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ABSTRACT

While luke understands Jesus' suffering and death as the fulfilment
of OT prophecy, he does not use many OT quotations or allusions to express
this fact in his passion narrative. The question arises: How does Luke
use the OT in his passion narrative, especially to show prophetic fulfil-
ment?

This study seeks to answer this question through an identification
and analysis of the OT quotations, allusions, ideas, and st&listic ele-
ments in Lluke 22-23, The criteria for identification and critical
analysis are gathered from studying the history of scholarship on the
subject from the Reformation to 1972,

Our findings are that Luke presents the fulfilment of the key OT
prophecy in his passion narrative, Is. 53:12/Lk. 22:37, through a themat-
ic development of various aspects of its message. Other OT quotes,
allusions, ideas, and stylistic elements contribute to the development
of this theme. Luke's approach to the OT is Christocentric both in the
sense that all the quotations and most of the allusions occur in the
reported words of Jesus, and in the sense that most of Luke's OT material
refers to the OT promises of a suffering and glorified Messiah. oT
ideas also occur mainly in the reported words of Jesus and the OT stylis=
tic elements are best understood as examples of LXX style imitation,

We found that Luke's lack of allusions and quotations was probably
due to his desire to have his readers relive the fulfilment events of
the Passion as they unfold in the narrative without being distracted by
editorial fulfilment proof-texts, Yet, at the same time Luke, the
Christian theologian to the Gentiles, did make extensive use of the 0T,
With a Christocentric interpretational approach to understanding OT

prophecy and theological content within a salvation history framework,

Luke shows how the OT was important to Gentile Christians.
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PREFACE

One spring afternoon in 1969 G. N. Stanton now of the University of
London raised this question. If Luke can place such emphasis in Luke 24
on the fulfilment of OT Scripture in Jesus' suffering and death, why does
he not include many more fulfilment proof-texts in his account of Jesus'
passion? This puzzle gave impetus to my study of Luke's use of the OT
in his passion narrative. I chose this subject for a senior research
paper at Princeton Theological Seminary. This I wrote under the guidance
of Prof. B. M. Metzger in 1970. With this paper I successfully competed
for the Senior Class Fellowship in NT Studies. Through this fellowship
and the aid of the Higgins Scholarship Fund of the Presbytery of Chicago
I was able to begin my study at the University of Durham in 1971 and con-
tinue to do research into the guestion of Luke's use of the 0T, Under
the wise guidance of my supervisor Prof. C. K. Barrett, I was introduced
to the intricacies of research into this topic on the post-graduate level.
After a year of my own exegetical study and a year of investigating the
contribution of other scholars to this subject area I wrote the substance
of my research and findings in the following paper.

I wish to thank my mentors, particularly Prof. Barrett, whose counsel
and aid have been invaluable. The cheerful and thoroughly competent
service of Durham University Library's reference section staff in obtaining
volumes on Inter-library loan has been a great aid to my study. Finally I
want to thank my wife Edna for her selfless devotion and constant encourage-
ment throughout this project.

This work aims at reflecting what I have perceived in the example of
my mentors: a true love for Christ and his Word which makes one 2zealous

for excellence in the right interpretation of the Scriptures.

Ruzhan 1974,
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TEXTS AND ABBREVIATIONS
We have constantly consulted these editions of the various ancient
works which were relevant to our study.
0ld Testament

Biblia Hebraica, ed. R. Kittel, 7th ed.; Stuttgart, 1962.

Septuaginta, ed. A. Rahlfs, 8th ed.; Stuttgart, 1965; 2 Vols.
New Testament

The Greek NT, ed. K. Aland et al, 2nd ed.; Stuttgart, 1968.

Synopsis Quattuor Evangeliorum, ed. K. Aland, 4th ed.; Stuttgart, 1967

English Bible

The Revised Standard Version, 1952.

Jewish Literature

The Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha of the OT, ed. R. Charles; Oxford,
1913; 2 Vols,

SHC

Die Texte aus Qumran, ed. E. Lohse; Darmstadt, 1964.

Quotations from extra-Biblical non-Jewish literature were checked when-
ever possible by referring to the appropriate volumes in the Loeb Classical
Library series.

The abbreviations for books of the Bible were taken from Eég,2 We are
using the ILXX as our basic text for citing OT chapter and verse. When the
LXX differs from the MT, we have placed the MI' reference in parentheses.,

The symbols for various mss of the OT and NT text tradition are taken from
our editions.

References to Jewish literature are abbreviated according to the lists

in BAG; K. G. Kuhn, Konkordanz zu den Qumrantexten, G8ttingen, 1960; and

H. L. Strack, Introduction to the Talmud and Midrash, N.Y., 1959. References
3

to other ancient works are made according to BAG and Liddell and Scott's

abbreviations.

lSee the following list of abbreviations.

2Ibid,
3

Ibid.




Following is a list of abbreviations for journals and monograph

series, We give those which differ from or are not included in

W. G. Kummel's (Introduction to the NT, translated from the 14th German
ed, by A, J, Mattill, Jr.§ Nashville, 1966) list. Also included are

some general abbreviations,

vii

ATR Anglican Theological Review

BAG W. Bauer, A Greek-English Lexicon of the NT

and Other Early Christian Literature, trans-
lated from the 4th German ed, by W, F. Arndt
and F. W. Gingrich (Chicago, 1957).

BDF F, Blass and A, Debrunner, A Greek Grammar of

and Other Barly Christian Literature, trans-
lated from the 9th='10th Germaan. ed. by Ro Wo
Funk (Chicago, 1967).

BZNW Beihefte zur Zeitschrift fur die Neutestamentliche

Wissenschaft und die Kunde der Alteren Kirche
CJT Canadian Journal of Theology
DSS The Dead Sea Scrolls
Eph, Theol, Lov, Ephemerides Theologicae Lovanienses
HTR Harvard Theological Review
J8J Journal for the Study of Judaism
JIS Journal of Theological Studies
KEKNT Kritisch-exegetischer Kommentar

Uber das Neue Testament

Liddell and Scott H. G. Liddell and R, Scott, A Greek-English

Lexicon, ed. H. S. Jones and R, McKenzie; 9th
ed, (Oxford, 1940), and Supplement (1968),

MT The Masoretic Text, the Hebrew OT,
Ned TT Nederlands Theologisch Tijdschrift
NTS New Testament Studies
R8 Rey iblad

RSR Recherches de Science Religieuse
RSV The Revised Standard Version of the Bible
SBK H. L. Strack and P, Billerbeck, Kommentar zum NT

aus Talmud und Midrasch, 4 Vols, (Munich, 1922-28),

SBT Studies in Biblical Theology

Sci, Eecl, Sciences Ecclfsiastiques




viii

SJT Scottish Journal of Theology
SNTS Bull, Studiorum Novi Testamenti Societas Bulletin
Stud, Theol. Studia Theologica
Stud. Studien
Studien z, Umwelt d. NT Studien zur Umwelt des Neuen Testaments
TDNT G, Kittel and G. Friedrich, Theological Dictionary
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(Grand Rapids, Mich., 1964=74).
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X : times
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INTRODUCTION

Iuke emphasizes in his two resurrection appearances narratives the
fact that all OT Scripture prophesies the death and resurrection of
Jesus the Messiah (Lk. 24:25-27, 44-48). A cursory examination of
Luke 22-23 will show, however, that unlike Matthew and John, Luke does
not often gquote from the OT to show that certain OT propheciés have been
fulfilled in the events of the Passion, The obvious ways in which a NT
writer might show that an event is a fulfilment of the OT, then, are
missing from Luke. The question arises: How is Luke's understanding of
OT fulfilment in the event of Christ's death expressed in the way he wrote
his passion narrative? How does Luke use the OT in chapters‘22=23?

There are at least four ways in which Luke uses the 0T in the writing
of his gospel. He quotes from it. He alludes to certain 0T passages.
He employs OT ideas as the foundations for various theological themes in
his work. He imitates the style of the 0T in its Greek version through
his choice of vocabulary and use of certain grammatical constructions.

These four ways: quotation, allusion, idea, and style, vary in the
degree to which the writer indicates to his readers his specific intention
of recalling the OT. A quotation is more explicit than an allusion,

Both of these are more obviously references to the OT than the OT thought
content of the writer's theological themes or the semitic element in his
style. The distinctive contribution of OT thought to the meaning of a
word, as Luke uses it, is not always easily identifiable, The OT in
Greek owes much of its characteristic style to the fact that it is a
translation from a semitic source. That a semitic element in Luke's
style is an example of intentional imitation of LXX style, and not
evidence that the gospel itself is based on semitic sources, is a con-
clusion which must be drawn with much care,

Another respect in which these ways of using the 0T vary is the range

of OT material to which they refer. The quotation refers to one specific



passage or combination of passages. The allusion, while normally
pointing to one identifiable passage, may, because of the lack of unique
wording, point to a number of similar passages. An OT idea is still
broader in scope, taking its basic content from whatever parts of the

OT may give evidence. The same is true of 0T style. Thus, the
categories of OT usage in ILuke define themselves, not only by the degree
of explicitness with which the writer makes his intention to refer to the
OT clear to the reader, but also by the range of OT material to which
they refer. Of course, the formal and functional differences between
quotation, allusion, idea, and stylisiic element, as they appear in the
text, also aid in distinguishing one from another.

To understand the way Luke uses the OT in these four forms we must
ask about materials, sources, and methods. We must discover what OT
material is present in the gospel. ¥hat OT quotations, allusions, ideas,
and stylistic elements does Luke use? Bach form will have its own rules
for identifying what part of the Lukan text is an expression of it.

These rules will be embodied in a basic definition that will be proposed
at the end of Part One.

We need to ask about the source of this OT material, Since this
thesis focuses on Luke's use of the OT in ILuke 22-23, the answer to this
question will develop within prescribed limits. Others have asked about
Jesus' use; the early church's use as it handed on the tradition; Luke's
literary sources' use.,l These come into our consideration as the proper
background to Iuke's use, yet they can only be employed as they help us
to understand our writer's own work.

We should also inquire about the interpretational methods which

govern Luke's use of the 0T, Luke's hermeneutical point of view and

1see below, pp. 65, 34, 51



his purpose in writing will determine the kinds of interpretational
methods employed in his various ways of using the OT.

Part One of this thesis will itrace the history of scholarship
devoted to the question of Luke's use of the OT from the Reformation to
the present day. This will place our study in historical perspective.,
We also hope to discover the various methods, observations, analyses,
and theories which have come from a study of the use of the OT in the
New, in general, and in Iuke, in particular., At the conclusion of this
descriptive and sometimes critical essay, we shall state the nature of
our task, if we are to learn how Luke uses the OT in Luke. 22-23.

Part Two will consist of an identification and analysis of the
evidence for OT quotation, allusion, idea, and style in Luke;Z22-23.
Part Three, the conclusions, will attempt to discern patterns of usage,
go that on the basis of our identification and analysis we may theorize
concerning the methods of interpretation which Luke used. In this way
we hope to answer satisfactorily the question: How did Luke use the 0T

in Luke. 22-237



PART I. GSURVEY OF THE HISTORY OF THE STUDY OF LUKE'S USE OF THE

OLD TESTAMENT IN LUKE. 22-23, 1500-1972




INTRODUCTION

Scholarship in this field appears to pass through three stages:
collection, hypothesis, and analysisol Scholars identify, collect, and
clasgify all the relevant evidence, Having discerned the basic shape of
the evidence, the.investigator proceeds to the hypothesis stage. He seeks
a general theory, which will explain as much of the evidence as possible
through a single or at the most a few causes,2 The next stage, analysis,
tests the theory by asking whether the individual pieces of evidence are,
indeed, examples of the theory. As a result of analysis, the theory may
be further refined or modified. It may even be discarded and a new
hypothesis offered in its place.

