously that Jesus* walking on the water is a manifestation of divine glory and that it remains indirect and beyond foil comprehension—as the I disciples* uncomprehending response amply demonstrates (Mark 6:51-52). I In this narrative context, there is little doubt that we should also I hear Jesus* comforting address to the disciples (“It is I [еуш eipi]; do not 1 be afraid,” Mark 6:50) as an echo of the self-revelatory speech of the 1 God of Abraham, of Isaac, and of Jacob speaking from the burning I bush in Exodus 3:14: “I am who I am” (LXX: еуш eqa 6 <Sv). Several I other Old Testament passages echo this fundamental Exodus revelation I in divine self-disclosure speeches, employing (in the LXX) the phrase J
M SB (e.g., Deut 32:39; Isa 41:4, 51:12; cf. Isa 43:11). Thus, when Jesus speaks this same phrase, “I am,” in his sea-crossing epiphany, it serves to underscore the claim of divine identity that is implicitly present in the story as a whole.
The obtuse disciples, who have failed to grasp the meaning of the miracle of the loaves, fail also to understand even a sign so dramatic as this one. Matthew, finding their dullness inexplicable, writes a different ending to the story: when Jesus gets into the boat, the disciples promptly worship him and declare, “Truly you are the Son of God” (Matt 14:33). In this way, they model the response to Jesus that Matthew seeks to encourage in the church. Mark, I suggest, seeks to elicit a response of a slightly different kind: those who have picked up the clues Mark has offered will perceive that God is strangely present in Jesus, but their response—at least at this point in the story—will be one of reverent reticence. By refusing to trumpet the secret of Jesus’ identity, instead signifying it through mysterious symbol-laden narrative, Mark is teaching his readers to question, and to listen more deeply, before they start talking about things too wonderful for their understanding.
Mark 7:37: Who makes the deaf to hear and the mute to speak ? In 7:31-37, Mark narrates a brief story of Jesus’ healing of a deaf man with a speech impediment (jioyiM^o<;, 7:32). Since the healing occurs in “the region of the Decapolis” (7:31), it is usually supposed that the deaf man and the surrounding crowd are Gentiles rather than Jews, particularly since the immediately preceding story of Jesus’ encounter with the Syrophoenician woman (7:24-30) has introduced Jesus’ healing power for Gentiles as a thematic focus. The third-century interpreter Lactantius saw in the healing of the deaf man a sign of the future mission to the Gentiles: “But there was also contained in this display of power another meaning. It would shortly come to pass that those who were previously ignorant of heavenly things, having received the instruction of wisdom, might soon speak God’s own truth.”114 Note that this formulation is general enough to describe the past historical event of the revelation of the gospel to the Gentiles while at the same time allowing the story to serve as a symbol for the enlightenment that is subsequently available to all through “the instruction of wisdom.”
The motif of inclusion of the Gentiles in the sphere of God’s healing power may indeed be part of the meaning of the story. Mark, however, gives the tale another spin by implicitly linking the healing of the deaf- mute with Isaiah’s prophecy of the eschatological restoration of Israel.
The astonished crowd, speaking in chorus, declares, “He has done everything well; he even makes the deaf to hear and the mute to speak | (Mark 7:37). Though there is no explicit citation of Scripture here, their acclamation echoes Isaiah 35:5-6. The similarity to the LXX version of these verses is especially noteworthy:
Then the eyes of the blind shall be opened, and the ears of the deaf shall hear, then the lame shall leap like a deer,
and the tongue of the stammerers (poyiXdXfflv; cf. Mark 7:32) will be clear.
This echo hints that Jesus* activity is a sign of the fulfillment of Isaiah s promise.115 Mark’s allusion to Isaiah intimates that in Jesus* wonderworking activity the new creation envisioned by Isaiah is now breaking in and that the return from exile is underway. If the echo of Isaiah 35:5-6 evokes a memory of its wider context, the reader will recall that Isaiah’s oracle ends with the promise that
.. i the ransomed of the Lord shall return, and come to Zion with singing; everlasting joy shall be upon their heads; they shall obtain joy and gladness, and sorrow and sighing shall flee away.
(Isa 35:10)
Thus, Mark 7:37 exhibits a theme that we have observed throughout Mark s narrative, the theme of Israel’s restoration. The present passage, by focusing God’s eschatological healing activity on Gentile beneficiaries, also extends the story of redemption to include those who were previously excluded from Israel.116
The link between Mark 7:37 and Isaiah 35 carries one further implication, however, that has been less often recognized. If the allusion to Isaiah 35:5-6 has the metaleptic character we have just proposed, we should not overlook the fact that the agent of the healing and restoring action in Isaiah 35 is none other than God himself.117 The verse immediately preceding Isaiah s reference to healing the deaf and the mute makes the point forcefully:
Say to those who are of a fearful heart,
“Be strong, do not fear!
Here is your God.
He will come with vengeance, with terrible recompense.
He will come and save you.”118
(Isa 35:4)
Once more, then, Mark has offered for the discerning reader a provocative hint that Jesus is more than a prophet or a wonder-worker or an intermediary figure announcing God’s salvation. The one who makes the deaf to hear and the mute to speak, according to Isaiah, is the same one who shepherds his people, the Lord God who comes with might to bring redemption to Israel.119 The acclamation of the crowd in Mark 7:37 ends the narrative unit and lingers resonantly in the air, evoking sympathetic harmonies from Isaiah 35. The reader who has ears to hear will pause and whisper, in accord with Isaiah, “Here is our God.”120
Mark 11:12-14: Who comes looking for figs on the fig treef The passages we have considered so far, spread over the first seven chapters of Mark’s Gospel, create more than a casual presumption that Jesus is somehow directly identified with Israel’s God: Jesus is the Kyrios whose way is prepared by the voice of one crying in the wilderness; he has the authority to forgive sins; he has the power to command the wind and sea; he is the true shepherd of Israel; he walks upon the sea; and he makes the deaf hear and the mute speak. All these clues point to the mind-bending claim that God is mysteriously but directly present in the figure of Jesus. Yet, as we have seen, his own disciples fail to understand the clues, and the religious leaders of the people meet him with hard-hearted rejection. Therefore, as Jesus approaches Jerusalem the tension builds.
The conflict comes to a crisis point in Jesus’ prophetic action of judgment against the temple (Mark 11:12-25). As we have observed, Jesus’ words and actions are crafted to reenact Jeremiah’s prophecy of destruction (Jer 7-8). In light of the many hints we have seen that Mark’s Jesus somehow mysteriously embodies the presence of the God of Israel, one further detail of Jeremiah’s oracle now claims our attention. Jeremiah speaks prophetically in the persona of God, addressing his unfaithful people:
When I wanted to gather them, says the Lord, there are no grapes on the vine, nor figs on the fig tree;
even the leaves are withered,
and what I gave them has passed away from them.
(Jer 8:13)
It is God who is represented as seeking unsuccessfully to gather grapes I and figs. What, then, are we to think when Mark tells the ominous and obviously symbolic story of Jesus fruitless search for figs on the fig tree, I followed by the withering of the tree (Mark 11:12-14, 20-21)? What does this suggest about the identity of the one who searches for the fruit? j This is yet another case in which Jesus steps, at least functionally, into a role given exclusively to the Lord God in the Old Testament. If this were an isolated instance, one would perhaps not make too much of it, I but, in light of its correspondence to the foregoing texts, the conjunction ! of Mark 11:12-14 with Jeremiah 8:13 points subtly but inexorably toward I the identity of Jesus with the Lord in whose name Jeremiah spoke. As I before, however, this mysterious identity is suggested through narrative j figuration rather than asserted by means of direct statement.121
Complicating the picture: Jesus' distinction from God. Alongside the passages we have surveyed, we must acknowledge that several passages in I Mark's Gospel seem to distinguish Jesus from Israel's God. Mark's narrative does not posit a simple undifferentiated equivalence between Jesus and the God of Israel.
In Jesus' enigmatic challenge to the scribes’ teaching about the Davidic I sonship of the Messiah (Mark 12:35-37), a distinction is made between the j Lord who summons and the Lord who is summoned to sit at the right f hand of the throne. Likewise, Jesus later proclaims that the Son of Man is J ultimately to be seated at the right hand of the Power (14:62). If, as we have 1 argued above, Mark identifies Jesus as both Davidic Messiah and Son of 1 Man (drawing on Ps 110:1 and Dan 7:13-14), it would seem that his exalted I future status will place him beside the Ancient of Days. This is a position I of extraordinary honor and power, to be sure, but exalted proximity is not j quite the same thing as simple identity with the God of Israel,
A distinction between Jesus and God is also made with respect to Jesus’ limitation of knowledge concerning the time of the end. Near the conclusion of the apocalyptic discourse in Mark 13, Jesus declares his I own ignorance on this point: “But about that day or hour no one knows, I neither the angels in heaven, nor the Son, but only the Father” (13:32). I Nowhere else in Mark does Jesus refer to himself in just this way as j “the Son.” The terminology looks like a strange Johannine fragment in Mark's Gospel, but the reader of the Gospel will not find it difficult to interpret, since Jesus has already been designated as God's Son by the heavenly voice at his baptism (i:ii) and at the transfiguration (9:7)—as well as by the demons (3:11, 5:7). The transparently christological parable of the wicked tenants has also depicted him as the “beloved son” (12:6). Furthermore, the repeated references to Jesus as Son of Man— including the immediately preceding one in 13:26—also prepare the reader to understand Jesus' expression here as a form of self-reference. Apart from 13:32, there are only three references to God as “Father” in the Gospel of Mark (8:38,11:25,14:36), but the first of these anticipates and illuminates the Father/Son language in the eschatological discourse: “Those who are ashamed of me and of my words in this adulterous and sinful generation, of them the Son of Man will also be ashamed when he comes in the glory of his Father with the holy angels” (8:38). This saying shows that “the Son” in 13:32 can readily be understood to be the same figure as “the Son of Man” (8:38, 13:26,14:62). All these eschatological references, then, identify Jesus as the Son and distinguish his role from that of the Father. The Father/Son language binds Jesus in the closest possible relationship with God, whose glory and authority Jesus shares, while maintaining a distinction of roles and persons.
This relationship is expressed also in Jesus’ prayer in Gethsemane, in which he subordinates himself to the will of the Father: “Abba, Father, for you all things are possible; remove this cup from me; yet, not what I want, but what you want” (Mark 14:36). Here, Jesus seems to play the role of Israel rather than the role of God: in the midst of doubt and agony he submits and becomes obedient. His self-description in 14:34—“I am deeply grieved (тгерШжб«; ćcmv f| \|гихп pou), even to death”—echoes the prayer of the psalmist who longs for God’s help in a time of profound disquiet and need (Pss 42:5,11; 43:5).
I say to God, my rock,
“Why have you forgotten me?
Why must I walk about mournfully because the enemy oppresses me?"
As with a deadly wound in my body,
my adversaries taunt me,
while they say to me continually,
“Where is your God?”
Why are you cast down, O my soul (LXX: tva xi лер(Аджо$ el \|n>xf|), and why are you disquieted within me?
Hope in God; for I shall again praise him, my help and my God.
(Ps 42:9-11)
And yet, precisely in the midst of this grief-stricken struggle, Jesus identifies God as “Father” and thereby affirms the Father/Son relationship that has been constitutive of his identity from the very beginning of Marks story, beginning at least with the account of Jesus’ baptism.122
Finally, the cry of dereliction from the cross once again draws on the language of the Psalms to express not only a distinction between Jesus and God but also a stark separation: “My God, my God, why have you forsaken me?” (Mark 15:34; echoing Ps 22:1). Whatever we make of this cry, the Jesus of Mark’s passion narrative is a human being who suffers and dies in obedience to God and who, in the last hour of his anguish, experiences abandonment by God.123
In light of these elements of Mark’s story, how are we to understand the pervasive Markan indicators that Jesus is mysteriously the embodiment of God’s presence? Mark offers us no conceptual solution to the problem. Rather, his narrative holds these truths in taut suspension. His central character, Jesus, seems to be at the same time—if we may put it crudely—both the God of Israel and a human being not simply identical with the God of Israel. Indeed, Mark’s story already poses the riddles that the church’s theologians later sought to solve in the christological controversies of the fourth and fifth centuries. Hie logical tensions are internal to Mark’s account; they are not created only when we set the “divine” Jesus of the Fourth Gospel in contrast to the “human” Jesus of the synoptics—a caricature misleading in both its terms. Rather, Mark’s story repeatedly draws upon Old Testament imagery to portray the human Jesus as the Lord whom wind and sea obey.
It is all the more shocking, then, that the story of this Lord moves inexorably toward his ignominious death on a cross. Our examination of Mark’s use of Scripture to narrate the identity of Jesus will not be complete without attention to the way that Scripture sheds light upon the central paradox of Mark’s Gospel: the identity of Jesus as the crucified Messiah.
Jesus as crucified Messiah
It is universally recognized that Mark’s story of Jesus focuses relentlessly on the crucifixion as the central revelation of Jesus’ identity. Only at the moment of Jesus’ death does a human character at last perceive and confess the truth, as the Roman centurion declares, “Truly, this man was God’s Son” (Mark i5:39).124 Jesus is, for Mark, rightly known as “Jesus the Nazarene, the crucified One” (16:6). The purpose of the following remarks, then, will be not to establish (redundantly) that the cross is at the heart of Mark’s message but rather to explore the ways in which Mark draws upon Israel’s Scripture to narrate Jesus’ death and explicate its significance.
Early in Mark’s passion narrative, Jesus utters two mysterious declarations that, in light of the unfolding events of his suffering and death, are to be understood as the playing-out of a destiny foretold in Scripture. The first of these sayings appears in Mark’s telling of Jesus’ final supper with his disciples. Following his prophecy that one of them will betray him, Jesus intones this dark oracle: “For the Son of Man goes as it is written of him, but woe to that one by whom the Son of Man is betrayed!” (Mark 14:21). The second saying occurs at the climactic moment of Jesus’ arrest in the Garden of Gethsemane; this time he speaks to his captors: “Have you come out with swords and clubs to apprehend me as though I were a robber? Day after day I was with you in the temple teaching, and you did not arrest me. But let the Scriptures be fulfilled(14:48-49).
The striking thing about these two declarations is that neither of them specifies any particular texts that are to be read as prophecies of the passion.125 The effect of this narrative technique is to rouse our curiosity and to put us on alert. Having been forewarned by the authoritative voice of Jesus to listen for scriptural resonances, we will be prepared to search carefully for them and to interpret the connections we find as especially crucial for interpreting the grim events played out before our eyes. What Scriptures are being fulfilled in Jesus’ suffering and death?
Surprisingly, in Mark’s Gospel there are only four quotations of Israel’s Scripture that are linked by the narrative to Jesus’ passion and death, and of these only two are marked explicitly as quotations. It is noteworthy that both marked quotations are found in direct speech of Jesus; Jesus the central character of the drama provides the explicit hermeneutical clues, while Mark the narrator refrains from overt commentary, subtly weaving scriptural allusions into the fabric of the story. The first marked quotation, already discussed above, comes at the conclusion of the parable of the wicked tenants (Mark 12:1-11). Having told the parable, Jesus directly addresses the chief priests and scribes and elders (cf. 11:27,12:12):
"Have you not read this Scripture?
‘The stone which the builders rejected (Лгсебок^астау).
This one has become the head of the corner.
This has come from the Lord,
And it is amazing in our eyes.”*
(Mark 12:10-11; quoting Ps 118:22-23)
As we have already seen, Psalm 118 plays a role in Jesus’ triumphal entry into the city, as the crowd acclaims him as a coming royal figure, using the words of Psalm 118:25-26. The religious leaders of the people have of course read this Scripture many times, for it stands at the climax of the Hallel psalms, sung repeatedly at Passover; thus, Jesus’ question is pointedly ironic.
We saw previously that the linkage of Psalm 118:22-23 with the parable of the wicked tenants foreshadows Jesus’ resurrection and triumph over those who have opposed him. Imbedded within the psalm itself, however, is a reference to the rejection of the stone. Indeed, the verb “rejected” (агсвбокгцааау) is the very same word that Jesus used in his first prediction of his coming death: “And he began to teach them that it was necessary (беТ) for the Son of Man to suffer many things and to be rejected (атгобоктраабгјуаг) by the elders and the chief priests and scribes and to be killed and after three days to rise” (Mark 8:31). The overlap between these two texts cannot be merely coincidental: in both passages, Jesus is speaking of his own rejection and death at the hands of the same threefold grouping of Jerusalem religious authorities, and in both cases, there is a promise of resurrection (explicit in Mark 8:31, implicit in Mark 12:10- 11). In Mark 12, all this is said to be foreshadowed by the words of Psalm 118; consequently, the verbal link created by the use of адобокгра^ш in both passages suggests that when we read Mark 8:31 retrospectively, we should understand that Jesus has already shaped the first prophecy of his passion with a view to the words of this psalm. This is a subtle echo we almost surely would have missed on a first reading of the Caesarea Philippi episode. Indeed, the expression “it was necessary” (беТ), in this retrospective reading, can be understood as an allusion to a scripturally foretold necessity of suffering and death. Thus, even within Psalm ii8, a psalm of thanksgiving that celebrates triumph over Israel’s enemies, Mark sees also an adumbration of the cross. This is of course all very subtle and can be understood only as we “read backwards” in the larger context of Mark’s narrative, which climaxes in the story of cross and resurrection.126
The second explicitly marked quotation in Mark’s passion story appears immediately following Jesus’ final supper with his disciples.
And after singing a hymn, they went out to the Mount of Olives, Jesus said to them, “You will all be caused to stumble, for it is written: 1 will strike the shepherd, and the sheep will be scattered.’ ”
(Mark 14:26-27)
Coming close on the heels of Jesus’ observation that “the Son of Man goes as it is written of him” (14:21), this scriptural citation surely fills in at least part of the meaning of Jesus’ enigmatic saying. The text in view here is Zechariah 13:7, The wording of Mark’s citation, though it is close to one manuscript of the Septuagint (LXX^), does not agree precisely with any known manuscript of Zechariah. In both the Hebrew and LXX traditions the saying is an imperative addressed in poetic apostrophe to the sword127 that is summoned to strike the shepherd:
“Awake, O sword, against my shepherd, against the map. who is my associate,” says the Lord of hosts. “Strike the shepherd, that the sheep may be scattered.”
In Mark 14:27, however, the verb is a first-person singular future indicative, тсаш^со (“7 will strike”). This textual adjustment carries two significant implications. First, the change turns a command into a prophecy—or perhaps more precisely a declaration of intent; the death of Jesus is then portrayed as the fulfillment of this future-directed declaration.128 And second, even more significantly, the agent doing the striking, it is implied, is God himself, who spoke beforehand through the prophet Zechariah to disclose what he planned to do to Jesus, “my shepherd.” Characteristically, Mark offers no explanation of this somber divine purpose, except insofar as we might find an explanation figured forth symbolically in the immediately preceding supper account: “This is my blood of the covenant, which is poured out for many” (14:24), where the divine intent expressed in the тгаха^со of 14:27 corresponds precisely to the беТ of 8:31. For reasons difficult to fathom, God has deemed it necessary to strike down the Son of Man who is also, as adumbrated in the feeding narrative of 6:30-44, the shepherd who rightly feeds God’s people.
To elucidate this strange turn of events by pointing to Zechariah 13 is to explain the obscure by the still more obscure. The apocalyptic prophecy of Zechariah 9-14 is a notoriously difficult text, riddled with puzzling symbols and apparently odd internal tensions.129 For example, is the shepherd who is struck down in Zechariah 13:7 the same figure as the “worthless shepherd who deserts the flock" and is therefore to be struck by the sword (Zech 11:15-17)? Or is this a different character in Zechariah s confusing scenario? Is the shepherd of 13:7 to be identified with the one whom the inhabitants of Jerusalem have “pierced" but for whom they then mourn bitterly, “as one mourns for an only child” (12:10)? Though Zechariah’s prophetic visions are shrouded in mystery, they clearly lend themselves to reinterpretation by the followers of Jesus as a foreshadowing of the events of the crucifixion, as the explicit quotation of Zechariah 12:10 at John 19:37 equally, but independently, attests.
The fact of the matter is that, while Mark draws our attention pointedly to Zechariah 13:7, his narrative does not supply sufficient information to enable us to sort out precisely how he understood the wider context of Zechariah 9-14. But whatever we make of the details, this much is clear: the citation of this one ominous prophecy (“I will strike the shepherd ...”) encourages readers to understand the rapidly unfolding events of the passion narrative in the strongly apocalyptic context signaled by Zechariah s closing chapters. The arrest and violent death of Jesus are not merely ordinary events, random brutalities to be added to a seemingly endless litany of afflictions endured by Israel. Rather, these events are signs that the climactic days prophesied by Zechariah have at last arrived. Even though the shepherd is struck down and the sheep scattered (a prophecy fulfilled directly and literally in Mark 14:50 as Jesus’ disciples flee for their lives), a day is coming soon when God will reaffirm and reestablish his covenant relation with his people (Zech 13.8,9) and subdue the nations that oppress Israel so that “the Lord will become king over all the earth; on that day the Lord will be one and his name one” (14:9). Indeed, it is precisely the impending death of Jesus that shows this moment is now at hand.130
Beyond this point in the narrative, Mark offers no further marked scriptural citations. As readers, having been given the hint to listen for echoes of Scripture and to see patterns of typological fulfillment in the passion, we are now left to our own interpretative devices as we move deeper into the gathering darkness. At two key points in the ensuing events, Mark’s narration imbeds quotations of scriptural texts in the story, with no explicit flags to identify them as such. As we shall see, these two unmarked quotations are of particular importance for grasping Mark’s account of the crucifixion.
Immediately after Mark’s exceedingly spare narration of the crucifixion (“and they crucify him,” 15:24a),131 he adds this detail: “and they divided his clothes among them\ casting lots for them to decide what each should take” (15:24b). Given the concise character of Mark’s telling of the tale, we might wonder why he bothers to inform us about the seemingly trivial matter of the disposition of Jesus’ garments at the moment of his execution. For the reader who knows the Psalter, the answer is not far to seek. The words italicized in the quotation above are taken directly from Psalm 22, an agonized psalm of lament. It is, perhaps not incidentally, a psalm of David, in which the voice of the psalmist includes among the catalogue of his sufferings the following:
I can count all my bones.
They stare and gloat over me;
they divide my clothes among themselves
and for my clothing they cast lots.
(Ps 22:18)
Thus, the apparently small narrative detail of Mark 15:24 not only signifies Jesus’ state of being dispossessed and stripped utterly naked but also suggests that, as he had prophesied, his death is being played out according to the Scriptures. In particular, this citation of Psalm 22 intensifies the clues already scattered through Mark’s story that lead us to see the Psalms as particularly important intertexts for interpreting the shape of Jesus life and death.
And, of course, only a few sentences later, Jesus’ last coherent words in Mark’s Gospel are a direct citation of the opening words of this very same psalm: “My God, my God, why have you forsaken me?” (Mark 15:34; citing Ps 22:1). Mark strikingly recounts the words in Aramaic (Eloi, Eloiy lema sabachtanif) and then gives his reader a Greek translation. The effect of the Aramaic citation is to enhance the raw immediacy of the moment and to enhance the narrative’s historical verisimilitude. But why, in terms of Mark’s story, does Jesus die with a cry of dereliction on his lips? The question has been endlessly discussed and debated by biblical scholars and theologians. This much, at least, may be affirmed: Jesus’ expression of abandonment indicates the full depth of his suffering and the radical character of his coming “not to be served but to serve, and to give his life as a ransom for many” (10:45). But in light of our investigation of the ways in which Mark draws upon Scripture to narrate the identity of Jesus, perhaps at least two more things can be added.
For one thing, in counterpoint to the previous scriptural evocations of Jesus’ identity with the God of Israel, Jesus speaks here as a fully human figure who experiences the radical absence of God,132 This confirms the enormous complexity of Mark’s narrative rendering of Jesus. It is not difficult to understand how early docetic interpreters developed the notion that the divine spiritual “Christ” abandoned the earthly man Jesus before his death on the cross, leaving him bereft and bewildered by what was happening to him; such a reading cushions the divine from the scandal of suffering and leaves our categories of “divinity” and “humanity” comfortably distinct and intact. But such a reading is far too simple to do justice to the Gospel of Mark. Mark offers no such tidy explanation; rather, his Jesus maintains a unity of identity throughout. The one who has power over wind and sea, the one who is described by David as “Lord,” the one who will be seated at the right hand of the Power and coming with the clouds of heaven is the same Jesus who cries out in dismay from the cross. And—here is the central point—both aspects of his identity are prefigured by Scripture. The paradoxical unity of his identity is grounded in a hermeneutical vision that discovers attestations of Jesus’ suffering and his exalted status intertwined into God’s mysterious revelatory word to Israel.
The second thing to note about Mark’s use of Psalm 22 in narrating Jesus’ death is this: we have seen in Mark a consistent pattern of metaleptic reference to Scripture. That is to say, Mark’s intertextual references, more often than not, have an allusive character. They beckon the reader to examine the context and background of even the most fragmentary citations and to consider how that wider context might inform our reading of the story. Significant elements of the intertextual relations lie just under the surface, suggested but not explained by the narrative. Mark offers ample reason for us to assume a similar narrative technique here; indeed, he has given the reader more hints than usual. We have already seen that he explicitly cites Psalm 22’s depiction of enemies dividing the sufferer’s garments and casting lots for them (Mark 15:24). The parallels continue in 15:29-30: “those who passed by derided him, shaking their heads (icivouvte<; ш<; KecpaXdq) and saying, Aha! You who would destroy the temple and build it in three days, save yourself, and come down from the cross.’” Surely we are meant to hear an echo of Psalm 22:7-8:
All who see me mock at me;
they make mouths at me, they shake their heads (LXX:
KB<paX.f)v);

“Commit your cause to the Lord; let him deliver— let him rescue the one in whom he delights!”
The single direct verbal echo is in the phrase ‘‘shaking their heads,” but the cluster of intertextual references to Psalm 22 virtually compels us to see the crowd’s mockery of Jesus as one more facet of the mysterious homology between the righteous sufferer of the psalm and the Messiah hanging shockingly on the cross,*33
If all that is correct, it follows that we cannot stop reading the psalm with its opening cry, “My God, why have you forsaken me?” Mark has signaled his readers that the whole psalm is to be read as a prefiguration of Jesus’ destiny. Consequently, as Christian interpreters have long recognized, Jesus’ dying cry of desperation evokes the full sweep of Psalm 22’s movement from desolate lament and complaint (Ps 22:1-8, 12-19) to passionate petition (22:9-11, i9-2ia) to praise and thanksgiving (22:2^-31). If we read to the end of the psalm, we find an affirmation of the Lord’s universal dominion over the nations (like the everlasting dominion of the Son of Man in Dan 7:14) and even, for the reader who knows Mark’s full story, an adumbration of the resurrection in the glad affirmation that God “did not despise or abhor the affliction of the afflicted; he did not hide his face from me, but heard when I cried to him” (Ps 22:24-25).134 Indeed, the psalmist sings, “before him shall bow all who go down to the dust, and I shall live for him” (22:29).
What I am suggesting is that to read Jesus* cry from the cross in Mark 15:34 as an intertextual evocation of Psalm 22’s promise of hope is not simply an exegetical cop-out, a failure of nerve that refuses to accept Mark’s bleak portrait of Jesus’ death at face value. Rather, it is a reading strategy that Mark himself has taught us through his repeated allusive references to snatches of Scripture that point beyond themselves to their own original narrative settings and lead the reader to reevaluate the surface sense of the Jesus story. Such a reading strategy is an act of readerly responsiveness to Mark’s admonition to take heed what we hear.
Precisely such a hermeneutical approach allows us to take with full seriousness the shape of the narrative that Mark actually tells, a narrative that proclaims the cross in the foreground but whispers in its subtexts that Jesus’ death is not the end of the tale. The crucified One at the center of Mark’s story is somehow the embodiment of Israel’s God, and even though the risen Lord never appears in the story, we are given many pointers assuring us of his ultimate triumph. Precisely by perceiving the scriptural roots of his identity, we will be able to enter with the psalmist into the full depths of his agony and yet believe—even if we hardly dare breathe it in so many words—that he lives and rules over the nations.
Excursus: Where is the Suffering Servant|
The reader may be surprised to find no reference to the Suffering Servant figure of Isaiah 52:13-53:12 in the foregoing discussion. Is not this a key image for Mark’s account of the identity of Jesus? Unexpectedly, an I actual search for allusions to the Isaian servant in Mark’s narration of the j passion turns up very little evidence.
The strongest case for an allusion is found in Mark 10:45: “For the Son of Man came not to be served, but to serve and to give his life as a ransom for many.” It is often suggested that this account of the j Son of Mans vocation is dependent on Isaiah 53:12: % . . he poured out | himself to death, and was numbered with the transgressors; yet he bore the sin of many, and made intercession for the transgressors.” Yet, on close examination, the only word shared by these two texts is noXkobv (“many”), hardly a significant echo. The verbs translated as “serve” in Mark 10:45—5iaKovrj0fjvai and бшкоугјоаг—are not etymologically related to the terms (the noun naiq and the participle боиА-euovxa) that refer to the Servant in the Greek versions of Isaiah 53. And the Isaiah passage nowhere uses Mark’s key term Ampov (“ransom”).
Again, it is sometimes suggested that Jesus’ silence before the high priest’s interrogation (Mark 14:61) is a fulfillment of Isaiah 53:7 (“He was j oppressed and afflicted, yet he did not open his mouth; like a lamb that I is led to the slaughter, and like a sheep that before its shearers is silent, so i he did not open his mouth”). If so, Mark gives us no clues to that effect; 1 there is not a single verbal link between the two passages. Furthermore, I any possible parallel is compromised by the fact that as the scene unfolds, | Jesus does speak emphatically in the very next verse, declaring himself to I be the Christ, the Son of the Blessed One and the Son of Man who will I be seated in glory at the right hand of God (Mark 14:62).
Finally, some interpreters have heard an echo of Isaiah 53 in Jesus* I words at the last supper with his disciples: “This is my blood of the covenant, poured out for many” (Mark 14:24). Once again, it is chiefly the 1 expression vnep noXXcbv (“for many”) on which the case for an allusion I hangs. But this is a very slender thread. The prepositional phrase does 1 not appear in Isaiah 53 (“He bore the sins of many,” v. 12), and there is | no reference to “blood” or “covenant” anywhere in the context. Much J clearer is the echo of Exodus 24:8, describing the ceremony initiating the  covenant at Mount Sinai: “Moses took the blood and dashed it on the people, and said, i See the blood of the covenant that the Lord has made with you in accordance with all these words/1 Also, because of several other allusions to Zechariah throughout the passion narrative, as noted above, we might well hear in Mark 14:24 a second echo of Zechariah 9:11: “As for you also, because of the blood of my covenant with you, I will set your prisoners free from the waterless pit.” These two intertexts would suggest in Mark 14 an interpretation of Jesus' impending death as a recapitulation (or replacement?) of the Sinai covenant at which the Torah was given to the people and as a sign of the apocalyptic deliverance promised in Zechariah, in which the people are set free.
In sum, it is very difficult to make a case that Isaiah's Suffering Servant texts play any significant role in Mark's account of Jesus' death—at least at the level of Mark's text-production. There can be no doubt that, at the level of text-reception, subsequent Christian readers—placing Mark within a canonical framework that includes not only Isaiah but also texts in Paul, Luke, and John that point more explicitly to Isaiah 53—have heard faint but significant echoes of the Servant in Mark's Gospel. But within the verbal texture of Mark's own narrative, it is chiefly the psalms of the suffering righteous one, along with the apocalyptic visions of Zechariah and Daniel, that provide the hermeneutical framework for interpreting the death of Jesus, the crucified Messiah.
§4 WATCHFUL ENDURANCE
The Church's Suffering in Mark's Narrative
Our third heuristic question is how Mark evokes Israel's Scripture to narrate the church's role in relation to the world. This is not an easy question to answer for the Gospel of Mark, for at least two reasons. Mark never actually uses the word “church" (еккАт|сшх) anywhere in his narrative. The term thus as used here should be understood as a convenient shorthand for “the followers of Jesus" or “the community of readers for whom Mark writes.”135 Mark is also less explicitly concerned than are the other Evangelists with the church's relation to Roman government and pagan culture; the contrast with Luke on this point is particularly evident. Mark is primarily concerned to narrate his gospel as the climax of Israel's hopes, and the conflicts that emerge in the narrative are, as we have seen, chiefly internal family struggles between Jesus and Israel's own leaders. The broader Greco-Roman world and its authorities remain, for the most part, on the periphery of the story—at least up until the concluding portion of the passion narrative.
However, precisely because Mark situates his Gospel so firmly within a Jewish apocalyptic worldview, political questions are never far from view. Jewish apocalyptic thinkers looked forward to God’s ultimate deliverance of Israel from foreign hegemony, and indeed expected a radical transformation of the political status quo. If Jesus is in fact the hoped- for Davidic king—even if in an entirely unexpected way—how does his message of “the kingdom of God” relate to the empire that held power in Mark’s day? How does Mark’s retelling of the story of Israel position his community of readers in relation to the nations? And what role does Mark’s scriptural hermeneutic play in shaping answers to such questions? Let us explore the few hints that Mark gives about these matters.
The church under persecution
Although the narrated action of Mark’s story is set firmly in the brief final years of the life of Jesus of Nazareth, at a few points we catch forward-looking glimpses of the narrator’s own time, about forty years later. One of the salient features of the church’s experience in that later time seems to be the prospect of persecution. This is already prefigured in Jesus’ interpretation of the parable of the sower, where we are told that some hearers of the word are “the ones sown on rocky ground: when they hear the word, they immediately receive it with joy. But they have no root, and endure only for a while; then, when trouble or persecution arises on account of the word, immediately they fall away (oKavbaM^ovrai)” (Mark 4:16-17). The verb aKav5aM^0), here translated “fall away” but literally meaning “cause to stumble,” is precisely the same word used in Jesus’ later prophecy of the disciples’ desertion: “You will all fall away/ be caused to stumble (акаубаАлабтјаеаОб)” (14:27). When the shepherd is struck down—that is, when persecution comes from the brutal power of the empire that crucified Jesus—his followers will wither away like the seedlings on rocky ground.
It requires little imagination to see here a reflection of conditions for an embattled church in Mark’s own time,136 particularly since the parable s symbolic portrayal of a church under persecution “on account of the word” is vividly reinforced in Jesus’ apocalyptic discourse in Mark 13. After prophesying the destruction of the temple and speaking of the beginnings of the “birth pangs” of the coming age, Jesus addresses the disciples directly with a stern warning:
“As for yourselves, beware; for they will hand you over to councils; and you will be beaten in synagogues; and you will stand before governors and kings because of me, as a testimony to them. And the gospel must first be proclaimed to all nations, When they bring you to trial and hand you over, do not worry beforehand about what you are to say; but say whatever is given you at that time, for it is not you who speak, but the Holy Spirit.137 Brother will betray brother to death, and a father his child, and children will rise against parents and have them put to death; and you will be hated by all because of my name. But the one who endures to the end will be saved.”
(Mark 13:9-13)
Here again we see, in much more explicit terms, the expectation that Jesus* followers will endure serious persecution, from authorities both Jewish (councils and synagogues) and Gentile (governors and kings), and even from their own families. The final promise of salvation for those who endure to the end is reminiscent of the ending of Daniel: “Happy are those who persevere and attain the thousand three hundred thirty-five days [i.e., the interval between the appearance of the “abomination of desolation” and the final resurrection and deliverance of Israel]. But you, go your way, and rest; you shall rise for your reward at the end of the days” (Dan 12:г2-1зУ.138 This picture of a time of terrible tribulation for Gods elect, followed by an end-time that brings vindication and salvation, is, by the time of Mark’s writing, a standard aspect of Jewish apocalyptic thought, rooted particularly in the tradition represented by Daniel.
Indeed, allusions to Daniel play a major role in Jesus* dire words of warning throughout this apocalyptic discourse, the longest extended speech by Jesus anywhere in Mark’s Gospel. The most obvious reference appears in Mark 13:14: “But when you see the abomination of desolation set up where it ought not to be (let the reader understand), then those in Judea must flee to the mountains.” Jesus* prophetic warning echoes an unusual phrase (to рбеХиура xf\q вртјршаеш^) that occurs several times in the later chapters of Daniel’s apocalyptic visions (Dan 9:27,11:31,12:11). In Daniel, this “abomination of desolation” almost surely refers to the provocative action of Antiochus IV Epiphanes, who in the second century B.c.E. profaned the temple in Jerusalem by placing in it an altar to Zeus (1 Macc 1:54-61). Mark now takes this event as a prophetic foreshadowing of some final desecration of the temple.139 Mark then offers one of his rare authorial asides, nodding knowingly to the reader, who is expected to share the inside information required to decode the symbol. I But the precise signification of this “abomination” within Mark's story- I world remains somewhat unclear, and it has excited numerous speculations over centuries of interpretation—speculations that need not detain I us here.140 In any case, Mark remains consistent as a narrator by with- I holding overt explanation of his mysterious language.
Whatever is meant by “abomination of desolation,” it signifies some I horrific desecration of the temple that will trigger a time of destruction and suffering. The linkage between Daniel’s apocalyptic scenario and j Jesus’ prophetic warning is strengthened still more by the strong echo of j Daniel 12:1 in Mark 13:19:
Dan 12:1 LXX—-That day will be a day of suffering (0Хлуц), such as has not been since they first came into existence until that day.
Mark 13:19—For in those days there will be suffering (вХлуц), such as has not been from the beginning of the creation that God created until now, no, and never will be.
Through these insistent intertextual echoes of Daniel, Mark is positioning the church to understand itself in a role analogous to the nation of Israel portrayed in that prophetic book: a powerless, oppressed people suffering under oppressive foreign rule and experiencing the pain of 1 frustrated hopes for deliverance.
At the same time, however, just as in Daniel, so in Marks apocalyptic vision, there remains a confident hope for future deliverance I by divine power:
But in those days, after that suffering (ОНуц), the sun will be darkened, and the moon will not give its light, and the stars will be falling finom heaven, and the powers in the heavens will be shaken.
Then they will see the Son of Man coming in clouds with great power and
glory. Then he will send out the angels, and gather his elect from the four
winds, from die ends of the earth to the ends of heaven.
(Mark 13:24-27)
The images of cosmic signs in Mark 24 and 25 (sun and moon darkened and stars falling) are derived from Isaiah 13:10; Joel 2:10, 3:15; and Isaiah | 34:4 LXX.141 These portents signify “the day of the Lord,” and it is very important to recognize that in Isaiah they are specifically associated with God's judgment on Babylon and on the pagan nations that have oppressed Israell142 The cosmic signs do not portend the end of the world; rather, they signify the punishment of evil powers and the downfall of “the insolence of tyrants” (Isa 13:11). In other words, they are the signs of the end of an oppressive political order and the establishment of a new one, in which the Lord ‘Svili again choose Israel and will set them in their own land” (14:1).
The language of Jesus’ apocalyptic discourse echoes all these passages, without citing them directly. But the cumulative effect of these echoes is to reassure the community that its present experience of suffering is part of the great apocalyptic script. If the church is a persecuted minority now, this is to be expected as part of the tribulation that the chosen must endure in the time of crisis that precedes God’s final saving action and restoration of justice. All this is prefigured in Scripture and strongly reinforced by Jesus’ own prescient words, performed against the background chorus of Israel’s prophets.
And, of course, the crucifixion of Jesus—prophesied both in Scripture (the Psalms and Zechariah) and in Jesus’ own passion predictions and figured with special poignancy in his words and actions at the last supper—is the definitive embodiment of the agony of God’s people in the last days. The prophecy that “the sun will be darkened” is explicitly fulfilled in Mark’s narrative at precisely the time when Jesus is dying on the cross (Mark 15:33); Mark once again trusts his readers to observe the pattern of fulfillment without the aid of authorial comment. A community that follows Jesus can expect nothing other than the same suffering he endured (“If any want to become my followers, let them deny themselves and take up their cross and follow me”), while living in the hope of the future life of the resurrection (“For those who want to save their life will lose it, and those who lose their life for my sake and the sake of the gospel will save it”).
Challenge to Caesar
As we have seen in our examination of the motif of Davidic kingship, Mark’s Gospel presents Jesus as a royal figure, the rightful heir of the throne of Israel. His entry to the city of Jerusalem elicits a public demonstration that acclaims “the coming kingdom of our father David” (Mark 11:9-10; citing Ps 118:25-26). Further, as Son of Man, the risen Jesus will exercise cosmic lordship: “To him was given dominion and glory and kingship, that all peoples, nations, and languages should serve him” (Dan 7:14). Such claims can hardly be made without creating confrontation with the claims of imperial Rome, with its aspirations to universal rule. It is not insignificant that the inscription placed by Pilate on the cross read ironically, “The King of the Jews” (Mark 15:26): the humiliating public execution of Jesus was meant to mock the futility of Jewish pretensions to kingship and resistance to Rome’s sovereignty.143
Yet Mark remains undeterred. The opening line of his book declares “the beginning of the gospel (suayyeAiov) of Jesus Christ, God’s Son.” The term euayyeAaov no doubt suggests a bold counterclaim to the propaganda of the Pax Romana and the emperor cult. An important inscription in honor of Augustus Caesar, found at Priene in Asia Minor and dating from 9 B.C.E., declares that “the birthday of the god Augustus was the beginning of the good news (euayysAicov) for the world that came by reason of him.”144 For Mark to pick this term as the keynote of his narrative is already to set up a clash between the “gospel” of the empire and the gospel of the kingdom of God: “The time is fulfilled and the kingdom of God has drawn near; change your minds, and trust in the gospel” (Mark 1:15). Additionally, both Christos and “God’s Son” are designations for the anointed king of Israel, a claim underscored by Mark’s brief narration of the baptism of Jesus, where the heavenly voice addresses him in the words of the royal acclamation of Psalm 2:7: “You are my son” (Mark i:n). And yet, at the same time, “son of God” is also a widely attested title for the Emperor.145 At the heart of Mark’s Gospel are these questions: Who really is the son of God—Caesar or Jesus—and which one of these divine sons is the true bearer of good news for the world?146 We can hardly, then, read Mark’s opening lines without recognizing that the Gospel’s central character is on a collision course with Caesar. If the tearing open of the heavens at the baptism is, as we have argued, an allusion to Isaiah 64:1, we can hardly miss the implications of the following verse in Isaiah: the purpose of God’s hoped-for tearing open of the heavens and coming down is “to make your name known to your adversaries, so that the nations might tremble at your presence” (64:2).
Similarly, if Mark’s opening prophetic quotation (Mark 1:2-3) *s Pro“ grammatic for his entire narrative, and if indeed this quotation suggests that the story of Jesus is to be interpreted in terms of the vision of new exodus/end of exile that is found in Isaiah 40, it follows that the community of Jesus’ followers would be encouraged by this imagery to understand themselves as set free from bondage to the rulers that previously held them captive,147 If Jesus is the bearer of the authority of the God of Israel, then the Roman Empire’s power can only be a usurpation, a trivial interruption of the true order of things:
Even the nations are like a drop from a bucket,
and are accounted as dust on the scales....
All the nations are as nothing before him;
they are accounted by him as less than nothing and emptiness.
(Isa 40:15,17)
Just in case we readers might begin to forget the conflict between the kingdom ruled by Rome and the kingdom of God proclaimed by Jesus, Mark includes a sly reference to Roman military power in his account of Jesus’ exorcism of the Gerasene demoniac. When Jesus demands to know the name of the unclean spirit that is possessing and destroying his human host, the spirit replies, “My name is Legion, because we are many” (Mark 5:9). No first-century reader would need to be reminded that the Legions stationed throughout the Mediterranean world and ready to respond to rebellion and revolt belonged to Rome. When Jesus then powerfully dispatches the demons into a herd of unclean pigs who plunge to their death in the sea, Mark hardly needs to explain the joke. It is a kind of political cartoon, in which the Roman army is driven out by Israel’s true king, sent back into the sea from which their invading ships had come.148
Of course, any reading of the Gospel of Mark that seeks to take the measure of its stance toward Caesar must reckon with the key pronouncement story in which Jesus answers whether paying taxes to Caesar is lawful (Mark 12:13-17). There is a long history of Christian interpretation that reads Jesus’ answer as authorizing a “two kingdoms” solution in which Caesar’s authority over material and commercial matters is acknowledged, while that which belongs to God is relegated to a separate “spiritual” realm. But this interpretation fails to make sense of the narrative dynamics of the text.
The question of the Pharisees and Herodians is explicitly described as a trap (Mark 12:13) that seeks to force Jesus either to declare rebellion against Rome or to discredit himself in the eyes of the people by endorsing passive acquiescence in Roman hegemony. If Jesus’ answer to their question (“Give back to Caesar the things that belong to Caesar, and give back to God the things that belong to God”) means simply, “Yes, pay the tax,” then he has fallen into one side of the trap, the quietist / collaborationist side. In fact, however, Mark tells us that Jesus’ interlocutors, far
from gleefully celebrating his answer, are “utterly amazed” by it. Why so? His answer is a riddle that throws the task of discernment back on the questioners, forcing them to offer a discernment about what in fact belongs to God, The key to understanding the passage lies in the often overlooked fact that Jesus does not immediately respond to the question with a pithy aphorism; rather, he first challenges the questioners’ motives (“Why do you put me to the test?”) and then demands that the questioners bring him a denarius. When they comply, he puts a question to them: “Whose image (ehedov) is this, and whose inscription?” Only after they have given the obvious answer does Jesus spring his own trap back on them by stating in a pointed imperative that the (unclean, idolatrous) object with Caesar’s eiKcbv on it should be summarily returned to its owner, while “the things that belong to God” should be truly rendered to him.
But what belongs to God? The full force of Jesus’ reply sinks in only when we recognize that the word eiiccbv echoes the creation story of Genesis, in which we learn that God created the human being according to his own image (кат’ eiicova 0eou, Gen 1:27 LXX). With this echo in our ears, we will understand Jesus’ answer very differently: it summons all who hear this imperative to give back our created selves fully to the one whose image we bear. That is why Jesus’ answer astonishes his questioners; by drawing on scriptural imagery it reminds us not only that everything belongs to God but that human beings in particular, who are made in his image, belong to him—and therefore not to Caesar.
All of this is fully consistent with the other elements we have seen in this Gospel. By alluding to the Genesis creation story, Mark offers still more scriptural shaping of the church’s self-understanding as a community set apart from business as usual, a community that owes ultimate obedience to God, while rendering only the most provisional acknowledgment of Caesar’s temporary grasp on power.
The gospel for all nations
If the kingdom of God claims sovereignty over all whom God has created in his image, it necessarily follows that the good news brought by Jesus cannot be restricted to the restoration of the nation of Israel alone. In contrast to Matthew and Luke, Mark develops no programmatic emphasis on a mission to the Gentiles. Nonetheless, he does seem to presuppose the existence of such a mission, and at a few key points he offers glimpses of a rationale for it that is rooted in Israel’s Scripture.149
In Mark’s story of Jesus’ turning over the tables of the money changers in the temple, we have seen that he invokes the prophecy of Isaiah: “My house shall be called a house of prayer for all the nations” (Mark 11:17; citing Isa 56:7). When we compare the passage to its synoptic parallels, two distinctive features of Mark’s account jump out at us. First, Mark introduces the quotation with this narrative framing: “And he was teaching, and he said to them....” Of the synoptic Evangelists, only Mark specifies that Jesus’ citation of Isaiah is specifically didactic in purpose. Second, and more significantly, only Mark includes in the Isaiah citation the words rcaoiv тоц 80vr|aiv (“for all the nations”). Assuming that Matthew and Luke were using Mark as a source, it seems that they have deliberately edited out this reference—presumably because it appears anachronistic on the lips of the pre-Easter Jesus. But whatever judgment may be made about the historical factuality of such a teaching, Mark clearly signals that the inclusion of Gentiles alongside Israel in prayer is actively taught by Jesus precisely through appeal to Scripture. And at this point, the appeal is hardly an idiosyncratic one; it is a straightforward reading of Isaiah’s specific vision that the eschatologically restored Israel would embrace “foreigners who join themselves to the Lord, to minister to him, to love the name of the Lord, and to be his servants” (Isa 56:6).1S0
In light of this distinctive emphasis, we should not then be surprised that in Mark’s later account of Jesus’ apocalyptic discourse we find among the prophesied future events that “the gospel must (бгТ) first be proclaimed to all the Gentiles” (Mark 13:10). Once again, Mark’s form of the saying is far more explicit than the parallels in Matthew and Luke. Matthew simply says, “You will be brought before governors and kings for my sake as a witness to them and to the Gentiles” (Matt 24:18), and Luke omits reference to the Gentiles altogether. Mark’s use of бгТ suggests a scripturally determined necessity (as, e.g., in 8:31, 9:11, and 13:7). In this case, however, Mark does not specify the texts that are the basis for the necessity of this universal gospel proclamation. One suspects that Isaiah hovers somewhere in the background (passages such as Isa 2:2- 4, 49:6, 57:6-8, 60:1-3; cf. Ps 22:27-28), but Mark keeps his own counsel about this rather than seeking to instruct the reader.
Mark’s identification of Jesus with the figure of the glorified Son of Man would suggest a universal dimension to his reign: “all peoples, nations, and languages should serve him” (Dan 7:14). Mark foreshadows this eschatological sovereignty over the Gentile world in the earlier parts of his narrative. The most prominent instance during the period of Jesus’ ministry of teaching and healing is the Syrophoenician woman who wittily prevails upon Jesus to cast a demon out of her daughter (Mark 7:24-30). Also possibly pertinent is the immediately following healing of a deaf man “in the region of the Decapolis” (a Gentile territory; 7:31- 37) and the subsequent second miraculous feeding of a multitude (Snio), which is sometimes interpreted as the feeding of a Gentile crowd, though Mark does not say so explicitly.151
But Mark plays these notes with understated subtlety; stories such as these can perhaps be read as hints of the extension of the gospel to non-Israelites, but they are only hints. The decisive peripeteia comes only at the moment of Jesus* death, when the Roman centurion astonishingly blurts out, “Truly this man was God’s Son” (Mark 15:39), a declaration reminding Mark’s readers of a similar one at the beginning of the story—when the heavenly voice at Jesus’ baptism declared, “You are my Son” (1:11). Thus, the centurion not only answers the question, “Who really is the Son of God?” but does so precisely by unwittingly echoing Psalm 2, the very psalm that proclaims the futility of the efforts of kings and nations to conspire “against the Lord and his anointed” (LXX: ката ion кирши mi ката ton %piaxou aumo; Ps 2:2). The Gentile outsider, the soldier who had been the tool of “the kings of the earth” to plot the death of the Lord’s anointed, now joins the heavenly voice in naming Jesus, the crucified Messiah, as God’s true Son. The dramatic irony of this paradoxical reversal is exquisite, and its full impact is felt only by the reader who hears the reprise of the scriptural intertext from Psalm 2:7.
What does all this have to do with the way in which Mark draws upon Israel’s Scripture to position the church in relation to the pagan world? It suggests that the church is not only a persecuted minority standing in tension with the systems of power in the pagan world but also a witness whose very suffering continues to embody the message of a crucified Messiah—a message that actually has the power to reach across national and ethnic boundaries and convert even the unlikeliest outsiders, even the oppressors who inflict violence upon the community. The story of Jesus when understood within its proper scriptural matrix, opens up the eschatological hope for all nations to join with Jesus' first Jewish followers in prayer; confession, and service to the crucified king. Thus, the church, even though beset by persecution, never can become an inward-turning sectarian society. Its own defining story insists again and again that the strange gospel of the crucified Christ has a way of turning insiders into outsiders and mysteriously embracing outsiders with the good news of the kingdom of God.
The political posture required of the church, then, as it awaits the eschatological disclosure of Jesus’ glory as the Son of Man, is one of patient watchful endurance. That is the response repeatedly commended in the apocalyptic discourse of Mark 13, which ends with a word of direct exhortation from Jesus to the reader: "Therefore, keep awake—for you do not know when the master of the house will come, in the evening, or at midnight, or at cockcrow, or at dawn, or else he may find you asleep when he comes suddenly.152 And what I say to you, I say to all: Keep awake” (13:35-37). The community’s model for such watchfulness is Jesus in the Garden of Gethsemane, ardently praying while the disciples, unable to stay awake for even one hour, fall asleep (14:32-42). Jesus scolds but does not reject them, urging them one more time: “Keep awake and pray that you may not come into the time of trial.”
The church then, is called neither to foment revolution against Caesar nor to withdraw into the wilderness like the Qumran sectarians to form a perfect society. Rather, they are simply to proclaim the good news of the kingdom, despite its paradoxical improbability, and to accept whatever suffering may come as a result. They are not to exclude Gentile outsiders but to remain critically open to those who somehow respond in faith to the gospel. Most of all, they are not to be seduced by the illusion of power projected by the empire. Instead, their radical reappraisal of power is grounded in the example of “the stone that the builders rejected,” the Son of Man who came not to be served but to serve and to give his life as a ransom for many. Thus, their vision of community is shaped by the hermeneutical fusion of Israel’s story with the story of Jesus.
§5 “HIDDEN IN ORDER TO BE REVEALED”
Mark's Scriptural Hermeneutics
Because Mark’s use of Scripture is less overt than that of Matthew and Luke, there has been a tendency for New Testament scholars in modernity to overlook or downplay the importance of scriptural interpretation in this Gospel. For a long time, the most extensive study of the Old Testament in Mark was a monograph by Alfred Suhl, Die Funktion der alttestamentliche Zitate und Anspielungen im Markusevangelium. This study, under the influence of Suhl’s mentor Willi Marxsen, was primarily a polemic against finding any conception of Heilsgeschichte or promise fulfillment motifs in Mark.153 As a constructive study of how Mark reads the Old Testament, the book is of little value. More recently, Richard Horsley has challenged all attempts to treat scriptural interpretation as a I significant feature of Mark’s Gospel:
Focusing on how isolated passages in Mark conflate and interpret isolated passages from “scripture” tends to abstract and divert attention from a dynamic sequential narrative full of multiple conflicts, subtleties, and ironies.... Further undermining the claim that Mark is “quoting” and interpreting scripture, the “quotations” usually turn out to be at most a few words of allusion.... And the hypothesis of Mark engaged in interpretation of scripture is based on what we now recognize as unwarranted assumptions that literacy was widespread and scrolls readily available and that a well-defined canon of scriptures existed already in Mark’s historical situation.154
If the foregoing reading of Markan texts in this chapter has demonstrated anything, it has shown that Horsley badly underestimates the ] density and hermeneutical sophistication of scriptural citation in Mark. Precisely for that reason, Horsley also advocates an interpretation of the j Gospel that minimizes Mark’s Christology; if the scriptural intertexts in j Mark are ignored, a diminished Christology inevitably follows.
At the same time, recent years have seen a number of more use- I ful constructive studies of Mark’s interpretation of Scripture.lss The I major studies of Joel Marcus and Rikki Watts are particularly import- I ant for understanding the complexities of Mark s hermeneutics, and 1 the work of Thomas Hatina helpfully emphasizes the importance of 1 understanding Mark’s references to Scripture in the literary context of 1 Mark’s own narrative. The reading of Mark offered in the foregoing I pages builds upon the exegetical work of these scholars but also seeks I to unfold some christological implications that are not fully explored I in their work. These christological implications can be discerned only I when we attend to the poetics of allusion imbedded in Mark’s distinctive narrative strategy.156
Mark’s way of drawing upon Scripture, like his narrative style more I generally, is indirect and allusive. Rather than placing overt theological 1 claims on the table (in the manner of John’s Gospel) and giving his reader 1 explicit explanations of the scriptural background of the events he narrates I (in the manner of Matthew’s Gospel), Mark for the most part works his I narrative magic through hints and allusions, giving just enough clues to I tease the reader into further exploration and reflection. On rare occasions, I he steps from behind the curtain of the stage to call the reader’s attention to a particularly important intertextual allusion (eg., “Let the reader understand,” in Mark 13:14), but for the most part his scriptural references are woven seamlessly into the fabric of the story. The story is intelligible, at one level, for readers who do not hear the scriptural echoes. But for those who do have ears to hear, new levels of complexity and significance open up. To cite an obvious example, Mark tells the story of Jesus* entry into Jerusalem riding on a colt without any authorial comment whatever about scriptural fulfillment (11:1-11). But the reader who perceives the subliminal symbolism of Zechariah 9:9 imbedded in the action will more fully grasp the significance of the episode. In this case, readers who lack the requisite “encyclopedia of reception”157 to “get” the allusion are helped out by one of Marks earliest readers, Matthew, who eagerly supplies the quotation of Zechariah, along with an explanatory reassurance that this event took place in order to fulfill what was written by the prophet (Matt 21:4-5). But this example is merely the tip of an iceberg of intertextual allusion in Mark; we would be singularly inept readers if we confined our recognition of these intertexts, and their significance, to the few cases that Matthew has happened to elucidate.
One way of putting my point about Mark s use of Scripture is to say that his hermeneutical strategy for reading Israel’s sacred texts is exactly analogous to his understanding of the function of parables, as disclosed in Jesus* answer to the disciples* question about his enigmatic manner of teaching in parables. As we have seen, Jesus* reply speaks of a “mystery of the kingdom of God” that is disclosed to some but hidden from others in the form of parables (Mark 4:11-12). Yet at the end of Mark s parable chapter, we find this authorial comment: “And with many such parables, he spoke to them the word, just as they were able to hear. He did not speak to them apart from a parable, but privately to his own disciples he explained all things” (4:33-34). There appears to be some tension between 4:11-12 and 4:33, In the former, the parables seem to have the function of hiding the message of the kingdom, but in the latter, they seem to be instruments of communication that allow Jesus* listeners to grasp the message at their own level of understanding. Is this an outright contradiction, a sign of Mark*s incompetence and inconsistency as a storyteller? Or, on the other hand, does it communicate something essential about the character of the paradoxical veiled communication we find both in the parables and in the identity of Jesus himself throughout this Gospel?
Mark himself gives us a clue to the answer in a densely packed paragraph lodged in the midst of Jesus* parable discourse:
And he said to them, “A lamp doesn’t come, does it, to be placed under a bushel-basket or under the bed? Does it not come in order to be placed on a lampstand? For there is not anything that is hidden except in order to be revealed, nor is anything secret except in order to be disclosed. If anyone has ears to hear, let him hear.” And he said to them, “Watch what you hear! The measure with which you measure will be measured back to you, and still more will be added to you. Whoever has, it will be given to him; and as for the one who does not have, even what he has will be taken away from him.”
(Mark 4:21-35)
In its context in Mark 4, as a direct continuation of Jesus’ answer about teaching in parables, this is surely to be understood as a figurative discourse about the hermeneutics of hearing and understanding the word.
A comparison of Mark 4:22 to the parallels in Matthew 10:26 and Luke 8:17 reveals an interesting difference. The saying in its Matthean and Lukan forms draws a contrast between present concealment and future revelation. For Matthew, “... nothing is veiled that will not be revealed, and nothing is hidden that will not be known”; for Luke, * .. nothing is hidden that will not be disclosed, nor is anything secret that will not be known.” But Mark’s form of the saying highlights the intentionality of the hiding: “For there is not anything that is hidden except in order to (iva) be revealed, nor is anything secret except in order to (iva) be disclosed.”158 As in apocalyptic, the hiddenness somehow belongs to the revelatory purpose, or even promotes the revelation. In view of all we have seen in Mark’s Gospel, it would not be too much to suggest that the purpose implied here is the divine intent to offer veiled self-revelation in the person of Jesus, whose identity is finally fully disclosed only at the moment of greatest obscurity, his shameful death on a cross (“Truly this man was the Son of God”).
The suggestion that Mark 4:21-22 speaks in a veiled manner of divine self-disclosure is also supported by the odd construction of the saying in 4:21, literally, “Does a lamp come (Spyexai)... ?” English translators characteristically find this formulation intolerable and render it with a passive voice construction of some different verb, such as “Is a lamp brought.. . ?” (NRSV).159 But in fact, the sentence as Mark wrote it describes the lamp as an active agent that “comes.” The nearly inescapable consequence of this observation is that Mark has shaped this saying as a christological parable about Jesus’ coming into the world.160 When it is joined to the paradoxical saying in Mark 4:22 about things hidden  in order to be revealed, we are close to the heart of Mark's Christology and, I would suggest, to his hermeneutical approach to Israel's Scripture.
That is why the very next verses contain an urgent exhortation: “Pay careful attention to what you hear,” says Jesus, “because if you ‘measure' generously in interpreting the word, still more rewards will follow. But if you are a stingy hearer who hears only the literal surface sense, your reading of the Gospel—and of Israel’s Scripture—will offer only diminishing returns, leading finally to nothing but impoverishment.” That is of course a broad paraphrase of Mark 4:23-25, but we are compelled to understand this text as a teaching about how to hear the proclaimed word. Mark has shaped these sayings, even if they may have been in the earlier tradition a scattered group of logia,161 into a cohesive exhortation about hermeneutics. Readers are called to listen closely to what might be hidden in the text in order to enter fully into the outpouring of signification that awaits the attentive interpreter.
Mark’s hermeneutical directive, however uncongenial for modernist interpreters accustomed to seeking a single clear and explicit “original sense” in texts, is in fact precisely attuned to the way that figurative language actually works. Metaphors do not deal in direct statement; rather, they intensify meaning precisely by concealing it, by speaking in an indirect mode and saying something other than what is meant. Robert Frost phrased this insight simply: “Poetry is the one permissible way of saying one thing and meaning another.”162 And the literary critic Frank Ker- mode, in his penetrating study of the hermeneutics of Mark's Gospel, observed, “Parable, it seems, may proclaim a truth as a herald does, and at the same time conceal truth like an oracle.”163
In light of these observations, the importance of Mark 4:21-25 as a hermeneutical directive for the Gospel as a whole can hardly be overstated. Mark is alerting his readers that christological signification may be hidden but that attentive listening can discern, within the Gospel's parabolic figuration, layers of meaning that point to “the mystery of the kingdom of God.” It is no accident that in 4:11 Mark has the singular puaxfipiov, rather than the plural puaifipia, which occurs in the synoptic parallels, Matthew 13:11 and Luke 8:10. The singular mystery disclosed in and through the narrative is nothing other than the identity of Jesus himself, the Crucified Messiah who is also paradoxically the embodiment of the God of Israel.
And yet to state this claim bluntly in so many words, as I have just done, is to betray Mark’s far more circumspect way of communicating the mystery. It is to blurt out crassly a secret so huge that its right expression must be concealed in figures, riddles, and whispers. In a discussion of Mark’s trial narrative, Rowan Williams gets the delicate balance just right, in a way sympathetically responsive to Mark’s manner of telling the story:
Throughout [Mark’s] Gospel, Jesus holds back from revealing who he is because, it seems, he cannot believe that there are words that will tell the truth about him in the mouths of others. What will be said of him is bound to be untrue—that he is master of all circumstances; that he can heal where he wills; that he is the expected triumphant deliverer, the Anointed.... “There is a kind of truth which, when it is said, becomes untrue.” Remember, the world Mark depicts is not a reasonable one; it is full of demons and suffering and abused power. How, in such a world, could there be a language in which it could truly be said who Jesus is?
.. I Jesus, described in the words of this world, would be a competitor for space in it, part of its untruth.164
But Mark is not reduced to simple silence. “How, in such a world, could there be a language in which it could truly be said who Jesus is?” Mark’s answer is that there is such a language in the stories and symbols of Israel’s Scripture, read in counterpoint with the stories about Jesus. If it is misleading, or careless of the mystery, to say “Jesus is the God of Israel”—-just as it is not permitted- to speak the ineffable name of God figured in the Tetragrammaton—there is still a way of narrating who Jesus is by telling stories in which he has the authority to forgive sins, to still storms, to walk on the sea, to feed the scattered sheep as the true shepherd, to make the deaf to hear and the mute to speak. There is a way to narrate who Jesus is by identifying John the Baptist as the voice in the wilderness who will proclaim Isaiah’s gospel message of the end of exile by crying, “Prepare the way of the Kyrios.” Through the poetics of allusion, Mark gestures toward the astounding truth. Those who have ears to hear will hear.
Even such indirect confessional claims, however, must be read within the larger context of Mark’s story. The identity of Jesus as the mysterious embodiment of Israel’s God can never be separated from his identity as the crucified One. And therein lies a still deeper layer of the mystery: If Jesus is the embodiment of Israel’s God, and if the body in whom these figural correspondences to Israel’s Scripture are enacted ends up nailed to a cross, what does that tell us about the identity of God?
Has Mark thought through such implications of his way of telling the story? We cannot say, because he does not say. But readers who

listen carefully to the resonances of Israel’s Scripture in Mark’s Gospel and then see how the story drives toward the passion narrative may find themselves, like the women in Mark’s artful dramatic ending, reduced, at least for a time, to silence. “They said nothing to anyone, for they were afraid.”165
So, if we seek to read Scripture through Mark’s eyes, what will we find? We will find ourselves drawn into the contemplation of a paradoxical revelation that shatters our categories and exceeds our understanding. We will learn to stand before the mystery in silence, to acknowledge the limitation of our understanding, and to wonder. The “meaning” of Mark’s portrayal of the identity of Jesus cannot be rightly stated in flat propositional language; instead, it can be disclosed only gradually in the form of narrative, through hints and allusions that project the story of Jesus onto the background of Israel’s story. As Mark superimposes the two stories on one another, remarkable new patterns emerge, patterns that lead us into a truth too overwhelming to be approached in any other way.
This reading of Mark as scriptural interpreter corresponds closely to an important stream of interpretation of Mark’s Gospel in the Orthodox tradition. On the annual feast day of St. Mark the Evangelist, there is a prayer in the Greek Orthodox liturgy that invites the congregation to give honor to Mark for his distinctive, mysterious way of bearing witness: “Come, let us praise Mark, the herald of the heavenly mystagogy (xov xf\q eTtoupaviou pnomycoyiac; кт|ргжа), and the proclaimer of the gospel.”166 Herald of the heavenly mystagogy—that is, one who proclaims a message that leads us into the mystery.

Chapter |
[bookmark: bookmark3]The Gospel of Matthew
Torah Transfigured
§6 THE LAW AND THE PROPHETS FULFILLED
Matthew as Interpreter of Scripture
I
f the earliest Christian writers were seeking, as Rowan Williams suggests, to reorganize Israeli religious language,1 what sort of hermeneutical reorganization will we find when we turn to the Gospel of Matthew? Matthew makes an ambitious attempt to advance the work of scriptural interpretation well beyond the mysterious frontiers so cautiously explored by Mark. Although he begins in territory charted by Mark’s Gospel, Matthew shows little of Mark’s restraint in pressing bold narrative claims about Jesus and linking them explicitly to numerous Old Testament texts. Indeed, in many passages we find him supplying overt explanations to Mark’s hints and allusions.
A familiar example: Mark’s account of Jesus’ entry into Jerusalem alludes to Zechariah’s prophetic vision of the city of Jerusalem shouting acclamation to a victorious king who rides humbly on a donkey, but Mark leaves the scriptural intertext entirely unvoiced (Mark 11:1-10; gesturing covertly toward Zech 9:9), Matthew, on the other hand, is so eager to draw his readers’ attention to the intertextual link that he quotes the Zechariah passage in full and explicitly points out that Jesus’ action is a fulfillment of the prophecy. Furthermore, he reshapes the story to include two animals, a donkey and a colt, both mentioned in Zechariah 9:9 (Matt 21:1-9), thereby underscoring the fulfilled prophecy but also creating for his readers the notoriously baffling image of Jesus somehow astride both creatures: “they brought the donkey and the colt, and put their cloaks on them> and he sat on them” (Matt 21:7).
Another example that is no less illuminating of Matthew’s concerns: Matthew’s renarration of Jesus’ apocalyptic discourse closely follows the script given by Mark, in which Jesus refers to a mysterious sign that should warn his followers to flee the city: “But when you see the abomination of desolation set up where it ought not to be (let the reader understand), then those in Judea must flee to the mountains” (Mark 13:14). This is one of the few places where Mark winks knowingly at the reader, signaling the presence of an allusion and trusting the reader to take the hint. Matthew repeats the saying, but he wants to make sure that the reader will understand, and so he glosses the text with additional information: but when you see the abomination of desolation—the one spoken of by the prophet Daniel—standing in the holy place (let the reader understand), then those in Judea must flee to the mountains (Matt 24:15). Ever the careful scribe, Matthew has specified the textual source for the reader who may need to look it up. He has also clarified the indefinite location of the event—not just “where it ought not to be” but specifically “in the holy place” (i.e., the temple). It is as though Matthew is producing an annotated study Bible, providing notes and references that will give the uninitiated reader enough information to perform the necessary act of scriptural interpretation.
Indeed, Matthew leaves nothing to chance: he repeatedly erects highway signs in large letters to direct his readers, making it unmistakably explicit that Jesus is the fulfillment of Israel’s Scripture. Matthew has organized his material in a didactic, user-friendly fashion—a kind of “training manual for prophets.”2 It is therefore not without reason that, when the fourfold Gospel canon was later assembled, Matthew was placed first.3 Nor was it without reason that Matthew became the Gospel most frequently cited by early Christian writers and that commentaries were written on it by Origen, Jerome, John Chrysostom, Theodore of Mopsuestia, and Cyril of Alexandria, to mention just some of the patristic authors who focused on this Gospel.4 Matthew successfully
organized the Jesus tradition in a form that made it clear, harmonious, and accessible.
When we consider Matthew’s use of the Old Testament, the first thing that springs to mind is his distinctive manner of introducing prooftexts—as in the example of Jesus’ triumphal but humble entrance into Jerusalem—through a repeated formula in which the Evangelist addresses the reader directly in an authorial voiceover: “This took place to fulfill what had been spoken through the prophet, saying....” Ten quotations in Matthew appear under this rubric, with minor variations: 1:22-23, 2:15, 2:17-18, 2:23, 4:14-16, 8:17, 12:17-21, 13:35, 21:4-5, and 27:9.5 Additionally, at least three other Old Testament quotations in the Gospel bear close affinities to this pattern of fulfillment citation: 2:5-6, 3:3, and 13:14-15.6 Also closely related to the formula quotations are the words of Jesus at the time of his arrest in Gethsemane, affirming that “all this has taken place so that the Scriptures of the prophets may be fulfilled” (Matt 26:56; cf. 26:54), though in this case no specific quotation is adduced. This saying, alongside the Evangelist’s thirteen authorial voiceovers, highlights Matthew’s strong interest in the theme of fulfilled prophecy. Cumulatively, these passages frame Israel’s Scripture as a predictive text pointing to events in the life of Jesus.
Matthew’s emphasis on prediction and fulfillment has an evidently apologetic thrust:7 this rhetorical tactic seeks to validate his affirmations about the identity of Jesus by grounding them in Israel’s authoritative texts, presumably in opposition to other interpreters who would see Matthew’s christological claims as incongruous with Israel’s Scripture. For this reason, the reconstruction of the social setting in which Matthew’s apologetic arguments should be understood has become a focus for research. If the interpretation of Scripture was a contested issue for Matthew, who were his opponents, and what was the specific historical context in which Matthew felt compelled to adduce these scriptural prooftexts in defense of the story of Jesus? Although it is impossible to be certain of the details, there is a strong consensus among recent scholars that the text must have been written in a setting (such as Antioch in Syria) where Jewish Christianity found itself in fierce competition with the synagogue and its scribal leadership in the period following the destruction of the Jerusalem temple.8 Krister Stendahl’s classic study The School of St. Matthew focused on the eclectic use of different Old Testament textual traditions in the formula quotations and argued that this practice was the product of a Jewish-Christian scribal “school” that combed through various ancient texts and versions to find passages that could be interpreted as messianic prooftexts.9 It is, however, 1 speculative business to reconstruct a precise social history on the basis of the texts patterns of scriptural citation and argument. The best we can do is observe the combative character of Matthew's rhetoric and surmise that his exegesis took shape in a volatile, contested environment in the decades following the Roman army's destruction of the Jerusalem temple, as Jewish interpreters sought to interpret the troubling times in light of the Scriptures and vice versa.10
It has sometimes been suggested that the Matthean fulfillment quotations come from a preexisting collection of messianic prooftexts, and that Matthew has simply plugged them into his story, without regard to their original meaning or context.11 However, careful study of Matthew's citation practices demonstrates that the same redactional tendencies at work in the formula quotations are to be found also in other scriptural citations in Matthew's Gospel. Indeed, Matthew himself should be seen as the controlling synthetic imagination responsible for assembling this material and giving it a focused christological interpretation.12
Matthew has front-loaded these formula quotations in the opening chapters of his Gospel. Four of the ten formula quotations appear in the birth and infancy narratives; if we add the fulfillment citations in Matthew 2:5-6 and 3:3, we find that nearly half of these weighty hermeneutical directives are placed in the plot structure even before the baptism of Jesus, and still another accompanies his initial proclamation of the kingdom in Galilee (4:14-16). This clustering of fulfillment quotations near the beginning of the Gospel conditions readers to expect that nearly everything in the story of Jesus will turn out to be the fulfillment of something prescripted by the prophets. Thus, Matthew presents Israel's sacred history as an elaborate figurative tapestry designed to point forward to Jesus and his activity.
The rhetorical impact of these formula quotations is so powerful that they have tended to dominate our understanding of how Matthew appropriates Scripture. Because of Matthew s eventual placement at the head of the New Testament canon, these quotations have exerted an even more sweeping influence: they dominate popular Christian understanding of how the Old Testament is to be read. But it is probably wise not to allow this one distinctive feature of Matthew's citation practice to monopolize the interpretation of Matthew.13 The understanding of Matthew's use of Scripture will be far too narrow if we are enraptured by the formula quotations.14
These citations, to be sure, express a theological perspective that pervades Matthew’s Gospel—as expressed in certain key programmatic statements such as Jesus’ declaration in the Sermon on the Mount that he has come not to abolish the law but to fulfill it (Matt 5:17). Yet precisely this saying suggests that we must reckon with a Matthean hermeneutical program considerably more comprehensive than a collection of a dozen or so prooftexts. In what sense does Jesus fulfill the law? If Jesus has come to fulfill every jot and tittle of the law (5:18), we should expect Matthew to develop a far more wide-ranging account of the accordance between Scripture and his Gospel. And indeed, that is just what we find in this narrative: a diverse and complex use of Scripture. There are at least sixty explicit Old Testament quotations in the Gospel. That means that the formula quotations constitute, even by the most generous estimate, only about one-fifth of Matthew’s total. And that does not even begin to reckon with the hundreds of more indirect Old Testament allusions in the story.15
Above and beyond the question of citations of particular texts, we must reckon also with Matthew’s use of figuration, his deft narration of “shadow stories from the Old Testament.”1* Through this narrative device, with or without explicit citation, Matthew encourages the reader to see Jesus as the fulfillment of Old Testament precursors, particularly Moses, David, and Isaiah’s Servant figure.17 And at a level still deeper than these narrative figurations, Matthew’s language and imagery are from start to finish soaked in Scripture; he constantly presupposes the social and symbolic world rendered by the stories, songs, prophecies, laws, and wisdom teachings of Israel’s sacred texts. It is of course impossible to survey all this material, but we shall examine a few key passages that shed light on Matthew’s strategies for reading Scripture. We will first trace the ways in which the story of Israel is renarrated in this Gospel. Then, in that context, we can consider the way in which Matthew employs scriptural interpretation to present the identity of Jesus and to portray the position of the church in relation to its cultural environment.
§7 THE END OF EXILE
Israel's Story in Matthew's Narrative
Ђе genealogy (Matt 1:1-17). In contrast to Mark’s strategy of plunging abruptly into the story at the point of Jesus’ baptism, Matthew anchors the story of Jesus in Israel’s history by opening his Gospel with a genealogy This genealogy may strike many readers today as plodding, unedifying, or even clumsily comical in its repetitive formal structure.1* Still, while Matthew’s genealogy is hardly an electrifying way to begin a narrative—in contrast to the immediate dramatic action of Mark’s opening paragraph—it actually performs several important hermeneutical functions.
First, the genealogy ensures continuity between Israel’s story and the story that Matthew is about to narrate. Unlike Mark’s Jesus, Matthew’s Jesus does not burst on the scene out of nowhere; he is the heir of a familial line that stretches back through forty-two generations to Abraham.19 This genealogy prepares the reader to interpret Jesus as the heir of the promises to Abraham, the consummation of Israel’s epic story that began in the patriarchal narratives of Genesis. Even Matthew’s opening words in 1:1, p(pA,o<; yevececoq Tr|ao\) Xpiaxou (“the book of the genesis of Jesus Christ”), reinforce this association with the Torah’s first book.20 Matthew’s opening line may function as a title for the Gospel as a whole, suggesting that the story of Jesus is in fact a “new Genesis,” the story of an eschatological redemption that begins the world anew.21 The redeemer figure who accomplishes this redemption is, moreover, “Jesus Christ, son of David, son of Abraham.” This identification links the new creation inextricably to the past of Israel, as signified by references to Abraham, the patriarchal Urvater of the nation, and David, its great iconic royal figure. Indeed, each name in the genealogy, particularly the more well-known ones, evokes the recollection of Israel’s story. Matthew thus grounds Jesus’ identity in Israel’s story, and the detailed genealogy functions as a “call to remembrance,” summoning the reader to locate the entire Gospel narrative within the history sketched in these opening lines.22
The genealogy also periodizes the story of Israel into three great chapters leading up to the birth of Jesus, each chapter encompassing fourteen generations:23 chapter i from Abraham to David; chapter 2, from David to the exile; and chapter 3, from the exile to the Messiah (Matt 1:17). This way of charting Jesus’ genealogy highlights Jesus’ Davidic lineage— and therefore his messianic identity. Matthew underscores this point by referring to Jesus in the final phrase of the genealogy as “the Christ”; here Matthew’s use of the definite article signals the titular sense of this term. Perhaps even more significantly, 1:17 unmistakably signals that the coming of Jesus portends the end of Israels exile: “So all the generations from Abraham to David are fourteen generations; and from David to the deportation to Babylon, fourteen generations; and from the deportation to Babylon to the Messiah, fourteen generations.” The periodization of the genealogy outlines the plot of Israel’s story. From the founding
promise to Abraham there is an ascending movement to the Davidic kingship (i:2-6a), then a decline into exile (i:6b-n), followed by a period of obscurity awaiting the advent of the Messiah (1:12-16). It is very striking that Moses does not figure in this sketch of Israel’s story; it is a story about promise, kingship, exile, and return—a story in which the law of Sinai plays no explicit part. This does not mean, of course, that Matthew has no interest in the Mosaic law. Quite the contrary. Nonetheless, his narrative strategy of beginning with the genealogy has the effect of highlighting Jesus’ identity as messianic king rather than as lawgiver.
The strong emphasis given to Israel’s exile in Matthew’s genealogy imparts a particular shape to the history that the reader is asked to remember: the story of Israel is a story that juxtaposes God's covenant faithfulness—as signified by the promise to Abraham24 and the promise to David of an everlasting kingdom (2 Sam 7:12-14)—to Israel's unfaithfulness as signified by David’s sinful taking of the wife of Uriah (Matt 1:6; alluding to 2 Sam 11-12) and by the checkered history of the kings that followed David, leading up to the deportation to Babylon. The genealogy functions, for the reader who remembers the complexity of the stories evoked by Matthew’s list of names, as a Sundenspiegely a long and tortured narrative in which Israel sees its corporate sins reflected.25 Yet, at the same time, the structure of the genealogy clearly points forward in hope, for it leads finally to “the Messiah” Jesus, the one who “will save his people from their sins” (i:2i).26 Here we see an example of the hermeneutical significance of the genealogy: it compels the reader to understand that the “sins” from which God’s people are saved are not merely petty individual transgressions of a scrupulous legal code but rather the national sins of injustice and idolatry that finally led to the collapse of the Davidic monarchy and the Babylonian captivity. The Messiah, in Matthew’s narrative world, is precisely the one who saves his people from the consequences of their sins by closing the chapter of powerlessness and deprivation that began with “the deportation to Babylon.” The opening chapter of Matthew’s Gospel is strongly consonant with interpretations of Jesus’ work as bringing about the end of Israel’s exile.27
Matthew’s genealogy equally introduces four anomalies into the story, through the appearance of four women in the list of Jesus’ ancestors—-Tamar (1:3), Rahab (1:5), Ruth (1:5), and Bathsheba, the wife of Uriah (1: 6). Since the names of women were not ordinarily included in genealogical lists, the reader might well wonder why these four are singled out, particularly in view of the omission of well-known matriarchs such as Sarah, Rebekah, and Leah. It is sometimes suggested that each of the four women mentioned by Matthew was in some way involved in unusual or disreputable sexual activity that thus provides a backdrop for an apologetic reading of the story of Jesus’ mother Mary (1:16), who was also suspected of sexual impropriety (Ш8-25).28 If the Abrahamic* Davidic line was carried forward to the Messiah through these women of questionable virtue, so the argument goes, then readers should not be surprised if doubt attends the reputation of the Messiah’s mother as well. Yet, anyone who took offense at these women and their offspring would be “depreciating what God had chosen to bless.”29 It is by no means clear, however, that Ruth should be included in a list of women accused of sexual irregularities. Additionally, in the case of the story of David and Bathsheba, it is David who is singled out as a sinner; that is where all the emphasis is placed in the canonical narrative: “The thing that David had done displeased the Lord,” and the Lord sent the prophet Nathan to tell the parable of the rich man who took the poor mans lamb, in order to lure David into pronouncing condemnation on himself and acknowledging his sin (2 Sam	The story places no
blame on Bathsheba. Furthermore, we should not overlook the fact that three of these anomalous women (Tamar, Rahab, and Ruth) are heroines who are commended in the biblical stories for their daring and faithful actions (Gen 38:1-30; Josh 2:1-24, 6:22-25; Ruth passim). In other words, they are characterized in the stories not by their doubtful reputations but by their tenacious fidelity.31
More pertinent for Matthew’s purposes is the fact that all four can be regarded as non-Israelites. Tamar was understood in some Jewish traditions as a Canaanite or a proselyte.32 Rahab was a Canaanite, Ruth was a Moabite, and Bathsheba was the wife of Uriah the Hittite.33 In each case, these foreigners were included within the story of Israel and indeed made part of the bloodline of David, the archetypical king of Israel. Thus, in the genealogy Matthew already hints at a major theme of his gospel: the story of Israel is open to the inclusion of Gentiles. These four women in the ancestry of the Messiah prefigure the mission to “all nations” (Matt 28:19) by demonstrating that God has woven ethnic outsiders into the story from start to finish. Matthew explains none of this, nor does he quote any of the Old Testament passages in which Tamar, Rahab, Ruth, and Bathsheba appear. Still, his inclusion of them in the genealogy of Jesus encourages the reader to recall their stories and ponder their significance for understanding the shape of Israel’s story. They prefigure the mission to “all nations” that is announced in the Gospel’s closing chapter.
Christological fulfillment: Jesus enacts Israel's destiny (Matt 2:13-18 and Matt 4:1-11). Another way that Matthew carries forward the story of Israel is through a typological identification of Jesus with Israel: Jesus becomes the one in whom the fate of Israel is embodied and enacted.34 The story of Israel and the story of Jesus become one and the same. In this respect, Matthews narrative differs notably from Mark’s, in which the identification of Jesus as “Israel” plays very little, if any, role.
The motif of Jesus as Israel runs throughout Matthew’s Gospel, but it is most vividly expressed in his compressed account of the Holy Family’s flight into Egypt and return after the death of Herod (Matt 2:13-15)—a tale unparalleled in the other Gospels. Matthew, reading backwards, sees in this episode a figural fulfillment of Israel’s sojourn in Egypt and return to the land of promise. The key prophetic text adduced in the formula quotation of Matthew 2:15 is drawn from Hosea 11:1: “When Israel was a child I loved him, and out of Egypt I called my son.” The quotation of Hosea here is a celebrated case in which Matthew does not follow the LXX, which reads, “out of Egypt have I recalled his children (id T8Kva auxou).” Matthew’s predictive christological reading depends on a Greek text (tov ulov poo) that corresponds to the MT.35 In context in Hosea, the “son” is clearly the people Israel as a whole; the sentence is not a prediction of a future messiah but a reference to past events of the exodus. Thus, Hoseas metaphor, referring to Israel corporately as God’s “son,” evokes a tradition that goes all the way back to God’s instructing Moses to tell Pharaoh that “Israel is my firstborn son” (Exod 4:22-23). Matthew, however, transfigures Hosea’s text by seeing how it prefigures an event in the life of Jesus. Matthew now sees the fate of God’s “son” Israel recapitulated in the story of God’s Son, Jesus: in both cases, the son is brought out of exile in Egypt back to the land.36
This example suggests that Matthew’s formula quotations may have more narrative resonance and allusive subtlety than is often credited to them. Matthew cannot be unaware of the original contextual meaning of Hosea 11:1 as an expression of God’s love for Israel, a love that persists even through Israel’s subsequent unfaithfulness (Hos 11:8-9). Indeed, Matthew’s use of the quotation depends upon the reader’s recognition of its original sense: if Hosea’s words were severed from their reference to the original exodus story, the literary and theological effect of Matthew’s reading would be stifled. The fulfillment of the prophet's words can be discerned only through an act of imagination that perceives the figural correspondence between the two stories of the exodus and the gospel. Through the lens of the figural imagination Matthew projects the two narrative patterns on top of one another, $0 that the story of Jesus acquires the resonances of the story of Israel’s deliverance.
The effect of the juxtaposition is to hint that Jesus now will carry the destiny of the people Israel and that the outcome will be the rescue H vindication of Israel, as foreshadowed in the exodus story and brought to fulfillment in the resurrection of Jesus. The prophetic text from Hosea H functions as a middle term between the two stories, providing the hermeneutical clue that the exodus story is to be read as a narrative template for God s choosing and saving his people, a template that can be applied to subsequent historical circumstances, whether to God s mercy to disobedient Israel in Hosea’s day or to God’s climactic rescue of his people Israel in the person of the Messiah Jesus.37
It is also significant that Matthew’s citation of Hosea has the effect of naming Jesus as God’s Son in first-person divine discourse. Although the story of the miraculous conception of Jesus (Matt 1:18-25) has already disclosed to the reader that Mary’s child is begotten “from the Holy Spirit,” the first explicit identification of Jesus as God s “son” in Matthew’s narrative is placed in the mouth of God himself, as the introduction to this formula citation emphasizes: the flight into Egypt was the fulfillment of “that which was spoken by the Lord through the prophet" (2:i5).38 This divine validation of Jesus’ sonship anticipates the declarations of the divine voice at Jesus’ baptism and transfiguration: “This is my Son, the Beloved, in whom I am well pleased” (3:17,17:5).39 Thus, 2:13-15 accomplishes at least two purposes at once: it articulates the identity of Jesus as God’s Son, and it guarantees that the reader who knows the exodus tradition will understand his “sonship” precisely as a confirmation of his figural identity with Israel.
Alerted to this figural dimension of Israel’s story, the reader of Matthew’s Gospel may then also hear other resonances in the next brief unit of the birth narrative, the grim account of Herod’s slaughter of the children of Bethlehem (2:16-18), which concludes with another formula quotation:
Then was fulfilled what had been spoken through the prophet Jeremiah:
A voice was heard in Ramah, wailing and loud lamentation,
Rachel weeping for her children; she refused to be consoled, because they are no more.
Here it appears that the story of Israel, as Matthew renarrates it, is a story of suffering and lament. Ramah, in the book of Jeremiah, appears as a staging ground for the deportation of the Judean captives to Babylon (cf. Jer 4o:i).40 Rachel, the wife of Jacob/Israel and therefore the figurative mother of the people as a whole,41 mourns proleptically from the past over the exile—and, by implication, over the repeating pattern of violence against God’s chosen. Herod’s murder of the innocents takes its place alongside Pharaoh’s decree against the Hebrew boy babies (Exod 1:15-22) and the defeat and exile of Judah in Jeremiah’s time. Yet, recalling the latter story of exile, we may also hear an echo from the conclusion of Matthew’s genealogy:	.. from the deportation to Babylon to the
Messiah, fourteen generations.” Indeed, to recall Jeremiah’s prophecy is necessarily to recall also its wider context:42
Thus says the Lord:
A voice is heard in Ramah,
lamentation and bitter weeping.
Rachel is weeping for her children;
she refuses to be comforted for her children, because they are no more.
Thus says the Lord:
Keep your voice from weeping,
and your eyes from tears;
5 for there is a reward for your work, says the Lord:
£ they shall come back from the land of the enemy; there is hope for your future, says the Lord:
your children shall come back to their own country.
(Jer 31:15-17)
Thus, Jeremiah’s image of Rachel weeping is a prelude to his bold prophecy of hope for the end of exile. Indeed, Jeremiah’s oracle continues with an account of God’s undying love for “Ephraim my dear son,” promising that “I will surely have mercy on him” (Jer 31:18-20). That is the reason why there is hope for the future: violence and exile do not have the final word, for God’s love for Israel will prevail and bring about restoration.
Surely it is not merely coincidental that in consecutive formula quotations (Matt 2:15 + Matt 2:17-18) Matthew has linked these two very similar passages from Hosea 11:1-11 and Jeremiah 31:15-20. Both prophetic texts speak of the exile and suffering of an unfaithful people, and both the history of Israel’s grief and exile. Yet even in the dark moment of Rachels grief, the echo of Jeremiah 31 offers comfort, beckoning God’s; people to lean forward into the hope of the days that are surely coming I j when God will have mercy, bring back the exiles, and write the law g| on their hearts.
If Matthew’s birth narratives suggest a typological link between . Jesus and Israel, that linkage is confirmed in the story of Jesus’ baptism | (Matt 3:13-17) and subsequent temptation in the wilderness (4:1-11). In contrast to the accounts of the baptism in the other Gospels, only Matthew narrates John’s hesitancy to baptize Jesus, and it is only Matthew who has Jesus reply enigmatically, in the first words he utters in Matthew’s story, “Let it be for now; for thus it is fitting for us to fulfill all righteousness.” In precisely what way does Jesus’ submission to John’s Ш baptism of repentance serve “to fulfill all righteousness”? Many interpretations have been suggested, but whatever reading we give must accord H full weight to Matthew’s use of the verb xA.qp©am, which elsewhere 9 characteristically appears in statements about the fulfillment of Scripture Ш (e.g., 5:17, 26:56, and all the formula quotations). In this case, Matthew 9 cites no specific scriptural text that is said to have foreshadowed Jesus’ baptism; however, I would propose that Jesus’ acceptance of a baptism Ш of repentance, performed at the Jordan River, is meant to signify his symbolic identification with sinful Israel (the people whom he will “save from their sins”), and the figurative beginning of that new Israel’s entry into the land of promise.44declare that God will reach out in mercy and bring the people back from S exile. By evoking these two prophetic passages in the infancy narrative, Mat-	ш
thew connects both the history and the future destiny of Israel to the figure of	§
Jesus, and he hints that in Jesus the restoration of Israel is at hand,	I 1
Matthew is not merely looking for random Old Testament prooftexts that Jesus might somehow fulfill (as is sometimes suggested); rather, he is thinking about the specific shape of Israel’s story and linking Jesus* life with key passages that promise God’s unbreakable redemptive love for I his people.43 That is why Matthew comments on Herod’s slaughter of children by selecting a citation from the same chapter in Jeremiah that	i
also promises Ц new covenant with the house of Israel and the house of Judah” (Jer 31:31): Matthew s reference to Rachel works as a metaleptic I | trope, recalling the wider context of Jeremiah s prophecy. Herod’s murderous acts, then, function within Matthew’s tale as a metaphor for all I

Taken in isolation, Matthew 3:15 is a mysterious utterance. In its Matthean narrative context, however, its meaning emerges compelling^ from the unfolding plot. John the Baptist is directly identified as the ‘Voice of one crying in the wilderness,” as prophesied by Isaiah, the one who will herald the end of Israel’s exile (Matt 3:1-3; quoting Isa 40:3). Remarkably, according to Matthew, “Jerusalem and all Judea and all the surrounding region of the Jordan” were responding to John’s summons and going to be baptized by him, confessing their sins. It is precisely at this moment that the adult Jesus appears in the story, presenting himself also for baptism. We have just been told in the preceding birth narratives that this Jesus is “God’s Son,” who takes on the role of God’s “son” Israel, called out of Egypt and out of exile; now, in a symbolically fraught act, he is to undergo repentance and, like Israel, pass through the waters. But before Jesus/Israel can enter the land, he must undergo a time of testing in the wilderness, just as unfaithful Israel had done once before—this time with dramatically different results.
And so, Jesus is led by the Spirit into the wilderness where “he fasted for forty days and forty nights.” The motif of fasting and the explicit phrase “forty days and forty nights”—both Matthean editorial adaptations of Mark’s understated temptation story45—clearly link Jesus to Moses, who also spent forty days and forty nights fasting in the presence of God on Mount Sinai (Exod 34:28; Deut 9:9).46 Matthew does not tell us explicitly what Jesus was doing, besides fasting, during this forty-day period, but the strong allusion to the story of Moses suggests that perhaps he was interceding for Israel’s sins, just as Moses did: “Throughout the forty days and forty nights that I lay prostrate before the Lord when the Lord intended to destroy you, I prayed to the Lord and said, ‘Lord God, do not destroy the people who are your very own possession, whom you redeemed in your greatness, whom you brought out of Egypt with a mighty hand’” (Deut 9:25-26). If this inference is correct, then Matthew’s allusion to the story of Moses would lead us to envision Jesus in the wilderness identifying with the people’s plight and speaking to God on their behalf, as Moses did.
At another metaphorical level, the forty days and forty nights in the wilderness might be interpreted to correspond to the forty years of Israel’s wandering in the desert. If so, then Jesus stands simultaneously in typological relation to Moses and to Israel as a whole. One of the properties of figurative language is to hold different, overlapping significations in simultaneous suspension, just as contrapuntal music allows us to hear more than one vocal line at once, within the same moment of time.47 There is thus no need to exclude either of these interpretative options; the text gives intimations of both- The latter reading (Jesus as Israel) is reinforced by Jesus’ ensuing dialogue with the devil, in which all of Jesus lines are taken directly from Deuteronomy: he speaks the words H Israel was enjoined to learn and to speak, though they failed to do H because they were a stubborn and stiff-necked people (Exod 34:9; Dev# 9:13). Where Israel proved wayward and disobedient, Jesus now emerges from the temptation narrative as the obedient son who gives honor to God and embodies Israel’s true destiny.48
All three of Jesus’ responses to the tempter are direct scriptural quotations, each introduced by some variation of the formulaic у&урахтш. Ш is written”). The first quotation, in response to the devil’s bidding Jesus to turn stones into bread, is taken from Deuteronomy 8:3: “The man 1 &v0pW7to<;)49 will not live on bread alone, but on every word that comes out through the mouth of God ” A full understanding of this response requires the reader to recall the original context from which the citation comes. Moses is speaking to the people of Israel, near the end of their wilderness sojourn:
Remember the long way that the Lord your God has led you these forty years in the wilderness, in order to humble you, testing you to know what was in your heart, whether or not you would keep his commandments. He humbled you by letting you hunger, then by feeding you with manna, with which neither you nor your ancestors were acquainted, in order to make you understand that one does not live by bread alone, but by every word that comes from the mouth of God.
(Deut 8:2-3)
To recover the Deuteronomic context of Jesus’ words is immediately to shed light on the significance of the temptation of Jesus. He stands, like Israel, at the end of his time in the wilderness; the devil’s invitations will test him to see whether indeed he has been humbled and whether he will be obedient to God’s commandments. If Jesus takes up the suggestion to turn stones into bread, he will thereby show his lack of trust in the God who can provide manna from heaven to those who hunger. But it he rejects the temptation, Jesus will show his trust in God’s word, which is in fact perfectly enacted precisely by his quotation of what is written. So God’s “son” passes the first test by obediently trusting God—just as Israel should have done, when so instructed by Moses.50
Then, in response to the devil’s deceitful scripturally inflected encouragement (Ps 91:11-12) to throw himself down from the pinnacle of the temple in Jerusalem, Jesus responds a second time with a scriptural  quotation: “Again it is written, ‘You shall not put the Lord your God to the test”’ (Deut 6:16), Once again, the specific context in Deuteronomy is pertinent: putting God to the test is identified specifically with Israel’s rebellious complaints at Massah, when the people encamped in the wilderness were ready to stone Moses because they had no water to drink. In Moses' Deuteronomic oration, he reminds the people of their earlier lack of trust: “Do not put the Lord your God to the test, as you did at Mas- sah.”51 In contrast, the Israelites are exhorted to keep Gods commandments and to “do what is right and good in the sight of the Lord, so that it may go well with you, and so that you may go in and occupy the good land that the Lord swore to your ancestors to give you” (6:16-18). Given Matthew's presentation of Jesus as the Messiah who brings Israel's exile to an end, this is a highly significant passage: by resisting the temptation to aggrandize himself through a spectacular stunt, Jesus again reaffirms obedience and trust in God as the means whereby Israel is to be brought at last into the land of promise. And his response as obedient Son exemplifies the role Israel is meant to take in the world: not seeking to force God's hand through risky self-assertion but waiting faithfully and doing what is right. So God's Son passes the second test by responding obediently, typologically invoking Moses' instructions to Israel.
Finally, the devil's climactic temptation is to offer Jesus “all the kingdoms of the world and their splendor” if only Jesus will worship him. And for the first time, Jesus addresses the devil directly with a nonscriptural response: “Away with you, Satan!” The clinching final word, however, is once again drawn from Deuteronomy: “For it is written, ‘The Lord your God you shall worship, and him only you shall serve'” (6:гз).52 In its immediate Deuteronomic context, this command is part of a larger warning against idolatry.53 And it is immediately followed by another admonition: “Do not follow other gods, any of the gods of the peoples who are all around you, because the Lord your God who is present with you, is a jealous God” (6:i4-i5a). Thus, the Scripture that Jesus quotes, read in its context, is meant to secure Israel's exclusive covenantal relation to the one God and thereby to protect their distinctiveness against the surrounding pagan nations. Once again, by allowing this Scripture to answer the devil's temptation, Jesus identifies himself fully with/as Israel, heeding God's commandment. With this final decisive rejoinder, Jesus has named the fundamental issue: Who is God, and whom are we to serve? His answer, scripturally voiced, is to declare his own allegiance to the one God of Israel and to reject worship of any other* With that, the tempter is confounded and dismissed from the scene* And so God’s Son passes the third test by responding obediently, just as Moses instructed Israel to do.
Jesus’ answers have been working their way subtly backwards through Moses’ address to the people of Israel (Deut 8:3, 6:16, 6:13); this final reply moves very close to the most fundamental commandment of Israel's faith, the Shema: “Hear, O Israel: The Lord is our God, the Lord alone. You shall love the Lord your God with all your heart, and with all your soul, and with all your might" (6:4-5),^ Much later in Matthew's Gospel, Jesus will finally quote this text, too, as “the greatest and first commandment" (Matt 22:36-38). But the attentive reader of Matthew's temptation narrative has already been alerted to the fundamental importance of the Deuteronomic commandments through Jesus' modeling of obedience to them. At the end of his time in the wilderness, Jesus has rightly embodied the covenant faithfulness Israel was meant to render to God—and he has done it, in Matthew's elegant narration, simply by reciting the very Scriptures through which that covenant faithfulness was originally defined and commanded.
Jesus demands a higher righteousness that includes obedience to Torah (Matt 5:17-48). If Matthew portrays Jesus as the typological fulfillment of Israel's true vocation, and if this vocation is articulated through direct appeals to Deuteronomy, the question inevitably arises whether Matthews way of renarrating the story of Israel includes total obedience to the Torah as an ongoing requirement. A similar question is raised by Matthew's richly allusive citation of Jeremiah 31 in the birth narrative material. If the reader is meant to recall the context of “Rachel weeping for her children" in Jeremiah, the suggestion lies at hand that Jesus, the Messiah who will bring the end of Israel's exile, will also establish “a new covenant with the house of Israel and the house of Judah” (Jer 31:31-34, cf. Matt 26:28). One striking feature of Jeremiah s new covenant prophecy is the image of the law written on the hearts of the people (31:33). Matthew never employs this image directly, but in important ways it anticipates Matthew's treatment of the demands of Torah.
Distinctively among the Evangelists, Matthew insists that the commandments of the law remain fully in force (Matt 5:17-19). Jesus, rather than abolishing the law, calls his followers to a higher righteousness that exceeds, rather than negates, the righteousness of the scribes and Pharisees ($:2o).55 How does the righteousness for which Jesus calls exceed scribal and pharisaic righteousness? According to the programmatic antitheses of 5:21-48, the higher righteousness is a matter not only of outward actions but of inner dispositions and motivations. It is not sufficient, for example, to refrain from murder; the real problem is anger in one's heart. Jesus instructs his disciples to recognize such inner malformations of the self, to seek reconciliation with their brothers and sisters (5:23-24), and to pursue the goal of perfection (5:48), The startling demand “You shall be perfect (t&eioi) as your heavenly Father is perfect (tćA,eio<;)” echoes two of the Torah’s radical admonitions to Israel: “You shall be holy, for I the Lord your God am holy” (Lev 19:2) and “You shall be perfect (xšX£io<;) before the Lord your God” (Deut 18:13 LXX). According to Matthew, such radical obedience, to which the Torah rightly understood points, is possible only through a transformation of character, enabling not merely outward obedience to the law’s requirements but also an inner obedience from the heart. In light of such a vision Jesus summons his disciples to renounce not only murder but also anger, not only adultery but also lust (Matt 5:2i-3o).56
For Matthew the story of Israel is carried forward by a community of discipleship, as envisioned in the Sermon on the Mount, a community that embodies radical obedience to the Torah as authoritatively interpreted by Jesus. Apart from such obedience, confessional orthodoxy is useless: “Not everyone who says to me ‘Lord, Lord,’ will enter into the kingdom of heaven, but only the one who does the will of my father in heaven” (Matt 7:21). Matthew s vision of community is, if we may put it this way, thoroughly Deuteronomic. He would applaud the admonition of Deuteronomy 30:11: “Surely, this commandment that I am commanding you this day is not too hard for you, nor is it too far away.” Jesus’ answers to the devil’s temptations in the wilderness exemplify this Deuteronomic vision of obedience and radical faithfulness.
That Matthew seriously believes that not a jot or tittle shall perish from the law (5:18) is nowhere made clearer than in Jesus’ scathing attack on the scribes and Pharisees in Matthew 23. Matthew’s Jesus here offers a hermeneutical refocusing of the law in terms of justice, mercy, and faith, but he takes care to specify that these virtues neither replace nor preempt the demand for meticulous observance of Torah’s commandments: “Woe to you, scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites! For you tithe mint, dill, and cummin, and have neglected the weightier matters of the law: justice and mercy and faith. It is these you ought to have practiced without neglecting the others” (23:23). Even in this fierce polemic, Jesus nonetheless instructs his disciples and the crowds to follow whatever the scribes and Pharisees teach, abiding by what they say but not following the example of what they do. The major indictment against them is that they are hypocrites: pretenders who feign obedience to Torah but do not practice what they teach (23:1-3). Matthew is a good holiness theologian: he teaches that Jesus* followers must carry forward the story of Israel within a community of great moral stringency, in strict obedience to the commandments of Torah.57
And yet, for all his affirmation of the Torah, Matthew’s account of what obedience to Torah actually entails has some distinctive features over against other contemporary forms of halakhah. Surprisingly Matthew is silent about circumcision, and his position on purity law« 1 emphatically nonpharisaic, as shown by his account of Jesus’ rejection of oral Torah—“Why do you break the commandment of God for the sake of your tradition?” (Matt 15:3)—and his casual stance on food and purity laws: “It is not what goes into the mouth that defiles a person, but it is what comes out of the mouth that defiles” (15:11). Again, here, we see the concern with purity of heart as the key issue for Matthew: “. . . what comes out of the mouth proceeds from the heart, and this is what defiles” (i5:i8).58 Matthew’s concern is not to advocate a program of rejecting Jewish food laws but rather to shift the emphasis to purity of heart as the Torah s chief concern. How are such teachings to be squared with the claim that Jesus has come not to abolish the Torah but to fulfill it? Clearly, Matthew is operating with a flexible theological notion of “fulfillment” that is not rigidly identified with literal performance of all of the law’s commandments. Jesus’ fulfillment of the law is partly related to his own embodied enactment of its meaning (as in the fulfillment quotations), but it is also connected to a particular hermeneutical construct/ of Torah.
This becomes clear especially in Matthew s handling of the lawyers question about the greatest commandment (Matt 22:34-40). In Mark 12:28-34 the questioning scribe affirms Jesus’ answer and then gives his own commentary that links the two great commandments to other confirming scriptural texts, thereby earning Jesus’ blessing. In contrast r| Mark’s dramatic complexity, we find that Matthew has streamlined the account to turn it into a straightforward pronouncement story: the lawyer asks; Jesus answers. His answer, of course, is a fusion of the Shema ot Deuteronomy 6:5 and Leviticus 19:18, commanding love of God and of neighbor.59 In Matthew’s narrative, this answer comes as no great surprise to the reader. In Jesus’ response to the rich man’s question about what he must do to gain eternal life, Jesus has already pointedly linked Leviticus 19:18 to the Ten Commandments (Matt 19:16-19). The temptation narrative, too, already establishes Deuteronomy as a foundational text for defining obedience to God. Thus, the emphasis placed on these two commandments is consonant with the general portrait of Jesus’ teaching and example that Matthew has been drawing throughout the story. We might see Jesus’ pronouncement in Matthew 22:37-39 as a neat summation of the teaching he has offered throughout the Gospel.
In Matthew 22, however, Jesus’ quotation of the two great commandments is not yet the final punch line of the pronouncement story. The climax of the pronouncement in Matthew is this: “On these two commandments hang all the law and the prophets.” These two commandments, in other words, are not merely the greatest or the most important, the ones at the top of the list; rather, they have a systemic, structural, and hermeneutical role. All the other commandments in Torah are suspended from these two pillars. It is a matter not just of priority but of weight-bearing. This claim is fully consistent with Matthew’s insistence that in Jesus’ teaching the law remains in force. Yet, at the same time, the passage inescapably proposes a particular hermeneutical reconfiguration of Torah, one in which love becomes the most determinative requirement.60 As the history of interpretation amply demonstrates, where such a hermeneutical reconfiguration takes place, the other commandments tend over time to recede in importance.61 Thus, in 22:34-40, we see the forces at work that produce—perhaps even contrary to Matthew’s own intention—a reshaping of Torah into a new framework.
Ђе hermeneutic of mercy. The distinctive character of that new framework is foregrounded in the Sermon on the Mount, where Jesus both affirms the Torah (Matt 5:17-20) and radicalizes it (5:21-48). Even in the midst of that radicalization, however, some of the Sermon’s prescriptions very strongly echo the counsels of Torah as interpreted in the wisdom tradition. The most striking example is to be found in Jesus’ admonitions to his disciples to renounce anger (5:21-26) and practice forgiveness (6:12, 14-15), which very closely parallel the wise counsel of Sirach 27:30-28:7. This remarkable passage is sometimes noted briefly in passing by commentators,62 but it is far too little known among general Christian readers, who tend to assume that Jesus’ prohibitions of anger and vengeance are anti-Jewish innovations. It will, therefore, perhaps be helpful to cite Sirach in full:
Anger and wrath, these also are abominations,
yet a sinner holds on to them.
The vengeful will face the Lord’s vengeance, and then your sins will be pardoned when you pray.
Does anyone harbor anger against another, and expect healing from the Lord?for he keeps a strict account of their sins. Forgive your neighbor the wrong he has done,

If someone has no mercy (бХео^) towards another like himself, can he then seek pardon for his own sins?
If a mere mortal harbors wrath,
who will make an atoning sacrifice for his sins?
Remember the end of your life, and set enmity aside; remember corruption and death, and be true to the commandments. Remember the commandments, and do not be angry with your neighbor; remember the covenant of the Most High, and overlook faults.
In view of the close parallels between this Jewish wisdom text—written j two hundred years before the time of Jesus—and the teachings of the Sermon on the Mount, commentary is nearly superfluous. But the following points of convergence may be noted. Jesus’ teaching follows : Sirach in calling for renunciation of anger and warning that a failure to forgive others will cause God to exact vengeance in the eschatological judgment. Both texts connect forgiveness of neighbors with prayer for forgiveness of one’s own sins. And, tellingly, both texts present the practice of forgiveness as a matter of fulfillment of, or obedience to, the law: “Remember the commandments, and do not be angry with your neighbor.” Matthew places Jesus within this established Jewish tradition of interpreting the law to require generous dealings with the neighbor’s | shortcomings. Jesus’ teaching about forgiveness is to be read not as a reversal or rejection of Torah but rather as a particular hermeneutical ! focusing of Torah.

■	Echoes of Scripture in the Gospels


Matthew’s strict exhortation to Torah-obedience (Matt 5:19-20) is modulated into another key by his equally firm insistence that the obedient community of disciples must also be a community animated by mercy, love, and forgiveness. The moral rigor of the Sermon on the Mount, to be rightly understood and practiced, must be framed both by the recognition that we are weak and fallible and by the willingness to forgive one | another as freely as God forgives us, even seventy times seven (18:21-22). : “Seventy times seven” (or “seventy-seven times”— whichever it is) should certainly be heard as an echoic reversal of the chest-thumping boast 1 Lamech: “I have killed a man for wounding me, a young man for striking me. If Cain is avenged sevenfold, truly Lamech seventy-sevenfold j (Gen 4:23^24). This theme of merciful forgiveness appears repeatedly I
in the Gospel of Matthew—not only in Jesus' instruction about how to pray (6:9-15) but also in the parable of the unforgiving servant (18:23-35), which climaxes in the Lord's rebuke to his hard-hearted servant: “You wicked slave! I forgave you all that debt because you pleaded with me. Should you not have had mercy on your fellow slave, as I had mercy on you?” (18:32-33).
This key Matthean motif of mercy (ItXeoc,; cf. Sir 28:4) is highlighted particularly through Matthew's use of Scripture. In two places Matthew tellingly inserts references to Hosea 6:6 into a narrative taken over from Mark, in order to emphasize the hermeneutical primacy of mercy.
The first instance appears in Matthews account of Jesus' controversy with the Pharisees over his practice of eating with tax collectors and sinners (Matt 9:9-13). Matthew follows Mark's text closely through most of the passage;63 in Jesus' climactic pronouncement Matthew reproduces Mark 10:17 almost word for word except that he adds the crucial citation of Hosea:
“Those who are well have no need of a physician, but those who are sick.
Go and learn what this means, 1 desire mercy, not sacrifice
For I have come to call not the righteous but sinners.”
(Matt 9:12-13)
In the Markan form of the story, Jesus responds to the carping of his critics with a forceful aphorism that justifies his association with sinners on the grounds that he must go to those in need of healing and correction; the Markan saying offers no biblical warrant for this claim. Matthew, however, imbeds within the aphorism a scriptural quotation that produces further ripples of signification. The Pharisees, who protest Jesus' association with sinners, are chided for their failure to grasp the intention of God. Jesus directs them to a particular prophetic text for remedial education: if they learn what Hosea means, they will understand that God is a God of mercy (“ГОП, £Xeo<;) who desires to bring back the erring, not to condemn them, not even to compel them to offer the proper sacrifice.
Once again, as in the formula quotations in the birth narrative, Matthew has focused on a prophetic text (Hos 6) that describes the plight of exilic Israel and figures forth the gracious mercy of God. This transformation of Israel's plight to a vocation of mercy suggests inter alia that Jesus' mission to the tax collectors and sinners aims not merely at individual moral reform but at the restoration of the nation. Furthermore, 
it is hardly accidental that Matthew links Jesus’ saying about the need for a physician to a prophetic passage that depicts Ephraim and Judah as crying out, “Come, let us return to the Lord; for it is he who H torn, and he will heal us” (Hos 6:1; cf. 7:1),64 The passage in Hosea deals with the hope that God will bring healing to Israel, a torn and broken nation. Thus, if the Pharisees go to learn what Hosea 6:6 means, they will need to read more than one verse. Once they search the wider context of God’s scriptural intentions, they will find there, in the midst of § judgment oracle against the people, a call for repentance and a portrayal of a merciful God who wants his people to show mercy, not contempt, to those who have gone astray.
Matthew’s second pointer to Hosea 6:6 appears in the controversy story about plucking grain on the sabbath (Matt 12:1-8). Once again Matthew, while following Mark’s narrative framework very closely,65 alters the content of Jesus’ concluding pronouncement. This time, the alterations are quite substantial.66 Most significantly, Matthew once again inserts a reference to Hosea 6:6: “But if you had known what this means, I desire mercy and not sacrifice, you would not have condemned the guiltless.” Here the application of the Hosea citation to the situation of the grain-plucking disciples is less than obvious. It appears that “mercy” and “sacrifice” are used metonymically. They stand for, respectively, a form of piety that focuses on God’s compassion toward human needs and a form of piety that focuses on ritual observances. The Pharisees are at fault because they demand punctilious observance of the law at the expense of basic human need, represented by the disciples’ hunger. As the capstone of this unit, Matthew retains Mark’s declaration that “the Son of Man is Lord of the sabbath” (Mark 2-.28/Matt 12:8). While Mark 2:28—in which the declaration is introduced by coaxe—can be read as Mark’s authorial comment on the controversy story, Matthew’s editing of the saying almost surely should be understood as placing this bold claim on the lips of Jesus himself. Thus, Jesus himself is asserting, as Lord of the sabbath, his right to declare the priority of merciful action over other construals of the sabbath that focus chiefly on the prohibition of work.
In both of these passages, Hosea 6:6, with its emphasis on mercy, is put forward as a hermeneutical lens through which the entire Torah is to be interpreted. The Pharisees go astray in their understanding of the law because they fail to realize that its central aim, as disclosed in Hosea, is mercy. Alongside these passages should be placed the Matthean beatitude “Blessed are the merciful, for they shall receive mercy' (Matt 5:7) and Jesus’ pronouncement, noted above, that “the weightier  matters of the law” are “justice and mercy and faith” (23:23). Clearly, for Matthew, mercy is a central theme. The important thing to recognize, in all these passages, is that the quality of mercy is not set in opposition to the Torah; rather, Matthew’s Jesus discerns within Scripture itself the hermeneutical principle—expressed epigrammatically in Hosea 6:6—that all the commandments are to be interpreted in such a way as to engender and promote the practice of mercy among God’s people,67
It may appear that there is a certain hermeneutical slippage here: Can the meaning of the Torah (conceived as the books of the Pentateuch) be determined by a citation from a prophetic book? Should a distinction be made between Torah and the Prophets?68 Can Hosea 6 rightly be used as a lens to determine what Torah requires? The point is near the heart of Matthews controversy with the Judaism of his day. And yet, at this point as at so many others, Matthew does not stand far away from the emergent rabbinic tradition. An intriguing parallel to these Matthean passages may be found in the later Abot de Rabbi Nathan 4:
Once as Rabbi Johanan ben Zakkai was coming forth from Jerusalem, Rabbi Joshua followed after him and beheld the Temple in ruins. “Woe unto us!” Rabbi Joshua cried, “that this, the place where the iniquities of Israel were atoned for, is laid waste!” “My son,” Rabbi Johanan said to him, “be not grieved; we have another atonement as effective as this. And what is it? It is acts of loving-kindness, as it is said, For desire mercy and not sacrifice! 69
Like Rabbi Johanan, Matthew lives in the immediate aftermath of the destruction of the temple and seeks to interpret Israel’s Scripture as a word addressed to the needs of his time. It is perhaps no accident that both of them focus on Hosea 6:6 as a clue to the rereading of Torah in changed circumstances. The difference, of course, is that Matthew justifies this move on the basis of the authority of Jesus, whose death and resurrection confirm his uniquely authoritative status as Lord of the sabbath and interpreter of the law. Matthew is not concerned about replacing temple sacrifices as a means of atonement, for he is confident that another means of atonement has already been provided in Jesus’ death. But he does insist that Hosea’s emphasis on mercy has always been a pointer to the heart of Scripture s meaning.
Matthew’s hermeneutical privileging of the Prophets is precisely one of the key ways that he reconfigures Torah.70 Thus, for Matthew, the story of Israel is carried forward through a particular, prophetically shaped, interpretation of Torah within a community called to embody the mercy of God. Such a community might also remember Psalm 24:10 LXX: “All I the ways of the Lord are mercy (Шо<;) and truth for those who seek hit covenant and his testimonies.”
Lost sheep and the resistance of Israel. Our reading of Matthew so far has drawn attention to his concern for the continuity of the story of Jesus with the story of Israel. But a serious reading of Matthew’s Gospel must come to grips also with some gloomier aspects of Matthew’s renarration of Israel’s story. If Jesus has come “to save his people from their sing” (Matt 1:21), this implies both that they are in need of being saved and I that their plight is, in some measure, a consequence of their own wrong j choices and actions. Or to put the same point differently: if Matthew presents Jesus as the Messiah who will bring about the end of Israel’s exile (1:17), anyone familiar with the Prophets will recall that the exile j was God’s judgment on Israel’s infidelity to the covenant. Thus, Matthew sketches a complex plot in which the people of Israel have gone astray and stand in need of rescue. And, as we might expect, he inter- | prets the people’s plight through scriptural lenses.
Distinctively among the Evangelists, Matthew twice narrates scenes in which Jesus refers to “the lost sheep of the house of Israel” as the object of his mission.71 Just as Matthew highlights the call of Hosea 6:6 for mercy by repeating it in his narrative, so also this double reference I to “lost sheep” creates special emphasis through repetition. The first of J I these references appears in the great discourse in which Jesus sends the j I twelve disciples out to proclaim the gospel and to perform healings and I j exorcisms (Matt 10:5-42). Their mission is explicitly restricted, however, * 'in its geographical and ethnic scope: “Go nowhere among the Gentiles, j and enter no town of the Samaritans, but go rather to the lost sheep of the house of lsrael (10:5-6). The language of the charge echoes Jeremiah:
My people have been lost sheep; their shepherds have led them astray, turning them away on the mountains; from mountain to hill they have gone, they have forgotten their fold. All who found them have devoured them, c and their enemies have said, “We are not guilty, because they have sinned f against the Lord, the true pasture, the Lord, the hope of their ancestors.”	j l
(Jer 50:6-7) I



In this oracle Jeremiah is portraying Israel during the Babylonian exile. As in Ezekiel 34, where the expression “lost sheep” does not occur |
explicitly, much blame for the predicament of the nation is laid at the feet of the incompetent "shepherds” (whether inadequate kings or religious leaders) who have led the sheep into danger and destruction. Interestingly, in Jeremiah 50 it is the enemies of Israel, not the prophet, who accuse the people of having “sinned against the Lord” and thus brought troubles upon themselves.
Matthew 10, however, shows no interest in pronouncing judgment on the people for straying from the fold. Rather, Jesus is portrayed as sending the disciples out to rescue and regather them, because “the kingdom of heaven has come near” (10:7). In this respect, Matthew’s mission discourse accurately reflects the context in which the “lost sheep” phrase appears in Jeremiah: Jeremiah 50 is chiefly a judgment oracle portending the destruction of Babylon and the return of Israel from exile (see especially 50:4-5, immediately preceding Jeremiah’s reference to lost sheep). Jesus’ use of the phrase, then, evokes yet again the theme of the impending end of exile that has appeared in earlier chapters of the Gospel. At the same time, it subtly suggests that the responsibility for the people’s plight lies with their own leaders, the authorities who have led them astray.
The second appearance of the phrase “lost sheep of the house of Israel” is in Matthew’s story of Jesus’ encounter with a “Canaanite woman” in the district of Tyre and Sidon (Matt 15:21-28). In a fairly lengthy expansion of the story told in Mark 7:24-30, Matthew tells us that Jesus initially ignored the woman’s pleas for him to help her demon- possessed daughter and that the disciples pressed him to send her away. Finally, in response to their request, he remarks, “I was sent only to the lost sheep of the house of Israel? This saying appears only in Matthew and has no parallel in any of the other Gospels. Again, as in Matthew 10:5-6, we see that Matthew portrays Jesus’ concern as focused on Israel in particular rather than the Gentile world.72 The chief point of interest here is that Matthew’s repetition of the allusion to Jeremiah 50:6 underscores twin affirmations: the people of Israel have gone astray, and it is Jesus’ purpose to rescue them.73
That rescue is made difficult, however, by the hard-heartedness and resistance of the people. Matthew brings this difficulty into sharp focus in his retelling of the story of Jesus’ response to the disciples’ question about why he teaches in parables. In the Markan account, Jesus replies that he speaks in parables in order that (Kva) the people might look but not perceive and hear but not understand (Mark 4:11-12; echoing Isa 6:9). For Mark, the figural obscurity of the parables belongs to the divine purpose of veiled self-disclosure. Matthew, seemingly finding this explanation too arcane, edits Jesus* reply to produce a somewhat different rationale for parabolic speech. He preserves Mark’s reference to Isaiah but reinterprets it to cast blame upon the people for their obtuseness: For this reason I (5iot тоФто) I speak to them in parables: because (6ti) ‘while seeing they I do not see and while hearing they neither hear nor understand’” (Matt Ш 13:13). As Frank Kermode paraphrases the force of the saying in its Matthean form, “As Isaiah remarked, their stupidity is extremely tiresome; I this seems the best way to get through to them.”74 This has the effect of I making Jesus’ parabolic teaching an act of gracious accommodation to I the people’s failure of perception (rather than a mysterious veiling of the truth), while simultaneously ratcheting up the element of moral condemnation for their lack of understanding.
While Mark evokes Isaiah 6:9 without any explicit quotation for- I mula, Matthew, characteristically, identifies the source of the citation I and recalls the theme of prophetic judgment that is present in its original I Isaian context. He achieves this result simply by including an extended I explicit quotation of Isaiah 6:9-io:75
“Indeed, with them is fulfilled the prophecy of Isaiah that says:
‘You will listen and listen but never understand, and you will look and look but never perceive.
For the heart of this people has grown fat, and they hardly hear with their ears, and they have shut their eyes,
so that they might not (цг|лоте) perceive with their eyes
and hear with their ears
and understand with their heart and turn—
and I will heal them.’”
(Matt 13:14-15)
The last clause is potentially ambiguous. Should we interpret it as the last in a series of verbs syntactically following upon ртјлше—giving the sense “so that they might not perceive ... and hear ... and under stand ... and turn ... (so that I might not) heal them”? Or should we interpret it as a break with this series, expressing Gods ultimate intent to heal them despite their failure of understanding? Thus: “... they have shut their eyes, so that they might not perceive ... and hear... and understand ... and turn. But I will (nonetheless) heal them.” The lat\ ter interpretation is strongly encouraged by the LXX rendering, which Matthew follows here. The verb “heal” (idoopai) in the last clause is in
the future indicative, breaking the pattern of aorist subjunctives in the preceding series. This syntactical nuance virtually requires the second interpretation: it was the fault of the people that they brought judgment upon themselves by closing their eyes and ears; nonetheless, in Matthew’s renarration, God will bring deliverance and healing.
Not long afterward in Matthew’s narrative, in the controversy about ritual handwashing (15:1-20), we find another quotation from Isaiah (this time, Isa 29:13) that similarly pronounces judgment on the people for their unfaithfulness.76 In this case, however, Matthew’s tale refocuses Isaiah’s oracle so that it addresses not the people as a whole but specifically the Pharisees and scribes (Matt 15:1), who quibble delicately over handwashing practices but at the same time devise hermeneutical evasions that effectually circumvent the Mosaic Decalogue. Jesus accuses them of using “the tradition of the elders” to negate the commandment to honor father and mother, thereby making void the word of God.77 He is presented here as the defender of the Mosaic law against its casuistic perversion and abuse. Thus, this controversy story is fully in accord with Matthew’s earlier programmatic statement that Jesus has come to uphold the law in its fullness (5:17-20). His accusation against the scribal authorities is then underlined by a further scathing denunciation that characterizes their scholastic nitpicking as the embodiment of Isaiah’s prophecy:
You hypocrites! Well did Isaiah prophesy concerning you, saying: “This people honors me with their lips, but their heart stands off afar from me. In vain they worship me, while teaching human commandments as doctrines.” (Matt 15:7-9; quoting Isa 29:13 LXX)78
Isaiah’s judgment oracle against the nation is reinterpreted as an indictment of Israel’s leaders. This is not entirely out of line with the wider context in Isaiah, with its sharply negative evaluations of priests, prophets, and seers (Isa 28:7, 29:10), as well as of the “scoffers who rule this people in Jerusalem” (28:14; cf. 29:20-21). But the Matthean citation of Isaiah seems to target Pharisees and scribes in a particular way for cloaking themselves in religious tradition in order to flout God’s Torah. That their hypocrisy leads to disastrous consequences not just for the leaders themselves but for the people as a whole—as implied in the metaphor of the lost sheep of the house of Israel—is finally shown with devastating force in the passion narrative.
Earlier in the story, the crowds have played a mixed narrative role. Sometimes they flock to Jesus (Matt 4:25, 7:28-29, 8:1, 9:35-38, 13:1-2 15:29-31,19:1-2,20:29) and acclaim him as a prophet or even as the Son of David (9:33,16:14, 21:9-11). On other occasions, however, they are castigated as fickle (11:16-19), blind and deaf (13:13-15), and even hostile to the good news of the kingdom (10:14-25,11:20-24). From the very beginning of Matthew’s story, Jesus has been teaching hie followers to expect rejection, abuse, and persecution (5:10-12). It is therefore no surprise that at the dramatic climax of the story, the Jerusalem authorities are able to persuade the crowd to turn against him, requesting the release of Barabbas and calling for the crucifixion of Jesus (27:22-23).'Ш
I
Echoes of Scripture in the Gospels

Just at this point in the narrative, Matthew introduces two distinctive episodes subtly evoking scriptural intertexts that shape our reading of the events he recounts. First, Pilate washes his hands publicly and declares, “I am innocent of this man’s blood” (Matt 27:24). His action—which appears only in Matthew’s Gospel—seems to be an ironically inverted mirror image of the ritual prescribed for Israel’s elders to perform when a dead body is discovered and the murderer cannot be identified (Deut 21:1-9). The elders are to break the neck of a heifer and wash their hands over it, while declaring, “Our hands did not shed this blood, nor were we witnesses to it. Absolve, O Lord, your people Israel, whom you redeemed; do not let the guilt of innocent blood remain in the midst of your people Israel” (21:7-8). In the Deuteronomic narrative Moses then comments, “So you shall purge the guilt of innocent blood from your midst, because you must do what is right in the sight of the Lord” (2П9).79 Thus, Pilate, the Gentile ruler, is portrayed, with great dramatic irony, as performing the act prescribed for Israel’s leaders to “purge the guilt of innocent blood” at precisely the moment when the people of Jerusalem voluntarily take this guilt upon themselves. Within Matthew’s narrative world, the significance of this action is not so much to exonerate Pilate, who after all remains responsible for ordering the crucifixion despite this lame attempt to deflect responsibility;80 rather, the significance of the hand-washing story is that it illustrates vividly, by contrast, how far away Israel has come from heeding the Torah. Rather than doing “what is right in the sight of the Lord,” they press ahead with murderous intent, as already foreshadowed in Jesus’ passion predictions and in the parable of the wicked tenants (Matt 21:33-44).
And this is where Matthew adds a second distinctive feature of the story, once again echoing Israel’s Scripture and heightening the dramatic irony of the scene. In response to Pilate’s public hand-washing  gesture, Matthew chillingly tells us that ithe people as a whole (naq 6 Xa6q) answered, ‘his blood be on us and on our children!’” (Matt 27:25). Resonating in the background of this terrible episode is the story (2 Sam 1:1-16) of David’s wrathful response to the young Amalekite messenger who, perhaps expecting a reward, brings a report81 that he himself has administered the fatal blow to the defeated King Saul, who had unsuccessfully attempted to commit suicide on the battlefield. David orders the Amalekite executed on the spot and declares, “Your blood be on your head; for your own mouth has testified against you, saying ‘I have killed the Lord’s anointed (LXX: t6v xpioxov Kupiou)’” (1:16). The reader who hears an echo of this story in the people s answer to Pilate will feel the awful foreshadowing of impending disaster for the people of Jerusalem. Their own mouths have testified against them in calling for the death of the Lord’s Christ, and they have taken blood on their own heads.
In the history of interpretation, this Matthean story has had fateful and horrible consequences, as Christian readers have taken it upon themselves to assume, as it were, the role of David in executing wrath on those who are thought to have claimed responsibility for the blood of the Lord’s Anointed. The scandal of Christian violence against the Jewish people is a shameful legacy of history.82 Many reasons can be given for abhorring this history of anti-Jewish violence—not least the fact that the Jesus of Matthews Gospel emphatically teaches his followers to put away the sword and choose reconciliation instead of retaliation against enemies.83 But to the many other good reasons for rejecting such violence, we can add one more: violence rests on an incomplete and therefore faulty reading of Matthew’s own narrative account of the blood of Jesus, Gods covenant with Israel, and Israel’s final destiny.
Covenant renewal and the ingathering of Israel. The pivotal text is Matthew’s account of Jesus’ last Passover supper with his disciples:
While they were eating, Jesus took a loaf of bread, and after blessing it he broke it, gave it to his disciples, and said, “Take, eat; this is my body.” Then he took a cup, and after giving thanks he gave it to them, saying, “Drink from it, all of you; for this is my blood of the covenant, which is poured out for many for the forgiveness of sins. I tell you, I will never again drink of this fruit of the vine until that day when I drink it new with you in my Father’s kingdom.”
(Matt 26:26-29)

These words over the bread and cup interpret Jesus’ impending death as an act of covenant initiation, recalling the inauguration of the Sinai I covenant: after reading the book of the covenant to the people, “Moses took the blood and dashed it on the people, and said, 'See the blood of the covenant that the Lord has made with you in accordance with all these words’” (Exod 24:8). The intertextual resonance here suggests strongly that Jesus’ death is a sacrificial offering and that his blood signifies the sealing of a new covenantal relationship between God and the people. The fact that these words of institution occur in the context of a meal is also directly reminiscent of Exodus 24:9-11: “Then Moses and Aaron, Nadab, and Abihu, and seventy of the elders of Israel went up, and they I saw the God of Israel[!].... God did not lay his hand on the chief men of the people of Israel; also they beheld God, and they ate and drank” Just as j Moses and the chief men of the people ate and drank in the presence of God, so also the twelve disciples (Matt 26:20) eat and drink in the presence of God in order to celebrate and solemnize the covenant of which Jesus speaks—a covenant that foreshadows an eschatological future (“that day when I drink it new with you in my Father’s kingdom”) in which God’s presence with Israel will be fully realized and celebrated.84
There is one further dimension of the figural correspondence that I might be metaleptically evoked in Matthew’s account of the last supper. Just before Moses dashes blood on the people of Israel, the narrator in Exodus offers this account: “Then [Moses] took the book of the covenant, and read it in the hearing of the people; and they said, ‘All that the Lord has spoken we will do, and we will be obedient’” (Exod 24:7). In light of Matthew’s special interest in portraying Jesus as a Moses-like teacher, as well as his special interest in the theme of obedience to all that pod has commanded in the law and in Jesus’ own teachings (e.g,, Matt 5:17-20, 7:21-27, 28:20), the reader may well surmise that the covenant inaugurated by Jesus’ blood in Matthew 26:28 must also be understood as I the climax of the whole foregoing narrative, in which Matthew outlines in considerable detail what is required of those who will pledge obedience to “all that the Lord has spoken.” This interpretation is of course not spelled out by Matthew but tellingly suggested by his story’s echo of Exodus 24:8.
At the same time, the expression “my blood of the covenant” also carries with it a second highly significant intertextual association—an allusion to Zechariah’s prophecy that God will bring eschatological deliverance to Jerusalem:
As for you also, because of the blood of my covenant with you,
1 will set your prisoners free from the waterless pit.
(Zech 9:11)
This allusion is particularly clear in view of the fact that Matthew previously quoted Zechariah 9:9 explicitly at the point of Jesus’ triumphal entry to Jerusalem (Matt 21:5). This would suggest he is fully cognizant of Zechariah’s expectation for a messianic king who will “command peace to the nations” and reign over a dominion “from sea to sea, and from the River to the ends of the earth” (Zech 9:10). This hope for eschatological liberation and peace is causatively linked in Zechariah to “the blood of my covenant with you.” Consequently, Matthew’s last supper scene creates a complex overlay of intertextual echoes, recalling both the blood-spattered covenantal banquet of Exodus 24 and the blood-secured messianic promise of deliverance found in Zechariah g.*5
In light of these observations, we can now return to the trial scene before Pilate with fresh perspective. When the people say, “His blood be on us and on our children!” they are responding to Pilates hand-washing disclaimer of responsibility for “this man’s blood” (Matt 27:24-25). At the surface level of the narrative, they appear to be bluntly assuming bloodguilt on themselves. But at a deeper level, Matthew’s narrative has already tapped into subterranean exegetical currents running the other way, currents that associate outpoured blood not with guilt but rather with cleansing, binding commitment, and liberation. If the people of Israel were originally brought into membership in the Mosaic covenant by having blood dashed upon them, and if Jesus has already (in private with twelve disciples who symbolize a restored Israel) declared that the new (or renewed) covenant86 is sealed by participation in his own blood—if these are the textual precursors of the scene before Pilate— what then can it mean for the people (тгб<; 6 Xaoq) to say, “his blood be upon us”? They themselves, as characters in the unfolding narrative, certainly do not mean to place themselves under a covenant initiated by Jesus. But as readers we may wonder whether there is a deeper intentionality at work here, not the intentionality of the hostile, fickle crowd, but the intentionality of the God who has sent Jesus to the lost sheep of the house of Israel. If so, surely that intentionality is not to secure their eternal condemnation but rather to bring about the liberation promised by Zechariah and even earlier prefigured by that dreamlike banquet at the foot of Mount Sinai, where the elders of Israel beheld God standing on “something like a pavement of sapphire stone, like the very heaven for clearness” (Exod 24:10). Perhaps that is the God who, contrary to the intention of the crowd that has been agitated and deceived by false shepherds, will see the blood of Jesus figuratively on the heads of the people of Israel and regard it as blood “poured out for many for the forgiveness of sins”—that is, as a redeeming sign of the new covenant promised by Jeremiah, in which God will say, “I will forgive their iniquity, and j remember their sins no more” (Jer 3i:34).87 If so, that would be the culmination of the promise foregrounded by Matthew in the very beginning of j his Gospel: “He will save his people from their sins” (Matt 1:21).
Of course, this reading might be thought to require the supposition that Matthew has narrated the trial scene with consummate dramatic irony and that contrary to his earlier predilection for explaining all things clearly he has now shifted to a much subtler technique of narrative communication. Perhaps this is so: surprisingly, Matthew gives us relatively few explicit biblical quotations in the passion narrative. This can hardly mean that he has lost interest in the motif of scriptural fulfill- j ment.88 It is, rather, as though he has instructed his readers thoroughly in the earlier chapters to look for the fulfillment of scriptural texts and ! types, and he therefore now supposes that they can go on drawing the links themselves without overt authorial guidance. But with regard to Matthew 27:25, there is another possibility: Matthew himself may not fully perceive the hermeneutical potentiality of the allusions present in the last supper scene, and he may be oblivious to the ironic ambiguity of ; the crowd's grim assumption of responsibility for Jesus' blood on their j heads.89 If that were so, we would have before us a good illustration that the meaning of a test cannot be strictly delimited by the original intentions of the author. Precisely because the text participates in an intertextual field and activates different encyclopedias of reception in different reading communities, there is always the possibility of a fresh reading that discloses layers of significance of which the author was unaware. Even if the actual author of 27:25 was unaware of a possible double sense I in the crowd's words, he has placed their self-incriminating sentence in ! a larger narrative matrix that almost inescapably intimates that Jesus’ blood is redemptive for Israel.
What we can say with some confidence is that Matthew certainly does not regard the crucifixion of Jesus as signifying the final rejection of Israel or the end of God's concern for his people. One indicator of this is that Matthew leads his readers to understand the risen Jesus as i “the Son of Man,” the glorious figure from Daniel 7 who represents Israel's eschatological vindication and triumph over oppressive foreign 1
powers (Matt 26:64; see also the use of imagery from Dan 7:13-14 in the Gospel’s final resurrection appearance, 28:16-20), And in the great apocalyptic discourse of Matthew 24, Jesus tells the disciples that when the glorious Son of Man appears, coming on the clouds of heaven, “he will send out his angels with a great trumpet, and they will gather his elect from the four winds, from one end of heaven to the other” (24:30-31). As we have seen in our discussion of the parallel passage in Mark, this is an image of the eschatological regathering of Israel from its exilic dispersion. This interpretation of the image is made particularly clear by Matthew’s addition of the phrase peta adX,7nyyot; peyaAriq, an allusion to the final and climactic sentences of the “Isaiah apocalypse” in Isaiah 24-27:
On that day, the Lord will thresh from the channel of the Euphrates to the Wadi of Egypt, and you will be gathered one by one, 0 people of Israel. And on that day, a great trumpet will be blown (LXX: aaXmsswsw xfj a&Xmyyi xfj peydA.'fl), and those who were lost in the land of Assyria and those who were driven out to the land of Egypt will come and worship the Lord on the holy mountain at Jerusalem.
(Isa 27:13)
Matthew’s direct allusion to the trumpet of Isaiah 27 emphatically drives home the point that Jesus is prophesying a final regathering of the people of Israel who have previously been in exile, and the final restoration of right worship in Jerusalem.
In this restored Israel, also, “when the Son of Man is seated on the throne of his glory,” the twelve disciples who have followed Jesus “will also sit on twelve thrones, judging the twelve tribes of Israel” (Matt 19:28). This is an image not of condemnation but of restoration: the twelve are the symbolic heads of the restored Israel, and “restoration includes judgment.”90 For a clear Jewish analogue, we may compare the messianic vision set forth in the Psalms of Solomon:
He will gather a holy people
whom he will lead in righteousness;
and he will judge the tribes of the people
that have been made holy by the Lord their God.
(Pss. Sol. 17:26)
According to Matthew 19:28, this function of messianic judgment is to be delegated to the twelve rather than exercised solely by the Messiah himself; but in both of these examples the gathering and restoration of Israel arc in view. Indeed, the role of “judging” probably refers not to the final determination of individuals’ eschatological fate but to a role more closely related to governing, like the role of the ancient judges of Israel described in the book of Judges. The twelve disciples will be charged with administrative responsibility over the twelve tribes.
Even the distinctive Matthean conclusion of the parable of the vine« yard (Matt 21:33-44) 1Ш1 not point, as sometimes thought, to a categorical supersessionist exclusion of Israel from the kingdom of God.91 On the contrary, when Jesus says, “Therefore I tell you, the kingdom of God will be taken away from you and given to a people that produces the fruits of the kingdom” (21:43), he is quite explicitly addressing “the chief priests and Pharisees,” who immediately recognize that “he was speaking about them” (21:45). This is yet another expression of Matthews prophetic judgment against the leaders and authorities who have not been faithful stewards of their trust to care for the people.92 The vineyard itself, as in Isaiah 5:1-7, represents Israel:
For the vineyard of the Lord of hosts is the house of Israel, and the people of Judah are his pleasant planting.
(Isa 57a)
But in distinction from Isaiah, who pronounces judgment and destruction on the unfruitful vineyard, Jesus’ parable condemns the wicked tenants and declares that the vineyard will be given “to other tenants who will give [the Lord of the vineyard: Kupio<; in Matt 21:40] the produce at the harvest time” (Matt 21:41). Thus, even this passage looks forward to a time of eschatological fruitfulness for Israel.
At every point, then, Matthew’s narrative suggests that Jesus’ mission to the lost sheep of the house of Israel intends and prefigures the end of exile, the regathering of elect Israel, the restoration of a glorious and fruit-bearing kingdom under the rule of Jesus himself (as Son of Man) and those followers with whom he will share his reign. And at every point this image of Israel’s identity and destiny is developed and sustained through evocative reinterpretation of Israel’s Scripture.
In sum: Matthew’s references to Israel’s Scripture situate the story of Jesus within a comprehensive interpretation of the story of Israel. On Matthew’s reading, it is the story of a people chosen and loved by God who have nonetheless tragically fallen into disobedience and exile. But it is also a story that contains prophetic anticipations of God’s ultimate renewal of the covenant through sending a ruler who will save the people from their sins and bring the exile to an end. This messianic figure takes the destiny of Israel upon himself and embodies the radical covenant obedience that God has always desired of his people; further, he gathers around himself a new community within Israel, a community that also is called to embody the obedience, love, and mercy that are at the heart of Israel’s Torah. Matthew’s construal of Israel’s scriptural story, then, is deftly encapsulated in John Mason Neale’s 1851 translation of the ancient Advent carol “Veni, Veni, Emmanuel”:
0 come, O come, Emmanuel,
And ransom captive Israel,
That mourns in lonely exile here,
Until the Son of God appear.
But what of this “Son of God” who comes to ransom captive Israel? How does Israel’s Scripture shed light upon his identity?
§8 JESUS AS EMMANUEL
In nearly every paragraph of his Gospel, Matthew seeks to show— whether explicitly or implicitly—that Jesus’ life, teachings, death, and resurrection constitute the fulfillment of Scripture. As we explore Matthew’s christological reading of Israel’s Scripture, we will encounter frustration if we expect to find a single controlling image or motif as the key to Matthew’s interpretation of Jesus. Matthew is not that sort of systematic thinker, and no one master concept controls his Christology; rather, he interweaves many different images and scriptural traditions to build up a multilayered portrait of Jesus as the one who fulfills and exceeds all of Israel’s hopes. The result is a narrative account of the identity of Jesus that is irreducibly complex, bearing significations from гцапу different strands of Israel’s story.
Israel embodied. Matthew’s retelling of the story of Israel’s destiny finds its embodiment in the figure of Jesus, who takes on the role of “God’s son” called out of Egypt (Matt 2:15) and enacts the restoration of Israel through his radical obedience. This means not only that Israel’s story is given a christological fulfillment but also, conversely, that the identity of Jesus is given an “Israelogical” specification. By identifying fully with Israel in order to fulfill all righteousness, Jesus locates himself in a particular national history, with all its pain and ambiguity, and with its hope for final vindication by God. Thus, the “end of exile” motif that features so prominently in Matthew’s narration of Israel’s story illuminates Jesus’ identity and mission as well: Jesus saves his people from their sins (1:21) by representatively overcoming their unfaithfulness—proleptically in his baptism (3:15) and the wilderness temptation (4:1-11), where he shows himself the obedient “Son of God” in a way that Israel had failed to be, and definitively in the passion/resurrection narrative.93 Thus, as Messiah, he brings the exile to an end (1:17).
One often-overlooked clue to Jesus’ identity as the obedient Son is to be found in Matthew’s baptism and transfiguration narratives, where the divine voice from heaven twice identifies Jesus—in precisely the same wording—as “my Son, the beloved one (6 &уатгг]х6$), in whom I am well pleased” (Matt 3:17,17:5). While this epithet echoes the royal figure of Psalm 2:7 and the “servant” of Isaiah 42:1, Matthew’s language corresponds more closely to the story of Abraham’s near-sacrifice of Isaac, where is it Isaac who is repeatedly identified as the “beloved son” (x6v ol6v crou t6v &уалг|т6у; Gen 22:2,12).94 This Isaac typology, which is fully consistent with Matthew’s repeated stress on Jesus’ obedience, gives a far richer sense to Matthew’s programmatic identification of Jesus as “son of Abraham” (1:1): Jesus is Abraham’s son not only because of genealogical descent but also because he embodies the fulfillment figurally foreshadowed by Isaac.
From this point of view, the sufferings of Jesus—not only in the flight into Egypt (Matt 2:13-15), but also preeminently in the crucifixion—can be understood as expressions of solidarity with Israel’s suffering. This solidarity is emphasized by the many resonances between Jesus’ passion and Israel’s psalms of lament. In his account of Jesus’ arrest and death, Matthew not only preserves Mark’s allusions to Psalm 22 and Psalm 69 but also turns up the volume of the allusions by introducing additional details. For example, Matthew recognizes in Mark 15:36 (“And someone ran, filled a sponge with vinegar [б^огк;], put it on a stick, and gave it to him to drink [ercoxi^ev]”) an echo of Psalm 68:22 LXX:
And they gave (£5toKCtv) me gall (xoXfjv) for my food,
And for my thirst they gave me vinegar (Ć7t6Tiodv це 6^09) to drink.
Consequently, he not only reproduces Mark s account (Matt 27:48) but also amplifies it by introducing an earlier statement, not found in Mark, that the soldiers who crucified him “gave (čdtmcav) him wine to drink, mixed with gall (xoXfjq).”95 The allusion is subtly underscored by the fact B that Matthew carefully recapitulates not only the key nouns from Psalm 168:22 LXX (xoX.f|v and 6^o<;) but also the verbs (ббсокау and inoxxaav).
But why should we understand this connection with the psalm as an I indication of Jesus’ solidarity with Israel} The point is not just that the I psalms were read in Jewish corporate worship but more importantly that I the suffering figure in the psalms of lament is already presented as a representative of Israel's national destiny, so that his suffering is already interpreted as an expression of the suffering of the people as a whole. That is I why this particular psalm (Ps 69 [68 LXX]) can end with an expectant I celebration of impending national deliverance:
Let the oppressed see it and be glad; you who seek God, let your hearts revive.
For the Lord hears the needy,
and does not despise his own that are in bonds.
Let heaven and earth praise him,
the seas and everything that moves in them.
For God will save Zion
and rebuild the cities of Judah;.
and his servants shall live there and possess it;
the children of his servants shall inherit it,
and those who love his name shall live in it.
(14 69:32-36)
The reversal of the sufferer’s fortunes is expressed not just in individual terms but in the specific hope for God s salvation of Zion and the [ cities of Judah.
A similar pattern of symbolic identification appears in Matthew 127:39: “And the passers-by (oi jtapa^opEUopsvot) blasphemed him, wagging their heads (kivouvts^ to«; кесраАл«; odtcdv). ...” This passage is usually understood, with good reason, as an allusion to Psalm 22:7, I particularly in view of the repeated allusions to this psalm in the passion tradition. The wording of Matthew’s text, however, actually corresponds more closely to Lamentations 2:15 LXX: “All who pass by (oi 7rapaftop8i>6psvoi) along the way clap their hands at you; they hiss and wag their heads (eKivr|aav xrjv KecpaAjjv auxcov) at daughter Jerusalem.”96 This is no mete stray echo of Lamentations; rather, it belongs to a larger pattern of intertextual reference in which Matthew interprets the death of Jesus as the spilling of “righteous blood” (Matt 23:35; 27:4, 24; cf. Lam 4:13) which leads to the destruction of the city of Jerusalem. While this symbolism connects the crowd’s mockery to Jesus’ prophecy of Ш destruction of the temple (27:40), which is the central theme of La®. j entations, many overlook yet another layer of implication in the echo S of Lamentations 2:15. In that prophetic passage, the hostile mockery I directed precisely “at daughter Jerusalem.” The head-wagging mockers ; say, “Is this the city that was called the perfection of beauty, the joy of all ! the earth?” And the prophet goes on to lament over the city in this way: I
All your enemies open their mouth against you; they hiss, they gnash their teeth, they cry, “We have devoured her!
Ah, this is the day we longed for; at last we have seen it!”
(Lam 2:16)
Thus, if Matthew 27:39 reverberates with echoes of Lamentations 2:15-16, it subliminally suggests that the crucified Jesus paradoxically has become the embodiment of the scorned and destroyed city of Jerusalem. Here again, then, Matthew’s Jesus assumes and recapitulates the destiny of Israel as portrayed in Scripture.
But of course, Lamentations is not the end of Israel’s story. Within the wider canon of Israel’s Scripture, God intends and promises that the final destiny of the people will be glorious, and it is precisely in Jesus’ role as the glorified Son of Man that Israel’s eschatological vindication is symbolized and foreshadowed.
In a series of prophetic sayings, Matthew’s Jesus refers explicitly to the future glorious state of the Son of Man, building to a climax in the great judgment parable that concludes the Matthean discourse material: “When the Son of Man comes in his glory, and all the angels with him, then he will sit on the throne of his glory” (Matt 25:31; see also 16:27-2#. 24:27, 24:30-31). All of these prophecies are couched in the third person, leaving their referent slightly uncertain. But in the trial scene before Caiaphas the high priest, Jesus at last responds to interrogation about his identity by declaring, “From now on you will see the Son of Man seated at the right hand of Power and coming on the clouds of heaven (26:64). This stunning statement, which the high priest regards as definitive evidence of blasphemy, directly identifies Jesus himself as the Son of Man and, at the same time, interprets this mysterious title in light 01 Daniel 7:13-14:
I saw one like a Son of Man coming with the clouds of heaven.
And he came to the Ancient of Days and was presented before him.
To him was given dominion and glory and kingship, that all peoples, nations, and languages should serve him.
His dominion is an everlasting dominion that shall not pass away, and his kingship is one that shall never be destroyed.
It is, in short, a prophecy of Jesus’ enthronement at the right hand of God.
On the one hand, such a claim surely sets Jesus apart from all other human beings (hence the high priests horrified reaction); however, on the other hand, the glorified Son of Man figure, in its original setting in Daniel 7, must also be understood as a symbolic representation of the nation Israel.97 In Daniel’s dream vision, four great beasts come up out of the sea to exercise dominion for a time (Dan 7:1-8); these beasts symbolize pagan empires that have violently exercised sovereignty over Israel (see 7:17). Their dominion, however, is.,ultimately taken away by God (7:9-12), and the Son of Man who then will receive “everlasting dominion” is explicitly interpreted in Daniel’s prophecy as symbolizing “the people of the holy ones of the Most High”—that is, Israel (7:27; cf. 7:18). Thus, the Daniel passage, taken as a whole, proclaims a vision of Israel’s ultimate vindication. For that reason, when Jesus identifies himself with Daniel’s triumphant Son of Man figure, he is linking himself and his destiny to God’s promised deliverance of the people as a whole.
The narrative effect of this identification is complex. It continues the motif of Jesus’ identification with Israel that we have seen woven into Matthew’s narrative from the beginning, while signaling that this identification consists not only in Jesus’ solidarity with Israel’s suffering but also in his embodiment of Israel’s final hope. Thus the Son of Man title has both individual and corporate dimensions. We cannot rightly understand Jesus’ identity in Matthew without perceiving simultaneously that he bears an utterly unique eschatological authority and that he does so on behalf of Israel in such a way that his glorification somehow accomplishes theirs. All of this symbolic density is packed into the Son of Man figure.
Moses typology. Matthew’s narrative also produces wide-ranging echoes of Israel’s traditions about Moses. Like Moses, the infant Jesus is shielded from the murderous decree of a ruler who seeks to kill Hebrew children (Matt 2:13-18; Exod 1:8-2:11). Like Moses, Jesus is called out of Egypt (Matt 2:15). In the temptation narrative, Matthew adds to his Markan source the detail that Jesus fasted “for forty days and forty nights,” just as j Moses did at Mount Sinai (Matt 4:2; Exod 34:28; Deut 9:9). Jesus delivered his teaching from a mountain (Matt 5:1-2), just as Moses proclaimed | the law received on Mount Sinai.98 The great authority of Jesus’ teaching j parallels the authority of Moses rather than the derivative authority of the scribes (7:28-29). Jesus had pity on the people because he saw them j as “like sheep without a shepherd” (9:36)—an expression that echoes j Moses’ request to God to send a successor to lead the people after his I death (Num 27:16-23; the successor that God designates turns out to be | Joshua, Irjaouq in the LXX). The story of the transfiguration is full of j narrative motifs that echo the Pentateuchal account of the revelation to { Moses on Sinai: mountain, cloud, shining appearance of Jesus/Moses, a voice calling from the cloud, even the interval of “six days” (Matt 17:1-8; cf. Exod 24 and 34).
In addition to these clear narrative parallels, two slightly less obvious connections may be mentioned as significant links between Matthew’s Jesus and the figure of Moses. First, each of Matthew’s five great teaching discourses ends with a concluding transitional formula: “and it happened when Jesus finished these words ...” or some closely related expression (7:28,11:1,13:53,19:1, 26:1). In each of these passages, the first six words in the Greek are exactly the same (каг gyevsxo бте exetaoev 6 Tqaou<;), and the thing that Jesus is said to have “finished” is a particular body of teaching. A similar formulation appears three times in Deuteronomy at the conclusion of Moses’ extended teaching to Israel—Deut 31:1: “When Moses had finished speaking all these words to all Israel” (LXX: ка1 <xi)V£TeA,eaev Maruaffe hakeov 7tavxa<; xoix; Xoyouq xouxotx; rcpot; Tcdvxaq тш;| IapaqX; see also Deut 31:24, 32:45). Matthew’s wording in 7:28, 19:1, and 26:1 echoes the Deuteronomic language very closely indeed, and his addition of Trnvxaq in 26:1 (all these words) provides an impressive concluding cadence that signals the end of Jesus’ teaching ministry, just as the formula in Deuteronomy signals the conclusion of Moses’ instruction of the people. It has of course been suggested that the five Matthean discourses are meant to correspond typologically to the five books of Moses; whether this suggestion is persuasive or not, it can hardly be denied that Matthew’s formula for concluding the discourses sounds a loud echo of the ending of Deuteronomy." The effect of this echo is to hint at a parallelism between Moses and Jesus as sources of authoritative revelatory teaching.
This parallelism is evoked one last time in the resurrection appearance scene that concludes Matthew’s Gospel (28:16-20). While this text shares features with Daniel’s vision of the enthroned Son of Man, it should not be overlooked that Matthew has scripted the scene in a way that reminds us also of the Mosaic motifs that we have already noted. Jesus’ commissioning of his disciples on the mountain in Galilee is reminiscent of the commissioning of Joshua in Deuteronomy 31:23 and Joshua i:i-9.100 Joshua is instructed to be "careful to act in accordance with all the law that my servant Moses commanded you” (Josh 1:7), and he is given the promise of continuing divine presence (“I will be with you”; Deut 31:23).1
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It would be a mistake to suppose that the Son of Man typology somehow excludes these Mosaic echoes or that we must choose between one and the other. It is precisely Matthew's narrative genius to fuse these elements together into a new story that evokes aspects of these and many other precursor texts in Israel's Scripture. It is also important to recognize that figural parallels of this kind should not be interpreted in a wooden one-to-one manner. For example, while both Deuteronomy 31:23 and Matthew 28:20 speak of continuing divine presence, in one case the reference is to God’s ongoing presence with Israel in the absence of Moses,  whereas in the other the manner of God’s presence is precisely through the continuing presence of Jesus to the end of the age. This does not mean there is no figural link between Jesus and Moses; rather, it means that readers are called upon to discern the similarities and dissimilarities at the same time. To put the point somewhat crudely, in Matthew’s concluding commissioning scene, Jesus assumes the roles both of Moses (authoritative teacher departing) and of God (continuing divine presence). Both ranges of signification are triggered by the very same narrative typology.101
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In the midst of Matthew’s artful weaving of correspondences, however, he always reminds us that Jesus is more than a successor to Moses, more than a new Joshua, far more than a prophet like Moses who continues Moses’ ministry in some derivative fashion. Jesus is, in a way that Moses never was, "Emmanuel,” God with us. That is why Jesus can declare that he has come not merely to remind people of the law and the prophets but to fulfill them. That is why he can cite Moses and then add, "but I say to you,” asserting his own authority as definitive source and interpreter of Torah. And that is why he can promise to be present to his followers to the end of the age, in a way that never could have been claimed for Moses. Moses, then, is a foreshadowing of Jesus, a forerunner who prefigures some facets of the identity of Jesus. Jesus takes up into his own story line all that Moses signified for Israel, while also surpassing his precursor.






1Great David's greater son.“ If Matthew’s identification of Jesus with I Moses operates chiefly at the level of implicit figuration, the situation is I j quite different with regard to the figure of David. The Gospel’s opening I | superscription identifies Jesus as “the son of David” (Matt 1:1), and Jesus’ 1 Davidic lineage is further highlighted by the structure of the genealogy, which identifies David as one of the two pivot-points in Israel’s history leading up to the coming of the Messiah (1:17). In Matthew’s birth narrative, the angel who appears to Joseph in a dream addresses him as i “Joseph, son of David| (1:20)—thereby making it clear that by accepting Mary as his wife, Joseph is adopting Jesus into the line of Davidic j descent and legitimating Jesus’ status as Davidic Messiah (1:16).
The same motif is underscored once again by Matthew’s account of the birth of Jesus in Bethlehem, the city of David. When the magi come to King Herod looking for a child “who has been born king of the Jews,” ! Herod suspiciously asks the chief priests and scribes “where the Messiah | was to be born.” They answer his question by citing a prophecy from I Micah 5:1-3 that foretells the coming of a ruler out of Bethlehem (Matt 2:i-6).102 The quotation as Matthew presents it, however, fuses the Micah I passage with 2 Samuel/^, a key line in the account of David’s accession I to the throne. In this text, “all the tribes of Israel” come to David and say, j “The Lord said to you: It is you who shall be shepherd of my people Israeli The wording of the last clause in the prophecy as reported by Matthew agrees almost verbatim not with Micah but with the Greek text of the 2 Samuel passage:
Matt 2:6:... бохц rcoipavei x6v A,a6v jj,ou x6v laparjX
2 Sam 5:2 LXX: ou jioipaveic; x6v A,a6v рр§ x6v ’Iapaf|X,
The full implications of this echo are rarely noticed, but it is hardly coincidental that in 2 Samuel the tribes of Israel are declaring their greater allegiance to David in contrast to the recently deceased Saul. They say* | “For some time, while Saul was king over us, it was you who led out J Israel and brought it in. The Lord said to you: It is you who shall be j shepherd of my people Israel, you who shall be ruler over Israel.” They , are acclaiming David as true king and leader over against their previous j ineffectual ruler and acknowledging a change of kingship. Their acclamation is immediately followed by the anointing of David as “king over 1 Israel” (2 Sam 5:3). The effect of Matthew’s splicing of this text together with Micah 5:1-3 is to foreshadow the supplanting and death of Herod (Matt 2:15) and to hint, within the very words of the prophecy as reported by the chief priests and scribes, that Jesus is about to assume his rightful place as Israel’s anointed king. Matthew’s evocation of these interwoven texts serves to emphasize even more strongly the Davidic origin and vocation of the messianic child born in Bethlehem.
After this forward-pointing passage in the birth narrative, we hear no more of David until we are deep into Matthew’s account of Jesus’ Galilean ministry. Two blind men approach Jesus on the road and cry out, “Have mercy on us, Son of David!” (Matt 9:27). While the foregoing narrative (8:1-9:26) has thematized Jesus’ authority and displayed his power to heal, it is not immediately clear why the two blind men ascribe this Davidic title to him. The episode in Matt 9:27-31 is of particular interest because this unit is a unique Matthean insertion into the Mar- kan narrative structure; it appears to be a doublet of the later Matthew 20:29-34, which is closely adapted from Mark’s story of the healing of blind Bardmaeus in Mark 10:46-52. But why has Matthew chosen to insert this story at this point, particularly since it overlaps so considerably with the later account? One possible explanation is that it allows him to reintroduce the title “Son of David” and to remind the reader that Jesus’ wonder-working activity, highlighted just before and after, is related to his messianic role and identity. He is not just a powerful prophet but still, as prefigured in the genealogy and birth narrative, the rightful king of Israel.
Even so, the appearance of the title “Son of David” here is surprising. Does Matthew’s telling of the story suggest that the anticipated Davidic Son-Messiah will have healing powers? This seems odd, because none of the scriptural stories about David depict him as a healer. He is a shepherd, victorious general, king, penitent sinner, and poet, but nowhere are miraculous healing powers ascribed to him.103 Yet in addition to Matthew 9:27-31 and its twin in Matthew 20:29-34 there are several other passages in which Matthew seems to associate healing and/or exorcism with Jesus’ messianic identity, and several of these are linked with the “Son of David” title. For example, Matthew introduces his version of the Beelzebul controversy (12:22-32) with a brief account of Jesus’ curing of a blind and mute demoniac, to which the crowds respond by asking, “Can this be the Son of David?” (12:24). Or again, the Canaanite woman seeking Jesus’ help for her daughter cries out, “Have mercy on me, Lord, Son of David; my daughter is tormented by a demon” (15:22).
Perhaps the most striking example of this Matthean redactional motif appears in chapter 21, immediately following Jesus’ driving out of the money changers in the temple. Matthew adds a narrative element unparalleled in the other three Gospel accounts: “The blind and the lame (tutp^ol ка1 ИШш came to him in the temple, and he cured them” (21:14). Then, in the following sentence, Matthew links this healing activity to ' Jesus’ Davidic identity: “But when the chief priests and the scribes saw the amazing things that he did, and heard the children crying out the ; temple, ‘Hosanna to the Son of David,’ they became angry” (21:15). By placing the cry of the children in the temple itself (not just along the road from the Mount of Olives to Jerusalem, as in 21:1-11), Matthew links the Davidic acclamation directly to his distinctive account of Jesus' healing activity in the sacred precincts.
This linkage suggests a complex transformation of an Old Testament precursor. In the story of David’s accession to the throne, we find an account of his capturing “the stronghold of Zion” from the native Jebusites in Jerusalem, who had contemptuously taunted him with these words: “You will not come in here; even the blind and the lame will turn i you back” (2 Sam 5:6). In other words: “Our fortress is so strong that j we can fend off your attack even with the feeblest soldiers.” David had I replied in kind with a's areas tic summons to his own troops: “Whoever [ , wishes to strike down the Jebusites, let him get up the water shaft to attack ‘the lame and the blind,’ those whom David hates.” In the midst of 1 recounting David’s successful assault on the city, the narrator then adds the following rather puzzling etiological comment: “Therefore it is said, ; 1 ‘The blind and the lame (LXX: rixpAni ка1 %coA-oi) shall not come into the house.’ ” (LXX rdads ец oTkov корто: “into the Lord’s house.”)104 If f > Matthew’s abrupt and distinctive placement of “the blind and the lame” in the Lord’s house in Matthew 21:14 is indeed a subtle echo of 2 Samuel I 5:8, several interpretative possibilities unfold before our eyes. On the one hand, the reminiscence of “the blind and the lame” may suggest that	
Jesus’ table-upsetting action in the temple is in fact a triumphant “capturing” of the holy site, reminiscent of David’s victory over the Jebusites.
In Matthew’s story, however, the figuratively “blind” opponents are now the chief priests and scribes (cf. Jesus’ charges against the “blind” scribes and Pharisees in Matt 15:14 and 23:16-19). But, at the same time, the literally blind and lame of Jesus’ time, rather than being excluded from the Lord’s house, are welcomed in and healed by Jesus. Thus we find once again a transformative surpassing of the scriptural precursor text: whereas David merely subdued “the blind and the lame,” this new Son of David establishes his sovereignty in a way that embraces and heals them-Readers who might find this transforming echo of 1 Samuel 5:8 a bit too subtle to be persuasive should recall that Matthew has already cited a closely related bit of text from i Samuel’s narrative of David’s ascent to kingship: in the birth narrative the infant Jesus was identified as one who “shall be shepherd of my people Israel” (Matt 2:6/2 Sam 5:2). Strictly from a literary point of view, the earlier specific quotation of this Davidic passage in Matthew 2:6 makes a subsequent allusion (in Matt 21:14-15) to the same original narrative context both more likely and more readily comprehensible—particularly since the passage itself is of pivotal importance in the plot of David’s saga. Matthew is portraying Jesus, in ways both overt and indirect, as “great David’s greater Son.” The textual echoes both establish the link and, at the same time, hint at Jesus’ peaceful reshaping of Israel’s messianic hope.
A similar reshaping may be at work also in one other Matthean text that indirectly connects Davidic sonship/messianism with healing rather than conquest. In Matthew 11:2-6, we find the story of John the Baptist’s question of Jesus: “Are you the Coming One, or are we to wait for another?” The answer given directs John’s attention (and the reader’s) to Jesus’ powerful healing actions: “Go and tell John what you hear and see: the blind receive their sight, the lame walk, the lepers are cleansed, the deaf hear, the dead are raised, and the poor have good news brought to them” (11:4-5). Such actions are described by Matthew’s narrative introduction as ш epya xou Xpiaxou: “the works of the Messiah” (Matt 11:2). There is no specific reference to David here, but the titular use of “the Messiah” suggests that the reader should, here as in the other passages we have considered, reinterpret Israel’s royal messianic expectation in light of Jesus’ healing activity.
At this point, Matthew seems to be drawing on a tradition that finds a very close parallel in 4Q521, a fragmentary text discovered among the Dead Sea Scrolls:
... heaven and earth will obey his messiah	For the Lord will seek out
the pious and call the righteous by name, and his spirit will hover over the poor and he will renew the faithful by his might. For he will glorify the pious on the throne of an eternal kingdom, releasing captives, giving sight to the blind and raising up those who are bo [wed down]... and the glorious things that have not taken place the Lord will do as he s[aid], for he will heal the wounded, give life to the dead and preach good news to the poor and he will satisfy the weak ones and lead those who have been cast out and enrich the hungry.105
Drawing upon the imagery of Psalm 146:5-9 and Isaiah 61:1 (see also Isa 35:5-6), this visionary passage imagines an eschatological age in which God will act to set all things right by bringing miraculous healing and even resurrection of the dead. Despite the reference to a messiah in the first extant line of the fragment, the text clearly attributes the works of healing and giving life to the dead to the agency of the Lord rather than to the messiah himself.106 Particularly the power to “give life to the dead” is God s alone, as reflected in Jewish liturgical tradition in the second of the Eighteen Benedictions: “Blessed are you Lord, who makes the dead alive.”107 If Matthew was aware of such traditions, he has performed two highly significant transformations: he has attributed these divine deeds to Jesus, and he has framed them not as future hopes but as actions already performed in recent time. Far more clearly than 4Q521, then, Matthew's narrative presents the eschatological healing actions not just as signs of a future “messianic age” but as “works of the Messiah,” healing deeds performed by the Messiah himself. For that reason, Matthew 11:2-6 should be linked with the other passages we have surveyed in which healing belongs to Jesus’ role as messianic Son of David. Matthew assimilates the eschatological hopes expressed in Isaiah 61 and in Psalm 146 to his picture of Jesus as Son of David, despite the fact that neither of these scriptural texts ascribes this sort of restorative power specifically to a royal Davidic figure.
In several other places, Matthew incorporates Markan traditions that associate Jesus with David. We might make particular mention of Matthew 12:1-4, in which Jesus justifies the action of his disciples in plucking grain on the sabbath by appealing to the example of David and his companions, who ate the holy bread of the Presence taken from the temple in a time of need (1 Sam 2Ш-5).108 The analogical argument suggests that Jesus is, like David, the Lord’s anointed one whose mission and authority can override ordinary legal restraints. Matthew then adds to the Markan material an additional halakhic argument about the authority of priests in the temple to break the sabbath by performing actions that would ordinarily be understood as work, and he appends a further saying of Jesus: “I tell you, something greater than the temple is here” (Matt 12:5-6). In this context, we might well infer that Jesus is also greater than David. If so, this example would be analogous to what we have already observed in the case of Matthew’s Moses typology: Jesus is like his scriptural precursor but also far greater.
Such a comparison is explicitly articulated in Matthew 22:41-46, the story in which Jesus confounds the Pharisees by quoting Psalm j 110:1 and asking them how the Messiah can be David’s son if David I calls him Lord. Matthew makes a number of interesting minor redactional adjustments109 to his precursor text in Mark, but the point of the pericope remains the same: David’s own psalm, which has the status of scriptural authority, portrays another figure whom David calls “my Lord” as summoned to sit at God’s right hand. Implicit in the argument is the assumption that this enthroned figure whose enemies will be placed under his feet is the Messiah. It is striking that in this case Matthew resists his usual tendency to explain riddles and that he leaves Jesus’ rhetorical question (“If David thus calls him Lord, how can he be his son?”) unanswered. Given Matthew’s repeated emphasis on Jesus as Son of David, it is even clearer here than in Mark’s Gospel that this question can hardly be read as a repudiation of Jesus’ status as a Davidic messiah; rather, the function of the narrative is to emphasize yet again that Jesus both fulfills and transcends the expectation of a messianic Son of David.I

One more passage in Matthew’s Gospel merits particular attention for its prominent display of Davidic themes. In narrating Jesus’ triumphal entry into the city of Jerusalem, Matthew elaborates the story with several noteworthy details. Matthew reedits the words of the exultant crowd to make Jesus’ Davidic identity more explicit than it had been in his Markan source. Placing the two texts in synoptic parallel will demonstrate the relevant point:Mark ll:9b-10 
Hosanna!
Blessed is the one who comes in the name of the Lord. Blessed is the coming kingdom of our father David.
Hosanna in the highest heavens!
Matthew 21:9b 
Hosanna to the Son of David! Blessed is the one who comes in the name of the Lord.