Throughout the history of scholarship in this field, this process has
not progressed smoothly and at the same rate in all areas of the study of
OT usage. Several factors have either hastened or retarded investigation.

A close examination of the evidernce for one kind of OT use may yield
results which are at variance with what the researcher may have expected
to find. The desire to understand, test, and explore the implications of
these new findings gives added impetus to research into this particular kind
of OT use. The new findings and the resulting discrepancy between o0ld expecta=
tions and new understanding may occur when a theory is being tested by analysis.
It may arise when the theory is in the form of a doctrinal assertion about
Scripture. The formulation of the assertion is found to be at variance with
the evidence of Scripture itself. For example, as we shall see, 3 the

doctrine of the divine authorship of a perfect Scripture and the difference

lD, F. Payne, "The Semitisms in Acts," Apostolic History and the Gospel,

ed. W. W. Gasque and R. P. Martin (Exeter, 1970), p. 137.

2e°g, see below, p. 34.

3See below, p. 9f,




in text-form between OT quotations in the NT and their original MT and
LXX text-form produced a digcrepancy, which demanded an.. explanation.

Another source of discrepancy is the importation of methods of in-
vestigation into the discipline of Biblical studies which were developed
in disciplines which had presuppositions foreign to it. For instance,
the scientific historical critical method with its naturalistic pre-
suppositions is at variance with the Bible, which makes claims based on
supernaturalistic presuppositions, When this method was introduced into
Biblical studies in the nineteenth centuwry, it created a discrepancy between
the interpretation on naturalistic grounds of the proper meaning of an OT
passage in its original historical context and the NT interpretation of an
0T passage as prophecy whose proper meaning is discovered in its fulfilment
within the mission of Jesus.l Much of the history of Biblical scholarship
is a description of diécrepancies discovered, followed by explanatory hypotheses,
which, in turn, must yield to further analysis. The goal, but not always
the result, was greater precision of definition and elarity in understanding
the evidence.

Just as discrepancies spurred students to greater interest and activity
in the investigation of an area of OT use, so lack of interest or lack of
information impeded study. The question of Luke's role in the way the OT
is used in his gospel lay largely unexplored until redaction criticism
followed form criticism aftep the Second World War. In the wake of H.
Conzelmamn's work on the theology of ILuke, many studies have considered the
theological themes in Luke and their OT background,2 thus giving attention
to a neglected area, Luke's use of OT ideas.

The lack of evidence for the contemporary language milieu of NT Greek,

the non-literary Greek of the Hellenistic period, prevented scholars from

éee below, p. 18f.

2See below, p. 88,



assessing Correttly the watwire . of NT Greek. With the archaeological
discoveries of the latter part of the nineteenth century that background
became gvailable, With this standard of comparison, it was now possible
to ask what .... .: characteristics in NT style may be due to the influence
of the OT.1

Because the use of the 0T in the New was not "systematically dis-
cussed until after the Reformation,"2 we choose to begin our survey of the
history of this part of Biblical scholarship with the sixteenth centuxy.

We seek to understand through the scholarship of others all that is involved
in investigating the materials, sources, and methods of the NT use of OT
quotations, allusions, ideas, and stylistic elements,

By studying historically the experience of others we shall be able to
understand the limitations as well as the positive significance of their
findings. For, we shall see not only their particular emphases, but.alsy
the areas they ignored; 3" we shall also discover the limitations which resulted

from either the myopic focus of a discrepancy debate or fromalack of information
placed on their findings.

We will seek to avoid repetition and only mention new contributions
which a given writer makes. We will restrict ourselves to material that
aids us in our specific goal, understanding Luke's use of the 0T in

3

Luke. 22-23. At the conclusion of this survey we shall try to define more

precisely what is our task in each area of Luke's use of the 0T,

lSee below, p. 26f,
%H, Gough, The NT Guotations... (London, 1855), p. iii.

3For other surveys of the history of scholarship in this area and for
bibliography see our bibliography under A. Clemen; E. E. Ellis,

Paul's Use...; L. Goppelt, Typos; C. H. Toy; For an account of more recent
research see under M. P. Miller; M. Rese, Alttestamentliche

Motive ; D. M. Smith, Jr.; cf. below, p. 700, for an index of page
references to places in Part Two, the exegesis section, where the various
writers cited in Part One analyze OT elements in Luke. 22-23 according to
the perspectives, methods, and theories which they have contributed to this
area of Biblical scholarship.,




CHAPTER I
THE PERIOD FROM 1500 TO 1800
Introduction

These centuries, standing as they do at the beginning of modern
Biblical scholarship, were a period of collection and classification in
the areas of quotation, idea, and style. The discrepancy issue which
dominated the period was the conflict between the belief in a divinely
inspired, perfect Scripture and the evidently less than perfect way in which
the text of the 0T was reproduced in NT quotations. To use discrepancy
in another sense, the question was how to explain the discrepancy between
the text-form of an OT quotation, as it appears in the NT, and its text-
form, as it appears originally in the MT and ILXX.

The Sixteenth Century

In the introduction to his commentary on a harmony of the Gospels,
John Calvin described the relationship between the OT and the NT, as
follows: The evangelisits "point the finger to show how Christ is to be
sought therein, from His tokens in Law and Prophets. We come to a useful
and fruitful study of the Gospel when in fact we learn to combine it with
the former words of promise."l The method of interpretation which Calvin
suggests we use to discover what is ascribed to Christ by the prophets is
"the simple and sincere approach we frequently find throughout the prophets,
who were extremely apt interpreters of the Law."2 This is evidently the
grammatical-historical method. From the plain grammatical sense of a

prophet's writings, viewed in the light of the historical context in which

1J. Calvin, A Harmony of the Gospels Matthew, Mark and Luke, trans.

A. W, Morrison (Calvin's Commentaries; Edinburgh, 1972), Vol, I, p. xii.
2

Ibid., III, p. 236.



they were written; this method seeks indications of the prophet's inten-
tion to "point with the finger to Christ." Calvin used the method under
the conviction that Scripture was the inspired Word of God and hence con-
sistent in all its parts. The use of the grammatical-historical method,
however, uncovered a discrepancy between this conviction and the seeming
inconsistency in meaning between OT material in its original context and
its application in a NT context. Though Calvin harmonized the discrepancy
away,l it is significant that he used the grammatical-historical method
consistently enough to uncover the inconsistency and the resulting dis-
crepancy. This NT use of OT material "out of context" continued to
exercise scholar¢® skills in erecting a theory about the NT writers' method
of interpretation, which would satisfactorily explain how and why they could
seemingly go against the plain historical meaning of an OT passage when they
quoted it in the NT.
The Seventeenth and Eighteenth Centuries

This period of Protestant Orthodoxy concerned itself with the text-
form discrepancy issue. G. Surenhusius presented a polemic against con-
temporary Jewish detractors of Christianity. He collected much information
about the types of introductory formulas used in the NT and rabbinic
writings. He had 59 classifications in all. He noted the relationship
between the introductory formula and the text quoted. For instance,
Ac, 13:40 has the general statement "in the prophets™ as part of its
introductory formula because it is a combination quotation from two prophets.

Surenhusius also collected 25 different modes of quotation. These

modes, which could be paralleled in rabbinic practice, explained text-form

discrepancies as adjustments according to interpretational principles.,2

lSee below, p. 589,

2 . . .
G. Surenhusiuws;nun ;17170 sive ARrog KaTAANdy S o .o (Amsterdam, 1713),

P. 398; e.g. subtractions and addifions at Ac.’ 3:22/Dt, 18:15 were in order
to emphasize that all would hear the prophet like Moses.
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Since his purpose was polemical, to show that the Rabbis were no better
in their quotation methods than the NT writers, it is only incidentally
that we receive these helpful suggestions for explaining text-form dis-
crepancies through contemporary rabbinic method. Unfortunately, Surenhusius
was not careful to evaluate his rabbinic evidence according to date. He
also divided the evidence into too many categories to make his classification
a helpful tool for analysis.

T. Randolph and H. Owen offered several other reasons for text-form
discrepancies. Randolph explained that the writer may not have viewed
his OT reference as an exact Quotation but merely as an allusion, reference,
or illustration.l When he did quote,; the quotation was not necessarily
intended to be a literal translation. The extant NT manuscripts might
be corrupt. They might not reflect the precision in quotation, which
really did characterize NT writers. Owen recognized the need for the in-
vestigation of the text traditions of the MT and LXX, as well as. that of
the NT. Small differences in wording between the NT and the LXX or MT
might be due to the fact that the NT writers used a2 version of the Hebrew
or Greek OT other than those which are extant.2

While these explanations may have been satisfactory for a great many
discrepancies, they still left some which Randolph regarded as serious.
These were in quotations which disagreed with the wording of both the LXX
and the MT. Randolph presented this guideline for judging whether such

quotations were so serious as to be unfair to the 0T source. "Then

1'1'. Randolph, The Prophecies and other Texts Cited in the NT (Oxford, 1782),
p. 47; T. H. Horne (An Introduction to the Critical Study and Knowledge of
the Holy Scriptures, 8th ed. (London, 1839), Vol. II, Pt. 1, p. 337f.)

also offered four categories of function, which would allow for various
degrees of text-form discrepancy: a quote pointing to literal fulfilment, to
spiritual fulfilment, an illustration, an allusion.

2H° Owen, The Modes of Quotation Used by the Bvangelical.Writers... (London,

1789), P. 93; Owen accounts for the large differences in text-form as the
result of textual corruptions created by anti-Christian Jewish scribes,
whose tendentiousness controlled their transcription of the LXX and MT. He
gives no evidence, however,
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only are Citations unfair, when Art is used to disguise the Sense, when
anything is left out, or added, or altered, which shall give a different
Meaning to the Wbrds,"l

With regard to OT idea and style, this period was also a time of
collection and classification. The scholars' historical consciousness
made them ask questions about the first century thought and language back-
ground of NT writings. J. Lightfoot's collection of rabbinic references
in the form of a commentary on the NI' was an attempt to explain its more
obscure parts by enquiring "how and in what sense those phrases and manners
of speech were understood according to the vulgar and common dialect and
opinions of that Nation (the Jews); and how they took them, by vhom they
were spoken, and by whom they were heard.,"2

J. A. Bengel used the LXX, the expression in Greek of the "Jews' style,
idiom, form and rule of speaking," to explain the peculiar idiom of the
language of the NT.

It is beyond question, that the Apostles and Evangelists were

accustomed to speak and write in such a style as was especially

suited to the Hellenizing Jews resident in Asia and elsewhere, who

had introduced the spirit of the Hebrew language into their ordinary

Greek discourse, and to whom the Greek translation of the OT (which

Hebraizes to a very great degree), was evidently familiar-that

translation, which acted in subservience to the Divine deiign of

making the Greek language the vehicle of the Divine word.