Hosanna in the highest heavens!

Both texts echo Psalm 118:25-26, the climactic passage of the Hallel psalms, whose association with Passover and the Feast of Tabernacles rendered them fraught with eschatological hope. In Mark, the crowd celebrates Jesus’ entry with words that anticipate the coming kingdom of David, and the inference lies at hand that Jesus—the figure acclaimed by their chants—is the Coming One, the one who comes in the name of the Lord. Nonetheless, in Mark this remains an inference rather than an affirmation. Matthew resolves any possible uncertainty by having the crowd explicitly identify Jesus as “the Son of David,” precisely the appelation already conferred by the narrator upon Jesus from the very begining of the story (Matt 1:1),
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More complex, however, is the effect of the fulfillment citation that Matthew inserts into the story in Matthew 21:4-5. It is widely recognized that Matthew interprets the story of Jesus’ entry into the city as the fulfillment of Zechariah 9:9, with its striking image of a victorious king riding humbly into the city of Jerusalem on a donkey. In this way, Marks evocative allusion (not accompanied by any scriptural citation) is raised to the level of explicit commentary. It is perhaps less often observed, however, that Matthew’s editorial handling of the quotation raises I number of interesting questions. Once again, let us place the passages side by side for comparison.


Zech 9:9	
Rejoice greatly, O daughter Zion! Shout aloud, O daughter Jerusalem! Lo, your king comes to you; triumphant and victorious is he, humble and riding on a donkey, on a colt, the foal of a donkey.

Matt 21:5		
Tell the daughter of Zion,
Look, your king is coming to you,
humble, and mounted on a donkey, and on a colt, the foal of a donkey.


The English translations (here following the NRSV) conceal a number of minor textual discrepancies between Zechariah 9:9 and the form in which Matthew quotes it,110 but the most salient distinctions are apparent even in translation.
First, the opening words of Matthew’s quotation differ slightly but significantly from Zechariah 9:9 in either the Hebrew text or the LXX. They agree instead verbatim with a phrase taken from Isaiah 62:11 LXX: euraxe xfj Guyaxpi Zicbv (“Say to daughter Zion”). The difference from Zechariah is subtle, but Matthew’s choice of wording can hardly be an accident. The passage in Isaiah is a dramatic oracle of salvation for the city of Jerusalem. Matthew would have found the surrounding context, particularly in its LXX form, laden with christological significance:
For behold, the Lord has made it heard to the end of the earth: Say to daughter Sion,
Behold, your savior has come to you,
having his reward and his work before his face.(Isa 62:11 LXX)


By appending this introductory phrase from Isaiah, Matthew has fused together two scriptural texts (Isa 62:11 + Zech 9:9), as we have witnessed him do in other cases. The reader who hears the echo of Isaiah’s oracle will perceive the metaleptic effect: the passing allusion to Isaiah universalizes the proclamation (Jesus’ entry into the city is an act of revelation not only to Jerusalem but also “to the end of the earth”) and draws attention to Jesus’ identity as soter (“savior”).111
Second, and perhaps of equal significance, Matthew deletes from his quotation of Zechariah 9:9 the phrase “triumphant and victorious is he.” In this case, we should probably not understand the omission as an instance of metalepsis. Since Matthew has cited the surrounding material in full, this can hardly be read as a case in which the reader is meant to recall the continuation or wider context of the quoted material; this looks more like a case of deliberate editing-out of a phrase. Perhaps Matthew’s own narrative design requires him to regard ascriptions such as “victorious” as inappropriate to the pre-passion setting; only after the resurrection can Jesus rightly be regarded as victorious. The most striking effect of the omission is to focus attention on the description of the entering king as TtpoOq (“humble” or “gentle”), a significant Matthean motif (cf. 5:5, ii:29).112 “The Son of David” who enters Jerusalem riding on “a donkey, and on a colt, the foal of a donkey” is not a conquering military hero but a lowly, gentle figure who is reshaping Israel’s messianic hope in a way that could hardly have been anticipated—a way, indeed, that will lead to the cross.
So	far, our discussion of the title “Son of David” has paid scant attention to the fact that in the Old Testament story David’s son and direct successor was Solomon, the king who built the temple and who was renowned especially for his great wisdom. Yet there is reason to suppose that Matthew also has a special interest in relating his portrayal of Jesus to scriptural wisdom traditions.
"Take my yoke upon you. ” A handful of passages in Matthew seem to suggest an identification of Jesus with the figure of divine Wisdom—an implication that lies particularly close to the surface in Matthew 11:28- 30. Indeed, some recent readings of Matthew have taken the wisdom motif as the key to Matthean Christology.113 Any attempt to consider Matthew’s appropriation of scriptural traditions must therefore consider his allusions to this personified figure from Israel’s Wisdom literature (as portrayed in Prov 8, Sir 24, Wis 7:22-27, and other similar sources) and to  the way that this motif figures in a larger reconstruction of the development of early Christianity's christological affirmations.
One popular scholarly approach is to propose that, for Matthew Jesus is “Wisdom incarnate,” a claim for which Matthew 11:28-30 H central piece of evidence. This approach capitalizes on the long observed parallel between Matthew 11 and Sirach 51:23-27 to argue that Jesus does not speak as a sage summoning disciples to come under the yoke of Sophia, rather, he speaks directly in the persona of Sophia.n* This proposed Matthean identification of Jesus with personified Wisdom is alleged to stand on a developmental trajectory midway between the prophetic Christology of Q_(Jesus as a prophetic sage) and later gnostic speculations about divine sophia."5
Other scholars, however, have emphasized the link between Wisdom and Torah and proposed that Matthew’s allusions to the wisdom motif have the effect of presenting Jesus as “the functional equivalent of Torah.”116 And still other scholars have challenged the whole linkage between Matthew n and Sirach 51. How are we to assess this debate among interpreters?117
The first necessary observation is that the distance between Matthew it and Sirach 51 is not so great as critics of the wisdom Christologv hypothesis would contend. To be sure, the saying of Jesus is not a direct quotation of the wisdom utterance, but there are manifest similarities that have struck many readers as impressive—surely one good test for the presence of an allusion:
Matt 11:28-30Sir 51:23-27
Draw near to me,
you who are uneducated...
Come to me,
all you who labor (кошшуте^) and are heavily burdened,

Why do you say you are lacking in these things,
and why do you endure such great thirst?
and I will give you rest (dvarccnkrco).
I opened my mouth and said,
Acquire wisdom for yourselves without money.
Put your neck under her yoke	Take my yoke (£oy6v) upon you, 

the way that this motif figures in a larger reconstruction of the development of early Christianity’s christological affirmations.
One popular scholarly approach is to propose that, for Matthew Jesus is “Wisdom incarnate,” a claim for which Matthew 11:28-30 I I central piece of evidence. This approach capitalizes on the long observed parallel between Matthew 11 and Sirach 51:23-27 to argue that Jesus does not speak as a sage summoning disciples to come under the yoke of sophia rather, he speaks directly in the persona of Sophia}14 This proposed Matthean identification of Jesus with personified Wisdom is alleged to stand on a developmental trajectory midway between the prophetic Christology of Jesus as a prophetic sage) and later gnostic speculations about divine sophia.I15
Other scholars, however, have emphasized the link between Wisdom and Torah and proposed that Matthews allusions to the wisdom motif have the effect of presenting Jesus as “the functional equivalent of Torah.”116 And still other scholars have challenged the whole linkage between Matthew 11 and Sirach 51. How are we to assess this debate among interpreters?117
The first necessary observation is that the distance between Matthew u and Sirach 51 is not so great as critics of the wisdom Christology hypothesis would contend. To be sure, the saying of Jesus is not a direct quotation of the wisdom utterance, but there are manifest similarities that have struck many readers as impressive—surely one good test for the presence of an allusion:
Sir 51:23-27	Matt 11:28-30	f
Draw near to me,	Come to me,
you who are uneducated...	all you who labor (koki&vt&^
and are heavily burdened,
Why do you say you are lacking in these things,
and why do you endure such great thirst?

Take my yoke (£uy6v) upon you,
and I will give you rest (dvanorooG)).
1 opened my mouth and said,
Acquire wisdom for yourselves without money.	
Put your neck under her yoke (Cuy6v),
and let your soul B|S receive instruction;
it is to be found (efipetv) close by. See with your own eyes
that I have labored (ĆKOTitaoa) but little
and found (dSpov) for myself much rest (dvdrcawnv).

and you will find rest (еирђсете dv&rcauaiv)
for your souls (\|П)%а,ц).
For my yoke (£uy6<;) is easy, and my burden is light.

and learn from me,
for I am gentle and lowly in heart.

Both passages take the form of a direct call (“Draw near to me” / “Come to me”) to hearers who are in some way needy or suffering (lacking and thirsting / laboring and burdened). The link is strengthened by observing that the same verb (котпаш) appears in both texts: in Matthew 11:28 to describe the labors of those to whom the offer is given and in Sirach 51:27 to describe the labors of the sage who offers himself as an example to be followed. In both passages, the addressees are exhorted to take on the yoke by receiving instruction or learning. In both passages the result of taking on this yoke of instruction is that the thirsting/laboring hearers will find rest. Furthermore, this rest is said in Matthew to be “for your souls” while in Sirach it is “your souls” that are called to receive instruction. Finally, the Sirach passage emphasizes the great disproportion between the minor toil required (“I have labored but little”) and the great reward that follows; this is not far at all from the sense of Jesus’ reference to taking up a light burden. And in both texts, the reward that ensues is named as “rest” (dvd7iauoiv). The words that are in common are key words (particularly “yoke” and “find rest”), thus increasing the volume of the echo, and they appear in passages with many striking structural parallels beyond simple verbal agreement.
Two more observations may be added. First, in Sirach 6:18-31, there is a similar passage in which the sage summons hearers to submit to discipline in order to find wisdom and finally receive rest. The verbal parallels to Matthew 11:28-30 are not as close as the links we have traced in Sirach 51, but Sirach 6 does feature the imagery of a heavyweight that fools cannot bear, while promising that those who do “bend your shoulders and carry her” will at last receive the rest (dvarcooaiv, Sir 6:28) that wisdom gives. It seems more than probable that the two passages from Sirach flow together to create the wisdom imagery that is the intertextual precursor of the Matthean saying. Second, the possible allusion to Ц I figure of Wisdom in Matthew 11:28-30 is greatly strengthened by the ШI that Matthew has explicitly referred to the figure of personified Wisdom just a few verses previously, in 11:19: “Yet Wisdom is vindicated by H И deeds”—perhaps a reference to the deeds of Jesus summarized in Matthew II:4-6.118 In light of this immediately preceding reference, a connection of Jesus the Son to the figure of Wisdom is less jarring.119
In sum, there is an overwhelmingly strong case for an intertextual link between Sirach and Matthew. The Matthew passage is not a quotation, but it is at the very least a loud echo of Sirach 51. Any interpretation that fails to discern this intertextaul connection will surely be a V diminished interpretation, deaf to the text’s resonance with an importa# 1 older tradition.
But that still leaves open the question of what we are to make of the connection. Must the speaker of the promises in Matthew 11 be Wisdom, so that Matthew is portraying Jesus as Wisdom incarnate? In this regard, we must pay close attention to the Sirach passage in its own context. Sirach 51 is not a speech attributed to Lady Wisdom; on the contrary, it is i an utterance of the sage who has sought wisdom and summons others to follow his example. In the most important LXX manuscripts, the whole chapter is given the title “Prayer of Jesus Son of Sirach.” Whether or not this belongs to the original text, it is an apt description of the chapter’s contents. The sage thanks God for protection and deliverance from harm, in a manner reminiscent of the Psalms (Sir 51:1-12), then reflects 1 autobiographically pn his own successful pilgrimage in search of wis- j dom (51:13-22), and concludes with an exhortation to others to follow his j instruction by seeking wisdom for themselves (51:23-30). Throughout the 1 chapter, Wisdom is consistently referred to in the third person (T sought wisdom openly in my prayer.... I inclined my ear a little and received her, and I found for myself much instruction,” and so forth). This i> particularly evident in Sirach 51:26-27, the heart of Matthew’s allusive link: “Put your neck under her yoke.... See with your own eyes that I J have labored but little and found for myself much rest.” The voice here 1 is emphatically not that of Sophia: it is the voice of the sage who is her grateful beneficiary. To be sure, there are important passages in Wisdom literature that depict Sophia speaking in the first person and summoning hearers to heed her (e.g., Sir 24:1-22), but neither Sirach 51 nor Sirach 6 is among those texts. Thus, it is not the case that Matthew 11 has taken a first-person discourse of Wisdom and placed it in the mouth of Jesus. I The relationship between the two passages is one not of form-critical precursor of the Matthean saying. Second, the possible allusion to figure of Wisdom in Matthew 11:28-30 is greatly strengthened by the «| that Matthew has explicitly referred to the figure of personified Wisdom just a few verses previously, in 11:19: “Yet Wisdom is vindicated by H deeds”—perhaps a reference to the deeds of Jesus summarized in Matthew 11:4-6. Ц In light of this immediately preceding reference, a connection of Jesus the Son to the figure of Wisdom is less jarring.119
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But that still leaves open the question of what we are to make of the connection. Must the speaker of the promises in Matthew 11 be Wisdom, so that Matthew is portraying Jesus as Wisdom incarnate? In this regard, we must pay close attention to the Sirach passage in its own context. Sirach 51 is not a speech attributed to Lady Wisdom; on the contrary, it is an utterance of the sage who has sought wisdom and summons others to follow his example. In the most important LXX manuscripts, the whole chapter is given the title “Prayer of Jesus Son of Sirach.” Whether or not this belongs to the original text, it is an apt description of the chapter’s contents. The sage thanks God for protection and deliverance from harm, in a manner reminiscent of the Psalms (Sir 51:1-12), then reflects autobiographically on his own successful pilgrimage in search of wisdom (51:13-22), and concludes with an exhortation to others to follow his instruction by seeking wisdom for themselves (51:23-30). Throughout the chapter, Wisdom is consistently referred to in the third person (“I sought wisdom openly in my prayer.... I inclined my ear a little and received her, and I found for myself much instruction,” and so forth). This is particularly evident in Sirach 51:26-27, the heart of Matthew’s allusive link: “Put your neck under her yoke.... See with your own eyes that 1 have labored but little and found for myself much rest.” The voice here is emphatically not that of Sophia: it is the voice of the sage who is ha grateful beneficiary. To be sure, there are important passages in Wisdom literature that depict Sophia speaking in the first person and summoning hearers to heed her (e.g., Sir 24:1-22), but neither Sirach 51 nor Sirach 6 is among those texts. Thus, it is not the case that Matthew 11 has taken a first-person discourse of Wisdom and placed it in the mouth of Jesus - The relationship between the two passages is one not of form-critic^ we must pay close attention to the Sirach passage in its own context. Sirach 51 is not a speech attributed to Lady Wisdom; on the contrary, it is j an utterance of the sage who has sought wisdom and summons others to follow his example. In the most important LXX manuscripts, the whole chapter is given the title “Prayer of Jesus Son of Sirach.” Whether or not this belongs to the original text, it is an apt description of the chapters contents. The sage thanks God for protection and deliverance from I harm, in a manner reminiscent of the Psalms (Sir 51:1-12), then reflects | autobiographically on his own successful pilgrimage in search of wisdom (51:13-22), and concludes with an exhortation to others to follow his instruction by seeking wisdom for themselves (51:23-30). Throughout the 
chapter, Wisdom is consistently referred to in the third person (“I sought wisdom openly in my prayer. ... I inclined my ear a little and received her, and I found for myself much instruction,” and so forth). This particularly evident in Sirach 51:26-27, the heart of Matthew’s allusive link: “Put your neck under her yoke... . See with your own eyes that have labored but little and found for myself much rest.” The voice here is emphatically not that of Sophia: it is the voice of the sage who is her grateful beneficiary. To be sure, there are important passages in Wisdom literature that depict Sophia speaking in the first person and summoning hearers to heed her (e.g., Sir 24:1-22), but neither Sirach 51 nor Sirach is among those texts. Thus, it is not the case that Matthew 11 has taken	a first-person discourse of Wisdom and placed it in the mouth of Jesus ( | The relationship between the two passages is one not of form-critical transference but of metaphorical transformation, Jesus speaks in the way we might expect Wisdom to speak, but this does not mean that Jesus is Wisdom. It means, rather, that some of the attributes of wisdom are being metaphorically associated with Jesus.
Matthew 11:28-30 contains another prominent scriptural echo that is too rarely given its due in debates about this passage. The phrase eupfjoexe &v&7im)civ xaiq vj/uyaiq ujiwv in Matthew 11:29 not only echoes Sirach but even more strikingly stands as an unmarked verbatim quotation of Jeremiah 6:i6.120 Despite the promissory character of the words cited here, the context in Jeremiah is actually a scathing judgment oracle. The Lord exhorts his people to walk in “the good way” and promises that if they do they will find rest for their souls. But the very next line expresses their disastrous rejection of the gracious offer of God: “But they said, ‘We will not walk in it/ ” The ensuing prophetic speech, then, is a thunderous declaration of God’s judgment against “daughter Zion” and a warning of destruction of a rebellious and corrupt people (Jer 6:17-30). Indeed, this passage immediately precedes Jeremiahs temple sermon (7:1-15), which proclaims the impending downfall of the Jerusalem temple.
It is possible, of course, that Matthew has randomly lifted a phrase out of this setting in Jeremiah 6 without awareness of or concern for its original context. In light of all we have seen of his skillful and highly intentional uses of Scripture, however, this seems unlikely. In Matthew д Jesus’ call to “those who labor and are heavily burdened” follows immediately upon his complaint that the people have rejected both John the Baptist and himself (Matt 11:16-19) and his bitter judgment oracle against Chorazin and Bethsaida as worse than “the land of Sodom” (11:20-24). In such a context, then, Jesus’ Jubelruf in 11:25-27 should be heard as an exclamation of thanksgiving for the Father’s revealing the truth to Jesus and his simple followers while hiding it from Jesus' adversaries (the wise and learned scribes and Pharisees, whose opposition continues and intensifies in chap. 12) and thereby bringing them under judgment.121 If so, Jesus’ gracious word about “rest for your souls” in Matthew 11:29 evokes the same ominous overtones found in Jeremiah 6: this is an offer of divine grace, but refusal of the offer leads to disaster. This same motif I is also pervasive in the wisdom tradition: fools who turn away from Wisdom’s instruction will suffer calamity and destruction (e.g., Prov 1:20- 33) 8:35-36; cf. Matt 22:1-14). Recognizing this intertextual background I helps us to see more clearly the logic of Matthew’s placement of Jesus’ i striking sayings in Matthew 11:25-30 in their present narrative context.

The promise of comfort and rest takes on its special force against a back ground of rejection, persecution, and God’s impending judgment of I I disobedient people.
Where then have we come in our effort to discern the of the intertextual echoes in Matthew 11:28-30? I would suggest, ® way of summary, the following interpretation. A reading attuned to H Scriptures of Israel will perceive in Jesus’ words at least two key intertexts, Sirach 51:23-27 and Jeremiah 6:16. These interwoven texts trigger complex theological interaction.
First, by evoking the motif of the yoke of instruction and the rest I promised to those who accept it, Matthew links Jesus metaphorically f with sophia/Torah. Yet when Jesus speaks the words “Take my yoke ? upon you,” he is speaking not merely as Sophia /Torah but as the per- j son Jesus of Nazareth, whose identity is established in many and various ways throughout Matthew’s narrative (for example, he is Son of I David, Son of Man, Suffering Servant, Emmanuel; he is like Moses I but greater than Moses). To take Jesus' yoke, therefore, is neither to I become trained in the conventional practical maxims of the wisdom 1 tradition nor to obey all the precepts and commandments of the Torah of Moses, as the scribes and Pharisees do. Rather, to take Jesus’ yoke is I to become his disciple, to embrace the radical teachings of the Sermon I on the Mount, to imitate his gentleness and lowliness, and to embark j on the way of the cross. The shape of such a life can hardly be explained I fully by pointing to traditional Jewish understandings of the figure of I Wisdom. To paraphrase the point in characteristically Matthean fashion, something greater than Wisdom is here. Jesus, who is “gentle and | lowly in heart,” transforms and redefines what is meant by “wisdom” by virtue of the specifically narrated character of his teachings, his life,  and his death and resurrection.
At the same time, however, the metaphorical linkage with Sirach does suggest a cosmic, divine aspect to Jesus’ teaching. He is more than I a sage, more than a prophet: he can speak authoritatively of “my yoke’’ as none of Israel’s sages could ever do. He does not merely point the | way to wisdom as a source of rest; rather, he is the one who can promise j actually to give rest to all who come to him. Thus, even while redefining j Wisdom, he takes up into himself not just her functions but also her personal attributes. This provocative metaphorical/theological identification opens up many possibilities for theological reflection that are hinted Ц but not fully explicated, by Matthew. Just as Jesus reshapes our understanding of Wisdom, so also Wisdom reshapes our understanding of Jesus the teacher. Something greater than a sage, something greater than Solomon, is here.
Finally, the Jeremiah allusion introduces a contrasting theme: the gracious divine offer of rest articulated by Wisdom as well as by the prophet Jeremiah repeatedly encounters rejection. Many of Jesus’ hearers, especially the wise and learned, say, in effect, “We will not walk in it.” Therefore, the promise of “rest for your souls” remains open to those who hear and obey Jesus, but those who refuse the summons will come under dire judgment. The allusion to Jeremiah would appear to be a dissonant note within the confines of Matthew 11:25-30, but within the larger polyphonic narrative context of Matthew 11-12 it harmonizes perfectly. Like John the Baptist, like Jeremiah, and like the figure of Wisdom herself, Jesus encounters rejection by God’s chosen people, and : disastrous consequences are to follow. This minor-key overtone should certainly be heard in the apparently “comfortable words” of Matthew 11:28-30. The promise of rest is real, but Matthew clearly teaches that the promise is precisely and only for those who do place their necks under Jesus’ yoke and embrace the way of discipleship.1*22
j Ђе righteous sufferer. “He trusted in God; let God deliver him now if he wants to.” The way of discipleship and obedience, as exemplified in the pattern of Jesus’ own life, leads to suffering. Near the beginning of ; Jesus’ public career in the Gospel of Matthew, the beatitudes already ! indicate that suffering and persecution will be the lot of the righteous and those who follow Jesus’ teaching (Matt 5:10-12). And Matthew’s plot, like Mark’s, moves inexorably toward Gethsemane and Golgotha. There can be no doubt that for Matthew Jesus is a suffering Messiah—in stark contrast to many other forms of contemporary Jewish messianic expectation.
Yet if we ask about the way in which Matthew has drawn upon Israel’s Scripture to interpret Jesus’ identity as a sufferer, we find that j Matthew has given surprisingly little attention to formulating a scriptural apologetic for the crucifixion of Jesus. As we have seen, his scriptural fulfillment quotations are clustered in the early part of his story.
I The only explicit fulfillment quotation anywhere in Matthew’s passion j narrative (27:9-10) seems badly garbled: it asserts that the chief priests’ decision to use the “blood money” flung back at them by Judas to buy a field for burying foreigners took place as the fulfillment of something spoken through the prophet Jeremiah,” though, confusingly, the quotation is not from Jeremiah. It only very roughly approximates Zechariah 11:13, with perhaps an allusion to Jeremiah 32:6-15. In any case, while the citation serves to explain the conclusion of the subplot concerning Judas' fate, it remains tangential to the central narrative of Jesus’ condemnation and death.
Matthew retains the scriptural allusions present in Mark’s passion story and, as we have seen, sharpens and amplifies a few of the Markan allusions to the psalms of suffering, while also creating subtle links I between Jesus’ death and the destruction of Jerusalem, as mournfully recounted in Lamentations. On the whole, however, it is striking how little Matthew has done to create new correspondences between Jesus’ I death and its scriptural foreshadowing. To a later Christian reader, the ! most unexpected omission is the lack of strong intertextual references i to Isaiah’s portrayal of the Suffering Servant in Isaiah 52:i3“53:i2.123 I Matthew does quote Isaiah 53:4 in one of his fulfillment quotations: j “He took our infirmities and bore our diseases” (Matt 8:17). But Matthew does not seem to link this citation in any way to his subsequent j account of Jesus as a suffering figure: in the context of Matthew 8, the quotation serves simply to demonstrate that Jesus’ activity of healing is the fulfillment of prophecy. Nothing in Matthew’s narrative at J this point corresponds to Isaiah’s depiction of the Servant’s vicarious bearing of afflictions. At best, we might take the citation as offering a foreshadowing of Jesus’ role as sufferer, but if so, the foreshadowing is very indistinct.
A few other possible references or allusions to Isaian prophecies about the Servant are scattered through Matthew s narrative. The most j explicit citation (in Matt 12:15-21; quoting Isa 42:1-4 in extenso) highlights Jesus’ vocation to “proclaim justice to the Gentiles.” The passage points to Matthew’s consistent theme of Jesus’ gentle, nonviolent character (“He will not break a bruised reed or quench a smoldering wick.. but again it says nothing about suffering, nor is such a motif to be found in the wider context of Isaiah 42.124
In Matthew 20:28, Matthew reproduces verbatim Mark’s wording I of Jesus’ saying about the Son of Man’s giving his life “as a ransom for many” (Xbxpov dvxi rcoAAcbv; Mark 10:45), but he neither expands nor j elaborates on the Markan formulation. As we have noted, it is at best doubtful whether the saying echoes Isaiah 53:10-12. Matthew, despite { his general predilection for commenting on fulfillment of prophecy, makes no gesture here to relate the logion to Isaiah 53. Even more tenuous is the suggestion that Jesus’ refusal to answer Pilate’s question (Matt 27:13-14) should be understood as an allusion to Isaiah if |
I (“like a sheep that before its shearers is silent, so he did not open his s mouth”): in this case, there is no verbal link at all between the passages. Only slightly more promising is the suggestion that Jesus’ prayer in Gethsemane for “this cup” to pass from him (Matt 26:39) might allude obliquely to Isaiah 51:22: “See, I have taken from your hand the cup of staggering; you shall drink no more from the bowl of my wrath.” In any case, this text does not appear in one of the Servant passages in Isaiah. It is not the Servant who speaks, but the Lord God, who is declaring his intention to take the “cup” of his wrath away from Jerusalem and give it to her enemies and tormentors. Any application of this text to Jesus’ impending death would surely require more interpretation than Matthew provides.
Probably the likeliest allusion in Matthew’s passion narrative to the suffering of the Isaian Servant appears in two passages that refer to Jesus’ captors beating him and spitting in his face: 26:67-68 (at the interrogation before the high priest) and 27:30 (as the Roman soldiers prepare to crucify him). This might well be read as an allusion to Isaiah 50:6: “I gave my back to those who struck me, and my cheeks to those who pulled out the beard: I did not hide my face from insult and spitting.” Particularly interesting is that Matthew makes an otherwise apparently unmotivated minor redactional alteration to Mark s text that has the effect of emphasizing that the tormentors were spitting on Jesus1 face:
Mark 14:65: Some began to spit on him and to wrap his face [i.e., in a blindfold] and to strike him.
Matt 26:67: Then they spat on his face and struck him.
Matthew removes the blindfold and makes the face the explicit target of the spitting, perhaps to suggest correspondence to Isaiah’s prophecy. But if so, he once again calls no attention to the link.
Far more salient than these faint echoes of Isaiah’s Servant are several Matthean narrative devices that strengthen the connection of Jesus’ death to the suffering figure of Psalm 22 and Psalm 69. We have discussed above the way in which Matthew, in comparison to Mark, binds his account of the crucifixion more closely to Psalm 69 by the addition of narrative details that allude to the wording of Ps 69:21 (68:22 LXX), the offering of gall as well as vinegar. And of course, Matthew, following Mark, recounts Jesus’ dying cry of Psalm 22:1, “My God, my God, why have you forsaken me?” as the climactic moment of the crucifixion account (Matt 27:46). Just as strikingly, immediately preceding this terrible moment, Matthew has distinctively prepared the way for the cry by placing in the mouths of the mocking chief priests, scribes, and elders a taunt derived from another verse of the same psalm: “He trusted in God; let God deliver him now if he wants to” (27:43; cf. Ps 22:9 [21:9 LXX]; cf. Wis 2:13,18). There can be no doubt that we are meant to recall these texts and read Matthew’s account of Jesus’ suffering and death against the background of these psalms of suffering, lament, and ultimate vindication.
In sum, Matthew gives scant evidence of an explicit apologetic for Jesus’ passion and death. A few submerged echoes of the Suffering Servant figure of Isaiah may lie below the surface of Matthew’s narrative, but it is difficult to be sure about this. More likely, the figure of the Isaian Suffering Servant belongs more prominently to the “encyclopedia of reception” of later Christian readers than to Matthew’s own cyclopedia of production. This does not mean that intertextual readings that place Matthew’s passion story in counterpoint with Isaiah 53 are theologically misguided; indeed, they may reflect a profound intracanonica! insight. But such readings place the hermeneutical accents differently from Matthew’s own composition; by contrast, Matthew lays the stress more clearly upon Jesus as the embodiment and figural fulfillment of the voice that speaks in the psalms of the righteous sufferer, with Psalm 22 as an especially crucial intertext for understanding Jesus’ death. The effect of this hermeneutical shaping of the passion is to identify Jesus closely with Israel’s suffering and lament, while also foreshadowing God’s final deliverance. Yet Matthew does not deploy the Psalms in the passion story for the purposes of argument or assertion; rather, these texts belong to the presuppositional level of the narrative, its symbolic world. They are a constitutive aspect of the intertextual matrix within which the death of Jesus is retold and received.125 “They shall call his name Emmanuel* Finally, as we consider the ways 1 which Matthew draws upon Scripture to explicate the identity of Jesus we come face to face with the most distinctive feature of Matthew’s narrative Christology: its bold identification of Jesus as Emmanuel, “God with us.” This motif establishes the structural framework on which the story is built, as signaled by its appearance at the beginning and end 01 the story (Matt 1:23, 28:20); these references create an inclusio that frames and supports everything in between. In contrast to Mark’s circumspect indirection in identifying Jesus with the God of Israel, Matthew explicitly presents Jesus as the embodiment of divine presence in the world.126
This astounding claim about Jesus bursts onto the scene in the first of Matthew’s fulfillment quotations. After a concise account of Mary's unexpected pregnancy and Joseph’s dream in which he is told by the angel of the Lord that Mary’s child is from the Holy Spirit, Matthew the narrator steps forward to explain:
All this took place to fulfill what had been spoken by the Lord through the prophet:
“Look, the virgin shall conceive and bear a son, and they shall name him Emmanuel,” which means “God is with us.” "
(Matt 1:22-23; citing Isa 7:14)
The history of interpretation has witnessed vigorous debate about Matthew’s citation of Isaiah 7:14. Most of the controversy has centered upon the LXX’s rendering of nobpn (“the young woman”) as f| 7rap0evo<; (“the virgin”): Matthew follows the LXX, thereby facilitating his interpretation of Isaiah’s prophecy as a prediction of a virgin birth. Our present concern, however, is not with the question of Mary’s virginity or with whether Matthew has illegitimately read the notion of a miraculous conception into Isaiah’s prophecy. Rather, an intertextually attuned reading will focus attention on the way in which the Isaiah citation allows Matthew to introduce his characterization of Jesus: he is not only the one who “will save his people from their sins” (1:20) but also—because his conception is “from the Holy Spirit”—the one in whom God will be palpably present to his people (1:23).
The relation of this promise to the passage in Isaiah 7 is notoriously obscure. There, the reluctant King Ahaz refuses to ask the Lord for a sign, even when invited to do so. Presumably, he does not want to heed the political counsel offered to him through Isaiah, so he makes an empty theological excuse about not wanting to put God to the test (Isa 7:10-12). In response, Isaiah impatiently declares that the Lord will provide a sign whether Ahaz wants it or not. The sign is not presented in Isaiah 7 as a miraculous birth; rather, the sign is given in the prophet’s declaration that a child soon to be born (a son of Ahaz?) is to be named Immanuel The name signifies that, despite Ahaz’s lack of trust in God, God is indeed present to Judah.127 The confirmation of this claim will be that “before the child knows how to refuse the evil and choose the good” 
(i.e., while he is still a small child) the threat posed by the alliance of B > hostile kings Rezin and Pekah will have dissipated altogether: “The K 1 before whose two kings you are in dread will be deserted” (Isa 7:16).
But “God with us” is hardly an unambiguous promise of deliverance	1
and prosperity. The passage in Isaiah 7 takes a swift turn to become an oracle of judgment: because Ahaz fails to believe the prophetic promise and trust God, a fate of destruction will come upon his kingdom И 7:17-25). The king of Assyria is going to overrun Judah like a flood, and the catchword “God is with us” will become an ironic one, a reminder that all human counsel and opposition is futile against God (8:5-10; note the repetition of Immanuel in 8:8,10).
In a similar way, in the Gospel of Matthew the presence of God in the person of Jesus may be seen as portending both salvation and judgment Just as Isaiah's prophecy of Immanuel turns out to portend the coming destruction of the kingdom of Judah, so in Matthew we find that Jesus, I the one in whom God is present, will announce the impending destruction I of the temple at the hands of an invading imperial power (Matt 24:1-2). | The failure of the people and their leaders to believe the prophetic word of grace and assurance offered by Jesus' proclamation of the kingdom of God will lead to their disastrous downfall (as signified particularly by 22:1-10, in which Matthew's redaction of the parable turns it into a transparent allegory depicting the destruction and burning of Jerusalem [22:7]). Later I Christian readings of 1:22-23 have tended to read “God with us” as a uni- vocal promise of salvation, but a recovery of its intertextual implications leads to a more complex interpretation. The themes of judgment and salvation are always dialectically interrelated in Israel's prophetic tradition; in this respect, Matthew’s narrative continues the tradition faithfully.
Further, it is no accident that Matthew's opening fulfillment citation places Jesus' prophesied identity in connection with the precarious political situation of the people of God living under the shadow of a threatening empire. Isaiah's word about “Immanuel” was uttered in response ! to Judah's vulnerable position in the eighth century b.c.e., surrounded j by ominous foreign powers. The reader who recalls the context of the j prophet’s words in Isaiah is drawn to recognize the analogy: Israel at the time of Jesus' birth also stands under foreign imperial domination. , Matthew's identification of Jesus as Emmanuel signifies that his birth is j a sign: those in Israel who trust God's promise will see in Jesus a Ш binger of salvation (the heir who will restore the Davidic line), but those , who reject the divine presence in Jesus will suffer the consequences—Ш I

indeed the city of Jerusalem had learned to its dismay, in the years immediately preceding Matthew’s composition of his Gospel.128
The effect of both salvation and judgment being present in Jesus goes I to the heart of Matthew’s Gospel: readers must continue to search to discover who is saved and who is judged. The reader must also continue I on to find out what it means to say of Jesus that he is Emmanuel, and in what sense God is made manifest in him. Whatever we make of the complexities of Matthew’s appropriation of Isaiah 7:14, his placement of this scriptural citation at the beginning of his narrative sounds a major keynote for his Gospel: Israel’s God is now present to his people precisely in the person of Jesus. The reader of Matthew’s Gospel is thereby alerted to watch closely for the ways in which the story elaborates this central message about Jesus’ identity through additional scriptural intertexts.
We have already observed that Matthew cites Hosea 11:1 (“Out of Egypt I have called my son”) in order to identify Jesus figurally with the people of Israel, graciously called by God out of slavery (Matt 2:15). If we examine the context of the Hosea citation in light of the framing Emmanuel motif, however, another layer of possible significance emerges. The Hosea text contrasts God’s persistent loving call of Israel to Israel’s stubborn disobedience: “The more I called them, the more they went from me; they kept sacrificing to the Baals and offering incense to idols” (Hos 11:2). For this reason, an oracle of judgment is pronounced against Israel: they will fall prey to military destruction by Egypt and Assyria (11:5-7). But that is not the end of the story, for God remembers his tender compassion and resolves not to give up on Ephraim or abandon Israel finally to hostile powers.
My heart recoils within me; my compassion grows warm and tender.
I will not execute my fierce anger;
I will not again destroy Ephraim; for I am God and no mortal,
Ђе Holy One in your midst, and I will not come in wrath.
(Hos 11:8-9)
It is precisely because God is present to the people—“the Holy One in your midst”—that his compassion trumps and transforms his wrath. The Lord will roar like a lion, but the roar will not be a harbinger of judgment and destruction; instead, it will be a summons to his children to 
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return trembling to their homes (Hos 11:10-11). In short, Hosea 11.1-11 read as a whole, is a poetic foretelling of the end of exile.
Hosea io-ii thus resonates richly with the Matthean Emmanuel theme: the God who called his Son out of Egypt is the same God who is present in their midst. And Matthew has already disclosed that the form of God’s presence is to be found in Jesus. If we understand the formula quotation of Matthew 2:15 as a metaleptic evocation of its broader context in Hosea, we see that Matthew is beckoning his readers to interpret the homecoming of the Son out of Egypt as figuring forth the homecoming of Israel from exile (Hos 11:10-11), while simultaneously adumbrating the presence of Jesus as the presence of the God who calls them home and dwells in their midst (11:9).
Because Matthew closely follows Mark s narrative outline of Jesus’ Galilean ministry, many of the same stories that in Mark imply Jesus identity with God function similarly in Matthew. For example, Matthew retells the story of Jesus’ stilling of the storm (Matt 8:23-27) in a way that closely parallels Mark (Mark 4:35-41). If anything, Matthew more strongly hints at Jesus’ divine status in the words the disciples use to address him when they wake him up in the midst of the storm.
Mark 4:38: “Teacher, do you not care that we are perishing?”
Matt 8:25: “Lord, save us (ictipie, ocdcjov)! We are perishing!”
The exclamation in Matthew takes on the form of an urgent prayer to Jesus as the Lord, a prayer for deliverance.
In the thematically related story of Jesus’ walking on the sea (Mark 6:45~52/Matt 14:22-33), Matthew not only expands the tale to include an account of Peter’s attempt to join Jesus in walking on the waves but, most tellingly, writes a different ending to the story. When Jesus finally gets into the boat, the astonished Markan disciples, the reader is told, fail to understand because their hearts are hardened (Mark 6:51-52); the Matthean disciples, on the other hand, worship him, saying, “Truly, you are the Son of God” (Matt 14:32-33).129 It is difficult to imagine a clearer illustration of Matthew’s didactic remolding of the tradition. Whereas Mark’s enigmatic story summons readers to awe-filled meditation on the mystery of Jesus’ identity, Matthew reimagines the water-crossing as a clear parable of Jesus’ relation to the church: the worship of the disciples anticipates and represents the worship eventually to be given to the risen Lord, to whom all authority in heaven and on earth has been given. But both stories—the storm-stilling and the water-walking—rest on a common Old Testament substratum: there is only One who can command the wind and storm, only One who can stride across the waves. Matthew receives the scriptural message encoded in the Markan mystery and brings it to more explicit expression for the instruction of his readers. The worship of the disciples acknowledges and declares Jesus’ identity with the one God of Israel, present in the midst of his people.
The action of the disciples in worshiping Jesus (7rpoaeKi3vr|aav outф) is only one of numerous incidents in this Gospel where various characters are depicted in the posture of worshiping him: the Magi (Matt 2:2,11), a leper seeking healing (8:2), a ruler of the synagogue (9:18), the Canaanite woman (15:25), the mother of James and John (20:20), the two Marys who first encounter the risen Lord (28:9), and the disciples at the resurrection appearance on a mountain in Galilee (28:17). Now, to be sure, the verb xpocKOvetv possesses a certain ambiguity. It can in some contexts mean “pay homage, bow down,” without necessarily implying a divine status of the one who receives the gesture of homage. Several of these Matthean passages might be understood in such a sense, particularly in the cases of those who come to Jesus as postulants. Yet in view of Matthew’s portrayal of Jesus as “God with us” and his use of the verb in settings where it unmistakably narrates an appropriate human response to Jesus’ epiphanic self-manifestation (14:33, 28:9, 28:17), it is hard to deny that, in and through these references to worshiping Jesus, Matthew is identifying him as nothing less than the embodied presence of Israel’s God, the one to whom alone worship is due, the one who jealously forbids the worship of any idols, images, or other gods.130
Indeed, the clinching argument for this reading is to be found in the story of the devil’s temptation of Jesus in the wilderness. The devil offers Jesus all the kingdoms of the world if Jesus will only fall down and worship him (хроак^ТЈаек;), but Jesus repels this seduction by a ringing quotation of Deuteronomy 6:13 LXX: “The Lord your God you shall worship (лросиагугЈоец) and him alone you shall serve” (Matt 4:9-10). Once this commandment has been forcefully set forth in the narrative, readers have little choice but to interpret Jesus’ acceptance of worship from other characters as an implicit acknowledgment of his divine identity.131
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Matthew’s accounts of various figures worshiping Jesus are all the more striking when we set his narrative alongside the other two synoptic Gospels. In Luke, the verb TtpooKoveiv appears only in the wilderness temptation narrative (Luke 4:7-8) and in the disciples’ response immediately after the risen Jesus is taken up into heaven (24:52). In Mark, it occurs only as a description of the actions of the Gerasene demoniac 


who addresses Jesus as “Son of the Most High God” (Mark 5:6) and of the Roman soldiers who mock Jesus by offering satirical “worship” to the bloodied prisoner they are about to crucify (15:19). In other words, the Gospels of Mark and Luke pointedly avoid using rcpooicuvelv to describe ordinary deferential obeisance to a human authority figure. Its multiple narrative uses in Matthew, then, are to be understood by contrast as j reflex of Matthew's Emmanuel Christology.
A similar point is made in Matthew's supplementation of the Markan controversy story about plucking grain on the sabbath (Mark 2:23* 28/Matt 12:1-8). To the argument about a Davidic precedent, Matthew’s Jesus adds a halakhic argument about priests who work on the sabbath in the temple and yet are blameless (referring to the prescribed sabbath offerings, Num 28:9-10). But the punch line—the assertion that makes sense of this second argument—is that “something greater than the temple is here” (Matt 12:6). We are not told precisely what the “something greater” might be, but the inference lies readily at hand that it must be Jesus himself.132 What could be greater than the temple other than the one to whom it is dedicated, the one who is worshiped in it? Matthews argument is in effect this: if Jesus is “God with us,” then his presence sanctifies the labors of those who work to serve him, even on the sabbath. Indeed, if Jesus is “God with us,” then his personal presence now takes the place of the temple where the presence of God was formerly thought to dwell.133 Writing his Gospel in the aftermath of the catastrophic destruction of the temple in Jerusalem, Matthew affirms that Jesus' presence is “greater than the temple” and thereby offers powerful reassurance for Jesus' followers as well as a provocative challenge to those who reject him.
The Emmanuel theme surfaces dramatically again in the fourth of the five great teaching discourses in Matthew's Gospel, Jesus' teaching on church discipline and forgiveness (18:1-35). After giving instruction about how the еккХгјсиа is to deal with offenders (18:15-17), Jesus promises to the community the authority to bind and loose both on earth and in heaven (18:18-19). The warrant for this extraordinary promise is given by Jesus in his pledge of continuing presence with the gathered community “For where two or three are gathered in my name, I am there among them” (18:20). Commentators have long noted the close parallel between this word of Jesus and the reassuring promise about Torah study articulated by the rabbis: “But if two sit together and the words between then® are of Torah, then the Shekhinah is in their midst” (m. Aboth 3:2).134
It is difficult to know whether one of these two claims is dependent I upon or reactive against the other. If Matthew has modeled this Jesus j saying (Matt 18:20) on an older rabbinic tradition about the Torah, then for his Gospel Jesus takes the place of the law, and his continuing presence in the community occupies the place previously accorded to the Shekhinah—the glorious presence of God that accompanied Israel in the j wilderness, as manifested in the tabernacle. If, on the other hand, the i Mishnah’s saying postdates Matthew’s Gospel, then perhaps the rabbis 1 were seeking to counteract what they regarded as a blasphemous claim of the early Christians that Jesus could somehow embody God’s presence, by asserting an alternative claim about the Torah as the effective agent mediating divine presence to the people of God.135 In either case, both sayings, Matthean and Mishnaic, represent hermeneutical adaptations in the irrevocably changed situation after 70 c.e. Once the temple has been destroyed and the Holy of Holies no longer stands in a building made with hands, the community must seek to discern how the God of all the earth will be made known in the world. In this situation, Matthew emphatically locates the divine presence in the figure of Jesus himself, who promises (in a saying that anticipates the resurrection and the ending of the Gospel) to be forever present wherever his followers gather and invoke his name. In shorty in Matthew 18:20 Jesus now declares himself for the first time, to be the Emmanuel promised in the narrators opening fulfillment citation in i:2j.
Precisely because Jesus is Emmanuel, in his subsequent discourse on the end of the age (Matt 24) he can offer the further remarkable assurance that his words will outlast all creation: “Heaven and earth will pass away, but my words will not pass away” (24:35). If we ask ourselves who might legitimately say such a thing, once again there can be only one answer: we find ourselves face to face with the God of the Old Testament. Isaiah gives definitive expression to this theological truth:
The grass withers, the flower fades, when the breath of the Lord blows upon it; surely the people are grass.
The grass withers, the flower fades; but the word of our God will stand forever.
(Isa 40:7-8)
Christian interpreters lulled by familiarity with Matthew’s Gospel may not fully appreciate the theological boldness of the Christological assertions made at every turn by Matthew. But there can be no doubt that the word spoken by Jesus in Matthew 24:35 can be true only if it really is “the word of our God,” only if the speaker who says “my words will not pass away” is in fact the God of Israel, God with us.
And yet, alongside these mind-boggling claims that portray Je*^ as greater than the temple, worthy of the worship that belongs to God alone, able to speak a word that transcends time and space, Matthew also proclaims Jesus’ presence among his people in the form of the poor and the suffering. In the climactic unit that concludes the teachings of Jesus in this Gospel, Matthew creates an inclusio with the Beatitudes of Matthew 5:3-12 by narrating an unsettling last judgment scene in which Jesus/Emmanuel turns out to have been present among us in the hungry and thirsty and naked and sick and imprisoned of this world (Matt 25:31- 46). This, too, is an integral part of what “God with us” means in Matthew, as exemplified in the story of Jesus’ own suffering, culminating in the cross. To recognize God’s presence truly, then, Matthew’s readers must serve the needs of the poor, for “just as you did it to one of the least of these my brothers, you did it to me” (25:40).
Where could such an idea originate, the notion that caring for die poor is somehow equivalent to encountering the presence of God? Just at this point, Israel’s wisdom tradition once again provides an unexpected shaft of illumination upon the identity of Jesus: “Whoever is kind to the poor lends to the Lord, and will be repaid in full” (Prov 19:17; c£ 21:13). Matthew does not quote this text, and there is no obvious verbal echo of it in Matthew 25, though the LXX rendering of Proverbs 19:17 employs language characteristic of Matthew’s concerns and emphases: | eXerov 7iio)yov (“the one who has mercy on the poor man”). Nonetheless, Matthew’s account of the final judgment stands in continuity with this fundamental insight of Israel’s sages, as articulated in the Proverbs text: .we will be judged and recompensed in accordance with our treatment of the poor. But the most remarkable link here between Proverbs and Matthew lies in the former’s affirmation that those who show mercy to the poor are in effect lending to the Lord. This is precisely what Matthew reaffirms and elaborates: it is the Lord Jesus who is the ultimate recipient of human acts of kindness.
If the connection between Proverbs 19:17 and Matthew 25:40 be granted, a crucial corollary follows: when Jesus says that mercy shown to the poor is really shown to him, he is placing himself directly into the role of the Lord referred to by Proverbs—that is, the Lord God ot Israel. In the context of Matthew 25, this makes perfect sense, for the 
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mysterious lowly figure to whom mercy was (or was not) shown is also portrayed as eschatological judge of the nations, the Son of Man (Matt 25'У"3'з) whose destiny is to sit at the right hand of Power, coming on the clouds of heaven as prophesied in Daniel 7:13-14 (cf. Matt 26:64). Thus, an intertextual reading of Matthew’s last judgment scene alongside Proverbs 19:17 has the unexpected effect of underlining once again the identity of Jesus with the God of Israel.
All of Matthew’s prior pointers to Jesus’ identity with God come to their telos in the words of reassurance with which his Gospel ends: “And behold, I am with you all the days until the end of the age” (28:20). No merely human figure could offer such an extravagant promise of eternal presence; the very content of this comforting word implies the divine identity of the one who speaks it. But, beyond the simple logical implications of Jesus’ parting promise, its significance is amplified by the extensive network of scriptural intertexts that it evokes. In the MT and LXX there are at least 114 instances of a formula declaring that God is “with” an individual, a group, or the nation Israel.136 It is not possible to study all these examples here, but we may focus in particular on three passages whose verbal formulation most closely resembles the concluding words of Matthew, asking in each case what the resultant intertextual echo might contribute to our appreciation of Matthew’s account of Jesus’ identity.
First, hearers of Matthew’s ending might well perceive reverberations of the promise spoken by God in Jacob’s dream at Bethel in Genesis 28:12-17.137
And he dreamed that there was a ladder set up on the earth, the top of it reaching to heaven; and the angels of God were ascending and descending on it. And the Lord stood beside him [cf. Matt 28:18a] and said, “I am the Lord, the God of Abraham your father and the God of Isaac; the land on which you lie I will give to you and to your offspring; and your offspring shall be like the dust of the earth, and you shall spread abroad to the west and to the east and to the north and to the south; and all the families of the earth (roxaai ai <puA,ai xfjq yfj<;; cf. Matt 28:19: rcavra m £0vr|) shall be blessed in you and in your offspring. Know that I am with you (i5oi> суш jiexd oou) and will keep you wherever you go (ev i§ ббф ластт|), and will bring you back to this land; for I will not leave you until I have done what I have promised you.” Then Jacob woke from his sleep and said, “Surely the Lord is in this place—and I did not know it!” And he was afraid (бфортјОђ), and said, “How awesome is this place! This is none other than the house of God, and this is the gate of heaven.”

The clearest link between this promissory passage and Jesus’ final words in Matthew is found in their similar formulas announcing divine presence; J ?
Gen 26:16: ка1 i5oi) &f<h цвт& coo	
Matt 28:20: B1806 ЦЦ це8* tijuSv	
The change from the singular oou to the plural upcov is of course dictated by the different narrative settings, though in different ways both j Jacob and the eleven disciples are to be understood as representing Israel | corporately. But apart from the direct verbal parallel, there are other J noteworthy similarities. In both texts, the Lord comes and stands in I the presence of the hearers. Jacob is told that “all the tribes of the earth” j will find blessing through him, while the eleven are told to go with good j news to “all the nations/Gentiles.” In both texts, the recipients of rev- ; elation greet it with fear and worship. The promise that the Lord will J bring Jacob “back to this land” is closely bound together with the theme j of the end of exile, which we have encountered throughout Matthew’s | story from the beginning. But most significantly, in both texts, the Lord J speaks in the first person and promises continuing presence:
Gen 28: “Behold I am with you.... I will not leave you until I have done what I have promised you.”
Matt 28: “Behold I am with you all the days until the end of the age.”
The parallel cries out for readers to draw an obvious christological conclusion: in the ending of Matthew, Jesus now stands in the same role occupied by the Lord God in Jacob s dream.
A different emphasis emerges in our second example. At the beginning of the book of Jeremiah, we find a call/commissioning narrative, in which the youthful Jeremiah is appointed by God as a prophet to the nations” (Jer 1:5; LXX: rcpo(pr}Tf|V eiq e0vr|). He protests that he is only a boy and does not know what to say. And this is the response he receives from the Lord:
Do not say, “I am only a boy”:
for you shall go to all to whom I send you,
and you shall speak whatever I command (itdivia 6aa edv £утеШ]оца() you. Do not be afraid of them,
for I am with you (jxgtd 000 £y&> slpi) to deliver you, says the Lord.


(Jer 1:8-9)
Whereas God’s speech in Jacob’s dream was chiefly a word of promise, this passage resembles the ending of Matthew in focusing on the mission of the one who receives the word of revelation. Like Jeremiah, the disciples in Matthew 28 (even those who hesitate, 28:17) are commissioned and sent to the nations. Like Jeremiah who is ordered to speak “whatever I command you,” the disciples are to teach the nations to keep “all things, whatever I have commanded you” (jidvia 6aa ćveTSiMjrrjv fyuv). And in both texts, the ground for confidence in this ambitious mission is simply the promise “I am with you.” Once again, Matthew’s story seems to give Jesus the same line to speak that in the Old Testament belongs to God.
The final intertext to consider is found in the book of the prophet Haggai, The prophecies of this book are set in the period immediately following the end of the Babylonian exile. The returned exiles, though unsure of themselves, have tentatively begun the work of rebuilding the ruined temple. It is in this context that the word of the Lord comes to the people:
Then Haggai, the messenger of the Lord, spoke to the people with the
Lord’s message, saying, I am with you (&уш eijn peG’ upt&v), says the Lord.
(Hag 1:13)
A month later, Haggai goes on to repeat this same word of reassurance, encouraging the people to continue working on the building, “for I am with you, says the Lord of hosts” (Hag 2:4). This time the presence formula is supplemented by a reminder of the promise given to Israel “when you came up out of Egypt” and an additional promise: “My spirit abides among you; do not fear” (2:5). Here, the most interesting parallels have to do with Haggai’s postexilic setting, corresponding analogically to the immediate postresurrection setting of Matthew s ending. Haggai s repeated assurance of God’s presence in this moment of fragile hope serves to strengthen the resolve of the people for the work to which they are called—just as Jesus’ final assurance provides a warrant for the disciples to proceed confidently to the mission on which Jesus is sending them. Indeed, Haggai’s word of encouragement might have had special resonance for a late first-century community of Jesus’ followers, living in the immediate aftermath of the destruction of the temple in Jerusalem. In this case, however, they are called not to rebuild an edifice to house the presence of God but rather to recognize the living presence of God in the one who stands before them and promises, just as God had promised more than five hundred years before, to be present and to sustain their labors. As in the other examples just reviewed, we see that once again it is Jesus who now utters the reassuring promise of divine presence, thereby embodying the divine role in his own person.
It would be possible to continue in this vein, but the instances surveyed here are sufficient to make the point clear. Jesus—who even before his birth was identified by Matthew the Evangelist as Emmanuel, God with us—now speaks after his resurrection in fulfillment of precisely that identity. He possesses all authority in heaven and on earth, and he promises his sustaining presence throughout all time in all places, as he sends his followers out to summon all nations to obey him. There is only One who can speak such things truthfully.
At just this point, however, David Kupp, whose wide-ranging and astute readings have done much to illuminate the central importance of the Emmanuel motif in Matthean Christology, begins to back away from the radical implications of his own analysis. He writes:
[Nowhere in Matthew’s portrayal are Jesus and God simply identified. Jesus’ self-perception throughout the Gospel is clearly within the hierarchical relationship of the Son to his Father (even within the triadic baptismal formula in 28:19).... For Matthew, Yhwh is the only true God, and worship of Jesus his Son, the Emmanuel Messiah, is a christological window to his divine agency of his Father’s will. Worship of Jesus in Matthew does not conflict with worship of God, but is his followers’ way of recognizing Jesus’ divine sonship and God’s presence among them in Jesus, i.e., r some kind of perceptual equivalence between them.138
Kupp is correct to say that Jesus and God are not simply identified; the identification is complex and worked out through the medium of narrative, particularly through the overlapping intertextual patterns we have traced, some overt and some subtle. By the same token, however, it is far too simple to say that the relation between the Father and the Son is “hierarchical” and subordinationist; Matthew’s narrative offers, as we have seen, far too many clues of a richer unity in identity. And to speak of a “christological window” that relates Jesus to Yhwh merely in terms of “agency” or “perceptual equivalence” is at once to superimpose foreign categories upon Matthew’s text and to subvert the explosive theological logic of the story. Indeed, if we may press the point, it is to suggest that the disciples who worship Jesus in Matthew 14:33, 28:9, and 28:17 are actually guilty not only of a category mistake but of idolatry.
Matthew highlights the worship of Jesus for one reason: he believes and proclaims that Jesus is the embodied presence of God and that to worship Jesus is to worship Yhwh—not merely an agent or a facsimile or an intermediary. If we read the story within the hermeneutical matrix of Israeli Scripture, we can draw no other conclusion.
§9 MAKING DISCIPLES OF ALL NATIONS The Church's Mission in Matthew's Narrative
How does Scripture function in Matthew’s story to locate the church’s role in relation to the wider pagan world of the Roman Empire? The study of Matthew’s use of the Old Testament to narrate the identity of Jesus has already foreshadowed many of the key themes. For example, we have seen that Matthew depicts Israel’s recent history as a long period of exile that is at last coming to an end through the agency of Jesus, the Davidic messianic king. If so, then the Gentile rulers of the land can only be regarded as usurpers and oppressors, and we would expect Jesus’ followers to regard themselves as the vanguard of a liberation movement for the people of Israel. Likewise, if Jesus is identified as Emmanuel, we would expect those who trust in him to reject alliances with any foreign powers and to live in the intense expectation that God will protect and deliver them from the scourge of occupation by a Gentile empire. These expectations are not entirely wrong, but Matthew s reading of Scripture also gives them an unexpected hermeneutical twist. As we have seen, the kingship of Jesus confounds and transforms expectations about Israel’s coming messiah; correspondingly, the church, the community of Jesus’
- followers, finds itself standing also in a paradoxical and surprising relation to the powers and cultures of the world around it.
[ Light to the Gentiles. In contrast to any narrowly ethnocentric conception of Israel’s destiny, Matthews reading of Scripture opens the narrative of I God’s mercy to embrace the Gentiles. Indeed, Matthew intimates that it [ has always been Israel’s special destiny to bear God’s light to the nations [ and that this destiny has now come to fruition in the mission that Jesus has initiated. The Isaianic eschatological vision of the nations bringing I tribute and coming to worship the God of Israel is adumbrated in Matthews story of the magi from the East, who say to Herod, “We have seen his star at its rising, and we have come to worship him” (Matt 2:2). This artful story—without the direct quotation of any prooftexts about Gentiles—already prefigures Jesus’ sovereignty over all nations, which ig T 4 explicitly declared in the conclusion of Matthew’s narrative (28:16-20).
The church’s subsequent interpretative tradition has well understood 1 this figurative dimension of Matthew’s story, as shown in the traditional E lectionary readings for Epiphany, which connect Matthew 2:1-12 with ! Isaiah 6o:i-6.139 Though Matthew does not quote this text, he subliminally evokes it in his reference to the gifts brought by the magi: “On 1 j entering the house, they saw the child with Mary his mother; and falling * down they worshiped (7ipoo£Ki3vqoav) him. And opening their treasures, they offered him gifts: gold and frankincense and myrrh” (Matt 2:11). Ш specific gifts offered recall the Isaianic vision that when the nations come to Israel’s light, “They shall bring gold and frankincense, and shall proclaim the praise of the Lord” (Isa 60:6b). Interestingly, the LXX reads fj^oumv (pepovxeq xpocfov K°d Mpavov oiaouoiv Kai to acDxfjpiov j Kupiou ebayyekoovxai: “. .. they will come bearing gold, and they will | ^ bring frankincense, and they will proclaim the Lord’s salvation.” By [ i echoing this passage, Matthew associates Jesus with “the glory of the [ j Lord” that “has risen upon you” in the ending of the exile (Isa 60:1), I while at the same time prefiguring the Gentiles’ acknowledgment of the | j Lord’s sovereignty.
Matthew’s interest in the Gentile mission is foreshadowed once s j again in the formula quotation that accompanies the beginning of Jesus’ . Galilean ministry.
Now when Jesus heard that John had been arrested, he withdrew to Galilee. He left Nazareth and made his home in Capernaum by the sea, in the territory of Zebulun and Naphtali, so that what had been spoken through the prophet Isaiah might be fulfilled:
“Land of Zebulun, land of Naphtali,
on the road by the sea, across the Jordan, Galilee of the Gentiles— the people who sat in darkness have seen a great light, and for those who sat in the region and shadow of death light has dawned.”
From that time Jesus began to proclaim, “Repent, for the kingdom of heaven has come near.”
(Matt 4:12-17)
At the most literal level of discourse, this citation simply functions 1 I a prooftext explaining why Jesus took up residence in Capernaum. 8 I read the citation only at this level, however, is to truncate its sense № I miss the figurative implications of the passage. The quotation of Isaiah I 9:1-3 (8:33-9:1 MT), read metaphorically, suggests that the scope of Jesus' revelatory work will be wider than one limited geographical area.
In the original historical context of Isaiah 8:33-9:1, “the people who walked in darkness” were the Israelites living under Assyrian rule.140 This foreign imperial occupation is poetically likened to a “thick darkness” that covered the people (cf. Isa 60:2), Carrying this historical sense forward analogically into the first century c.E., one could possibly read Matthew 4:12-17 as referring simply to Jesus' announcement of God's impending political liberation for the Jewish residents of this area of Galilee. Narratively, this makes sense on a first reading, and it would be consistent with Matthew’s portrayal of Jesus’ ministry as restricted to “the lost sheep of the house of Israel” (10:5-6).
Several features of the passage, however, lend themselves to the suggestion that Matthew also sees here a prefiguration of the extension of the gospel to the Gentiles. The most obvious indicator is the phrase “Galilee of the Gentiles” as a description of the place where the light appears.141 More subtly, the following line of Matthew's quotation introduces an anomalous reading of Isaiah 9:1. Whereas both the MT and LXX read, “The people that walked in darkness,” Matthew has 6 Xaog 6 KaOijfisvoq ev cncoxei: “the people that sat in darkness.” Why this reading? It seems that we see here another of Matthews synthetically interwoven scriptural quotations. The reference to those who “sat in darkness” is derived from Isaiah 42:7, here melded into Isaiah 9:1. The significant point about this blending is that Isaiah 42:1-9—a passage from which Matthew will quote in extenso later in his Gospel-^ declares that God has commissioned his servant (Israel) to “bring forth justice to the nations' (Isa 42:1). This special vocation of Israel is further elaborated in Isaiah 42:6-7:
I am the Lord, I have called you in righteousness,
I have taken you by the hand and kept you;
I have given you as a covenant to the people,
a light to the nations,
to open the eyes that are blind,
to bring out the prisoners from the dungeon,
from the prison those who sit in darkness (KaGqp^vou^ £v окбтег).
The two passages, Isaiah 9:1-2 and Isaiah 42:6-7, are linked by the catchwords light and darkness. By conflating the wording of the two texts, Matthew's formula quotation hints metaleptically that the “great light” appearing in Capernaum as Jesus inaugurates his mission of proclaiming the kingdom of heaven (Matt 4:17) is precisely the “light to the nations” of Isaiah 42:6.142 The fulfillment citation is not only a promise of vindication for Israel (as in Isa 9:1) but also a prefiguration of salvation for the Gentiles who previously “sat in darkness” (as in Isa 42:7),
Equally significant is the reference in Matthew 4:16 to the dawning of the light (q><S$ dvšxeXeiv аитоц). Once again, the wording of Matthew's quotation differs from both MT and LXX, which use verbs meaning to “shine” (MT: ГШ; LXX: Xdpvj/ei—interestingly a future tense). Why does Matthew instead use the verb dvšie^eiv (“has risen”)? Is he simply working from a different scriptural Vorlage? Again, I would propose instead that Matthew's distinctive reading is better explained as a hermeneutically motivated interweaving of multiple texts. The verb dvaxeXeTv appears in the LXX's rendering of the climactic sentence of the Servant passage we have just been considering:
See, the former things have come to pass,
and new things I now declare;
before they spring forth (LXX: dvaxeTAai),
I tell you of them.
(Isa 42:9)
Thus, by weaving dv£xeX,eiv into his formula citation of Isaiah 9:1-2, Matthew creates yet another poetic link with Isaiah 42:1-9, this time suggesting that Jesus' appearing in “Zebulun and Naphtali” is the fulfillment of Isaiah's foretelling of “new things” that have now “arisen.”
Additionally, and not coincidentally, the same verb appears in Isaiah 60:1, a text we have already noted as a significant intertext for Matthews vision of Gentile inclusion: “Arise, shine, for your light has come, and the glory of the Lord has risen (avaxexaAxEv) upon you.” In light of the connections we have already noted between Isaiah 60 and Matthew’s telling of the story of the magi, it is likely that we should hear in Matthew 4:16 a complex harmonic fusion of three passages from Isaiah that associate the image of a rising light with the theme of revelation to the Gentiles: Isaiah 9:2, 42:7, and 60:1. The echo of Isaiah 60:1 (perhaps a rather faint one in Matt 4:16) is amplified by the earlier words of the magi in Matthew 2:2: eidopev yap auxou xov doxepa ev xfj dvaxoA.fi (lit' erally, “for we have seen his star in the rising”). The Greek dvaxoAfj is of course the ordinary word for the directional term “east,” and it is so rendered in many English translations of 2:2. But in light of the matrix of Isaian passages evoked by Matthew in the early chapters of his narrative, we might well glimpse here one more ray emanating from the complex image of Jesus as a rising light for Jews and Gentiles alike.143
Further, Matthews description of the sphere of the people’s confinement as “the region and shadow of death| (here closely following the LXX of Isa 9:1; MT has “a land of deep darkness”) lends itself readily to metaphorical reinterpretation in a post-resurrection situation: the light revealed in Jesus overcomes the power of death. Thus, the saving power of Jesus is not limited to providing a solution for Israel’s national predicament of oppression by a foreign empire; it also addresses the more fundamental human problem of bondage to death.
In consideration of all these factors, Matthew’s narrative leads readers to see the beginning of Jesus’ ministry as the dawning of light for the whole world, including Gentiles.144 The linking of Messiah and the Gentiles in Matthew 4:14-16 effectively foreshadows the church’s later mission to all nations. Even if Jesus must first and only seek the lost sheep of the house of Israel, his kingdom will eventually include the Gentiles as well.145
Justice to the Gentiles. This reading of Matthew 4:12-17 is confirmed by Matthew’s handling of another passage from Isaiah near the midpoint of his narrative. We have already suggested that Matthew 4:16 echoes Isaiah 42:7. The echo of this Isaian prophecy is greatly amplified by Matthew’s subsequent explicit quotation in 12:15-21 of four whole verses—the lengthiest Old Testament citation in this Gospel—from the immediately preceding material in Isaiah 42.146 Isaiah 42:1-4 is an odd prooftext for Jesus’ ordering the crowds not to make him known, and Matthew quotes much more of the text than he needs to make this point.147 This surplus of cited material suggests that Matthew is seeking to draw the reader’s attention to the broader literary and theological context in Isaiah.
When Jesus became aware of this, he departed. Many crowds followed him, and he cured all of them, and he ordered them not to make him known.
This was to fulfill what had been spoken through the prophet Isaiah:
“Here is my servant, whom I have chosen, my beloved, with whom my soul is well pleased.
I will put my Spirit upon him,
and he will proclaim justice to the Gentiles.
He will not wrangle or cry aloud,
nor will anyone hear his voice in the streets.
He will not break a bruised reed or quench a smoldering wick until he brings justice to victory.
And in bis name the Gentiles will hope,”
(Matt 13:15-21; quoting Isa 42:1-4)
Once again here, Matthew has drawn the readers attention to a prophetic text that proclaims the extension of salvation through Israel to the nations. The form of Matthews citation of the final line of the quotation agrees significantly with the LXX against the MT:
Isa 42:4b MT: ШИ imirfrl
And for his law the coastlands will wait.
Isa 42:4b LXX: ка1 srci тф ćvćficm аитоо ž0vr| e^Ttiouaiv And in his name Gentiles will hope.
Matthew follows the LXX verbatim, except for his omission of the preposition £7il.148 One result of Matthew’s preference for the LXX text form is to sharpen the focus on the christological significance of the prophecy. It is “his name” rather than the Torah that is the object of expectation or hope. And the reader of Matthew can hardly help wondering whether that name is explicitly “Jesus” or “Emmanuel.”149 At the same time, the LXX textual form specifies the identity of those who look to him: it is “Gentiles” who will hope in his name. This aspect of the Isaiah quotation is surprising at this point in Matthews story, because the immediately preceding narrative has given no indication that the crowds following Jesus and being healed by him are anything other than Jewish people; in Matthew 12:1-14 we see Jesus in controversy with the Pharisees, and the healing of a man with a withered hand has taken place in a synagogue. Why then does Matthew adduce a fulfillment citation about Gentiks hoping in the name of the Servant?
This dimension of the citation makes sense only as a dramatic foreshadowing of the mission charge with which the Gospel concludes: “Go and make disciples of all nations” (Matt 28:19a). In the immediate narrative context of Matthew 12, Matthew needs only a quotation to explain why Jesus withdraws from confrontation with the Pharisees and tells people not to make him known (12:15-16). But the Isaiah text that he selects not only satisfies that narrative need but also points beyond itself to create the anticipation of events not yet narrated—indeed, events that belong to a future beyond the temporal bounds of Matthew's story, Matthew s concern here is not only to provide a scriptural warrant for the puzzling secrecy command but also to hint that Jesus' healing activity prefigures the Isaian Servant's larger mission of bringing healing and justice to the nations.
Matthew's handling of the quotation turns it into “a divine pronouncement on the person of Jesus" that functions programmatically for Matthew's Christology; further, a major emphasis of that christological presentation is to proclaim that “the justice inaugurated in Jesus will finally be brought to victory by Jesus.”150 Matthew's vision of ultimate justice includes, prominently, the embracing of Gentiles among God's people. The citation of Isaiah 42:4 in its LXX form—and the fact that Matthew ends the citation on this note—underscores that Jesus’ spirit- empowered ministry of justice will become for Gentiles as well as Jews a source of eschatological hope.lsl
Gentiles in the eschatological judgment. A number of other passages in Matthew's Gospel point specifically to the vindication of Gentile believers in the eschatological judgment. Prominent among such passages is Matthew's account of Jesus' healing of the centurion's servant (Matt 8:5-13), which belongs to a cycle of stories in chapters 8-9 that emphasize the theme of Jesus' authority. The centurion's acknowledgment of Jesus’ authority to command healing, even from a distance, is the pivot point of the tale, and it evokes Jesus' amazement: “Truly I tell you, in no one in Israel have I found such faith.” And here, in contrast to the otherwise closely parallel Lukan account, the faith of the centurion becomes the occasion for a more general pronouncement from Jesus: “I tell you, many will come from east and west and will eat with Abraham and Isaac and Jacob in the kingdom of heaven, while the heirs of the kingdom will be thrown into the outer darkness, where there will be weeping and gnashing of teeth” (8:11-12). In the Matthean narrative context, this can only mean that the centurion exemplifies “many” non-Israelites who will be ultimately included in salvation and the great final eschatological feast—in contrast to at least some Jewish “sons of the kingdom” who will be excluded.152 The language used to articulate this message enacts a particularly surprising reversal, because it echoes a number of scriptural 
passages that envision the final gathering of Israel out of exile arid restoration to the land.И

Let the redeemed of the Lord say so,
those he redeemed from trouble
and gathered in from the east and from the west,
from the north and from the south.
H 107:2-3)
Do not fear, for I am with you;
I will bring your offspring from the east, and from the west I will gather you;
I will say to the north, “Give them up,”
and to the south, “Do not withhold;
bring my sons from far away
and my daughters from the end of the earth—
everyone who is called by my name,
whom I created for my glory,
whom I formed and made.”
(Isa 43:5-7)
Look toward the east, O Jerusalem,
and see the joy that is coming to you from God.
Look, your children are coming, whom you sent away; they are coming, gathered from east and west, at the word of the Holy One, rejoicing in the glory of God.
(Bar 4:36-37)
The last of these examples makes explicit what is implicit in the others: it is the children of Jerusalem, the Jewish people in exile, who will be j gathered from east and west. This is also suggested by Isaiah’s reference j To “everyone who is called by my name.” Thus, when Matthews Jesus j speaks of many Gentiles coming from east and west to sit at the eschatological table with Abraham and Isaac and Jacob, he has dramatically j transformed a standard Jewish apocalyptic topos. Now it is the Gentile outsiders being gathered to the feast.
A parallel reversal is performed in Matthew 12:38-42, where Jesus declares that, in contrast to the skeptical sign-seeking scribes and Pharisees, “the men of Nineveh” and “the Queen of the South” will “rise up [a reference to the resurrection]153 with this generation and condemn it because they responded in faith to God’s message, as brought by Jonah and Solomon, These allusions to Jonah 3:1-10 and 1 Kings 10:1-13 once again provide scriptural narrative precedents for Gentiles who embrace opportunities to believe and are accepted and rewarded by God; the saying of Jesus reported here by Matthew imagines that they will be vindicated in the eschatological resurrection of the dead. Similarly, the climactic passage of Jesus* teaching in Matthew, the great parable of the final judgment (Matt 25:31-46), depicts “all the nations (rc&vxa Ц £0vt])” being gathered before the throne of the Son of Man—a transparent allusion to the scene of final enthronement in Daniel 7:13-14. But the pagan nations are not simply summoned for judgment and destruction. Rather, many people among these Gentile nations, Jesus teaches, will be welcomed and invited to “inherit the kingdom prepared for you from the foundation of the world” (Matt 25:34) because of their acts of kindness and mercy to the poor and needy.154
Making disciples of all the nations. The development of this theme comes to its climax in the resurrection appearance story that concludes Matthew’s narrative (Matt 28:16-20). Matthew brings his Gospel to its close with Jesus’ charge that his disciples should go and “make disciples of all nations” (navxa xa gOvt]). This conclusion functions as both warrant and motive for a mission that carries the preaching of the gospel beyond the boundaries, both geographic and ethnic, of Israel. It is, in a very real sense, the telos toward which Matthew’s whole narrative has been driving. The last sentence of the Gospel, in which Jesus promises his continuing presence with the disciples in their work of baptizing and teaching the nations to obey Jesus’ commandments, functions as reassurance and support for this mission—no doubt a highly controversial mission in Jewish communities in Matthew’s time. All of this is widely recognized.
Perhaps less often recognized, however, is the crucial point that Jesus’ words in this concluding mission charge echo the description of the everlasting authority over all nations given to the “one like a Son of Man” in Daniel 7:14: “To him was given dominion and glory and kingship, that all peoples, nations, and languages should serve him. His dominion is an everlasting dominion that shall not pass away, and his kingship is one that shall never be destroyed.” The connection to Matthew 28:18-20 is most visible when one compares the LXX rendering of Daniel 7:14 to Matthew’s account of Jesus’ final commissioning words, particularly noting the thematic emphasis given to the Son of Man’s authority (e^ooaia). 
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In this comparison, only words actually occurring in both texts are underlined, but even where precise verbal agreement is lacking, the conceptual parallels are significant. For example, in Daniel, all nations are said to serve the Son of Man, while in Matthew they are to be taught to obey all Jesus has commanded.155 In Daniel, the Son of Mans authority will never pass away and his kingdom will never be destroyed, while in Matthew, Jesus, who possesses all authority, promises to be present always, until the end of the age.
When we read the ending of Matthew against this background, we recognize that Matthew is portraying the risen Jesus as the triumphant Son of Man figure—representing Israel—who exercises e^ouoia over all the nations of the world in a kingdom that will not pass away.15* Thus is fulfilled Jesus’ declaration before the high priest during the passion narrative: “From now on (arc’ dpxi[!]) you will see the Son of Man seated at the right hand of Power and coming on the clouds of heaven" (Matt 26:64; again echoing Dan 7:13-14). Thus—and here is the crucial point for our present concerns—the disciples' mission to the Gentiles actuak constitutes the fulfillment of the triumph of the Son of Man. Daniel’s vision of Israel at last vindicated and ruling over the Gentile nations is to be enacted precisely through the disciples’ work of preaching and teaching- Their mission will instantiate the triumph of Israel’s God by extending his sovereignty over all the nations on earth. Integral to Matthews vision, however, is his insistence that the sovereignty of God over the nations will become effectual through nonviolent means. The nations are “conquered,” as it were, through baptism into the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit and through their instruction to obey the teachings of a master who has insisted that the meaning of the Torah is summed up in acts of love and mercy.
Summary. In view of this evidence, what can we say by way of summary about Matthew’s use of Scripture to situate the church in relation to the surrounding world? The most salient finding is that Matthew presents the pagan world as a mission field for the disciples of Jesus. While several of Matthew’s scriptural allusions (particularly the evocations of Isa 7-9 in the infancy narrative and the beginning of Jesus Galilean ministry) might suggest that pagan empires are to be seen as threatening oppressive powers, Matthew does not develop this line of thought to any significant degree. To be sure, the church stands apart from such powers, with its distinct identity, but that identity is to be a light to the world (Matt 5:14), precisely the vocation given to Israel in Isaiah s prophecy (Isa 42:6-7). Rather than standing in hostile opposition to the surrounding pagan world, the church according to Matthew is called to bear hopeful witness to it. And Matthew provides many scripturally informed models of Gentiles who respond positively to the light: the magi, the centurion who recognizes Jesus’ authority, the men of Nineveh, the Queen of the South, the “sheep” who unwittingly offer mercy to Jesus.157
To be sure, the church may suffer terribly at the hands of Gentile powers: “Then they will hand you over to be tortured and will put you to death, and you will be hated by all nations because of my name” (Matt 24:9). Yet despite any present experience of opposition and persecution (see also 5:10-12,13:20-21), one chief function of scriptural citation in Matthew’s narrative is to hold before the church a vision that Gentiles may in unforeseeable ways and places become receptive to the gospel. They will receive instruction, as Isaiah had foretold (Isa 2:2-3), and learn to hope in the name of Jesus—again, as Isaiah had foretold (Matt i2:2i/Isa 42:4). The kingship of Jesus stands over against the kingdoms of the present world, but ultimately his authority will both conquer and embrace them all. This imparts to the community of the church a role of faithful and peaceful witness-bearing until the end of the age, embodying the message of Jesus by obeying him and letting the community of the faithful shine as a light to the world so that all may see and give glory to their Father in heaven (Matt 5:16).

§IO THE TRANSFIGURATION OF TORAH
Matthew's Scriptural Hermeneutics
Matthew imaginatively draws upon Scripture to retell the story of Israel to narrate the story of Jesus, and to map the role of the church in relation to the pagan world. In view of our findings, what conclusions can we draw about the characteristic patterns and strategies of Matthean hermeneutics? Before addressing substantive thematic emphases, H should note three general observations about the form and method of Matthews engagement with scriptural texts.
First, contrary to initial impressions, it is inaccurate to characterize Matthew’s method as prooftexting or as fixated on a prediction/fulfillment model of interpretation. To be sure, Matthew does believe that the words of the prophets have come to fulfillment in and through the life of Jesus, and he takes pains to shine a spotlight on certain points where he discerns a providential correspondence between Jesus’ career and the earlier mysterious prophetic oracles. Nonetheless, these instances of prediction and fulfillment are only highlights on a larger map, only fragmentary features of a much larger intertextual reality. For Matthew, Israel’s Scripture constitutes the symbolic world in which both his characters and his readers live and move. The story of God’s dealings with Israel is a comprehensive matrix out of which Matthew s Gospel narrative emerges. The fulfillment quotations, therefore, invite the reader to enter an ongoing exploration of the way in which the law and the prophets in their entirety find fulfillment (Matt 5:17) in Jesus and in the kingdom of heaven.
Second, we have observed that Matthew’s scriptural citations sometimes interweave two or more Old Testament texts, imbedding wording from one text within another.158 Our analysis has led to the conclusion that this is a matter neither of accidental misquotation from memory nor of simple dependence on some otherwise unknown textual tradition that differs from the MT and LXX. Rather, these blended quotations seem to function as allusive, hermeneutically constructive compositions; they beckon the reader to recall two different scriptural contexts simultaneously and to reflect upon the way in which each one illuminates the other, or to discern how both subtexts contribute to a nuanced interpretation of events narrated in the Gospel. For example, when Matthew’s rendering of the text from Micah 5 about the birth of the Messiah in Bethlehem (Matt 2:16) subliminally interweaves wording from 2 Samuel 5:2, the reader who hears the echo is invited to perceive the challenge of the child Jesus to Herod’s kingship against the narrative backdrop of David’s succession to the throne, supplanting Saul. The following table lists several other examples discussed in the present chapter:
Interwoven scriptural intertexts
Passage in Matthew Matt 2:6 Matt 4:14-16 Matt 11:29 Matt 21:5 Matt 27:39

Mic 5:1-3 12 Sam 5:2
Isa 9:1-2 + Isa 42:6-7
'Sir 51?2^'+ Jer 6:16
Isa 62:11+ Zech 9:9
Ps 22:7 +Lam 2:15
Some instances of this technique in Matthew are more obvious than others, but many of them would surely require the reader-competence of a “scribe trained for the kingdom of heaven” (Matt гззг).159 Matthew does not lay out all the treasures of his intertextual narration in plain sight.
Third—and here we simply repeat a critical commonplace—Matthew seems to have a special affinity for prophetic texts, and for Isaiah in particular. Isaiah occupies a privileged place in Matthew’s operative canon; it offers the key to recognizing Jesus as Emmanuel and understanding the church’s vocation to spread the gospel to the nations. At the same time, however, we should not overlook the crucial hermeneutical role occupied in Matthew’s story by other texts such as Deuteronomy 6:5 (“You shall love the Lord your God ...”), Hosea 6:6 (“I desire mercy and not sacrifice”), and the psalms of the righteous sufferer. Likewise, a careful reading of Matthew discloses the slightly submerged but pervasive influence of Israel’s Wisdom literature. Matthew’s citations and allusions range across the entirety of the biblical canon and—partly because of the phenomenon of textual interweaving—encourage readers to see Israel’s Scripture as a vast, complex, but cohesive cloud of witnesses prefiguring the reality that comes to expression with new clarity in Matthew’s Gospel.
How, then, shall we characterize that reality? Rowan Williams has proposed that the death and resurrection of Jesus led to a prolonged process of “reorganization of religious language,” a process to which the New Testament documents are our earliest witnesses. If anything, “reorganization” is too modest a word to describe Matthew’s engagement with Israel’s Scripture. We might more accurately speak of a “transfiguration,” with emphasis on the figural dimension of Matthew’s interpretative vision. What sort of shape is given to Israel’s Scripture by Matthew’s interpretations? Our findings may be summarized under four headings.

Scripture as Israel's story. Matthew reads Israel’s Scripture, in the И instance, neither as a collection of rules and commandments nor as an anthology of isolated predictions about the Messiah but as a story that outlines a broad arc of God’s dealings with Israel. It is a story whose plot may be summed up in the following narrative sequence: election kingship, unfaithfulness, exile, messianic salvation. This is precisely the plot sketched in the opening genealogy and in the metaphorically prefigurative Scripture citations in the birth and infancy narrative. The sequence—with the pattern of exile and return at its center—creates the frame of reference within which we are then to interpret everything that follows in Matthew’s story of Jesus. Even Matthew’s predilection for reading prophetic texts as predictive oracles derives its theological intelligibility from his conviction that all of Scripture is a great coher¬ent story in which the elements of Israel’s past point toward a messianic consummation, in which God will at last be present with his people (cf. Matt 1:21-23, 28:20). This consummation transfigures the story that has gone before, and the hermeneutically transfigured story of Israel remains for Matthew a constitutive intertext, a Grundgeschichte that serves as the primary matrix for the story of Jesus.
Scripture as summons to transformation of heart, radical obedience, and mercy. Matthew’s readers find themselves called into a community of rigorous, demanding discipleship, living under the radical interpreta¬tion of the law given by Jesus. They are addressed as a city set on a hill, meant to exemplify in their life together the meaning of radical obedi¬ence. In this respect, Matthew stands very close indeed to the pharisaic Judaism that is the* target of so much of his polemic. The thing that sets Matthew’s program apart from that of his Jewish contemporaries is not only the specific halakhic norms established by Jesus’ teachings (e.g., on divorce or swearing oaths or the ethics of retaliation) but, even more fundamentally, his distinctive emphasis on the importance of inner transformation of motivations. The Torah is reconfigured into a call Ц transformation of the heart. Only in this way can the righteousness f Jesus’ disciples exceed that of the scribes and Pharisees. Yet the call Ш radical obedience is given a distinctive spin by Matthew’s emphasis on mercy as the hermeneutical key to the whole law. While insisting that the law’s specific commandments remain in force (Matt 5:17-20,23:1-3,23:23)1 Matthew foregrounds mercy and forgiveness as the heart of the law’s message. There remains an inevitable tension between these elements in Matthew’s thought—not a contradiction, but a contrast in emphasis

and sensibility. At the end of the day, if the call for rigorous obedience seems to clash sometimes with the call for forgiveness of sinners, how is the tension to be resolved? Matthew provides no systematic solution, but the tendency of his hermeneutical strategy is to valorize mercy (or, as in 22:34-4°) love) as the deepest reality that provides the critical framework within which particular commandments are to be interpreted. Once again, here we find a significant reconfiguration of Torah, in contrast to other Jewish construals of Matthew’s day.
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Scripture as prefiguration of the Christ This is perhaps the point at which our findings require the most substantial corrective of popular perceptions of the Gospel of Matthew. Matthew’s christological hermeneutics cannot be understood as random cherry picking of a few juicy prophetic proof- texts. Instead, this Gospel creates a subtle and ever-shifting range of figural patterns that invite us to discern narrative correspondences between Jesus and many different Old Testament precursors: Isaac, Moses, David, Jeremiah, Wisdom, the Servant, the Righteous Sufferer, the Son of Man, and more. And underlying this kaleidoscopic variety of typologies, the most fundamental prefiguration is Matthew’s astounding identification of Jesus as Emmanuel, God with us. How can the diverse stories of Israel’s Scripture all point somehow to the single figure of Jesus? Tie answer implicit in the complex figural design of Matthew’s Gospel is that the scriptural stories are all, in one way or another, designed to disclose something about the identity of God. When Jesus/Emmanuel appears on the narrative stage, we are enabled to. recognize that he is “something greater” than all his predecessors in earlier chapters of the story, while he also gathers into himself the significations imbedded in their stories. He can do so because he is simultaneously the messianic bearer of Israel’s destiny in whom “all righteousness” is at last fulfilled and the embodiment of Israel’s God, the possessor of all authority who will be present to his people to the end of the age. Matthew’s Gospel offers no evidence that its author has attempted to articulate this paradoxical reality in ontological or propositional terms. The Council of Chalcedon lies far in the future, and its conceptual categories lie outside Matthew’s horizon. Nonetheless, the narrative typologies woven into Matthew’s story help to create the theological puzzles that Chalcedon and its successors sought to solve. How can Jesus be both Israel and the embodiment of Israel’s God? Matthew does not explain, but he affirms narratively that both descriptions are true of the central figure in his Gospel.






Scripture as call for mission to the nations. Matthew narrates a vision R | the followers of Jesus as a community that is both loving and radically I obedient to Jesus’ transfigured Torah. One of the key purposes for Ш I existence of such a community in the world is to bring Gentiles to the light, so that they too can become disciples. In the overall design of I Matthews narrative, Jesus’ exhortation in the Sermon on the Моигц I to “let your light shine before [others], so that they may see your good 1 works and give glory to your Father in heaven” (Matt 5:16) prefigure? I the “Great Commission” with which the Gospel ends (28:18-20). ГО outsiders who are to see the light surely must include those Gentiles who previously sat in darkness (4:16). The disciples’ vocation to show this light is nothing other than an extension and fulfillment of the charge given by God to Israel in the prophecy of Isaiah: “I will give you as a light to the nations, that my salvation may reach to the end of the earth” (Isa 49:6). Further, as we have seen, by carrying out this mission the disciples will effect the fulfillment of Daniel’s vision of the Son of Mans шш| over all nations. Thus, Matthew’s reconfiguration of Israel’s Scripture as a manifesto for mission provides the final, eschatological element in the narrative reading of Scripture. By making disciples of all nations, the followers of Jesus draw them into the final chapter of the story of Israel, a chapter in which God s people are sustained and guided by the presence of the risen Son of Man, until the end of the age.
All four of these elements are, arguably, organic developments of first-century Jewish thought and practice* Matthew envisions Israel redeemed and brought back from exile, living in radical obedience to God, under the leadership of a messianic deliverer who will rule benevolently over the nations. It is not difficult to find analogies to this vision in other Jewish texts of the later Second Temple era and its immediate aftermath: the Psalms of Solomon, the Qumran scrolls, and 1 Enoch immediately come to mind. Matthew fits recognizably within this landscape of Jewish eschatological expectations. Yet his narrative also constitutes a striking transformation of these expectations, for Matthew performs a hermeneutical transfiguration of Torah that depends at even point on his narrative presentation of the singular authority of the one man Jesus, Emmanuel. In the light of Jesus’ rising, Israel, Torah, Messiah, and the nations all assume a new shape. All must be understood anew if all authority in heaven and on earth has been given to the Jesus whose story Matthew tells.

[bookmark: bookmark9]Chapter 3
[bookmark: bookmark10]The Gospel of Luke
The Liberation of Israel
“He has brought down the powerful from their thrones,
and lifted up the lowly;
he has filled the hungry with good things,
and sent the rich away empty.
He has helped his servant Israel,
in remembrance of his mercy,
according to the promise he made to our ancestors .. *
§П CONTINUING THE SCRIPTURAL STORY
Luke as Interpreter of Scripture
O
f all the Evangelists, Luke is the most intentional, and the most skillful, in narrating the story of Jesus in a way that joins it seamlessly to Israel’s story. As Nils Dahl aptly observed, Luke is seeking to write “the continuation of biblical history.”1 The overall design of Luke s two-volume work, accordingly, highlights God’s purpose in fulfilling the promise of redemption for his people Israel.
From the opening words of his narrative, Luke seeks to provide assurance (rr|v ao<pdXeiav, Luke 1:4) for his readers that Israel’s story has come to its true consummation in the death and resurrection of Jesus and in the outpouring of the Spirit on the community of Jesus' followers. These events are characterized by Luke as “the things that have been brought to fulfillment (TtenXripoipoprjpiycoy) among us” (Luke 1:1). His choice 1 language suggests the overflowing fullness of the saving power of И that has been poured out into the present time. It is no coincidence that forms and derivatives of JtipnXjj|| and Hi (both meaning “fill”) И ГШ|ро<рор£со (“bring to fullness/fulfillment”) appear no fewer than fifteen times in the first four chapters of this Gospel. Luke is seeking to reassure his implied readers—symbolized by “Theophilus,” the probably Active addressee2—that the story of Jesus constitutes the fulfillment of the story of Israel; therefore, he retells the story of Jesus “in good order* (ка9б4л<;> 1:3) in order to highlight, with considerable narrative skill, the coherence of the epic story that runs from Adam (3:38) through Abraham to Jesus and on into the life of the church.
It is illuminating to compare Luke’s practice of intertextual narration to Matthew’s. Matthew’s formula quotations—which appear in the form of “voiceovers,” explicit authorial commentary on the story—appear to treat the Old Testament as a book of inspired oracles pointing to future events fulfilled in the singular person of Jesus. Luke’s Gospel, by contrast, contains very few such overt interpretative directives from author to reader, and it conceives the relation between Israel’s Scripture and Jesus’ career in a subtly different manner. Luke sees the Old Testament not merely as a collection of predictions about a future Messiah but rather as a book of self-involving promises made by God to the people Israel: through his covenant promise, God has bound himself to this particular people and can therefore be trusted to rescue them from oppression. Further, Luke repeatedly highlights the ecclesiological implications of those promises: they find their fulfillment not only in the life of Jesus but also in the continuing history of a people prepared for the Lord.3
Luke’s narrative design unfolds the pattern of promise and fulfillment with graceful skill. Scriptural intertexts appear chiefly in two ways. First, in Luke’s Gospel direct quotations of Scripture are almost always found in the mouths of characters in the story, not in overt authorial commentary.4 This narrative device imparts to Luke’s intertextual citations a dramatic character; readers are required to interpret the intertextual relations in light of the narrative’s unfolding plot. To take a leading example, to which we shall return later in our discussion, the meaning of Isaiah 61:1-2 in Luke’s account is shaped by Luke s placement of the Isaian words in the mouth of Jesus at the inauguration of his activity in Galilee, as Jesus begins his ministry of healing and teaching with a public proclamation in the synagogue in Nazareth (Luke 4:16-21). The number of these explicit quotations, however, is surprisingly small, though many more arc to be found in the second volume of the story, the Acts of the Apostles.
Second, most of the intertextual references in the Gospel itself are implicit correspondences, suggested through the literary devices of allusion and echo. To be sure, the opening two chapters of the Gospel create a vivid expectation of the fulfillment of scriptural promise, and the con- duding resurrection appearance stories assert forthrightly that Moses and the Prophets and the Psalms are somehow fulfilled in Jesus (Luke 24:25-27,44-47)* ^et, in between these signposts, the narrative offers, for j the most part, only elusive hints and reminiscences of Old Testament I precursors. Luke “ripples with intertextuality” because it constantly folds I Old Testament textual patterns into its story.5 The effect of this narrative technique is to lure us into the work of close, retrospectively alert reading, seeking to discern and interpret the intertextual clues woven into the fabric of the story.
Luke’s diction and imagery repeatedly evoke fragmentary Old Testament prefigurations of the story of Jesus. We might picture his narrative technique in the following way: it is as though the primary action of the Gospel is played out on center stage, in front of the footlights, while I a scrim at the back of the stage displays a kaleidoscopic series of flickering sepia-toned images from Israel’s Scripture. The images can flash by almost unnoticed; however, if the viewer pays careful attention, there are ! many moments in which the words or gestures of the characters onstage mirror something in the shifting backdrop—or, possibly, the other way around. At such moments of synchronicity, the viewer may experience a flash of hermeneutical insight, as the “live action” recapitulates a scene from the older story, allowing the two narrative moments to interpret one another. But it is not Luke’s style to develop sustained sequences in I which the patterns coincide and run parallel; rather, almost as soon as I we recognize one such narrative convergence, the moment has passed, and a different image appears on the backdrop, perhaps suggesting an entirely different set of linkages. For purposes of analysis, we can freeze the action and study it slowly. But that is not the effect created for the reader or hearer of Luke’s narrative. The story keeps moving and leaves us with a powerful but indistinct sense of analogy between God’s saving acts for Israel in the past and the new liberating events coming to fulfillment in the story of Jesus.6
Thus, many of the Old Testament echoes in Luke do not function as direct typological prefigurations of events in the life of Jesus. Rather, they create a broader and subtler effect: they create a narrative world thick with scriptural memory. The Gospel scenes are played out on 1 stage with scenery familiar to the reader who remembers the biblical drama. The things that happen in Luke are the kinds of things that happened in the tales of the patriarchs and prophets, and the plotted action, while never simply identical to the Old Testament stories, is often suggestively reminiscent of Israel’s sacred past. It is as though we arc hearing, throughout Luke’s Gospel, subtle musical variations on a theme. Most significantly, the character of God portrayed in this Gospel is consistent with his character as displayed throughout Israel’s history: this God who elects the people of Israel, judges their faithlessness, and still acts in unexpected ways to redeem them is recognizably the same God the reader knows from previous episodes of the story.
The biblical coloration of Luke’s narration creates one more important effect: a sense of anticipation. In a very early scene, we are told by a heavenly messenger, the angel Gabriel, that Jesus will be given the Davidic throne and that he will reign forever over the house of Jacob (Luke 1:30-33). In light of Luke’s opening declaration that he plans to write a narrative about “the things that have been brought to fulfillment among us” (1:1), we expect to see the angelic word validated by Jesus’ elevation to the throne and the establishment of his kingdom. Yet the events of the Gospel story do not obviously bear out this expectation, as indicated by the fact that the apostles are still asking, in the opening scene of Luke’s second book, “Lord, is this the time when you will restore the kingdom to Israel?” (Acts 1:6). Thus, the biblical promises and allusions throughout the first book create a foreshadowing of things to come. Or, to return to the realm of musical metaphor, the allusions produce a suspension that awaits resolution. As the associations between Jesus and various Old Testament precursors accumulate throughout the Gospel, we find ourselves wondering ever more urgently when and how he will assume the role promised in the story’s beginning and whether his finally disclosed identity will integrate and fulfill the wide range of typological roles suggested by the many tantalizing intertextual motifs sounded throughout the Gospel. In short, Luke’s Gospel story sets up narrative expectations that are satisfied or brought to closure only ш Acts. The Gospel—like Israel’s Scripture—points beyond itself.
Because the aim of the present study is to survey and compare the four Gospels as interpretative engagements with Israel’s Scripture, we cannot treat Acts in detail. But neither can we ignore it; precisely because Luke’s Gospel contains anticipations of themes that become fully intelligible only in Luke’s second book, our reading of the Gospel will sometimes necessarily draw in material from Acts in order to shed light on the dangling expectations created by the story. Yet we do well to remember that, whatever Luke’s original literary intentions might have been, the Gospel I of Luke had a long history of transmission and reception as a constituent element of the fourfold Gospel, apart from its continuation in the Acts of the Apostles.7 Even if Luke leaves some loose narrative threads in his Gospel, the book can still be read in its own right as a coherent, if unfinished, telling of the story of Jesus.
§12 THE PROMISE OF ISRAEL’S LIBERATION
Israel's Story in Luke's Narrative
Thе story of Israel's liberation: Recollections of divine promise and signs of  hope
In the opening scenes of his Gospel, Luke signals that “the things brought to fulfillment among us” (Luke 1:1) have to do with God’s long- awaited action to liberate Israel from captivity to oppressive powers—a theme that sounds repeatedly in the first two chapters of the story. We find here no direct explanation of Israel’s plight or of how the nation came to be in “the hands of our enemies” (1:74). Luke simply assumes the reality of such a condition and picks up the story with the dawning of signs of hope.
In Luke’s annunciation story (1:26-38), the angel Gabriel appears to Mary with a momentous proclamation about the child she is destined to bear: “This one will be great, and he will be called the Son of the Most High, and the Lord God will give to him the throne of his father David. And he will reign over the house of Jacob forever, and of his kingdom there will be no end” (1:32-33). In these words, the reader who knows Israel’s story will hear a strong echo of the Lord’s promise to David through the prophet Nathan: “I will raise up your seed after you, who shall come forth from your body, and I will establish his kingdom. He shall build a house for my name, and I will establish the throne of his kingdom forever. I will be a father to him, and he shall be a son to me” (2 Sam 7:i2b-i4a). The effect, then, of Gabriel’s words is to kindle the reader’s expectation that God’s ancient promise to David will now find its fulfillment, despite the intervening years of exile, in an everlasting kingdom ruled by a king who is both son of David8 and son of the One who gave the promise. This interpretation assumes a reader whose “encyclopedia of reception” includes knowledge of the story of God’s promise to David, which is also recalled and elaborated in Psalm 89.’ Characteristically, Luke is content to allude to this well-known messianic promise10 without any citation formula, without any overt cues to the reader to read intertextually,
The presence of the angelic figure Gabriel is another intertextual clue whose significance eludes many modern Christian readers. In Israel’s Scripture, Gabriel appears only in the apocalyptic visions of Daniel (Dan 8:16, 9:21), where he brings a word of divine reassurance that the time of the people’s persecution and suffering is near its end. His role in Daniel 9 is particularly significant, because there Gabriel appears in response to a fervent prayer in which Daniel confesses Israel’s sin and begs God to forgive and to act for the sake of Jerusalem and the people who bear God’s name. Gabriel, coming “in swift flight at the time of the evening sacrifice,” declares that Daniel is “greatly beloved” and that after many catastrophic events there will be “a decreed end” to the power of the oppressive ruler who has desecrated the sanctuary. “Thus, Gabriel, in both Daniel and Luke, symbolizes the renewal of God s involvement among his people.”11 In both texts Gabriel announces their impending rescue; he is a harbinger of hope and liberation for Israel.
Luke’s emphasis on the theme of divine promise appears even more clearly in the joyful songs and prophecies that dominate the remainder of his birth and infancy narrative. In Mary s Magnificat (Luke 1:46-55), she praises the Lord not just for the remarkable conceptions that she and her kinswoman Elizabeth have experienced but also—indeed, primarily— for the way in which these pregnancies portend God’s saving action for the downtrodden nation:
He has helped Israel his servant, in remembrance of his mercy, just as he spoke to our fathers,
I to Abraham and to his seed forever.
(Luke 1:54-55) •
The language and themes of Mary’s song (bringing down the powerful and lifting up the lowly) are strongly reminiscent of the song of Hannah in 1 Samuel.12
Hannah prayed and said,
“My heart exults in the Lord; my strength is exalted in my God.
My mouth derides my enemies,
because I rejoice in my victory.
There is no Holy One like the Lord,
no one besides you;
there is no Rock like our God.
Talk no more so very proudly, let not arrogance come from your mouth; for the Lord is a God of knowledge, and by him actions are weighed.
The bows of the mighty are broken, but the feeble gird on strength.
Those who were full have hired themselves out for bread, but those who were hungry are fat with spoil.
The barren has borne seven,
but she who has many children is forlorn.
The Lord kills and brings to life; he brings down to Sheol and raises up.
The Lord makes poor and makes rich; he brings low, he also exalts.
He raises up the poor from the dust; he lifts the needy from the ash heap, to make them sit with princes and inherit a seat of honor.
For the pillars of the earth are the Lord’s, and on them he has set the world.
He will guard the feet of his faithful ones, but the wicked shall be cut off in darkness; for not by might does one prevail.
The Lord! His adversaries shall be shattered; the Most High will thunder in heaven.
The Lord will judge the ends of the earth; he will give strength to his king, and exalt the power of his anointed.”
(i Sam 2:1-10)
Once again, however, Luke does not directly quote the precursor text; rather, he subliminally evokes it, so that the reader who knows 1 Samuel will hear Mary singing a harmonious descant to Hannah’s song of praise.
Both of these hymns expand their praises beyond the immediate occasion of childbirth to celebrate God’s vindication of the people as a whole, symbolized in 1 Samuel 2:10 by images of the shattering of God’s adversaries and the exaltation of God’s anointed king (LXX: Kai uycbasi кброк; xpioxou auxon).13 It is not merely coincidental that the language of Hannah's song reappears in Psalm 113, the first of the cycle of Halid psalms sung before the Passover meal in Jewish tradition; the Passover celebrates God s powerful intervention to “raise the poor from the dust and lift the needy from the ash heap” (1 Sam 2:8; Ps 113:7) by bringing Israel out of Egypt.14 If the hearers of Luke's Gospel understood this link between Hannah’s hymn of deliverance and the Passover, they might well have understood that Mary's song, too, should be heard in this same tradition, as a song celebrating the impending deliverance of Israel, thi* time through Mary's own offspring.
Such an interpretation once again presupposes a reader whose encyclopedia of reception is formed by Israel's scriptural story and its interpretation within Jewish tradition. Readings of this kind recognize that Luke's scriptural allusions frequently depend upon the trope of metalepsis. In order to grasp the force of the intertextual reference, the reader must recover the unstated or suppressed correspondences between the two texts.
At the same time, Mary sings of God's promise “to Abraham and to his descendants forever” (Luke 1:55), alluding directly to the Genesis stories of God's election and call of Israel's forefather Abraham (e.g., Gen 12:1-3,	18:18, 22:i5"i8).15 Of course, the news of the pregnancy of
the previously barren Elizabeth, who along with her husband Zechariah was “advanced in days” (Luke 1:7), has already summoned up echoes of the story of Abraham and Sarah, who were granted in old age the miraculous conception of Isaac, the heir through whom God's covenantal promise was realized.16 Luke does not line up the stories in the directly typological fashion we might have expected: in Luke's birth narrative, it is the mother of John the Baptist, not the mother of Jesus, who conceives a child after long barrenness and disappointment. But the evocation of this easily recognizable scriptural pattern does alert the reader to expect connections between God’s gracious saving actions for Israel in the past and in the present: the same God who fulfilled his promise to Abraham is now at work again in the events of Luke's story. That is why the stories “rhyme.” Mary’s song declares that the unexpected pregnancies given to her and to Elizabeth are a reminder and a sign that God has not forgotten his promises.
Further, in light of what we (and perhaps Luke's early readers?) know about Paul's exegesis of the story of Abraham and Sarah (Gal 3 and Rom 4), we may wonder whether Luke’s reference to the Abrahamic promise also adumbrates the extension of the blessing to “all the nations of the earth” (Gen 22:18; cf. Gen 12:1-3). Certainly this theme would be consonant with the narrative program of the Acts of the Apostles: “For j the promise is for you, for your children, and for all who are far away, ! everyone whom the Lord our God calls to him” (Acts 2:39). Indeed, Luke’s inclusion of the Gentiles in the blessing promised to Israel is a major theme of his two-volume work, and it repeatedly influences his handling of biblical citations. A characteristic example is his citation of Isaiah 40 in the account of the preaching of John the Baptist: Luke finds the quotation of Isaiah 40:3 in his Markan source, but he expands the quoted material to include the entirety of Isaiah 40:3-5, so that it climaxes in the proclamation that “all flesh shall see the salvation of God” (Luke 3:3-6). By means of this deft stroke of intertextual narration, Luke’s introduction of the Baptist’s preaching evokes the universal thrust of Isaiah 40-55 and prefigures the Gentile mission described in Acts. While this reading of the tradition may represent a major bend in the river of Second Temple Jewish eschatological hope17—a case of giving people a new past to live with that would change their future indefinitely—it also highlights the deeper continuity of the epic story of Gods election and redemption of Israel. In Luke s telling, God’s intent to reveal salvation to all flesh was part of Israel’s plotted role from the beginning.
The theme of God’s promise to Israel is highlighted once again in the prophecy of Zechariah (Luke 1:67-79). After the birth of John, Zechariah finds his tongue loosed by the power of the Spirit (1:67) and declares that Israel’s God
spoke through the mouth of his holy prophets from of old, promising salvation from our enemies and from the hand of all who hate us—
to show us mercy along with our fathers,
and to remember his holy covenant,
the oath that he swore to Abraham our father,
to grant us, that we, being rescued from the hands of our enemies,
might serve him without fear, in holiness and righteousness
before him all our days.
(Luke 1:72-75)
Here again, Luke interprets Israel’s Scripture as the medium of divine promise of Israel’s deliverance. Zechariah’s speech is specifically characterized as a word of prophecy (Luke 1:67), declaring in advance what will come to pass in the narrative that is to follow. Readers of the Acts of the Apostles will perceive retrospectively that, for Luke, the promise is brought to fulfillment in a most unexpected way through the work of the Holy Spirit in forming the church, a community that serves and glorifies God in holiness and righteousness.
The figure of Abraham is once again invoked here (Luke бш reminding the reader a second time (cf. 1:55) to read Luke’s story of Jesus as the fruition of the Genesis tale of election and promise. Further, Zechariah s prophecy also invokes the image of “a horn of salvation for us ш the house of his servant David, as he spoke through the mouth of hi* holy prophets from of old” (1:69-70). Thus, both of the two mayor effusions of praise in Luke 1 (Mary’s and Zechariahs) link God’s new saving work to the promises made to Abraham and David in Israel’s Scripture.11 By the end of the first chapter of the Gospel, then, Luke has given the reader abundant clues that his story of Jesus is to be read as the narrative continuation of Israel’s story and as the liberating climax toward which that story had moved.
The conclusion of Zechariah’s prophecy declares that the aim of God’s revelatory saving action will be “to guide our feet into the way of peace” (Luke 1:79). Luke thus invokes the prophetic vision of shalom as the goal of God’s liberating action. As we shall see, in Luke’s overall composition the emphasis on peace suggests a powerful implicit critique of other contemporary Jewish hopes for Israel’s liberation through violent means.
Remarkably, older redaction-critic studies of Luke were often blind to these themes of liberation and the programmatic significance of the story of Israel, perhaps because they tended to regard the Lukan birth and infancy material as coming from a pre-Lukan source that could not be assumed to represent Luke’s own theology.19 Of course Luke works from sources, as he tells us in the Gospel’s opening words (Luke 1:1-4). But surely even if this material is derived from a source, we must ask why Luke has given it such prominence in his composition and what narrative effects are created by its placement at the beginning of the story. When we attend in this way to the overall shape of Luke's narrative, it becomes evident that these opening chapters play a crucial hermeneutical role: they construct a bridge, effectively linking the story of Jesus to Israel’s past and setting the framework of expectation for all that follows.20
In many ways small and great, then, Luke weaves connecting threads between his story and its scriptural antecedents. After the shepherds report what the angels of the heavenly host have revealed concerning the infant Jesus, Luke tells us that “Mary kept all these words (ouvetripei to pfjpaia touto) and pondered them in her heart (ev xfj карбцг aoifjs)” (Luke 2:19). A similar expression appears once again after the episode
of the boy Jesus’ staying behind in the Jerusalem temple to talk with <the teachers; following Jesus’ unnerving reply to Mary’s scolding (“Did you not know that I must be in my Father’s house?”), Luke remarks that she “kept all these words in her heart (5i6if|pei Ttdvia xa- f>f||iaxa £v xfj карб(џ auxfjq)” (2:51). In these passages, there is no scriptural quotation, or even anything that could be considered a clear allusion. But the reader steeped in Scripture might well hear an echo of Genesis 37:11, in which Jacob ponders the words of his similarly precocious son Joseph, who had reported prophetic dreams signifying his own future lordship over his parents and eleven brothers. Jacob scolds him for talking presumptuously; however, the narrator then remarks, “So his brothers were jealous of him, but his father kept the word (5iexf|pr|aev xo pfjjxa)” (Gen 37:11 LXX). Both in Genesis 37 and in Luke 2, we find a loving parent given pause by the apparently grandiose claims of a young son who will later undergo suffering but then in fact turn out to be vindicated as an elect bearer of God’s special favor; in both texts the parent “keeps” the word/ words and ponders them.21 For the reader who hears it, this echo in Luke 2 creates a sense of anticipation: Will Jesus, like Joseph, rise to a position of authority and offer life-giving help even to those of his own people who have rejected him? The Lukan story can of course be read smoothly apart from any such intertextual connection. But for readers who perceive the ripple of Pentateuchal echo, the dramatic foreshadowing of the Lukan scene is intensified.
But there is perhaps still one more echo lingering in these Lukan passages. In Daniel 7, Daniel is given a revelatory interpretation of his vision of four terrible beasts that are ultimately supplanted by the “one like a Son of Man,” who receives dominion over “all peoples, nations, and languages” (Dan 7:13-14). After hearing the interpretation, Daniel concludes his visionary account in this way: “I, Daniel, was seized by exceeding astonishment, and my face changed, and I fixed the word in my heart (x6 ртјра ev карбш jiou eaxfipi^a)” (7:28 LXX). Here the LXX’s verb eaxfjpi^a differs from the compounds of xqpeiv found in Luke 2:19 and 2:51, but the pattern of a disturbing word “fixed/kept in the heart” (a phrase not present in Gen 37:11 but used in both Lukan texts) might evoke in the knowledgeable reader stirrings of reminiscence, particularly since, in both Daniel 7 and Luke 2, the word “kept in the heart” offers a prophetic foreshadowing of the deliverance and vindication of Israel through the person of an exalted messianic figure whose kingdom will have no end (cf. Luke 1:33; Dan 7:14).
The same sort of intertextual counterpoint illustrated by this ехац^ ! pie continues to play throughout Luke’s story. One of the most commonly recognized instances of this narrative technique of intertextual echo appears in Luke’s account of the transfiguration (Luke 9:28-36), This is a triple-tradition story, and Luke’s account generally follows Mark fairly closely. But Luke distinctively adds the remark that Moses and Elijah “were discussing his exodus (rfjv £^o6ov аотоо), which he Ш going to fulfill (ttA.r|poOv again) in Jerusalem” (9:31). Of course, the Greek word §4°^°^ can mean simply “departure”—as it is rendered in modern English translations such as the NRSV and NIV. Such a translation, however, obscures Luke’s subtle hint of a correspondence between Jesus' passion/resurrection and Israel’s exodus from bondage in Egypt.22
On the other hand, one looks in vain for Luke to develop a consistent allegory or typology in which the whole Gospel story sequentially replays the exodus events.23 Instead, he drops the hint, then moves on. And by the time we reach Luke 9:51-62, the intertextual references have to do not with Exodus but with the cycle of Elijah narratives: Jesus’ being “taken up” (Luke 9:51/2 Kgs 2:9-12); fire from heaven (Luke 9:5V1 Kgs 18:20-40; 2 Kgs 1:9-13); followers warned not to look back from the plow to say farewell to family (Luke 9:59-62/1 Kgs I9:i9~2i).24 Even here, the shifting patterns are complex. In Luke’s story Jesus will indeed, like Elijah, be taken up to heaven (Luke 24:51; Acts 1:9-11), but Jesus emphatically rejects the disciples’ call for Elijah-like vengeance of fire from heaven on those who fail to receive him, and his summons to discipleship is even more radically uncompromising than that of Elijah, who did, after all, grumpily allow Elisha to follow him after first returning and feasting with his own people. The intertextual linkage works not only as a positive parallelism but also as a dissimiley marking Jesus* distinctive identity by his simultaneous likeness to and difference from Elijah.25
It is no accident that Luke 9 contains fleeting reminiscences of the stories of both Moses and Elijah, the two great Old Testament figures who appear with Jesus on the mountain of transfiguration. But Luke does not permit his readers to linger over either one as a distinctively privileged precursor or typological pattern. Instead, they appear on the flickering backdrop, lending depth and resonance to the story of Jesus; then the images shift again, and the story moves on.
Passing intertextual echoes of this kind appear on virtually every page of Luke’s Gospel. Luke 12 offers a collection of teaching material, mostly addressed to Jesus’ disciples, counseling them to be prepared for opposition and persecution (Luke 12:4-12, 49-53) and to beware of entanglement in concern for material possessions (12:33-31). They are to sell their possessions and give alms, confident that it is the Father's pleasure to give them the kingdom (13:32-34). This confident counterintuitive counsel is framed by intense eschatological expectation that the day of judgment will reveal all hidden motives (12:1-3) and that the Son of Man will come at an unexpected hour (12:35-48). In the midst of this discourse, we come upon the admonition “Let your loins be girded (’Taxojaav lipaiv ai 6o(pueq Ttspie^wajjivai) and your lamps lit” (12:35). Contextually in Luke 12, there is no reference to a specific time or place in which the disciples are to be prepared in this way; rather, the language is metaphorical, exhorting them to live in a state of constant readiness for the coming kingdom by giving generously and leading unencumbered lives. But the metaphor of girded loins is not simply a general admonition; instead, the language echoes very specifically the directive given to Israel concerning how to eat the Passover meal in preparation for the flight from Egypt:
This is how you shall eat it: your loins girded (LXX: ai ćofptieg ufieov nepiE^cocj^švai), your sandals on your feet, and your staff in your hand; and you shall eat it hurriedly. It is the Passover of the Lord. For I will pass through the land of Egypt that night, and I will strike down every firstborn in the land of Egypt, both human beings and animals; on ail the gods of Egypt I will execute judgments: I am the Lord.
(Exod 12:11-12)
By evoking the language of the first Passover, Luke 12:35 suggests—in this distinctively Lukan passage—that Jesus’ disciples are to interpret their own situation analogously: God’s judgment is coming, so they must be prepared to be on the move at a moment’s notice. Yet for those who are participants in this new time of Passover, the judgment of God is not something to fear; it is instead a moment of impending deliverance and freedom. The poignant fusion of warning and celebration that pervades Luke 12 is captured vividly in this fleeting intertextual echo of the exodus story.
This is a good illustration of the way in which the volume of intertextual echo is enhanced by the prominence or familiarity of the precursor text. Exodus 12 is not some obscure bit of scriptural narrative: it is a familiar story that Israel recalls year in and year out in its celebration of the Passover.26 By using the phrase “your loins girded,” we see that Luke deftly links the church’s present identity to the foundational story of Israel’s liberation.27 Unfortunately, the NRSV’s paraphrase of Luke 12:35 (“dressed for action”) completely obscures its close verbal correspondence to Exodus 12:11. This sort of translation is both symptom and cause of the inability of readers of English translations to perceive the densely inter' textual character of Luke’s narrative.
In Luke 14:1-24, the Evangelist draws on a different part of the Pentateuchal narrative to highlight continuity between Jesus’ teaching and Israel s traditions. The passage contains several units of distinctive Lukan material, linking meals and feasting to the coming kingdom of God. The scene opens with an account of Jesus, at a sabbath meal in the home of “a leader of the Pharisees,” healing a man with dropsy (14:1-5). Staring down the disapproval of “the lawyers and Pharisees,” Jesus defends his provocative action of healing on the sabbath: “If one of you has a child or an ox that has fallen into a well, will you not immediately pull it out on! sabbath day?” In part, this saying is merely an appeal to common sense, but it is also more than that. In the narrative context of a confrontation with expert interpreters of the Torah, Jesus’ challenge derives its particular force by its implicit halakhic appeal to the logic of Deuteronomy 22:4: “You shall not see your neighbor’s donkey or ox fallen on the road and ignore it; you shall help to lift it up.” Jesus’ act of healing on the sabbath, then, becomes a sign: Jesus is both performing and proclaiming the liberation of Israel in a way that draws hermeneutically on motifs already present in Israel’s story. His mission stands in continuity with Torah, not in contradiction to it.28
Likewise, Jesus’ counsel to the dinner guests to sit at the lowest place rather than seeking a place of honor (Luke 14:7-11) is. a reprise of advice already given in Israel’s Wisdom literature: “Do not put yourself forward in the king s presence or stand in the place of the great; for it is better to be told ‘Come up here,’ than to be put lower in the presence of a noble’' (Prov 25:6-7). In the Lukan narrative context, however, this teaching becomes more than a pragmatic hint about court etiquette; it is implicitly a directive about how the coming kingdom should impinge already on the present, producing a reversal of values and status.29 In the eschatological kingdom of God, the last will be first and the first last (Luke 13:30); therefore, those who are Jesus’ followers should begin already to assume roles of lowliness (cf. Luke 22:24-27).30
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In Luke 14:12-14, Jesus poses one more pointed challenge to his host when you give a dinner party, Jesus proposes, you should not invite your affluent friends and relatives. Rather, you should invite “the poor, the crippled, the lame, and the blind” (14:13). While this advice may appear counterintuitive in light of ancient Mediterranean notions of friendship and reciprocity, it is thoroughly consistent with the Lukan vision of social
reversal that surfaced already in Mary’s programmatic song in the first chapter of the Gospel (1:51-53) and even more emphatically in Luke’s version of the beatitudes and woes (6:20-26): God deflates the pretensions of the rich and fills the hungry with good things. This is precisely the kingdom-of-God vision articulated in Jesus’ parable of the great dinner at which the guests will be “the poor, the crippled, the blind, and the lame” (14:15-24; note especially 15:21, where Luke inserts this same phrase again, an emphasis unparalleled in Matthew’s similar parable, Matt 22:1- 10). And yet this rebalancing of resources should not be perceived as a novelty in Israel; it is profoundly consistent with the commandments of Deuteronomy concerning the economic practices required of the people Israel when—after their liberation from bondage in Egypt and their long sojourn in the wilderness—they at last enter the land. Every third year, they are to store up “the full tithe of your produce for that year” to create resources not only for the Levites (who own no land) but also for “the resident aliens, the orphans, and the widows in your towns, that they may come and eat their fill so that the Lord God may bless you in all the work that you undertake” (Deut 14:28-29). The passage is not quoted in Luke 14; there is not even a direct verbal echo. Yet it is clear that Jesus is calling his Pharisaic host to a fuller and more radical vision of Israel’s identity as a liberated people, living in realization of the Deuteronomic vision.
Our final example is one of Luke’s most distinctive stories of reversal, the parable of the rich man and Lazarus (Luke 16:19-31). Once again, there is no direct quotation of Scripture here. Yet the teaching of Moses and the prophets is at the heart of the passage. In this powerful and familiar fable, a rich man who lives in ostentatious luxury and the poor beggar Lazarus undergo a dramatic change of fortunes in the afterlife: the poor man is comforted in the presence of Abraham, while the rich man is tormented in the flames of Hades.
The story has long disturbed interpreters because it gives no explicit explanation for the postmortem fates of its central characters. Lazarus is not described as particularly virtuous, nor is there any indication that the rich man’s wealth was ill-gotten. For that reason, the tale might appear to suggest that wealth is evil in principle. Such a reading fails, however, to understand the story in the context of its scriptural background.. The rich man receives condemnation not simply because he was wealthy but because he was ignoring his obligations to God under the covenant God made with Israel. How do we know that? There is one irrefutable piece of evidence: the poor man Lazarus starving on the ground outside his house, hoping to rummage through the rubbish to find something to M (Luke i6:ao-ai).
Why is the presence of a starving beggar evidence of covenant violation? We should first recall the Deuteronomic directive noted above Israel should store up resources within their towns so that the transient« and orphans and widows might come and eat their fill (Deut 14:28-29). If we pick up the story at that point in Deuteronomy, we find that Most* goes on to give even more explicit instructions about the response to poverty that God desires:
If there is among you anyone in need, a member of your community in any of your towns within the land that the Lord your God is giving you, do not be hard-hearted or tight-fisted towards your needy neighbor. You should rather open your hand, willingly lending enough to meet the need, whatever it may be.
(Deut 15.7,8)
The presupposition of such teaching on sharing of wealth is that Israel is a covenant community of brothers and sisters who share a common history of deliverance from bondage in Egypt and a common call to manifest the righteous purpose of God in their life together by seeking to ensure that “there will be no one in need among you” (Deut 15:4).
The rich man in the parable was signally failing to heed this call. Lazarus languished “at his gate,” and the rich man ignored him. That is why the judgment is so harsh on the rich man. Oblivious to Lazarus, he is not merely breaking some code of civic decency*, he is despising the covenant with God and selfishly seeking his own private satisfaction. Thus, he is de facto denying his bond with the Israel that God has called,
That also explains, significantly, why Abraham appears as a central character in this parable. The text does not say that Lazarus was carried by the angels to heaven. Rather, it says he was carried to the born of Abraham (Luke i6:22).31 This otherwise puzzling detail signifies that Lazarus is embraced by the father of the whole family of Israel. By contrast, when the rich man, in torment, belatedly appeals to Abraham as “Father” (16:24), he is claiming a link with the covenant community, hoping to get his share also of the family benefits. But this appeal to Father Abraham comes far too late. Readers of Luke’s Gospel will recall the earlier warning of John the Baptist: “Bear fruits worthy of repentance. Do not begin to say to yourselves, ‘We have Abraham as our father.’ . .. Every tree that does not bear good fruit is cut down and thrown into the lire” (3:8-9). By the time the rich man seeks to reclaim this family tie with Israel through Father Abraham, he discovers belatedly that he is such a tree that has not borne good fruit, and so he has been thrown into the fire. His own selfish choices have placed “a great chasm” between him and the place where Lazarus and Abraham feast together. Readers of the parable—within the literary framework of Luke s Gospel—should hear an echo from Mary’s song: “He has put down the mighty from their thrones, and exalted those of low degree. He has filled the hungry with good things, and the rich he has sent empty away” (1:52-53).
That looks like it should be the end of the parable: the great reversal has occurred; Lazarus is comforted; the rich man is tormented. End of story. But it is not the end of the story. The parable goes on. Abraham pronounces that a great chasm has been fixed, and it is too late for the rich man to receive any comfort or help. Then, resigned to his fate, the rich man appeals to Abraham to send Lazarus back from the dead to warn his five brothers. Abraham—probably thinking of Deuteronomy 15—shrugs and comments that they have already received ample warning from Moses and the prophets. But the rich man, knowing his own family, realizes that they are not disposed to take the Bible too seriously. Ah, but if Lazarus could be sent to them like Dickens’ ghosts of Christmas, perhaps even these Scrooges could repent. The biblical texts are too unimpressive; what is needed is a spectacular supernatural sign to get their attention. Then comes Abraham’s chilling final reply: “If they do not hear Moses and the prophets, neither will they be convinced if someone should rise from the dead? There is the twist in the second part of the parable: no sign will be given to this faithless generation. Those who hear the word of Scripture and respond with mercy and compassion for the poor will be welcomed into the kingdom of God. But for those who ignore the call of Moses and the prophets to share their goods with their poor brothers and sisters, even Jesus’ resurrection will remain a mute, meaningless apparition.
Obedience to Torah exemplified
As the parable of the rich man and Lazarus suggests, Luke’s narrative places a high value on obedience to God’s law. While Luke lacks a programmatic pro-nomistic statement equivalent to Matthew 5:17-20, he nonetheless scatters many hints throughout the story that literal obedience to Torah is praiseworthy—and thereby creates another line of continuity between Israel’s story in the past and the continuation of that story into  the world of his readers. Luke valorizes Torah-obedience not through direct didactic statements, but through narratives that exemplify it.
The motif of law-observance emerges forcefully in the birth and infancy stories. Zechariah and Elizabeth are introduced, in strongly Deuteronomic language, as “righteous before God (5bcaioi evavxiov m| 0eoi)), walking blameless in all the commandments and ordinances of the Lord (xcopeubpevoi Ш л&оац таТ<; ^утоАлц ка1 бшш&распу тоб lcupiou &pep.7rioi)” (Luke 1:6; cf. Deut 4:40). Luke highlights Elizabeth s status as a “daughter of Aaron” and Zechariah's priestly role (1:5, 8-10), He also mentions that they observed the commandment to circumcise their son on the eighth day, in accordance with Genesis 17:12 and Leviticus 12:3. There is of course nothing unusual about this; it was normal Jewish practice. But it is Luke alone among the Evangelists who makes a point of narrating the circumcision of John the Baptist in accordance with provisions of Torah. And it is Luke alone who relates the divine command that John should not “drink wine or strong drink,” in implicit accordance with the requirements for priests serving in the tent of meeting (Lev 10:9) or persons living under a Nazirite vow (Deut 6:3).
Similarly, Luke alone among the Evangelists goes out of his way to tell us that the parents of Jesus scrupulously obeyed the laws concerning circumcision of a male child (Gen 17:9-12); likewise, they brought the infant Jesus to be presented to the Lord in the Jerusalem temple and offered sacrifice for him as well as for the postpartum ritual purification for his mother Mary, in accordance with the prescriptions of Leviticus 12:2-8 and Exodus 13:1-2,12,15. Luke regards these acts of obedience to Torah as being of sufficient importance to merit explicit comment and citation of the relevant Pentateuchal passages—almost the only instances in his two-volume work of such direct authorial commentary (Luke 2:21- 24).32 (Interestingly, Luke’s notation that they offered “a pair of turtledoves or two young pigeons” indicates, in accordance with Lev 12:8, that they could not afford to offer a sheep; thus, we are subtly informed that Jesus’ parents are not only law-observant but also poor.)33 Further, Luke also mentions that Jesus’ parents went up every year to celebrate the festival of the Passover in Jerusalem (2:41). The net effect of these narrated details is to show that Jesus was grounded from his birth in a devout, poor, but Torah-obedient family.34
Against this background, it comes as no surprise that, after his baptism by John, the adult Jesus resists the devil’s temptations by quoting a sequence of three texts from Deuteronomy, texts that in their original narrative setting emphasize the vital importance of obedience to the Torah (Luke 4:1-12; quoting Deut 8:3, 6:13,1116:16), In the opening chapters of the Gospel, then, Luke has set the scene for Jesus' subsequent ministry, preparing readers to interpret it in continuity rather than conflict with the law of Moses. Luke’s Jesus is no renegade seeking to revise or reject God’s commandments; to the contrary, Jesus is a radically obedient son living in harmony with the covenant given to Israel.
Reminders of this motif surface throughout the story. For instance, when Jesus heals a leper, he immediately commands him to go and show himself to the priest, making the offering commanded by Moses (Luke 5:12-14; alluding to Lev i4:i-32);35 Or again, when Jesus is asked by a lawyer (vopucdq) what is necessary to gain eternal life, he throws the question back on his interlocutor by asking, “What is written in the law? How do you read?” The clear implication is that Jesus regards the teaching of the Torah as giving a sufficient answer to such a question. And indeed, when the lawyer responds by formulating the double love command, quoting Deuteronomy 6:5 and Leviticus 19:18, Jesus endorses his answer: “You have answered rightly; do this, and you will live” (Luke 10:25-28). Here Luke’s account differs interestingly from the parallels in Mark 12:28-34 and Matthew 22:24-40, where it is Jesus who first articulates the double love commandment. Luke’s telling of the story has the effect of emphasizing that Jesus brings no new revelation; rather, Jesus simply reinforces what Israel’s teachers of the law already knew well. In the tradition of Israel’s prophets, he is simply summoning the leaders of the people to obey the law already given to them.
Later in the narrative, as Jesus draws closer to Jerusalem, he is asked exactly the same question again (Luke 18:18-25). The questioner is “a certain ruler,” who inquires, “What must I do to inherit eternal life?” This time, Jesus answers the question directly by saying, “You know the commandments,” and then citing five of them from the second table of the Decalogue (referring to Exod 20:12-16; Deut 5:16-20). When the man replies that he has kept all these commandments since his youth, Jesus imposes another requirement: he should sell all his possessions, distribute the money to the poor, and follow Jesus. Here we are left with some uncertainty about whether following Jesus should be understood as an additional commandment beyond the Torah or whether Jesus’ demand for divestment of worldly goods is simply a radicalization of the tenth and final commandment against coveting (Exod 20:17; Deut 5:21)—the one commandment pointedly omitted from Jesus’ initial summary of the commandments. Perhaps the rich ruler’s attachment to his possessions indicates that he has not kept the commandment against coveting his neighbor’s goods. But either way, Luke’s narrative implies that following Jesus commits the disciple to a life of uncompromising obedience to God’s law.
The demand for uncompromising obedience is expressed even more starkly in Jesus’ earlier challenge to the crowds that were drawn to H “If anyone comes to me and does not hate his own father and mother B wife and children and brothers and sisters, he is not able to be my disciple* (Luke 14:^6). This daunting teaching echoes Deuteronomy 33:8-9, in which Moses pronounces a blessing on Levi because he “said of his father and mother, T regard them not*; he ignored his kin, and did not acknowledge j his children. For they [i.e., the sons of Levi] observed your word, and kept 1 * your covenant.”36 That passage in turn refers to Exodus 32:25-29—part of 1 the episode of the golden calf—in which the sons of Levi rally to Moses . call to take arms against those who have committed the sin of idolatry, [ they go back and forth through the camp killing their brothers, friends, I I and neighbors. By alluding obliquely to this grim episode, Jesus challenges j I the crowd of would-be followers to reckon with the radical implications 11 of joining his movement. Yet at the same time, this Old Testament story of murdering ones own kin is given a significant metaphorical twist in Luke s narrative, for the summarizing climax of Jesus’ challenge to the 1 crowds is this: “So, therefore, none of you who do not say farewell to all your own possessions can be my disciple” (Luke 14:33). Hating ones family 1 j now becomes a matter of surrendering attachments by leaving home and relinquishing material security, rather than drawing the sword in violence.
For Luke, the meaning of radical obedience is exemplified most decisively in the passion narrative, where Jesus suffers violence rather than inflicting it on others. Luke shares this narrative pattern with the other Gospels, but he focuses attention on it even more clearly in his account of Jesus’ arrest on the Mount of Olives. Distinctively among the j Evangelists, Luke tells us that at the moment of the arrest, Jesus’ IS j lowers ask him, “Lord, should we strike with the sword?” (Luke 22:49) Without waiting for an answer, one of them does strike the slave of the j high priest and cuts off his ear, a narrative detail found in all four Gospels. But again distinctively among the Evangelists, Luke relates Jesus I response in this way: “But Jesus said, ‘No more of this!’ and, touching the ear, he healed him” (22:51). One could hardly imagine a clearer mdi- cation that the Lukan vision of covenant obedience eschews the violence j of the sword and depicts Jesus’ mission in terms of healing—even the healing of enemies.
At the same time, this radically nonviolent interpretation of Torah- obedience suggests that the characters in the story who seek Jesus’ death, even if they imagine themselves to be defenders of the law, are actually violating it, a theme that later surfaces explicitly in the apostolic speeches in Acts, most pointedly in the dramatic climax of Stephen’s speech that leads to his martyrdom:
You stiff-necked people, uncircumcised in heart and ears, you are forever opposing the Holy Spirit, just as your ancestors used to do. Which of the prophets did your fathers not persecute? They even killed those who declared in advance the coming of the Righteous One, the one whose betrayers and murderers you have now become. You are the ones that received, the law as ordained by angels, and yet you have not kept it
(Acts 7:51-53)
Stephen’s accusation is itself rich in scriptural echoes of charges uttered against unfaithful Israel in the past by Moses and the prophets—for example, “stiff-necked people,” Exodus 33:3, 5; “uncircumcised heart,” Leviticus 26:41; “uncircumcised ears,” Jeremiah 6:10; “opposing the Holy Spirit,” Isaiah 63:10; persecuting and killing prophets, 1 Kings 19:10,14, and Nehemiah 9:26. These biblical resonances not only strengthen the bill of indictment against those in Israel who reject Jesus but also reinforce Luke’s positive depiction of Jesus and his followers as the ones who are truly faithful to God’s covenant with Israel.
Yet, in Luke’s story, Jesus’ faithfulness also entails his clinging to hope for the ultimate forgiveness and deliverance of Israel. The theme of Torah-faithfulness is most powerfully exemplified in his intercessory prayer from the cross: “Father, forgive them, for they do not know what they are doing” (Luke 23:34). This prayer implicitly appeals to an important distinction in the Torah between two different kinds of sin. In Numbers 15:22-31 there is an extended discussion of the means of atonement for the people if they “unintentionally fail to observe all these commandments that the Lord has spoken to Moses.” If violation of the law has occurred “unintentionally without the knowledge of the congregation,” then a burnt offering may be offered to “make atonement for all the congregation of the Israelites, and they shall be forgiven; it was unintentional.” On the other hand, “whoever acts high-handedly, whether a native or an alien, affronts the Lord, and shall be cut off from among the people. Because of having despised the word of the Lord and broken his commandment, such a person shall be utterly cut off and bear the guilt.” It would appear, then, that the dying Jesus’ prayer pleads a case for his own people by portraying their complicity in his execution as an act of ignorance and therefore a forgivable violation of God s will rather than a “high-handed” intentional defiance of God. Precisely this interpretation of the crucifixion of Jesus is repeated in the Acts of the Apostles, in speeches given by both Peter (Acts 3:17) and Paul (13:27): the people and their leaders “acted in ignorance” and can therefore be summoned to repent for what they did and to receive forgiveness. Here again, then, we find a Lukan narrative detail that comes more clearly into focus when it is interpreted intertextually by readers whose cultural repertoire includes a detailed knowledge of Israel's law. In Luke’s story, Jesus not only remains obedient to God all the way to his death but also continues to appeal for the forgiveness of unfaithful Israel by invoking a defense based on specific knowledge of Torah.37I
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Throughout the concluding sequences of the Gospel, Luke continues to portray Jesus and his followers as devoutly observant Jews. Jesus’ final meal with his disciples is repeatedly identified (in agreement with Mark and Matthew) as a Passover meal (Luke 22:1, 7-8), and Jesus tells them, “I have eagerly desired to eat this Passover with you before I suffer” (22:15). Jesus prepares for the ordeal he is to undergo by observing the traditional Passover ritual and thereby fervently recalling the great story of Israel’s deliverance. Then, after Jesus’ death, Joseph of Arimathea requests permission to take the body down from the cross, thereby adhering to the requirement of Deuteronomy 21:22-23 that the body of an executed man must be buried the same day, so as not to defile the land.38 Further, after recounting that the women who saw where the body of Jesus was laid made burial preparations, Luke, distinctively among the Evangelists, tells us that “on the sabbath they rested according to the commandment (23:56). These seemingly small narrative details provide, in effect, an inclusio with the similar passing notes of Torah observance in the birth and infancy narrative of the opening chapters. Just as Jesus’ family prepared the way for his life by faithful obedience to the law, so also at the end of the story his followers prepare for his burial in a way that honors God’s commandments.
God's kindness and mercy to Israel
Despite Luke’s positive narration of faithfulness to Torah by various human characters in the story, it would be deeply misleading to sup' pose that this is his primary point of theological emphasis. The chief function of Luke’s references to law-observance is to create a symbolic I world, to situate the story in time, place, and culture, and thereby to I align his tale with the dramatic arc of Israel’s history with God. And I it is God who is the chief actor in that story.39 In the songs of the birth I narrative, it is God who is the subject of the key verbs. The characters I joyfully confess that it is God who has shown strength with his arm, I God who has brought down the powerful and lifted up the lowly, God I who has remembered his promises and helped his servant Israel. It is [ God who has redeemed his people and shown the mercy promised to 1 the patriarchs in the past, in remembrance of his covenant. It is by the tender mercy of God that “the dawn from on high will break upon us” (Luke 1:78). This is neither the language of religious achievement nor the language of plodding submission to inexorable divine requirements. Rather, it is the language of praise and thanksgiving for God’s gracious, incalculable life-giving power, which has shown itself particularly in acts of faithfulness toward Israel.
Much of what needs to be said about God and God’s faithfulness shall be considered when we examine how Luke uses Scripture to narrate the identity of Jesus, in whom the divine faithfulness is decisively enacted. But even apart from the specific account of Jesus’ actions, Luke’s Gospel affirms the graciousness of God in language that draws upon Israel’s scriptural traditions. Particularly telling is the passage in the Sermon on the Plain in which Jesus tells his audience to love their enemies and to lend without expecting to receive anything in return (Luke 6:27-38). Two reasons are given for following this counterintuitive counsel. First, those who act in this way will receive a great reward. But the second reason is even weightier: “... you will be children of the Most High; for he is kind (хрт|ото<;) to the ungrateful and the wicked. Be merciful (oiiccippoveq), just as your Father is merciful (oiKiippcov).” Jesus’ followers are called to be kind and merciful because they will thereby mirror the character of the God they serve—indeed, they will be his children, bearing his likeness in the world.
Although the passage is substantively parallel to a similar teaching in Matthew’s Sermon on the Mount (Matt 5:43-48), the specific wording of Luke 6:35-36 is completely different from Matthew’s40 and unparalleled elsewhere in the Gospels. The two adjectives that Luke uses here to describe God, хр^атбд and oktippcov, are not randomly chosen; both evoke rich scriptural resonances.
The confession that God is xprjax6g sounds again and again throughout the LXX Psalms. To take a single example, Psalm 85:5 LXX addresses God gratefully: “For you, Lord, are kind (xprfcrcdq) and gentle H abounding in mercy to all who call upon you.” Here, as typically else* where in the Psalms, хрпсгтбд renders the Hebrew 110. English versions often render it as “good.” This is an accurate translation of the Hebrew, but it does not entirely capture the semantic nuance of the Greek word, which can carry the connotation of “kind” or “gracious,” as the usual English translations of Luke 6:35 rightly indicate. But readers of English translations will miss the way in which Luke 6:35 echoes the confessional tradition of the Psalms in declaring that God is good/kind.41 And upon closer examination of the context in which such language appears in the Psalms, we see that the description of God as %рг|атб<; is not merely a vague character attribute: it refers specifically to God’s gracious acts of covenant faithfulness toward Israel. For particularly telling examples, see Psalm 105:1 LXX and Psalm 106:1 LXX (106:1 MT/io7:i ET), where the confession that the Lord is good/kind (хрлсгсо?) introduces lengthy recitations of the ways in which God has redeemed and delivered his people Israel despite their heedlessness and sinful ways.
Similarly, Luke’s declaration that God the Father is merciful (oiKxtpjicov) is evocative of one of the most fundamental confessions of Israel’s faith, the narrative of the epiphany to Moses on Mount Sinai:
The Lord descended in the cloud and stood with him there, and proclaimed the name, “The Lord.” The Lord passed before him, and proclaimed, “The Lord, the Lord, a God merciful (LXX: oucripjuov) and gracious, slow to anger, and abounding in steadfast love and faithfulness, keeping steadfast love for the thousandth generation, forgiving iniquity and transgression and sin, yet by no means clearing the guilty, but visiting the iniquity of the parents upon the children and the children’s children, to the third and the fourth generation.”
(Exod 34:5-7) •
The characterization of God as “merciful and gracious, slow to anger and abounding in steadfast love” becomes a repeated formulaic element in Israel’s language of confession and prayer, appearing in many texts verbatim, or with minor variations, once again including a number of Psalm texts.42 Given the familiarity of this language, and its central importance in Israel’s story, no one familiar with the LXX could miss hearing the scriptural echo in Luke 6:36. To say that God is “merciful” evokes | j foundational element of the biblical story of Israel’s God.
Interestingly, there is one psalm that links these two ascriptive adjectives together in close parallelism. In Psalm 144:8-9 LXX, the psalmist sings:
The Lord is merciful (olicTtppcov), and compassionate;
slow to anger, and abundant in mercy.
The Lord is good (хрл^тб?) to the whole creation;
and his mercies (ot oiKtippol) are over all his works.
Psalm 144:8 itself closely echoes the fundamental confession of Exodus 34:6 (with the effect of emphasizing God’s mercy as shown in the Mosaic covenant), while Psalm 144:9 seemingly expands the scope of God’s kindness from his specific graciousness to Israel to encompass the whole of all that God has made. The logic of the psalm seems to anticipate the expansive scope of Jesus’ teaching in Luke 6:35-36. Or, to put it the other way around, the Lukan passage echoes the full resonances of the psalm, which, in turn, invokes the story of the revelation of God’s name on Sinai.
Thus, the description of God offered in Jesus’ teaching strongly affirms continuity with Israel’s confessional tradition. The thing that is new here in Luke’s Gospel, however, is the explicit call for the hearers to conform their own actions and character to the kind and merciful character of God, an exhortation not found in any of the biblical passages cited above. God’s kindness to Israel is meant to call forth a similar responsive kindness in Jesus’ hearers. For the most part, however, Luke’s allusions to the scriptural narratives of God’s kindness do not serve this sort of hortatory purpose in which God’s character is proposed as a paradigm for human conduct; instead, they are meant to frame the story of Jesus as the climax of the continuing story of Israel and thereby to evoke faith, praise, and (as we shall see) repentance.
Isaiah’s vision of new exodus
Prominent among the past acts through which God’s faithfulness to Israel was made known was the miraculous announcement of the end of exile, the return of the people from Babylonian captivity to reinhabit the land of Israel and rebuild the temple in Jerusalem. This return was of such significance in Israel’s salvation history that the prophet Isaiah celebrated it in language that portrayed it metaphorically as a new exodus, a second journey through the desert to return to the land of promise.43 It is therefore significant that Luke heralds the beginning of Jesus’ рцј^ activity by linking the proclamation of John the Baptist with MM taken from Isaiah 40, the pivotal chapter announcing the end of Israel^ exile and the promise of return.210

[John the son of Zechariah] went into all the region around the Jordan, proclaiming a baptism of repentance for the forgiveness of sins, as it is written in the book of the words of the prophet Isaiah,
“The voice of one crying out in the wilderness;
‘Prepare the way of the Lord, make his paths straight.
Every valley shall be filled, and every mountain and hill shall be made low,
and the crooked shall be made straight, and the rough ways made smooth;
and all flesh shall see the salvation of God/”
(Luke 3:3-6; citing Isa 40:3-5 LXX)
Luke of course finds the connection between John s preaching and Isaiah 40 already present in Mark 1:2-4, but he has made several significant editorial moves. First, he has disentangled Mark s conflated citation, moving the material from Malachi 3:i/Exodus 23:20 away from this initial account of Johns ministry to a later place in the story, where it becomes part of Jesus’ own explanation of the meaning of Johns prophetic role (Luke ^г^-г^).44 This change not only corrects the apparent inaccuracy of Mark s quotation but, more importantly, in this introductory passage, sharpens the Lukan focus on “the book of the words of the prophet Isaiah” (Luke 3:3). Luke s citation of Isaiah also makes several minor adjustments of the LXX text.45 But his most important editorial decision is to quote a much lengthier chunk of material finom Isaiah 40. Whereas Mark (followed by Matthew) cites only Isaiah 40:3, Luke continues the quotation nearly to the end of Isaiah 40:5 LXX, so that it builds to a climax and concludes with the clause “and all flesh shall see the salvation of God (to ocorfjpiov too 0eou).”
This artful piece of editing frames the citation as a ringing preview of Luke’s overall compositional design.46 This prominently placed citation of Isaiah 40:3-5, the third and last authorial citation of Scripture m Luke’s entire two-volume work, announces in advance that the coming of Jesus will portend not only the end of Israel’s exile but also the mission that extends salvation to “all flesh”—that is, to the Gentiles as well as die people of Israel. It is not coincidental that the final words of Paul at the conclusion of Luke’s second volume echo this same passage: “Let it therefore be known to you that this ‘salvation of God’ (тоФто to ocoiripiov xofl 0eoC) has been sent to the Gentiles, and they will listen” (Acts 28:г8).47 The redundancy of the demonstrative pronoun and definite article in this phrase has the effect of marking the expression тб ocoxfjpiov too 0eoO as a quotation, a quotation of Isaiah 40, already cited in full for the reader of Luke-Acts in the opening chapters of the Gospel.
Similarly, Luke’s account of the presentation of the child Jesus in the temple has already painted a diptych of witnesses who interpret Jesus’ career as a confirmation of Isaiah’s promises to Israel, first, when Luke introduces the elderly Simeon, he describes him as “righteous and pious, awaiting the consolation of Israel” (Luke 2:25)—a consolation that he now declares himself to have witnessed: “for my eyes have seen your salvation (xo ocorripiov aou), which you prepared (fixoipaaaq) in the presence of all the peoples, a light for revelation to Gentiles, and for glory to your people Israel” (2:30-32). The noun acoxfjpwv directly links this passage with the passage from Isaiah 40 that appears explicitly in Luke 3:6, and the verb T|Toipaaac; may be a subtler echo of the same text. These anticipatory ripples of Isaiah 40 in 2:30-32 are instances of the Vorklang of an allusion, faint sympathetic soundings that precede a louder citation later in the same text.48 The phrase “light for revelation to Gentiles” (cpox; eiq dxoKaAnyiv eOvgjv) also alludes unmistakably to Isaiah, where it is prophesied that God’s Servant will be “a light to the nations” (siq <pmq eOvcov, Isa 42:6,49:6). In the second of these two references, the purpose of that light is made more explicit: “that my salvation may reach to the end of the earth”—a passage later cited explicitly in Acts 13:47 by Paul and Barnabas as a prefiguration and warrant for their ministry to Gentiles. Most interesting of all, however, is Luke’s statement that Simeon was awaiting “the consolation (xapaicAriaiv) of Israel.” The theme of consolation is the keynote sounded at the beginning of Isaiah’s prophecy of return and restoration: “Comfort, comfort my people (LXX: ПаракаХеТте, каракаХше tov Xa6v (ion), says God” (Isa 40:1). In other words, to say that Simeon was awaiting “the ларакАђац of Israel” can mean only one thing: he was remembering Isaiah 40 and awaiting the fulfillment of Isaiah’s prophecy that Israel’s time of punishment and exile would come to an end.I

This interpretation is further reinforced by the second passage in Luke’s temple diptych (Luke 2:36-38). The prophetess Anna praises God and speaks about the child Jesus “to all who were awaiting the redemption of Jerusalem” (Xoxpaxnv TepouaaXfjp, 2:g8).49 Here Luke’s diction subliminally echoes Isaiah 52:9:
Break forth together into singing, you ruins of Jerusalem;
for the Lord has comforted hit people,	
he has redeemed Jerusalem.	
So Anna joins Simeon in joyfully declaring that the long story of Israel’s exile and hope is at last reaching its dramatic fulfillment in the arrival If of the child Jesus. Luke ends his scene at this point, but the reader who knows Isaiah will perceive the metaleptic effect, recalling the way in which this unit of Isaiah’s oracle concludes in the verse following the one to which Luke has alluded:
The Lord has bared his holy arm before the eyes of all the nations; and all the ends of the earth shall see the salvation of our God.
(Isa 52:10)
Once again, the allusion to Isaiah has the effect of joining the redemption of Jerusalem with the motif of proclaiming Gods salvation to I the whole Gentile world. God s faithfulness to Israel, fully under- I stood in light of these Isaian subtexts, also necessarily entails the I mission to the Gentiles that will unfold over the course of Luke s two-volume composition.
The ending of Luke’s Gospel signals the reader that the story has not 1 ended with the resurrection of Jesus, but that this mission to the world is only beginning. When the risen Jesus appeared to his disciples, Luke I tells us, “he opened their minds to understand the Scriptures.” The con- I tent of that understanding is summarized under three concise headings: “And he said to them, ‘Thus it is written: that the Messiah is to suffer, and to rise from the dead on the third day, and that repentance and forgiveness of sins is to be proclaimed in his name to alt nations beginning &ош I Jerusalem” (Luke 24:46-47). The narrative unfolding of proclamation to j the nations occurs only in Luke s second volume, but it has already been I significantly foreshadowed in the first, through echoes of Isaiah. Thus, the Gospel of Luke points readers beyond the sell-enclosed world of its own ending, just as the canonical book of Isaiah points to a future not fully realized. Presumably, it is in these Isaian texts that we should look to find where “it is written” that the Gentiles are finally to be included as recipients of the proclamation of forgiveness of sins—a proclamation addressed initially to Israel in Isa 40:1-2.50

Judgment repentance\ and forgiveness
At the same time, however, in Luke’s story, God’s faithfulness to Israel is not a matter of a simple proclamation of amnesty. As Luke 24:47 indicates, the message that is to be preached to all nations includes a summons to repentance. Furthermore, the apostolic preaching about Jesus in Acts declares that he has been appointed as the eschatological judge of the world: “He [Jesus] commanded us to preach to the people and to testify that he is the one ordained by God as judge of the living and the dead” (Acts 10:42; cf. 17:31). The fate of individuals in this judgment hangs upon their response to the proclaimed word; those who reject it judge themselves “unworthy of eternal life” (Acts 13:46). As Peter explains in his sermon in Solomon’s Portico of the Jerusalem temple, the division of the people between those who respond to the word and those who do not was already foreshadowed in Israel’s Scripture:
Moses said, “The Lord your God will raise up for you from your own people a prophet like me. You will listen to him, whatever he speaks to you.” But it will be that everyone who does not listen to that prophet “will be utterly destroyed out of the people.” And all the prophets, as many as have spoken, from Samuel and those in sequence after him, also proclaimed these days.
(Acts 3:22-24)
While the reference to a prophet like Moses is clearly a citation of Deuteronomy 18:15, m the Lukan context there is a play on the word dvaorf|aei (“raise up”). Originally in Deuteronomy, it referred to God’s causing a prophet to emerge from among the people;51 however, we have already heard Peter, in his Pentecost sermon, using precisely this same verb to refer to Jesus’ resurrection from the dead: “This Jesus God raised up (aveaxriGEv)” (Acts 2:32). Thus, readers of Acts 3:22 will recognize a double sense in the prophecy that God would “raise up” a prophet like Moses. It is precisely the resurrection that marks out Jesus as this prophet. Further, the Deuteronomic admonition to “listen to him” has already been spoken of Jesus by the heavenly voice at the transfiguration (Luke 9:35) in a context where Moses and Jesus are seen together. Thus, the identification of Jesus as the prophet like Moses promised in Deuteronomy is evident.
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Our present interest, however, lies in the punishment threatened in Acts 3:23 for those who refuse to listen. The passage in Deuteronomy 18 does mention a dire consequence for those who do not heed God’s
prophet: “I myself will hold [them] accountable” (Deut 18:19; LXX reads “I will take vengeance [^кбисђасо] on him”). But the wording of Acte 3:23 does not correspond at all to any text of Deuteronomy 18:19, cither in the MT or in the LXX. Instead, Acts 3:23 reads,	U И
Xaofl: “he will be utterly destroyed from the people.” The NRSV renders Acts 3:22-23 as though it were a single continuous quotation, but it | better to understand it, as in the translation given above, as the consecutive quotation of two different passages.
The phrase “will be utterly destroyed from the people” or its close equivalent occurs a number of times in the Pentateuch. Invariably it is the judgment pronounced on persons who are guilty of disregarding Gods law and/or desecrating something holy. Such offenses include neglecting the command of circumcision (Gen 17:14), eating leavened bread during the Passover (Exod 12:15,19) or failing to observe the Passover when on a journey (Num 9:13), using holy oil for ordinary anointing of the body (Exod 30:33), profaning the sabbath (Exod 31:14), failing to bring animals sacrificially slaughtered to the tent of meeting to offer them as sacrifices to the Lord (Lev 17:4, 9), eating blood (Lev 17:14), approaching the consecrated offerings in a state of ritual uncleanness (Lev 22:3) or defiling the sanctuary through corpse impurity (Num 19:20), doing work on the Day of Atonement (Lev 23:29-30), or acting “high-handedly” by despising the word of the Lord (Num 15:30-31). The last of these offenses seems particularly pertinent to the concerns of Acts 3:22-24, but it is probably inappropriate to peg Peter s pronouncement of judgment to any single one of these Old Testament laws. The point is more generally that on W analogy of these Old Testament sanctions anyone who fails to listen to Jesus as God s appointed prophet will be guilty of despising and profaning the means provided by God for atonement and for marking the identity ш his own people.
For that reason, faith and repentance are the essential elements e* right response to the proclaimed word about Jesus, and it is this response that leads to the forgiveness of sins, as definitively articulated in Peter1 Pentecost sermon in Acts 2:
Repent and be baptized every one of you in the name of Jesus Christ so that your sins may be forgiven; and you will receive the gift of the Holy Spirit.52 For the promise is for you, for your children and for all who are for away [and as we will learn in the unfolding of the narrative, this includes Gentiles], everyone whom the Lord our God calls to him.
(Acts 2:38-39)
That is the summons toward which the plot of Luke’s Gospel builds. It is chiefly a word of promise, grounded in the gracious consolatory proclamation of Isaiah that the time of Israel’s exile is over, that the time of forgiveness of sins has come near, and that this word of blessing will now extend to all nations. And yet, an ominous undertone remains. Jesus, the one through whom the promise is realized, is set in place by God, as Simeon warns, “for the falling and rising of many in Israel, and as a sign that will be opposed” (Luke 2:34). There is perhaps a distant echo here of Isaiah’s prophecy of a stumbling-stone that will cause many to fall (Isa 8:14).
Be that as it may, the story that Luke tells weaves together these complex motifs from Israel’s epic narrative. God is a gracious God who is kind, merciful, and patient. He reaches out again and again to deliver and restore Israel when they rebel and fall away. But, as in Exodus 34:6-7, this merciful God “will by no means clear the guilty” if they reject the grace offered to them. This paradoxical dialectic between judgment and grace is carried forward throughout Luke’s account. Indeed, the inconclusive ending of Acts serves, among other things, to leave open the question of the church’s mission and the world’s response to it.53 If the Gospel of Luke therefore poses a theological conundrum, this result follows from Luke’s tenacious adherence to the story of Israel as the hermeneutical matrix for understanding the story of Jesus. Because the God narrated in Luke’s Gospel is the same God revealed to Moses and the prophets, and because Luke’s unfolding story of the kingdom of God is the fulfillment of that same God’s promises, it should come as no surprise that the same mysterious tension between compassion and judgment that we find in Israel’s Scripture plays itself out again in the pages of Luke’s story. Luke can describe the sacking of Jerusalem by armies as the apocalyptic “days of vengeance, to fulfill all the things that are written” (Luke 21:22). But at the same time, he is confident that the word of the Lord that has come near in Jesus is finally a message for “the consolation of Israel” (2:25). From start to finish in Luke, it is this hopeful word of God’s deliverance that predominates and prevails as he patiently and subtly teaches his readers how to read Israel’s Scripture with new eyes. And the key to that reading lies in understanding the identity of Jesus as the promised liberator of Israel.
§13 JESUS AS THE REDEEMER OF ISRAEL