The Septuagint, then, because it had been produced according to the

will of God was a proper model for NT language and style, This was his

1Randolph, Do 47,

2Jo Lightfoot, "Horae Hebraicae et Talmudicae.,.., S. Lucae," The Works of
J. Lightfoot, ed, J. Strype (London, 1684), Vol. II, p. 94.

3J° A, Bengel, Gnomon of the NT, trans, J., Bandimnel and A. R. Fausset
(Edinburgh, 1873), Vol. I, p. 45f.; cf. W. H, Guillemard (Hebraisms in the
Greek Testament (Cambridge, 1879), p. viii), who observes, "their language
and ways of expression, especially upon religious topics, were insensibly
affected and coloured by their familiar acquaintance with the diction and
style of the Book (LXX) which they prized and loved beyond all others,"
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basic argument against those who claimed that there was a discrepancy
between the doctrinal claim that the NT Scriptures were inspired by a
perfect God and the less than perfect Greek in which they were written,

But dogmatic considerations were not the only reason why Bengel chose the
LXX as a point of reference for NT thought and style. He assumed that it
represented a peculiar idiom of the "Hellenizing Jews," which was the idiom
of the NT writers and their audiences. The effect of this view on his
methods was that he normally analyzed 0T quotations in the New on the basis
of the LXX. Only when a text-form discrepancy between the LXX and the MT
had been made the basis of the quotation's use in the New, did he refer to
the MT,

Although much useful collection of 0T background material for NT
thouéht and style took place during this period, since the purpose of the
collection was to present material which would explain passages obscure
to those with only a knowledge of classical Greek, the material was not
systematically gathered for the whole of the NT. Also, no distinction was
made between the unconscious influence of the 0T on NT writers, as part

of the background of their thought and style, and the conscious use of

0T thought and style by NT writers.
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CHAPTER II
THE PERIOD FROM 1801 TO 1910
Introduction

The discussion of text-form discrepancies in NT quotations of the
01ld continued in this period. There was greater precision in the
classification of quotations according to text-form. Some general
hypotheses emerged to account for the discrepancies. A discrepancy in
the area of interpretational method provoked much discussion. It was
the discrepancy between the proper meaning of an OT passage in its original
historical context as determined by practitioners of the scientific
historical critical method and the meaning which the NT writers understood
and present when they apply the OT passage to a NT context.

Those who studied NT allusions to the 0ld became involved with the
relation of the historicity of a NT event, which fulfilled OT prophecy, to
the possible formative power of the OT prophetic content. Was the OT the
only source for some of the historical details in the gospel narrative?
With new archaeological finds the view of the nature of NT Greek and its
relation to the LXX changed dramatically. This affected the theories which
explained the origin of the OT content in Luke's thought and the semitic
element in his style,

0ld Testament Quotation

The classification of the text-form of OT quotations in the New
settled into a basic pattern of four categories with a few variations:

(1) NT agrees with the MT and the LXX: (2) NT agrees with LXX against MT:

(3) NT agrees with MT against LXX; and (4) NT agrees with neithergl

e, m Toy, Quotations in the New Testament (N.Y., 1884), p. ix.
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D. M. Turpie originally divided the fourth category into two sub-divisioms
(4a2) NT disagrees with LXX which disagrees with MT and (4b) NT disagrees
with LXX which agrees with MT,l W. A, Dittmar applied the results of his
studies of the LXX text traditions to his classification and added these
subdivisionss: (la) NT agrees with the MT and a variant of the LXX;
(2a) NT agrees with a variant of the LXX against wr, 2

Along with the more precise classification of the text-form of OT
quotations, this period saw the emergence of a more specific definition of
the guotation category itself. H. B. Swete defined OT quotations as OT
material either introduced by introductory formulas, or "which, though not
announced by a formula, appear from the context to be intended quotations,
or agree verbatim with some context in the 0ld Testament."3

There was also increasing concern with allusion material as a distinct
category. J. Scott defined allusions in general as references to the sense
and to the mere sound or form of Scripture. "They are a silent appropria-
tion of the facts and forms of thought; and of the sentiments and sentences
of the 0T, and, even more than the different modes of citation, pervade
the whole revelation."4

Westcott and Hort in their description of the words they chose to place
in uncial type indicating that they came from the 0T, said they included
gquotations expressly cited; sentences adopted from the OT though having

no introductory formula; phrases "borrowed from some one passage or limited

number of passages"; and a characteristic word found in a few 0T passages.

1p. M. Turpie, The 0ld Testament in the New (London, 1868), p. xvi.

W, A. Dittmar, Vetus Testamentum in Novo... (G8ttingen, 1903), p. vii.

3
“g. B. Swete, An Introduction to the OT in Greek, ed. R. R. Ottley,
2nd rev, ed. (Cambridge, 1914), p. 382.

4Go Scott, Principles of NT Quotation, 2nd ed. (Edinburgh, 1877), p. 30.
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Unlike Swete, Westcott and Hort base the identification of OT material,
besides explicit quotations, totally on verbal agreement between OT and New.
They based their identification on a comparison of the NT text with the LXX
and the MT. They noted any NT quotations which agreed with one of these
text-forms against the other. By relying totally on verbal agreement
Westcott and Hort encountered a difficulty which would continue to call for
scholarly attention., They could not draw a clear line between OT idea and
OT allusion. They realized that they could multiply OT references to their
"phrase'" or "characteristic words" categories, though they tried to limit
themselveg, As a result, they were forced to conclude concerning some OT
allusions, "...it has not been found possible to draw and maintain a clear
line of distinction and determine from which particular passage the words or
phrases were drawn."l So the question remained: when, on verbal grounds,
does a word or phrase cease to be an 0T idea and become an allusion; and when
does it cease to be an allusion and become only an idea? More than verbal
evidence seemed to be needed,

While some scholars were dissatisfied with the lack of precision in
the definition of OT material without introductory formulas, others were
compiling lists of every conceivable reference to the OT in the words and
phrases of the New. E. Hihn made such a list.2 Hihn observed that not
only is the boundary between intentional quotation without introductory
formula and simple allusion not firm, = :~ it is based on subjective judgment,
He also noted that it is not feagsible to determine whether an allusion is

intentional or unintentional.3 The only classification of allusions, which

1'I'he NT in the Original Greek, ed. B. F. Westcott and F. J. A. Hort (Cambridge,
1881-82), Vol. II, Appendix, p. 174.

2E. Hifhn, Die Alttestamentliche Citate und Reminiscenzen im NT
(Tdbingen, 1900); Dittmar uses Hithn's list as the basis for his text-form
analysis.

3

Ibid., pp. vi, 269.
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he would make, was "messianic" and "non-messianic," He identified as
"messianic" those gquotations and allusions which the NT writers employed
to show that Jesus was the Messiah. The rest were "non-messianic."

Focusing again on 0T quotations in the New, we should note some of
the general theories whiéh were suggested as explanations for the text-
form discrepancies in NT citations. They fall into two categories;
theories about the OT materials which the NT writers had at their disposal
and theories about the methods the NT writers used in their quotation of
the 0ld.

C. H. Toy offered a theory in the first category. While text-form
discrepancy classifications (1) and (2) probably represented quotations
taken from the LXX, classes (3) and (4) contain quotations probably taken
from a Jewish Aramaic Targum,1 Swete further refined the view that the
IXX was the source for many, if not the majority, of NT quotations by
observing: "There is considerable weight of evidence in favour of the
belief that the BEvangelists employed a recension of the IXX which came nearer
to the text of Cod. A than to that of our oldest uncial §."2

The theory most commonly put forward to explain text-form discrepancy

in terms of the NT writers' method was that they used the literary methods of

lToy, p. xviii; Toy depends on E. Bihl «%orschungen nach einer Volksbibel...
(Vienna, 1873)] for this theory. However, he does not follow him to the
extent that he would say that this Jewish Aramaic Targum is actually a
translation of the LXX and therefore can explain classifications (1) and (2)
as well; cf. M. Black ("The Problem of the 0T Quotations in the Gospels,"
Journal of the Manchester University Egypt and Oriental Society, XXIII (1942),
P. 4), who suggests an Aramaic Targum as the basis for OT quotations in the
Gospels and cites the parallel text-form discrepancies in the 0ld Syriac
Gospels as evidence,

2Swete, p. 395; A. Sperber ("The NT and the LXX," JBL, LIX (1940), pp. 193-293)
presents a thorough analysis of the NT evidence, which confirms Swete's
observations; M. Karnetzki (Die Alttestamentliche Zitate in der synoptisbhen
Tradition (Diss.; THbingen, 1955), p. 196), notes that both text traditions
represented by God. A and B have probably been assimilated to the NT

quotation text-form,
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the Hellenistic period, For the sake of a uniformly highly polished
style, the ancient historian would rework the wording of his quotation,
while preserving its content. Text-form discrepancies naturally resulted
for "truthful representation, and not verbal accuracy, was all that was
required or sought."l

In applying these theories to Luke, scholars sought to give an account
of the distinctive character of the text-form of his OT quotations.
With regard to the OT materials which Luke used, C. H. Toy observed that
Luke usually follows the LXX.2 In some places, however, he "appears to
be influenced by the Aramaic, guided, probably in such cases, by a traditional
form of the quoted text."3 This traditional form was contained in
Palestinian sources for his gospel, which he translated from the Aramaic
himself.4 With respect to Luke's method of quotation, J. C. X. D8pke
said that memory lapse was responsible for some text-form @iﬁferences?

Toy recognized that Luke, being a historian who made a literary effort in

his style, was more free in his citation than other NT writers.

1Scott, p. 90.

2’I‘oy, p. xxxiv; cf. J. C. K. D8pke, (Hermeneutik der neutestamentlichen
Schriftsteller (Leipzig, 1829), p. 239.

3

Toy, p. xxxiv.

4cf. T. Vogel, Zur Characteristik des Lukas nach Sprach und Stil

(Leipzig, 1897), p. 18; He claimed that the text-form in Luke showed that
the quotation was either decisively taken from LXX or from some other source.
Discrepancies were not the result of a free rendering of the LXX.

5DUpke, p. 240; cf. H. J. Cadbury, The Making of Iuke-Acts (N.Y., 1927),
P. 326; K. Stendahl (The School of St. Matthew and its Use of the OT,

2nd ed. (ASNU, XX; Lund, 1967), p. 158) shows a later emphasis on the im-
portance of discrepancies for revealing the theology of NT writers and the
early church. He says that the memory lapse explanation should not be
resorted to automatically.