In the final chapter of Luke’s Gospel, we meet two new characters, Cleopas and his unnamed companion, despondently trudging away from
Jerusalem toward the village of Emmaus (Luke 24:13-35). The crucifixion of their leader Jesus has dashed their dreams. They had dared to believe that he might be the hoped-for messianic figure who would rescue Israel from oppression, but his swift and brutal execution by the Roman imperial forces had doomed that expectation—or so they thought. In a scene of exquisite dramatic irony, the risen Jesus appears and walks with them, unrecognized. He asks what they are discussing, and Cleopas, comically oblivious to the identity of this new traveling companion, asks, “Are you the only stranger visiting Jerusalem who doesn’t know what has been happening in these days?” (24:18).
The ironic gap between Cleopas’ presumption of superior knowledge and his actual ignorance of Jesus’ identity prepares the reader, who has already been informed by the narrator in Luke 24:15-16 that the stranger is Jesus, to interpret the dialogue that follows as a hermeneutical corrective to the preresurrectional understanding of Jesus that the Emmaus pilgrims articulate. The two on the road describe Jesus as “a man, a prophet powerful in deed and word before God and all the people” (24:19; cf. the inadequate understanding of the crowds, as reported in 9:19). Despite his prophetic powers, however, Jesus had been put to death by the chief priests and rulers—hence, the disappointment of these disciples’ fervent expectation: “But we had hoped that he was the one who was going to redeem (AnxpouaGai) Israel” (24:21).
These poignant words recall precisely the expectation aroused in th< glad songs of the Gospel’s birth narrative. Zechariah, filled with th< Holy Spirit, had declared it in these terms:
Blessed be the Lord, the God of Israel,
for he has visited his people and made redemption (Auxpcaaiv) for them.
And he has raised up a horn of salvation for us
in the house of his servant David.	|
(Luke 1:68-69)
Consequently, the wistful lament of the Emmaus disciples retraces the experience of the sympathetic reader who has followed the story closely. Why has Israel seemingly not been redeemed? Why has Israel not yet found “salvation from our enemies and from the hand of all who hate us” (Luke 1:71)? The death of Jesus appears to confirm that those enemies still have Israels fate firmly in their grip. Even the report that some women had found the tomb empty has appeared to Cleopas and friend as a puzzling oddity, the account perhaps of a religious “vision” but nothing like the new messianic kingdom for which they had been hoping (24:22-24).
Much hangs, then, on Jesus’ reply:
And he said to them, “O foolish and slow of heart to trust in all that the prophets spoke! Weren’t these things necessary: for the Messiah to suffer and enter into his glory?” And beginning from Moses and from all the prophets, he thoroughly interpreted for them the things concerning himself in all the Scriptures.
(Luke 24:25-27)
Luke’s sketchy summary is tantalizing, for it does not explain exactly how “all the Scriptures” might be read as testimony to Jesus. The effect of this episode is to bring us up short and send us back to the beginning of the Gospel to reread it, in hopes of discerning more clearly how the identity and mission of Jesus might be prefigured in Israel’s Scripture. This second reading of the Gospel will be a retrospective reading in light of the resurrection,54 seeking to find submerged correspondences between “Moses and the prophets” and the mysterious stranger who chastises us as “slow of heart” for failing to discover such correspondences on our first reading.55
The dramatic irony of Luke’s Emmaus story implies that if we understand the scriptural witness about the Messiah, we will perceive that he is more than “a prophet powerful in deed and word before God and all the people ” That is the true but limited preliminary understanding of Cleopas and his friend, an understanding that the veiled risen Jesus now seeks to correct. Yet—and here we encounter another layer of irony—it has become the conventional view of modern New Testament criticism that the Gospel of Luke represents a “low” or “primitive” Christology. According to this view, Luke portrays Jesus as simply a Spirit-anointed prophet, a teacher of divine wisdom, and a righteous martyr. Lacking, however, are any doctrines of preexistence and incarnation; lacking is any clear assertion of Jesus’ identity with God.56 Sometimes it is suggested that Luke follows his sources closely by keeping references to any superhuman status of Jesus out of his Gospel and reserving all “high” christological affirmations for the Acts of the Apostles, after the resurrection,57 But, as the Emmaus story suggests, an attentive reading of Luke’s Gospel gives us substantial reason to question this characterization of Lukan Christology.
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Luke s distinctive portrayal of the identity of Jesus has not always been well understood for at least three closely related but distinguishable reasons. First, the categories of “high” versus “low” Christology are theologically clumsy blunt instruments that fail to reckon with the complexity of the texts.58 Second, any assessment of Luke's understanding of the identity of Jesus must reckon with the narrative mode of the presentation. It will hardly do to extract a list of titles for Jesus that Luke employs in the Gospel and then extrapolate propositional statements about Luke’s Christology.59 Rather, to understand Luke’s portrayal of Jesus, our reading must be attuned to Luke’s subtle narrative art, for the identity of a character is best understood through the unfolding of events in a story.60 Third, an important element of that narrative art is the way in which Luke s story evokes echoes of Israel’s Scripture and thereby leads readers to a complex, intertextually formed perception of his central character. This is the decisive hermeneutical clue given in the final chapter of Luke’s Gospel, as Jesus “opens the Scriptures” to his followers. They had hoped Jesus was “the one to redeem Israel.” If, as Luke’s ironic tale implies, they were wrong to judge that hope disappointed, then the key to understanding how he redeems Israel must be found in a renewed scripturally shaped understanding of Jesus as Israel’s redeemer.
If we take our bearings from the Emmaus story, one more important consequence follows: the effort to find a single controlling christological title or motif can only occlude the full range of Luke’s presentation of Jesus. The academic penchant for focusing on just one christological category and arguing that it constitutes the central organizing theme for the Christology of an individual New Testament author is no longer a defensible reading strategy. In the case of Luke-Acts, many different categories have been singled out—the Davidic royal Messiah,61 the prophet like Moses,62 or the prophets Elijah and Elisha63—as the key Old Testament prototypes for Luke s portrayal of Jesus. The very variety of proposals offered testifies against the exclusive centrality of any one of them. Such an approach is particularly ill-suited to account for Luke s narratively shaped christological vision. Luke tells us that the veiled risen Jesus on the road to Emmaus “thoroughly interpreted for them the things concerning himself in all the Scriptures’ (Luke 24:27). Luke thus implies that Scripture in all its parts comprehensively bears witness to the identity of Jesus. If that is so, isolating any one strand out of the interwoven diversity of scriptural witnesses, while of some temporary analytical value, can finally yield only a diminished interpretation of Jesus, if the single extracted strand is taken as sufficient by itself. Instead, following the
prompting of Luke 24, we shall identify several of the thicker strands of imagery that Luke weaves together in his account of Jesus. Having identified them, we shall attempt to take the measure of the total integrated portrait that emerges when the strands are seen, as Luke presents them, narratively bound together.
Jesus as the agent of liberation
the Spirit-anointed Servant. The role of Jesus as the agent of Israel’s liberation is highlighted dramatically in Luke’s distinctive account of Jesus’ inauguration of his public ministry (Luke 4:16-30). “Filled with the power of the Spirit,” Jesus returns to Nazareth after his wilderness temptation and reads Scripture in the synagogue. The passage that he selects is said to be taken from “the scroll of the prophet Isaiah” (4:17) though it is actually a conflation of two texts, Isaiah 61:1-2 and Isaiah 58:6:
The Spirit of the Lord is upon me,
because he has anointed me to announce good news to the poor; he has sent me to proclaim release to the prisoners and recovery of sight to the blind,
to send the broken ones forth in release (dwcoaxeTAm xeOpavapevou^ev oupeaci, Isa 58:6 LXX), to proclaim the year of the Lord’s favor.
(Luke 4:18-19)
When Jesus follows this reading by declaring, “Today this scripture has been fulfilled in your hearing” (Luke 4:21), the reader of Luke s Gospel has been alerted that Jesus himself is the Spirit-anointed Servant figure whose mission is the liberation of Israel. Luke’s citation of Isaiah 61 strongly links Jesus’ activity to Isaiah’s hope of a restored Israel, brought back from exile. Further, the fragmentary citation of Isaiah 58:6, imbedded within the passage from Isaiah 61, metaleptically evokes the prophetic imperative for Israel’s authentic worship to be embodied through practices that establish justice:
Is not this the fast that I choose: to loose the bonds of injustice, to undo the thongs of the yoke,
to let the oppressed gofree (LXX: &7с6атеХХб xe0pauo|ićvouq šv dtpeaei,
“send the broken ones forth in release”), and to break every yoke?
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Is it not to share your bread with the hungry, and to bring the homeless poor into your house; when you see the naked, to cover them, and not to hide yourself from your own kin? Then your light shall break forth like the dawn, and your healing shall spring up quickly; your vindicator shall go before you, the glory of the Lord shall be your rear guard. Then you shall call, and the Lord will answer; you shall cry for help, and he will say, Here I am.
(Isa 58:6-92)
By invoking this passage about letting the oppressed go free, Luke’s story taps into a rich and complex intertextual history. The Isaiah passage is itself intertextually referential; it resonates powerfully with the story of Gods action to rescue Israel from slavery in Egypt, as we see particularly in Isaiah s reference to the vindicator going before and the glory of the Lord being the rear guard—an allusion to the pillar of cloud and fire that led Israel in the wilderness and also moved behind the people to protect them from the army of Egypt (Isa 58:8; cf. Exod 13:21-22,14:19-20; Isa 52:12). Consequently, when Luke inserts the phrase “to let the oppressed go free” into Jesus’ sabbath reading in the synagogue, he links Jesus’ liberating vocation not only with the Isaianic end of exile but also with its older prototype, the exodus.
In addition to the allusive fusion of these passages, there is also a selective omission in Luke’s quotation of Isaiah 61. Jesus’ reading breaks off in midsentence, omitting the last part of Isaiah 61:2: “and the day of vengeance of our God; to comfort those who mourn.” This sudden silence poses an interesting problem for interpretation. On one reading Luke deletes “a day of vengeance for our God” because he wants to portray Jesus as offering a graceful word of healing and restoration, not a threat to Israel’s enemies.64 This is of course possible. On the other hand, in view of all we have seen of the Evangelists’ effective use of metalepsis as a literary technique, perhaps we should not be quite so quick to suppose that the unquoted material from Isaiah 61:2 is dissonant with Luke s theological views or his narrative program.
The notion of God s punishment of the wicked is hardly absent from Luke s understanding of God’s purposes. The Jesus of Luke’s Gospel announces woes upon the rich and well fed (Luke 6:20-26,12:13- 21, 16:19-31); Mary’s song has already foreshadowed the day when the powerful will be brought down from their thrones (1:51-53). Jesus warns that those who do not repent will perish (13:1-9), just as John the Baptist had declared (3:7-9). Those who do not “enter through the narrow door” will be excluded and left in a place where there is “weeping and gnashing of teeth” (13:22-30). The climax of many such passages in Luke appears in the apocalyptic discourse of Luke 21, in which Jesus prophesies the destruction of Jerusalem by pagan armies and, in words interestingly reminiscent of his earlier closing flourish in the Nazareth synagogue (4:21), declares that “these are the days of vengeance (вкбисгјоесос;), to fulfill all the things that are written” (21:22). In sum, Jesus’ spirit-anointed proclamation of good news in Nazareth is not good news for the oppressors and those who oppose the work of the Spirit of the Lord. If Jesus is announcing a new exodus of liberation, this very announcement is a two-edged sword, simultaneously announcing judgment on those who resist God’s liberating power. Here we see another outworking of the prophecy that Jesus’ message will evoke opposition and that he will be the occasion for the falling and rising of many (2:34). On this reading, the incomplete citation of Isaiah 61:2 in Luke 4:18-19 should be heard as a classic instance of metalepsis: Jesus announces the acceptable (бекто^) year of the Lord, but Isaiah’s warning of the “day of vengeance” hovers unspoken over the text—and perhaps subtly informs our understanding of the consequences for those in Jesus’ own country who do not find him “acceptable” (бекто<;, 4:24).
It is not so clear, however, that Luke and his first readers would have understood Isaiah 61:2b as an unambiguous word of negative judgment. The LXX of this verse reads: ка1 f|pipav ауталобоаеах; парашХеаах navmq xofi^ 7tev0owra<; (“and a day of payback to comfort all those who mourn”). The word &УШ7г6боац, like the English word “payback” with which I have translated it here, is multivalent. It can and often does mean “vengeance,” as when the once-great hero Samson, now blinded and in chains, prays, “Lord God, remember me and strengthen me only this once so that with this one act of revenge (LXX: аутатсобоспу) I may pay back (аутатсобсоссо) the Philistines for my two eyes” (Judg i6:28).65 On the other hand, “payback” can also, depending on the perspective of the reader, be a matter of joyful restitution, as in Psalm 102:2 LXX (103:2 MT): “Bless the Lord, O my soul, and do not forget all his benefits (naaaq mq avxanoSooeiq аитои).” Similarly, in Psalm 18:12 LXX (19:12 MT), the ordinances of God’s law are said to be more valuable than gold and sweeter than honey, because “in keeping them there is great reward (^утатгобооц).”66 In the term’s only appearance in the New Testament, coming from the pen of an author roughly contemporary with Luke &утат1ббосгц refers to the reward of an inheritance for those who are obedient (Col 3:24).
It is likely that, despite the negative valence of the term in several other passages in Isaiah, the LXX translator understood &Ута7г6босц in Isaiah 61:2 in a positive sense, as shown by the syntactical parallelism of the construction in which it appears:
The Spirit of the Lord is on me, because he has anointed me.
He has sent me:
to announce good news to the poor, to heal those who are crushed in heart, to proclaim release to the prisoners,
to declare the acceptable year of the Lord and the day of payback (&VT€wio56oetoq),
to comfort all those who mourn....
In the context of this string of parallel infinitive phrases, the semantic force of &Утагс6боац would almost surely be heard as consolatory, meaning something like “recompense” or “restoration of fortune.” Thus, working from the LXX, Luke and his readers almost surely would have understood Isaiah 61:2 in this sense. If so, the metaleptic impact of the fragmentary quotation of Isaiah 61 in Luke 4 would be to strengthen, not undermine, the connotation of gracious promise and fulfillment.
The truth is that both of these readings are possible. By leaving the quotation unfinished, Luke leaves the matter open for the reader, who will come to understand as the story unfolds that the appearance of Jesus on the scene does indeed hold out both possibilities, either destruction for those who stand against God or salvation for those who embrace the announcement of the Lord’s spirit-anointed Servant.
In any case, having reflected on what Luke’s Jesus does not say in his reading from the Isaiah scroll, we return now to the effects created by Luke s addition of the phrase “to send the broken ones forth in release. This extra line from Isaiah 58:6, inserted in this context, creates an emphatic repetition of the noun бфеоц (“release”) in Jesus’ reading of the scriptural text.67 Jesus’ mission includes both proclaiming release to the prisoners (Isa 61:1) and sending those who are broken into a condition of release (Isa 58:6). This double sounding of бфеац turns up the volume of one more submerged echo in the last line of Jesus’ lection: the concluding reference to “the year of the Lord s favor” (evkxotov icuptou бектоу, following Isa 61:2) should be heard as an allusion to the year mandated by Leviticus 25, the “year of release” (25:10 LXX: £via\)x6q acpčaeco«;) in which all debts are to be cancelled and all slaves set free.68 Thus, Luke’s account of Jesus’ reading of Scripture underscores the continuity between Jesus* concern for the poor—a favorite Lukan theme—and the message of the law and the prophets, as represented here by Leviticus and Isaiah.
The density of intertextual interplay in this passage is characteristic of Luke. A single short scriptural quotation, placed on the lips of Jesus at a programmatically crucial moment in the narrative, evokes at least three layers of scriptural memory. As one reads backwards from Luke’s citation of Isaiah 61 and 58, they are Israel’s new exodus ending the Babylonian exile, the Jubilee Year commanded by Moses, and the first exodus out of Egypt. Readers formed within Israel’s encyclopedia of reception will perceive that Luke’s Jesus is announcing that the time has come for all three of these prototypes to be brought to fulfillment in their hearing as Jesus performs the reading of Isaiah, both orally and in the acts that follow in the narrative. And Jesus himself takes center stage in the role of the Servant who makes God’s liberating power effectual for Israel.
At the same time, however, Jesus encounters rejection in Nazareth. Indeed, ht provokes rejection by citing biblical stories about the prophets Elijah and Elisha, who extended God’s gracious power to non-Israelites such as the widow at Zarephath in Sidon (1 Kgs 17:1-16, a story that finds an important echo in Luke 7:11-17) and Naaman the Syrian (2 Kgs 5:1-14). These references anticipate the expansion of the gospel into the Gentile world—a major theme of Luke’s second volume—and hint that the Gentile mission is already prefigured in Israel’s Scripture. Thus, Jesus’ programmatic preview of his vocation already begins to undercut the assumption that Israel is the exclusive bearer of God’s favor. And this makes the people in Nazareth so angry that they want to kill him.
The hostility of the Nazareth villagers to this act of subversive Bible- reading is a clear signal that Jesus (as portrayed in Luke’s Gospel) is engaged in intertextual narration as a countercultural practice. By bringing together texts from Isaiah about the new exodus and the liberation of Israel with texts from 1 and 2 Kings about prophetic acts of grace toward non-Israelites, Jesus sketches a new and provocative plot line for Israel’s story, one in which the rede of the Servant as a “light to the nations” takes on new prominence.69 It is precisely his scriptural argument for denying Israel’s exclusive privilege that is so threatening to the crowd in Nazareth.70 Accordingly, the people’s rejection of the Spirit-anointed servant Jesus illustrates the truth of Simeon’s earlier prophecy that Jesus would become the catalyst “for the falling and the rising of many in Israel, and ... a sign that will be opposed so that the inner thoughts of many will be revealed” (Luke 2:34-35).
At one and the same time, then, in Luke 4:16-30, Jesus announces the fulfillment of the Isaianic hope of national restoration and challenges conventional conceptions of national privilege. No other story illuminates more clearly the way in which Luke’s Jesus carries forward the story of Israel’s redemption while at the same time transforming that story into something different and surprising—and thereby arousing opposition and division.
The Davidic royal Messiah. In the Nazareth synagogue sermon Jesus catalyzes a scripturally grounded hope for national restoration but refuses to conform to popular expectations of what such a restoration might entail. Similar patterns of transformative appropriation of Scripture appear throughout Luke’s Gospel. We have focused initially on Isaiah’s figure of the salvation-bringing Servant, because that is where Luke’s narrative focuses our attention at the beginning of Jesus’ public activity. We turn now to consider several of the other christological motifs that ramify as the narrative develops.
Already in the Gospel’s opening chapters we have encountered the prophetic expectation that Jesus would assume the role of Son of David, the expected royal Messiah who would restore the kingdom of Israel. The angel Gabriel announces to Mary that the child she is to bear will be given “the throne of his father David” and that “he will rule over the house of Jacob forever, and of his kingdom there will be no end” (Luke 1:32"33)* Subsequently, this Davidic hope is reinforced by the prophecy of Zechariah, who gives thanks that “the Lord, the God of Israel... has raised up for us a horn of salvation in the house of David his servant” (1:68-69). The conclusion of this programmatic prophetic speech subtly returns to the same theme by announcing that through God’s mercy, “the Anatoli from on high will visit us” (1:78). The Greek word avatoWl, which literally means “rising” or “that which rises up,” conveys a delicate ambiguity. It can refer to the rising of the sun, hence “dawn”; contextually, this seems to be the most obvious meaning in 1:78, for the sentence continues with the image of the dvatoXq as giving light to those in darkness. Yet the same word can also have a botanical meaning, referring to the “branch” or “shoot” arising from a plant. This is the meaning carried by the word in the LXX’s rendering of Jeremiah 23:5 and Zechariah 3:8, 6:12, where it translates the Hebrew ЛО¥, a reference to the hoped-for messianic seed of David: “The days are surely coming, says the Lord, when I will raise up for David a righteous Branch (LXX: dvaioAi)), and he shall reign as king and deal wisely, and shall execute justice and righteousness in the land” (Jer 23:5; cf. Isa 11:1-5). Particularly in view of the titular use of &v(xtoAt| in Zechariah, the term outgrows the metaphorical sense it had in Jeremiah and flowers into a messianic designation, as clearly seen in Zechariah 6:12 LXX: “Thus says the Lord, the ruler of all: Here is a man whose name is Branch (AvaxoAx|). And he shall rise up (avaxeteT) from below, and he shall build the temple of the Lord.” Thus, in Luke 1:78, when a character also named Zechariah speaks of the coming of an avaxoAr) who will “give light to those who sit in darkness and in the shadow of death” (echoing Isa 9:1) and “guide our feet into the way of peace,” Israel’s eager hope for the rising of a Davidic ruler—as envisioned in the prophetic book of Zechariah—is not far below the surface.71 To read the passage well, we need not exclude either possible meaning of avaxoAri (“dawn” and “branch”); instead, we need to perceive that both possible meanings allude to prophetic images (one from Isaiah, the other from Jeremiah and Zechariah) associated with the hope for a future royal Davidic messiah. A sensitive reading of Luke 1:78-79 will hear both of these intertextual echoes.
This Davidic motif is reinforced in Luke’s birth story by the explicit description of Bethlehem as “the city of David” (Luke 2:4) and the angelic proclamation to the shepherds that “to you is born this day in the city of David a Savior, who is the Messiah (%piaxo<;), the Lord” (Luke 2:11). The royal messianic significance of xptoxdq is also presupposed in Luke’s authorial remark that Simeon had been promised “he would not see death before he had seen the Lord’s Messiah” (xov xpicrxdv Kupiou, Luke 2:26). By the end of the birth and infancy narrative, then, there can be no doubt of the identification of Jesus as the one destined to assume the Davidic kingship.
Yet this theme seems to recede strangely into the background in the ensuing narrative. This has sometimes been taken as a sign that the royal Davidic material in Luke 1-2 is purely traditional and of little theological importance for Luke. But the prominence given to Davidic categories in the apostolic proclamation in Acts suggests quite the reverse.72 To mention only the most obvious indicators, both Peter and Paul—in Luke’s programmatic accounts of their preaching—explicitly interpret Jesus’ resurrection as the fulfillment of David’s prophetic words in the Psalms (Acts 2:22-36, 13:32-37). Peter’s Pentecost sermon reaches its climax in the declaration that the resurrection of the crucified Jesus proves with certainty that “God has made him both Lord (icopiov) and Messiah (xpwt6v)” (Luke 236);73 similarly, Paul’s sermon at Pisidian Antioch interprets Jesus’ resurrection from the dead as the fulfillment of "the holy and faithful things of David,” a somewhat obscure phrase that is closely linked in the sermon with the promise that God s Holy One will not see corruption (Acts 13:34*35; citing Isa 55:3 LXX and Ps i6:io).74 Further, in the climactic scene of the apostolic council in Jerusalem, James validates the Gentile mission of Paul and Barnabas by quoting a passage from Amos 9:11-12—in a form close to the LXX rendering—that prophesies God will rebuild “the tent of David that has fallen ... so that all other peoples may seek the Lord” (Acts 15U6-17).75 The extension of the gospel to the Gentile world follows upon the "resurrection” of the royal Davidic line. If Luke’s rendering of the church’s earliest preaching portrays Jesus’ resurrection as the fulfillment of promises made to and about a Davidic messiah, and if Luke posits the restoration of the fallen Davidic royal house as a crucial stage in the unfolding plot of salvation history, we can hardly suppose that he has forgotten about these matters throughout the duration of his Gospel account. Surely it is likelier that his account of Jesus is laying the narrative groundwork for a hermeneutical reshaping of the Davidic-Messiah tradition.
Indeed, upon closer examination, we see that throughout his story Luke gives occasional prompts to remind us of the importance of the designation xpiaxoq: the crowds speculate (wrongly) whether the fiery John the Baptist might be the Messiah (Luke 3:15), and the demons that Jesus silences are said to know that he is the Messiah (4:41). Perhaps most significantly, Luke retains the Markan scene in which Peter confesses Jesus to be the Messiah (in the Lukan version, tov xpiaxov too Bsoo; Luke 9:20; cf. Mark 8:29). Here, just as in Mark, this premature confession is promptly silenced with the urgent teaching that the Son of Man must suffer and that those called to follow Jesus must bear the cross76 and lose their lives for his sake (9:21-27). In light of Luke’s repeated positive use of Xpiaioq as a title for Jesus elsewhere, he can hardly regard Peter’s confession as mistaken. Instead, the narrative’s emphasis on suffering is leading the reader to a reinterpretation of the meaning of ургатб«; in view of the events in Jerusalem that are still to come; Luke 9:22 points explicitly to the passion narrative (cf. 24:46). Jesus is indeed what Peter affirms, the Messiah of God, but his messianic destiny will necessarily include a redefinition through Jesus’ suffering, rejection, death, and finally his resurrection.
After Peter’s confession, however, Jesus’ injunction to silence appears effective for a time: we hear nothing more of a messiah or of David and his kingdom until near the end of Jesus’ journey to Jerusalem, when a blind beggar imploring Jesus’ help calls out to him as “Jesus, Son of David” in Luke 18:35-43.77 From this point onward, as Jesus approaches Jerusalem, royal and Davidic motifs begin emerging more regularly. And, significantly, these messianic themes are foregrounded particularly through Luke’s allusive use of the Psalms.
An explicit reference to David78 occurs in Jesus’ controversy discourses with the Jewish authorities in the temple: Jesus poses the question of how the Messiah can be David’s son, if David himself (in Ps 110:1) refers to him as “Lord” (Luke 20:41-44). Luke’s account follows Mark I2:35~37 closely, with only a few small editorial changes.79 The most interesting of these alterations appears in the citation formula that introduces the psalm quotation. Where Mark reads, “David himself said in the Holy Spirit,” Luke has, “David himself said in the Book of Psalms” (Luke 20:42a). This phrasing is one of several Lukan pointers to the Psalms as texts, texts that provide a privileged revelatory insight concerning the identity and vocation of Jesus. David’s words do not emanate from some undefined location in the spiritual ether; they are to be found in a determinate collection of prophetic writings, the book of Psalms.
Unlike Mark and Matthew, who leave Jesus’ riddling question unanswered (though presumably not puzzling to later Christian readers), Luke, in his second volume, provides an explicit solution to the puzzle:
For David did not ascend into the heavens, but he himself says, “The Lord said to my Lord, ‘Sit at my right hand until I set your enemies as a footstool for your feet/” Let all the house of Israel know assuredly, therefore, that God has appointed him both Lord and Christ, this Jesus whom you crucified.
(Acts 2:34-36)
According to Acts 2, Jesus is indeed David’s Son, for Peter’s sermon has identified him clearly as the fruit of David’s loins (Luke 2:30); yet he is also David’s Lord by virtue of his resurrection and ascension to God’s right hand, as Psalm 109:1 LXX testifies. Thus, he is both “Lord” (icupiov) and “Messiah” (ypiaxov). Luke’s solution to the riddle posed by Jesus is no different substantively from that adumbrated by Mark and Matthew; the only difference is that Luke’s second volume provides a narrative frame for a postresurrectional explication of the riddle’s solution. The kingship of David’s Son is to be understood, according to Luke, not simply as a role of earthly power; rather, the Psalms point to the heavenly exaltation of the Davidic Messiah.80
At the same time, however, to understand Jesus’ Davidic sonship through the lens of the Psalms is also to understand another unexpected aspect of the Messiah’s story. For Luke, the Davidic figure foreshadowed in the Psalms is not only the exalted bearer of power; he is also a figure who must undergo suffering}1 This startling and offensive interpretation was already foreshadowed in Jesus’ response to Peter’s confession (Luke 9:20-22), and it lies at the heart of the message that the risen Jesus explain* to the two befuddled disciples on the road to Emmaus: “O foolish and slow of heart to trust in all that the prophets spoke! Weren’t these thing* necessary: for the Messiah to suffer and enter into his glory?” (Luke 24:25- 26). Similarly, the encapsulated story of the Messiah’s suffering, death, resurrection, and glory is spelled out a little more fully in Jesus’ postresurrectional teaching to the disciples gathered together in Jerusalem:
And he said to them ... “[I]t is necessary that all the things written about me in the Law of Moses and the Prophets and the Psalms be fulfilled.” Then he opened their minds to understand the Scriptures. And he said to them, “Thus it is written, that the Messiah is to suffer and to rise from the dead on the third day, and that repentance for the forgiveness of sins be proclaimed in his name to all the nations.”
(Luke 24:44^47)
Luke’s tripartite description of the contents of Scripture (“the Law of Moses, the Prophets, and the Psalms') is unusual (in place of the more common “the Law, the Prophets, and the Writings”); whatever other reasons might be given for this formulation, it at least signals the special significance of the Psalter as a medium of revelation of Jesus’ identity. Presumably, then, the Psalms may hold particularly important keys to understanding the hermeneutically revolutionary claim that the suffering of the Messiah is scripturally foretold.
In what way might this be so? The answer, once articulated, appears stunningly obvious, if only in retrospect: the “David” who speaks in the psalms is a faithful, righteous figure who undergoes intense suffering, repeatedly appeals to God for deliverance and vindication, and consistently concludes his prayers with praise and thanksgiving. In short, the lament psalms adumbrate the narrative pattern that is both reenacted and newly illuminated in the story of Jesus’ crucifixion, resurrection, and exaltation.82
Do we find specific evidence in Luke-Acts that Luke did in fact interpret the Psalms in this christological fashion? Close scrutiny of the Lukan passion narrative turns up a few hints. Luke carries over from Mark several details that allude to the most frequently cited passion psalms: Psalm 2a (dividing garments and casting lots; Luke 23:34) and Psalm 69 (soldiers offering vinegar to drink; Luke 23:36). He also subtly renarrates the Markan reference to the women who watched the crucifixion from afar, to make the wording more audibly echo the lament of the psalmist in Psalm 38:11: “My friends and companions stand aloof from my affliction, and my neighbors stand far off (37:11 LXX: ol £771016 pot) goto paicp60ev £arr|aav).” It is perhaps just possible to hear a faint echo of this passage rustling in Mark 15:40: “And there were also women watching from afar (6.716 poncpćGev).” If Luke has indeed heard such an echo, he amplifies it: “But all his acquaintances stood (EloTrjicetcav) far off (атсб paKpoGev), along with the women who had followed him from Galilee, watching these things” (Luke 23:49). The otherwise unmotivated introduction of a reference to acquaintances or friends (oi 7VGoaioi аитф) in addition to the women, along with the added observation that they “stood far off,” would seem to be details bringing the narrative into subtle but significant coordination with the psalm subtext.83 Surely, however, the volume of such allusions hardly justifies the strength of Luke’s assertion about the scripturally prefigured necessity of Jesus’ suffering and death.
The most significant way in which Luke links the psalms of David with the story of Jesus’ passion is silently to delete from the Markan account Jesus’ dying cry of dereliction (“My God, my God, why have you forsaken me?” Ps 22:1 [21:2 LXX]) and to substitute as Jesus* last words a different Davidic psalm text: “Father, into your hands I commit my spirit” (Luke 23:46; citing Ps 30:6 LXX). At the most obvious level, this narrational shift removes a possible source of scandal and portrays Jesus as steadfastly trusting and obedient to God even at the moment of his dying breath. In place of the agonized cry narrated by Mark and Matthew, Luke depicts a Jesus who dies praying for the forgiveness of his enemies (Luke 23:34), assuring the sympathetic thief on the cross of his place in paradise (Luke 23:43), and confidently entrusting his spirit to the heavenly Father. The citation of the key line from Psalm 30 LXX shows Luke’s editorial hand at work in the addition of the vocative address of this prayer to the “Father” and, more crucially, in converting the psalm’s future tense verb (тсарабгјаораг) into a present tense (rcapaxiGspai), thereby making Jesus’ words into a performative utterance rather than a mere declaration of intent. Perhaps one of Luke’s key reasons for this intertextual substitution was to remove even the hint that God might have abandoned the dying Jesus (u £укат£Ал7се<; це), for we will discover in the speeches in Acts (2:31,13:35) that Peter and Paul steadfastly insist on God's faithfulness to David's confident prayer in Psalm 15:10 LXX:*4
You will not abandon my soul (от)к ^укатаШувц tf|v vj/dj^v цои) to Hades,
nor will you give your Holy One to see corruption.
Thus, Luke finds it highly problematical to portray Jesus as dying in 1 state of abandonment by God85 (perhaps this is one of the ways in which he finds Mark s narrative less than “orderly”?), and in Psalm 30 LXX he finds words of the Davidic sufferer that more adequately express his understanding of Jesus' character and destiny.86
Yet a more rounded intertextual reading will not lose sight of the fact that Psalm 30 LXX, like Psalm 21 LXX, is also a psalm of lament and petition uttered by a suffering, righteous figure. Both psalms depict the speaker as scorned and distressed, and both, significantly, move finally from lament to thanksgiving and praise. Thus, the different connotative weight of the line Luke chooses to cite should in no way be understood to negate the real suffering of the cross. Indeed, as we have seen, Jesus’ suffering is an integral element of Luke’s interpretation of the story. Instead, the chief effect of Luke's intertextual renarration is to highlight the faithfulness of Jesus to God while also reaffirming God’s faithfulness in not abandoning him. Luke is able to achieve this hermeneutical transformation precisely and only because Psalm 30, like Psalm 21, is also a psalm of David as a righteous sufferer, and it therefore offers an equally valid and powerful lens through which to read Jesus* death.
The hint that Jesus’ messianic identity is prefigured in the psalms of suffering and vindication is developed at much greater length in the apostolic sermons that appear in Luke’s second volume. These sermons exemplify precisely the sort of readings that (we may suppose) Luke imagined the risen Jesus to have offered both on the Emmaus Road and in private m his disciples in Jerusalem.87 We have already briefly noted some instances of these hermeneutical pointers. For example, Peter’s Pentecost sermon finds in Psalm 16:8-11 a prefiguration of Jesus’ resurrection and in Psalm 110:1 a reference to Jesus’ enthronement (Acts 2:22-36). Similarly, Peters speech before the Jewish council in Acts 4 reads Psalm 118:22 as a pre- figuration of Jesus’ rejection, death, and vindication: “the stone that was rejected by you, the builders, has become the cornerstone” (Acts 4:8-1 Л* Or to cite one more example that draws on a different Old Testament intertext, Philip, in his encounter with the Ethiopian eunuch, finds “the good news about Jesus” in Isaiah ш account of the Suffering Servant ; (Acts 8:26-40).89
This last example suggests that Luke is happy to fuse Isaiah’s Suffering Servant figure together with the picture of David that he finds in the Psalms.90 It is noteworthy that in Acts 4:25 and 4:27, both David and Jesus are also referred to as “your servant.”91 Perhaps, to state the point a little more cautiously, Luke finds scriptural prefiguration of Jesus’ suffering both in the Isaian Servant and in the figure of David.
In any case, these passages in Acts provide clear models for the reading strategy toward which Luke 24 gestures: a reading strategy that proposes the crucified and risen Jesus as the hermeneutical key to Israel’s Scripture, while finding the key to understanding Jesus’ messianic vocation in the Davidic psalms. On this reading, the release and redemption of Israel depends not on triumphant conquest through violence but rather on the martyrdom and exaltation of a paradoxical Davidic messiah whose identity is narrated through these scriptural intertexts that sing of lament, suffering, and final vindication by God.
The prophet like (or unlike) Elijah and Elisha. Luke weaves another strand into his narration of Jesus’ identity by patterning several episodes in the Gospel on the scriptural stories of the prophets Elijah and Elisha. This is a distinctive element of Luke’s telling of the story of Jesus, not significantly paralleled in the other Gospels. We have already noted that in the Nazareth synagogue sermon Jesus arouses the ire of the villagers by making reference to the acts of Elijah and Elisha, who performed prophetic works of power for Gentile outsiders (Luke 4:25-30). In that passage, there is no direct suggestion that these prophets typologically anticipate the figure of Jesus himself; Jesus simply offers their deeds as a comparison to his, providing a precedent to justify his doing miracles elsewhere but not in his hometown.92 As Luke’s narrative unfolds, however, we encounter several other thought-provoking parallels between Jesus and these paradigmatic prophets of old.
One of the most striking of these correspondences appears in the account of Jesus’ raising the dead son of a widow (Luke 7:11-17). This story, found only in Luke’s Gospel, closely resembles the scriptural tradition of Elijah’s raising the son of the widow of Zarephath (1 Kgs 17:17-24), a character of whom readers have already been reminded in Luke 4:26. In both narratives, the only son of a widow has died—a catastrophic situation for a woman left alone without means of support in ancient Middle Eastern culture.93 In the Elijah narrative, the more detailed of the two, the widow, with whom Elijah has been lodging (i Kgs 17:19), reproaches Elijah for coming and bringing this disaster upon her by calling her sin to remembrance. Elijah then takes the boy up to his room, lays him on his bed, and “stretched himself upon the child three times” while crying out to God and praying for life to be restored. There is a happy ending, as God hears the prayer, and the boy revives. In Luke 7, the narration is far more compact. Jesus sees a funeral procession coming out of the town of Nain and has compassion on the widow whose son has died. He tells the woman not to weep, touches the bier, and speaks directly to the corpse: “Young man, I say to you, rise!” The dead man immediately sits up and begins to speak, and Jesus presents him again to his mother. It is this last act that most loudly echoes the tale told in 1 Kings. There, after raising the boy, we are told, Elijah took him down from the upper chamber into the main part of the house “and gave him to his mother (каг ебсош auxov  prjipi аохоо)” (1 Kgs 17:23); Luke’s narration of the scene at Nain repeats precisely the same phrase: “The dead man sat up and began to speak, and he [Jesus] gave him to his mother (ка1 s5(dk8v auxov xfj ]UT|xpi auxou)” (Luke 7:15). Through this verbatim repetition of the Elijah story’s climactic line, Luke winks at the knowledgeable reader, virtually demanding that the two stories be read together. The townspeople of Nain, who of course know the traditions about Elijah, immediately draw the most obvious conclusion: “A great prophet has been raised up among us!” (7:16)—a new prophet like Elijah.
And yet, when the two stories are juxtaposed, one salient difference looms. Jesus’ mighty act requires no stretching himself out on the body, no anguished cries and prayers to God; instead, he speaks a direct word commanding the dead man to rise, just as in the story of the raising of Lazarus in John 11:43-44. A similar contrast appears if Luke 7:11-17 is compared with the analogous story of Elisha’s raising the dead son of the Shunammite woman in 2 Kings 4:18-37. There, too, Elisha prays to God and performs a mouth-to-mouth resuscitation of the child. In this respect, the Elijah and Elisha stories are more like each other than either is like the Lukan account of Jesus’ raising of the widow’s son. In the story of Elijah, we are informed that “the Lord listened to the voice of Elijah” and the life came back into the boy. In the Gospel story, however, it appears that Jesus need not appeal to God; he simply speaks a word of authority, and the miracle happens.94 Thus, while Jesus’ act is reminiscent of Elijah’s—so strongly reminiscent that we may speak of a typological relationship between the two figures—the typological link already begins to suggest both likeness and unlikeness. Jesus, the antitype, fulfills the pattern found in the Elijah story but does so in a way that surpasses the type and leads readers to ponder how to interpret this prophetic figure who seems to possess even greater authority than the greatest of Israel’s miracle-working prophets.
Nonetheless, Jesus’ Elijah-like raising of the dead, along with his other remarkable deeds, understandably provokes popular speculation. Luke tells us a couple of chapters later that Herod the tetrarch has gotten wind of gossip on the street that John the Baptist has been raised from the dead—a rumor at which Herod scoffs—or, more tellingly, “that Elijah had appeared” or “that one of the prophets of ancient times had arisen” (Luke 9:8-10). And in short order, the same whispered speculations are reported to Jesus himself by his disciples (9:18-19). Yet Luke leaves readers in no doubt that these guesses about Jesus’ identity, however apparently reasonable they may appear, fall short of grasping the truth. The careful reader has known since Luke 1:17 that it is John, not Jesus, who will go forth “in the spirit and power of Elijah.” And the transfiguration scene, which follows almost immediately (9:28-36), portrays Jesus talking with Moses and Elijah; the narrative effect is to associate Jesus with them, to reveal them as glorious predecessors, while at the same time distinguishing him from them. If Jesus is talking to them, clearly he is not simply the reincarnation of either.
In the events following the transfiguration, as we have already seen, Luke tantalizes us with allusions to the Elijah/Elisha cycle while continuing to mark Jesus’ difference from these typological predecessors.95 Since the great Elijah had summoned fire from heaven to annihilate his adversaries Ц Kgs 18:36-39; 2 Kgs 1:10-12), Jesus’ disciples wrongly assume he will do the same. Their question, “Do you want us to call fire to come down from heaven and consume them?” (Luke 9:54), closely echoes the language of 2 Kings 1:10, 12.96 Firmly rejecting their suggestion, Jesus rebukes them. Some later manuscripts then add an additional word of instruction: “And he said, 'You do not know what Spirit you belong to, I for the Son of Man did not come to destroy human lives but to save them’” (Luke 9:55-56). On text-critical grounds, this is almost surely not part of what Luke originally wrote, but it represents an early and theologically astute interpretation of Luke’s portrait of Jesus. In this story,
I he appears as the anti-Elijah, the bearer of salvation rather than violent retribution.
Even the ensuing vignette of Jesus’ summoning followers who demur and request permission to tend to family matters first (Luke 9:59-62) produces a similar hermeneutical transposition. The reader immediately recalls Elijah’s symbolic act of throwing his mantle on Elisha (i H 19:19-21), but then realizes with a shock that Jesus’ call to discipleship is more imperious and radical than its Old Testament prototype. Elijah had allowed Elisha to leave his twelve yoke of oxen, go back, kiss Ш father and mother, slaughter the oxen, and throw a feast for his people, before he began to follow and serve. But Jesus greets a similar request with abrupt dismissal: “No one who puts his hand to the plow and looks back is fit for the kingdom of God” (Luke 9:62). After the initial shock subsides a little, the hearer of this story will realize that yet another symbolic reversal has been performed by Jesus’ aphorism: the call to follow Elijah required Elisha to leave his plowing, while the call to follow Jesus is a call to begin plowing and see it through resolutely. Both entail a summons to leave the past, to abandon family and embrace a new vocation of discipleship; yet Jesus’ modulation of the metaphor suggests steady, ongoing labor with the prospect of future fruitfulness.
It would be wrong, however, to infer that Luke’s use of the Elijah/Eli- sha typology is entirely dissociative in its effect. Jesus continues throughout the Gospel to behave as a prophet—indeed, he explicitly identifies himself as such (Luke 4:24,13:33)—and in various ways the significance of his actions is illumined by the many subtle intertextual reminiscences of his prophetic precursors. For example, Jesus’ weeping as he contemplates the coming destruction of the city of Jerusalem (19:41-44) evokes memories of Elisha’s weeping over the atrocities that he foresees Hazael will perpetrate against the people of Israel (2 Kgs 8:11-12). There is no explicit verbal echo beyond the word “wept” (eicAmxjev), but the two prophetic visions of coming catastrophe are eerily similar, and the portrayal of Jesus as a weeping prophet allies him metaphorically with Elisha.
Or, to take another example, when the Jewish authorities bring the captive Jesus before the Roman governor Pilate, they begin their accusation against him with these words: “We found this man perverting our nation (бкхотрвфоута to £0voq f|pchv) .. j (Luke 23:2). Given the numerous earlier associations of Jesus with Elijah, the charge resonates with the accusation made by King Ahab (in the LXX version) when Elijah finally appears before him: “Is it you, the perverter of Israel (6 fliaaipeqxov t6v IopoqX.)?” (1 Kgs 18:17). This intertextual juxtaposition elegantly illustrates the characteristic Lukan literary technique of projecting a flickering precursor image on a backdrop behind the center-stage action. Those who perceive the connection between the two images will gain a deepened sense of the scene s dramatic complexities. In the case under consideration here, the subtext of the authorities’ complaint suggests that Jesus, like Elijah, is to be characterized as a subversive troublemaker, prophesying against the duly established ruler—in this case Caesar, whose interests Pilate represents. Surely, however, this allusion is a bit of delicious Lukan dramatic irony.97 The speakers cannot intend the echo, for if they did they would recognize that in 1 Kings 18 it is Elijah who is the true bearer of God s word, and it is the power-wielding accuser who is the true perverter. Elijah fires this response back at Ahab: “He answered, T have not perverted Israel (ou бкхотр&рхо t6v IoparjA); but rather you and the house of your father have perverted it, because you have forsaken the Lord your God and gone after the Baals’” (1 Kgs 18:18 LXX). In light of this echo of the Elijah narrative, the authorities’ charge against Jesus boomerangs back on them: they, in collaboration with the unjust pagan powers, are corrupting Israel, and they will ultimately pay the penalty, as did Ahab and the prophets of Baal. Luke explains none of this, and hearing the echo is not necessary to follow his story. But the reader who does hear it will appreciate the narrative irony and the final reversal of fortunes that it foreshadows.98
A final fleeting echo of 2 Kings will stretch our imaginations a bit further. At the conclusion of the risen Jesus’ encounter with the Emmaus disciples, after Jesus has broken bread with them, the scene reaches its dramatic climax in a moment of anagnoresis: “Then their eyes were opened (aunSv б£ 5ir|vol%0r|aav oi 6<p0ai|io(), and they recognized him, and he vanished from their sight” (Luke 24:31). The story stands, and stands powerfully, on its own, and there is no overt allusion to any Old Testament precursor. Yet in view of the scene’s own thematic emphasis on the scriptural antecedents of Jesus’ career, and in view of the several allusions elsewhere in the narrative to the Elijah/Elisha cycle, might we hear a faint rebound of one more such text? In 2 Kings 6, Elisha finds the city of Dothan surrounded by the hostile army of the king of Aram. His servant, dismayed, cries, “Alas, master, what shall we do?” Elisha mysteriously assures the servant that “there are more with us than there are with them,” and then prays for God to open the servant’s eyes. “So the Lord opened his eyes (6if|voi£ev Kuptoq xoix; 6<p0cdpoi><; сштоо) and he saw, and behold, the mountain was full of horses and chariots of fire all around Elisha” (2 Kgs 6:17)."
This motif of having blind eyes opened to perceive an overwhelmingly powerful spiritual reality appears very rarely in the Old Testament.100 If this reference to the opening of the disciples’ eyes in Luke 24:31 is indeed heard as an echo of the text in 2 Kings, what would such a hearing add to our reading? It might suggest that the hostility of the “chief priests and leaders” surrounding and fighting against Jesus—a circumstance perceived by Cleopas and companion as insuperable adversity—was in 1 futile assault against a greater divine power that would ultimately guarantee the deliverance and triumph of Jesus. The chariots of fire of 2 Kings may dimly foreshadow the tongues of fire at Pentecost and perhaps also hint at the season why the hearts of the disciples burned when their eyes were opened by the Lord (Luke 24:32): they were, unbeknownst to them, in the presence of a divine flame.
This proposed reading of a hypothetical faint echo goes far beyond anything that can be ascribed with any degree of confidence to Luke’s authorial intention. It may be an instance of “experimental intertextuality,” the juxtaposition of texts not obviously or traditionally linked in order to discern new and unexpected senses.101 Yet in this case, the linkage yields unexpected satisfactions. The plodding Emmaus disciples, like Elisha s servant, are seeing the world through a veil of fear and discouragement. But when their eyes are opened by Jesus, the prophet like Elisha, the veil falls away, and a fiery new world opens before them, disclosing the mighty power of God to save.
If all that be granted, at least as a poetic thought experiment, then we can hardly avoid noticing that the story in 2 Kings continues to a remarkable resolution. In response to Elisha’s prayer, the Lord first blinds the Aramaean soldiers so that they are taken captive, then opens their eyes (mi firrjvoi^ev Kupioq mix; 6<р0аХрог><; auTo5v[!]) to show diem their predicament as prisoners of war. But rather than having them slain, Elisha surprisingly gives orders that they be welcomed at table: “And he set before them a great feast, and they ate and drank: and he dismissed them and they departed to their lord (лро<; tov icupiov autmv). And the bands of Syria came no longer into the land of Israel” (2 Kgs 6:23). Strange denouement, opening the eyes not only of the enemy soldiers but of readers as well. Those who were enemies are blinded, disarmed, given new sight, welcomed at a feast by the one whom they had sought to kill, and, newly at peace with God’s people, sent to their Lord. The semantic ripples run backward and forward from that table in the evening shadows at Emmaus: the strange story of Elisha’s nonviolent triumph over hie Aramaean enemies now foreshadows the surprising and gracious victory of Jesus over his enemies, and the opening of the soldiers’ eyes prefigures not only the opening of the eyes of the Emmaus disciples but also the story of the overthrown enemy Saul/Paul in Acts 9.
This perhaps fanciful intertextual reading indicates how the figural evocation of Elijah and Elisha works in Luke—Acts. Jesus is not Elisha
 [ redivivus,102 nor does Luke claim that 2 Kings 6 is some sort of prediction fulfilled by Jesus—nothing so overt and mechanical. Nonetheless,
: on this reading, 2 Kings 6 may be one source that contains mysteriously hidden “things about [Jesus] himself in all the Scriptures.” The intertextual connection consists of fine threads, variously colored and intricately woven. And the interweaving yields a surprising pattern of fresh retrospective readings of Israel’s Scripture, readings that in turn reframe and deepen our interpretation of Jesus’ identity.
We could continue in this vein for some time, showing how Luke weaves analogous patterns with metaphorical strands likening Jesus to Moses, or to the Suffering Servant of Isaiah, or to the persecuted righteous figure of Wisdom 2:12-20. And even such a demonstration would hardly exhaust the range of intertextual possibilities, for Luke has informed us that there are things about Jesus to be found “in all the Scriptures” (Luke 24:27). Yet we need not belabor the point by exploring these matters further. There have been many capable studies of various christological motifs in Luke-Acts, beyond the representative few that we have traced here.103 But, as we have suggested, Luke’s vision of the identity of Jesus is not comprehended by any one of these motifs, or even by a determinate constellation of the most important of them. Rather, the various scriptural typologies contribute to the construction of a larger epic tapestry; the identity of Jesus is to be found by viewing the intricate portrait woven into Luke’s narrative, not by unraveling the different skeins or sources employed in the composition.
Jesus as Lord and God of Israel
There does remain, however, one very important aspect of that composite portrait that we have not yet considered. As we have already seen, both Mark and Matthew draw on scriptural citations and allusions to identify Jesus as the embodiment of the God of Israel. Are there indications of a similar christological claim in Luke’s Gospel? I would like to propose that the answer is yes; a careful reading of Luke’s narrative, with particular attention to its intertextual relation with the Old Testament, discloses that he does indeed portray Jesus as Israel’s Lord and God. This is not simply one more motif among others; rather, it is the narrative foundation for all the others, the one that explains and integrates them all. This interpretation of Jesus’ divine identity in Luke has been suggested,104 but it stands very much in contrast to most readings of Lukan Christology.

It will therefore be necessary to consider the evidence for this reading of Luke at greater length.
In the case of Luke, perhaps even more than with the other Gospels, our interpretation must reckon with the fact that his characterization of Jesus is developed through the medium of narrative, It is well, therefore, to remind ourselves again and again of a point already made: we cannot adequately estimate Luke’s understanding of Jesus’ identity simply by studying christological titles or by isolating direct propositional statements; rather, we come to know Jesus in Luke only as his narrative identity is enacted in and through the story. This critical perspective has several implications.
Jesus’ identity unfolds cumulatively through the Gospel, and a foil understanding will therefore require multiple rereadings of the parts in light of the whole—a process of “learning and relearning the identity of Jesus,” as Luke posits, qualifies, deconstructs, and elaborates various interpretations of Jesus’ personhood and mission.105 The confessional utterances of characters in the story may turn out to be preliminary, inadequate (e.g., “a prophet mighty in deed and word”), ambiguous, misleading, or even ironically true in a way that the speaker does not yet fully understand (“the one to redeem Israel”). It follows, then, that an integrative understanding of who Jesus is becomes possible only from the story’s endpoint, only through a reading that moves from “back to front”—and that includes a retrospective rereading not only of Luke’s own narrative but also of Israel’s Scripture to which it constantly refers and alludes.106 Such an approach will not drive a wedge between Luke’s “own” Christology and that of his sources; his narrative portrait of Jesus includes not only distinctively Lukan elements but also the traditional elements that he chooses to include in his composition. In the case of Luke’s Gospel, such a reading will constantly bear in mind that the Acts of the Apostles, particularly in its accounts of the apostolic preaching, provides an important lens through which the first book’s account of “all that Jesus began to do and to teach” must be viewed. With these methodological provisos in hand, we turn now to a rereading of the Gospel that will seek to listen for clues about the way in which Luke under stands Jesus’ identity in relation to God.
Jesus as the Son of God, Luke makes it clear from the opening scenes of his narrative that his central character Jesus has a divine origin and that he is no ordinary human figure; the angel Gabriel announces to Mary that her child is to be “the Son of the Most High” (Luke 1:32). The careful reader
will note the contrast to John, who will be called “the prophet of the Most High” (1:76). “Son of the Most High” is not merely an honorific royal title, for Luke carefully informs us that Jesus is to be born to a virgin mother (1:27, 34) and that his conception will occur through the agency of the Holy Spirit, who will “overshadow” Mary. Gabriel's pronouncement then spells out the implications of this miraculous birth: “Therefore the child to be born will also be called holy, God’s Son” (i:35).107 After the trumpet-flourish of this portentous introduction, it is hard to see how any reader could suppose that Luke has a “low” Christology or that the Jesus who will subsequently appear in the story could be rightly interpreted as only a prophet.108 Jesus enters history through supernatural means, and he is therefore God’s Son in some ontological fashion.
The identification of Jesus as Son of God is of course reinforced in Luke’s accounts of the baptism of Jesus and the transfiguration. At both of these pivotal dramatic events a voice from heaven speaks, identifying Jesus as “my Son, the beloved” (Luke 3:22) and “my Son, the chosen one” (9:35).109 Each of these passages in turn evokes a chorus of scriptural echoes. In the case of “my Son, the beloved,” the dominant voice in the chorus is the allusion to Isaac in Genesis 22, though when the heavenly voice continues the acclamation by saying “in you I am well pleased,” there is an additional echo of God’s address to the Servant in Isaiah 42:1: “Here is my servant, whom I uphold, my chosen, in whom my soul delights.” This second echo is amplified into a more explicit allusion in the transfiguration passage with its reference to the Son as the “chosen one” (6 ^K^eXeypevoq). In the LXX, Isaiah 42:1 is explicitly interpreted as a prophecy concerning Jacob, understood as a corporate designation for “Israel, my chosen one” (б екА-екто^ jiou). And in both of these passages the royal messianic Psalm 2:7 may reverberate more distantly in the background. While the Old Testament allusions in the baptism and transfiguration texts would seem to identify Jesus with Israel, God’s covenant partner rather than God himself, we must recall that Luke regularly weaves together different strands of material and that no one image identifying Jesus should be understood as exclusive of others. Indeed, when these texts are read in narrative sequence with Luke 1:26-38, the effect is to suggest that Jesus’ status as Son entails some sort of identity both with God and with Israel/humanity.110
The theme of Jesus’ sonship surfaces again in the striking prayer of Luke 10:21-22, the so-called Jubelruf (joyful shout), in which Jesus suddenly blurts out an expression of intimacy with God the Father that would be immediately at home in John’s Gospel.111
At that same hour Jesus rejoiced in the Holy Spirit and said, Ц thank you, Father, Lord of heaven and earth, because you have hidden these things from the wise and the intelligent and have revealed them to infants*, yes, Father, for such was your gracious will. All things have been handed over to me by my Father; and no one knows who the Son is except the Father, or who the Father is except the Son and anyone to whom the Son chooses to reveal him.”
At first glance this effusion appears incongruous with Jesus’ manner of speaking in the bulk of the synoptic traditions, though this is in fact one of the double-tradition passages that Luke shares with Matthew (Matt 11:25-27). But on closer reflection, this expression of privileged filial relation to God is entirely consonant with other material in Luke. In addition to the Son of God references in the annunciation, the baptism, and the transfiguration accounts, we might recall the boyhood story in which Jesus replies to the scolding of his anxious parents by shrugging and saying, “Didn’t you know that I must be in my Father’s house?” (Luke 2:49). Likewise, in the wilderness temptation story, Jesus’ successful rebuff of the devil shows that he is truly the Son of God, in a way that rejects the false demonstrations proposed by the tempter (4:1-13). Even Luke s special emphasis on Jesus’ intense disciplines of prayer (e.g., 3:21, 6:12, 9:18, 9:28-29) coheres with Jesus’ affirmation in Luke 10:22 of a specially intimate and mutual knowledge of God. The claim that “all things have been handed over to me by my Father” serves well as an explanation of Jesus’ astonishing power to heal, and his right to confer on his disciples authority over demons, as confirmed by the immediately preceding narrative (10:17- 20). This same power to confer divine authority is reiterated at the scene of Jesus’ final supper with the disciples, when he says to them: “You are the ones who have remained with me throughout my testings. And I confer upon you, just as my Father has conferred upon me, a kingdom, so that you might eat and drink at my table in my kingdom. And you will sit on thrones, judging the twelve tribes of Israel” (22:28-30). Elsewhere in the story, Jesus has spoken of “the kingdom of God,” but now it becomes S kingdom.” It is also pertinent to note that Jesus is not himself one of the twelve tribal heads of the new Israel that he envisions; rather, he is the one who appoints the twelve as judges, and so he stands in a position of superior authority.112 Lastly, even in extremis Jesus continues to pray to his Father and to commit his life into God’s hands (23:46).

ЗЦ.6	ECHOES OF SCRIPTURE IN THE GOSPELS

All of this evidence is consistent with the portrayal of the Father/ Son relation in the prayer of Luke 10:21-22: it is a relation of special
mutual knowledge that results in Jesus’ reception of authority over all things, including the power to reveal the identity of the Father and to confer divine authority upon others. Thus, this interlude in the narrative functions as a dramatic soliloquy, in which Jesus steps from behind a momentarily closed curtain and prays in a way that is meant to be overheard by the audience. This overheard prayer provides crucial clues that help the audience, in turn, to make sense of the rest of the action on stage both before and after the soliloquy. It is in light of Jesus’ special identity as Son of God that the otherwise astounding claims and events of the drama become comprehensible.
Thus, no matter what studies of tradition history might show about the history-of-religions background of “Son of God” as a title,113 the significance of this language within Luke's narrative, cannot be restricted to the realm of royal messianic expectation. Luke certainly does understand Jesus as the heir of David’s royal role as son, in the sense of Psalm 2:7. The acclamation of Jesus as God’s Son includes this kingly role, but something still greater is here.114 For Jesus’ origins are mysteriously divine, and his personal identity is closely bound with God’s own being in a way that transcends the God-relation of any of Israel’s past kings or prophets.
Jesus as the Lord of the new exodus. Beyond the passages that identify Jesus as God’s Son, we must consider also several texts in Luke’s Gospel that ascribe to Jesus roles and actions that are reserved in Israel’s Scripture for God alone. Most prominent among these are the passages that announce Jesus’ saving activity in imagery drawn from the Isaianic proclamation of a new exodus. We have already given some attention to the way in which Luke’s citation of Isaiah 40:3-5 functions as a programmatic introduction to the narrative of Jesus’ ministry (Luke 3:4-6); it frames his activity in terms of Isaiah’s visionary prophecy of the end of Israel’s exile, and it thereby serves as a “hermeneutical key for the Lukan program.”115 But our previous examination of this passage did not yet consider what implications this programmatic intertextual reference might have for understanding Jesus’ own identity.
In the original prophetic context, there is no question that “the way of the Lord” (ГЛГР "[TT; LXX: ttjv 666v корши) in Isaiah 40:3 refers to the path through the wilderness of Israel’s God, as shown by the following line, in synonymous parallelism: “Make straight in the desert a highway for our God.” Luke’s form of the citation, however, substitutes the pronoun аитои for this explicit reference to God in the second line of the couplet: “Make straight his paths.” This has the effect of leaving “Lord” in the first line ambiguous: when Luke writes, “prepare the way of the Lord,” should the reader understand this as a reference to God's impending arrival or as an anticipation of the coming of Jesus, to whom the narrator has already referred at least twice as “Lord” (Luke 1:43, a:n)?m Both readings are possible; indeed, the ambiguity actually serves Luke’s narrative purpose of producing an “overlap” or “shared identity between Jesus the tcupioq and the Kupioq of Israel.117
A similar ambiguity attends the earlier reference in Zechariahs prophecy about his son John: “For you will go before the Lord to prepare his ways” (Luke 1:76). The foregoing reference in Gabriel’s announcement of Johns birth (1:16-17) would predispose the reader to hear “Lord” as a reference to “the Lord God,” but in fact as the plot of the story unfolds, we see that Johns role is to be the forerunner of Jesus, to whom the narrator refers repeatedly as the Kupioq. This role of John as Jesus’ predecessor is underscored once again in 7:24-30, this time through the citation of Malachi 3:i/Exodus 23:20: “This is the one about whom it is written, ‘Look, I am sending my messenger before your face, who will prepare your way before you/” In the narrative context of Luke 7, there can be no doubt that the point of the citation is to affirm that John was sent before Jesus to prepare his way.
The most significant observation here is that in Luke 3:1-6, Luke has taken the keynote passage from Isaiah 40 that declares the salvific coming of Israel’s God and worked it narratively into an announcement of the imminent coming of Jesus as the one who would bring “the salvation of God” (Luke 3:6; citing Isa 40:5 LXX). Considering the full content of Isaiah 40, this identification of Jesus as the one in whom “all flesh will see the salvation of God” is hermeneutically momentous, for it is precisely in Isaiah 40 that we find one of the most radical declarations in all of Scripture of the incomparability of God:
To whom, then, will you compare me, or who is my equal? says the Holy One.
(Isa 40:25)



It is precisely because God alone possesses all sovereign power that the nations are “like a drop from a bucket” before him (Isa 40:15); that is why he, and he alone, can promise to rescue Israel from captivity. Isaiah’s announcement of the new exodus is predicated on the bold claim that the all-powerful God Is coming to save his people:
Get you up to I high mountain,
O herald of good tidings to Zion; lift up your voice with strength,
O herald of good tidings to Jerusalem, lift it up, do not fear; say to the cities of Judah,
“Here is your God!”
See, the Lord God (LXX: icupioq) comes with might, and his arm rules for him.
(Isa 4o:9-ioa)
Thus, when Luke 3:4-6 draws on Isaiah 40 to intimate that Jesus is the coming Kirios of whom John speaks, the one whose glorious salvation will be for all flesh, the linkage between this coming figure and the Holy One of Israel can hardly be incidental.118 This remarkable prefigurative identification also sheds unexpected light on a subsequent text in which Luke again identifies Jesus as “the Coming One.”
Jesus as *the Coming One.* In Luke 7:18-23, the imprisoned John the Baptist sends messengers to question Jesus about his identity.119 They ask, as John has instructed them, “Are you 6 epyppevog [“the Coming One”], or shall we look for another?” The question is given particular emphasis by its repetition in 7:19 and 7:20 (in contrast to the parallel Matthew 11:3, where the question is posed only once). This is a particularly good example of Luke’s emulation of Old Testament narrative style, but it also has the effect of forcing the reader to linger over the question and to ponder its significance, particularly the significance of the key term 6 epyopevcx;. The carefully chosen language of the question evokes Psalm 118:26 (117:26 LXX), which appears in the culminating doxological passage of the cycle of Hallel psalms (Pss 113-118): “Blessed is 6 epyopevoq in the name of the Lord.” The Hallel psalms were sung on the occasion of Israel’s great national festivals of Tabernacles and Passover, and both of these festivals were associated with Israel’s national liberation from bondage in Egypt and therefore also—in the first-century context—linked with the hope of a future liberation from Roman rule and the coming of a new king.120 Luke, more clearly than in Mark or Matthew, makes this royal hope fully explicit in his account of Jesus’ triumphal entry into Jerusalem, as the crowd chants, using the words of Psalm 118:26, “Blessed is 6 epxopsvo^, the king who comes in the name of the Lord” (Luke 19:38). Only Luke here adds 6 paaiXetx; as an explanatory gloss on “the Coming One” (cf. Matt 21:9; Mark 11:10). Thus, reading retrospectively in the context of Luke’s narrative, we understand that John the Baptist’s question in Luke 7:19-20 is a politically loaded query: he is asking whether Jesus intends to proclaim himself Israel’s long-awaited ruler who will restore the kingdom of David, The Baptizer is asking, “Are you the Coming One, the coming King?”
In Luke’s account (in contrast to Matthew’s), Jesus does not answer the question immediately. Instead, he swings into action: “In that hour he healed many from diseases and plagues and evil spirits, and he gave grace to many blind people to see” (Luke y:2i).121 In one sense, these actions are the answer to the question of John’s emissaries. Rather than leaving the actions uninterpreted, however, Jesus does at last supply an answer of sorts. Indeed, his reply speaks volumes without quite answering the question directly: “Go and tell John what you have seen and heard: the blind receive their sight, the lame walk, the lepers are cleansed, the deaf hear, the dead are raised, the poor have good news brought to them. And blessed is anyone who takes no offense at me” (7:23). The reply makes sense as an answer to John’s question only when we recognize that it echoes a number of motifs drawn from Isaiah’s portrayal of the end of Israel’s exile and Gods eschatological restoration of the nation. The first and most important echo should remind John’s emissaries of Isaiah 35:5-6^
Then the eyes of the blind shall be opened, and the ears of the deaf unstopped; then the lame shall leap like a deer, and the tongue of the speechless sing for joy.
These stirring images are part of Isaiah’s vision of the exiled Israelites returning on a miraculous highway through the desert to Zion. Isaiah paints a picture of God’s healing all that is broken, putting all things right in the eschatological time. Charles Wesley’s moving hymn “0 for a Thousand Tongues” draws on precisely these images:
Hear him ye deaf, his praise, ye dumb, your loosened tongues employ;
Ye blind, behold your Savior come, and leap, ye lame, for joy.122
Thus, by linking Isaiah s images of the eschatological new exodus with Jesus’ healing activities, Luke’s narrative portrays Jesus as the one whose works are ending the exile and bringing Israel home.
At the same time, Jesus’ answer also sounds a second, slightly less prominent, echo in the phrase “the poor have good news proclaimed to them I The Greek expression here, titcd%oI euayyeXl^ovTai, reminds us once more of the passage from Isaiah 61 that Jesus had earlier read in the synagogue in Nazareth to inaugurate his public ministry (Luke 4:18):
The Spirit of the Lord is upon me,
because he has anointed me to proclaim good news to the poor (stiayysMaaaGai nxcaxoiq).
By connecting these allusions to Isaiah 35 and Isaiah 61, Jesus’ reply fuses together the new exodus with the Isaian image of the Spirit- anointed Servant.123
Thus, in Luke 7, Jesus’ apparently cryptic response to John’s disciples is actually a very clear, intertextually coded response.124 By evoking Isaian texts, Jesus offers a scriptural interpretative framework for the miraculous deeds that John’s disciples have seen him perform, and he invites John to draw the appropriate conclusions. The passages from Isaiah should signal to John—or to any hearer steeped in Israel’s Scripture—that Jesus’ activity is indeed to be understood as the inauguration of the coming kingdom of God for which Israel had longed and for which John was waiting.
Yet these passages at the very same time gesture toward a symbolic reshaping of Israel’s national hope. In asking whether Jesus was 6 epxopevo^, John was probably inquiring whether Jesus meant to assume the role of conquering royal Davidic Messiah. But the motifs selected by Jesus in his answer to John’s disciples pointedly avoid images of military conquest. They focus instead on actions of healing and restoration.125 Precisely by doing so, they offer John and his followers a new, nonviolent image of “the Coming One” and teach them to read Israel’s Scripture with new eyes. In effect, Jesus’ act of teaching John’s messengers how to “read” his own ministry in light of Isaiah’s words is in itself part of his work of opening the eyes of the blind—as we shall see once again in the encounter on the road to Emmaus.
The concluding macarism, “blessed is he who takes no offense at me” (jLifj aKavdaXiaGfj £v epoi; literally “is not caused to stumble by me”) should perhaps be understood as yet another echo—this time, pointing to Isaiah’s image of the stone laid in Zion (Isa 28:16), which will also be a stone of stumbling for Israel (Isa 8:14; cf. the fusion of these two texts in Rom 9:32-33). Isaiah’s famous and enigmatic “stone” image draws a sharp contrast between the prophet’s trust in God’s promise and Israel’s faithless reliance on military power as a source of security. Isaiah И claims that paradoxically it is precisely those who trust in military power who will stumble and be destroyed. The point is that John and his disciples should not “stumble” over Jesus’ unexpected peaceful way of bringing in God s promised reign.136 Luke sketches all this with economy of language and literary power through allusion and metalepsis. The reader who knows the Psalter and Isaiah will get the point well enough. In light of the echoes from Psalm 118 and Isaiah, the answer that we as readers are to supply to John’s question “Is Jesus the Coming One?” is some* thing like this: “Yes, he is the Coming King to which Psalm n8 points, the eschatological deliverer anticipated every time the Hallel psalms are sung. He is the one for whom we have hoped, but his coming kingdom must be interpreted not in terms of violent or coercive power but in light of Isaiah s images of divine mercy and restoration.”
There remains one more important thing to be said about this text Jesus’ answer to John hints at one more, still deeper, truth at the heart of the good news Jesus is proclaiming. The texts from the prophet Isaiah that echo in Jesus’ answer once again adumbrate the return of the Lord to Zion—-just as Luke has already led the reader to expect by placing Isaiah 40:3-5 as the prolegomenon to Jesus’ public activity (Luke 3:1-6). According to Isaiah s prophetic vision, Israel is to be saved not by a merely human leader who will bring Israel back from exile; rather, God himself will appear on the scene to lead the triumphant procession of returning exiles.127 As we have already seen, in Luke 7:22 Jesus alludes forcefully to Isaiah 35:5 (“then the eyes of the blind shall be opened, and the ears of the deaf unstopped”). But how will these saving acts occur? The answer is given unmistakably in the verse just before this, Isaiah 35:4:
Say to those who are of a fearful heart,
“Be strong, do not fear!
Behold, your God!129 Vengeance is coming, the payback of God.
He will come and save you*
In the LXX, the agency of God in bringing salvation in is made even clearer by the translator’s decision to include the intensive pronoun in the last line of the verse: autoq fj^ei mi oaxrei тјрас; (“He himself will come and save us”). Interestingly, in this passage, as in Isaiah 61:2, we find once again a reference to the vengeance or payback associated with God’s restorative coming. If the meaning of “vengeance” is present in Isaiah 35:4, as it almost certainly is in the Hebrew text (opj), it must be understood to indicate the just punishment of the enemies of the people of God, the divine act of judgment that secures their deliverance from oppression. But the most significant observation is that Jesus’ response to John’s messengers points their attention to a passage in which God will come and save his people by opening the eyes of the blind and the ears of the deaf, enabling the lame to leap and the speechless to break into song. If this prophecy is fulfilled in the healing acts of Jesus himself, should we hear this echo as a metaleptic hint that the identity of this Coming One is something even greater than what John the Baptist envisioned?
Jesus as Kyrios. The suggestion may seem far-fetched until we consider more broadly the way in which the Evangelist Luke subtly narrates the identity of Jesus throughout his Gospel. Luke is the only one of the Gospel writers who regularly uses Kirios as a title for Jesus. Kirios is, of course, the Greek word used by the Septuagint to translate the holy name of God, the Tetragrammaton. And Luke regularly follows this usage—for example, Luke 1:16: “He will turn many of the people of Israel to the Lord their God,” where Lord clearly refers to the God of Israel. Yet, remarkably, there are also at least fifteen instances in Luke’s Gospel where the Evangelist refers to Jesus as the Kirios—many of them in Luke’s own authorial voice:129 “And why has this happened to me, that the mother of my Lord comes to me?” (Luke 1:43);. to you is born this day in the city of David a Savior, who is Christ the Lord* (2:11); “when the Lord saw her, he had compassion on her” (7:13); “Mary sat at the Lord?1 feet” (10:39);	Lord turned and looked at Peter” (22:61); *1be Lord has
risen indeed” (24:34). Most appositely, within the very passage we have just considered, we find this: “John summoned two of his disciples, and sent them to the Lord to ask.,.” (7:i8b-i9a). In short, Luke in his own narration quite remarkably applies the title кбрих; both to the God of Israel and to Jesus of Nazareth—occasionally in a way that suggests a mysterious fusion of divine and human identity in the figure of Jesus.130 This is not a result of editorial carelessness. Luke has deployed his references to Jesus as к6р\о$ with careful compositional skill to shape the renders understanding of Jesus' divine identity.131
The culmination of Luke s references to Jesus as Kirios; appears in the book of Acts, in Peter’s address to the Roman centurion Cornelius and his household: “[God] sent the word to the sons of Israel by proclaiming the gospel of peace through Jesus Christ; this one is Lord of all (n&vшу	H (Acts 10:36).132 This programmatic declaration about
Jesus1 identity is doubly startling. For the Roman centurion, the ascription of the title “Lord of all” to Jesus can only be heard as a frontal challenge to the imperial propaganda that assigns exactly this honor of universal lordship to Caesar. For example, an imperial inscription from the time of Nero refers to him as 6 xofi navxbc, кбсцоо НШ| Nćpo)v.m And Epictetus wryly puts into the mouth of his interlocutor the boast, “But who can put me under compulsion except Caesar, the lord of all (6 rctxvTG)v Kupioq)?”134 But at the same time, in a Jewish scriptural context, there is one and only one who can be acclaimed as “Lord of all." The fundamental Deuteronomic confession of Israel s faith declares that there can be only one Lord: &kou£ IoparjX, Kupioq 6 0eoq fiparv icupioq ец dativ (Deut 6:4 LXX).
Thus, the hermeneutical effect of Luke s repeated narrative usage of icupioq is not unlike the effect achieved at the end of Paul’s Christ-hymn in Philippians 2, which astonishingly ascribes to Jesus the eschatological Lordship that Isaiah 45:23 emphatically reserves for God alone: ‘so that at the name of Jesus every knee should bend ... and every tongue should confess that Jesus Christ is Kyrios, to the glory of God the Father* (Phil 2:10-11). In that same confession, Luke invites us to join. Consequently, when Jesus says to the messengers of John the Baptist, *Blessed is the one who takes no offense in me” (Luke 7:23), his blessing answers in call-and-response fashion the very text to which John s question had alluded, Psalm 118:26: “Blessed is the Coming One, the One who comes in the name of the Kyrios.” It turns out, beyond all possible human power of anticipation, that Jesus is both 6 epxppevoq (the Coming One), end> m embodied form, б кбрих; (the Lord).
Luke’s retention of Markan divine identity motifs. All that we have observed so far about Luke’s identification of Jesus with the God of Israel is consistent with the narrative tendencies we have observed in Mark and Matthew. It is therefore unsurprising that Luke, as a reader of Mark carries over and includes several of the key Markan passages in which Jesus* divine identity is adumbrated. Because we have already considered these passages carefully in a previous chapter, they need not detain us long here, for Luke adopts them with only minor editorial changes.
Luke follows Mark closely in narrating the controversy over Jesus authority to forgive sins (Luke 5:i7~26/Mark 2:1-12). Luke s editorial modifications are chiefly minor stylistic refinements. One of these, however, is of some interest for our topic: in place of Mark s question тц бСттти’ d(pi£vai apaptiaq ei prj elq 6 Luke 5:21b reads, тц Suvaxai apapxiac; dupeivai 6i pf| p6vo<; 6 6eoq; this smoothing out of the Greek idiom has the effect of diminishing or eliminating the echo of the Shema that is present in Mark. Nonetheless, the theological force of the question remains the same: the onlookers protest that Jesus is claiming a divine prerogative.135 And indeed, Luke does not want his readers to miss the point: he repeats and reinforces this theme in his distinctive account of the sinful woman who bathes Jesus* feet with her tears and wipes them with her hair (7:36- 50). The conclusion of the tale focuses once again on the offense of Jesus* declaration of forgiveness, leaving the guests at the table of Simon the Pharisee to wonder, “Who is this who even forgives sins?” (7:49).
Similarly, Luke includes the Markan story of the controversy over grain-plucking on the sabbath (Luke би-5/Mark 2:23-28). In this case, Luke*s most significant editorial move is to delete the epigrammatic comment that the sabbath was made for humankind, not humankind for the sabbath (Mark 2:27). The effect of this deletion is twofold: it focuses attention more sharply on the christological declaration with which the pericope concludes, and it makes the narrative unambiguously clear in attributing to Jesus the words “the Son of Man is Lord of the sabbath.**136 Given Luke’s distinctive use of киргсх; as an indicator of Jesus* divine identity, the saying assumes particular weight in our assessment of Luke’s Christology. Who, after all, can claim for himself authority over the sabbath?
Again, Luke preserves and retells the Markan account of Jesus* stilling of a storm (Luke 8:22-25/Mark 4:35-41). The Lukan editorial touches here are minor, for the most part simply abbreviating and tightening the narrative. The distressed disciples, waking Jesus from sleep, address him not as “teacher” (Mark 4:38) but as “master” (e7tuixaxa, Luke 8:24)—perhaps a slightly more authoritative tide of address, but still well short of the theologically freighted icupte amaov of Matthew 8:25.137 For Luke, as for Mark, the looming theological question of Jesus* identity is articulated in the disciples* unanswered question at the end: “Who then is this, that he commands even the wind and the waves, and they obey him?” (Luke 8:25).
Finally, in the extended apocalyptic discourse in Luke 21, we hear Jesus saying, “The heaven and the earth will pass away, but my words will never pass away” (Luke 21:33). This astonishing claim, repeated verbatim from Mark 13:31,138 ascribes to Jesus* teaching the same eternal quality that Isaiah posits of the word of Israel’s God: “The grass withers, the flower fades; but the word of our God will stand forever” (Isa 40:8). Here, once again, Luke is following Mark’s audacious christological lead. But in incorporating this Markan discourse material, Luke makes one highly significant editorial deletion: he completely omits the following verse Mark 13:32 Ц Matt 24:36), which declares that neither the angels in 1 heaven nor the Son knows the day and hour when the prophesied eschatological events will come to pass. Thus Luke tacitly avoids any implication of Jesus’ subordinate status or inferior knowledge of the future.
In sum, Luke inherits from Mark narrative traditions that portray Jesus as possessing the authority to forgive sins, to claim sovereignty over sabbath restrictions, and to command the elements of nature. Jesus’ word possesses such authority because, according to Luke 21:33,1i none other than the word of God that transcends human mortality and the I limitations of the created order. In none of these passages does Luke cite a particular Old Testament text. Yet, given his extensive knowledge of I and sensitivity to Israel’s Scripture, it would strain credulity to suppose that he was oblivious to the scriptural subtexts of these Markan narrative 1 materials.139 To the contrary, his decision to include these stories in his | own Gospel composition is consistent with the Kirios-Christology that we have seen emerging throughout the narrative. These specific stories reinforce and confirm the Lukan characterization of Jesus as sharing/ embodying the identity and presence of Israel’s God.
How the divine identity hypothesis illumines other Lukan texts% Once we see this pattern of christological claims taking shape in Luke’s Gospel, we can go back through the text and perceive, on a second reading, that a Christology of divine identity also illumines and integrates several other details in Luke’s picture that would otherwise seem incongruous, or at best random. The cumulative force of these scattered details is perhaps best appreciated in a broad overview.
In several passages, Luke tells the story in a way that creates a fusion pf Jesus’ activity with God’s. The clearest example appears in Luke’s version of the ending of the Gerasene demoniac story (Luke 8:39). Jesus instructs him, “Go back to your house and narrate how much God has done for you (баа aot e7tovr|aev 6 Geoq).” Luke then wraps up the story this way: “And he went away proclaiming through the whole city how much Jesus had done for him (баа &mvr|aEV аитф 6 Тгјснуос;).” The parallelism is hardly accidental, and Luke offers no hint that the man’s proclamation is either erroneous or disobedient; rather, the reader is left to infer that what Jesus had done was in fact what God had done. Similar instances show up several times subsequently in the story. For example, immediately following the transfiguration Jesus heals a demon-afflicted boy and gives him back to his father. Luke concludes the episode by remarking* 11 
*And all were astounded at the greatness of God” (Luke 9:43). And again, in Luke’s distinctive story of the healing of ten lepers (17:11-19), the one leper who turns back is described as first glorifying God, then falling on his face at Jesus* feet and giving thanks to him—a thoroughly understandable response in the narrative context. The subtle and interesting twist, however, occurs in Jesus* own commentary on the event, which seems to be either a musing to himself or a rhetorical aside addressed to the reader: “Were not the ten cleansed? But where are the nine? Were none of them found returning to give glory to God except this foreigner?** (17:17-18). Somehow the leper*s action of returning to give thanks to Jesus is closely bound together with—or even identified with—giving praise and glory to God.140 Taken by themselves, these examples do not prove anything about Jesus* direct identity with God. But read in the context of the other passages we have considered, they are suggestive that something more is here than might meet the eye on a first reading.
A weightier set of texts in this Gospel connects Jesus* mission with the Old Testament theme of God’s “visitation* of his people. The paradigmatic precursor text is the scene following the call of Moses in the book of Exodus (Exod 4:27-31). Moses and Aaron assemble the elders of the people; Aaron, the spokesman, explains what God has told Moses and (interestingly) performs signs in the sight of the people. Then, according to the LXX account, “the people believed and rejoiced, because God visited (етпотсеуато) the sons of Israel, and because he saw their affliction; and the people bowed down and worshiped** (4:3i).141 It is against this background that we should understand the reaction of the crowd upon witnessing Jesus* raising of the dead son of the widow at Nain: “Great fear seized them all, and they glorified God, saying, ‘А great prophet has been raised up among us* and lGod has visited (ехиткеусш)) bis people* (Luke 7:16). We are seeing here the narrative outworking of the saving event proleptically announced by Zechariah in the beginning of Luke’s story: “God has visited (езпакЕуато) bis people and made redemption for them** (1:68).
Jesus* appearance and powerful acts of grace show that God has at last begun to answer the prayers of the psalmists—particularly in their Septuagintal form. For example, in Psalm 105:4 LXX (106:4 MT), we hear this fervent prayer: “Remember us Lord, in the favor you have for your people; visit us with your salvation (етакеуш. fjjiac ev то> ournipup 000)" Or again, in Psalm 79 LXX (80 MT), an extended metaphor likens Israel to a vine that God has planted but now left to be consumed and destroyed by invading forces; the psalmist then offers up this appeal: “O God of mighty acts, turn then, look upon us from heaven and see and visit (*brtoKE\|mi) this vine” (79:15 LXX). Both of these psalms recall God’s	'
deliverance of Israel from Egypt and intercede for a similar renewal of I God’s saving mercy, in which God will hear the cry of the people come (‘Visit”) to save them again.
This same framework of expectation also informs Zechariah s prophetic hope that “through the tender mercy of our God ... the dawn ■ (a\axoXr\) from on high will visit (&uaKŠv|/6T«xi) us” (Luke 1:78). We have |j already examined the associations of this anatole image with the hope I for a new Davidic ruler. Yet the hope that this anatole will come “from | on high” suggests that the desired coming Messiah may have a heavenly, more than merely human, origin.142 And Luke’s choice of the verb елгслсеуетт in Luke 1:78 reechoes the message of 1:76 that it is the God of Israel who is the one expected to visit and redeem. Thus, Luke leads the reader to perceive that Johns vocation to “go before the face of the Lord to prepare his way” (1:76) will in fact portend the coming and visitation not of some intermediary but of none other than Israel’s God.
But there is also an ominous note in the announcement of God s visitation, for as the plot of the Gospel unfolds not all in Israel acknowledge I and welcome Jesus as the one who brings deliverance. That is why, when Jesus at last draws near to Jerusalem, he weeps over it and prophesies its ! destruction, “because you did not recognize the time of your visitation j (tov Katpov тгј<; £лшко7Ггј<; ооо)” (Luke 19:44). The weeping figure in this scene is not merely a distraught prophet who, like Elisha in 2 Kings 8:11- j 12, foresees a coming catastrophe to be inflicted on Israel; instead, he is the one in whom God’s saving visitation is personally enacted. His tears anticipate the rejection that he will suffer at the hands of his own people j precisely because they fail to recognize his true identity as the one in .whom God is present to them.
The same motif of rejection of the divine presence is subtly foreshadowed in Luke’s earlier account of Jesus’ healing of a crippled, bent-over woman (Luke 13:10-17). Jesus declares her to be a “daughter of Abraham’’ who has long been bound by Satan but now “loosed from this bondage on the day of the sabbath” where the reminiscence of Jesus’ programmatic description of his mission in 4:18-19 is hardly accidental. As God liberated Israel from bondage in Egypt, so Jesus’ liberating act of healing is a sign of God’s renewed liberation of his people. But this act of sabbath liberation is opposed by the leader of synagogue, who seeks to turn the crowd against Jesus (13:14). After Jesus’ decisive reply in 13:15-16 (once again here Luke describes him tellingly as 6 Kupto<;), his detractors back down, The language in which Luke describes their silencing contains a I subliminal echo of Isaiah 45:16 LXX:
Luke 13:17a: ml таОта Xiyovio^ абтоА KatflaxiwovTO TrdvtE^ oi Avtikeijievoi спЈтф
And when he said this, all those who opposed him were put to shame.
Isa 45:16a LXX: alo/ovefioovTm ml žvipaTcrjaoviai ndvTeg ol dvTiKsi^svoi a imp
All those who oppose him shall be put to shame and disgraced.
If we are justified in hearing this echo, its metaleptic force is considerable in the Lukan narrative. Consider the wider context of the passage in the LXX, which differs here noticeably from the MT:
For you are God, and we did not know you, the God of Israel, the Savior. All those who oppose him shall be put to shame and disgraced, and shall walk in shame. You islands, dedicate yourselves to me. Israel is saved by the Lord with an everlasting salvation; forevermore, they shall not be ashamed nor disgraced.
The note explicitly sounded by Luke is the shaming of Jesus' opponents, just as the prophecy of Isaiah foretells that those who oppose the God of Israel will be shamed. But the implicit overtones of the echo also whisper that the Kupioq Jesus is the God of Israel, the Savior (cf. Luke 2:11), whom these opponents have failed to know. The islands (a frequent Isaian locution for the wider Gentile world) will in due course dedicate themselves to him, and Israel—or at least those in Israel who do come to know him—will indeed receive the promise of everlasting salvation, as symbolized by the liberation of the daughter of Abraham in Luke’s story. Thus, if we hear the echo of Isaiah 45 LXX in Luke 13:10-17, we will see that this brief passage hints at Luke’s larger plotline in nuce.
Another converging hint of Jesus’ divine identity is found in the motif of Jesus as the object of worship. As noted in the previous chapter, Luke, unlike Matthew, is notably restrained in his use of the verb JtpoGicuvevv. He reserves all reference to the worship of Jesus until the very ending of his Gospel, where we are told that the risen Jesus was carried up into heaven and that the disciples “worshiped him (7cpoaKt)vfjaavT6<; auxov) and returned into Jerusalem with great joy”
I (Luke 24:52). The narrative impact of this concluding description is enhanced by the complete absence of other references to “worship” in this story, save one: in the account of Jesus1 temptation in the wilderness, the devil seeks to cajole Jesus into worshiping him, and Jesus emphatically rejects the temptation with a word of Scripture: “It is written, ‘The Lord your God you will worship (тгроокиуђоец), and him alone you will serve*” (Luke 4:8; quoting Deut 6:13). Given this single decisive directive, what are we to make of Luke’s ending? It seems there are really only three possibilities: the disciples* worship of the risen Jesus is a misguided act of idolatry, or Jesus is in fact the Lord God, or Luke is 1 confused and careless narrator. It seems that the Gospel of Luke presses us incessantly toward the second of these options.143
That is perhaps why, at a couple of junctures in the narrative, Luke’s Jesus disconcertingly speaks as though from the divine perspective. The most striking example of this dramatic device appears in Jesus’ lament, in the midst of his journey to Jerusalem, over the city in which he knows he will perish: “Jerusalem, Jerusalem, the city that kills the prophets and stones those who are sent to her: how often I have desired to gather your children together as a bird gathers her brood under her wings, and you were not willing” (Luke 13:34). This image derives its particular poignancy from its resonance with several Old Testament passages in which Israel’s God is depicted metaphorically as a bird spreading wings to protect Israel. In Deuteronomy 32:10-12, God’s care for Israel (here personified as “Jacob”) in the wilderness is compared to an eagle’s care for its young:
He sustained him in a desert land, in a howling wilderness waste; he shielded him, cared for him, guarded him as the apple of his eye.
As an eagle stirs up its nest\ and hovers over its young;
as it spreads its wings, takes them up, and bears them aloft on its pinions\
the Lord alone guided him; no foreign god was with him.
A similar image appears in the psalmist’s confident expression of trust in God as Israel’s refuge:
You who live in the shelter of the Most High, who abide in the shadow of the Almighty, will say to the Lord, “My refuge and my fortress; my God, in whom I trust."
For he will deliver you from the snare of the fowler and from the deadly pestilence;
be mil ewer you with bis pinions, and under bis wings you will find refuge.
(Ps 91:1-42)
With images such as these shaping Israel’s understanding of God’s providential care, the hearer of Jesus’ lament in Luke 13:34 will immediately be struck by two remarkable features of his sorrowful words. First, even though Jesus is facing impending violence and death, he does not appeal to God to grant the protection of sheltering wings; instead, he casts himself at least metaphorically, in the role of the God whose wings seek to shelter Israel. Second, his lament portrays Jerusalem as rejecting the protection he has repeatedly sought to give (even though Luke’s narrative makes no mention of any previous visits by Jesus to Jerusalem!), just as Israel in Deuteronomy 32 is portrayed as a stubborn people who have forgotten the God who gave them birth (Deut 32:15-18). Who then should we understand to be the speaker in Luke 13:34? These daring words can hardly be merely the complaint of a rejected prophet. They are nothing other than a cry from the heart of Israel’s God.
A slightly less dramatic example of Jesus’ speech in the persona of God appears in Luke’s apocalyptic discourse, in which Jesus warns his disciples of coming persecution and admonishes them not to worry ahead of time about how to speak to the kings and governors who will arrest them. Why? Because, he assures them, "I will give you a mouth and a wisdom that none of those who oppose you will be able to stand against or contradict” (Luke 21:14-15). Since Jesus has already prophesied his own impending death, this word of assurance seems to presuppose not only his continuing power beyond death to aid his followers but also his authority to confer speech and wisdom in a supernatural manner, just as God promised to give Moses the words to speak before Pharaoh: “Who gives speech to mortals? Who makes them mute or deaf, seeing or blind? Is it not I, the Lord? Now go, I will be with your mouth and teach you what you are to speak” (Exod 4:11-12). This is another illustration of the way in which a consistent Moses typology breaks down under the logic of Luke’s narration: Jesus is cast here not as the Moses figure who will be given words to testify but rather as the Lord who is the giver of powerful speech.144
The authority claimed here for Jesus belongs to a larger pattern of Lukan narration in which Jesus is said to confer powers and blessings that no one but God could confer. How is it that he can appoint disciples and give them authority over demons and diseases (Luke 9:1-2,10:19)?
How can he promise, after the resurrection, to send power from on M (“the promise of the Father”) upon his followers (24:49) and then, in the < dramatic opening scenes of Acts, fulfill that promise by “pouring out” the Holy Spirit (Acts 2:33)? Even more than the power to forgive Ш or still storms, surely the power to send the Spirit is a prerogative that belongs exclusively to God.145 In Peter’s Pentecost sermon, the solution to this riddle is made clear: the outpouring of God’s Spirit demonstrates ] that the risen Jesus is seated at God’s right hand where he possesses the divine authority that was prefigured in the mysterious words of Psalm no:i. Simply put, Jesus has the authority to send the Spirit because, as David declared long ago, he is “Lord.” The Spirit that Jesus now sends is the same Spirit that God named as “my Spirit” in the prophecy of Joel 3:1 (2:28 ET) and promised to pour out on all flesh (Acts 2:17). While the relations here between Father, Son, and Spirit are complex—I will forbear from any attempt to situate Luke’s position in relation to the later controversy over the filioque clause—we see that in the giving of the I Spirit there is once again the closest possible Verbindung of Jesus’ identity j with the divine identity.
In view of these exegetical findings, I would hazard the following I conclusion: The "low" Christology that much twentieth-century criticism perceived in Luke's Gospel was an artificial construction achieved by excluding the I hermeneutical relevance of the wider canonical witness\ particularly the Old I Testament allusions in Luke’s story. It is therefore precisely by attending more fully to the Old Testament allusions in Luke's Gospel that we gain a deeper and firmer grasp of the theological coherence between Luke's testimony and what the church's dogmatic tradition has classically affirmed about the identity of Jesus.
The Redeemer of Israel
We conclude these reflections on the identity of Jesus in Luke’s Gospel by returning to Cleopas and his anonymous companion on the road to Emmaus. “We had hoped,” they say dejectedly, “that he was the one who was going to redeem Israel (6 jteAAov ЛптроОовсп tov TapaijA)" (Lube j 24:21a). We have seen throughout this chapter that their hope, however llf- informed, was not wrong: Jesus was and is the one who redeems Israel—as promised in the birth and infancy stories and retrospectively explained In j the apostolic speeches of Acts. He does so in more ways than the poor j sight-impaired Ernmaus disciples could have imagined. He redeems Israel as the Spirit-anointed Servant who announces liberation and leads Israel on a new exodus; he redeems Israel as the royal Davidic Messiah HH 
redefines and restores the promised kingdom through his own suffering and vindication; he redeems Israel as the prophet who, like Elijah and Elisha, works healing miracles and unsettles corrupt power. The litany could continue through the many and various ways in which Jesus' actions complete and hermeneutically reshape Israel's complex scriptural story.
But the plaintive words of the Emmaus road trudgers point ironically and unerringly to the deepest truth about Jesus: he is the Redeemer of Israel. And who, according to the scriptural witness, is the Redeemer of Israel? The answer lies in a catena of texts from Isaiah. Let us hear them afresh, recalling that the chief concern of the mysterious stranger on the road was to elucidate the ways in which “the things about him- self” were imbedded in Scripture:
Do not fear, you worm Jacob, you insect Israel!
I will help you, says the Lord;
your Redeemer (LXX: 6 Ampoujievog as) is the Holy One of Israel.
(Isa 4i:i4)146
Thus says the Lord, your Redeemer (LXX: 6 Ampoopevoq tipac;), the Holy One of Israel:
For your sake I will send to Babylon and break down all the bars, and the shouting of the Chaldeans will be turned to lamentation.
I am the Lord, your Holy One, the Creator of Israel, your King.
(Isa 43-Н-Ц)
Thus says the Lord, your Redeemer (LXX: 6 Ampoupev6q eye), who formed you in the womb:
I am the Lord, who made all things, who alone stretched out the heavens,
who by myself spread out the earth;
... who says of Jerusalem, “It shall be inhabited,” and of the cities of Judah, “They shall be rebuilt, and I will raise up their ruins.”
(Isa 44:24, 26b)
Thus says the Lord, the Redeemer of Israel and his Holy One (LXX: 6 ^uodpevć^ oe 6 0e6<; IaparjA,), to one deeply despised, abhorred by the nations, the slave of rulers,
“Kings shall see and stand up,
princes, and they shall prostrate themselves,
because of the Lord, who is faithful,
the Holy One of Israel, who has chosen you.”
(Isa 497)
The brilliant dramatic irony of Luke’s Emmaus road scene nudges readers inexorably toward a subtle but overwhelming conclusion: the two disciples are wrong to be discouraged but right to have hoped for Jesus to be the one who would redeem Israel. In their puzzled disappointment they truly name Jesus’ identity without realizing what they are saying for the Redeemer of Israel is none other than Israel’s God. And Jesus, in truth, is the embodied, unrecognized, but scripturally attested presence of the One for whom they unwittingly hoped.
§14 LIGHT TO THE NATIONS
The Church's Witness in Luke's Narrative
It is widely acknowledged that Luke, in contrast to the other Evangelists, is a relatively cosmopolitan author who seeks to place his account of Jesus on the map of the broader Mediterranean world. In Luke’s second volume, Paul declares in his address to King Agrippa and the Roman J governor Festus that the events to which he testifies are, in effect, a matter 1 of public record: “Indeed, the king knows about these things, and to him I speak freely; for I am certain that none of these things has escaped his I notice, for this was not done in a corner” (Acts 26:26). The events that Luke describes are framed by the social and political history of the Greco- Roman oikoumene, not just by the local culture of Palestine. The most celebrated instance of this historical framing is of course the much-debated 1 reference in Luke 2:1-2 to the decree of Caesar Augustus mandating a I census “when Quirinius was governor of Syria.”147 Similarly, Luke 3:1-2 I situates the beginning of John the Baptists proclamation “in the fifteenth year of the reign of Tiberius Caesar” and also lists other local rulers and ] officials, including Pontius Pilate. But much of the evidence for Luke’s cultural cosmopolitanism actually comes from the second volume of his work rather than from his Gospel. The narrative world of the Gospel sets the stage for the later expansion of “the Way” into the Roman Empire, and one finds in the Gospel a few foreshadowings of this later development; nonetheless, on the whole, Luke is strikingly cautious in reading prefigurations of this subsequent history back into the time of Jesus.
Indeed, at some points Luke actually deletes from his sources material that would trace the roots of the later Gentile mission back to sayings or actions of Jesus of Nazareth. For instance, despite his general interest in positive depictions of female characters, Luke omits Mark’s story of Jesus’ barrier-breaking encounter with the Syrophoenician woman (Mark 7:24-30). Even more surprisingly, in retelling the story of Jesus’ action against the money changers in the temple, he abbreviates Jesus' words: where the Markan Jesus cites a line in full from Isaiah 56:7 (“My house shall be called a house of prayer for all nations”), Luke’s Jesus says, more crisply, “My house shall be a house of prayer” (Mark 11:17; Luke 19:46). One would think that such details of the Markan narrative would appeal strongly to Luke, given his interest in the gospel’s spread to the Gentile world. Why, then, does he omit them? In the case of the Syrophoenician woman, we might conjecture that Luke is nonplussed by a tale in which Jesus is apparently bested and corrected by a witty interlocutor. But it is more difficult to imagine any similar reason for his deletion of “for all nations” from Jesus’ words in the temple.148 It seems likelier that Luke simply regards these elements of the tradition as historically anachronistic: they do not fit his program of narrating the story ка0Е§гј<;, for they project back onto the Jesus-tradition a vision for extending Gods grace to Gentiles, a vision that Luke himself regards as a post-Pentecost revelation of the Spirit in the church (Acts 10-15).
When we turn, therefore, to consider the ways in which Luke’s Gospel draws upon Israel’s Scripture to position the community of Jesus’ followers in relation to the pagan world, we find a surprising paucity of material. Matthew persistently sprinkles justifications for the Gentile mission throughout his narrative about Jesus. But Luke reserves such justifications for the Acts of the Apostles, so that most of the relevant scriptural texts are to be found there. We shall consider some of this material briefly, because it casts reflected light on certain material in the Gospel. For the most part, however, we must restrict our discussion to the evidence that appears in the Gospel itself.149 The limited material we do find can be sorted into two general headings: confrontation with the threatening power of empire, and revelation to the Gentile world.
Confronting the power of empire
At a few key junctures in the story, Luke employs Scripture to set his community of readers in a relation of complex countercultural resistance to Roman authority.^0 A stance of resistance is already implied in the politically freighted angelic announcement of Jesus’ birth to the shepherds: “to you is born this day in the city of David a Savior (ашттјр), who is the Messiah (xpiaxoq), the Lord (xropioq)” (Luke 2:11). The titles асоттјр and Kupioq (“Savior” and “Lord”) were typically claimed as epithets of the Roman emperor. To cite a single representative instance, a first-century inscription from Asia Minor acclaims “Divine Augustus Caesar, son of a god, imperator of land and sea, the benefactor and savior (cjcbxr|p) of the whole world.”151 And, as we have noted previously, the birth of Jesus as Хркттб«; in the “city of David” is one of many indicators identifying Jesus as the promised Davidic royal Messiah, the rightful heir of the throne of Israel. Thus, the angels provocative proclamation alerts Luke’s readers that this Jesus is destined to reclaim the sovereignty that Caesar H falsely usurped.
Luke’s account of the postbaptismal temptation of Jesus (Luke 4:1-13) offers further insight on this matter. Luke’s telling of the tale is similar to Matthew’s (Matt 4:1-11), with two salient differences, one well-known, the other too little noted. The well-known difference is that Luke arranges the order of the temptations so that the climactic third temptation occurs on the pinnacle of the temple in Jerusalem; this narrative ordering accords with the centrality of the temple in Luke s theological geography.152 The little-noted difference, of greater import for our present purposes, is that Luke gives the devil one important extra line to speak, unparalleled in Matthew. After showing Jesus all the kingdoms of the world, he says: “To you I will give their glory and all this authority; for it has been given over (ларабебошг) to me| and I give it to anyone I please” (Luke 4:6). In the first-century Mediterranean world, this claim can mean only one thing: the Roman emperor possesses authority because it has been given him by the devil.153 The kingdoms of the world, which were under the power of the Roman imperium, are said to belong to Satan. Jesus’ faithfulness to God entails rejecting the temptation to seize this power for himself, and he overcomes the tempter precisely by clinging to the words of Deuteronomy: “Worship the Lord your God, and serve only him” (Deut 6:13). The message of Scripture, as appropriated by Jesus, serves as an antidote to the idolatrous pretensions of the empire. Because Jesus accepts the role of obedient Israel, quoting Deuteronomy three times (Deut 8:3, 6:13, 6:16) in his responses to the devil, he overcomes idolatry, is filled with “the power of the Spirit” (Luke 4:14), and in the end receives true glory and authority (Acts 2:32-36). In this way, he models the posture that his followers are called to assume in relation to the empire: resisting idolatry and worshiping God alone.
This reading of the temptation narrative stands in sharp contrast to the older, widely influential one that claims Luke—Acts should be interpreted as “political apologetic,” seeking to present the church as harmless to the Roman authorities.154 Much of the evidence for such a view is found in Acts, and even there it relies on a selective reading of the evidence that fails to do full justice to Luke’s account of the word of God as a disturbing force that creates new communities decidedly out of step with Rome’s symbolic world. But within the Gospel of Luke itself, it is difficult to sustain the claim that Rome is presented in a favorable light. In his account of the exorcism of the Gerasene demoniac (Luke 8:26-39),155 Luke retains from his source (Mark 8:9) the provocative detail that in response to Jesus’ asking his name, the man replies “‘Legion,’ for many demons had entered him” (Luke 8:30). In the Roman world, it would be impossible to overlook the political symbolism of this name as a representation of Roman military might or to miss the significance of the detail that Jesus expels the Legion of demons into a herd of swine, unclean pagan animals, who immediately rush into the water and drown. If Luke meant to portray Jesus as innocuous to Roman power, he was certainly an incompetent redactor.
It is also noteworthy that in the Lukan account of Jesus’ apocalyptic prophecy of the destruction of Jerusalem, we find this distinctive formulation: “For there will be great distress on the earth and wrath against this people; they will fall by the edge of the sword and be taken away as captives among all nations; and Jerusalem will be trampled on by Gentiles, until the times of the Gentiles are fulfilled” (Luke гпгзБ-зд). The whole passage is strongly reminiscent of Tobit 14:4-5, which also refers to the people of Israel being taken away as captives, the temple being destroyed, and everything being left desolate until the future fulfillment of “the times of the age.” Both in Tobit and in Luke, the primary focus is on Gods judgment of Israel, but in neither text are the Gentile forces seen as benign. Jesus’ prophecy in Luke 21 unmistakably portrays the trampling Gentile army surrounding Jerusalem (Luke 21:20) as a hostile, destructive force.156 And the phrase “the times of the Gentiles” designates a limited interval that will, in the history foreordained by God, be superseded by God’s kingdom. In Tobit’s vision of the future, “Then the nations in the whole world will all be converted and worship God in truth. They will all abandon their idols, which deceitfully have led them into error; and in righteousness they will praise the eternal God” (Tob 14:5). This is the trajectory of Jewish apocalyptic thought to which Luke 21 unmistakably belongs. God’s eschatological judgment will not exempt Roman rulers, for the day of judgment “will come upon all who live on the face of the whole earth” (Luke 21:35).