6'l‘oy;,. p. xxxiv; cf. M. Krenkel (Josephus und Lucas (Leipzig, 1894), p. 16),
who sees nothing distinctive about Luke's freedom in quotation. He is
just following the practice of his time; cf. also 8tendahl, pp. 157, 164.
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Krenkel offered the explanation that where Luke's quotation differs

decisively in content from the OT it might be due to his literary source

and the fact that Luke's methed was to reproduce it faithfully.l
J. C. K., DYpke, writing in the wake of the Enlightenment, said that

the opinion of the times had changed concerning the value of the NT

writers' interpretational method. Previously, Surenhusio could use the

best of Jewish exegetical tradition to defend Christianity. Now that

tradition was seen to err in many ways. D¥pke undertook a fresh examina-

tion of the Jewish interpretational practices and in the light of that

evaluated the NT writers' methods. He concluded that the NT writers'

methods of interpretation were similar to their Jewish contemporaries'

They differed only in their primary focus and use. The NT writers

employed a christologically centered typology to prove that Jesus was the

Messiah. Another important factor in the NT method which kept it from

making many more errors under the influence of Jewish exegetical method was

the fact that the NT writers were unlearned men. They did not know and,

hence, did not exercise the sophisticated exegetical methods of their

Jewish contemporaries, which regrettably resulted in a subjective and

arbitrary handling of the OT text. Although NT writers naturally shared

some methodological deficiencies with their Jewish contemporaries, on average,

they made much wiser use of the 0T than the rest of the Jews.2

D¥pke's approach was an attempt to move beyond the perspective of the
3
"

"accommodation theory. This theory was the main way in which scholars,
who accepted the hegemony of rationalism during the Enlightenment, re-
conciled the ensuing conflict between their rational estimate of NT inter-

pretational methods and their conviction that the Bible was divinely inspired.

1Krenkel, p. 16,

2D8pke, p. 188,

3L° Goppelt, Typos, Die typologische Deutung des AT im Neuen, 2nd unrev. ed.
(BFTh;,II:43; Gltersloh, 1966), p. 9.
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They had claimed that God through Jesus and the apostles accommodated
himself to man's level of understanding as he coﬁmunicated his truth.

Part of the accommodation was the use of interpretational methods which
were current in the NT world. Ddpke still labored under the conviction
that the Jewish and NT methods of interpretation were somewhat inferior to
what men of enlightenment would prefer. However, he did discover again
some of the distinctive characteristics of the NT methods and was able to
look at them in a positive light.,

The major way in which NT exegetical methods were seen to err was their
arbitrary application of literal details from the OT to a completely different
NT situation. NT writers seemed to give no consideration either to the
meaning of the words of an OT gquotation as they existed in their original
OT context, or to the intention of the original writer in his historical
situation. Scientific historical criticism could more or less confidently
reconstruct the original meaning and original historical context of an OT
passage. If the NT interpretation of an OT passage did not coincide with
this original meaning and purpose, then the NT interpretation must be meen
as other than the true one, As a result, the difference in interpretation
led, as in the case of text-form differences, to a discrepancy. On the
one hand, there was the doctrinal affirmation that the Scriptures were
inspired by God and therefore were true and authoritative in the inter-
pretation which they gave of themselves. On the other hand, there was
the evidence of the findings of scientific historical criticism, which
showed that the NT Scriptures do not, according to the canons of that
critical method, interpret the OT truly. Thus, the Scriptures hardly
interpret themselves authoritatively as the inspired Word of God should,

The problem was most acute in the area of the NT application of OT
texts to events in the life and ministry of Jesus. The NT writers claimed
that the 0T texts had been fulfilled and found fheir true meaning in the

events of Jesus! life, death, and resurrection. In some instances, the
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texts which the NT writers used were originally uttered as prophecies.

The case could be made that the NT use did not violate the original
historical intention of the OT writer, However, even in these cases

the thoroughgoing scientific historical critic according to his
philosophical presuppositions could not allow for either the supernatural
inspiration of the OT prophet or the supernatural intervention and
accomplishment of the fulfilmernt in NT events. He would emphasize the
need for seeing in the prophet's contemporary situation some figure or
event about which the prophecy was made. At best, the critic could allow
for two fulfilments, immediate and future. But, the future fulfilment
could be recognized in the 0T text only after the supposed fulfilment event
had happened and NT writers had used Jewish exegetical methods to arbitrarily
apply the literal detail of the OT prophecy to the NT event.

In other instances,; the intention of the original writer was clearly
not prophetic. The fulfilment which NT writers saw in a non=prophetic
OT passage could be shown by the scientific historical critical method
to be the product of an interpretational method which disregarded the
grammatical meaning in the original literary context and the purpose of
the passage in the original historical context. Again, the truth and
authority of such an interpretation and of the book in which it was con-
tained could be called into question,

In the nineteenth century many hypotheses were constructed to explain
this discrepancy in methods of interpretation,l Those who explained the
difference with the intention of defending the authority and inspiration
of Scripture often stressed the continuity in interpretational method

between Jesus and the gospel Writers,2 This prevented them from focusing

lA° Clemen, Der Gebrauch des AT in den Neutestamentlichen Schriften

(GUtersloh, 1895), pp. LOff.

2eog° B. Haupt (ﬁie Alttestamentliche . Citate in den Vier Evangelien erdrtegt
(Colberg, 1871)] treats only Matthew and John individually; cf. Clemen,
P. 250,
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much attention on the distinctive contribution of the individual gospel
writers, The purpose of such an emphasis on the continuity between Jesus
and the gospel writers was to make legitimate the evangelists' methods by
extending to them the authority of Jesus' interpretational practices,

The orthodox scholar Scott1 offered a theological framework in which
the NT methods of typology and direct prophetic fulfilment could be under-
stood, The unifying theological framework within which both the OT and
NT writers wrote was "progressive revelation.," The divine author of
Scripture was at work in all of the writers, progressively revealing his
truth to mankind through them, This reality enabled the NT writers both
to quote by analogy the great doctrinal and moral truths presented in one
historical situation, and to find them appropriate to their own. The
same basic economy of God's dealings with man obtained in both times, But
since the revelation was progressive, the NT writer!$ understanding could
properly advance beyond that of the OT writer., He would understandably
present a more complete and, therefore, somewhat different interpretation
to his own time,

Scott described typology as "founded on a system of divine ideas oxr
intentions, whether embodied in a person, a place, an institution,; or an
event.,"2 These embodiments or types recur in a discernible pattern
throughout sacred history, A NT writer's identification of a NT event as
a "typical" embodiment or fulfilment of an OT type is an appropriate use of
the 0T within the framework of "progressive revelation." Scott observed
that it is often difficult to distinguish between OT material in the New

which is intended to indicate fulfilled direct messianic prophecy and that

1Scott, P. 32f,

°Tbid, p. 46.
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which is the fulfilment of "typical" prophecy, But, in each case, the
hypothesis of "progressive revelation" and the logic of the typological and
prophetic fulfilment methods of interpretation are intended to make ¢
legitimate the NT method of interpretation and neutralize the objections of
the scientific historical critical methodo1

Those who accepted the negative judgment of the scientific historical
critical method on the NT interpretational method developed theories which
enabled them to define positively the exact area in which the Scriptures or
Christianity eould still claim to be true and authoritative, They could
appeal to the authority of Jesus and his method over against that of the NT
writers, They emphasized not the continuity but the discontinuity between
the interpretational methods of Jesus and the gospel writers. A, H, McNeile
contended that Jesus spoke mainly in general terms about the fulfilment of
OT prophecy in his life and work, The writers of Matthew and John dealt in
detailed fulfilmentq2 To speak in general terms was acceptable and did net
contradict the findings of the scientific historical critical method,

Another approach, while also admitting the "faulty exegesis" of the NT
writers, claimed that even from this exegesis spiritual truth could be drawn.
Toy concludes,

This (OT) fulfilment is brought in the NT though in most cases by,

or in connection with, a method of interpretation that cannot be

called legitimate, The natural, historical intexrpretation seemed

to them not to yield satisfactory results, the NT writers spiritualize;

but faulty exegesis is no great matter alongside of the power of their
theme,; and the inspiration of their pure and strong spiritual thought,

Tor, Haupt (pp. 202ff.), who argues that Jesus did not use Scripture
either from its literal sense in violation of the original context, or
allegorically, Since he did not have a consistent method of interpretation
we camnot follow it. He interpreted Scripture with a divine insight into
the law of the development of God's salvation purposes,

2A° H. McNeile, "Our Lord's Use of the OT." Cambridge Biblical Essays,
ed. H. B, Swete (London, 1909), p. 221; Huhn (p. 291) concludes that the
majority of Jesus' quotations and allusions are not from messianic
prophecies; c¢f, F. C. Burkitt, The Gospel History and its Transmission, 2nd
ed, (Bdinburgh, 1907), p. 202; J. P. Peters, "Christ's Treatment of the OT,"
JBL, XV (1896), p. 105,

3Toy, P. xxvi; ef., Clemen, p., 251,
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Thus, those who accepted the negative judgment of scientific historical
criticism against the NT methods of interpretation had to salvage what
authority for Christianity they believed the Bible had, by either distinguish-
ing between the interpretational methods of Jesus and his followers, or
identifying scriptural authority in terms of spiritual truth, whose power
was not diminished by illegitimate interpretational methods, One positive
result of this negative criticism was that a historical sense continued to
dominate the investigations, Although they often saw themselves as superior
in insight and method to the NT writers of the first century, at least,
nineteenth century scholars sought to distinguish between their own methods
and NT methods, It left the way open for a continuing study of the NT
methods based on its own evidence, although not yet judged totally on its
own merits, or by its own standards.

There was little discussion of Luke's interpretational methods during
this period, because the majority of quotations in Luke are made by Jesus
and thus became evidence for Jesus! not the gospel writer's use of the 0T,
However, Dgpke using a synoptic source theory which assumed Matthean
priority undertook to explain "non-quotations," quotations which Luke did
not take over from Matthew.1

Commentators were also beginning to notice, however, the particular
characteristics of Luke's use of OT quotations in his gospel. He does not
use very many quotations and when they do occur, they appear mostly in the
sayings of Jesus and other persons, They do not appear as editorial comment
in the na.rrative.,2 A, Plummer and others used this as part of their evidence

3

that Luke was written by a Gentile for Gentiles.” Further, '"very little is

1D8pke, P. 240,

2A° Plummer, The Gospel According to St., Luke, 3rd ed. (ICC; Edinburgh,
1900), p. xxxiv; cf, Toy, p., xxxiv,

3Plummer9 P. xxxiv; cf, Clemen (p. 94), who further explains that the
gospel material containing many OT quotations, which describes the conflict
of Jesus with the Pharisees, was dispensed with by Luke in view of his Gentile
audience; cf. F. W, Parrar, The Gospel According to St, Luke (Cambridge Greek

Testament for Schools...; Cambridge, 1893), p. xxii, n. 3.
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said about the fulfilment of prophecy, which would not greatly interest
Gentile readers“o"1

This explanation of the lack of guotations, especially fulfilment of
prophecy proof-texts, however, tended to retard progress in the investigation
of the positive use to which Luke did put his quotations, Scholars were
released from having to ask the question: what understanding did Luke have
of OT prophecy and its fulfilment in NT events? This explanation which
appealed to Luke's Gentile background was based én the untested assumption
that Gentiles by nature are less interested in or knowledgeable about the OT
and prophetic fulfilment than Jewso2

01d Testament Allusion

The introduction of the scientific historical critical method into
Biblical studies in the nineteenth century raised a different issue for the
study of OT allusions in the New, Since the method excluded the possibility
of real fulfilment of OT prophecy by NT historical events, the practitioners
of the method had to find another way of explaining the origin of the NT
historical details which NT writers claimed were fulfilment of OT prophecy,

D, F. Strauss contrasted the new approach with the orthodox one when he

analyzed the origin of the parting of the garments incident (Lk, 23:34/Ps, 21

1Plummer, P, xxxivy; Of the five instances of fulfilment of prophecy
proof=texts in Luke, all but the first occur in sayings of Jesus addressed to
Jews; cf. Toy (p. xxxiv), who explains that Luke was '"not a messianic
commentator" like Matthew, but rather a gospel writer 1like Mark,