In the meantime, however, Roman might prevails, and Jesus himself falls victim to the Roman punishment of crucifixion. It is not insignificant that Luke’s third passion prediction retains the Markan prophecy that the Son of Man “will be handed over to the Gentiles” to suffer

mocking, spitting, flogging, and finally execution (Mark 10:33-34/Luke 18:31-33). The centurion’s declaration at the foot of the cross that “this I man was righteous/innocent” (б(коио<;; Luke 23:47) hardly exculpates the I Roman authority; if anything, it underlines their complicity with the Jewish leaders in perpetrating a violent and unjust murder.157
This complicity is vividly depicted in a passage in Acts 4 that displays, perhaps more clearly than any other in Luke’s two volumes, the way in which the Lukan passion narrative is to be retrospectively interpreted and the way in which the church is called to perceive its position I of countercultural resistance to oppressive power, Roman and Jewish | alike. Luke gives a remarkable account of the nascent Jerusalem church j j gathered in corporate prayer. After the release of Peter and John from the j custody of the Jewish authorities, the community offers thanksgiving to ; God by invoking the words of Psalm 2 as a prophetic prefiguration of the ! j events that have taken place:
[T]hey raised their voices together to God and said, “Sovereign Lord, who made the heaven and the earth, the sea and everything in them, it is you who said by the Holy Spirit through the mouth of our father David, your servant:
‘Why did the Gentiles (£9vr|) rage,
and the. peoples (Anoi) imagine vain things?
The kings of the earth took their stand,
and the rulers have gathered together (auvTj%0T|aav)
against the Lord and against his Messiah (хргатои).’ [Ps 2:1-2]
For in this city, in fact, both Herod and Pontius Pilate, with the Gentiles (£0vemv) and the peoples (Ааоц) of Israel, gathered together (ouvf)%0t)<jov) against your holy servant Jesus, whom you anointed (£хрша<;), to do whatever your hand and your plan had predestined to take place. And now,
Lord, look at their threats, and grant to your servants to speak your word with all boldness, while you stretch out your hand to heal, and signs and wonders are performed through the name of your holy servant Jesus.”
(Acts 4:24-30)
As the Greek words in parentheses show, the community’s prayer produces an exegesis of Psalm 2:1-2, in virtual pesher style. God spoke through the mouth of David to declare in advance that the Lord’s Anointed would meet unified opposition from both Gentiles and Jews; the harassment j now experienced by the community of God’s servants is continuing evidence that the rulers of this world are in league against God’s designs.

Interestingly, this interpretation is achieved by taking Xaot in Psalm 2:1 LXX, which originally should surely be understood in synonymous parallelism with &0vt|, as a reference to Israel. This forced exegesis explains the unusual plural form Xaolq lapafjk I'peoples of Israel”) in Acts 4:27. Luke has mapped the church’s experience onto Psalm 2, and vice versa. The inter- textual fusion proclaims the unholy alliance of Gentile and Jewish forces against God’s Messiah and at the same time illuminates Luke’s account of Gods sovereign plan, which cannot be thwarted by human opposition.
Luke’s citation of this psalm, therefore, functions metaleptically to provide assurance and boldness (ларргјспа, Acts 4:29, 31) for the community in its stance of countercultural witness. Those who know the psalm will recall that the furious opposition of the kings of the earth is futile: God sits in the heavens and laughs at this pathetic resistance to his plans (Ps 2:4). God will “break them with a rod of iron, and dash them in pieces like a potter’s vessel” (2:9). Therefore the community of Jesus’ followers is empowered to speak and act peacefully and boldly, knowing that their vindication is in the hand of the God who has already raised Jesus from the dead. This example shows clearly how Luke narrates the church’s story (the arrest of Peter and John) intertextually (in relation to Ps 2) in order to encourage the community in its countercultural mission.
But careful attention to the scriptural intertexts in the community’s prayer reveals still more. The opening words of the prayer (Acts 4:24) address God as “Sovereign Lord, who made the heaven and the earth, the sea and everything in them” (6 7ioif|oa<; xov oupavov Kai xfjv yfjv каг tf|v GaXaoaav ка1 Ttavxa xa ev аохоц). This description of God originates in the Ten Commandments, as formulated in Exodus: because in six days “the Lord made the heaven and the earth and the sea and everything in them” (87iolrjaev dcupioq xov oupavov ка1 xf|v yfjv Kai xrfv GaXaaaav Kai rcavxa xa ev aoxoiq), the seventh day is to be kept as a sabbath rest (Exod 20:11). Since Luke has already made connections between the sabbath and the proclaiming of release to the captives, this is a singularly appropriate way of addressing God for a community celebrating the release of their leaders from prison. Their new freedom is perhaps to be understood as a sabbath event, a sign of the power of the creator God who made all things.
But a second intertextual layer is perhaps still more significant as a context for the church’s celebratory prayer. By addressing God as the one who “made the heaven and the earth, the sea and everything in them,” they are invoking another psalm. The one psalm in which this phrase appears is Psalm 146, a psalm already connected to significant prefigurations of Jesus’ healing activity. The full force of the allusion can be felt only if wc bring to mind the psalm in its entirety (with a few H particularly pertinent for Luke's narrative context set in italics H Ц line echoed in the community's prayer in bold):
Praise the Lord! Praise the Lord, O my soul!
I will praise the Lord as long as I live; I will sing praises to my God all my life long,
Do not put your trust in princes, in mortals] in whom there is no help (LXX: осотт)р(а).
When their breath departs, they return to the earth; on that very day their plans perish.
Happy are those whose help is the God of Jacob, whose hope is in the Lord their God,
who made heaven and earth, the sea, and all that is in them (LXX: t6v Roif|aavxa x6v aupav6v ка1 xfjv yfjv, xf|V GdXaooav H Rdvxa II ćv atixoTq);
who keeps faith forever;
who executes justice for the oppressed; who gives food to the hungry.
The Lord sets the prisoners free;
the Lord opens the eyes of the blind.
The Lord lifts up those who are bowed down; the Lord loves the righteous.
The Lord watches over the strangers; he upholds the orphan and the widow,
but the way of the wicked he brings to ruin.
The Lord will reign forever, your God, O Zion, for all generations.
Praise the Lord!
The resonance of this psalm for the Jerusalem church is striking. Not only does it celebrate the release of prisoners, but it also highlights the futility and mortality of princes, thereby nicely introducing Luke’s account of the community’s meditation on Psalm 2, which speaks of the useless resistance of kings and rulers to the Lord and his Anointed (Acts 4:25-28). With its references to opening the eyes of the blind and lifting up those who are bowed down, this psalm recalls the gracious and powerful actions of Jesus earlier in the story, and it also gestures toward Peter and Johns healing of the crippled man in Acts 3, the event that had precipitated their arrest in the first place. Indeed, it is precisely such acts of healing that ate recalled in the conclusion of the church’s prayer (Acts 4:30). And the overall theme of Psalm 146—praise for God’s power, and hope in his setting things right—-is precisely apposite for the whole prayer that will follow in Acts 4:25-30.
Thus, both in the Gospel and in Acts, Luke portrays Jesus and his followers as carrying out the inversion prophesied in Mary’s song at the beginning of the Gospel: “He has brought down the powerful from their thrones, and lifted up the lowly” (Luke 1:52). This is not to say that they are revolutionaries in the ordinary sense; rather, they are emissaries of a new order of things, in which Jesus transforms kingship and authority. “The kings of the Gentiles lord it over them; and those in authority over them are called benefactors. But not so with you.” The disciples are to become servants, just as Jesus himself has become “one who serves” (Luke 22:24-27). Nonetheless, this new order remains deeply threatening to the authorities of the present age. As the Jewish adversaries of Paul and Silas in Thessalonica complain, “These people who have been turning the world upside down have come here also.... They are all acting contrary to the decrees of Caesar (owtevavTi tqv 5oyjxax©v Kalaapoq), saying that there is another king named Jesus” (Acts 17:6-7). Is the charge true? It is indeed, even though with deft dramatic irony Luke enables us to see that the Thessalonian protesters fail to understand the full import of their own words. The world really has been turned upside down by this new king who teaches the poor and hungry to rejoice in hope, and the wealthy to mourn and weep (Luke 6:20-26).
A light for revelation to the Gentiles
In following Luke’s retelling of the story of Israel and his portrait of Jesus’ identity we have already touched in passing upon a handful of texts that anticipate the church’s later mission to the pagan world. Now we foreground the way in which they suggest scriptural warrants for extending the good news about Jesus to the Gentiles.
At the presentation of the infant Jesus in the temple, the aged prophet Simeon, under the inspiration of the Holy Spirit, thanks God and announces that in this child he now can see the dawning of the salvation (acorrjpiov) that God has prepared
... before the face of all the peoples'.
alight (<рсб<;) for revelation to the Gentiles (ćGvćov),
and glory to your people Israel.
(Luke 2:30-32)
The parallelism of the last two lines indicates the universal scope of the salvation to be provided in Jesus; it is to be for Gentile and Jew alike.
Simeon’s expectation is grounded in the same passages from Isaiah И We have heard echoing elsewhere throughout Luke’s narrative. God has appointed his Spirit-anointed Servant to “bring forth justice to H nations” (Isa 42:1) and to be “a light to the nations” шш £0v&v, Isa H LXX). And again in Isaiah 49, the Servant is told by God:
It is too light a thing that you should be my servant
to raise up the tribes of Jacob
and to restore the survivors of Israel;
I will give you as a light to the nations (cp&q eGvcov) that my salvation (owT^piav) may reach to the end of the earth (§(oq ioxdxou lp!
(Isa 49:6)1S*
Thus, in the Lukan infancy narrative, Simeon gratefully prophesies that the infant Jesus is the one who will at last fulfill this Isaianic role of shining a light to the nations.
That Luke has these passages in mind is also suggested in texts in the hinge that conclude the Gospel and introduce the Acts of the Apostles. At the conclusion of the risen Lord’s appearance to his disciples in Jerusalem in Luke 24, he instructs them that “it is written that... repentance and forgiveness of sins is to be proclaimed” in the name of the Messiah “to all nations, beginning from Jerusalem” (24:47). Here, as throughout Luke 24, we are given a formal claim of scriptural support for the message but no specific indication of the texts where it is to be found. We are required to keep reading in the second volume of the narrative to find the answer. The theme of a mission to the nations is reiterated in Acts | “But you will receive power when the Holy Spirit has come upon you; and you will be my witnesses in Jerusalem, in all Judea and Samaria, and to tht * ends of the earth (£co<; doxdxou tfj<; yfj<;) ” Here the direct echo of Isaiah 49:6 hints that it is through the witness-bearing of Jesus* disciples that the nations are to receive the light of revelation that Isaiah promised, whose first glimmers Simeon saw.
The hint is amply confirmed as the plot unfolds, finally coming to full disclosure when Paul and Barnabas sternly reply to Jewish detractors in Pisidian Antioch:
Then both Paul and Barnabas spoke out boldly, saying, “It was necessary that the word of God should be spoken first to you. Since you reject it and judge yourselves to be unworthy of eternal life, we are now turning to the Gentiles. For so the Lord has commanded us, saying, 
‘I have set you to be a light for the Gentiles,
so that you may bring salvation to the ends of the earth.’”
(Acts 13:46-47)
Here at last we find a direct quotation confirming earlier intimations that Luke understands Isaiah 49:6 to portend a mission of proclamation to the whole pagan world.
Passages such as Acts 13:46-47 are sometimes understood to close the door on any possibility of preaching the gospel to Jews, but the logic of Luke’s narrative works against such a reading.159 Much later in the story, we still find Paul speaking of a universal mission of proclamation to Jews and Gentiles alike: “I stand here, testifying to both small and great, saying nothing but what the prophets and Moses said would take place: that the Messiah must suffer, and that, by being the first to rise from the dead, he would proclaim light both to our people and to the Gentiles* (26:22-23). This two-pronged mission to Jews and Gentiles alike is, as it were, hardwired into the gospel proclamation by the logic of Isaiah 49, which speaks both of restoring Israel and of sending light to the ends of the earth.160 Indeed, these two actions of God are different facets of the single reality that Isaiah calls “salvation.”
The same Isaianic substratum also grounds Luke’s introduction of the public ministry of John the Baptist (Luke 3:1-6), whose work of preparing the way of the Lord is said to correspond to the prophecy of Isaiah 40:3-5. And the climactic line of Luke’s quotation from Isaiah is this: “and all flesh will see the salvation (amifjpiov) of God” (Luke 3:6). Thus, Luke’s stage-setting narration—one of Luke’s very rare authorial voiceovers—directs the careful reader back to Isaiah 40, with its visionary hope for a new exodus that will ultimately restore and bless Israel, while also drawing all nations to acknowledge the universal sovereignty of Israel’s God. It is possibly this same scriptural image that lies behind Jesus’ saying that people will come from east and west, north and south, to feast with Abraham and Isaac and Jacob in the kingdom of God (Luke 13:28-29). There is no specific reference here to Gentiles, but when the saying is read retrospectively within the overall plot of Luke-Acts, this interpretation seems likely.
Even the programmatic episode of Jesus’ initial proclamation in the synagogue at Nazareth foreshadows, as we have seen, the message that God’s healing grace might embrace non-Israelite outsiders. Jesus provocatively recounts Gentile-inclusive episodes from the stories of Elijah and Elisha (Luke 4:22-30; recalling 1 Kgs 17:1-16 and 2 Kgs 5:1-14), episodes that prefigure the Gentile-inclusion controversies played out subsequently in the pages of Acts,
All things considered, however, the most striking feature of this survey is how little direct scriptural argumentation we find in the Gospel of Luke for an evangelistic outreach to the pagan world. The implied readers of this Gospel are encouraged to understand themselves in direct continuity with Israel’s story, as immediate heirs of the tradition. Such readers will encounter a few crucial clues that the eschatological consummation of God’s promises to Israel might entail the inclusion of Gentiles to join Israel in worshiping the one true God—as signaled already in Luke 2:30-32. Those readers who perceive the hermeneutical centrality of Isaiah for Luke’s account of Israel’s eschatological destiny will sense that Gentiles must feature somewhere in the script of God’s plan, for surely the “sovereign Lord who made the heaven and the earth, the sea and everything in them” desires that his salvation reach to the ends of the earth. But Luke holds back and does not develop this theme until the second volume of his epic narrative, where it emerges as a central concern of the story, surrounded by numerous scriptural arguments and supports, building momentum in the exasperated speech of Paul and Barnabas at Pisidian Antioch and finally climaxing in James’ decision in favor of the Gentile mission at the apostolic council in Acts 15:
“This agrees with the words of the prophets, as it is written, ‘After this I will return, and I will rebuild the dwelling of David, which has fallen; from its ruins I will rebuild it, and I will set it up, so that all other peoples may seek the Lord—even dll the Gentiles over whom my name has been called. Thus says the Lord, who has been making these things known from long ago.’”
(Acts 15:15-18; quoting [roughly] Amos 9:11-12 LXX)
James’ judgment precisely parallels the narrative logic of Isaiah 49:6: the raising up of the tribes of Jacob / the dwelling of David will lead other peoples to seek the Lord, and the Gentiles who come in response to the good news of God’s salvation should be welcomed into the eschatological restored community.
In Luke’s Gospel, however, we receive only slight prefigurations of this fuller development, and the characters in the story, Jesus’ disciples, come to understand these things only after the resurrection, with the guidance of the Holy Spirit and the empirical emergence of Gentile converts. Within the bounds of the first volume of Luke’s account, the more characteristic function of Scripture is to shape the community of Jesus’ followers as “a people prepared for the Lord” (Luke 1:16), a distinct people living in obedience to God and therefore prepared to resist the world’s temptations, to share their resources with the poor, and to do works of love and mercy.
§15 OPENED EYES AND MINDS
Luke’s Scriptural Hermeneutics
We have surveyed some representative samples taken from the vast range of material in the Gospel of Luke, as well as in Acts, in which Luke draws upon Scripture to narrate the fulfillment of God’s dealing with Israel. From these samples, what can we conclude about Luke’s strategies of intertextual narration? We will first offer a few observations about Luke’s methods of interpretation, before turning to a summary of some major themes that emerge in his telling of the story.
Luke's manner of engaging Scripture
Luke is above all a storyteller. The mode of his narration is not so didactic as Matthew’s; nor is it, like Mark’s, mysterious and elusive. Instead, the story that he tells has the character of a dramatic epic, it is sweeping in scope and measured in pace. The story’s overall message finally emerges with lucidity, but Luke takes his time in allowing the plot to unfold on a grand scale. The tone of the narrative is gracious, patient, and confident, inviting readers to settle back and savor its development, as many different lines and images converge slowly into a complex unity. We might put it this way: Luke’s narrative is symphonic. It develops long melody lines, plays variations upon them in multiple movements, but finally brings them all together as part of a unified artistic plan—a plan whose composer, Luke insists, is God.
This dramatic epic character of Luke’s narrative has several implications for the way in which he weaves Scripture into the composition. The Old Testament texts that appear explicitly in the story are found almost exclusively in the speeches of the characters. Apart from the prologues to each of the two volumes, Luke the narrator almost never steps from behind the curtain to comment on the action.161 Rather, it is the characters in the drama who cite and interpret the scriptural texts, prompting the reader to consider how the events on stage are linked to earlier events, earlier chapters in the epic. These promptings create a strong sense of historical continuity, an impression that Luke’s story belongs integrally to an older series of stories that the reader is expected to recognize, H though the narrator does not pause to explain or retell those older stories They are treated as deja lu, already read.
For this reason, the Gospel of Luke is fraught with background thick with scriptural memory. Sometimes Luke will refer in passing I Abraham or Moses or Elijah in a way that requires the hearer of the Gospel to know who these characters are and what they did. More often however, he will make no explicit reference at all but simply tell the story of Jesus in a way that evocatively echoes the scriptural tales. We have compared this narrative technique to the fleeting projection of shadowy images on a screen behind the action taking place at the front of the stage. For example, Luke ends his narration of Jesus’ raising the son of the widow at Nain with the clause, “and he gave him to his mother” (Luke 7:15). The echo of 1 Kings 17:23 will elude the ears of the uninformed reader, but the reader who hears it will pause, smile, and reflect. Luke performs intertextual riffs of this kind again and again. The allusions and echoes accumulate throughout the story. Some of them seem to be explicitly figural, encouraging us to understand Old Testament characters as direct prefigurations of Jesus; others are more indirect, chiefly reminding readers that the God who is scripting the events of Jesus’ life is the same God who was known to Israel in the past. And in some cases, the intertextual links between Scripture and Gospel enact ironic reversals: they require readers to mark the distance traveled between (say) Elijah and Jesus, to recognize the reversal of scriptural topoi. Jesus will raise the dead son of a widow, but he will not call down fire from heaven to incinerate his opponents.
The effect of this accumulation of scriptural imagery is to encourage the formation of a certain kind of reading community. Luke is creating readers, seeking to foster the intertextual competence necessary to appreciate the nuances of the sort of narrative he is spinning. He is not only encouraging his readers to have confident assurance (darpaXeia) about the things they have been taught (Luke 1:4) but also teaching them who they are—the heirs of this story—and how they should therefore read. A story of such complexity and nuance helps to cultivate readers who read patiently, carefully, and subtly. Of course, such cultivation does not happen automatically. It is probably right to see Luke’s Gospel as, inter alia, a teaching tool, a story crying out for commentary. The necessary instruction would have been provided by teachers in the early church who expounded the text for their communities of Gentile converts and explained some of its intertextual intricacies.
Yet to describe this gracious, elegant story as a teaching tool is to fall short of appreciating its literary skill and impact. The story does far more than instruct; it creates a world. Those who enter sympathetically into that world will be enchanted, comforted, challenged, even liberated. But one can hardly remain long in Luke’s world without seeking to understand more deeply what the risen Lord Jesus means by declaring that “everything written about me in the Law of Moses, the Prophets, and the Psalms must be fulfilled” (Luke 24:44). We turn then to a final summation of the ways in which Luke substantively articulates the implications of reading Israel’s Scripture as testimony to Jesus.
Thе themes of Luke’s intertextual narration
Thете 1. Luke’s hermeneutical strategy of weaving Old Testament references into his drama produces an insistent and skillful representation of narrative continuity', the story of Jesus is joined seamlessly with the much longer narrative of God’s promises to Israel, so that it becomes a single story about God’s action to gather and redeem “a people prepared for the Lord” (Luke 1:17). The theological effects of this hermeneutical program are of wide-ranging significance. Rather than setting the church against Israel, Luke presents a continuous story of the one people of God. There has always been one elect Israel, and within that Israel, there have always been those who respond to God’s redemptive action with faith, and others who turn away and are cut off. Luke sees this pattern continuing in his own time.
Theme 2. Within this story of Israel, Luke’s use of Scripture emphatically portrays God as faithful to his covenant promises and gracious in his liberating power. The story has a plot scripted by its divine author, and it leads to a triumphant, joyous ending. This is the ground for the asphaleia that Luke promises to Theophilus. Readers of this Gospel are meant to come to the final page with a secure sense of the utter reliability of God’s plan for Israel and the world. Luke’s scriptural references assure us again and again that God’s plan is ultimately for the liberation of Israel into a glorious and peaceful destiny.
Thете 3. In the meantime, however, suffering is a real part of present experience, both for Jesus and for his followers. Luke therefore also takes care to affirm that suffering is part of the scripturally disclosed plan of God: it belongs indelibly to the identity of the Messiah. “It is written” that the Messiah must suffer (Luke 24:26-27, 46; reiterated in Acts 26:22-23)—almost surely a reference to the Davidic psalms of lament, as well as to the Isaian Servant—and those who follow Jesus admonished that they must also take up the cross (Luke 9:23-24,
Luke’s second volume continues to show that the scriptural paradigm of suffering informs the life of Jesus’ followers: for example, Stephen (Acts 6:8—8:1), Paul (Acts 9:16, 20:17-24), and James and Peter (Acts 12:1-5), among others (c£ also Acts 8:Љ-з). The point is encapsulated in Luke’s summary of the message offered by Paul and Barnabas to the disciples in Antioch: “There they strengthened the souls of the disciples and encouraged them to continue in the faith, saying It is through many tribulations (0A,h|/ea)v) that we must (беТ) enter the kingdom of God’” (Acts 14:22). There is no direct citation of Scripture here, but j elsewhere for Luke such indications of necessity (бег) invariably point to the providential will of God as disclosed in Scripture. The same | biblical texts that foretell the fate of the Messiah also limn the divinely foreordained vocation of those who follow him.
Luke does not explain why the cross is part of God’s plan. But within Luke’s epic drama, readers are encouraged to take the long view. These j accounts of persecution and suffering are part of a greater story in which j God’s just judgment will finally prevail, as signified by the resurrection of Jesus. For that reason, the community can live in patience and even joy in the midst of opposition and adversity.
Theme 4. Luke repeatedly draws upon Scripture to emphasize God’s concern for the poor and helpless. The keynote citation of Isaiah 61:1-2 at the beginning of Jesus’ ministry (Luke 4:16-19), a distinctive Lukan contribution to the story of Jesus, sets the tone for all that follows: good news to the poor and release to the captives. As we have seen time and again, Luke emphasizes that Moses and the prophets call God’s people to share their goods with the poor. Furthermore, Jesus’ healings and proclamation of the kingdom already begin to enact the eschatological reversal in which God fills the hungry with good things and sends the rich away empty. Luke emphatically presents this message not as a novelty but as the fulfillment of Israel’s Scripture. Or, to put the point the other way around, Moses and the prophets, read retrospectively through the lens of the Jesus story, can be understood even more compellingly as a message of good news for the poor and oppressed.
Theme 5. The scriptural citations and allusions in Luke's narrative also prefigure the extension of the good news to all nations, As we have noted, in the Gospel this theme is foreshadowed but not developed; its full exposition awaits Luke's second book, But the weight of Luke's pre- figurative pointers is greater than their number. When in Acts we finally encounter direct references to Isaiah 49:6 (Acts 1:8, 13:47, 26:23), we see that these texts reflect the motif of “light to the Gentiles” back onto the earlier Gospel story. Here again we see the importance of reading the epic drama whole, seeing the way in which developments that emerge fully in later chapters of the narrative provide retrospective illumination of words and events of the earlier chapters.
Thете 6. Luke's use of Scripture places the elect people of God in a sharply countercultural relation to the prevailing structures of the world around them, both in the Jewish world and in the Roman Empire. As the reality of God's promised covenant community takes shape in the world, the world really is turned upside down. Rulers and nations may rage against the Lord, but those who find their identity newly anchored in the Lord's liberating story can speak the word of God with boldness and say, with Peter in Acts 5:29, “We must obey God rather than any human authority.”162 Thus, to read Scripture through Luke's eyes is to gain a firm place to stand against the violent and coercive kingdoms of the world. Those who follow Luke's narration closely may find their tongues loosened, along with Zechariah in Luke 1, to join in the hope- filled intertextual confession:163
By the tender mercy of our God
The dawn from on high will break upon us,
to give light to those who sit in darkness and in the shadow of death
and to guide our feet into the way of peace.
(Luke 1:78-79)
Theme 7. Finally, Luke’s narrative exposition of Scripture gradually leads readers to perceive the unity of identity between Israel’s Kyrios and Christ the Kyrios. The One Who Is to Come is not only Israel’s true King but also Israel’s true God. In a mysterious sense, Jesus is the one through whom the divine liberating action occurs. On a retrospective second reading of the text, we understand Zechariah’s Spirit-filled prophecy in a new light:
Blessed be the Lord (кбрго^), the God of Israel, for he has visited (£леок6\|/ато) his people and made redemption (ХлЈтрсоспу) for them.
(Luke 1:68)
In light of Luke’s full narrative, we come to understand that Jesus is the ■ Kupioq who visits and redeems Israel.
. Thus, Luke s Christology of divine identity requires a fundamental rethinking of our notion of “God.” Jesus is the Kyrios; the Kyrios is Jesus. God is therefore not a concept subject to general philosophical elucidation but a i"person| an agent known through the complex unfolding of his narrative identity—and only so. And precisely for that reason, the “low/high” christological categories collapse completely. God discloses himself to us precisely in lowliness. In Luke’s Gospel, the identity of God is given specification precisely in and through a narrative account of the human figure Jesus, born in Bethlehem and laid in a manger, sent to proclaim good news to the poor, crucified under Pontius Pilate, risen indeed—and precisely in and through these events revealed as Kuptoc I 7tdvT(ov: Lord of all.
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Chapter 4
[bookmark: bookmark12]The Gospel of John
The Temple of His Body
“We have found the one about whom Moses wrote in the law,
and also the prophets ”
§16 “COME AND SEE”
John as Interpreter of Scripture
I
n one of the opening scenes of Johns Gospel, Jesus abruptly summons a man named Philip to follow him. Philip then seeks out his friend Nathanael and declares, without providing evidence or explanation, “We have found the one about whom Moses wrote in the law, and also the prophets: Jesus, the son of Joseph from Nazareth” (John 1:45). Nathanael understandably expresses a certain sardonic skepticism: Can anything worthwhile come out of an insignificant village like Nazareth? Philip simply replies, “Come and see” (1:46).
That summons, “Come and see,” functions also as an invitation to the reader of the Fourth Gospel, an invitation to discern, among other things, whether the Jesus they will meet in this story is in fact prefigured by Moses and the prophets.1 John has set astonishingly high expectations in the first chapter of his narrative: the opening paragraphs of the story already identify Jesus, a mysterious figure from a small Galilean village, as the Logos through whom creation came into being (John 1:1-18), as “the Lamb of God who takes away the sin of the world” (1:29-36), H as Israel’s Messiah (1:41). And, for reasons opaque to the reader, Philip now identifies Jesus—who has yet to do anything, at least not anything reported by the narrator—as the true referent to whom Israel's Scriptures point, the law and the prophets alike. It is of course possible that Philip has leaped to a false inference, that he has blurted out an exaggerated and misleading claim, as overeager followers often do. But the solemn opening of John's narrative suggests otherwise: we are given to understand that Philip has somehow intuited a revelatory insight. If so, readers of the text are summoned by Philip's words to come and see how this Jesus of Nazareth can be understood as the one about whom Moses and the prophets wrote. But Philip does not actually cite any texts; what passages in Moses and the prophets does he have in mind? And will Jesus accept this portentous description of his identity and somehow fulfill Philips hermeneutical expectation? To find the answers, we must move deeper into the story.
As the plot unfolds, Jesus comes into conflict with religious authorities who charge him with violating the sabbath: Jesus has healed a lame man and instructed him to stand up and carry his mat (John 5:2-9). The offense lies not in the healing itself but in Jesus' directive to the man to carry his mat, an act that constitutes a technical violation of the commandment that prohibits working on the sabbath (John 5:10-16; cf, Exod 20:8-11; Deut 5:i2-i5).2 But the argument quickly escalates from a halakhic dispute to a christological controversy when Jesus justifies what he does by identifying his action with God's own: “But Jesus answered them, 'My Father is working even until now, and I also am working/ Therefore, the Jews sought all the more to kill him, because not only did he relax the sabbath law, but also he was calling God his own Father, -thereby making himself equal with God" (John 5:17-18).
Their complaint then becomes the springboard for one of the long self-referential discourses of Jesus that are distinctively characteristic of the Fourth Gospel. And at the climax of this discourse, just about a quarter of the way through John's narrative, we come at last upon the fundamental hermeneutical claim—now stated in Jesus' own words—that illumines John's approach to reading Israel's Scripture. Jesus upbraids his detractors for failing to receive him as the one sent by God:
“You search the Scriptures, because you think that in them you have eternal life; and those very Scriptures are the ones that bear witness concerning me.
But you do not want to come to me in order that you might have life....
Do not think that I will accuse you before the Father, But there is one who accuses you: Moses, upon whom you have set your hope. For if you believed Moses, you would believe me, for he wrote about me. But if you do not believe the writings of Moses, how will you believe my words?”
, - (John 5:39-40,45-47)
So Philip was right. Jesus endorses Philip’s eager description of him as “the one whom Moses wrote about in the law.” But there is a tragic turn: though Moses wrote about Jesus, the religious teachers of God’s people, the ones whose office it is to explicate Moses, now find Jesus unbelievable and reject him. This bitter and paradoxical outcome was foreshadowed already in John’s prologue: the Word “came to his own home, and his own people did not receive him” (John 1:11). But only here in John 5 does the hermeneutical dimension of this failure come fully into focus.
Jesus does not challenge or denigrate Moses; rather, Moses actually testifies to Jesus. Yet Jesus’ adversaries, despite their earnest scrutiny of Moses’ writings, lapse into interpretative failure because they reject Jesus’ astonishing claim to be the true and ultimate referent to whom Moses’ words point. There is a fateful circularity here: reading the writings of Moses should lead to believing in Jesus; but in order to understand Moses’ words, one must first come to Jesus to receive life: “You do not have his word (tov Xoyov auton) remaining in you, because the one he has sent, him you do not believe” (John 5:38). And so those who do not trust Jesus’ word remain in incomprehension and death. Only those who enter this hermeneutical loop at the point of believing Jesus can rightly understand what Moses wrote.
And so in John’s Gospel, just as in Luke’s, there is a call for a retrospective rereading of Israel’s Scripture, a reading backwards that reinterprets Scripture in light of a new revelation imparted by Jesus and focused on the person of Jesus himself. Though the narratives of Luke and John are worlds apart stylistically—not least because of John’s polemical framing of his remarks about the testimony of Scripture—their hermeneutical underpinnings are similar, and the theological distance between Luke 24:27 and John 5:46 is even less than the mere five chapters that would ultimately separate them in the church’s fourfold Gospel canon.
Luke 24:27: Then beginning with Moses and all the prophets, he interpreted to them the things about himself in all the Scriptures.
John 5:46: “If you believed Moses, you would believe me, for he wrote about me.”

Yet despite this convergence, John’s way of handling the biblical texts differs markedly from anything we have seen in the Synoptic Gospels.
John contains relatively few direct citations of the Old Testament, If we tabulate John s Old Testament references in comparison to those of the Synoptics, including allusions, the totals are striking: Matthew, H Mark, 70; Luke, 109; and John, 27. While the counting of citations may be slightly skewed, such a tabulation does point to an undeniable feature of John’s narrative.3 Just as he condenses the traditions of Jesus’ healing and miracle-working activity down to a few selected episodes that are given more extended development than in the synoptic tradition, so also John focuses on a smaller number of Old Testament quotations. Depending on the criteria employed, studies of John’s use of the Old Testament have identified between thirteen and seventeen explicit quotations.4 Precisely because there are relatively few quotations, each citation that does appear in John’s uncluttered narrative assumes proportionately greater gravity as a pointer to Jesus’ identity. If Luke is the master of the deft, fleeting allusion, John is the master of the carefully framed, luminous image that shines brilliantly against a dark canvas and lingers in the imagination. In this respect, John’s narrative technique is analogous to the visual artistry of Rembrandt’s portraits. John is not attempting to compile the maximum number of illustrations of how Moses wrote about Jesus. He knows that much more could be said (cf. John 21:25), but he prefers to focus on the artistically selected instance that repays sustained meditation.
That is why, in addition to the smaller number of quotations, there is also a surprisingly low number of obvious verbal allusions to Israel’s Scripture in John’s‘Gospel.5 Or, to put the point more precisely, John’s manner of alluding does not depend upon the citation of chains of words and phrases; instead it relies upon evoking images and figures from Israel’s Scripture. For example, when he writes, “And just as Moses lifted up the serpent in the wilderness, so it is necessary for the Son of Man to be lifted up” (John 3:14), John is clearly alluding to the episode narrated in Numbers 21:8-9, but the only explicit verbal links between the two passages are the name “Moses” and the word “serpent” (6(ptv).6 His inter- textual sensibility is more visual than auditory.
To be sure, John does also deal in verbal echoes. The best-known instance is the Gospel’s opening sentence, “In the beginning was the word,” which both echoes and transforms Genesis 1:1. This is just one of many examples in John’s text, some of them very subtle. For example, in John s allusion to Moses and the bronze serpent, the verb “lifted up” (fi\j/O)O8v/fi\j/(o0fjvai), which appears nowhere in Numbers 21, may well echo the introductory lines of Isaiah’s description of the mysterious Suffering Servant: “Behold, my servant will understand, and will be lifted up (6\|/co0fjoeTai) and will be glorified exceedingly” (Isa 52:13 LXX). These echoes of Numbers and Isaiah are verbally faint (echoing just a word or two from the scriptural source) but symbolically potent, evoking a rich theological matrix within which the Fourth Gospel’s presentation of Jesus is to be understood.
However, John also introduces a substantial number of direct quotations with explicit quotation formulas, often in the form of authorial commentary, in this way resembling Matthew more than Mark or Luke. These formulas follow a pattern that mirrors the structural design of the narrative. From the beginning of the story up until almost the end of chapter 12—that is, throughout the account of Jesus’ active public ministry, sometimes designated the “book of signs”—John introduces quotations with “as it is written,” “it is written in the prophets,” “as Scripture said,” or some minor variation on these phrasings (John 1:23; 2:17; 6:31; 6:45; 7:38, 42; 10:34; 12:14). But after Jesus withdraws from public proclamation and activity (12:36b), there is a striking change. After this pivotal point in the plot, almost all the subsequent quotations are introduced with a fulfillment formula employing forms of nA.qp6m: “in order that the Scripture might be fulfilled.”7
The only exceptions appear in John 12:39 (“because again Isaiah said”) and John 19:37 (“and again another Scripture says”). In both of these instances, the quotation introduced is the second of a pair, as signaled by 7cdA.1v (“again”). It is hardly accidental that these pairs of linked quotations (John 12:38-40,19:36-37) serve as end punctuation to the two central narrative blocks of the Gospel, the “book of signs” (1:19-12:50) and the “book of the passion” (i3:i-i9:42).8 Like the closing cadence at the end of a movement in a symphony, these double fulfillment citations signal that a section of the story is drawing to a close.9
What is the significance of this change in the wording of scriptural citation formulas in the latter part of the Gospel? The overall stylistic and theological unity of the Fourth Gospel tells against a simple source- critical explanation; whatever sources may have been employed by the author of this carefully crafted text, he has shaped them into an artistic unity. It is unlikely that a feature so prominent as these fulfillment quotations could have been spliced into the narrative without the author’s editorial reflection about the specific wording used to introduce them.
The likeliest explanation for the strong emphasis on “fulfillment” in the latter part of the Gospel is that these citations provide John’s theological response to the otherwise incomprehensible adversity И j № Jesus encounters. The “book of signs” culminates in a grim reflection I 'Ј on the unbelief of the Jewish people in response to Jesus: “But although j H he did so many signs in their presence they persistently did not believe 1 I in him” (John 12:37; cf. i:ii).10 This sad observation ruefully sums up H I w outcome of Jesus’ public career and functions as a watershed point in the plot. John s shift thereafter to “fulfillment” language in his introductory ! 1 formulas in the “book of the passion” signals an apologetic motivation: the Evangelist is explaining that the suffering and rejection experienced by Jesus in the passion story was not some unforeseen disaster; rather, it was ‘ ' foreordained and played out in fulfillment of God’s will, with Jesus’ full j 4 knowledge and participation.11 The point may be demonstrated by a list of the events that are said to have happened “in order that the Scripture might be fulfilled.”
John 12:37-40: They did not believe in him (Isa 53:1, 6:10).
John 13:18: One of the disciples will betray Jesus (Ps 41:9).
John 15:24-25: The world has seen and hated both Jesus and his Father
(Ps 35:19, 69:5). /	I .
John 17:12: One disciple was destined to be lost (no text cited: Ps 41:9?).
John 19:23-24: Soldiers divided Jesus’ garments and cast lots for his tunic (Ps 22:19).
John 19:28-29: On the cross, Jesus said, “I thirst” and was offered vinegar to drink (Ps 69:21).
John 19:36-37: In the crucifixion, Jesus’ legs were not broken (Exod 12:10,
46; Num 9:12; or Ps 34:21), but his side was pierced (Zech 12:10).
All these events are interpreted, with the aid of the scriptural citations, as the consummation of a divine design that is fully enacted in Jesus death (John 19:30: тет^еотои, “it has been brought to completion”). This apologetic motivation also explains why the fulfillment quotations in the Fourth Gospel are clustered toward the end of the story rather than, as in Matthew, at the beginning.
There is a heavy concentration of Psalm texts within the group of Old Testament passages cited by John. More than 60 percent of Johns quotations come from the Psalter.12 Even if this number is slightly inflated, there can be no mistaking the prominence of Psalm passages in the intertextual “genetic code” of the Fourth Gospel. This emphasis on the




Psalter follows almost inevitably from John’s concentration on the passion and death of Jesus as the center of gravity in his narrative. Because the Psalms foreshadow—or, as John might prefer, express—the suffering of the crucified/exalted Jesus, it is understandable that a retrospective reading of Scripture as witness to Jesus would be drawn to these texts.13 It is, however, curious that a Gospel that asserts that Moses wrote about Jesus would make so little effort to explicate the Pentateuch as christological prophecy. Of John’s explicit quotations, only one (19:36) can plausibly be ascribed to the five books of Moses (the instruction not to break any of die bones of the Passover lamb [Exod 12:46; Num 932], and even in this case the wording of Johns citation is actually closer to Psalm 34:20 than to the directive given in Exodus 12, suggesting that even here “Moses* has been mediated—or filtered—through the Psalter).14 This observation about Johns explicit Old Testament citations should give us some pause and lead us to look carefully elsewhere in the narrative for subtler traces of evidence that might support the curious claim of the Johannine Jesus that “Moses wrote about me* (John 5:46).
A key hermeneutical test case is the lapidary statement near the end of the Gospels prologue: “The law was given through Moses; grace and truth came through Jesus Christ* (John my). How are these two clauses related to one another? Does die law given through Moses point to the grace and truth of Jesus Christ (as 5:46 indicates), so that the latter confirms and completes the testimony of the former? Or does the grace and truth of Jesus Christ negate and supplant the law?15 This question hovers ova-the Gospel as a whole.
And as it does so, readers may wonder at numerous points whether Johns story is supersessionist. Does it declare Judaism null and void and replace it with a new and different religion, Christianity, in which Israel’s law and Israel’s hopes have been radically supplanted by an ethereal non-Jewish Christ who descends briefly from heaven into the world to reveal himself and then ascends again to a state of blessed detachment from the world? This way of formulating the problem already implies the answer that I think Johns Gospel compels us to give: No. If we attend to the way that Scripture actually functions in John, we will see that the identity of Jesus is deeply imbedded in Israel’s texts and traditions— especially the traditions centered on the temple and Israel’s annual feasts. This is the world in which John’s imagination is immersed; it is impossible to understand Johns Jesus apart from the story of Israel and the liturgical festivals and symbols that recall and re-present that story. It is not accurate, then, to say that Jesus nullifies or replaces Israel’s Torah and
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Israel’s worship life. Rather, he assumes and transforms them. But the way in which this transformation works, we must enter more deeply into John’s figural world and consider its hermeneutical logic.
§17 "SALVATION IS FROM THE JEWS”
Israel's Story in John's Narrative
The relative absence of explicit Pentateuchal citations in John, along with the heavy weighting of Psalms, might suggest a focus on liturgical materials and a corresponding lack of interest in the Old Testament narratives of Israel’s past. And indeed, as we pose our heuristic question about the way in which the Evangelist uses Scripture to narrate the story of Israel, we will find that John offers fewer signs of interest in narrative continuity than do the Synoptic Gospels. Here in the Fourth Gospel there is no tracing of a genealogical trajectory from Abraham to David to the Exile to the Messiah, as in Matthew (Matt 1:17). There is no celebratory acclamation of a God who “has helped his servant Israel, in remembrance of his mercy, according to the promise he made to our ancestors, to Abraham and to his descendants forever,” as in Luke (Luke 1:54-55). It is not easy to see, at least on a first reading, whether the Fourth Gospel has any interest in Israel as such. Furthermore, “the Jews” seem to be the villains of the tale. It is not entirely surprising, then, that this Gospel has sometimes lent itself with alarming ease to anti-Jewish constructions of Christianity16 or to forms of ahistorical spirituality for which the linear narration of the past history of the people of God plays little role. One outcome of our exploration of John’s reading of Scripture will be to interrogate and challenge such anti-Jewish and antihistorically docetic interpretations of the Fourth Gospel. But it is well to recognize in the beginning that the hermeneutical challenge is both significant and grounded in certain troubling features of the text that require close attention.
The difficulty of getting a fix on John’s understanding of Israel’s story is partly the consequence of his rigorous focus on Christology. If Israel recedes strangely into the background in some readings of John, it is because the figure of Jesus so dominates the attention of the camera. The Evangelist zooms in on Jesus as the figure of central interest and insists that everyone and everything else must find its place in the story’s world only in relation to him. For narrative characters and readers alike, the insistent and only question is whether to accept Jesus as the one sent into the world by the Father to reveal the truth and to embody it 
definitively. AH of Israel’s past and the totality of the witness of Scripture are absorbed into Jesus’ person.
For that reason, in John even more than in the other Gospels, it is hard to distinguish the Evangelist’s interpretation of Israel from his interpretation of Jesus. We may do so only in a provisional way, for heuristic purposes. For John, the story of Israel has no independent significance; it finds a place in John’s narrative as the symbolic matrix for his portrayal of Jesus. We must hasten to add, however, that this does not mean that Israel plays a minor role, or a negative one. To die contrary, precisely because Israel’s Scripture constitutes the network within which John’s narrative becomes intelligible—the encyclopedia that is presupposed both for the text’s production and for its proper reception:—Israel’s prior life with God becomes seamlessly integrated with the story of Jesus that John tells, We begin then by tracing some of the ways in which John’s narrative refers to Israel’s scriptural story, always bearing in mind that these fragmentary references find their integrative center in John’s account of Jesus, which will accordingly occupy most of our attention in this chapter.
Retrospective references to characters in Israel’s story
John’s Gospel manifests an unsettling indifference to ordinary perceptions of linear time. Jesus can say, “Before Abraham was, I am* (John 858). His interlocutors are shocked, but the reader, prepared by the Gospel’s prologue, is meant to believe this startling claim. Similarly, the Evangelist can say that Isaiah witnessed Jesus* glory and spoke about him (John 12:41). Taken in isolation, this statement could be interpreted as a claim about Isaiah’s prophetic foresight of future events, but in the context of John’s story, which has unambiguously affirmed Jesus’ preexistence (1:1-i8), John’s declaration assumes quite a different meaning: it implies that in Isaiah’s vision of the heavenly throne room, the exalted "Lord* that he actually saw was none other than Jesus (Isa 6.1-13),1' The Jesus who appears in these pages transcends time and is present throughout Israel’s past as well as in the present time of the narrative. For that reason, we cannot speak of Heilsgeschichte in John, in the sense of a linear chronological development through the history of a people. Nor does John offer a scheme of promise and fulfillment. Rather, John summons the reader to recognize the way in which Israel's Scripture has always been mysteriously suffused with the presence of Jesus, the figure who steps clearly into the light in the Gospel narrative.
And yet, to put the point that way also suggests that all of Israel’s Scripture, rightly understood, can become transparent to the figure of Jesus. For that reason, while John shows little interest in renarrating the scriptural stories, he regularly makes passing allusions to them. The texts we have just mentioned refer to Abraham and Isaiah, expecting readers 1 know who these figures are and why they are significant. And these are hardly the only scriptural figures named in the Fourth Gospel. It is illuminating to consider some of the several biblical characters named by John and to take note of the features of their stories that his references evoke.
Abraham. In John 8:31-59, Jesus’ sharply polemical dialogue with “the Jews” assumes the prior conviction that Abraham is the father of the people of Israel—thus presupposing the whole patriarchal saga of Genesis 12-22, perhaps with particular reference to 12:1-3 and 15:1-6. Both Jesus and his opponents associate Abraham with freedom and with a legitimate place in God’s household. The passage shows an interesting similarity to Paul’s almost equally polemical argument in Galatians 3 and 4 about who belongs to the true “seed” of Abraham. Recognizing the connection between these texts may help us to understand that John 8:31- 59 is not properly understood as anti-Jewish rhetoric; rather, it belongs to the history of intra-Jewish polemic.18 But none of this is explained by the Evangelist; “our father Abraham” belongs to the text’s encyclopedia of production, and a reader ignorant of the story of Abraham will find little explicit help here.



Particularly opaque is Jesus’ comment, “If you were children of Abraham, you would do the works of Abraham” (John 8:39). What “works” are indicated by this cryptic comment? An imagination funded by the Genesis stories might supply several interesting possibilities. When he received the word of God, Abraham believed it and left the security of his own people to follow God’s call. Likewise, this echo would suggest, those who hear the word of God in Jesus should believe it and abandon the security of their own social position, risking rejection by their own people (cf. 9:22, 12:42-43, 16:2-3). Or perhaps the reference is to Abrahams famous act of hospitality toward his divine visitors (Gen 18:1-15). If so, the contrast with Jesus’ interlocutors in John 8 is a devastating one: rather than welcoming their divine visitor, they are seeking to kill him (John 8:40, 59).19 In any case, the bitter controversy dialogue of John 8 assumes Abraham as a highly significant figure, the father of Israel, one who actually somehow saw Jesus, welcomed God s revelation, ami rejoiced (8:56).
Jacob. The story of Jesus’ encounter with a Samaritan woman (John 4:4- 4a) unmistakably evokes the well-known biblical type scene in which a man meets a woman at a well.20 Lest we miss the allusion, John explicitly names the site of the encounter as “Jacob’s well” (4:6). Even though the geographical setting (“a Samaritan city named Sychar, near the plot of ground that Jacob had given to his son Joseph” [4:5]) is different from the location of the story of Jacob’s meeting his future wife Rachel at a well (Gen 29:1-20), the Samaritan woman’s reference to Jacob’s giving the well and allowing flocks to drink (John 4:12) is strongly reminiscent of Genesis 29:10.
The typological echo of the Jacob/Rachel narrative opens the story to various possibilities for figurative interpretation. Jesus has just been described metaphorically as the “bridegroom” (John 3:29-30), and here his encounter with the woman at a well would seem to portend some sort of “marriage”—whether the symbolic inclusion of Samaria as a central feature of the new Israel,21 or the union of Jesus with the individual believer who receives living water from him (4:10-15) by believing his self-disclosure as the Messiah who proclaims all things (4:25-26). Whichever reading we prefer, there is no question here of a continuation of the physical lineage of Jacob (i.e., Israel) through ordinary marriage and procreation. Rather, in John 4 the story of Jacob and Rachel becomes the figural backdrop for Jesus’ self-disclosure and the woman’s mission to others22 previously alienated from Israel who come to know and confess him as “the Savior of the world” (4:39-42). In this case, the narrative of John 4 is intelligible apart from intertextual reference to Jacob, but the narrative takes on an added layer of significance for readers who hear the echoes of Genesis.23
Moses. The Fourth Gospel contains repeated references to Moses, some of which we have already noted. Moses’ role in John’s story is complex and not easily categorized.24 While in some passages Jesus is contrasted to Moses (John 9:28),25 in other passages Moses is portrayed as a witness who points to Jesus (as we have seen in 1:45, 5:45-47). The Evangelist’s allusions to Moses recall several different aspects of the portrayal of Moses in the Pentateuchal narrative: Moses lifting up the bronze serpent on a pole to ward off the lethal effects of the poisonous serpents that bit the grumbling Israelites (John 3*.i4/Num 21:4-9); Moses’ role in declaring to the Israelites that they would receive manna from heaven (John 630-33/Exod 16:1-36); Moses as giver of the law (John 1:17), including the practice of circumcision (John 7:19, 22/Lev 12:3; Gen i7:9-i4);26 Moses as the recipient of revelation, one to whom God spoke directly (John 9:29/Num 12:1-9). In none of these cases does John recount enough of the scriptural story to explicate the reference for readers unfamiliar with these traditions. He simply alludes: B I. just as Moses lifted up the serpent in the wilderness .. if .; it was not Moses who gave you the bread from heaven ..“Did not Moses give you the law?”; .. God spoke to Moses...Yet for readers who know these stories by heart, these brief allusions leap off the page and evoke the memory of Moses’ role in the whole saga of the exodus. And in each case, the Fourth Gospels interpretation of Jesus is illumined by these intertextual recollections. It should be noted, however, that Jesus is not portrayed by John as a “new Moses” or as “the prophet like Moses.” Instead, he is one far greater. Even in these figurative evocations of the Moses story, Jesus himself is metaphorically equated with the bronze serpent or the bread from heaven, not with Moses. Moses plays a more instrumental, preparatory role. Or, to return more precisely to John s description, a witness-bearing role.
Elijahi With regard to witness-bearing, we must also take notice of a few passages in which John refers to Israel’s prophets by name. The figure of Elijah is much less prominent in John than in the Synoptic Gospels, hit he does put in an appearance, or rather a non-appearance, in John 1:21,25, where John the Baptist rejects the suggestion that he himself might be Elijah.27 The question put to John by the priests and Levites presupposes a readership acquainted not only with the scriptural stories about Elijah but also with the expectation in Second Temple Judaism of an eschatological role for a returning Elijah as the harbinger of the Messiah or the messianic age (Mai 4:5-6; Sir 48:4-i2).28 In the same series of interrogations, John also denies that he is either the Messiah or “the prophet*— that is, the prophet like Moses, another anticipated eschatological figure (Deut 18:15-18). It is a striking and surprising fact that Johns narrative makes no constructive place for Elijah as a witness to the identity of Jesus. Still, John the Baptist’s denials should be understood neither as denigrations of Elijah nor as negations of Israel’s future eschatological hope; rather, the denials serve to divert attention from the Baptist, As he goes on to say, he is simply “the voice of one crying in the wilderness,” calling God’s people to prepare for the coming of the Lord (John 1:23; citing Isa 40:3) and pointing instead to Jesus, the one who must increase as Johns own importance decreases (John 3:30). It is Jesus who is the true fulfillment of Israel’s eschatological hopes. Perhaps to identify the Baptist directly as Elijah would be to place too much emphasis on his role
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and, in the mind of John the Evangelist, divert attention from Jesus, who always commands center stage.
Isaiah. The case of Isaiah, however, is different; Isaiah is portrayed by John as standing along with Abraham and Moses as a witness to Jesus. The reference in John 1:23 to Isaiah’s prophecy of a voice crying in the wilderness is one of two passages in which John refers to Isaiah by name; the second appears at the conclusion of Jesus’ public activity in John 12, where the Evangelist gives back-to-back fulfillment quotations from Isaiah 53:1 and 6:10 and then adds an explanatory remark that “Isaiah said this because he saw his glory and spoke about him” (John 12:36^41). The passage is significant for present purposes because it refers to “Isaiah” not merely as the source of a prophetic oracle but also as a character in Israel’s story, whose prophetic declaration about Jesus is based on a particular event; as suggested above, that event is almost surely the throne vision of Isaiah 6 “in the year that King Uzziah died” (Isa 6:1). If so, the Evangelist expects readers to recall not just the words of a prophetic oracle but also the narrative frame provided by the book of Isaiah: Isaiah’s vision and call. It is precisely this narrated incident that explains how Isaiah can be enlisted as a witness to Jesus’ divine identity.
David. Finally, we should take note of the figure of David. Only one passage in the Fourth Gospel mentions David by name. In John 7:40-44, the Evangelist narrates a scene in which members of the crowd dispute with one another about whether Jesus might be either “the prophet” or “the Messiah.” The latter speculation triggers an objection from some that the Messiah cannot come from Galilee: “Has not the Scripture said that the Messiah comes from the seed of David and from Bethlehem, the village where David was?” (John 7:42). This is a fascinating example not only of Johannine intertextuality but of dramatic irony as well.
The biblical warrant for expecting the Messiah to come from Bethlehem is Micah 5:2 (5:1 MT and LXX): “But you, O Bethlehem of Ephrathah, who are one of the little clans of Judah, from you shall come forth for me one who is to rule in Israel, whose origin is of old, from ancient days.” Matthew cites the passage explicitly (though loosely) as a part of his account of Jesus’ birth (Matt 2.#з-6).29 John, however, presupposes this bit of messianic lore as part of his ideal reader’s encyclopedia of reception. There is no direct citation of Micah, and the only verbal link between John 7:42 and Micah 5:2 is the place name “Bethlehem.” Thus, this is another instance of John’s tendency to produce low-volume scriptural allusions. If John does have the Micah passage in mind, however, it 1 particularly interesting that the ruler who comes from Bethlehem I said to have his origin from of old (the LXX reads <5w"from Ц from the beginning”; cf. 1.John 1:1-2). This affirmation resonates intriguingly with the Johannine prologue and John’s logos-Christology.
But this is only one dimension of the intertextual matrix in which John 7:40-44 is to be interpreted. Because the Gospel of John contains no birth narrative, it has not previously connected Jesus’ origins with the village of Bethlehem. Yet readers who know the synoptic tradition can hardly fail to spot the irony in the scene that John has crafted: according to Matthew and Luke, Jesus does come from the Davidic line and was born in Bethlehem (Matt 2:1; Luke 2:1-20). So the doubters in the crowd question Jesus’ messianic credentials precisely because they do not know where he really comes from—like the Pharisees who say, "We know that God has spoken to Moses, but as for this man, we do not know where he comes from” (John 9:29). And yet, as the controversy in John 9 also ironically suggests, Jesus comes not from any human origin but "from God” (9:33), and he is therefore “above all” (3:31). So those who fail to accept Jesus as Messiah are ignorant of both his human Davidic lineage and his heavenly origin. This double-level dramatic irony comes into play, however, only when 7:40-44 is read in its canonical intertextual context. The irony does not require the reader to know Matthew or Luke in specific detail, or even in written form—it is necessary only to know of the tradition of the Messiah’s birth in Bethlehem.30
In any case, the? several references to Jesus as “Messiah” throughout the Fourth Gospel (jieaaia^ in John 1:41, 4:25; %piax6<; in several significant places: 1:17, 7:31, 9:22,11:27,17:3, 20:31) strongly imply that Jesus has assumed the mantle of David, Israels prototypical anointed king. This is perhaps one of the reasons for John’s heavy concentration of citations from the Psalms, since David was regarded as author of many of these sacred texts.31 Further, the Davidic overtones are particularly pronounced in John 10, where Jesus proclaims himself “the good shepherd” (10:11-18) and suggests that he is the one who fulfills the role assigned in the prophecy of Ezekiel to “one shepherd, my servant David” (Ezek 34:23-24). These passages implicitly link Jesus to Israel’s hopes and expectations for a Davidic messianic ruler, and they therefore evoke memories of the scriptural stories of David, though once again, as in the other examples we have considered, these stories are presupposed, not renarrated, by John.

We worship what we know,...”
Taken together, John's hints and allusions to major characters in Israel’s story suggest a strong positive relation between Israel's past and its fulfillment in the person of Jesus. There is no hint that Israel's story has been a history of futility and error. Rather, the scriptural figures to whom the Fourth Gospel alludes stand as authentic witnesses or prefigurations of Jesus. Especially the figures of Abraham, Moses, and Isaiah are presented as harbingers of the Gospel. Their stories belong to a larger narrative framework that presents Israel as the matrix within which God's saving revelation appears.
Israel's distinctive role in God's dealings with the world is most tellingly disclosed in Jesus' dialogue with the Samaritan woman. In response to her questioning, Jesus favorably contrasts his own kinsfolk to the Samaritans: “You worship what you do not know; we worship what we know, for salvation is from the Jews” (John 4:22). No specific scriptural text is cited here, but Jesus' claim stands in substantive continuity with Israel's prophetic tradition. Isaiah depicts Gentile nations as bowing down before Israel and confessing, “God is with you alone, and there is no other; there is no God besides him” (Isa 45:14). Similarly, Zechariah prophesies that in the time of eschatological fulfillment, “ten men from nations of every language shall take hold of a Jew, grasping his garment and saying, ‘Let us go with you, for we have heard that God is with you'” (Zech 8:23). Clearly, John 4 stands in this same prophetic trajectory, according a special salvific role to Israel.
Perhaps the prophetic text most immediately pertinent as context for Jesus’ declaration to the Samaritan woman is Isaiah 2:3:
Many peoples shall come and say,
“Come, let us go up to the mountain of the Lord,
to the house of the God of Jacob;
that he may teach us his ways
and that we may walk in his paths.”
For out of Zion shall go forth instruction (JTTiri), and the word of the Lord from Jerusalem.
To recall this text, however, is also to recognize that John's Gospel is not only affirming continuity with Israel's scriptural tradition but also performing a hermeneutical transformation. Like Isaiah, Jesus affirms that Israel's God is alone to be worshiped and that Israel has privileged access to the saving knowledge of God, a knowledge that is to be sought
and found by other nations. That is what it means to say that “salvation is from the Jews.” Neither are the Jews themselves the source of salvation, nor are they to be its only recipients; rather, they are to serve as mediators of saving truth and instruction {Torah) about the one God. And yet, in the very same utterance that affirms this Isaianic claim, Jesus also tells the woman that “the hour is coming when you will worship the Father neither on this mountain nor in Jerusalem” (John 4:21), thus revising Isaiahs Zion theology that identifies Mount Zion as the central sacred location where the word of Lord resides and whence it emanates. Whereas the woman had asked whether God was rightly to be worshiped on “this mountain” (Mount Gerizim in Samaria) or in Jerusalem (4:19-20) Jesus explodes the premise that true worship can be localized in this fashion; instead, he teaches that God must be worshiped “in Spirit and in truth” (4:23-24). Thus, Jesus’ words simultaneously confirm God’s special election of Israel as mediator of salvation to the world and relativize the significance of Jerusalem as a geographical locus of God’s presence.
The reason for this shift is simple: John’s theology of the incarnate Word will insist that Jesus himself is now the locus of God’s presence in the world, the site of true worship and revelation.32 This is not spelled out explicitly in John 4, but it is symbolically suggested by Jesus’ proclamation that he himself is the source of living water that offers eternal life (John 4:10,13-14).
In any case, John’s narrative pervasively presupposes a positive view of the scriptural story of Israel and affirms that God’s saving action for I the world is mediated through that story as retrospectively interpreted in light of the person of Jesus. The fact that God’s revelation in Jesus enacts a hermeneutical transformation of Israel’s past does not negate Israel’s distinctive place of honor in God’s economy. Instead, this hermeneutical transformation brings Israel’s past into a new and sharpened focus.
The role of the law in Johns Gospel
Something similar can be said about the role of Israel’s law in the Fourth Gospel. As we have already observed, John’s prologue introduces an enigmatic juxtaposition between the law of Moses and the grace and truth that came through Jesus Christ (John 1:17). Christian interpreters have sometimes read this juxtaposition as an antithesis, setting the grace and truth of Jesus in opposition to the law.33 But in fact, Johns Gospel provides no support for such an antithesis.
Indeed, as we observed at the beginning of this chapter, John explicitly informs readers that Moses actually wrote about Jesus in the law and that the law therefore actually bears witness to the gospel (John 1:45, 5I45-47).34 Numerous Old Testament passages and images are interpreted in this Gospel as foreshadowing Jesus, and at least one of them is specifically said to come from the “law”:
“If I had not done among them the works that no one else has done, they would not have sin. But now they have seen and hated both me and my Father. But this happened in order that what is written in their law might be fulfilled: ‘They hated me gratuitously.’ ”35
(John 15:24-25; loosely quoting a phrase that appears both in Ps 35:19 and Ps 69:5)
So the rejection of Jesus by his own people constitutes a fulfillment and confirmation of Israel’s law. This quotation from the Psalms, in company with similar references in John 10:34 and 12:34, shows that John can use the term vopoq (“law”) in a broad sense to refer to Scripture as a whole, not just to the Pentateuch, and not just to passages that spell out commandments.36 It is in this wider sense that the law, according to the Fourth Gospel, can be understood as a witness to Jesus. For example, the Jewish crowd has learned rightly from “the law” that “the Messiah remains forever” (12:34), but John offers no explicit citation in support of this general belief. Certainly this idea does not come from the Pentateuch. Instead, perhaps in the background lies the expectation articulated in Psalm 89 and in 2 Samuel 7:12-14 that God would raise up a successor to David and establish the Davidic kingdom forever. Or perhaps the crowd has some more specific prophecy in mind, such as Ezekiel 37:25: “They shall live in the land that I gave to my servant Jacob, in which your ancestors lived; they and their children and their children s children shall live there forever; and my servant David shall be their prince forever In any case, regardless of which scriptural texts John may have had in view, he proclaims that the law should be understood as pointing to Jesus.
But on closer examination, we also find a number of references to the law in John that suggest a positive function for the law’s prescriptive role in mandating just and merciful practices in the community. In John 7:22-24, Jesus makes a halakhic argument, pointing out that it is accepted practice to perform circumcisions on the sabbath “in order that the law of Moses may not be broken.” Thus he observes that there are cases in which the law’s regulations may come into conflict and that one commandment may override another.37 In light of this principle, then, he asks pointedly, “Are you angry at me because I made the whole man well on the sabbath?”38 This implies that the laws fundamental aim of promoting human wholeness and flourishing can in some instances override its ritual prohibitions.39 This is certainly not a negation of the law; rather, it is an argument profoundly respectful of the law’s own inner logic, an argument that operates within well-established Jewish hermeneutical precedent.
That this is so is underscored by the subtle scriptural allusions in the final thrust of Jesus’ rejoinder to his critics: “Do not judge according to appearance, but judge with just judgment” (John 7:24). The unspoken subtexts are 1 Samuel 16:7 (“But the Lord said to Samuel, ‘Do not look on his appearance’...; for the Lord does not see as mortals see; they look on the outward appearance, but the Lord looks on the heart”) and Isaiah 11:3 (“His delight shall be in the fear of the Lord. He shall not judge by what his eyes see, or decide by what his ears hear; but with righteousness he shall judge the poor, and decide with equity for the meek of the earth”). Interestingly, the first of these passages is taken from the account of Samuel’s anointing of David to be Israel’s king, and the second describes the hoped-for future Davidic king who will rule righteously over Israel. Perhaps these overtones are not accidental: John is portraying Jesus as the true Messianic king who sees beyond surface appearances to the real substance of the law and who therefore judges with righteousness in a way that brings healing to the poor and downtrodden. Whether this be so or not, it is certainly the case that John’s narrative defends Jesus’ practice of sabbath-healing as consonant with the law, not contrary to it. Indeed, it is Jesus’ detractors who in fact fail to “do the law” that was given by Moses (John 7:19).
This paradox plays itself out repeatedly in John’s narrative. It is the self-appointed defenders of the law who actually violate it, while Jesus— who stands accused of breaking the law—actually has the law on his side. The Pharisees scornfully hurl the charge that it is only the crowd “which does not know the law” that has been duped into believing in Jesus, and that they are therefore accursed (John 7:45-49). But Nicodemus, a closet sympathizer of Jesus, plaintively protests: “Our law does not judge a man without first hearing from him to find out what he is doing, does it?” (7:50-51). Nicodemus is right, of course. The law of Moses forcefully stipulates that accused members of the community must be given a fair hearing and that the social standing or power of the defendant must not influence judges one way or the other (Deut 1:16-17; cf.
Deut 19:16-18). Thus, by leaping to peremptory judgment against Jesus, as well as by their elitist contempt for the crowd of common people, the Pharisees, as depicted in John, ironically break the very law they suppose themselves to be upholding.40
The Fourth Gospel insists repeatedly that the law, far from condemning Jesus, creates the appropriate conditions for the truthful hearing of Jesus’ message. The law demands that testimony be confirmed by two witnesses (Deut 17:6,19:15); therefore, Jesus summons two witnesses in his own defense: himself© and “the Father who sent me” (John 8:17- 18). Here even a sympathetic reader may feel that the argument strains credulity; it is not without reason that Jesus’ interlocutors ask, “Where is your father?” (8:19). But in John’s narrative world, this response merely creates another level of dramatic irony; their response proves that the Jewish authorities neither know the Father nor understand the spiritual meaning of Jesus’ words.
Or, to take another example, when Jesus scandalously declares, “I and the Father are one” (John 10:30), his opponents accuse him of blasphemy. But Jesus appeals to “the law” once again (in this case Ps 82:6) to justify his claim.
Jesus answered them, “Is it not written in the law,41 T said, you are gods’?
If those to whom the word of God came were called ‘gods’—and Scripture cannot be broken—then are you saying to the one whom the Father sanctified and sent into the world, ‘you are committing blasphemy,’ because I said, ‘I am the Son of God’?”
(John 10:34-36)
Jesus here not only claims warrant from the law for his proclamation but also articulates a very high view of Israel’s Scripture as unbreakable and unimpeachably true. The argument moves from the lesser to the greater: if other hearers of God’s word (whether subordinate ancient deities or earthly rulers) could be called “gods,”42 how much more so may this be said truly of Jesus, who is the unique heavenly Son sent into the world by the Father? The argument has a certain circularity about it, and we need not render a judgment here on its persuasiveness. The important point is that, rather than challenging Israel’s law, Jesus appeals to it in defense of his claims.
All of this suggests that there is vivid dramatic irony in the Fourth Gospel’s trial scene before the Roman governor, when Pilate says to the Jewish authorities, “Take him and judge him according to your own law” (John 18:31). It has been the consistent testimony of John’s story that if they did indeed judge Jesus rightly according to their own law, M would find his testimony to be the truth,43 And so when they later Ц to Pilate, “We have a law, and according to that law, he ought to Ш (197), this is merely one more piece of evidence showing that they have both misjudged Jesus and misinterpreted the very law that actually bear« witness to him. And yet, on another reading, might we consider whether this is one more case of exquisitely complex irony? Just as Caiaphas unwittingly prophesies truly that “it is better for you to have one man die for the people than to have the whole nation destroyed” (11:49-52), «0 also the Jewish leaders before Pilate unwittingly speak the truth: Jesus’ death is indeed necessary “according to the law,” in the sense that the law prefigures it—as John has told us from the beginning of the story.44
In sum, then, there is no suggestion anywhere in the Fourth Gospel that the law is in any respect wrong or deficient. The narrative implies a critique not of the law but of those leaders who abuse the law and fail to keep it (John 7:19). Those whose desire is to do the will of God will recognize the truth and divine origin of Jesus’ teaching (7:16-17), and this will enable them to see that the law of Moses points in many and various ways to Jesus as its own fulfillment. John, writing late in the first century, nowhere specifically addresses the controversies that had plagued the Pauline mission churches in an earlier generation, disputes over practices such as circumcision (apparently approved without comment in 7:22-23), food laws, and the observance of special days. Instead, he simply and steadily presupposes the law of Moses and the words of Israel’s Scripture as the essential hermeneutical matrix for recognizing and understanding Jesus’ testimony.
Israel's festivals
These same affirmations apply a fortiori to the great festivals that give shape to Israel’s annual cycle of worship and community celebration. More than any of the other Evangelists, John draws attention to these festivals as critical temporal markers in Jesus’ story, points of reference around which the plot of the narrative is organized. John’s christological interpretation of the symbolism of these festivals will be explored more fully later in this chapter, for now, we note simply that time in John’s narrative is structured by the rhythms of Israel’s liturgical calendar.45
In Deuteronomy 16:16-17, three major pilgrimage festivals are prescribed: the festival of unleavened bread (Passover), the Festival of Weeks (Pentecost), and the Festival of Booths (Sukkoth). On each of these occasions, all the males of Israel were commanded to “appear before the Lord" in Jerusalem.46 Surprisingly, the Festival of Weeks (Lev 23:15-22) receives no mention in John’s narrative,47 but Passover and the Festival of Booths play prominent roles, along with a fourth observance, the Festival of Dedication. New Testament scholarship has often noted that John, unlike the Synoptic Gospels, narrates Jesus’ ministry over a span of time that includes three different Passover festivals (John 2:13, 23; 6:4; 12:1; 13:1). Establishing the chronology of Jesus’ public activity or John’s relation to the synoptics has proven difficult in light of these references to the festivals. But a critical effect of John’s multiple references to the Passover is to anchor Jesus and his followers within the symbolic world of Judaism, portraying them as faithful participants in the pilgrimage festivals that gave shape to Jewish religious practice and identity in the era when the Jerusalem temple still stood.
The Passover, to which John refers repeatedly,48 of course recalls Israel’s deliverance from slavery in Egypt. Thus, the identity-defining Exodus narrative hovers constantly in the background of John’s story. The reference to an impending Passover in John 6:4 may appear incidental to the logic of the plot until we recognize that it introduces the episodes of Jesus’ miraculous feeding of a crowd (6:5-14) and walking on the sea (6:16-21), incidents that narratively mirror Israel’s crossing of the sea (Exod 14:1-31) and reception of manna in the wilderness (Exod 16:1- 36).49 And of course, the final Passover celebration in the Fourth Gospel coincides with Jesus’ arrest, crucifixion, and resurrection, giving rise to a wide range of symbolic resonances.
The Feast of Booths (Sukkoth; see Lev 23:33-43) also plays a significant role in John’s emplotment of incidents. It is mentioned explicitly at John 7:2, and the festival’s key symbols of water and light then provide central metaphors in the ensuing discourses, especially in John 7:37-39 and 8:12-20. Because this festival was also associated with Israel’s wilderness journey—the temporary booths representing the shelters that the people built during their time in the desert50—it was often understood as symbolizing a time of preparation for entry to the land and the fulfillment of God’s promises; therefore, it took on messianic overtones.51 These narrative associations perhaps account for the messianic speculations that John introduces in connection with this festival (7:25-31, 40- 44): “But many of the people in the crowd believed in him, and they were saying, ‘When the Messiah comes, he won’t do more signs than this man has done, will he?’” (7:31).