2cfo A, Harnack (Bible Reading in the Early Church, trans, J. R, Wilkin-
son (Crown Theological Library, XXXVI; N.Y., 1912), p. 34), who treats Luke
as an exception to this rule about Gentile incompetence and lack of interest,
"The Gentile Christian Luke shows in his work at all events a very respectable
knowledge of the Bible, which cannot only have beenacquired from what he had
heard in public worship, but must have been based upon private study; indeed
he imitates the style of the Septuagint with considerable skill, But in my
opinion he was probably in close touch with Judaism, or at least with the
disciples of the Baptist before he became a Christian, though we cannot
conclusively prove this, Again the question of the existence and extent
of private Bible reading ought not at any rate to be made to depend upon the
case of one who was a literary men; the Bible knowledge of a man who took up
pen to write books would naturally be far in advance of that of the great
majority of his brethren."
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(22)319). He wrote that orthodox expositors like ’I'holuck1 say that under
divine guidance ",..in the moments of inspiration +the OT writer chose such
figurative expressions as had a literal fulfilment in Christ." But Strauss,
himself, said that originally the OT writer

as a man of poetical imagination used those expressions as mere

metaphors to denote total defeat; but the petty, prosaic spirit of

Jewish interpretation, which the Evangelists shared without any fault

of theirs, and from which orthodox theologians, by their own fault

however, have not perfectly liberated themselves after the lapse of
eighteen centuries, led to the belief that those words must be under-
stood literally, and in this sense must be shown to be fulfilled in the

Messiah.

According to Strauss, the historicity of any detail in the passion’
narrative which is marked out as a fulfilment by a quotation, or is phrased
in language which makes it an OT allusion, should be called into question,
Its real origin is prohbably in the Jewish exegetical tradition which deter-
mined that certain passages in the OT were descriptions of the Messiah,

The early church took over the tradition. It reasoned that if something
was supposed to happen to the Messiah, since Jesus was the Messiah, then

such details must have happened to him, Strauss' criterion for a historical
event in the passion narrative is then twofold: historical probability and
lack of harmony with messianic prophecy. Putting it negatively, Strauss
says, "...where likewise the essential substance and groundwork is either
inconceivable in itself, or is in striking harmony with some Messianic idea
of the Jews of that age, then not the particular alleged course and mode of
the transaction only, but the entire occurrence must be regarded as un-

historicalo"3

Strauss wrote a life of Jesus that sought to distinguish between

1F° A, G. Tholuck, "The OT in the New," trans. C. A. Aitken, Bibliotheca

Sacra, XI (1854), pp. 568-616,
2D° F. Strauss, The Life of Jesus critically examined, translated fromthe
4th Germmed. by George Eliot (London, 1898), p. 684.

3Mo sy Po 916
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historical fact and the mythical fiction generated by, among other things,
the conviction that Jesus was indeed the expected Messiah,

X. W’eidel1 took up the method of Strauss and his successors. He
sought to detefmine what content, if any, in the gospel passion narratives
had, as its only source, theOT. His analysis led him to conclude that Mark
is the only source for the other gospel narratives and that any independent
material is formed from the O‘I‘,2

He observed that Luke and Matthew, in contrast to Mark, revealed a
later time in the history of the early church, The concern wag no longer
with answering Jewish polemic by plain, unembellished fulfilment proof=texts,
The gospel writers took much more freedom in using phantasy and typology in
the construction of their narratives, They consciously alluded to the OT
through the details which they introduced into the narrative,

3

J. Weiss,” however, saw the process as an unconscious one. To get
over the shock of Jesus' death, the early church sought comfort from the
Scriptures in the assurance that all that had happened was planned. The
OT Scriptures were viewed; not as containing prophetic promises, but as
describing the sufferings of Jesus, Before they had the Gospels, the early
church read the 0T Scriptures as the story of the death of Jesus. This was
done in the best of faith, In this way the OT promises and history provided
a whole series of details which enriched the gospel history.

Whether by conscious or unconscious means, scholars concluded that the
use of the OT through allusions had a decisive impact on the formation of the
historical narrative of the Passgion.

0ld Testament Idea and Style

With the discovery ¢f a mass of papyri, inscriptions, and ostraca from

1K, Weidel, "Studien Uber den Einfluss des Weissagungsbeweises,"
ThS tukr, LOXITT (1910), pp. 83-109; 163-195; LXXXV (1912), pp. 167-286,

2Wéidel, ThStuKr, LXXXV, p. 279f,

3. Weiss, Die Drei Alteren Evangelien, 2nd ed. (Die Schriften des NT,
I; G8ttingen, 1907), p. 46,
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the Hellenistic period, a serious gap in the knowledge of the non=literary
Greek language of that period was filled, When examples of this non-
literary or koiné language were compared with the NT, the parallels between
them led scholars to conclude that they were of the same type, the colloguial
Greek of the time, As a result, A, T, Robertson could observe,
The NT Greek is now seen to be not an abnormal excrescence, but a
natural development in the Greek language; to be, in fact, a not
unworthy part of the great stream of the mighty tongue. It was

not outside of the world-language, but in the very heart of_it
and influenced considerably the future of the Greek tongue.

-This conclusion about the Greek of the NT was very important both for
the theories about the causes of the semitic element in NT thought and style,
and for the kinds of method to be used in detecting such influences. Until
the Eﬂiﬁé milieu was discovered and applied to NT studies, some scholars
explained NT Greek as an example of the special language, Biblical or Jewish
Greek, which was presumed to be a dialect spoken by the Jews of the Diaspora.2
The chief example of this language was the LXX. Any similarity in vocabulary
or grammar between the LXX and the NT was due to the common peculiar language
in which these two works were written.

Tﬁe work of G. A. Deissmann and J. H. Moulton,3 among others, decisively
challenged this theory. They said that the common link between LXX and
NT should be seen as the EEiEé Greek of the Hellenistic period. Deissmann
did allow for the possibility of LXX influence on NT thought, but he limited
this to religious vocabulary. Even then, he continued to emphasize that

4

the influence was mediated through the common koiné. As far as the in-

1A, T. Robertson, A Grammar of the Greek NT in the Light of Historical
Research (New York; 1914), p. 30.

2

E, Hatch, Bssays in Biblical Greek (Oxford, 1889), p. 2.

3G. A. Deissmann, Bible  Studies, trans. A. Grieve; 2nd ed. (Edinburgh,
1903); J. H. Moulton, A Grammar of NT Greek (Edinburgh, 1906), Vol. I-Prolegomena

4Deissmann (p. 82) comments, "Such expressions /religious vocabulary/

were known to any such Christian. from his enviromment before ever he read
the LXX and when he met them again in that book, he had no feeling of having
his store of words enlarged, but believed himself to be walking on, so to

speak, known ground."
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fluence of the LXX on NT style was concerned, Deissmann used an inscription
to illustrate the fact that in harmony with their contemporaries NT writers
probably imitated the LXX in vocabulary, but not in grammar.l

The replacement of the Biblical Greek theory with the koiné theory
was greeted in some quarters with caution, H. B. Swete's comment shows
the importance which was still attached to the direct connection between
LXX and the NT in the OT idea area:"...the student of the NT will make the
ILXX his starting-point in examining the sense of all words and phrases which,
though they may have been used in classical Greek or by the KO(W{ passed
into Palestinian use through the Greek OT and in their passage received

the impress of Semitic thought and life."2

The advance which this new knowledge made possible in the investiga-

tion of Luke's use of the OT was that scholars could now begin to distinguish
between unconscious influence and conscious use of 0T ideas and style by
the author. As long as the NT and OT were bound together by this common,
special language, Biblical Greek, all similarities could be explained as
distinctive elements of the gpecial language. Now that a third point of
comparison, the koinéz was available, the a priori assumption of a direct,
unconscious link of the LXX and NT could be discarded. An analysis which
searched for the conscious link created by a NT writer, who used OT thought
in his theological themes and OT style to color his narrative, might be
undertaken.

Moulton classified the semitic element in the NT this way: (1) vocabulary
expressions acceptable in Greek, which because of their freguency in the

NT, peint to translation of a Hebrew equivalent; (2) syntax which betrays

lIbid., Pp. 274ff.; A memorial stele at Necropolis of Adrumetrum,
2-3rd cent., A.D., contains an invocation to a god written with LXX
vocabulary.

2Swe‘te, P. 457.
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semitic influence; (3) the influence of the translation Greek of the hode

Moulton viewed the semitic element as mainly evidence for semitic NT
sources, and not as evidence of LXX style imitation by NT writers. His
clagsification of the material, however, was a useful starting point for
advocates of either approach. Most helpful was the introduction of the
fregquency test which advanced beyond the criterion that only what is
peculiar to the LXX and the NT is evidence of LXX influence.

To account for the 0T and semitic element in Luke's thought and style
was especial}y difficult even in the time when the Biblical Greek theory
was dominant. Godet put the puzzle this way. "There is one fact, es-
pecially, which still waits for explanation, namely, the Aramaisms of Luke.
The Aramaisms are met with not only in passages which belong exclusively
to this Hellenistic writer, but also in those which are common to him and
the other writers, who were of Jewish origin, and in whose parallel passages
nothing of a similar kind is to be foundl"2 Why would Luke, a Gentile,
tolerate a semitic element in his sources and even introduce it into his
own writing?3 Two lines of explanation were that Luke was a Jew whose
natural style was Hebrew-Greek (Biblical Greek), or that he was a Gentile

4

who slavishly used Jewish Christian sources. The first was either modified
so that Luke was viewed as unconsciously influenced by LXX vocabulary or
as consciously using LXX vocabulary and style. The chief argument from

Luke's works was that this vocabulary occurred throughout Luke, not just

leulton, I, p. 11f.; cf. J. H. Moulton and W. F. Howard, A Grammar
of NT Greek (Edinburgh, 1929), Vol. II-Accidence and Word Formation;
"Appendix of Semitisms in the NT," pp. 412-85; (fhis is a most complete
collection and discussion of the semitic element in the NT)

2F° Godet, A Commentary on the Gospel of Luke, translated from the 2nd
French ed. by E. Shalders and M. Cusin; 4th ed. (Edinburgh, 1896),
Vol. I, p. viii.

3ct. Robertson (p. 107), who says, "Curiously enough, though a Gentile
and capable of writing almost classic Attic (Lk. 1:1-4), yet, Luke uses
Semitisms not common elsewhere in the NT."

4. B. Bruce, Expositor's Greek NT (London, 1905), Vol. I-The Synoptic
Gospels, p. 25.
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in passages having to do with religion, but also in passages having to
do withsecular matters.,1 Vogel based his observation on vocabulary which
exists in the LXX and only in ILuke-Acts, not in the rest of the NT,2

G. Dalman and M. Krenkel concluded that Luke consciously imitated the
LXX style. Dalman collected those semitic elements which he called
"Hebraisms'" and observed that they occur exclusively in Luke, but only very
seldom, Dalman classified the semitic element in the Gospels into three
categories: Aramaisms, semitisms and Hebraisms, Aramaisms probably come
from semitic sources which depend on the oral .tradition preserved in the
common language of Palestine, Aramaic. Semitisms may be either Hebraisms
or Aramaisms, Hebraisms also may have stemmed from a semitic source.
However, if Hebraisms stemmed from an original Hebrew gospel which ILuke
used as a source? we would expect them to be more frequent. "If then,
in the case of that Synoptist who is most guilty of Hebraisms, these are
due, in most cases, at least, to the author himself,... /They/ should
properly be called ‘Septuagint-graecisms.,'"5 Krenkel claimed that Luke

consciously depended on the IXX as well as upon Josephus for his vocabulary.

The second line of explanation, that Luke the Gentile slavishly used

Jewish Christian sources, came to be employed in the wake of the general
acceptance of Markan priority as the best way to understand the literary
relationship of the Synoptic Gospels., The semitic element in Luke

became an added indicator of a third source, "L". At the beginning of the

1Vogel, p. 16; cf. Swete's statement (p. 453), 'Bven in the case of
writers such as Luke..., the LXX has no doubt regulated the choice of words."

2¢f. J. C. Hawkins, Horae Synopticae, 2nd ed. (Oxford, 1909), p. 201.

30fu J. Wellhausen, Einleitung in die drei ersten Evangelien, 2nd
ed. (Berlin, 1911), p. 7f.

4

Weiss, p. 407.

5G. Dalman, The VWords of Jesus, trans. D. M. Kay (Edinburgh, 1909),
p. 41.

6Krenkel, p. 331.



31

development of a position which maintains itself in one form or another

to the present,1 B. S. Bagton analyzed Dalman's evidence and turned the
argument on its head. The lack of frequent use of Hebraisms in Luke had
indicated to Dalman that no Hebrew source for the whole gospel was used.
Easton analyzed the occurrences of Dalman's list of Lukan Hebraisms and
found that six of the fourteen were certainly "L" phrases; three were so

in part; three were irrelevant for various reasons; and only two were really
Lukan.2 The Hebraisms then became indicators of one of ILuke's sources and
were not part of his style,

Other commentators combined these two explanations for the semitic
element in Luke's style and thought, but usually emphasized one over the
other, A, Plummer commented, "No doubt it is true that, where he has used
materials which directly or indirectly are Aramaic his style is Hebraistic,
but it may also be true that he has there allowed his style to be Hebraistic,
because he felt that such a style was appropriate to the subject matter°"3
flhile Plummer suggested the possible purpose of such Hebraistic style. to
be "appropriate to the subject matter," Zahn observed that "Luke uses a few
Hebraisms, not only in the narratives probably, or certainly, taken from
older sources, but in connective phrases and summaries, which are of his

"4'

own composition. He thus saw the significance of their placement as

an indication of their origin from Luke himgelf,

1See V. Taylor (The Passion Narrative of St. Luke, ed. 0. E. Evans
(SNTS Monograph Series, XIX; Cambridge, 1972), pp. 3=30) for an account of
those who hold this position.

2B. S. Easton, "Linguistic Evidence for the Lucan Source L," JBL,
XXXIX (1910), p. 178.

3Plummer, p. xliv; cf. Hawkins (p. 198, n.l), who makes the LXX more
immediately responsible,

4T. Zahn, Introduction to the NT, translated from 3rd German ed. by
J. M. Trout et al (Edinburgh, 1909), Vol., III, p. 104; cf. Cadbury, p. 224,
n. 18p S. E. Johnson, "The LXX and the NT," JBL, LVI (1937), p. 344; K.
Grobel, "Idiosyncracies of the Synoptists in their Perikope Introductions,"
JBL, LIX (1940} pp. 405-410.
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J. H. Moulton's Prolegomena to his grammar built on the koiné theory.
As a result, he saw the semitisms in Luke as mainly "rough Greek transla-
tion from Aramaic [Eburceg?wleft mainly as they reached him, [ﬁhich] perhaps
because of their very roughness seemed too clear to be refined away."

In addition, there was "a very limited imitation of the LXX idiom...
/especially/ ...while the story moves in the Jewish world."™  In this way
Moulton was a little more precise than Plummer in his comment about ap-
propriateness. He also offered an explanation of the concentration of
ILXXisms in the gospel and Aets 1-12, as opposed to the lack of semitisms

in Acts 13ff. S. J. Case observed that the semitic element in the gospel
narratives varies according to who is speaking. God speaks in the language
of Scripture and "many of Jesus' most solemn and forceful pronouncements

are reproductions of OT phrases." 0T style seemg to add the weight of
authority to these pronouncements.

The areas of OT thought and style, then, received new impetus for
further investigation from the archaeological finds. One theory of the
nature of NT language basically replaceé another and in the process, the
way was opened for greater precision in identifying conscious use of QT
thought and style by a NT writer. Several avenues of explanation for the

semitic element in Luke were opened. Yet, it is of some interest that

lMoulton, I, p. 18: E. Plumacher (Lukas als hellenistischer
Schriftsteller (Studien z. Umwelt d. NE, IX; G8ttingen, 1972), p. 67,
n. 178) analyzes the speeches in Acts in the light of a similar point
made by H. F. D. Sparks ("The Semiticisms of St. Luke's Gospel," JTS,
XLIV (1943), pp. 129-138). He discovers that Peter's speeches appear in
LXX style which is singularly inappropriate for the speech of a Palestinian
Jew. It is not a concern with historical coloring that makes Luke use the
style. Rather it is the fact that these events belong to the central
epoch of salvation history that demands language appropriate to it. It
is an epoch which ends with the Gentile mission. Thus, after Asts 15
the ILXX style is no longer so frequent.

28, J. Case, "The NT Writers' Interpretation of the OT," Biblical
World, XXXVIII (1911), p. 97.
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those scholars, Deigssmann and Moulton, who did much to provide the
framework in which a fruitful study of the use of the 0T by a NT writer
could be undertaken, were now the most hesitant to ascribe to Luke any
consistent imitation of LXX style, Besides arguing that the LXX was
translation Greek and would not lend itself readily to imitation, their
emphasis on the common language which the LXX and NT shared meant that
they over-reacted against the explanation that NT writers consciously
borrowed LXX thought and style. Their automatic preference, when en-
countering semitic elements in a NT writer, was the semitic source ex-

planation. The balance was yet to be restored.1

lSee below, p. 55,
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CHAPTER III
THE PERIOD FROM 1911 TO 1945
Introduction

The period from 1911 to the end of the Second World War was marked
by the presentation and analysis of the Testimony Book Hypothesis, which
sought to explain the text-form of OT quotations in the New. The use of
form criticism on the gospel material and the attempt to see the use of a
midrashic method in the formation of the gospel tradition governed the
understanding of the origins of OT allusions in the New. After a period
of time under the influence of the History of Religions school, New
Testament scholars rediscovered that the OT was the actual foundation for
the thought of the NT, The theories concerning the nature and origin of
semitic elements in Luke's style received careful scrutiny. Greater
precision in the definition of semitism and LXXism, was the result.

01d Testament Quotation

The text-form discrepancy problem received another solution in
J. R. Harris' Testimony Book Hypothesis.1 Through a collection and
classification of the OT quotation in the NT and the early church fathers,
Harris noted that the same text-form discrepancies recurred over and over
again from writer to writer. Since these could not be traced to the LXX
or its versions, Harris probosed that a list of OT texts for preaching
and teaching must have circulated in the early church, The text-form
discrepancies inherent in that list of testimonies were reproduced in the
various NT writers and early church fathers. Harris proposed that Jesus
himself was the originator of the list. Harris used Lk. 24:44 as evidence

that, "In some form or another there must have been, from Luke's point of

lJ. R. Harris, Testimonies, 2 Vols. (Cambridge, 1916-20); E, C. Selwyn,
The Oracles in the NT (London, 1912), p. vii.




view, a pre-resurrection nucleus of Testimonies,"l Here, then, was a
theory that found the explanations for discrepancies in the material which
the NT writer used,

Some other explanatidns of the text-form discrepancies came in the
form of general theories about the NT writers' interpretational methods.
T. W. Manson observed that the NT writers had an intense conviction that
there was a unity between the text of Scripture and the true interpretation
which flowed from it. When they quoted the 0T, the NT writers viewed
the communication of the interpretstion of an OT passage as being more
important than the exact reproduction of its wording. They had great
confidence that they could discover and express the true interpretation.
Thus, in practice, "0dd as it may seem to us, the freedom with which they
handled the Biblical text is a direct result of the supreme importance which
they attached to it,z When they wanted to show the "essential meaning
and immediate application” of an 0T text to a fulfilled NT situation,
Manson contended that they adjusted the wording to make the point.

Another explanation which demands of the reader that he have a high

3

view of Scripture was presented by W. H. Bates. Since the Holy Spirit
is the author of all Scripture, he has the right to change the wording
in a quotation to suit his purpose. Bates coupled this theological

argument with an analysis which tried to show that in a quote with text-

lJ. R. Harris, "Did Jesus Use Testimonies?"  ExpT, XXXVI (1924-25),
p. 411; While G. H. Box ("The Value and Significance of the OT in Relation
to the New,® The People and the Book, ed. A. S. Peake (Oxford, 1925), p. 439)
wholeheartedly agrees with this theory, T. W. Manson ("The Argument from
Prophecy," JIS, XLVI (1945), p. 132) prefers to see the testimony book as
an oral rather than written list; see below, pp, 63, 66f,

2Manson, JIS, XLVI, p. 136; cf. B. Lindars, NT Apologetic (London,
1961), p. 25.

3W° H, Bates, "Quotations in the NT from the OT," Bibliotheca Sacra,
LXXVII (1920), pp. 424-428; cf. R. Nicole, "NT Use of the OT,"
Revelation and the Bible, ed. C. F. H. Henry (London, 1959), pp. 137-151.
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form discrepancy, either the original sense was preserved or revelation
was logically advanced by the change in Wording.1

E. Clapton saw another discrepancy, between the historical Jesus
who spoke Aramaic and the gospel narratives which present his OT quota-
tions in LXX text-form. He suggested a theory which makes unnecessary
the conclusion that such quotations are secondary and inauthentic, The
evangelists, writing in Greek for Greeks, assimilated quotes to the LXX
text-form "...so that their readers who were accustomed to the Greek version
of the IXX, would be able to refer to them more readily."2 Clapton ad-
mitted the possibility that NT writers could have put some OT gquotations
into the mouth of Jesus, Yet, even if they had, they believed them to
be in accordance with his teaching. Their loyalty to Jesus and to the
Scriptures was a twofold argument for the authenticity of most of Jesus!
gquotations,

During this period, the text-form of quotations in Luke served as a
basis for the analysis of his literary method. H. F. D. Sparlis related
the general observation, that the LXX text-form predominates in Luke, to
Luke's use of sources. When Luke is dependent on Mark or @, and these
have a text-form which diverges from the LXX, Luke does not adjust his
sources to make them correspond with the LXX. In his gospel, when he is
not dependent on Mk or @, or when he is expanding one of their quotations,
Luke approximates very closely to the LXX.3 Hence, Sparks was able to
explain both the LXX text-form and the non-ILXX text-form on the basis of

Luke's use of his sources.

lcfo L. Venard, "Citations de L'AT dans le Nt," Dictionnaire de la

Bible, ed. L. Pirot (Paris, 1934), Supplément II, §§ 23-51; he classifies
guotations according to the degree to which they conform to the original
sense of the quotation; See below, p. 70,

°E, Clapton, Qur Lord's Quotatio (London, 1922), p. 47.