The third major festival mentioned by John is the Festival of Dedication H ^укшуш, better: “Inauguration”).52 This holiday commemorated the rededication of the temple by Judas Maccabeus after it had been desecrated by the Seleucid ruler Antiochus IV Epiphanes (1.Macc 4:36-59}: “Then Judas and his brothers and all the assembly of Israel determined that every year at that season the days of dedication of the altar should be observed with joy and gladness for eight days, beginning with the twenty-fifth day of the month of Chislev” (1.Macc 4:59). Because this was the celebration of a liberating military victory over a foreign occupying power, messianic/eschatological connotations and hopes inevitably clustered around it. Thus, in Johns story the Festival of Dedication once again catalyzes inquiry and speculation about whether Jesus might be the hoped-for Messiah (John 10:24).
Each of these festivals evokes recollections of key narrative moments in Israel’s Scripture. As with Johns allusions to major characters in Israel’s story, so also with his references to the festivals: he does not renarrate the events that the festivals commemorate. But the references presuppose the scriptural narratives, and their significance—including their symbolic import for John s own narration—can be grasped only by readers whose interpretative competence includes knowledge of these liturgical traditions and the stories on which they are based. Likewise, as with John s treatment of the law, so also with the festivals: he does not annul or reject these observances as superstitious or outmoded. Rather, he weaves them into his Gospel as patterns within a larger tapestry, timeshaping patterns that point to Jesus as the one who discloses their true significance. To be sure, he reshapes their traditional meaning in ways that are immediately controversial, as Johns story makes abundantly clear. But the reshaping would be impossible and unintelligible apart from the matrix of Israel’s narrative and liturgical traditions.
Resistance of the Ioudaioi
It is precisely this reshaping of Israel’s tradition, however, that elicits the implacable resistance of the religious authorities in Jerusalem and sets in motion the conflict that leads to Jesus’ crucifixion. These hostile religious leaders are variously described in the Fourth Gospel, but most frequently they are simply called ol Toubatoi (“the Jews”), a term that appears some seventy times in this Gospel. Johns puzzling use of this expression has been the object of sustained critical scrutiny.53 We cannot adequately review the complex debate about this term here,54 but a few basic observations are in order.
First, John’s term “the Jews” should not be understood as a reference to the whole Jewish people in Jesus’ time; still less can it apply to all Jews throughout subsequent history. After all, Jesus himself was a Jew, as were all of his original followers. In the Fourth Gospel, the term seems frequently (though not always) to designate a specific group of authorities concentrated in Jerusalem who found Jesus objectionable, opposed his message, and sought to squelch the movement that formed around him. Second, several passages in John seem to equate “the Jews” with the Pharisees.55 For example, in John 9:13 the blind man healed by Jesus is brought before “the Pharisees” for interrogation, but by 9:18 we find the skeptical interrogators referred to as “the Jews.” Further, we are told in 9:22 that the man’s parents were “afraid of the Jews” and that “the Jews had already agreed that anyone who confessed Jesus to be the Messiah would be put out of the synagogue.” But in 12:42 it is “the Pharisees” to whom this exclusionary power is attributed. Third, these references to expulsion from the synagogue are strange, since neither the Synoptic Gospels nor any other ancient source offers any trace of evidence for such a policy in synagogues during Jesus’ lifetime.
Johns terminological conflation of “Jews” and “Pharisees” almost surely reflects a historical perspective from the vantage point of the late first century, after the destruction of the temple and after the emergence of the Pharisees as the dominant influences in formative rabbinic Judaism. John’s references to exclusion from the synagogue are thinly veiled allusions to the painful state of affairs at the time of the Gospel’s composition, near the end of the first century. The apparent anachronism is not a naive mistake by the author but an intentional literary and theological device; John has crafted a “two-level drama” in order to show how events of the author’s own time (expulsion of Jesus’ followers from the synagogue) belong integrally to the outworking of the story of Jesus.56 Or, to put the point the other way around: the rejection of Jesus by the religious authorities of his day foreshadows the rejection and ostracism experienced later by the community of those who confess Jesus to be the Messiah.
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Sadly, however, John’s references to “the Jews” as Jesus’ enemies who played an instrumental role in bringing about his death, when read from the perspective of the later Gentile Christian church, seemed to suggest a blanket condemnation of Jews and Judaism, a condemnation that was to have disastrous and violent consequences in later centuries when
Christians found themselves in possession of power. Johns terminology also seemed to imply a non-Jewish Jesus with non-Jewish followers as for example in Jesus’ words to Pilate: “If my kingdom were from H world, my servants would have been fighting to keep me from being handed over to the Jews” (John 18:36), But this is a seriously misleading impression, not only as a matter of historical fact but also with regard to the logic of John’s own narrative. John’s Jesus is deeply imbedded in Jewish Scripture and tradition, and the Gospel affirms rather than negates Israel’s story.57 Therefore, in order to avoid a distorted perspective, throughout the rest of this chapter, I shall adopt the expedient of leaving oi lo\)6aioi untranslated, employing the transliterated term loudaioi It | my hope that this practice will discourage unreflective identification of John’s loudaioi with the Jewish people as a whole.
If, then, John is not positing a fundamental conflict between Jesus and Judaism, how are we to interpret the narrative’s insistent portrayal of Jewish resistance to Jesus and his message? The problem is similar to the one articulated by Apostle Paul in his own agonized deliberations about Israel’s failure to accept the gospel message: “They have a zeal for God, but it is not informed by knowledge” (Rom 10:2). That is precisely the plight of Jesus’ adversaries in the Fourth Gospel, a plight heightened by John s use of dramatic irony throughout his narrative. The strongest opposition to Jesus comes from the most ardent exponents of obedience to the law, the most devout defenders of G od $ holiness. They are genuinely convinced that Jesus is a dangerous sinner (John 9:24). They fret that Jesus is encouraging others to break the sabbath (5:10). They are horrified to hear Jesus talking appallingly about consuming human flesh and blood (6:52), making outrageous claims that he existed before Abraham (8:56-59), and, most culpably, committing outright blasphemy (in their view) by claiming to be one with God (5:16-17, 10:30-33). Their concern is that this Jesus, an uneducated but charismatic outsider from obscure origins, is making megaloroania-cal claims for his own exalted status, placing himself above the law 01 Moses, and scorning the authorities who are duly charged with protecting the integrity and sacredness of God s revealed truth.
Worst of all, this Jesus is attracting crowds of enthusiastic followers who are deceived by him into a frenzy of messianic speculation. Such talk is highly dangerous, because the Roman authorities are likely to regard this sort of popular enthusiasm as a potential revolutionary threat to public order. The chief priests and Pharisees anxiously say to one another, “If we let him carry on like this, everyone will believe in him, and the Romans will come and take away what we have, both the holy place and the people” (John 11:48). Their fear is not unfounded. By conspiring to kill Jesus, then, the authorities understand themselves to be acting in good faith, exercising their sacred responsibility to protect the temple and the safety of the people of God. As Jesus will later warn his disciples in his lengthy final discourse, “the hour is coming when anyone who kills you will think he is offering service to God” (16:2). That dire prophecy describes precisely the motivation of the Ioudaioi who contrive a way to have Jesus put to death.
That is not to say, of course, that their motives are unmixed. The story strongly suggests that Jesus* adversaries are also envious of his popular influence and protective of their own power. So, John 12:43: “They loved human glory more than the glory of God.” Their compromises with Roman authority—compromises that they deem realistic and necessary for the good of the nation—ultimately lead them to grovel before the Roman governor and declare, “We have no king but Caesar” (19:15), a shocking denial of Israel’s confession of the unique kingly power of God, a power paradigmatically acclaimed in the Passover festival that celebrates Gods sovereign triumph over the royal bluster of Pharaoh.58 By their acclamation of Caesar as their king, the Ioudaioi dissociate themselves de facto from the faithful posture of the prophet Isaiah: “O Lord our God, other lords besides you have ruled over us, but we acknowledge your name alone” (Isa 2б:гз).59 All of this is simply to say that the dynamics of betrayal are complex and that John’s narrative depicts the way in which devout motives can become entangled with ignoble ones to lead to violence and unwitting apostasy.
At the root of the matter for John, though, is the inability of the Ioudaioi to recognize Jesus as the one about whom Moses and the prophets wrote. “He came to his own home, and his own people did not receive him” (John 1:11). John’s favorite metaphor to describe their condition of incomprehension is the image of blindness. The blind man in John 9 receives sight and comes to believe in Jesus and worship him (9:38), while the leaders who ought to be in the best position to see cannot do so. Jesus encapsulates this paradoxical state of affairs in an aphorism: “For judgment I came into this world, so that the ones who don’t see might see, and so that the ones who see might become blind” (9:39).
This reversal of fortunes is not some random irony of history; rather, it is the strange outworking of God’s will as foretold in Scripture. At the conclusion of the public phase of Jesus' activity, John pulls back the  30^
curtain and displays key Isaianic prophecies that prefigure the resistance Jesus encountered:
Although he had done so many signs in their presence, they did not believe in him. This happened so that the word spoken by Isaiah the prophet might be fulfilled:
“Lord, who has believed our message,
and the arm of the Lord—to whom has it been revealed?”
That is why they were not able to believe, because again Isaiah said,
“He blinded their eyes
and hardened their hearts
so that they would not see with their eyes
and understand with their hearts
and turn—and I would heal them.”
Isaiah said these things, because he saw his glory and spoke about him.
(John 12:37-41; quoting Isa 53:1 and Isa 6:10)
This narrative disclosure is crucial to understanding the failure of the loudaioi to respond to Jesus and his message. Within Johns narrative, their opposition is not a simple matter of self-interested stubbornness; it is genuinely a case of blindness, and it is God who has “blinded their eyes.” Why? The answer to that question is hidden in mystery. But for present purposes, here is the important point: the resistance of the Jewish authorities to Jesus does not mean that Israel has now been rejected by God or that their life with God has been annulled. Rather, this mysterious stubborn resistance belongs to a pattern that runs throughout Israel’s story, from the grumbling and idolatry of the wilderness generation to the unfaithfulness of kings and people in the days of the prophets, their covenant- betrayal that finally led to exile. The pattern has not changed. John sees this pattern clearly displayed in Isaiah, and he contends that it has replayed itself climactically in the people’s rejection of Jesus. Thus, even the tragic blindness of the loudaioi in John’s narrative is deeply grounded in the prophetic tradition.
Unlike Paul, John does not seem to reflect on whether God will ultimately find a way to fulfill his covenant promises by restoring even those who have been blinded and hardened. Indeed, in some passages he seems to consign those who fail to believe in Jesus to utter destruction, most notoriously in John 8, in which Jesus castigates his interlocutors as children of the devil (8:44) and ascribes their unbelief to an ontological dualism: “If I am speaking truth, why don’t you believe me? Whoever is from God hears the words of God. This is why you don’t hear, because you are not from God” (8:46b-47). Statements such as this in the Fourth Gospel reflect the bitter conflicts of the late first century, in which at least some Jewish Christians have met with unremitting hostility from synagogue communities that have shunned them. Nonetheless, it is important to recognize that within John’s own narrative, the provocative statements of John 8 are finally framed and reinterpreted by the scriptural words of Isaiah cited in John 12 at the end of the book of signs. Here, rather than interpreting Jewish unbelief in Jesus as a sign of cosmic dualism,
John places the resistance and unbelief of Jesus’ own people under the umbrella of the mysterious sovereign will of the one God of Israel, as proclaimed ahead of time by Isaiah.
And, most tellingly, this section of John’s Gospel ends not with a pronouncement of condemnation on the unbelievers but with a hopeful invitation to those who have not accepted the message. The passage, standing structurally at the conclusion of Jesus’ public career, should be taken as the hermeneutical frame of reference for all that has gone before. Judgment is still in view, but the mode of discourse is one of appeal to the hearers to trust Jesus as the one sent by the Father to offer life. This is an important corrective to the midcourse polemic of John 8:
Then Jesus cried aloud: “Whoever believes in me believes not in me but in him who sent me. And whoever sees me sees him who sent me. I have come as light into the world, so that everyone who believes in me should not remain in the darkness. I do not judge anyone who hears my words and does not keep them, fori came not to judge the world, but to save the world. The one who rejects me and does not receive my word has a judge; on the last day the word that I have spoken will serve as judge, for I have not spoken on my own, but the Father who sent me has himself given me a commandment about what to say and what to speak. And I know that his commandment is eternal life.
What I speak, therefore, I speak just as the Father has told me.”
(John 12:44-50)
If we read John attentively as a narrative, we recognize that this culminating public declaration of Jesus, in combination with the immediately preceding scriptural citations from Isaiah, places Jesus’ sharp controversies with the loudaioi in a more open and hopeful frame of reference. Even though it is somehow God’s will to blind the eyes of unbelievers, Jesus declares that he will not judge them, and he continues to hold out the hopeful offer of God’s saving word.
Furthermore, we should recall that Isaiah’s grim declaration about the blinding and hardening of Israel comes early in the book, at the beginning of Isaiah s prophetic commission. But if we read the entirety of canonical Isaiah, we find the prophet proclaiming a message of restoration, hope and new creation. An analogous hint may be discovered at the climax of Jesus’ public discourse in John 12. Unlike Isaiah, John does not “speak tenderly to Jerusalem” (Isa 40:2) and declare that the time of punishment for unfaithful Israel is at an end. But the intertextual linkage of Jesus’ message to Isaiah s may suggest implicitly that redemptive restoration of Israel | not beyond the realm of possibility. If Jesus has come “to save the world" (John 12:47), that mission must surely include God’s elect people.
For all these reasons, we cannot close the book on Israel’s story when we come to the end of the Fourth Gospel. John has given the story a dramatic new turn, an unexpected resolution in the figure of Jesus. The desired effect of this unexpected fulfillment is to compel readers to understand Jesus by recalling Israel’s scriptural story and at the same time to reinterpret its earlier chapters in the clarifying light that Jesus has brought into the world.
§18 JESUS AS THE TEMPLE
Jesus as Word and Wisdom
The opening words of John’s Gospel echo the first words of Israel’s Scripture: “In the beginning...” Although the echo consists of only two words (ev apxi)> its volume is amplified by the placement of these words at the outset of the narrative, corresponding to their placement as the opening words of Genesis. Even more significantly, John’s prologue continues to evoke creation themes (John 1:3,10) and images (light/darkness [John 1:4-5, 7"II cf. Gen 1:3-5]). A reader conversant with Genesis could hardly fail to hear the echo, as the history of interpretation of John amply demonstrates.60 And as the prologue unfolds, the reader gradually learns that the mysterious Logos who was there “in the beginning” has become flesh and is to be identified directly with Jesus Christ (1:14-18). Thus, the effect of John’s introduction is to identify Jesus as a figure present with (or one with) God in the primal act of creation: “All things came into being through him, and apart from him not one thing came into being” (1:3).
This is an astounding claim to make about a human being, I figure of the author’s recent historical past. To be sure, the role here ascribed to the Logos is not without biblical precedent. Israel’s scriptural tradition contains several significant references to a preexistent figure of Wisdom as participant in the creation of the world, most notably in Proverbs 8:22- P Although Wisdom (ГШЗП, oocpta) is said to have been created (LXX: tojpio«; &KT10ŠV pe) or, as the Hebrew text has it, “acquired” (ЧЈр) at the beginning of God’s works or ways (Prov 8:22), she is described as present with God “before the beginning of the earth” and beside God as a “master worker” (flON) in the formation of the world.61 In its original context in Proverbs, this language is almost surely to be understood as poetic personification of God’s attribute of wisdom rather than as description of an actual quasidivine hypostasis.62 It is not difficult to see, however, how over time the figure of personified Wisdom could develop into a mythologically conceived personage; indeed, we already see hints of this development in Wisdom of Solomon (see especially Wis 10), though the chief tendency of many later Jewish texts is to identify the figure of Wisdom as a personification of Torah (as in Sir 24:1-23 and Bar 3:35-4:4).
For John, however, the active agent in creation is identified not as the figure of Sophia but rather as the Word (Logos)63 John’s terminological choice here is perhaps influenced by the narrative of Genesis 1, in which God simply speaks all creation into being. John’s account also resonates deeply with the language of Psalm 33:6: “By the word of the Lord the heavens were made (LXX: тф A,oycp too Kupfou oi oupavoi eaxspscbOqaav), and all their host by the breath of his mouth.” John’s emphasis on the role of the Logos in creation finds a parallel in the writings of Philo, who assigns to the quasipersonified figure of the logos a unique role of mediation between God and the creation, as in a famous passage from Quis rerum divinarum heres sit, 205-6:
To his Logos, His chief messenger, highest in age and honor, the Father of all has given the special prerogative to stand on the border and separate the creature from the Creator. This same Logos both pleads with immortal [God] as suppliant for afflicted mortality and acts as ambassador of the Ruler to the subject.... [He is] neither uncreated by God, nor created as you, but midway between the two extremes, a surety to both sides.64
In Philo, all this seems to have the character of philosophical speculation. The logos for Philo, even if quasihypostatized, is a figurative and certainly noncorporeal entity that symbolizes something like God’s creative power of reason. But John, in his prologue (John 1:1-18), astonishingly claims that the Logos became flesh.

The prologue of John’s Gospel is best understood as a midrash H Genesis 1 a midrash that links the idea of a preexistent creative B| logos to the motif of divine Wisdom seeking a home in the world (e.g., Ц 24:3-8). In contrast, however, to those earlier Jewish traditions that identify the earthly presence of Wisdom among the people Israel or in Israel’s law (Sir 24:23; Bar 3:35-4:4), John insists that Logos! Wisdom found only rejection in the world, even among God’s own people.
He was in the world, and the world came into being through him; yet the world did not know him. He came to what was his own, and his own people did not accept him.
(John 1:10-11)
This appears very similar to the rather gloomy account offered in i Enoch:
Wisdom could not find a place in which she could dwell; but a place was found for her in the heavens. Then Wisdom went out to dwell with the children of the people, but she found no dwelling place. So Wisdom returned to her place and she settled permanently among the angels.
(1 Enoch 42:1-2)
But the Gospel of John offers a radically different ending to such a tragic tale.65 Rather than taking up permanent residence among the angels, the divine Word/Wisdom acted to overcome Israel’s resistance by becoming flesh in the person of Jesus: “And the Word became flesh and lived (eaicf|vcQaev) among* us, and we have seen his glory, as of a father s only son, full of grace and truth” (John 1:14).66 Thus, the prologue of the Fourth Gospel immediately situates Jesus in relation to Jewish scriptural traditions about creation and Wisdom, while at the same time transforming those traditions through the startling claim that the Word/Wisdom through whom everything was made has become enfleshed in Jesus.67
The remarkable identification of Jesus as the incarnate Word who was the agent of all creation carries wide-ranging hermeneutical implications for the way that John reads backwards to reinterpret Israel’s Scripture and Israel’s worship traditions: he asserts that Jesus, as the incarnation of God’s Word, takes up into himself the significance of all that has gone before in God’s dealing with Israel. One of the clearest expressions of this hermeneutical device appears near the beginning of the narrative, after Jesus has driven the sellers and money changers out of the temple.

This passage gives us a crucial point of entry into the scriptural matrix within which we must read John’s story of Jesus,
Remembering Scripture and Jesus' word
John emplots his distinctive account of Jesus’ dramatic protest against the merchants and money changers in the temple near the beginning of his narrative (John 2:13-22). The placement of the story is freighted with symbolic significance in two ways: it foreshadows the conflict that leads to Jesus’ passion and death (signaled by the quotation of Ps 69:9: “Zeal for your house will consume me”),68 and it points to the figural identification of Jesus’ body as a temple that will be raised up in the resurrection—as signaled by Jesus’ own riddling words: “Destroy this temple, and in three days I will raise it up.” Jesus’ interlocutors misunderstand his saying because, in the dramatic irony typical of Johannine dialogues, they perceive only the surface literal sense and miss the hidden christological meaning.
John presents both the scriptural text and the word of Jesus as enigmas that become comprehensible only retrospectively, only after the resurrection.69 His emphasis on hermeneutical hindsight is highlighted by the parallelism between John 2:17 and 2:22:
John 2:17a: His disciples remembered that it was written....
John 2:22a:... his disciples remembered that he had said this... 1
The Greek text in the two formulations is identical: ćpvqo0T\oav ol HaOrycai auxofi 6x1. In both cases, John tells us, the disciples’ understanding came only later, only as they read backwards to interpret his actions and words in light of the paradigm-shattering event of his resurrection. That is the point made emphatically in John 2:22: “his disciples remembered. I. and they believed the Scripture and the word that Jesus had spoken This is consistent with the Evangelist’s overall perspective on the crucial significance of memory and retrospective reading. Later in John’s Gospel, in Jesus’ farewell discourses, we learn that the disciples’ postresurrection remembering is to be aided by the Paraclete, the Holy Spirit, who will recall and interpret Jesus’ words for the community (John 14:25-26,16:12-15). Even more explicitly than the other Gospel writers, then, John champions reading backwards as an essential strategy for illuminating Jesus’ identity.70 Only by reading backwards, in light of the resurrection, under the guidance of the Spirit, can we understand both Israel’s Scripture and Jesus’ words.
This exact same pattern of postresurrection retrospective understanding is described in Joh n’s account of Jesus’ entry into Jerusalem on a donkey (John 12:13-16). Like the synoptic Evangelists, John portray* 1 the crowd chanting the words of Psalm 118:25-26, and in agreement with ! Matthew 21:4-5 he observes that the event accords with Scripture: “Је$ц* found a young donkey and sat on it; as it is written, ‘Look, your king coming, sitting on a donkey’s colt’” (12:14-15; quoting Zech 9:9)71 John then adds a distinctive word of further explanation: “His disciples did not understand these things at first\ but .when Jesus was glorified, then they remembered that these things had been written of him and had been done to him” (12:16). This later reemphasis on retrospective imaginative connection between Scripture and Jesus’ action reminds the reader of the hermeneutical ground structure that informs John’s Gospel from start to finish.
What then, according to John 2:17-22, does a postresurrection reading of Psalm 69 discover in the text? It discloses, among other things, that Jesus himself is the speaker of Psalm 69:9, the praying voice who declares, “Zeal for your house will consume me.” And that insight in turn opens the window on a fresh appropriation of the entire psalm—indeed, perhaps the entire Psalter—as a proleptic veiled revelation of the identity of Jesus. Indeed, from a range of other evidence we know that the early church did read Psalm 69 in precisely this way: as a passion psalm portraying Jesus as the righteous sufferer.72 To be sure, in order to read the Psalms this way, it is necessary to cultivate a figural imagination. And so when John declares that Jesus <(was speaking of the temple of his body111|| goes on: the Evangelist, here in the opening chapters of his story is teaching his readers how to read. He is teaching us to read figurally teaching us to read Scripture retrospectively, in light of the resurrection. Only on such a reading does it make sense to see the Jerusalem temple as prefiguring the truth now definitively embodied in the crucified and risen Jesus.73
Thus, John 2:13-22 is of great importance. We are informed here that right interpretation of Scripture and of the traditions about Jesus could be done only retrospectively after the resurrection; John also instructs his readers to read figurally; and the link between the temple and Jesus bod\ is made explicit, providing a hermeneutical key for Johns symbolist throughout the narrative. Jesus now takes over the temple's function as place of mediation between God and human beings.74
The hermeneutical revelation offered in 2:21 casts new light on Jesus’ earlier enigmatic declaration to Nathanael: "Truly, truly, I say to you, you will see the heaven opened and the angels of God ascending and descending upon the Son of Man” (John 1:51). Jesus has become the nexus between heaven and earth—the role previously ascribed to the temple as the site of God’s presence—and thus he fulfills Jacob’s naming of the place of his dream vision as Bethel: "This is none other than the house of God, and this is the gate of heaven” (Gen 28:i7).75 That is also why Jesus can later say to the Samaritan woman, "Woman, believe me, the hour is coming when you will worship the Father neither on this mountain nor in Jerusalem” (John 4:21). True worship is focused not on any geographical location or cultic site; rather, it is focused on the person of Jesus himself, who is both the way to the Father and the place where the presence of God is made known (14:6-7)—indeed, the place where the presence of God dwells.
The symbolism of Jesus as the temple is already foreshadowed in John’s prologue, where the Evangelist proclaims that the Logos "became flesh and dwelled (ćcncfivcoaev) among us, and we have seen his glory (5o£av)” (John 1:14). The verb (oktjvooo), which is etymologically related I to the noun OKTjvf) (tent), almost certainly for John alludes to the tabernacle, where the presence of God was made manifest to Moses and the people of Israel during their wilderness sojourn: "And have them make me a sanctuary, so that I may dwell among them. In accordance with all that I show you concerning the pattern of the tabernacle jmc; aKTjvrfe) and of all its furniture, so you shall make it” (Exod 25:8-9). This tabernacle was the precursor and prototype for the Jerusalem temple, the locus of Gods presence and glory. In light of this scriptural narrative I background, we should certainly read John 1:14 as a subtle anticipation of the theme that will be dramatically unveiled in 2:19-22: Jesus has become the temple, the dwelling place of God’s glory in the world.76 And we should therefore perhaps hear also in John 1:14 an echo of the prophecy of Ezekiel 37:26-27:
I will make a covenant of peace with them; it shall be an everlasting covenant with them; and I will bless them and multiply them, and will set my sanctuary among them forevermore. My dwelling place (кагаспстјуохуц) shall be with them; and I will be their God, and they shall be my people.
Closely linked to this figural correspondence between Jesus and the temple is John s direct allusion to Isaiah s account of his prophetic call through a theophany in the temple (Isa 6:1-5). After quoting Isaiah 53:1 and 6:10, John explains that “Isaiah said these things because he saw [Jesus’] glory and spoke about him” (John 12:37-41). John, reading backwards, interprets Isaiah’s temple-centered vision of God’s glory 1 a revelation of Jesus, the rejected Messiah, as the one in whom God’s presence is manifest.77
Jesus as embodiment of Sukkoth and Passover
An analogous logic applies throughout the Fourth Gospel to Jesus’ assumption and transformation of the significance of Israel’s religious festivals. Just as Jesus becomes the embodiment of that which the temple had signified, so also he now embodies everything to which Israel’s feasts and cultic observances had pointed.
For example, the rituals of Sukkoth (the Festival of Booths or Tabernacles)78 involved outpourings of water and the kindling of lights in the temple, in symbolic anticipation of the fulfillment of Zechariahs apocalyptic vision:
And there shall be continuous day (it is known to the Lord), not day and not night, for at evening time there shall be light. On that day living waters shall flow out from Jerusalem....
(Zech 147-8)79
Therefore, when Jesus cries out80 on the last day of the festival of Sukkoth, “Let anyone who is*thirsty come to me, and let the one who believes in me drink” (John 7:37-38; cf. 7:2) and—on the same occasion81—T am the light of the world” (8:12), he is taking onto himself the symbolism of the occasion, implicitly claiming both to fulfill and to supplant it. The festival’s burning torches that symbolize the “continuous day” of God s glorious presence point in fact to Jesus, who is “the true light.,. coining into the world” (1:9). And the abundant water poured out in the festival points to the living water that only Jesus can offer, as he has earlier promised to the Samaritan woman (John 4:7-15; cf. Zech 14:8).
When we interpret Jesus’ cry in John 7:37-38 in light of the imagery of Sukkoth and in light of Johns clear identification of Jesus’ body as the temple, we find satisfying solutions to a notorious cluster of exegetiail problems in the passage.82
The structure of John’s syntax is ambiguous: Does the substantive participial phrase 6 7потеишу ei<; Ifti (“the one who believes in me”) serve aS the subject of the immediately preceding third-person imperative verb jitvšTto (“let drink”)? This would yield the following translation:
IJj anyone Ц thirsty, let him come to me, and let the one who believes in me drink. As the Scripture has said, ‘out of his belly shall flow rivers of living water/ "
Or does the participial phrase serve as a dangling, grammatically awkward logical antecedent for the pronoun auxofl (“his”) in the last clause of the sentence? This would yield this translation:
“If anyone is thirsty, let him come to me and drink. The one who believes in me—as Scripture has said—‘out of his belly shall flow rivers of living water/ "
Second, does it make sense to imagine that “rivers of living water” will flow out of the believer,\ as almost all English translations have it—or should we understand the sentence to promise that living water will flow from Jesus} Third, what could be the source of the apparent quotation of Scripture in John 7:38?
The key to answering all these questions lies in John’s emphatic identification of Jesus as the temple. Given the setting of Jesus’ words on the last day of the festival, we should recall Zechariah’s eschatological image of waters flowing from Jerusalem, the image that is symbolized by the water ritual of Sukkoth, This image evokes the earlier prophetic vision of Ezekiel:
Then he brought me back to the entrance of the temple; there, water wai flowing from below the threshold of the temple toward the east (for the temple faced east); and the water was flowing down from below the south end of the threshold of the temple, south of the altar. Then he brought me out by way of the north gate, and led me around on the outside to the outer gate that faces toward the east; and the water was coming out on the south side.
(Ezek 47:1-i)
These images from Ezekiel 47 and Zechariah 14 are the likeliest sources of the “Scripture” to which the Evangelist refers in John 7:38.83 If so, John’s reference to what “Scripture has said” should be understood not as the signal of a direct quotation but as a summarizing reference to scriptural texts commonly associated with the festival of Sukkoth and Echoes ofIScriptore in teie Go^ps
with the hope for an eschatological temple in a restored Jerusalem j the promised new age.84 Accordingly, the source of the superabund eschatological outpouring of water that Jesus offers is surely not Ш believer” (as in most translations) but Jesus himself as the symbolic ШШ prefigured in the prophetic texts. And the reference to Scripture in John H j should be understood not as part of Jesus* cry but as part of the вдИИ list’s explanatory word to the reader. These interpretative decisions, then would yield the following translation:
[Jesus] cried out, “Let anyone who is thirsty come to me, and let the one who believes in me drink.” As the Scripture has said, out of his [i.e., Jesus’] belly shall flow rivers of living water. Now he said this about the Spirit, which believers in him were to receive; for as yet there was no Spirit, because Jesus was not yet glorified.
(John 7:37-39)
This interpretation, which accounts for both the syntax and the symbolism of the passage, forcefully suggests that the true meaning of Sukkoth— and of the prophetic texts associated with it—is now embodied in Jesus.
Likewise, references to Israel’s Passover observance appear repeatedly in John's Gospel. These references appear first in relation to Jesus’ prophetic action of driving the merchants and money changers out of the temple (John 2:13, 23), next in connection with his multiplication of bread to feed the hungry crowd (6:4), and then in the run-up to his triumphal entrance to Jerusalem (11:55, i2:i).85 A key dramatic pivot-point occurs in 13:1, following the conclusion of Johns narrative of Jesus’ public activity (see 12:36b): “Now before the festival of the Passover, Jesus knew that his hour had come to depart from this world and go to the Father.” By locating the time of Jesus’ “hour” in conjunction with the Passover celebration, John strongly hints at a figural conjunction between the death/glorification of Jesus and the story of Israel’s deliverance from bondage in Egypt.
And indeed, John’s references to the Passover do come to a climax, in the passion narrative, where Jesus’ crucifixion takes place on the day of preparation for Passover (John 19:14), not on the day of Passover itself as in the Synoptic Gospels. The effect of this chronological shift is to align Jesus’ death with the slaughter of the Passover lambs, a point underscored when John tells the reader that the Roman soldiers did not break the legs of Jesus on the cross, thus allowing his death to fulfill the requirement for the preparation of the Passover lamb: “These thing* occurred so that Scripture might be fulfilled, ‘None of his bones shall be broken” (19:36). This is certainly an allusion to the divinely given directions for preparing and consuming the Passover lamb: “It shall be eaten in one house; you shall not take any of the animal outside the house, and y0U shall not break any of its bonesn (Exod 12:46). The actual wording of John’s quotation, however, appears to be a fusion between the Exodus narrative and a passage from the Psalms that has no explicit connection to the Passover festival:
Many are the afflictions of the righteous,
but the Lord rescues them from them all.
He keeps all their bones\
not one of them will be broken.
(Ps 34:19-20)
The relationship among the texts is best displayed by setting the Greek texts in parallel with one another, with underlining showing the points from which John has drawn elements of his composite quotation:
John 19:36: 60TOUV ou auvxpipfjaexai auxou.
Exod 12:46 LXX: icai oaxouv 06 auvxp(i|/exe auxou.
Ps 34:20 (33:21 LXX): Kupio<; cpu^aaasi rcavxa xa 6axa auxa>v §v auxa>v ou auvxpipf)qexai.
In John’s citation, the singular noun oaxouv (“a bone”) agrees with the Exodus account, but the third-person future passive indicative verb auvTpiprjaeiai (“will be broken”) agrees with the language of the psalm.86
If readers with finely tuned ears hear the fusion of these two texts in John’s account, the resulting interpretation will be complex. On the one hand, the crucifixion of Jesus on the Day of Preparation will represent a fulfillment of the figural sense of the Passover ordinance and call to mind God’s action of rescuing Israel. And simultaneously, on the other hand, the metaleptic reminiscence of Psalm 34 suggests not only that Jesus, the Righteous One par excellence, was to be rescued by God but that his rescue portends God’s ultimate rescue of all the righteous from all their afflictions (as in Ps 34:19). Both subtexts serve, in different ways, to shape an interpretation of the crucifixion as a saving event rather than an ignominious defeat.
Further, John’s symbolic linkage of the crucifixion with the Passover at last explicates the meaning of John the Baptist’s mysterious initial acclamation of Jesus as “the Lamb of God” (John 1:29, 36). The reader who recalls the beginning of the Evangelist s story will now be able to read backwards and interpret this epithet: for John the Evangelist, Jesus “the Lamb of God who takes away the sin of the world,” embodies in §8 death the true signification of the Passover and Exodus events.
The Good Shepherd at the Feast of Dedication
All of this is fairly familiar to readers of John. But now let us explore in more detail one more festival whose symbolic significance for John is perhaps less widely recognized: the Feast of Dedication. The key text is John 10:22-30. John writes: “At that time the Festival of the Dedication took place in Jerusalem. It was winter, and Jesus was walking in the temple, in the portico of Solomon.” It is easy for us to read right over this, but anyone in first-century Israel would immediately have perceived the symbolically fraught character of this setting.
The Festival of Dedication (Hanukkah) celebrates the victory of the Maccabean revolt against the oppressive Syrian ruler Antiochus Epiphanes IV. He had occupied the land of Israel and instituted a series of repressive measures designed to force the Jewish people to abandon their observance of Torah. His aim was that they give up the practice of circumcision and their distinctive food laws and so accommodate themselves to Hellenistic culture. Antiochus had even profaned the temple in Jerusalem by setting up an altar within it to the Greek God Zeus. But a group of Jewish resistance fighters led by Judas Maccabeus staged an armed uprising and, against all odds, successfully defeated the imperial power. They reclaimed the temple and rededicated it to the worship of the one God ofIsrael.87Thus, the Festival of Dedication recalled both the renewal of temple worship and the institution of national independence.
But by Jesus' day, the political scene had shifted again. The independent Jewish kingdom established by the Maccabean revolt had not lasted long. In the time of Jesus, Judea was ruled by a Roman governor, Pontius Pilate, and the Jewish people were once again under the thumb of a foreign power. The celebration of Hanukkah—the Festival of Dedication- under these circumstances would have been a time when the Jewish people looked back nostalgically to an era of past national glory and, more dangerously, looked forward in hope to Israel’s future liberation.
It is on this occasion that John describes Jesus walking in the temple—and not just in the temple, but specifically in the Portico of Solomon. Solomon, of course, the Son of David, was the king who had most gloriously extended the scope of the ancient Israelite monarchy. And many of the Jewish people were longing for a new “Son of David,” a Messiah who would restore the kingdom to Israel.
So as Jesus walks in Solomon’s Portico, what words will he speak against this symbolic backdrop? Will he proclaim himself the new Solomon, the new Son of David, the King of Israel? Will he launch a new revolt, like the Maccabean uprising, against the occupying power? That is why the people ask the question they do: “How long will you keep us in suspense? If you are the Messiah, tell us plainly” (John 10:24).
In one sense, Jesus has already answered the crowd s question. Earlier in John 10 he declared, “I am the good shepherd.” For the crowd assembled in the Portico of Solomon, the image of the “good shepherd” also carried clear political significance, because of a passage they would have known well from the prophecies of Ezekiel 34.88 The prophet, speaking in the name of God, scolded the leaders of Israel for failing to care properly for God’s flock: they were selfish and careless shepherds who had allowed the sheep to be abused and scattered. And then, near the end of the chapter, we find this:
I will set up over them one shepherd, my servant David, and he shall feed them: he shall feed them and be their shepherd. And I, the Lord, will be their God, and my servant David shall be prince among them; I, the Lord, have spoken.
(Ezek 34:23-24)
It is no wonder, then, that Jesus excited messianic speculation by claiming to be the good shepherd. The “good shepherd” is not simply a consoler who promises to care for the souls of those who believe—as in later sentimental Christian piety. Rather, Jesus is staking symbolic claim to be the new David, the restorer and ruler of Israel. But he has said all this in figurative language. And so the crowd presses him for a more explicit declaration of his candidacy for royal office.
But Jesus avoids giving a direct answer. He points simply to the works he has been doing, saying that these testify sufficiently to his identity. John tells us, for example, that Jesus healed a man who had been blind from birth and miraculously fed a hungry crowd. His works are works of healing and feeding: precisely what the good shepherd of Ezekiel 34 promised to do for the flock. These concrete acts of goodness and mercy should be sufficient proof that he is who he says he is. The passage ends, then, with a word of promise: “No one will snatch them out of my hand.” Why? Because, he declares, “I and the Father B I (John 10:30).
And here Jesus astonishingly claims something that no first-century Jew expected of a messiah: he is one with God. That is why he can make the extravagant promise that no one will be able to snatch the sheep away from him.
How can it be so? The history his people knew was one of failed promises, dashed hopes, ambiguity at best. The Davidic monarchy fell; the Maccabean revolution soured and lost its grip on power. If, as William Butler Yeats prophesied to a much later disillusioned generation, the center cannot hold—if all efforts at creating order collapse into compromise and betrayal, if we continue to walk in the shadow of death- how can Jesus presume to stand in the temple (a temple that was already in ruins by the time John wrote his Gospel) and promise that his sheep will never be snatched away by the blood-dimmed tide of history?
Such an extraordinary promise is valid if and only if Jesus' claim to be one with the Father is also true. The sheep are safe in Jesus' hand only because no one can snatch them out of God's hand. Here we must once again recall Ezekiel 34: according to Ezekiel’s prophecy, it is not only David who will be the shepherd of the sheep but also God himself.
I myself will be shepherd of my sheep, says the Lord God. I will seek the lost, and I will bring back the strayed, and I will bind up the injured, and I will strengthen the weak, but the fat and the strong I will destroy. I will feed them with justice.
(Ezek 34:15-16)
So, on that winter day in the temple, Jesus is not talking about politics as usual. He is promising the redemption of the world on the other side of death and resurrection. And in John's narrative world, that promise is valid only because Jesus is the truth to which the Festival of Dedication points, through a glass darkly: he is the personal presence of the God of Israel, come at last to rescue his people, to heal and bind up, to feed them with justice.89
In light of this sort of figurative hermeneutic, the entirety of the Old Testament becomes figurally available to illumine the identity of Jesus. It is not a matter of locating a few prooftexts that predict events in Jesus’ life. Rather, John sees Israel's Scripture as figurally transparent to the One who became incarnate in Jesus.

Bread from heaven
Once the realization dawns that the entirety of Israeli Scripture can be transparent to the incarnate Word, we see that it is not just the temple and the festivals that prefigure Jesus; rather, for John, it is the whole narrative of God’s gracious dealing with Israel. Consider, for example, the story of the manna in the wilderness of Exodus 16: John insists that it prefigures Jesus, who is the true "bread from heaven” (John 6:31-33).
After Jesus’ miraculous feeding of the five thousand in John 6:1-14, John tells an amusing story of the crowd pursuing Jesus around the sea of Tiberias. When they track him down in Capernaum, he rebukes them for seeking the wrong thing:
“Very truly, I tell you, you are looking for me, not because you saw the signs, but because you ate your fill of the loaves. Do not work for the food that perishes, but for the food that endures for eternal life, which the Son of Man will give you.”
(John 6:26-27)
His challenge to the crowd is reminiscent of the urgent call of the prophet Isaiah, who cries out to Israel:
Ho, everyone who thirsts, come to the waters [cf. John 7:37-38];
And you that have no money, come, buy and eat!
Come, buy wine and milk without money and without price.
Why do you spend your money for that which is not bread,
And your labor for that which does not satisfy?
Listen carefully to me, and eat what is good, and delight yourselves in rich food.
Incline your ear, and come to me; listen, so that you may live.
(Isa 55:i-3a)
There is no direct verbal echo of Isaiah 55 in Jesus’ words, but the substantive parallels are intriguing: Like Isaiah, Jesus is counseling his hearers not to waste their labor on insubstantial and unsatisfying desires but to seek after nourishment that is truly life-giving.90 Jesus is offering something better than perishable fish and barley loaves.
But the crowd fails to understand. They ask, “What sign are you going to give us then, so that we may see it and believe you? ... Our ancestors ate the manna in the wilderness; as it is written, ‘He gave them bread from heaven to eat’” (John 6:30-31). What sign are you going to give us? Their question is strange, for just on the previous day Jesus had provided them with food no less remarkable than the manna in the wilderness, What further sign could they possibly need? Their odd question is i symptom of deeper failure to understand what they have already witnessed. They are expecting Jesus to fit the job description of the new prophet like Moses; consequently, their preconceived categories prevent them from seeing what is right before their eyes.
And so Jesus sets them straight. And here we come to the heart of the matter: Jesus is teaching his hearers how to read Scripture. The crowd has the right text—they have linked Jesus’ feeding of the multitude with Exodus 16, the story of the manna in the wilderness; and the text that they actually cite is Psalm 78:24, which retells and reflects on that story. They have the right text but the wrong reading. They seem to think the story is about Moses as a charismatic wonder-worker. And so Jesus must explain: “Very truly, I tell you, it was not Moses who gave you the bread from heaven, but it is my Father who gives you the true bread from heaven” (John 6:32). Jesus is simply teaching them basic exegesis: when the text says “he gave them bread from heaven to eat,” the subject of the sentence is God, not Moses.91


But Jesus’ instruction in how to read goes beyond this simple corrective. Not only does he insist that it is God the Father who is the true giver, but he also changes the tense of the verb from past to present and suggests that the manna must be interpreted as a prefiguration of another, truer bread still to come: “It is my Father who gives you the true bread from heaven.” Here is the paradigm shift: the manna story is not just about a past event in salvation history; rather, it points forward figurally to a different kind of bread altogether. Even though the manna was divinely given, it was still “the food that perishes” (another exegetical allusion: cf. Exod 16:19-21), and those who ate it still died (John 6:49). John ^ once 3gain teaching his readers how to reread Israel’s Scripture; by reading backwards, Jesus reinterprets the manna story as prefiguring himself The fact that the noun &pxo<; is masculine allows John to craft the artful ambiguity of Jesus’ words in John 6:33: the participial phrase 6 Karapcuvwv ек too oupavou can be read either as attributive (thus: “the bread of God is that which comes down from heaven”) or as substantive (“the bread of God is the One who comes down from heaven”). We will surely be faithful readers of John’s figural hermeneutic if we hear distinct overtones of the latter interpretation. That is the hidden meaning of Jesus’ cryptic statement, “For the bread of God is the One that comes down from heaven and gives life to the world” (John 6:33; cf. 1:4,10:10).
In response to Jesus’ declaration, the crowd finally gets beyond the wrong questions and makes the right request: “Sir, give us this bread always.” They are like the Samaritan woman a little earlier in the story who asked Jesus, “Sir, give me this water, so that I may never be thirst/’ (John 4:15). And Jesus, no longer speaking cryptically, gives them a dramatic answer similar to the answer he gave the woman: “I am Џ.Ш et^i)—I am the bread of life. Whoever comes to me will never be hungry, and whoever believes in me will never be thirsty” (6:34-35)*
So, by giving himself bodily, Jesus gives life to the world. Jesus himself is the true bread from heaven, the bread toward which Israel’s desire— indeed, the desire of all humanity—should be directed; he is the true meaning of the manna story. Jesus, the one who came down from heaven, is the giver of life, and only when we come to him will we be given the life that endures and overcomes death. According to John’s Gospel, that is the true meaning of what Moses wrote.
It would be possible to carry out similar analyses of the subsequent “I am” discourses in John’s Gospel, showing how Jesus draws images from Israel’s Scripture and declares himself to be the true embodiment of the figurally encoded sense of these images. For example, as John’s narrative unfolds, Jesus declares himself to be the Light of the World (8:12, 9:5), the Good Shepherd (10:11,14), and the true Vine (15:1, 5). Each of these self-designations evokes deep resonances from Scripture, but in distinction from the bread discourse, the Evangelist does not actually specify for the reader the biblical subtexts. Presumably, having explained the necessity and manner of christological figural reading in 2:17-22 (Jesus as the temple) and 6:25-40 (Jesus as the bread that comes down from heaven), he leaves it to his readers to work out the analogous connections in the subsequent eycb eipi speeches.92 Thus the images of light, shepherd, and vine function literarily not as direct allusions but as echoes that beckon the reader to recover their scriptural sources.
Other christological designations
King. In addition to the concrete christological images that John draws ■out of Israel’s Scripture, the Evangelist also employs a number of titular designations for Jesus in his narrative. Prominent among these are King, Messiah, Son of God, and Son of Man. These titles are inextricably interwoven in John’s story. Though all of them have roots in the Old Testament, John is surprisingly reserved about tracing them to specific scriptural subtexts. Israel’s expectation of a coming messianic figure moves in tbc depths throughout the narrative, but for the most pan I remains submerged at the level of the text's implicit cultural encyclopedia, rather than constituting its explicit argument.
The term	E (king) appears at only four places in John's stay
The initial instance of the word occurs in Nathanael’s abrupt exclamation, “Rabbi, you ate the Son of God! You are the King of Israel!* (joho K49). The synonymous parallelism of these two titles demonstrates dm “Son of God* should be heard as a royal honorific designation, as m Psalm 27 and 2 Samuel 7:12-14- But there is typical Johannine narrative irony at work in Nathanael’s enthusiastic outburst: although what he says is true, he does not fully understand the import of his own utterance. The reader, however, does understand—or will come to understand as the story unfolds—that in the Fourth Gospel “Son of God* is more than an exalted way of acclaiming Israel’s expected Davidic king: it carries larger metaphysical implications about Jesus' identity.
The term “king* appears a second time in Johns account of Jesus' response to the enthusiastic crowd after his feeding of the five thousand: “When Jesus realized that they were about to come and take him by force to make him king, he withdrew again to the mountain by himself* (John 6:15). Here Jesus’ evasive action is not a rejection of the title “king* but an escape from the crowd’s ill-timed attempt to force his hand and crown him as their ruler on the basis of a deficient comprehension of his identity and mission;93 their lack of understanding is dearly portrayed in the dialogical exchange that follows, set in the synagogue in Capernaum (6:25-59).
The third appearance of the term “king” is in the story of Jesus’ triumphal entry into Jerusalem (John 12:12-16). In this passage, John, like Matthew in his parallel account (Matt 21:1-9), quotes both Psalm 118:26 and Zechariah 9:9 as scriptural prefigurations of Jesus’ symbol-laden entry into the city. In the case of the Psalm citation, however, John adds to the quotation his own interpretative gloss; the crowd chants:
Blessed is the one who comes in the name of the Lord—
Even the King of Israel.
(John 12:13)
John’s specification that the one who comes in the name of the Lord is the King parallels Luke’s similar explanatory gloss in Luke 19:38, and the full phrase “King of Israel,” unparalleled in the synoptic accounts, echoes Nathanael’s prophetic outburst in the opening chapter of John’s
story (John 1:49). The Evangelist then adds the citation of Zechariah 9:9 i indicate that Jesus* action was the fulfillment of Scripture, confirming jjis identity as the messianic King: “Look, your king is coming, sitting on a donkey’s colt” (John 12:15), Characteristically, John appends a hermeneutical clarification, explaining that the disciples* recognition of this figural correspondence with Old Testament texts was a retrospective one:
His disciples did not understand these things at first; but when Jesus was glorified, then they remembered that these things had been written of him and had been done to him.
(John 12:16)
Once again, John is teaching his readers to read backwards.
Strikingly, John 12:12-16 is the only passage in Johns Gospel that explicitly links Jesus* titles as “King and “Messiah” to specific scriptural subtexts. In this key text John assures the reader that the ascription of kingship to Jesus is correct, but he also signals that the character of this kingship can be understood only by reading backwards to redefine the meaning of “king” in light of the Gospel’s revelatory narrative about Jesus.
The ambiguity surrounding the term “king” comes to a thematic climax in a final narrative unit where John employs the word repeatedly: the story of Jesus* interrogation before Pilate (John 18:33-40) and his subsequent torture and crucifixion (19:1-22). Here the Evangelist plays artfully on the various significations of the term as understood or misunderstood by the Roman governor, by the chief priests bringing accusation against Jesus, and by Jesus himself. The key to the dramatic irony of the passage lies in Jesus* rejoinder to Pilate: “My kingdom is not from this world. If my kingdom were from this world, my followers would be fighting to keep me from being handed over to the Jews. But as it is, my kingdom is not from here” (18:36). Jesus implicitly accepts the title of “king” but insists that his kingship is grounded in otherworldly authority and that he exercises kingly power not through military might but through his testimony to the truth (18.377).94
Subsequently, in a characteristically Johannine dramatic flourish, the irony of the charge against Jesus is highlighted by the Evangelist s extended account of Pilate s multilingual inscription on the cross and the chief priests* futile objection to it (John 19:19-22). Their complaint reinforces the bitter irony of their fawning declaration to Pilate: “We have no king but Caesar” (19:15). 
For the purposes of our present inquiry, however, the salient insight is this: nowhere in John's fully developed drama of the trial and crucifixion does he make any gesture to explicate his christological redefinition of kingship in light of scriptural warrants. The redefinition is performed strictly by the authority of Jesus’ own words and actions.
John does, however, create an allusive connection between the event of Jesus’ crucifixion and his kingship by including within his passion narrative two explicitly marked fulfillment references to royal lament psalms. The first is a direct quotation of Psalm 22:18:
They divided my clothes among themselves,
and for my clothing they cast lots [cited in John 19:24].
The second reference is a looser allusion to Psalm 69:21:
They gave me poison for food,
And for my thirst they gave me vinegar to drink [cf. John 19:28-29].
Both of these psalms are described in their superscriptions as psalms of David,95 and both are evoked elsewhere in the New Testament- including prominently, as we have seen, in John 2:17—as prefigurations of Jesus’ manner of death.96 There is an implicit suggestion here that Jesus paradoxically fulfills the role of Davidic kingship precisely through his conformity to the extreme suffering portrayed in these Davidic lament psalms.97
Another less often noted Johannine example of Jesus’ figural correspondence to the suffering David figure is found in the deliberative meditation ascribed to Jesus near the end of his public activity:
I “Now my soul is troubled. And what should I say—‘Father, save me from this hour’? No, it is for this reason that I have come to this hour.”
(John 12:27)
The italicized words in this citation agree closely with Psalm 6:3-4 LXX (6:4-5 ET), as displayed in the words underlined here in the Greek text: (Ps 6:3-4 LXX)
ка11 \|A)%fj poo етара%9т1 афббра ка1 ao Kupi£ £coq note &rtaTp£\j/ov к6р1£ puaai if|v \jn)xfjv poo абзабу pe £v£kev too	oou
Ntiv I pH цог> хех&ракхаг, ка1 xl efoico; иАтер, g(&q6v це ек № шш| xauxTiQ; dШ Sifc xotixo fjXAov Eiq xf|v &pav xatixrjv.
(John i2:27)98
This is an excellent example of an echo that does not rise to the level of overt allusion. But in conjunction with John’s allusions in the passion narrative to other Davidic lament psalms, this echo of Psalm 6 reinforces Jesus’ inhabiting and reshaping of the role of Davidic king. Jesus echoes David in lamenting that his soul is troubled in a time of trial (Ps 6:3 LXX), but then ponders whether to continue to perform the Davidic script by joining in David’s prayer for rescue (“Save me” [Ps 6:4 LXX]).
In fact, John’s Jesus rejects this option; he chooses instead to embrace the vocation of suffering for which he was sent into the world."
Jesus’ figural correspondence to—and fulfillment of—the role of the messianic Davidic king is signaled also by his self-designation as “the Good Shepherd” (John 10:11-18, 27). This image evokes reminiscences not only of Ezekiel 34 but also of Jeremiah 23:1-6, a prominent prophecy of a future faithful shepherd for the people. This passage cries out to be read as an oracle portending a coming king/messiah:
Then I myself will gather the remnant of my flock out of all the lands where I have driven them, and I will bring them back to their fold, and they shall be fruitful and multiply. I will raise up shepherds over them who will shepherd them, and they shall not fear any longer, or be dismayed, nor shall any be missing,100 says the Lord. The days are surely coming, says the Lord, when I will raise up for David a righteous Branch, and he shall reign as king and deal wisely, and shall execute justice and righteousness in the land. In his days Judah will be saved and Israel will live in safety. And this is the name by which he will be called: “The Lord is our righteousness ”
(Jer 23:3-6)
Once again, however, for John the Evangelist these echoes remain in the background of the story he is telling; nowhere does he quote Ezekiel 34 or Jeremiah 23. The royal messianic meaning of the Good Shepherd image belongs to the hermeneutical potential of the text of John 10, waiting to be activated by those with ears to hear.
Messiah/Christ. John is the only author in the New Testament who uses the Greek word Meooiaq (Messiah), a “Hellenized transliteration” of the Hebrew 1TWQ.101 The term appears just twice in John’s Gospel H 4:25), and both times the Evangelist immediately explains that the term is equivalent to the Greek xptcrxdq (anointed). In the second of these instances, the Samaritan woman, who had initially spoken of the coming Meaaton;, immediately upon returning to her city, shifts to using the synonymous term 6 xpicxbq (4:29). Thereafter, John consistently uses the latter term in his narrative.
It is, however, striking how relatively infrequent are John’s usages of these terms. The majority of the instances of “Messiah” and “Christ” are found in the mouths of characters or crowds speculating or wondering about Jesus’ identity. One exception is Andrew; having heard John the Baptist’s testimony to Jesus (John 1:29-36), he confidently proclaims to his brother Simon, “We have found the Messiah” (1:41). But most of the other instances of this term in John appear not in affirmations or confessions of faith but in various other modes of discourse—invariably using “Messiah” or “Christ” as a title rather than as a proper name:
· negations: John the Baptist saying, “I am not the Christ” (John 1:20,3:28; cf. 1:25);
· interrogative sentences'. “He cannot be the Christ, can he?” (John 4:29); “When the Christ comes will he do more signs than this man has done?” (John 7:31; cf. 7:26, 27, 40-42);
· deliberations about messianic expectation: “We have heard from the law that the Christ remains forever” (John 12:34; cf. 7:40-42);
i demand for clarification'. “If you are the Christ, tell us plainly” (John 10:24);,
· prohibition of confession. “The Jews had already agreed that anyone who confessed Jesus to be the Christ would be put out of the synagogue” (John 9:22).
In the entirety of John’s Gospel, there are only four unambiguous . positive identifications of Jesus as 6 %p\o%6q, Though the number of these references is small, they are weighty because of their prominent placement within the Gospel’s narrative. The first comes at the end of the Gospel’s prologue: “The law was given through Moses; grace and truth came through Jesus Christ” (John 1:17). Here it would appear thatxptcnoc is being used either as part of Jesus’ proper name or, more likely, as an honorific epithet, similar to the use of ascriptive terms such as Epiphanes or Augustus for other celebrated ancient figures.102 If so, the best rendering into English would be “grace and truth came through Jesus Messiah103 The same honorific use of xpicn;6<; occurs in a curious line in Jesus’ “high priestly prayer”; “And this is eternal life, that they may know you, the only true God, and Jesus Christ whom you have sent” (17:3). The oddity here is that John’s text seems to portray Jesus referring awkwardly to himself in the third person as “Jesus Christ.” This anomaly is probably to be explained as an instance in which the line between Jesus’ voice and the voice of the narrator becomes blurred, so that the character of Jesus speaks, as it were, from the Evangelist’s viewpoint.
The two most determinative occurrences of John’s use of xpiaxoq appear at a dramatic climax near the Gospel’s midpoint, and in the Evangelist’s summary statement about his compositional purpose near the end of the story. In the first of these, Martha of Bethany, imploring Jesus to act to restore the life of her brother Lazarus, speaks out a bold confession: “Yes, Lord, I believe that you are the Messiah, the Son of God, the one coming into the world” (6 ypioxoc; 6 mot; xou 0eou 6 sit; xdv Koopov spxopsvo«;, John ii:27).104 This is exactly the confession that the Evangelist hopes to elicit from his readers: the things in his Gospel have been written “that you may believe that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of I God (6 xpioxot; 6 mot; xou 0eoo); and that believing you may have life in His name” (20:31).
Surveying these passages, we arrive at two important observations. First, nowhere does John attempt to formulate a scriptural argument to prove that Jesus is the Christ. John simply proclaims Jesus’ messianic identity and promises that those who know and confess him as the Christ will find life. The Evangelist does not, however, set about digging up Old Testament prooftexts to justify his application of this title to Jesus. The terms “Messiah” and “Christ” belong to the broader biblical framework within which John’s story unfolds. Second, the climactic confessional formulations of John 11:27 and 20:31 link 6 xpiox6<; directly to 6 m6<; xou 0801). Jesus is both “Christ” and “Son of God,” and the two terms appear to be virtually synonymous.
Son of God. This equivalence should come as no surprise, for within Israel’s Scripture the royal figure who rules Israel—either in actuality (Ps 2:7) or in future hope (2 Sam 7:12-14; Ps 89:19-37, esp. Ps 89:26) is occasionally given an honorific designation as God’s son. This is almost certainly the sense in which Nathanael’s acclamation of Jesus as “Son of God” should be understood: “Rabbi, you are the Son of God! [I.e.J You are the King of Israel!” (John 1:49). In the Fourth Gospel, however, these biblical texts are not cited as warrants for the Evangelist’s references to Jesus as Son 


of God. As with the titles Messiah and Christ, Jesus’ identity as “the onlybegotten] Son of God” (3:18; cf. 1:18) is simply posited as a truth that must be acknowledged.105

In John’s Gospel, the meaning of “Son of God” is greatly expanded B to encompass a claim about Jesus’ heavenly origin and divine identity

(John 3:18, 31-36). This is the basis for his assertion of extraordinary authority: the divine Son of God possesses authority even over the power of death—certainly an authority vastly beyond that of Israel’s ordinary human monarchs. It is no accident that when Jesus asserts that he has

the power to call the dead out of the tombs (5:25, foreshadowing 11:4) he employs the title “Son of God” for himself; likewise, the dramatic buildup to the story of his raising of Lazarus contains two of Johns explicit uses of this title: Jesus’ self-designation as the Son of God who will be glorified through Lazarus’ death and restoration to life (11:4), and Martha’s confession that Jesus can bring her brother back to life because he is “the Messiah, the Son of God” (11:27).

Claims of this kind about Jesus are the basis for the charge pressed by the chief priests106 that Jesus ought to die for claiming to be the Son of God (John 19:7). If he had merely been claiming to be the new king of Israel, the authorities might regard the claim as ridiculous and politically dangerous (cf. 11:47-48), but there would be no legitimate grounds for seeking capital punishment. They seek Jesus’ death because they correctly understand that he actually is claiming divine identity, a claim they regard as self-evidently blasphemous.
Indeed, the one place in John’s Gospel where the charge of blasphemy is explicitly leveled at Jesus is John 10:31-39, which is also the only passage in this Gospel that adduces a specific Old Testament text to justify or defend the assertion that Jesus can be called God’s Son. But the argument offered there will surely strike most readers as bizarre or at best unpersuasive. In response to the accusation of the Ioudaioi that “you, though only a human being, are making yourself God,” Jesus offers this curious defense:
“Is it not written in your law, T said, you are gods’? If those to whom I the word of God came were called ‘gods’—and the scripture cannot be I annulled—can you say that the one whom the Father has sanctified and sent into the world is blaspheming because I said, ‘I am God’s Son*?”
(John 10:34-36; citing Ps 82:6)

Jhe argument is peculiar because the “gods” to which Psalm 82 refers are not, at least on the surface sense of the text, human beings; they are the deities of other ancient Near Eastern nations, as indicated in the psalm’s opening verse:

God has taken his place in the divine council;
in the midst of the gods he holds judgment.
(Ps 82:1)
God decries their injustice and neglect of the weak and needy, and then, in the passage cited by Jesus, declares that although they are “gods,” they will in fact be stripped of their power and “die like mortals” (Ps 82:6-7). The psalm could perhaps be interpreted as a prophetic denunciation of the rulers of other nations who may claim divine status or right, but who will in fact be judged by Israel’s God and suffer the same fate as all other human beings. But in no event can it reasonably be understood to justify the claim that all human beings—or all Israelites—are in fact “gods.” And even if the psalm did mean that, it would not justify Jesus* H claim to be the Son of God in the particular unique sense that he claims in John’s Gospel.
The only way in which Jesus’ argument can be understood as intelligible is to regard it not as a proof of his actual divine identity but as a rather playful gambit that works as an argument a minori ad maius. The sense of it would be something like this: “If even these pretentious pagan rulers or phony mythological beings can be addressed by God’s (unimpeachably authoritative) word as gods,’ how much more can I (who really am divine) legitimately call myself God’s Son?”107 It is a rhetorically clever move, but it proves nothing and would actually be persuasive only to a hearer who already accepts the premise that Jesus is in fact who he claims to be. Indeed, as the story continues, we see that his interlocutors are unimpressed, and at the end of this unit they try unsuccessfully to arrest him (John 10:39).
Thus, once again, as with the ascriptions we have examined previously, we see that while the title Son of God has roots in Israel’s scriptural I traditions, these roots remain entirely subterranean in John’s narrative. The term is closely linked with royal acclamations of Israel’s king, as well as Israel’s hopes for a coming future Messiah. The way in which John uses this language, however, depends not on the evocation of biblical echoes but rather on the naked proclamation of truths that are presented as self- attesting. The whole story is framed by John the Baptists testimony—“I myself have seen and have testified that this is the Son of God” (John 1:34)—and by the Evangelist’s urgent explanation that he has written his Gospel to elicit from others similar acts of testimony, “so that you may come to believe that Jesus is the Messiah, the Son of God” (20:31). This last summary statement is almost surely meant to express the mystery of Jesus’ simultaneous human and divine identity. That same mystery is also encapsulated in the Evangelist’s use of the title “Son of Man|
Son of Man. The Fourth Evangelist’s distinctive use of the “Son of Man* title (6 ;uroc too dvGpcbxou) evokes Old Testament echoes in the service of John’s complex and ironic Christology.108 As we have seen in our reading of the Synoptic Gospels, the expression “Son of Man” alludes to Daniel s vision of an eschatological figure who ascends with the clouds to be enthroned alongside God and to have everlasting dominion over “all peoples, nations, and languages” (Dan 7:13-14). In its original context in Daniel 7, the Son of Man figure symbolizes Israel in its final vindication and triumph over oppressive foreign powers. In the synoptics, Jesus employs the title as an oblique form of self-reference, signifying both his representation of the suffering people Israel and his ultimate vindication and exaltation to a position of cosmic authority, a position from which he will judge the nations.109
John presupposes this apocalyptic Son of Man tradition.110 He applies the title “Son of Man” to Jesus without explanation or argument, and without ever explicitly citing the key source passage in Daniel. Once again, as with his use of royal and messianic titles, he is taking this tradition as already familiar to his readers. But he is also transforming if in several ways.
First of all, while John highlights the imagery of ascent in the Dan- ielic Son of Man tradition, he injects the additional complementary imagery of descent as an aspect of the Son of Mans action,111 Both these elements are displayed in Jesus’ cryptic dialogue with Nicodemus:
“If I have told you about earthly things and you do not believe, how can you believe if I tell you about heavenly things? No one has ascended into heaven except the one who descended from heaven, the Son of Man.*
(John 3:12-13)
The bidirectional imagery of the Son of Man’s descent from heaven followed by his ascent, which corresponds to John’s particular incarnational Christology, is perhaps enabled by the potential ambiguity of the language in Daniel’s account of his vision: he reports that “one like a son of man was coming (ђрхето) with the clouds of heaven" (Dan 7:13 LXX). Does this mean the symbolic figure was coming from heaven to earth or vice versa? Out of context, it could mean either, though the fuller context of the vision makes it clear that the “one like a son of man” was ascending to the heavenly throne room. Nonetheless, John’s portrayal of the movement of the Son of Man in both directions exploits the semantic ambiguity of Daniel’s word choice.
John employs this figurative scenario to introduce an element not present in Daniel’s account: a suggestion that the Son of Man, having first descended to earth, is enabled to be a revealer of “heavenly things.” Precisely in this role, he can become a bridge or link between the heavenly world and the earthly human world. This is probably the meaning of Jesus’ strange promise to Nathanael: “Very truly I tell you, you will see heaven opened and the angels of God ascending and descending upon the Son of Man” (John 1:51). In this mysterious utterance, the Son of Man is not himself the figure who moves between the two realms; rather, the angels are the heavenly messengers, while Jesus is the intermediary figure who makes the connection possible.
A little later in the story, when Jesus encounters the “murmuring” of the crowd112 who are offended by his claim to be the true bread that has come down from heaven (John 6:33, 41-42, 51, 58), he offers a challenging rejoinder not unlike his earlier rebuke of Nicodemus: “Does this offend you? Then what if you were to see the Son of Man ascending to where be was before*” (6:6ib-62). Here again we encounter the descent/ ascent pattern, this time emphasizing that Jesus has come down to earth to offer himself—even his own flesh (6:27, 51-58)—and hinting that he will offend his hearers even more by his subsequent exaltation and return to his heavenly origin.
Johns emphasis on ascent carries with it two elements that are consonant with the Danielic and synoptic interpretation of the Son of Man figure. John’s Jesus declares that precisely as Son of Man he has received ‘authority to execute judgment” (John 5:27). But John’s Son of Man is also to be glorified (12:23, 13*31)» ds in Daniel 7:14, where the exalted “one like a son of man” is given “dominion and glory and kingship.” But there is a characteristic Johannine wrinkle in these texts: Jesus speaks as one who has already received authority and whose hour of glorification does not await an end-time apocalyptic scenario.
The Evangelist effects this temporal transformation through an artful fusion of Daniel’s Son of Man image with two other scriptural echoes, this time from the book of Numbers and from the prophecies of Isaiah. And through these echoes, the Evangelist creates a paradoxical twist: he announces that the “hour” of Jesus' glorification is precisely the hour of his crucifixion. The hermeneutical key to this remarkable move is found in Jesus’ words to Nicodemus, immediately after his first full blown articulation of the descent/ascent pattern:
“No one has ascended into heaven except the one who descended from heaven, the Son of Man. And just as Moses lifted up (tiycooev) the serpent in the wilderness, so must the Son of Man be lifted up (u\j/co6fjvat), that whoever believes in him may have eternal life.”
(John 3:13-15)
In this utterance, Jesus links the “lifting up” of the Son of Man with the strange story of Moses' setting up a bronze serpent in the wilderness to ward off the deadly effects of punitive bites from poisonous snakes (Num 21:4-9). This figural linkage carries two enormously significant theological implications: it portrays the Son of Man figure as one whose alifting up” effects atonement from sin , just as the bronze serpent protected the Israelites from the punishment for their rebellion and complaining against God; and it transmutes the image of “lifting up” from a picture of the Son of Mans exaltation in the clouds to the gruesome visual image of Jesus impaled on the cross.
Suddenly, the Son of Man is no longer—or better, not only—a glorious figure enthroned in heavenly splendor and pronouncing judgment on the world; instead, his “exaltation” consists of being nailed to a wooden crossbeam and raised up high as an example of what happens to those who defy the religious and political authorities. Yet John insistently portrays precisely this fate of crucifixion as the moment of Jesus' glorification. How does John produce this symbolic transformation?
One clue lies in John’s paradoxical use of the verb “lifted up.” A careful reading of the story in Numbers 21 will show that this verb does not appear in the Pentateuchal account. Moses is told by God to “set” the image of a serpent on a pole, and the text says that he “put it upon a pole” (Num 21:9 MT: ОЈП bp innun m?m WPU nwo wjn; LXX: K<xi шнђоеу Mcouarjg 6cpiv ya^Kouv icai eair|aev auxov ml oripemu).113 Why, then, does John emphasize that Jesus had to be, like the serpent, “lifted up”? The answer lies in hearing another scriptural echo, this time from Isaiah's depiction of the Suffering Servant of the Lord (Isa 52:13-53:12). The account begins with an apparent description of the Servant’s exaltation: the Servant “shall be exalted and lifted up [LXX: u\|/co0fjaeTai Kai 6o^ao0f|O8xai—^lifted up and glorified”], and shall be very high” (52:13). But Isaiah s prophecy quickly morphs into a portrayal of the Servant as one who undergoes rejection and terrible physical suffering in order to bear the transgressions and iniquities of many. Although the Evangelist does not quote this prophecy in connection with the Son of Man being lifted up like the bronze serpent, he does explicitly cite Isaiah 53:1 later on in the story as a testimony that Isaiah “saw his glory and spoke about him” (John 12:37-41). It therefore seems overwhelmingly likely that John’s single word f>\|/©0fjvai (“lifted up”) echoes and evokes Isaiah’s culminating Servant song and that John is hinting that the “glory” Isaiah saw was a vision of the crucified Jesus (Isa 52:13—53:i2).114
The effect of this complex intertextual overlay is to interpret the story of Jesus’ crucifixion as an event that is simultaneously a glorious exaltation to power (Dan 7) and a painful vicarious suffering for the sin of others (Num 21:4-9 + Isa 52:13—53:12). The three images of Son of Man, bronze serpent, and Suffering Servant are projected on top of one another and all together interpreted as prefigurations of the Gospel story of Jesus’ death and resurrection. And in turn, the significance of Jesus’ death is reinterpreted by the Evangelist in light of these complex interwoven scriptural images, so that his death is simultaneously a humiliating abasement and a triumph over the world.
This reading is confirmed later on in John’s narrative by Jesus* final public interaction with the unbelieving crowd in Jerusalem:
“Now is the judgment of this world; now the ruler of this world will be driven out. And I, when I am lifted up from the earth, will draw all people to myself.” He said this to indicate the kind of death he was to die.
(John 12:31-33; cf. 8:28)
It would appear that John has performed an astonishing intertextual fusion of Daniel 7:13-14, Numbers 21, and Isaiah 52:13. The intertextual fusion occurs entirely in the hidden realms of allusion and echo, without any explicit quotations of these three Old Testament textual precursors. Yet the theological result of this fusion is explosive: it generates an interpretation of Jesus’ death on a cross as the triumphant exaltation of the Son of Man.

§19 THE VINE AND THE BRANCHES The Church's Oneness in John's Narrative
How does John use Scripture to position the church in relation to the world? When we scan John’s Gospel for citations of Israel’s Scripture to address this problem, we find that he in fact never explicitly cites any biblical text to explicate how Jesus’ disciples are to understand their posture in relation to the wider political or cultural world of the Roman Empire in the first century. This fact is surprising, given John’s repeated references to “the world” (6 кбацо^) as the theater of the incarnation of the Word—mostly as a site of unbelief and hostility to Jesus and his followers. One might expect John to offer some scripturally grounded explanation for the mission of the disciples to the world or for the world s resistance to that mission. But no such explanation is forthcoming from the Evangelist. Or rather, he offers no explanation in the form of direct quotation of Scripture.
John does offer, however, a few tantalizing echoes of Scripture that point the church’s imagination toward a biblically formed grasp of its place in the wider world. Characteristically for John, these echoes depend less upon sustained repetition of the wording of precursor texts than upon the evocation of images from Israel’s Scripture. Johns imagination, as we have noted, is more visual than verbal; the echoes he creates are, so to speak, visual echoes. They are nonetheless real for that, and in fact perhaps all the more vivid. With regard to envisioning the church’s relation to the world, John offers two key evocative images: the vine with its branches, and “other sheep not of this fold.” Let us consider each of these in turn.
The vine and the branches
In Jesus’ farewell discourse to the disciples, he introduces the image of the vine and the branches (John 15:1-8). This metaphor differs from most of John’s other christological images because it explicitly includes Jesus’ disciples, who are pictured as the branches (та кХтјрата, John 15:5) that must abide in the Vine in order to thrive and bear fruit. This figure summons up echoes from a number of Old Testament texts, chiefly from prophetic oracles, that portray Israel as a vine (бцлеХо«;) planted by the Lord (Isa 27:2-6; Jer 2:21; Ezek 15:2,17:6-10,19:10-14; Hos 1o:1),115 All of these texts except Isaiah 27:2-6 are judgment oracles, portraying the vine as unfaithful and unfruitful and announcing its imminent destruction.
particularly in the Ezekiel passages, there is a strong pronouncement that Israel has become a fruitless vine that will wither and be burned up (Ezek 17:9, 19:12-14)—an element of the symbolism that is directly evoked by Jesus* warning: “Whoever does not abide in me is thrown away like a branch and withers; such branches are gathered, thrown into the fire, and burned” (John 15:6; cf. the similar admonition in Isa 27:4-5).
Another pertinent precursor text for John 15, however, is Psalm 80, which takes the vine imagery in a different direction. This poignant prayer is not a judgment oracle but an urgent plea for God, who had planted and cared for the vine, to look down and restore the vine that has now been ravaged by enemies; indeed, it has been cut down and burned with fire (Ps 80:16; cf. John 15:6). Like the prophetic judgment oracles, the psalmists imagery portrays the “vine” Israel as having fallen on hard times, but here there is a plea for God to restore the nation by raising up and strengthening a “son of man” (Ps 80:18 MT: D“TN"p; Ps 79:18 LXX: mov dvGpdmou) who is at God’s right hand(!), so that “we will never turn back from you; give us life, and we will call on your name” (Ps 80:17-18).
In its original context, this is surely an outcry petitioning God to restore and strengthen Israels king.116
The Evangelist John, however, transforms the image of the vine into a christological symbol. Just as Jesus embodies the true meaning of Israels temple and its religious festivals, so also he now becomes “the true Vine” (John 15:1), the figural fulfillment of the nation’s identity and its hopes. Not incidentally, Jesus also embodies the hope for a king or “son of man” to save the nation, as in Psalm 8o:i7-i8.117 As with the other Johannine christological symbols we have examined, here also Jesus does not negate or reject Israel’s sacred tradition; rather, he reveals the figural meaning latent in the tradition.
The fresh twist in John 15, however, is that within the passage, the focus of attention shifts from Jesus as the true Vine to the role of the disciples. Their very life depends on remaining in union with the Vine, and they are promised that those who do abide in union with Jesus will “bear much fruit” (John 15:5). Indeed, Jesus* promise also becomes a description of the vocation to which the disciples are summoned: “You did not choose me but I chose you. And I appointed you to go and bear fruit, fruit that will last, so that the Father will give you whatever you ask him in my name” (15:16). The charge to go and bear fruit (Iva ирец итгаутуге Kai Kapjwv cpeprjxe) is the language of mission; it suggests that this is a commission for the disciples to go out into the world and testify to the words that Jesus brought to them (157).118
To be sent into the world, however, is to be called to a daunting task. As the discourse continues, Jesus warns his followers—who arc now no longer his servants but his friends who are the recipients of all that Jesus has heard from the Father (John 15:15)—that they arc destined to encounter the world’s hatred and rejection:
"If the world hates you, be aware that it hated me before it hated you. If you belonged to the world, the world would love you as its own. Because you do not belong to the world, but 1 have chosen you out of the world— therefore the world hates you. Remember the word that I said to you, ‘Servants are not greater than their master/ If they persecuted me, they will persecute you; if they kept my word, they will keep yours also. But they will do all these things to you on account of my name, because they do not know him who sent me.”
(John 15:18)
And at this point, we at last encounter a biblical text that indirectly explains, or at least prefigures, the opposition that the disciples can expect to experience. Why has the world hated both Jesus and the Father? Jesus says, “It was to fulfill the word written in their law, They hated me without a cause’” (John 15:25). The citation, using the word “law” as a comprehensive descriptor for all of Israel’s Scripture,119 corresponds loosely to two passages in the Psalms. The most important of these is Psalm 6914. (68:5 LXX):
More in number than the hairs of my head
are those who hate me without cause (LXX: oi juoouvrcq iia 6opedv); many are those who would destroy me, my enemies who accuse me falsely.
There is a similar turn of phrase in Psalm 35:19, but the connection to Psalm 69 is particularly significant, because John has already alerted his readers to interpret this psalm as a prefiguration of Jesus’ passion and death (John 2:17-22). The psalm’s unremitting account of rejection and suffering, then, points forward to Jesus, as he himself reaffirms in 15:25, but the same text applies by a process of figural transitivity to Jesus’ disciples as well. Because they are in organic union with him, as branches are in union with the vine, the world’s irrational and vicious response to Jesus and the Father spills over onto them as well—and, we may suppose, to the church that later reads this Gospel.
Nevertheless, despite this foreboding picture of the world's hatred, the disciples are sent forth into the world. Their mission was already implied in the charge to “go and bear fruit” (John 15:16), but the reader learns unambiguously of the disciples' difficult calling in the context of Jesus’ climactic prayer in John 17, in which he both summarizes his own work as one sent forth from the Father and prays for his disciples as they confront the task he has conferred upon them:
“I have given them your word, and the world has hated them because they do not belong to the world, just as I do not belong to the world. I am not asking you to take them out of the world, but I ask you to protect them from the evil one. They do not belong to the world, just as I do not belong to the world. Sanctify them in the truth; your word is truth. As you have sent me into the world, so I have sent them into the world?
(John 17:14-18)
This prayer encapsulates the way in which the Evangelist John positions the church’s identity within both the Jewish milieu and the pagan world. The disciples, who represent the church across time, are “branches” bonded in a unity of love and identity with Jesus and with one another. The world is a hostile place where the power of the “evil one”—elsewhere in John called “the ruler of this world”120—is a constant danger. Jesus prays for the protection of his followers as he sends them out to continue his mission of revealing the word to an unstilled world that continues to whirl against the Word.
John offers no direct or explicit scriptural warrant for the perilous mission that the disciples are to undertake—no citation, for example, of Isaiah 49:6 (“I will give you as a light to the nations ...”). Instead, the warrant for their calling is simply Jesus' command, in conjunction with the scripturally inspired figure of the Vine and the branches. Their calling has organic unity with his, including their solidarity in the rejection he experienced. Because they abide in him as the branches abide in the vine, they participate in the christologically defined pattern of giving their lives to proclaim the hope that, precisely because God loves the rebellious world, “everyone who believes in him may not perish but may have eternal life” (John 3:16). That is precisely the hope foreshadowed in Psalm 80. There, the vine that God planted “sent out its branches (LXX: кАтјрата) to the sea, and its shoots to the River” (80:11 [79:11 LXX]). Thus, even under the conditions of mortality and the world's resistance, the Evangelist persists in hoping that the church can go out to offer Ц word to the world, while praying along with Israel:
.. I Give us life, and we will call on your name.
Restore us, O Lord God of hosts; let your face shine, that we may be saved.
(Ps 80:18-19)
Other sheep not of this fold
The question of an apostolic mission to the Gentiles, a significant thematic concern in both Matthew and Luke, recedes into the background in John. There are, however, a few hints in the Fourth Gospel that the Evangelist does envision the extension of the message about Jesus beyond Israel to the wider world. These hints also call forth subtle scriptural reverberations, though John’s narrative keeps these reverberations at a very low volume.
A key text for conceptualizing the relationship of the church to its wider environment is Jesus’ Good Shepherd discourse in John 10. Jesus presents himself as the Good Shepherd, whose sheep will recognize his voice and follow him, in contrast to the voice of strangers. The discourse is set in the midst of a series of controversial conversations, in which some listeners, such as the man born blind, respond in faith, while others such as the Pharisees refuse to listen and follow 0ohn 9). It is in this narrative context that Jesus declares, “I am the good shepherd. I know my own and my own know me.” This may imply that those who refuse to follow are in fact not part of Jesus’ own flock—-just as Jesus can declare that the unbelieving Ioudaioi in the foregoing narrative do not have God as their Father and are “not from God” (8:42-47). Jesus’ presence and teaching are producing a division among his Jewish compatriots between those who are and are not his sheep.
It seems, however, that Jesus suddenly transposes his discourse into a new key in John 10:16: “I have other sheep that do not belong to this fold. I must bring them also, and they will listen to my voice. So there will be one flock, one shepherd.” The promise that there will be “one flock, one shepherd” echoes two passages in Ezekiel that speak of the coming of a Davidic king who will bring justice to the land and care for the people with compassion:
I will set up over them one shepherd] my servant David, and he shall feed them: he shall feed them and be their shepherd. And I, the Lord, will be their God, and my servant David shall be prince among them; I, the Lord, have spoken.
(Ezek 34:23-24)
The same prophetic word appears again just a little later in the book of Ezekiel: “My servant David shall be king over them; and they shall all have one shepherd” (Ezek 37:24). This second occurrence of the “one shepherd” motif appears in the context of prophecies about God’s breathing life into the dry bones of the house of Israel (37:1-14) and reuniting the divided northern and southern kingdoms (37:15-23). It seems clear, then, that Jesus’ use of the image of the good shepherd stakes his claim to be the hoped-for king who will unite the people of Israel and bring about eschatological justice. But what then does he mean by speaking of “other sheep that do not belong to this fold”?
John drops several hints that Jesus has something larger in mind: the creation of “one flock” that extends beyond the national and ethnic boundaries of Israel. One crucial hint appears in the heavily ironic passage where the high priest Caiaphas, in a cynical utterance calling for the judicial murder of Jesus, unwittingly prophesies that Jesus’ death will be of vicarious benefit to the whole nation of Israel. John then injects one of his hermeneutically illuminating parenthetical voiceovers:
He did not say this on his own, but being high priest that year he prophesied that Jesus was about to die for the nation, and not for the nation only but to gather into one the dispersed children of God.
(John 11:51-52)
John’s reference to gathering the dispersed children of God who are not part of the nation completely overspills the boundaries of the immediate narrative setting in Jerusalem, and it suggests a universal dimension to the saving significance of Jesus’ death.121 In short, it casts light back on his saying about “other sheep that do not belong to this fold” and suggests that the Evangelist John understands this saying to refer to Gentiles who will hear Jesus’ voice and be drawn into his one flock.
This interpretation of John 11:52 is strengthened by one other mysterious piece of John’s narrative fabric. Immediately following Jesus* triumphal messianic entry into Jerusalem (12:12-19), some new unidentified
characters appear in the story: “Now among those who went up to worship at the festival were some Greeks. They came to Philip, who was from Bethsaida in Galilee, and said to him, *Sir, we wish to see Jesus’” (12:20- 21). John gives no explanation of who these Greeks might be or why they are coming to worship in Jerusalem at the Passover festival. Perhaps they are among the group of Gentile “godfearers” who are drawn to participation in the life and faith of Jewish communities without undergoing full conversion. But we are left to speculate about their identity and motives, because they immediately disappear entirely from the narrative. When Philip and Andrew go to inform Jesus about the inquiry of the Greeks, he exclaims unexpectedly, “The hour has come for the Son of Man to be glorified” (12:23). This seems like a narrative non sequitur, but Jesus then goes on to speak of his own death, using the metaphor of the grain of wheat that falls into the ground and dies in order to bear much fruit (12:24). As we have already noted, the image of “bearing fruit” may allude to the successful mission of preaching the gospel in the world. If this is what John has in mind, the coded meaning of Jesus’ response would be that his own death will be necessary to generate the fruit-bearing mission to the Greeks and “to draw all people to myself” (12:32).
In this context, then, the concluding words of Jesus’ response to Philip and Andrew would speak directly of allowing the Greeks/Gen- tiles access to the community of Jesus’ followers: “Whoever serves me must follow me, and where I am, there will my servant be also. Whoever serves me, the Father will honor” (John 12:26). If this interpretation is correct, John 12:26 would be the Johannine analog to Paul’s proclamation that in Christ there is neither Jew nor Greek (Gal 3:28). For John, the Greeks who seek to follow Jesus would be among the “other sheep” who hear Jesus’ voice and follow.
This would produce a hermeneutical transformation and expansion of Ezekiel’s vision for “one shepherd” who will preside over one flock. It would suggest that John’s ecclesiology is not limited to a vision for a restored ethnic Israel, but that it has universal dimensions. Such a vision would of course be fully consistent with John’s depiction of Jesus as the Logos through whom all creation came into being and in whom all find life and light.
That this reading is on the right track is confirmed by the conclusion of Jesus’ high priestly prayer in John 17. After praying for himself and for his disciples, he strikingly extends the scope of his intercession to include “those who will believe in me through their word, that they may all be one' (John i7:20-2ia). Their oneness mirrors and participates in the oneness of Jesus with the Father. And the effect of this oneness is to produce a powerful testimony to the truth of Jesus’ word and of his glory. He prays that all his followers—including the “other sheep,” as in 10:16—may become one, “so that the world may believe that you have sent me” and uso that the world may know that you have sent me and loved them even as you have loved me” (17:21, 23),
According to John’s Gospel, then, the power of the church’s testimony to the world hinges for John on the oneness of the community of Jesus’ followers, which serves as an outward and visible sign of their union with Jesus and through him with the Father. All this is conveyed through two key images: the branches that abide in the Vine, and the one flock gathered from among the nations to follow the one Good Shepherd. The power of these images is derived from their grounding in the earlier scriptural portrayals of God’s desire to unify and heal the nation of Israel through one future just and benevolent king. The Evangelist John, however, draws upon these images to reimagine the church’s position in the world. John is transforming and expanding these biblical images. Through these transformations, John’s Gospel echoes the voice I of the divine Shepherd who seeks to lead his people beyond a gloomy picture of the church huddled fearfully together, and into a grace-filled life offered to the whole world.
§20 THE FIGURAL WEB
John's Scriptural Hermeneutics
John’s figural hermeneutic allows him to articulate his extraordinary (and polemical) claim that all of Israel’s Scripture actually bears witness to Jesus: “If you believed Moses, you would believe me, for he wrote about me” (John 5:46). Thus, even more comprehensively than the other Gospels, John understands the Old Testament as a vast matrix of symbols prefiguring Jesus. In contrast to Luke’s reading of Scripture as a plotted script showing the outworking of God’s promises in time, John understands Scripture as a huge web of christological signifiers generated by the pretemporal eternal logos as intimations of his truth and glory.
Because John engages Israel’s Scripture chiefly as a source of symbols, he often references the biblical stories not through direct quotation of texts but through allusions and echoes. He presupposes a significant knowledge of the characters and stories of the Old Testament, but his intertextual references tend to focus on vivid visual images that evoke the scriptural background rather than upon the citation and exposition of chains of words. This hermeneutical strategy—perhaps we should call it a sensibility rather than a strategy—imparts to John’s narrative a simplicity, immediacy, and remarkable imaginative power.
John reads the entirety of the Old Testament as a web of symbols H that must be understood as figural signifiers for Jesus and the life that he \ f offers.122 In John’s narrative, the temple becomes a figural sign for Jesus’ body. Consequently, Jesus becomes, in effect, the temple. John writes his Gospel ten or twenty years after the great temple in Jerusalem has been destroyed by the Romans. But in place of Herod’s once-impressive stone building, now in ruins, Jesus’ body is now the place where God dwells, the place where atonement for sin occurs, the place where the division between God and humanity is overcome. John makes this extraordinary claim not by rejecting Israel’s Scripture but by rereading it to show how it points, if we understand it rightly, to Jesus.
Likewise, the great feasts of Israel’s worship are newly seen, in retrospect, to be replete with signs and symbols of Jesus: the pouring of water, the kindling of light, the rededication of the temple, the Passover lamb, the good shepherd who truly feeds and heals Gods people. Even the scriptural narrative of Israel’s redemption in the exodus becomes a vast figural matrix, a story in which the manna from heaven signifies Jesus’ flesh.
In the same way, Israel’s hope for a righteous and compassionate king/messiah who will set things right points to the unexpected figure of Jesus, who declares that his kingdom is not of this world (John 18:36) but who is nonetheless the true King of Israel. And the symbolic Son of Man figure, who signifies Israel’s eschatological triumph and vindication, paradoxically finds enfleshed fulfillment in Jesus, the Son of Man who is indeed lifted high—but now lifted on the cross to draw all people to himself.
Israel had long understood its own identity as a vine lovingly planted and protected by God. Now, in John’s Gospel, even Israel itself becomes a figural anticipation of Jesus, who is revealed as the true Vine. He takes into himself all that Israel was called to be, and his followers become the branches whose life flows solely from their union with him.
All this works hermeneutically because, at the beginning and the end of the day, Jesus is the Logos, the Word present before creation. All creation breathes with bis life. He is the divine Wisdom whose very being is the blueprint of all reality. For John the Evangelist, therefore, all of Israel’s Scripture is a figural web woven with latent prefigurations of the One without whom not one thing came into being. Thus, to take the example that John sets forth as a hermeneutical key near the beginning of his story, Jesus is not only the temple—the place where we meet God—but also the God who meets us and rescues us by gathering us into union with him. For that reason, reading Scripture figurally—reading backwards in light of the story of Jesus—is an essential means of discerning the anticipatory traces of God the Word in his self-revelation to the world.
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Did Not Our Hearts Burn within Us?
Ђе four Evangelists as retrospective scriptural interpreters
We began this study of the Evangelists’ reading of Israel s Scripture by reflecting on Jesus> words in John 5: “If you believed Moses, you would believe me, for he wrote about me” (John 5:46). This startling assertion provokes a number of serious questions. What could John the Evangelist mean by advancing such an audacious claim? In what sense can Moses be said to have written about Jesus? What would it mean for us to believe that such an assertion might be true? And what sort of hermeneutical landscape might open before us if we learned to read Israel s Scripture not only through the filtering lenses of modern critical methods but also through the eyes of John and the other authors of the canonical Gospels?1
Throughout the foregoing chapters we have seen that the hermeneutical key to the Evangelists’ engagement with Scripture is their practice of figural reading: the discernment of unexpected patterns of correspondence between earlier and later events or persons within a continuous temporal stream. In figural interpretation, the intertextual semantic effects can flow both directions: an earlier text can illuminate a later one, and vice versa. But the temporally ordered sequence of the two poles of a figural correspondence requires that the comprehension of the figure— the act of understanding that Erich Auerbach described as the intelectus spiritualis—must be retrospective. A figural christological reading of the Old Testament is possible only retrospectively in light of Jesus’ life, death, and resurrection. Thus, from the perspective of figural interpretation, it would be an unwarranted hermeneutical presumption to read the Law and the Prophets as deliberately predicting events in the life of Jesus. But in light of the unfolding story of Jesus, it is both right and illuminating to read backwards and to discover in the Law and the Prophets an unexpected foreshadowing of the later story.2
In this book, we have considered how each of the four Gospel writers performs the practice of reading backwards. We have sought to listen to the distinctive voice of each Evangelist and to delineate the ways in which each one draws upon Scripture—both explicitly and implicitly—in retelling the story of Jesus. I have suggested along the way that each one offers distinctive contributions, as well as distinctive challenges, for theological hermeneutics.
This final chapter, then, will undertake some comparison and assessment. We will ask what might be the advantages and potential pitfalls of seeking to recover and follow the different hermeneutical approaches represented by the four Evangelists. Are there tensions among them? What do they share in common? Can or should we read the texts in the same ways they did? Should we model our understanding of the church’s relation to Israel’s story, and our picture of the church’s mission in the world, on the Evangelists’ scripturally shaped vision?
Most significantly, can we share their conviction that a retrospective reading of Israel’s Scripture will disclose a mysterious Christology of divine identity? Should we concur with Udo Schnelle that “the OT is silent about Jesus Christ”? Or have we seen sufficient evidence to compel us to follow Martin Luther in seeing the Old Testament as the swaddling cloths in which the Christ child is to be found by those who seek him?
Finally, if Rowan Williams is right to describe the New Testament writings as the earliest stage in a “centuries-long task” of the “reorganization of Israel’s religious language,” should we regard that task as now finished? Or should we expect that in our century we will continue to participate in the hermeneutical task that the Gospel writers inaugurated?
These are, of course, massive questions. This concluding chapter can hardly hope to settle them definitively. But I will nonetheless set forth some constructive hermeneutical and theological proposals about what we might learn from the four Evangelists as readers of Israel’s Scripture. These proposals are intended to invite other readers into a conversation—a conversation about matters that are of urgent interest for all who are concerned about the integrity and the future of Christian biblical interpretation.
After the detailed inquiry of the foregoing chapters, it may be helpful to offer a brief overview of our findings in the previous chapters before venturing some synthetic conclusions and constructive hermeneutical reflections.
As we have seen, the Gospels offer us four distinctive voices; they do not speak in unison as interpreters of the Old Testament. Rather, we should hear their testimonies as four distinctive voices singing in polyphony. If that is correct, the art of reading the Gospels is like the art of listening to choral singing. Each section in a choir must learn to hear and sing its own part. The choir director does not want everyone gravitating to singing the melody in unison; if that happens, the polyphony and the harmonic texture will be lost. So it is with the fourfold Gospel witness of the New Testament canon. To be sure, in a complex choral work, there may be moments of dissonance between the different parts. Discerning hearers do not want to eliminate the dissonances; rather, the task of appreciation is to develop a nuanced ability to hear how the dissonances belong to a larger artistic design. With that metaphor in mind, then, let us briefly review each of the four parts, each of the four Gospel witnesses, and ask whether they finally cohere in their polyphonic evocations of Israel’s Scripture.
Mark: Figuring the mystery of the kingdom of God. Mark delights in veiled, indirect allusion. For him the message of Israels Scripture is an awesome p.uaxf|piov that comes to its climactic, yet paradoxical, embodiment in the figure of Jesus. Mark reads Scripture in a way that is relentlessly christological, while also insisting that recognition of Jesus* identity cannot be separated from costly discipleship that leads the disciple to take up the cross and follow in the pattern defined by Jesus* death. Those who have ears to hear and eyes to see will recognize that, in Jesus, God’s power has broken into the world and Isaiah’s promised new exodus is being enacted—yet in a way that thoroughly confounds human expectations. God’s counterintuitive inbreaking kingdom encounters blindness and resistance by Israel’s leaders, and therefore Jesus and his followers are met with violent opposition.
Mark shows relatively little interest in Scripture as a repository of explicit predictions about the Messiah; rather, for Mark, Scripture provides a rich symbolic vocabulary that enables the Evangelist to adumbrate the astounding truth about Jesus’ divine identity. The man Jesus is
somehow—in a way that defies understanding—the God of Israel, present among us as the One whom wind and sea obey, and yet at last nailed to a cross. The community of those to whom this apocalyptic secret is given may dare to speak of this awful mystery only in hints, whispers, and scriptural allusions. They are a community living in awe and anticipation, charged to wait and to watch for that which has been hidden to be disclosed (Mark 4:21-25, 13:37). They are the possessors of a secret whose full revelation lies in the future. Mark’s hermeneutical strategy, therefore, is to provide cryptic scriptural pointers that draw the discerning reader into the heart of the eschatological mystery. This mysterious aspect of Mark’s witness is aptly characterized by the Greek Orthodox tradition, which acclaims him as “the herald of the mystagogy of heaven” (xfjq oupavmu puaTaycoyiaq xov кгјрика).
What might we say, then, about the advantages and potential pitfalls of Mark’s distinctive strategy for engaging the Old Testament in telling the story of Jesus?
The great strength of Markan hermeneutics lies in its fusion of restraint and evocative power. Mark shows a reverent deference to the hiddenness of divine mystery and the paradoxical character of revelation. It is precisely this deference that allows him fully to acknowledge the reality of suffering, the difficulty of discipleship, and the not yet pole of eschatology. Mark’s Jesus, precisely as the embodiment of Israel’s God, fully enters the realm of human suffering and models the costliness of faithfulness in the present age. Mark’s sober eschatological reservation also produces a healthy sense of the limits of human language and a strong preference for communicating truth indirectly, through veiled parabolic gesture.
What pitfalls might await the unwary reader who seeks to pattern his or her understanding of the gospel after Mark’s artful account of the identity of Jesus? Most importantly, Mark’s subtle indirection may allow many readers to miss the message of Jesus’ divine identity—as indeed many New Testament critics in the modern era have done. Alongside the danger that veiled communication may leave many in the position of uncomprehending outsiders (Mark 4:10-12), Mark’s hermeneutic is also susceptible to the characteristic pitfall of apocalyptic communities: the temptation to an excessive satisfaction in the possession of “insider” knowledge. Mark’s full narrative constantly subverts the latter by showing how those to whom it should be given to know the puaxf|piov constantly fail and misunderstand, while it is “outsiders” who respond rightly to Jesus. But if we seek to follow Mark’s hermeneutical strategy of allusive indirection, vigilance is necessary for us to avoid falling into the trap of smug aesthetic/epistemological superiority. That trap of epistemological smugness is not likely to be a danger for a suffering minority community such as the community of Mark’s likely original readers. But for those who stand in more privileged social locations, the warning is not superfluous.
Matthew: Torah transfigured. Matthew, on the other hand, is concerned to demonstrate as explicitly as possible how Jesus’ life constituted the fulfillment of the Old Testament. This fulfillment embraces both the coming-true of prophetic utterances (as in the formula quotations) and the narrative enactment of figural correspondences between Jesus and Israel. The latter deserves more attention than it has often been given in the interpretation of Matthew’s Gospel; even the formula quotations are often richly allusive, depending for their full force on the device of metalepsis. The quotations are meant to lead the reader back to recover their original contexts. Matthew seeks to show how Jesus reconfigures both Israel and Torah by carrying forward Israel’s story—a story sketched in the genealogy as running from Abraham to David, from David to the Babylonian exile, and from the exile to the coming of Messiah Jesus (Matt 1:17). Jesus brings about the end of Israel’s exile (depicted metaphorically in the birth and infancy narrative material as a return from Egypt) and creates a new community of disciples who are obedient from the heart to the true intention of the Torah—now disclosed by the sovereign divine authority of Jesus’ teaching. Matthew’s hermeneutical strategy, therefore, is to elucidate clearly how Jesus interprets and exemplifies Torah—a Torah now reconfigured around Jesus.
At the same time, however, for Matthew, Jesus is more than a messiah and lawgiver. The portrayal of Jesus as the enthroned Son of Man figure who holds authority over heaven and earth (Dan 7) is particularly crucial in Matthew for authorizing Israel’s new mission to the nations and the revisionary hermeneutic that justifies it. Matthew’s Son of Man Christology places the risen Jesus in the heavenly throne room, with power and authority that extend throughout all time and space.
Finally, at the heart of Matthew’s account of the identity of Jesus lies the proclamation that Jesus is Emmanuel, the embodiment of the personal presence of Israel’s God; he promises to be present with the gathered community of disciples until the end of the age. Accordingly, he rightly receives the worship of his followers, for he is the locus of God’s presence in their midst.