3Sparks, JTS, XLVI, p. 133; cf. Karnetzki, pp. 246ff.
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In this period, too, L. Goppelt gave a firm historical grounding
to one of the NT interpretational methods, typology. After a thorough
analysis of the basic ingredients in typological thinking as found in
Intertestamental literature, Goppelt pointed out the unique features of
NT thought which significantly modified the NT use of typology.l The
Jewish approach was to see the creation and the Exodus as types of the
redemption of the End-time, The NT approach was also eschatological, but
its focus was Christological.2 All types found their fulfilment in
Jesus. In him Biblical history reached its goal, salvation for man.
For Goppelt, typology was the way Jesus and the early church understood
the fulfilment of OT Scriptures in the life and ministry of Jesus. The
evidence in the NT, however, did not make possible the extraction of a
method which could be applied to other OT texts, nor was the collection
of a complete system of types possible. Instead, it was a spiritual way
of looking at Biblical history and understanding it as salvation history,
advancing toward fulfilment in Christ.3 When a parallel to the OT was
discovered in the Gospels, it should be treated as an authentic typological
development, It was not just a history of religions parallel, but is part
of a typological relationship in salvation history. The continuity was
understood by the gospel writers as promise and fulfilment--an authentic
typological connection.,

This viewpoint enabled Goppelt to solve the discrepancy between inter-

pretational methods of NT writers and those of the practitioners of

1Goppelt, p. 67; The Qumran finds have largely confirmed his analysis.

2Ibid,, p. 69.

3Ibid., p. 242.
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scientific historical criticism. Jesus and the NT writers did not
understand promise and fulfilment as a matter of the details of prophetic
promises being fulfilled in the details of Jesus' life, death, and
resurrection. Thus, they did not need to take OT passages out of their
original historical and literary context and apply them to a foreign NT
context in order to prove that OT promises had been fulfilled in Jesus.
Rather, the 0T promises are rightly understood and reach their proper
fulfilment in Jesus when they are treated typologically. It is by means

of a typolegical correspondence between, not details, but the general
pattern of thought in the OT and in Jesus' mission that the fulfilment

may be shown, Goppelt was able in this way to avoid Jjudging the NT methods
of interpretation as being unhistorical and, at the same time, to preserve
enough of the specifics in the pattern to make a correspondence between
promise and fulfilment real and, because of the dynamic of salvation history,
necessary.

Goppelt interpreted from a typological perspective all OT guotations
in the New, which sought to prove that some detail of Jesus' mission had
been promised before in the OT and now was fulfilled.l However, to main-
tain that typology was the proper way of understanding quotations which
clearly indicate fulfilment in defail seemsg to be distorting the evidence.
At best, this typological understanding of NT promise and fulfilment should

be used with a great deal of caution and not imposed upon the evidence.2

1Ibid.., p. 124.

2cf. R. T. France (Jesus and the 0T (London, 1971), p. 42), who does
distinguish between fulfilment of prophecy interpretational schemes and
typology. However, he maintains that there is a fulfilment element in the
typological method. He, too, seems to use typology to overcome the dis-
crepancy between first century and twentieth century methods of interpretation.
The typological method is what NT writers used to discover Jesus pre-
figured in OT passages whose original historical sense was not prophetic,
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Without regard for either text-form discrepancy or discrepancy in
interpretational method, Venard classified OT quotations according to their
usage,l There was the literary use normally employing a quotation with-
out an introductory formula. There was the use of a quotation as the
basis of a formal argument. Mostly it was the argument from prophecy to
prove that Jesus was the Messiah. Besides these two uses, 0T quotations
functioned in a variety of ways, e.g. as illustrations or as types.

Our present period, 1911-1945, saw an advance in the explanation of
the relationship between Luke's use of OT quotations and his supposed
Gentile background, F., K, Fleigel and H, J. Cadbury responded to the
purely negative Jjudgment that Gentile Luke lacked fulfilment quotes
because of a lack of interest.2 They pointed out that while the dearth
of such quotations was real, it was more than compensated for by an abundance
of general sayings about Jesus' mission as the fulfilment of Scripture.
Cadbury offered this explanation, "In Luke the Scripture serves a more
apologetic motive being applied to that which is hard to understand, like
the general proposition that Christ must suffer, rather than to the specific
details."3

K. H. Rengstorf saw the Gentile audience as the reasonwhy the ful-
filment sayings take the form of general statements. They did not take
the form of the standard Jewish Christian fulfilment proof-texts but the
form of statements presenting the certainty of the fulfilled way of God.

In this Luke stands with Paul (Gal. 4:4; Eph. 1:10).4

V. T. Kirby continued to support the view that Luke's Gentile background

lVenard, Dictionnaire de la Bible, Supplément, II, § 39f.

2F, K, Fleigel, Der Einfluss des Weissagungsbeweises und andererMotive
auf die Leidensgeschichte (T#bingen, 1910), p. 27; Cadbury, p. 303.

3

Cadbury, p. 304.

4. H. Rengstorf, Das Evangelium nach Lukas, 9th ed. (NTD, III;
GYttingen, 1962), p. 7.
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explained the lack of 0ld Testament quotations in his gospel. He
concluded that Luke did not know the OT at all.l J. H. Ropes, however,
saw Luke's Gentile background as no obstacle to his knowledge of and
interest in the OT. His explanation approached the problem by seeing
Luke, the literateur, as no longer an exception, but as part of an identi-
fiable body of Gentiles in the first century who knew and loved the Jewish
Scriptures, as well as Jewish life and thought,2

At the same time Luke's profound reverence for the Jewish

religion, his high esteem for Jewish piety, often expressed,

and his intimate knowledge of the OT cannot be accounted

for unless he was one of that large body of persons (so often

mentioned in the Book of Acts) who, while not giving up their

status as Gentiles or becoming Jewish proselytes in full

communion, yet believed in and worshipped the God of Israel,

habitually attended the services of the synagogue, and had

adopted some of the practices of the Jewish religion.

A. Ungern-Sternberg explained the lack of OT quotations in Luke by
pointing to a situation within the development of Christianity. After
arranging the NT gospel material and Acts in order, from that which shows
the least developed use of QT quotations to that which shows the most
developed use (Q; Mark; Matthew's special material; Luke's special material;
Acts; John), he analyzed the characteristics of each gospel writer's use.4

Although Luke liked the IXX style, he transformed polemicgl fulfilment

proof-texts into the mysterious texts of Christian gnosis. Luke emphasized

1npid St. Lukeknow the 0T?" ExpT, XXXIII (1921-22), pp. 227-229.

2See above, p. 24, n, 2,

3. H Ropes, The Synoptic Gospels (Cambridge, Mass., 1934), p. 34;
cf. Rengstorf (p. 7), who views Luke's circle of readers as containing Jew
and Gentile, Both possessed and valued the QT as they received it either
in their heritage or in the preaching of the Gentile mission.

4A. Ungern-Sternberg, Der traditionelle alttestamentliche Schrift-
beweis 'de Christo' und 'de Bvangelio' in der alten Kirche bis zur Zeit
Eusebius von Caesarea (Halle, 1913), p. 275.




that only after the resurrection did the disciples understand through the
mediation of the risen Lord the true interpretation of Scripture. Also,
there was the fact that Luke wrote at a later time when the church had
opportunity to reflect on the relationship between the 0T prophecy and
the life and mission of Jesus. This reflection acted as a restraining
influence on the amount of OT material which ILuke used.

G. H. Gilbert claimed that Luke's use of the OT transforms, or rather,
distorts the picture of Jesus' use of Scripture. The accounts of Jesus,
speaking on the authority of Scripture in Iuke 24, are so out of character
with the way Jesus normally spoke, with an interior spiritual authority,
that they cannot be historical. Gilbert admitted that Jesus may have
alluded briefly to the foreshadowing of his death in the OT. But the
portrayal of a systematic appeal to the Scriptures as the authority for
his teaching was "a very serious misrepresentation of the Master's view" by
Luke.,1

There was, then, a definite attempt in this period both to explain
all the text-form discrepancies by one theory, the Testimony Book Hypothesis,
and to solve the difference in interpretational method through the use of
typology. Building on the observations about Luke noted previously,
scholars attempted to find positive reasons for Luke's lack of quotations
and a thoroughgoing promise and fulfilment scheme, Luke's disinterest-
in the OT because of his Gentile upbringing seemed an inadequate reason
for this.

0ld Testament Allusion

The issue which dominated the study of OT allusions during these first
decades of the twentieth century was again the relationship of OT prophecy
to NT history. While the collected evidence and theory of Weidel underwent
analytical criticism, several other theories came forward. Luke's ability to

allude to the OT was both attacked and defended.

lG., H. Gilbert, Jesus and His Bible (N.Y., 1926), p. 85.

41
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E. C. Selwyn, along with his suggestions which were the basis for
J. R. Harris' Testimony Book Hypothesis, proposed a theory about the
origin of the gospel tradition. Jesus taught his disciples not only a
list of testimonies concerning himself, but he also taught them an
exegetical method comparable to that found in Jewish haggadic midrash.
The gospel tradition originally developed by this method in the missionary
preaching in the synagogue. The NT church used the OT as its source for
the life of Christ. The midrashic methed enabled the church to ef-
fectively present its argument from prophecy, proving that Jesus was
indeed the Mesgiah promised in the 0T, As a result, Selwyn suggested
that the argument from prophecy '"was perhaps more extensive and also giore
precise than we commonly suppose."l Luke's prologue (Lk. 1l:3) might
reveal the prominence of such a method and purpose in the deveiopment of
gospel tradition, When compared with Justin (Trypho 331D), Selwyn
claimed that what Luke had followed carefully of the things "accomplished
among us," (Lk. 1:1-4) was OT prophecy.

Selwyn proposed the following method for discovering evidence of the
use of the midrashic method by early Christians. Besides definite and
indefinite citation, "if an expression in the NT resembles or repeats
another in the 01d this is a possibility, which may or may not finally be

raised to a certainty, that the resemblance or repetition is deliberate."2

Selwyn admitted that some imagination was necessary; but, if it was ima-
gination guided by history, imagination that used first century midrashic

methods it could not go far wrong.3

5. c. Selwyn, First Christian Ideas (London, 1919), p. 231,

2Selwyn, The Oracles, p. xiii; cf. M. Dibelius' (From Tradition to Gospel,
translated from the 2nd German ed. by B. L. Woolf (London, 1934), p. 186)
definition of an allusion: "application of significant words from OT passages
where the application gives the man who is aware of the facts the right con-
nection even though 'scripture' has not been mentioned at all,"

3cr. W. K. L. Clarke ("The Use of the Septuagint in Acts," The
Beginnings of Christianity, ed, F. J. Foakes-Jackson and K. Lake_szndon,
1922), Vol. II, p. 68), who says Selwyn's work "seems to suffer from an -
excess of ingenuity."
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M. Dibelius offered a similar view to that of Selwyn's and placed
the origin of the passion narrative literary form in the life situation
of missionary preaching., Its original literary form was a sermon. The
original form was still reflected in the gospel narratives, and was evident
in the fact that there were not many direct OT quotations in them. This
was because originally the fulfilmenﬂ of Scripture was only part of the
message proclaimed. The call to faith was grounded not in the detailed
argument from Scripture, but in the witness to the resurrection. Detailed
searching of the OT came later. Indeed, what motivated the further de=
velopment of fhe passion narrative as a literary form independent of the
missionary preaching context was not the desire to portray a heroic person
or to describe & historical process with all its causal factors, but
rather "...to make clear what in the Passion took place by God's will."1
The OT, since it contained the revelation of God's will in the form of
prophecies, thus had a central role to play in the formation of the passion
narrative,

Aside from sketching in greater detail the various life situations,
interests, and influences, which attended the passion narrative as it
developed within the history of tradition, Dibelius spelled out one control
the OT had over the tradition which had not yet been noted. The OT
prophetic content controlled what details of the passion history were
preserved in the tradition. "We may assume that even the earliest record
told events from the Passion which only had significance because they were
known to be announced by scripture."2 Here Dibelius made an important
advance beyond the Strauss-Weidel approach. Previously, the verbal

parallelism between OT prophecy and NT description of events was taken

lDibelius, p. 186.