Conclusion
What are the advantages and possible pitfalls of Matthew’s hermeneutic? In some ways, they are the flip side of Mark’s, In sharp contrast Ц Mark, Matthew offers his readers great clarity about how to approach! the reading of Scripture, and he makes his operative hermeneutical Ц I ters explicit on the surface of the text. He draws clear lines of continuity with the story of Israel and overtly portrays Jesus as “God with u$ * 1 the living presence of God who is to be worshiped as the holder of all I authority. At the same time, Matthew also portrays Jesus as a teacher who both lays down guidelines for community life and frames a forceful scriptural apologetic for the Gentile mission as the logical extension and fulfillment of Israel’s story. Thus, Matthew’s robust Christology of divine identity lays the groundwork for a deep confidence in God’s continuing guidance and presence in the church’s life.
Are there potential drawbacks to Matthew’s narrative portrayal of Jesus’ identity? Three concerns might be mentioned. First, Matthews strongly assertive christological position can sometimes bleed over into a harsh polemical stance toward other Jewish groups who represent different paradigms for interpreting Torah, as seen in the invective aimed at the scribes and Pharisees in Matthew 23. Second, while Matthew draws together many different biblical motifs, and while he projects the fulfillment of all of them onto the person of Jesus, it is not always clear that he has reflected systematically or coherently on how to integrate the resulting picture. How is it possible for Jesus to be simultaneously the figural fulfillment of Israel returning from exile, the new Moses who expounds Torah, and the actual embodiment of Israel’s God eternally present to his people? It is not clear that Matthew has thought this through. Finally, in some cases, Matthew s fondness for overt confessional statement stands in some tension with Mark’s reverent reticence before the divine mystery. Might the unwary reader of Matthew sometimes be tempted to recapitulate the enthusiastic error of Peter on the mountain of transfiguration (Matt 17:1-8): wanting to construct a fixed dwelling for Jesus together with the Law and the Prophets, rather than simply listenin and responding in awe and wonder?
Luke: The story of Israel's redemption. Luke, in contrast to Matthew prediction-fulfillment schema, emphasizes promise and fulfillment. 1st el’s Scriptures are read by Luke principally as a treasury of God’s pror ises to the covenant people. The fulfillment of these promises in Jesus a demonstration of the faithfulness of Israel’s God, a testimony that G has not forgotten “the promise he made to our ancestors to Abrah;
and to his descendants forever” (Luke 1:55). Therefore, because Israel has languished in oppression, the fulfillment of Scripture entails “good news to the poor,” “release to the captives” (Luke 4:18; citing Isa 61:1), and the doom of the rich and powerful. For Luke, the hallmark of right response to the message of Scripture is not so much obedience as joy: a glad and grateful reception of the powerful work of salvation performed by God throughout Israel’s story; in the events of Jesus’ life, death, and resurrection; and in the Spirit’s continuing work in the church.
It is crucial to recognize that Luke regards these saving acts as performed by God. Luke subtly identifies Jesus as the Kyriosy the one who is “Lord of all,” the one who fulfills Isaiah’s expectation of God as the Redeemer of Israel. His narrative thereby creates in the character of Jesus a paradoxical Verbindungsidentitdt that produces a much richer Christology of divine identity than modern New Testament criticism has tended to perceive.
Luke strongly highlights the continuity of the biblical story and its continuation in the ekklesia. The Spirit is “turning the world upside down” through the church (Acts 17:6) in such a way that the message of the kingdom of God presents a clear and radically peaceful alternative to the claims of the empire. God’s grace and mercy are not for Israel alone but also for the nations. But the good news for Israel also entails the corollary that those who do not recognize the time of their visitation by the Kyrios, those who refuse to listen to Jesus, the prophet like Moses, will be cut off from the people of God (Acts 3:22-23; citing Deut 18:15- 20; Lev 23:29; cf. Luke 2:34-35). Luke’s hermeneutical strategy, then, is to renarrate the story of Israel in such a way that the story of Jesus and the church can be confidently recognized as the fulfillment of the divine plan for salvation, for Israel and for the whole world. That renarration typically avoids overt assertions about typological equivalences between Jesus and Old Testament precursors; instead, Luke offers subtle echoes of Old Testament motifs and narrative patterns, creating a Scripture- soaked symbolic world for the story of Jesus.
The strengths of Luke’s hermeneutical strategy are very considerable. He boldly narrates the historical continuity between Israel’s past, present, and future. His vision allows for a comprehensive appropriation of the things about Jesus “in all the scriptures”: “the Law of Moses, the Prophets, and the Psalms” (Luke 24:44). He shows Jesus to be precisely the Lord of Israel who passionately seeks the redemption of the poor and downtrodden. And he also shows how the mission to the Gentiles is the outworking of God’s longstanding plan for Israel as a fight to the nations. His use of Scripture is characterized by allusive richness and, at the same time, 1 supple openness that lends itself well to apologetic engagement with outsiders and reasoned debate about the meanings of Israeli Scripture.
Are there potential pitfalls in Luke’s hermeneutic? Many twentieth^ century German critics suggested that Luke manifests an excessive confidence about the continuity of Heilsgeschichte, a potentially triumphalist reading of a smooth linearity that fails to reckon adequately with the disjunctive apocalyptic impact of the cross. I think this is a misguided criticism, an unsympathetic reading of Luke. Luke does, after all, highlight the scripturally prefigured necessity that the Messiah must suffer, and the same theme is carried forward in his narrative of the early church in Acts. Nonetheless, because Luke does so strongly emphasize the expansive power of the Spirit and the providential certainty of God s plan, readers must take care not to fall into the trap of naive overconfidence. This is one reason why we need Mark alongside Luke in the canon, as a counterweight to any possible triumphalism. In another respect, though, Luke and Mark stand closely together: both narrate the divine identity of Jesus in a way that depends more on subtle intertextual allusion than on the overt confessional claims favored by Matthew and John.
John: Refiguration of Israel's temple and worship. John focuses on fewer scriptural texts than the synoptic authors but develops them in a more artistically rounded way. He frames each scriptural image that he employs with luminous clarity against a dark background, like the figures at the center of Rembrandt’s portraits. For John, the Psalms play a dominant role in disclosing the identity of Jesus, while the Pentateuch—despite Johns insistence that Moses wrote about Jesus—is not cited frequently. Strikingly, John tells his readers explicitly that Scripture can be understood only retrospectively after the resurrection; readers are instructed to “read backwards” in light of the illumination provided by the Spirit who will come after Jesus* departure. And that retrospective reading will be explicitly figural in character.
John reads the entirety of the Old Testament as a vast web of symbols that are to be read as figural signifiers for Jesus and the life that he offers. The temple is a proleptic sign for Jesus’ body. Israel’s cultic practices and the great feasts of Israel’s liturgical calendar encode numerous latent signs and symbols of Jesus: the pouring of water and kindling of lights at the Feast of Tabernacles (Sukkoth); the rededication of the temple by the good shepherd who truly feeds and heals God’s people; the Passover lamb whose bones are not broken; the bread that comes down from heaven to Israel in the wilderness. All these events and symbols point insistently to Jesus, who embodies that which they signified. When we read the story of Moses lifting up the serpent on a staff in the wilderness, we are to understand that we are reading a prefiguration of the lifting up of the Son of Man on the cross. The words and actions of Moses are to be understood, then, in postresurrectional retrospect as figural foreshadowings of Jesus.
For John, this symbolically transformative hermeneutic is possible for one compelling theological reason: Jesus is the incarnation of the Logos who was present before creation, through whom all things were made. He is the divine Wisdom whose being is the ground of the whole created order. That is why he can declare, ‘Т and the Father are one” (John 10:30), both evoking and transforming Israel’s Shema? So for John, reading Scripture in this figural/symbolic fashion is nothing other than a way of uncovering the preincarnational traces of the Word that has now been gloriously and fully revealed to the world in Jesus.
What are the advantages of John’s highly distinctive way of reading Scripture? John offers a profoundly poetic reading of the texts, and he is completely straightforward about setting forth his program of retrospective figural interpretation. This sweeping hermeneutical strategy enables a comprehensive reappropriation of Israel’s sacred texts—and logically of everything else as well—as metaphorically transparent to the Word that underlies and sustains all creation. Thus, despite the apparent dualism of some passages in John’s Gospel, the logic of his scriptural hermeneutic drives toward a mystical affirmation of incarnation and of God’s mysterious presence in and through the creation. John’s hermeneutical strategy may also have profound apologetic force in the historical aftermath of the crisis caused for Israel’s worship life by the destruction of the temple; the figural reading allows the spiritual reality that the temple had signified to be absorbed into the body of Jesus, who now can offer life and wholeness to the whole world.
What about potential pitfalls or dangers in John’s hermeneutical strategy for reading the Old Testament? It appears that his hermeneutic is framed polemically against rival interpreters; those who reject John’s readings are characterized in the text as diabolical and ontologically estranged from God (John 8:39-47). This Gospel’s approach to Old Testament interpretation can lend itself, therefore, all too readily to anti-Jewish and/or high-handedly supersessionist theologies. The text’s apparent dualism can also open the door to forms of ahistorical quasignostic spirituality. It is for that reason that Irenaeus had to contend vigorously for an orthodox, early Catholic interpretation of John against Valentinian gnostics who found it congenial for their own theological purposes.41 have suggested, to the contrary, that John should be read neither as flatly supersessionist nor as hostile to continuity with Israel. The dualistic/gnostic interpretation of John makes the mistake of denying or denigrating the literal sense of Israel’s Scripture—whereas the figural reading that John practices does not deny the literal sense but completes it by linking it typologically with the narrative of Jesus and disclosing a deeper prefigurative truth within the fleshly, literal historical sense.
The challenge and gift of diversity. While these four different hermeneutical strategies might be in important respects complementary—indeed, their inclusion together in the New Testament canon represents the Christian tradition’s judgment that they are so to be understood5—they represent distinctly different styles and sensibilities. It is difficult to imagine how any one community of faith could simultaneously embody all four approaches to Scripture with equal emphasis. One function of the church’s canon, a diverse collection of writings, is to model a repertoire of faithful ways to receive and proclaim God s word. The fourfold Gospel witness is a providential gift to the church; it protects the community against the dangers of rigid monologic discourse and offers a range of theological resources for diverse circumstances. Particular voices within the canon will be more or less useful in different times and places, as the church discerns the points of vital intersection between the Bible and its own immediate cultural situation.6 And perhaps one consequence of the canonization of such diverse texts is the de facto canonization of a principle of diversity: the very variety within the fourfold Gospel canon creates a stimulus and encouragement for us to carry on the story in our own voices, working out our own fresh ways of engaging Israel’s Scripture, At the very least, inevitably, some choices have to be made about where the lines of emphasis will Anally lie in our own appropriation of the scriptural witness.
But with all due acknowledgment of the hermeneutical diversity of the four Evangelists, another question looms before us: Is it possible still to hear the voices of these four witnesses as a polyphonic chorus singing different parts in some sort of complex unityЏ Or—to shift away from I musical metaphor that may have carried about as much weight as it should—what would a fourfold-Gospel-shaped hermeneutic look like? Do the Gospel writers, as interpreters of Scripture, converge and complement each other? What can we learn from reading them together and asking how their common fourfold witness might teach us to become better and more faithful readers?
Gospel-shaped hermeneutics?
What would it mean to undertake the task of reading Scripture along with the Evangelists? First of all, it would mean cultivating a deep knowledge of the Old Testament texts, getting these texts into our blood and bones. It would mean learning the texts by heart in the fullest sense. The pervasive, complex, and multivalent uses of Scripture that we find in the Gospels could arise only in and for a community immersed in scriptural language and imagery. Scripture provided the “encyclopedia of production” for the Evangelists* narration of the story of Jesus. Their way of pursuing what we call “doing theology” was to produce richly intertextual narrative accounts of the significance of Jesus. Because the language of Scripture was the Evangelists* native medium of expression, their reflection about God was articulated through subtle appropriations and adaptations of that linguistic medium.7 But alas, many Christian communities have lost touch with the sort of deep primary knowledge of Scripture—especially Israel’s Scripture—that would enable them even to perceive the messages conveyed by the Evangelists* biblical allusions and echoes, let alone to employ Scripture with comparable facility in their own preaching and renarration of the gospel story.
How might we learn that language? We might do it partly through immersing ourselves in worship, since these texts are constitutive for the church’s liturgical traditions; however, for those who are latecomers to those traditions, hard and intentional work may also be required. The playwright Arthur Miller described his own arduous efforts to master the language of Shakespeare:
You know what I used to do years ago? I would take any of Shakespeare’s plays and simply copy them—pretending that I was him, you see. You know, it’s a marvelous exercise. Just copy the speeches, and you gradually realize the concision, the packing together of experience, which is hard to do with just your ear. But if you have to work it with a pen or a piece of paper and you see that stuff coming together in the intense inner connection of sound and meaning, it’s exhausting, just the thought of it.8
Miller’s purpose in undertaking this “exhausting” exercise was of course not merely to transcribe Shakespeare’s plays but to gain a grasp of the language that would enable him to move on and write his own. Our efforts to learn the Bible by heart, similarly, have as their goal to empower us to speak God’s word by renarrating the story of Jesus in our own speaking and writing.
It is precisely at that point that we stand to learn much from the four Evangelists. They provide for us paradigmatic models of how to receive and retell the scriptural story. In light of our study of their elegantly intertextual narratives, I would suggest five ways in which their common witness and example might teach us to embrace a Gospel-shaped hermeneutic, and thereby to become wiser and more insightful readers of Scripture.
Reading backwards. A Gospel-shaped hermeneutic necessarily entails reading backwards, reinterpreting Israel’s Scripture in light of the story of Jesus. Such a reading is necessarily a figural readings a reading that grasps patterns of correspondence between temporally distinct events, so that these events freshly illuminate each other. This means that for the Evangelists the "meaning” of the Old Testament texts was not confined to the human author’s original historical setting or to the meaning that could have been grasped by the original readers. Rather, the Evangelists received Scripture as a complex body of texts given to the community by God, who had scripted the whole biblical drama in such a way that it had multiple senses.9 Some of these senses are hidden, so that they come into focus only retrospectively.
If we follow the example of the Evangelists, we will recognize that Scripture must be reinterpreted in light of the cross and resurrection. The Evangelists were convinced that the events of Jesus’ life and death and resurrection were in fact revelatory: they held the key to understanding all that had gone before. Of course, the turning of this key opens the door to reassessment and transformation. After the resurrection, the community of Jesus’ followers returned to reread Scripture under the guidance of the Spirit and experienced, again and again, an “Aha!” reaction. Their eyes were opened anew to see how Moses and the prophets prefigure Jesus. The Gospel of John offers the most explicit account of this hermeneutical reality in its interpretation of Jesus’ words about raising up the destroyed temple: "After he was raised from the dead, his disciples remembered that he had said this; and they believed the scripture and the word that Jesus had spoken” (John 2:22). Luke paints a similar picture in his resurrection appearance narratives, where it is only the risen Lord who opens the minds of the disciples to understand Scripture. And even Mark, that most restrained of narrators, shows us that it is only after the death of Jesus that any human character—in this case the Roman centurion—first perceives Jesus* true identity as Son of God (Mark 15:39).
Let us be clear about the implication of the Evangelists* example at this point. If we insist—as much modern criticism has done—that the legitimate interpretation of Israel’s Scripture must be strictly constrained by the (historically reconstructed) intention of the ancient Hebrew authors, or by the meaning that could have been understood by readers in the original historical settings of the Old Testament texts, we are declaring a priori that the Gospel writers were wrong and misguided and that their claims to revelatory retrospective reading are false. Oddly, both skeptical modern critics and staunch evangelical apologists have typically painted themselves into exactly this same hermeneutical corner, where they then battle over the same narrow turf—whether by debunking the Gospels* interpretations of the Old Testament or by contending desperately that the authors of the Old Testament’s narratives and poems actually did intentionally forecast the details of Jesus* life. This misguided debate is generated—on both sides—by the rationalistic historicism of high modernity. But the canonical Evangelists, through their artful narration, offer us a different way to understand the New Testament s transformational reception of the Old as a paradigm-shattering but truthful disclosure of things “hidden from the foundation of the world** (Matt 13:35; freely quoting Ps 78:2). This hermeneutical sensibility locates the deep logic of the intertextual linkage between Israel’s Scripture and the Gospels not in human intentionality but in the mysterious providence of God, who is ultimately the author of the correspondences woven into these texts and events, correspondences that could be perceived only in retrospect. In short, figured interpretation discerns a divinely crafted pattern of coherence within the events and characters of the biblical narratives. As Auerbach observes, in figural interpretation, “The connection between occurrences is not regarded primarily as a chronological or causal development but as a oneness within the divine plan, of which all occurrences are parts and reflections.”10
Rationalistic criticism either precludes such coherence from the outset or else sees the Gospel stories as prophecy historicized, a fictional mutation that disingenuously manufactures mythical tales by extrapolation from earlier biblical texts. The Evangelists, by contrast, patiently insist that it was precisely the actual teachings and actions of Jesus that lived in the community’s memory and subsequently catalyzed a
retrospective recognition of unforeseen, divinely scripted, figural linkages with Israel’s Scripture.
Conversion of the imagination. Accordingly, the Evangelists’ diverse imaginative uses and transformations of the Old Testament texts summon us also to a conversion of the imagination. We can hear their proclamation only if we allow their intertextual performances to retrain our sensibilities as readers and to reshape our perception of what is real. If we learn from them how to read, we will approach the reading of Scripture with a heightened awareness of story, metaphor\ prefiguration, allusion, echo, reversal, and irony. To read Scripture well we must bid farewell to plodding literalism and rationalism in order to embrace a complex poetic sensibility}1 The Gospel writers are trying to teach us to become more interesting people—by teaching us to be more interesting readers. Rather than cutting and pasting the Evangelists’ texts into our predetermined categories, we should learn to look where they point—like John the Baptist in the Isenheim altarpiece pointing a long finger toward the crucified Jesus—and to have our minds and hearts remade by what we see. It is not coincidental that Griinewald depicts John pointing to Jesus with his right hand while holding an open Bible in his left.
For the Evangelists, Israel’s Scripture told the true story of the world. Scripture was not merely a repository of ancient writings containing important laws or ideas or propositions; rather, it traced out a coherent story line that stretched from creation, through the election of Israel, to the telos of God’s redemption of the world.12 This story emerges with particular force in Luke’s account, but Mark and Matthew share a similar vision. Even John presupposes this narrative framework, as shown by his references to Abraham, Jacob, Moses, Isaiah, and Israel’s Pass- over and wilderness traditions. One significant implication of learning to live in this story-shaped world is that a Gospel-shaped hermeneutic will pay primary attention to large narrative arcs and patterns in the Old Testament, rather than treating Scripture chiefly as a source of oracles, prooftexts, or halakhic regulations. The Evangelists, who are themselves storytellers, are much more interested in the Old Testament as story than as prediction or as law.
Further, because the Evangelists are so deeply immersed in Israel’s Scripture, their references and allusions to it are characteristically metaleptic in character: that is, they nudge the discerning reader to recognize and recover the context from which their intertextual references are drawn. In many, many instances, a recovery of the fuller original context will shed light on the story the Evangelists are telling and add important nuance to an otherwise flat surface reading.
To illustrate, let us recall a single example from our reading of the Gospel of Luke: when Luke concludes the story of Jesus* healing of a crippled, bent-over woman, he remarks that “all those who oppose him were put to shame” (Luke 13:17). When we hear in these words the explicit echo of Isaiah 45:16 LXX, Luke’s simple narrative explodes with larger christological significance, for in Isaiah it is precisely the enemies of “the God of Israel, the Savior” who are put to shame.



Such evocative hints make a serious demand on the reader- competence of the Gospels audience, but they also offer serious hermeneutical rewards for those with ears to hear. If we could acquire the single discipline of listening attentively for echoes of Scripture in the
Gospel narratives, it would have an enormous impact on our pastoral imagination and our preaching.
The unity and continuity of Scripture. The Evangelists, retrospective reinterpretation of Israel’s story is in no sense a negation or rejection of that story. It is, rather, the story’s transfiguration and continuation. This is one of the features that marks the distinction between the canonical Gospels and those later extracanonical writings that either ignore or repudiate Israel and Israel’s God.13 The canonical Evangelists understand themselves to be standing within the still-unfolding narrative trajectory of Israel’s covenantal relationship with the God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob. This means not only that their narratives emphatically exclude the later Marcionite mutation of Christian theology but also that their account of the identity of Jesus must be understood within the framework of Israel’s fierce loyalty to the one God of all the earth—a point to which I shall return below.
The Jewishness of the generative matrix for the Gospel narratives must be emphasized because in many sectors of the church there has been a tragic history of overlooking or even severing the gospel’s roots in the story of Israel. All too often, neglect of the church’s scriptural grounding has diluted Christian preaching into thin, otherworldly abstraction; or worse, it has led to shameful acts of hatred and violence toward the Jewish people. It is my hope that the interpretations offered in this book will encourage Christian readers to reflect more deeply and intentionally on the ways in which, through Jesus Christ, they have been grafted into the story of Israel (cf. Rom 11:11-24). In short, the findings of this study call far the rejection of naive Marcionite hermeneutics and for a renewed appreciation of the unity of the Old Testament and New Testament as Christian Scripture.
The four Gospel writers approach Scripture as a unified whole, but their reading of it is not undifferentiated. Each of the Evangelists seems to operate with a de facto canon within the canon, giving more attention to some parts of Scripture than to others. At one level, this involves a particularly intense focus on certain books: above all the Pentateuch, Isaiah, and the Psalms. Each Gospel writer varies the “mix” of attention given to the different Old Testament witnesses, rather like a recording engineer adjusting the volume of different tracks in the recording studio; for example, Matthew turns up the volume on the prophets, and John puts the Psalms at the forefront of his mix. In some cases, it appears thar this sort of intracanonical focus is given not to whole Old Testament books but to briefer selected passages, such as Isaiah 40, the announcement of the end of Israel’s exile, or Daniel 7:13-14, the account of the glorified, enthroned Son of Man. Such passages can provide privileged “viewpoints” from which the Evangelists survey the whole of Scripture.
Despite these differences in emphasis, however, all four of the Evangelists are united in their insistent demonstration that the story of Jesus finds its wellsprings in Israel’s Scripture. One implication of this common hermeneutical conviction is that the four Gospels stand in closer theological relation to one another than has sometimes been recognized in New Testament scholarship. When we listen carefully to the way that all four Evangelists narrate the story of Jesus through echoes of the Old Testament, we come to understand that the Christologies of the Synoptic Gospels actually have a close affinity to John’s Christology of divine identity, though the poetics of their articulations of Jesus’ scripturally grounded identity differ in interesting ways.
Jesus as the God of Israel. The last observation brings us to the central thesis that surges to the surface when we seek to learn from the Evangelists how to read Scripture. The more deeply we probe the Jewish and Old Testament roots of the  Gospel narratives, the more clearly we see that each of the four Evangelists, in their diverse portrayals, identifies Jesus as the embodiment of the God of Israel.
This finding runs against the grain of much New Testament scholarship, which has tended to suppose that the earliest and most “Jewish” Christology is a “low” Christology, in which Jesus is a prophet, teacher of wisdom, and proclaimer of the coming kingdom of God, but not a divine figure. The judgment of Bart Ehrman in a recent book expresses this typical position: “The idea that Jesus was divine was a later Christian invention, one found, among our gospels, only in John.”14 At least since the nineteenth century, it has been axiomatic among critical biblical scholars that the “high” Christology of Johns Gospel is a late Hellenistic development—and that the more one focuses on the synoptic tradition and locates Jesus within a monotheistic Jewish/Old Testament context, the more improbable it would seem to identify him as divine.15
What we have seen in this study, however, is that it is precisely through drawing on Old Testament images that all four Gospels, in ways both subtle and overt, portray the identity of Jesus as mysteriously fused with the identity of God. This is true even of Mark and Luke, the two Synoptic Gospels usually thought to have the “lowest” or most “primitive” Christologies. This is not to deny that the Jesus of the Gospels is a human figure. On the contrary, the very same Gospels that identify him as Israel’s God simultaneously portray him as a man who hungers, suffers, and dies on ! cross. Thereby, they create the stunning paradoxes that the church’s later dogmatic controversies sought to address in order to formulate a theological grammar adequate to respect the narrative tensions inescapably posed by the Gospels.
The Gospel narratives, precisely through their reading of the Old Testament to identify Jesus, force us to rethink what we mean when we say the word “God,”16 This point has never been more forcefully expressed than by Karl Barth in part IV/i of his Church Dogmatics:
We may believe that God can and must only be absolute in contrast to all that is relative, exalted in contrast to all that is lowly, active in contrast to all suffering, inviolable in contrast to all temptation, transcendent in contrast to all immanence, and therefore divine in contrast to everything human, in short that He can and must be only the “Wholly Other" But such beliefs are shown to be quite untenable, and corrupt and pagan, by the fact that God does in fact be and do this in Jesus Christ.17
To Barth’s declaration, all four canonical Evangelists would say Amen: the Gospels narrate the story of how the God of Israel was embodied in Jesus. This means, inter alia, that we should stop using the terms “high” Christology and “low” Christology to characterize the four canonical Gospels. These very categories presuppose an a priori philosophical account of “God” that the Gospel narratives contradict.
The Gospels as testimony and commissioning. Finally, the Evangelists consistently approach Scripture with the presupposition that the God found in the stories of the Old Testament is living and active. It is for that reason—and only for that reason—that the hermeneutic I have been describing can be embraced as truthful. It is not an exercise in literary fantasy like, say, trying to live inside the imaginative world of the Lord of the Rings trilogy or the Star Wars films. Rather, all of the hermeneutical recommendations I have enumerated here make sense only because God is the primary agent at work in and through the biblical story—and indeed, only because God is in some ultimate sense the author of Israel’s story. The one Lord confessed in Israel’s Shema is the same God actively at work in the death and resurrection of Jesus Christ. Apart from the truth of that claim, any talk of the unity of the Old Testament and the New Testament is simply nonsense.
There is only one reason why the Evangelists' christological interpretation of the Old Testament is not a matter of stealing or twisting Israel's sacred texts: 
the God to whom the Gospels bear witness| the God incarnate in Jesus, is the same as the God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob. Either that is true, or it is not.
If it is not, the Gospels are a delusional and pernicious distortion of Israel's story. If it is true, then the figural literary unity of Scripture, Old Testament and New Testament together, is nothing other than the climactic fruition of that one God's self-revelation. As readers, we are forced to choose which of these hermeneutical forks in the road we will take.
By forcing this choice upon us, the Evangelists compel us to read their Gospels neither as mere sources of historical information nor as entertaining or edifying tales. They compel us instead to read their Gospels as testimony to the truth, the sort of testimony that demands a self- involving response. For example, we cannot rightly read Mark’s Gospel without hearing Jesus’ question to Peter as a question also addressed directly to us: “But you—who do you say that I am?” (Mark 8:29). And we cannot answer that question as Mark desires without understanding how the answer implicates us in the confessional texture woven by the sum of Mark’s scriptural allusions and echoes.
But there is more: the testimony of all four Evangelists creates pressure on the reader not only to assent intellectually to their confessional claims about Jesus but also to answer the call to discipleship articulated in these four stories. The Evangelists speak to us as Joshua spoke to all the tribes of Israel, narrating the story of God’s gracious and mighty acts and then confronting us with an inescapable choice: “Choose this day whom you will serve” (Josh 24:15). If their scripturally formed testimony to Jesus as the embodiment of Israel’s God is true, then we cannot avoid the summons that their stories lay—explicitly or implicitly—upon the readers.
“If any want to become my followers, let them deny themselves and take up their cross and follow me. For those who want to save their life will lose it, and those who lose their life for my sake, and for the sake of the gospel, will save it.”
(Mark 8:34-35)
“Go therefore and make disciples of all nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit, and teaching them to obey everything that I have commanded you.”
(Matt 28:i9~2oa)
“[R]epentance and forgiveness of sins is to be proclaimed in his name to all nations beginning from Jerusalem.” .. [Y]ou will receive power when
the Holy Spirit has come upon you, and you will be my witnesses in Jerusalem, in all Judea and Samaria, and to the ends of the earth.”
(Luke 24:47; Acts i;8)
“Peace be with you. As the Father has sent me, so I send you.”
(John 20:21)
The imperative of accepting a commission is inescapable for the assenting reader of all four Gospels.18
If the story told by these witnesses is true, we have no alternative but to see ourselves as caught up within it, participating in the ongoing arc of the story told by Israel’s Scripture, as it is filtered through the prism of the fourfold Gospel and carried forward through the centuries to us. The providence of God that binds Israel, Jesus, and the earliest church into a single grand narrative now embraces us as well. It transforms our imagination and sends us out also to retell the story.
If we are able to follow the Evangelists’ guidance on how to read, we will gain crucial resources for renarrating the story of Jesus in an age when once again we must articulate the gospel in a fragmented world urgently seeking coherence and signs of hope. By seeing Israel’s Scripture through the eyes of the Gospel writers, may we be encouraged to read backwards—and empowered to carry forward the story of Jesus with new freedom and faithfulness. If so, we will find within our own communities a figural echo of the Emmaus disciples who looked backwards and recalled what Jesus had been trying to teach them while they were obliviously trudging along the road; like them, perhaps we will say to one another, “Were not our hearts burning within us ... while he was opening the scriptures to us?n
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18 For a brief account of the role of allusion and echo in scriptural texts, see Hays, Echoes of Scripture in the Letters of Paul, 14-21. For further development and explication, see Richard B. Hays, The Conversion of the Imagination: Paul as Interpreter of Israel s Scripture (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2005), 27-45.
19 For a full and sophisticated discussion of the trope of metalepsis, see John Hollander, The Figure of Echo: A Mode of Allusion in Milton and After (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1981).
20 Hollander, Figure of Echo, 65.
21 The interculturally pervasive phenomenon of subtle intertextual reference is extensively documented by John Miles Foley, Immanent Art: From Structure to Meaning in Traditional Oral Epic (Bloomington, Ind.: Indiana University Press, 1991). Foley is a folklorist who studies traditional oral epics ranging from Homer to Beowulf to Serbo-Croatian oral tales. In this material, Foley notices something similar to what Hollander observed in the traditions of English poetry: sometimes the most important things are left unsaid, and the reader or hearer must pick up subtle ititertextual clues to interpret what is said against the background of previous texts known by heart. The meaning effects generated by this device depend upon variations and transpositions of the tradition. Foley describes this phenomenon as “metonymic referential- ity”: the spoken word in the oral epic functions metonymically to suggest or refer to other “texts” stored in the memory of the audience.
22 For a broader account of the rhetorical art of Obama’s speech, see James Wood, “Victory Speech,” New Yorker, November 17, 2008. For a helpful similar illustration of the way that Martin Luther King Jr., in his famous “I Have a Dream” speech, used allusions to Shakespeare, the Bible, the Declaration of Independence, and the hynm “My Country ’Tis of Thee,” see Dale C. Allison Jr., The Intertextual Jesus: Scripture in Q (Harrisburg, Pa.: Trinity International, 2000), 1-2.
23 For a general discussion of intertextual interpretation, see my essay, “‘Who Has Believed Our Message?’ Paul’s Reading of Isaiah,” in Conversion of theImagination, 25-49. For a more technical introduction to the issues, see Alk- ier, Tntertextuality and the Semiotics of Biblical Texts*
3*4 For dose textual study of the linguistic character of the scriptural texts used by Matthew and John, see M. J. J. Menken, Matthew's Bible: The Old Testament Text of the Evangelist (BETL 173; Leuven: Peeters, 2004); idem, Old Testament Quotations in the Fourth Gospel: Studies in Textual Form (Kampen: Kok Pharos, 1996).
25 See Karen H. Jobes and Moises Silva, Invitation to the Septuagint (2d ed.; Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2015); Martin Hengel, The Septuagint as Christian Scripture: Its Prehistory and the Problem of Its Canon (OTS; Edinburgh: T8cT Clark, 2002); Natalio Fernandez Marcos, The Septuagint in Context Introduction to the Greek Versions of the Bible (Leiden: Brill, 2000); Emanuel Tov, The Text-Critical Use of the Septuagint in Biblical Research (3d ed.; Winona Lake, Ind.: Eisenbrauns, 2015); J. Ross Wagner, Reading the Sealed Book: Old Greek Isaiah and the Problem of Septuagint Hermeneutics (FAT 88; Tubingen: Mohr Siebeck; Waco, Tex.: Baylor University Press, 2013).
26 See Mark Goodacre, The Case against Q: Studies in Markon Priority and the Synoptic Problem (Harrisburg, Pa.: Trinity International, 2002).
Chapter 1: Mark
1 For a particularly dear example, see Richard A. Horsley, Hearing the Whole Story: The Politics of Plot in Mark's Gospel (Louisville, Ky.: Westminster John Knox, 2001).
2 The significance of die imagery of Israels continuing exile for the interpretation of the Gospels has been emphasized particularly by N. T. Wright, Jesus and the Victory of God; idem, The New Testament and the People of God (Christian Origins and the Question of God 1; Minneapolis: Fortress, 1992). Also see James M. Scott, ed., Exile: Old Testament, Jewish, and Christian Conceptions (JSJSup 56; Leiden: Brill, 1997). While Wright is certainly correct to draw attention to this motif in the Gospel texts, it would be an exaggeration to suppose that all Jews in the first century G.E. regarded themselves as being literally in exile. Any such claims must be qualified by the unavoidable facts that Israel is in the land (Le., not literally in Babylon) and that in Jesus' time there was, after all, a functioning temple in Jerusalem. Accordingly, the Evangelists’ use of the image of “exile* should be understood as metaphorical in character. Some of Wright s earlier writings might be understood as advocating a literal interpretation of “exile* as the condition of the Jewish people during the Second Temple era, but his most recent major book offers an едјруивјди flarifirafin« and defense ofhis position (ЈРјаш! and the Fairifub^a of God [Christian Origins and the Question of God 4; London: SPCK; Minneapolis: Fortress, aofjOL 139-63). In one key passage he offers this interpretation: “What then does exile' mean, in this continuing sense? Answer: the time of the curse spoken of in DeuterofMxny and Leviticus, a curse that lasts
as long as Israel is... still subject to the rule, and often the abusive treatment, of foreign nations with their blasphemous and wicked idolatry and immorality, not yet in possession of the promised (if laughably ambitious) global sovereignty” (150). Then, at the conclusion of his careful diecussion, he sums up his position as follows: “[I]t is the combination of Deuteronomy [27-30] and Daniel [9], and their regular retrieval in the key sources [i.e., Jewish texts from the Second Temple period] that compels us to go on highlighting 'exile’ as the best controlling metaphor to characterize this continuing moment in the single, though complex, perceived narrative of a great many Jews, including Pharisees, in the second-Temple period” (162; emphasis added). Giving due weight to the italicized phrases here will go a long way toward defusing the various objections to Wright’s view. In fact, his interpretation of “exile,” as he explains it here, is methodologically consistent with his insistence elsewhere that the apocalyptic imagery of the Gospels should for the most part be read metaphorically.
3 Modern biblical criticism conventionally sees the book of Isaiah as a composite work compiled over time. The passage cited here belongs to “Third Isaiah” (Isa 56—66). First-century interpreters such as the author of the Gospel of Mark, however, would have been unaware of such distinctions and subdivisions within canonical Isaiah. By using the name “Isaiah,” I do not deny composite authorship; rather, I point to the implied author of the canonical prophetic book, the prophetic voice (“the prophet Isaiah”) to which Marie explicitly refers in the Gospel’s opening lines. See Christopher R. Seitz, “How Is the Prophet Isaiah Present in the Latter Half of the Book? The Logic of Isaiah 40-66 within the Book of Isaiah,” in Word without End: The Old Testament as Abiding Theological Witness (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1998; repr., Waco, Tex.: Baylor University Press, 2005), 168-93; геРг* fr°m JBL115 (1996): 219-40.
4 Most of the usages of this verb in the Old Testament refer to the tearing of garments, Usually as a sign of mourning (e.g., Gen 37:34; Job r.20). The striking echo of the Hebrew verb in Mark 1:10 is one of several instances that suggest that Mark knew either a Hebrew text of the Old Testament or a Greek version that rendered its Hebrew Vorlage more literally than does the LXX.
5 See Ivor S. Buse, “The Markan Account of the Baptism of Jesus and Isaiah LX1II,” JTS 7 (1956): 74-75. This insight has been further developed by, among others, Joel Marcus, The Way of the Lord: Christological Exegesis of the Old Testament in the Gospel of Mark (Louisville, Ky.: Westminster John Knox, 1992), 49-50» fe
6 See the survey in John J. Collins, The Apocalyptic Imagination: An Introduction to Jewish Apocalyptic Literature (2d ed.; The Biblical Resource Series; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1998), esp. 130—31,153—76,194—232.
7 Wright, New Testament and the People of Gody 302—7.
8 Joel Marcus, “The Jewish War and the Sitz im Leben of Mark,” JBL hi (1992): 441-62; idem, Mark 1—16: A New Translation with Introduction and Commentary (AB 27—27A; New York: Doubleday, 2000, 2009), esp. 33-39*
Marcus attempts to determine the date and place of the composition of Mark’s Gospel with great specificity on the basis of its allusions to these events. His proposals are ingenious but necessarily speculative.
9 Most modern critics have seen the prophecies of restoration in Amos 9:11- i| as a late secondary addition to the book. In its canonical form, however, the book of Amos manifests the same pattern of judgment, destruction, and restoration that characterizes other prophetic books, particularly canonical Isaiah (see Brevard S. Childs, “Amos,” in Introduction to the Old Testament as Scripture [Philadelphia: Fortress, 1979], 395-410). For evidence of the importance of Amos’ prophecy of restoration in the early church—especially in its LXX form—see Acts 15:13-21.
10 For a useful characterization of Jesus’ opponents within the narrative world of Mark, see David Rhoads, Joanna Dewey, and Donald Michie, Mark as Story: An Introduction to the Narrative of a Gospel (2d ed.; Philadelphia: Fortress, 1999), esp. 116—22. Their assessment does not adequately grasp the interplay between the demonic forces and the religious authorities in Mark (see below), but the authors do recognize the tension in Mark’s plot between Jesus’ power to control the demons and his ongoing conflict with human opponents (82-84).
u See Rendel Harris, Testimonies (2 vols.; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1916-1920), 1:49, 2:64-65; Martin C. Albl, “And Scripture Cannot Be Broken": The Form and Function of the Early Christian |Testimoniag Collections (NovTSup 96; Leiden: Brill, 1999), 21.
12 As rightly observed by Marcus, Way of the Lord, 17.
13 Rikki E. Watts, Isaiah's New Exodus and Mark (WUNT 2/88; Tubingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1997), 90. As Watts observes, “This suggests that for Mark the long-awaited coming of Yahweh as King and Warrior has begun, and with it, the inauguration of Israel’s eschatological comfort: her deliverance from the hands of the nations, the journey of her exiles to their home and their eventual arriving at Jerusalem, the place of Yahweh’s presence * When this explication of the new exodus theme is set alongside the actual events narrated in Mark’s Gospel, severe hermeneutical tensions arise, tensions that must be interpreted both in light of Mark’s other allusions to Scripture and in light of his open-ended future eschatology.
Ц Mark 9:9-13 strengthens the linkage of John to Elijah. On this passage, see Marcus, Way of the Lord, 94-110.
*5 By contrast, the Jewish arrangement of the scriptural canon places the Writings last, so that the story ends with King Cyrus* decree that the temple in Jerusalem is to be rebuilt and that God’s people are to go up to Jerusalem (a Chr 36:22-23); this arrangement of the material, after the destruction of the Second Temple, imparted a very different kind of open-ended eschatological foreshadowing to the end of the biblical canon.
16 Origen, Commentary on John 6.24 (AEG 1:279—80); Jerome, Letters to Pam- machius 57.9 (.NPNF9 6:n6).

17 Marcus (Way of the Lord112-47) sces strong evidence for the motif of a new exodus in Mark’s use of Isa 40:3 but gives relatively little emphasis to Exod 23:20 as a signal of this motif. Richard Schneck (.Isaiah in the Gospel of Mark, I-VII [Bibal Dissertation Series 1; Vallejo, Calif.: Bibal, 1994], 35-36) recognizes the significance of Exod 23:20, noting that this allusion, together with Mai 3:1 and Isa 40:3, implies the importance of the exodus motif for Mark. He does not, however, adequately hear the overtones of admonition sounded by Mai 3:1. Watts |Isaiah's New Exodus, 63-67) attends fully to the Exodus echo but highlights its admonitory function (Exod 23:21) more than its positive promise of protection. He argues further that Mai 3:1 is an ironic reformulation of Exod 23:20 (pp. 71-72) and that the Malachi reference is more influential for Mark (pp. 86-87). Krister Stendahl (7he School of St. Matthew and Its Use of the Old Testament [2d ed.; ASNU 20; Lund: Gleerup, 1968], 47- 54) observes that Exod 23:20 and Mai 3 were linked in the (later) Jewish synagogue lectionary; this fact might suggest the possibility that the linkage of these passages was current already in Judaism prior to Marks Gospel On the question of the compilation and dating of this lectionary, see Jacob Mann, The Bible as Read and Preached in the Old Synagogue: A Study in the Cycles of the Readings from Torah and Prophets, as well as from Pscdms, and in the Structure of the Midrashic Homilies (The Library of Biblical Studies; New York: KTAV, 1971); Ben Zion Wacholder, Essays on Jewish Chronology and Chronography (New York: KTAV, 1976).
18 Willard M. Swartley |Israel's Scripture Traditions and the Synoptic Gospels: Story Shaping Story [Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson, 1994]) has acutely observed the linkage of exodus and conquest traditions as a background to die synoptic narratives. See esp. 95—153.
19 See the classic essay of B. W. Anderson, “Exodus Typology in Second Isaiah* in Israel’s Prophetic Heritage: Essays in Honor of James Muilenburg (ed. Bern- hard W. Anderson and Walter Harrelson; New York: Harper, 1962), 177—95.
20 Marcus, Way of the Lord; Watts, Isaiah’s New Exodus.
21 Marcus, Way of the Lord, 29; emphasis original.
22 The phrase “prepare the way” (*рп ms), which appears in the Hebrew texts of Mai 3:1 and Isa 40:3, provides the hook that fastens together the texts in Mark s conflated “Isaiah” citation. Yet, interestingly, the verbal link is present only in the Hebrew text, for the Septuagint employs different Greek verbs in translating these passages.
MT	LXX
Mai 3:1	'Jflb "pTTUSl	ка1 črcipkšipcTai 666v itpo xpoocbxou pot)
Isa 40:3	П1ГР "p“T las	£то1ра<татс xqv 66ov xupiov
Since the catchword association between these texts is present only in the Hebrew, it appears that either Mark or the tradition he is using knows the underlying Hebrew of the passages brought together in Mark 1:2-3. Marcus argues (Way of the Lord, 15—17), somewhat against the stream of other
commentators, that Mark himself is responsible for creating the link between Mai 3:1 and Isa 40:3. Equally significantly, however, it is the Septuagint's verb £го1Ц&£(о that provides a catchword link between Exod 23:20 and Isa 40:3, a link absent from the MT.
Exod 23:20: tva шшЦ ae iv xfj ббф firccoq elaaydyti oe еЦ xf|v yfjv f)v ^toipaoA 001
Isa 40:3: ĆTOtpAoaTe xfjv 666v KUptou 860eta<; лошТхе x&q трфогх; хоб 0eaD
In the former text, it is God who has "prepared (f|xo(paod)” the land that Israel is to enter; in the latter, the hearers of the voice that cries out are admonished to “prepare (exoipdoaxs) the way of the Lord.” In both cases, however, it is surely God who is the primary agent, acting to free and restore the people in the land. To prepare the way for God is to acknowledge and await his coming.
23 Watts’ study is particularly forceful in its insistence that the mixed quotation in 1:2-3, as Mark’s only editorial citation, provides a determinative framework for interpreting the Gospel as a whole {Isaiah's New Exodus, esp. 55-90).
24 Again, I do not mean to suggest that Mark has invented this incident. To the contrary, I think it highly likely that the event as Mark narrates it is substantially historical, indeed one of the most secure pieces of information available to us about Jesus’ activity (cf. E. P. Sanders, Jesus and Judaism [Philadelphia: Fortress, 1985], 61—90, 319—27). For the purposes of the present discussion, however, our interest is in the way in which Mark’s narration draws upon Old Testament materials to tell the story.
25 These so-called Markan Sandwiches are characteristic of the Gospel’s style. As James Edwards has shown, the literary device often provides clues to the theological purpose of the bracketing narrative (see James R. Edwards, “Markan Sandwiches: The Significance of Interpolations in Mark’s Narratives,”^NovT 31 [1989]: 193—216).
26 William R. Telford, The Barren Temple and the Withered Tree: A Redaction- Critical Analysis of the Cursing of the Fig-Tree Pericope in Mark's Gospel and Its Relation to the Cleansing of the Temple Tradition (JSNTSup r, Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1980), 216-18, 231-33, 238-39; Sharyn Echols Dowd, Prayer, Power1 and the Problem of Suffering: Mark 11:22-25 in the Context of Markan Ћео^у (SBLDS105; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1988), 39-55; Sanders, Jesus and Judaism, 61-90.
27 I.e., Jesus is not merely seeking to reform current practices and gain minimal access for Gentiles to the outer court of the temple; rather, his symbolic action points more radically to a future in which all nations enter the temple alongside Israel to praise God. This eschatological scenario is rarely sufficiently recognized in commentaries on Mark. The best discussion is to be found in Watts, Isaiah's New Exodus, 318—25.
28 If Mark is alluding to Zech 14:21, the reference to “traders” (ЧЈЈЈЗ) provides further indirect evidence of his knowledge of Hebrew textual traditions, as against the LXX, which reads: ка1 оик £oxai Xavavaioq H| Ш тф оХк<р киршо ^avxoKpdxopoq ш tfj	ĆKetvp, On the possible allusion to the
Hebrew traditions here, see also Joel Marcus, “No More Zealots in the House of the Lord: A Note on the History of Interpretation of Zech 14:21 g NovT$$ (2013): 22-30.
29 Sanders (Jesus and Judaism, 61-76) has forcefully argued the case that Jesus’ demonstration in the temple was a prophetic action symbolizing its destruc- tion. Oddly, however, he dismisses the Jeremiah allusion in 11:17 as secondary and inauthentic (66-67), Indeed, he suggests that the Evangelists have used the quotation about the “den of robbers” to cover up the embarrassing historical fact of Jesus’ threat of destruction and to “make it appear that Jesus was quite reasonably protesting against dishonesty” (75). He does not consider the possibility that the Jeremiah allusion has precisely the effect of signifying the temple’s impending destruction—which is what Jeremiah prophesied to his generation. I think this apparent oversight is to be explained by Sanders’ overriding concern to reject anachronistic Protestant interpretations of Jesus’ action as a call for reform, “cleansing” the temple of its allegedly disgusting practices of animal sacrifice: “New Testament scholars who write about Jesus’ concern for the purity of the temple seem to have in mind a familiar Protestant idea: ‘pure’ worship consists in the Word, and all external rites should be purged” (67-68). While gratefully accepting Sanders’ critique of such readings—and the use to which they have put Mark 11:17—we may suggest that Sanders’ argument for interpreting the temple action as a prophecy of destruction would be supported and strengthened by attending to the wider context of the “den of robbers” allusion. This line of thought would certainly hold good for the analysis of Mark’s theology, and I see no reason to deny that the historical figure of Jesus might well have patterned his words and actions after the prophet Jeremiah.
30 Jeremiah 8:13 came to be used as the beginning of the haftarah reading for Tishah be-Av, a solemn day commemorating in later rabbinic tradition the destruction of the temple (noted in Telford, Barren Temple, 143.)
31 See similar uses of the verb in 1 Kgdms 31:9; 2 Kgdms 1:20; 4:10; 18:19,20» *6; 3 Kgdms 1:42; i Chr 10:9; Ps 67:12 LXX; Pss. Sol. 11:1; cf. Ps 39:10 LXX; 95:2 LXX; Jer 20:15.
32 See also Isa 60:6, where the proclamation of good news is associated with the gathering of tribute from the nations, and Isa 6i:r, where the good news entails liberation for the oppressed. For similar uses of еоаууеАД^а), see Joel 2:32 and Nah 1:15.
33 The term euayy£Xiov (more characteristically in the plural, вшууШа) was also significant in Roman imperial propaganda; this point will be discussed in the last part of this chapter.
34 My translation. In the LXX the words “Zion” and “Jerusalem” are not vocatives; in contrast to the MT, the city is not addressed by the imperative verbs “go up” and “lift up.” Rather, Zion and Jerusalem are grammatically the indirect objects of the two participles; they are the audience to whom the messenger of good news is to speak. This construction parallels the command “say to the cities of Judah” in the last part of the verse. English readers will be immediately familiar with this interpretation because of the KJV’s “O thou that tellest good tidings to Zion,” set unforgettably to music by Handel. The KJV is following the lead of the LXX and of Jerome's Vulgate: “tu quae evangelizas Sion ... quae evangelizas Hierusalem.”
35 For examples and discussion of this schematization of history, see Collins, Apocalyptic Imagination, 63—64,155—57.
36 The horizon of apocalyptic expectation against which Jesus’ message is to be heard is further illumined by texts such as Tob 14:5:
But God will again have mercy on them, and God will bring them back into the land of Israel; and they will rebuild the temple of God, but not like the first one until the times of the age shall be fulfilled (£©<; 7cXqp©6©cnv Kaipoi too aioovoq). After this they all will return from their exile and will rebuild Jerusalem in splendor; and in it the temple of God will be rebuilt, just as the prophets of Israel have said concerning it.
Of course, in Jesus' time there was a temple in Jerusalem, rebuilt on a grand scale by Herod the Great; nonetheless, as we have seen, Jesus was severely critical of the temple and predicted its destruction. His stance toward the temple bears some affinity to the even more radical attitude of the Qumran covenanters, who regarded the Second Temple and its priesthood as corrupt and may have expected the eventual construction of a new temple under their jurisdiction. Whatever the original provenance of the Temple Scroll, its presence among the Qumran scrolls suggests the covenanters affirmed its depiction of an ideal temple and the critical attitude toward the Second Temple that such a depiction implies (see John J. Collins, Apocalypticism in the Dead Sea Scrolls [New York: Routledge, 1997], 58-60).
37 Sanders, Jesus and Judaism, 98—106.
38 On Mark’s eschatological perspective, see Richard B. Hays, The Moral Vision of the New Testament: Community, Cross| New Creation: A Contemporary Introduction to New Testament Ethics (San Francisco: HarperSanFrancisco, 1996), 85-88.
39 On the interpretation of Daniel 7, see Wright, New Testament and the People of God1291-97.
40 Correctly, Wright, Jesus and the Victory of God, esp, 339-68, 513—19. Cf. R. T. France, The Gospel of Mark: A Commentary on the Greek Text (NIGTC; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2002), esp. 497-501. For a recent defense of the cosmic annihilation view, see Edward Adams, The Stars Will Fall from Heaven: Cosmic Catastrophe in the New Testament and Its World (LNTS 347; London: T&T Clark, 2007), 133-66.
41 Elizabeth E. Shively’s recent study Apocalyptic Imagination in the Gospel of Mark: The Literary and Theological Role of Mark 3:22-30 (BZNW 189; Berlin: De Gruyter, 2012) demonstrates the thoroughgoing apocalyptic character of Mark’s narrative with particular force and clarity.

42 A theory arose in twentieth-century criticism that Mark’s portrayal of the disciples as uncomprehending had a polemical purpose; on this view, Mark, representing a Hellenistic form of Christianity, was seeking to discredit Jesus’ original followers, who were the core of the earliest Jewish-Christian community in Jerusalem (Theodore J, Weeden, Mark-Traditions in Conflict [Philadelphia: Fortress, 1971]). This hypothesis represents a failure, however, to read the entirety of Mark’s narrative, in which the disciples are by no means rejected in the end but included in Jesus’ final covenant-sealing supper and summoned, after the resurrection, to rejoin the risen Jesus. It is also hard to resist the impression that readers who insist on interpreting the disciples as “bad guys” in the story have a singularly narrow and simplistic understanding of narrative, in which there can only be heroes and villains. But in fact, one of the distinctive features of narrative is its capacity to disclose complexities of the heart and to lead both characters and readers through development and transformation. For a much more literarily astute reading of the role of the disciples in Mark, see Robert C. Tannehill, “Disciples in Mark: The Function of a Narrative Role,”/R 57 (1977): 386-405.
43 See also Ps 115:4-8. For discussion of this motif, see G. K. Beale, We Become What We Worship: A Biblical Theology of Idolatry (Downers Grove, 111.: Inter- Varsity, 2008), 44—47; and Watts, Isaiah's New Exodus, 190-93.
44 Watts, Isaiah's New Exodus, 183-210.
45 See also the “hardness of heart” of the Pharisees in 3:1-6.
46 Like Jesus’ own family (Mark 3:31-35).
47 Note the echoing relationship between 3:29 and 4:12: “whoever blasphemes against the Holy Spirit can never have forgiveness” / “everything comes in parables ... so that they may not turn again and be forgiven.” Cf. Shively, Apocalyptic Imagination, 79—80.
48 Watts, Isaiah's New Exodus, 208.
49 See, by contrast, Matt 13:11-15.
50 Mark, however, uses U7coXrjviov for “pit for the wine press” in place of the LXX’s rcpofarjviov.
51 Parenthetically, this example shows that it would hardly have been impossible or even unusual for Jesus to offer interpretations of his own parables. Modernist criticism has generally tended to regard passages such as the interpretation of the parable of the sower (Mark 4:13-20) as later, secondary additions to the tradition. But Isa 5:7 shows that explicit interpretation of a figurative discourse is already clearly attested in Israel’s prophetic tradition. This certainly does not prove that Mark 4:13-20 preserves authentic dominical tradition, but it does weaken some of the arguments against authenticity.
52 A similar passage in Jer 25:4-7 is particularly interesting, because it portrays the prophets as calling Israel to repentance so that they might “remain upon the land that the Lord has given to you.”
53 Jon D. Levenson, The Death and Resurrection of the Beloved Son: The Transformation of Child Sacrifice in Judaism and Christianity (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1993).

P Shalom Spiegel, The Last Trial: On the Legends and Lore of the Command to Abraham to Offer Isaac as a Sacrifice: ThcAkedah (trans. J, Goldin; New York: Pantheon, 1967). Also, Nils Alstrup Dahl, “Promise and Fulfillment,” in Studies in Paul: Theology for the Early Christian Mission (Minneapolis: Augsburg, 1977), X3X» Donald Juel, Messianic Exegesis: Christological Interpretation of the Old Testament in Early Christianity (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1988), 12-13, 80-87.
55 Gary A. Anderson, “Joseph and the Passion of Our Lord,” in Davis and Hays, Art of Reading Scripture, 198—215. An interesting question would be whether the ultimate fate of Joseph’s brothers, restored to relationship with the brother they had sought to kill, might also foreshadow the ultimate fate even of the wicked tenants, Israels blind leaders.
56 For other christological uses of Ps 118, see Acts 4:11; Eph 2:20; 1 Pet 2:7. See also J. Ross Wagner, “Psalm 118 in Luke—Acts: Tracing a Narrative Thread,” in Early Christian Interpretation of the Scriptures of Israel (ed. Craig A. Evans and James A. Sanders; JSNTSup 148; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic, 1997)» I54~78-
57  Horsley (Hearing the Whole Storyj 250) inexplicably suggests that гл was not part of the original text of the Gospel but that it was “added later in the manuscript tradition.” There is no textual evidence to support this conjecture; the only textual uncertainty in 1:1 concerns the phrase “son of God ” The words Ттјооп Xpiorou (“Jesus Christ”) are present in all extant Greek manuscripts of Mark’s Gospel.
58 Wilhelm Wrede, Das Messiasgeheimnis in Den Evangelien (Gottingen: Van denhoeck 8t Ruprecht, 1901); William Wrede, The Messianic Secret (trans. J. C. G. Greig; Cambridge: J. Clarke, 1971).
59 See Marcus, Mark i—i6y 525—27.
60 Other images are employed, to be sure, but these four play the largest role in Mark. Richard Horsley has argued that traditions about Moses and Elijah, understood as “popular prophetjs] leading the renewal of Israel against its leaders," provide the primary “prophetic scripts” in relation to which Mark’s story of Jesus is to be understood {Hearing the Whole Storyy 231-53; quotation on 235). Certainly the Gospel of Mark does contain several passages that connect Jesus typologically to Moses and Elijah. For Moses, see Mark 6:30-44,9:38-41; for Elijah, see Mark 5:21-43, 6:15. Both figures appear with Jesus in the transfiguration account (9:2-8). While the Moses typology is a significant secondary motif in Mark’s Christology (a motif that Matthew will later develop mote fully), Horsley fails to reckon sufficiently with Mark’s explicit indications that the identification of Jesus with Elijah is mistaken, or at least inadequate (Mark 6:14-16,8:27-30). For Mark, the Elijah figure is John the Baptist (Mark 9^-13), who prepares the way for the coming of Jesus.
6t The one other case is Mark 9:41, in which the titular interpretation is possible but not certain.
fa For other examples of this royal use of Christos in the LXX Psalms, see ft 2:2; 197; 83:10; 88:39, 5a; i3i:ro, 17. Psalms 89 and 132 (LXX: 88 and 131) are particularly significant because the title Christos is applied to the king precisely in contexts where the promise of an eternal Davidic line is reiterated. Significant also is the designation of the hoped-for Davidic ruler as Christos in Pss, So/. 17:32; 18:1,3,5 (see John J. Collins, The Scepter and the Star: Ће Messiahs of the Dead Sea Scrolls and Other Ancient Literature [ABRL; New York: Doubleday, 1995], 53“56).
63 The assignment of titles to particular psalms suggests that some of them were being read during the Second Temple period in eschatological terms. See Brevard S, Childs, “Psalm Titles and Midrashic Exegesis,” JSemS 16 (1971): 137-50; Martin Rosel, “Die Psalmuberschriften des Septuaginta- Psalters,” in Der Septuaginta Psalter: Sprachliche und theologische Aspekte (ed. Erich Zenger; HBS 32; Freiburg: Herder, 2001), 125—48, here 137-39.
64 See also Ps 89:3-4,132:11-12.
65 4QFlor 1.10-13, cited according to the translation of Florentino Garcia Martinez, The Dead Sea Scrolls Translated (2d ed.; Leiden: Brill; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans [jointly published], 1996), 136. The other text cited here alongside 2 Sam 7:12-14 is Amos 9:11—a passage that also turns up, interestingly, as a key prooftext in Acts 15:15-17.
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Notes to Pages 51-56	376



«3 Dennis C. Duling (“Solomon, Exorcism, and the Son of David,” HTR 68 [1975]: 235-52) and Bruce D. Chilton (“Jesus Ben David: Reflection on the Davidssohnfrage,” JSNT14 [1982]: 88-112) have argued that “Son of David” language is not messianic in Mark but rather links Jesus with Solomon, whom some traditions identify as a healer and exorcist. Yet, the messianic elements of the language, particularly in view of the larger context, are difficult to deny (see esp. Marcus, Way of the Lord, 151-52). If elements of a tradition about Solomon are in play here, they are not pitted against the messianic overtones called up by the title (so Stephen P. Ahearne-Kroll, The Psalms of Lament in Mark's Passion: Jesus' Davidic Suffering [SNTSMS 142; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007], 138—44).
71 Paul J. Achtemeier, Mark (Proclamation Commentaries; Philadelphia: Fortress, 1986), 56-58; Rudolf Bultmann, The History of the Synoptic Tradition (trans. John Marsh; rev. ed.; New York: Harper бс Row, 1968), 136—37; Horsley, Hearing the Whole Story, 20.
72 An analogous but distinguishable motif appears in the exorcism stories, where the demons recognize and rightly identify Jesus (Mark 1:21-28,3:10-11,5:1-20).
73 Several features of the description appear to belong to the Festival of Tabernacles rather than Passover. Charles W. F. Smith (“No Time for Figs” JBL 79 [i960]: 315-27) notes features such as the cries of “Hosanna”; the presence of branches, which are reminiscent of the lulabim carried by worshipers during tabernacles; and the influence of Ps 118, a text associated with tabernacles, though not exclusively. It is sometimes proposed that Jesus’ entry into the city really occurred during this fall festival (see T. W. Manson, “The Cleansing of the Temple,” BJRL 33 [1951J: 271-82, here 276-82; Smith, “No Time for Figs”). If this is correct, the close collocation of tabernacles and Passover that results from Mark’s narrative has a striking symbolic effect: the themes of national restoration associated with tabernacles are superimposed upon Passover, which celebrates Israel’s escape from bondage in Egypt—and the combined significance of these narratives is concentrated on the figure of Jesus, entering the city as the peaceful king of Zech 9:9.
74 E.g., Morna D. Hooker, The Gospel according to Saint Mark (BNTC; London: A&C Black, 1991), 256.
75 Cf. the citation of Ps 18:50 above.
76 Hooker, Gospel according to Saint Mark, 292.
77 Translation by R. B. Wright, in James H. Charlesworth, ed., The Old Testament Pseudepigrapha (2 vols.; Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday, 1983-1985), 2:667.
78 Cf. Stephen H. Smith, “The Function of the Son of David Tradition in Mark’s Gospel,” NTS 42 (1996): 523-39.
79 Marcus, Way of the Lordj149—50.
80 Donald H. Juel, Messiah and Temple: The Trial of Jesus in the Gospel of Mark
(SBLDS 31; Missoula, Mont.: Scholars Press, 1977), esP- 8l“83>	212; Frank
J. Matera, The Kingship of Jesus: Composition and Theology in Mark i$ (SBLDS 66; Chico, Calif.: Scholars Press, 1982); Marcus, Way of the Lord, 150.
81 Rowan Williams, Christ on Trial: How the Gospel Unsettles Our Judgment (London: Fount, aooo), 6-7.
82 Marcus, Way of the Lord> 137,
83 For a concise and judicious survey of the issues, see Marcus, Mark i~i6, 528- 32, See also Delbert Burkett, The Son of Man Debate: A History and Evaluation (SNTSMS 107; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999); Simon J, Gathercole, The Pre-existent Son: Recovering the Christologies of Matthew, Mark} and Luke (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2006), 253-71.
84 In Daniel, the allusion is a thinly veiled reference to the action of Antio- chus IV Epiphanes, who set up an altar to Zeus in the Jerusalem temple in 168 B.c.E. (see 1 Macc 1:54-61). Mark now takes this event as a prophetic foreshadowing of some final desecration of the temple.
85 See also Joel 2:31; Ezek 32:7-8; Amos 8:9.
86 Bultmann, History of the Synoptic Tradition, 15-16,120-25,136-37,150-63.
87 Richard Horsley rewrites Mark’s story at this point by harmonizing Mark 14:62 with the more noncommittal parallels in Matthew and Luke and proposing that a hypothetical “earlier version of Mark... almost certainly had Jesus reply ‘You say so’ to the high priest as well as to Pilate” (Hearing the Whole Story, 252). A few later manuscripts (©, f13, 565, 700, 2542s) do read in 14:62, “You say that I am,” which is almost certainly a harmonizing conflation. Apparently realizing the weakness of this evidence, Horsley does not mention these manuscripts and proffers instead the textually unattested hypothesis of a precanonical Mark followed by the other synoptics but later altered by a redactor. This speculative suggestion abruptly abandons Horsley’s own announced program of reading Mark as a “whole story” without contamination from other canonical sources. In this one instance, Horsley treats Matthew and Luke as reliable guides to the interpretation of Mark- more reliable, in fact, than the strikingly distinctive text that has come down to us as Mark’s story. This strange methodological lapse is driven by Horsley’s programmatic agenda of denying that Mark portrays Jesus as the Davidic Messiah. In fact, Mark 14:62 is the rock on which Horsley’s reading runs aground. (I cannot resist observing that this example well illustrates the accuracy of Horsley’s own description of himself as “literarily challenged” [vii]: he fails to appreciate the overwhelming dramatic impact of Jesus’ overt declaration of his identity after such long narrative deferral.) For a much more literarily deft appraisal, see Williams, Christ on Trial, 5-9.
88 Talanit 68d. Collins, Scepter and the Star\ 63.
89 Wright, New Testament and the People of God, 291—97.
90 See Daniel Boyarin, The Jewish Gospels: The Story of the Jewish Christ (New York: New Press, 2012), 56-59.
91 Alan F. Segal (Two Powers in Heaven: Early Rabbinic Reports about Christianity and Gnosticism [Leiden: Brill, 2002; repr., Waco, Tex.: Baylor University Press, 2012]) has shown how the later rabbinic polemic against “two powers in heaven” was directed against various Jewish traditions that included, inter alia, the New Testament writers’ application of apocalyptic passages such as Dan 7:13-14 to Jesus. Daniel Boyarin (“The Gospel of the Memrar. Jewish Binitarianism and the Prologue to John,” HTR 94 [2001]: 243—84) has contended provocatively that, despite the rabbinic effort to suppress this “heresy,” some form of “binitarianism” was “the religious Koine of Jews in Palestine and the Diaspora” (260). The traditions described by these studies provide a background against which Mark’s narrative portrayal of Jesus can be plausibly understood.
92 Bauckham (God Crucified{ esp. 25-42) has made the compelling argument that the earliest Christology identified Jesus’ actions and character with those of the one unique God of Israel. This divine-identity Christology takes seriously Jewish monotheism’s understanding of God. Jewish monotheism, that is, was more concerned with who God is than with abstract qualities of divinity. Such a perspective allows one to see how the actions and character that the New Testament authors attribute to Jesus (e.g., accepting worship* offering forgiveness, exercising control over creation, sharing God’s throne) include him within the identity of the unique God of Israel.
93 Watts, Isaiah s New Exodus, 80.
94 Marcus, Way of the Lord, 38-39.
95 For an instructive contrast, see John 20:28, where Thomas addresses the risen Jesus as 6 Kupioq pou каг 6 0eo<; poo (“My Lord and my God”).
96 Interestingly, the fifth-century uncial manuscript W continues the citation of Isa 40 to include the entirety of Isa 40:3-8. This certainly does not reflect the original text of Mark’s Gospel, but it does show that some early readers of the text were acutely interested in the fuller Isaian framework of Marks citation.
97 In his recent study The Pre-existent Son (249—52), Simon Gathercole cautiously advances the suggestion, following the lead of several significant German scholars, that the scriptural citation in Mark r.2 (“See, I am sending my messenger ahead of you, who will prepare your way... .*) should be interpreted as a heavenly court utterance, evoking an imagined “prehistoric scene” in which God the Father addresses the Son about the preparation for his impending mission of being sent into the world. We of course have ample analogies for this sort of reading of Scripture in the Letter to the Hebrews (e.g., Heb 1:5-14). Even within Mark’s own narrative, there is one very clear example in 12:35-37, in which we hear in the words of Ps no:i: “the one Kyrios speaking in heaven to the other” (Gathercole, Pre-existent Son, 251; citing Johannes Schreiber, Die Markuspassion: Eine Redaktionsgeschichtliche Unter- suchung [BZNW 68; Berlin: De Gruyter, 1993], 238). Interestingly, Ps 110:1 also appears in Heb 1:13, explicitly interpreted as God’s address to Jesus. Gathercole, whose discussion focuses on the question of Jesus’ pre-existence rather than the question of his divine identity, is uncertain whether to accept this interpretation in relation to Mark 1:2-3. Reading the text as a reference to divine identity seems, on the whole, the likeliest interpretation of the text, even though Mark, yet again, leaves significant ambiguity in his spare narration.
98 See Bultmann, History of the Synoptic Tradition! 14-16.
99 Marcus (Mark 1-16, 22 a) rightly suggests that the phrasing of the question (ttq etWaiai dcpićvai dpaptiaq ei pf| Ms 6 0e6q, literally, “Who is able to forgive sins except One, i.e., God”) recalls the Shema (Deut 6:4), The same phrasing is echoed in Jesus’ encounter with the rich inquirer (Mark 10:18): т( це Муец dy<x06v; отЈбеЦ &уа0б<; el м Ш 6 0e6q (“Why do you call me good? No one 1 good except One, i.e., God”). The discerning reader will recognize that—in light of other evidence in the Gospel—the rich inquirer has spoken more truly than he realizes.
100 For other similar accounts of divine forgiveness of sins, see Isa 44:22; Ps 103:3,
130:3-4-
101 Marcus, Mark 1-16, 222-23.
102 “Thus, for Mark, the heavenly God remains the ultimate forgiver, but at the climax of history he has delegated his power of absolution to a ‘Son of Man’ who carries out his gracious will in the earthly sphere.” Marcus, Mark 1-16, 223. Also Rudolf Pesch, Das Markusevangelium (2 vols.; HTKNT 2; Freiburg: Herder, 1976), 1:160-61; Hans-Josef Klauck, “Die Frage der Siindenverge- bung in der Perikope von der Heilung des Gelahmten (Mk 2,1-12 Parr),” BZ 25 (1981): 243.
103 Mark’s verb Ć7tex(pr|oev is the same word that he employs repeatedly in exorcism stories to describe Jesus’ rebuking of demonic powers (e.g., Mark 1:25, 3:12, 9:25; cf. 8:32-33). Thus, the storm is treated as though it were a manifestation of hostile demonic power. Consequently, the storm-stilling passage further accentuates the motif of cosmic conflict that characterizes Mark’s apocalyptic narrative throughout (Shively, Apocalyptic Imagination, 161,175, 181).
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124 Juel (Messiah and Temple, 83) has made the intriguing suggestion that the centurion’s cry does not function as a confession about Jesus at the surface level of the story—the centurion could not know the deeper meaning of his statement. Rather, at this level, the centurion, as one of Jesus' enemies, utters a sarcastic taunt: “Sure, this man was God's son” (Donald H. Juel, A Master of Surprise: Mark Interpreted [Minneapolis: Fortress, 1994], 74П7; cf. Robert M. Fowler, Let the Reader Understand: Reader-Response Criticism and the Gospel of Mark [Minneapolis: Fortress, 1991], 22—24, 205—9). On this view, the dramatic irony of the sneering comment consists in the recognition that the centurion s words are profoundly true at the deeper level of the meaning of the narrative. I must, however, demur. As interesting as this proposal is, it does not adequately account for the revelatory significance of Jesus’ death in Mark’s Gospel. The irony of the centurion's statement is to be found precisely in the fact that at the moment of Jesus’ death someone (a Gentile soldier at that!) finally perceives an important element of the truth of Jesus' identity—
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