2Ibid., p. 185; cf. K. H. Schelkle, Die Passion Jesu in der
Verktindigung des NT (Heidelberg, 1949), pp. 85ff.
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immediately as positive evidence for the fact that the OT was the source
of the NT materialel By saying that the OT acted as a control over
what details of the passion events were preserved, as well as being
the source for some of the detail, Dibelius could avoid the conclusion
that historical details in the passion narrative, which fulfill OT
prophecy, must necessarily have their source in the OT and not in history.
Other scholars tested Weidel's theory and found that other motives in
addition to proof from prophecy were at work in the formation of the
gospel tradition. According to their evaluation the proof from prophecy
motive still played a2 part in the formation of the gospel tradition,
but it was only one motive among many.2

Some scholars did not see the influence running in one direction only,
that is, from the OT to the events of the Passion. C. C. Torrey saw the
events of Jesus' life and the OT as two independent sources from which the
NT writers interpreted Jesus' messiahship. "Sometimes the one of these
two factors predominates, sometimes, the other."3 The possible in-
fluence of the events on the selection of OT proof-texts was stressed by
G. H. Box. Admittedly the early Christians "used their ingenuity to
discover in this /Psalm 21(22)/ and other psalms hints or details which
might be regarded as pointing to the events of the Crucifixion."  Yet
"the citations were suggested by the fact."4

V. Taylor agreed with the form critical theories that the passion
narrative form originated in the life situation of missionary preaching

and apologetic. He observed, however, "arguments from OT prophecies were

lSee above, p. 24f,

ch. Fleigel; R. Bultmann, The History of the Synoptic Tradition,
trans. J. Marsh (Oxford, 1963); J. Finegan, Die Uberlieferung der
Leidens~ und Auferstehungsegeschichte Jesu (BZNW, XV; Giessen, 1934).

30. C. Torrey, "The Influence of Second Isaiah in the Gospels and
Acts," JBL, XLVIII (1929), p. 25.

4

Box, The People and the Book, pp. 440, 439.
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not enough to meet this difficulty [%he objections of unbelievers to a
gsuffering Messiag7; such arguments made it the more necessary to tell

the story of the Cross and to tell it as a whole."l Missionary preach-
ing and apologetic could only be sueccessfully carried out if the argument
from prophecy was based on historical fact as well as on scriptural warrant.
This was the whole point of the argument from p;ophecy: that what had
happened had been prophesied. To develop the apologetic by presenting as
historical fact material details whose only source was OT prophecy would

only defeat the argument.

T. W. Manson understood the need for the independent origin of the
historical fact which fulfills and the OT prophecy which predicts, if the
argument from prophecy were to work. The argument from prophecy was based
on two disciplines, the stu&y of God's purposes as revealed in Scripture and
the study of God's purposes as revealed in the course of world history.
These were undertaken side by side. "When Scripture rightly interpreted
coincides with event rightly understood, then you had an argument from
Prophecy."2 To challenge the argument, one questioned either the correctness
of scriptural exegesis or the justice of the interpretation of the events,
or both. As mentioned above, Manson saw the influence running the other

3

way, from fulfilment event to prophetic text. The text-form discrepancies
of fulfilment proof-texts were caused by the eagerness of NT writers or
those who shared in the development of the tradition to make the 0T text
conform more precisely to the NT fulfilment event. Thus not only, as

Torrey stated, did the NT events aid in the selection of appropriate OT

proof-texts, but also they adjusted the text-form of those texts.

lV;”Taylor, The Formation of the Gospel Tradition (London, 1933), p. 44;

cf. G. Schille ("Das Leiden des Herrn: Die evangelische Passionstradition
und ihr 'Sitz im Leben,'" ZTK, LII (1955), pp. 161-205), who says that
remembrance of historical events existed before and alongside of the
gearch for 0T proof-texts.

Manson, JTS, XIVI, p. 130.

3See above, p. 35,
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In the general concern for the relationship between OT prophecy
and its historical fulfilment, this period, then, saw a further refine-
ment of Weidel's theory both through the introduction of other motives,
which may have been active in the formation of the passion narrative
tradition, and through the observation that the 0T may have served as
a control over, though not as a creator of, passion narrative details
which were preserved in the tradition. The midrashic method theory
provided a contemporary explanation for such OT influence. The results
of the reaction against the Weidel-Strauss spproach were an emphasis on
the independent origin of OT prophecy and NT fulfilment event and the
influence of NT events on the selection and wording of the 0T fulfilment
proof-texts, which appeared in the NT.

Luke's use of 0T allusion, according to some scholars, involved the
formation of historical detail from OT prophecy. Dibelius observed that
in Iuke the influence of the OT was more extensive, showing a later
development in the church's use of the OT.1 Clarke contended that Luke's
modifications of Mark may sometimes have been dictated by a desire to make
it accord more closely with a well known incident in the LXX.2

Thus, although when they studied Luke's use of OT quotations scholars
seemed hard pressed to explain the lack of OT quotations and the promise
and fulfilment scheme, when they studied Luke's use of OT allusions with
the aid of the "two document source hypothesis," scholars were able to
find a goodly number of OT allusions used as proof from prophecy, which
they assigned to Luke's editorial hand. It is true that they did not
always claim that the allusions were positively set in a promise and ful-
filment scheme, but they did say that the LXX influenced Luke's composition

of his narrative.

1pivelius, p. 199.

2Clarke, The Beginnings of Christianity, II, p. 104.
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There were some dissenters. P. W. Hillmann approached Luke's
passion narrative purely from the perspective of ILuke's editing.l He
was not concerned with the formation of the tradition before it reached
Luke, Rather, he focused on Luke the writer as the explanation for
the phenomena of his gospel. Hillmann was a precursor of the redaction
critics. It is interesting to note that Hillmann actively contested
the idea that the OT was formative for the material which is pecﬁliar to
Luke.2 Kirby questioned whether Luke the Gentile could have even alluded
to the OT. "It will remain probable that a knowledge of the 0T, which
would enable a writer to introduce allusions to it freshly and naturally
even where no point of controversy, or none of the ordinary ones, was
involved, was to the end of the first century and even later, rare among
Gentile believers."3

With the general acceptance of the priority of Mark among the Synoptic
Gospels, Mark became recognized as one of the sources for the OT material
which Luke reproduced in his gospel. Scholars now had to explain the
0T allusions which Luke did not take over from Mark. A Loisy and M. J.
Lagrange beganthis work.4

0ld Testament Idea

No theories about the NT writers' use of the OT ideas received wide

acceptance at the beginning of this period. The demise of the Biblical

Greek theory, along with the concern of the scientific historical critics

1P. W. Hillmann, Aufbau and Deutung der synoptischen Leidensberichte
(Freiburg, 1941).

2See below, p. 82f,

3Kirby, ExpP, XXXIII, p. 229; Contrast Bultmann (p. 281), who says,
"Without doubt proof from prophecy already figured in the Palestinian
Church; and just as surely as it would have been used in the Hellenistic
Church."

4A. Loisy, Les Evangiies Synoptiques, 2 Vols. (Cetfonds - 1907-
1908); M. J. Lagrange, Evangile selon Saint Luc, 7th ed. (Etudes

Bibliques; Paris, 1948).
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to find parallels to NT thought within the immediate milieu of first
century Judaism or Hellenism, pushed concern with OT ideas into the back-
ground. Direct OT influence on NT thought was restricted to typological
figures within a promise and fulfilment scheme. Any OT thought which
was considered had to be dealt with in the form in which it came to first
century NT writers, namely, in the form of first century Jewish thought.
Though this period of the early decades of thetwentieth century saw the
production of the standard reference work on rabbinic thought relevant
to the NT, Strack and Billerbeck's commentary,1 it also saw a revolt
againet this restricted historical perspective which would not take into
account the possible direct influerice of OT thought on the NT. As for
Luke in particular, various theories were advanced for his use of 0T ideas.

T. Haering strongly contended that for too long the OT had been con-
fined in scholarly thinking to the role of a provider of prophecy which
the NT would show to be fulfilled.2 Hellenistic mystery religions had
been seen to provide the proper background for NT thought. Haering
called for the investigation of 0T background of NT ideas such as "light)'
"righteousness," "kingdom," and "life." As a result, the NT would be
found to present not only the proof of the fulfilment of OT prophecy, but
also the proof of the religious truth of the 0T, for the whole religious
thought world of the QT had influenced the NT,

E. C. Hoskyns struck the same note in his article, "Jesus the Messiah,"
He wrote:

The purpose of this essay is to provide some ground for

supposing no further progress in the understanding of primi-

tive Christianity to be possible unless the ark of NT

exegesis be recovered from its wanderings in the land of
the Philistines /i.e. the interpretation of the NT in the

lH,L. Strack and P. Billerbeck, Kommentar zum NT aus Talmud und Midrdsch,

4 Vols., (M#nich, 1922-28).

2, Haering, "Das AT im Neuen," ZNW, XVII (1916), pp. 213-227; cf.
E. Grafe, Das Urchristentum und das AT (T8bingen, 1907), pp. 1ff.
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light of Hellenistic religion and contemporary Judais@7
and be led back not merely to Jerusalem, for that might
mean to contemporary Judaism, but to its home in the midst
of the clfssical 0T Scriptures-=to the Law and to the

- Prophets.

Hoskyns and Davey made general observations about the 0T influence

on NT thought in their Riddle of the NT, NT writers made "...use of

0T phrases in order to evoke their Jewish theological association, but
also they were so completely impregnated by the OT Scriptures that they
fell unconsciously into a Scripture turn of language,"2 The LXX was
important to the NT writers because, like the LXX translators, they "were
faced with the problem of giving expression in Greek to ideas which had

3

first taken form in a Semitic idiom." For the early church, the thought

first expressged in semitic idiom was the teaching of Jesus, which needed

4

to be heard "with ears ringing with the 0T, as a whole.," Yet, the
teaching of Jesus was itself normative for understanding OT thought.

The new Christiasn understanding that flowed from it completely remolded

the meaning it had borne in the 0T, So substantial and unique was NT
thought that it needed toteunderstood basically on its own terms. Hoskyns,
in a sense, was reintroducing the Biblical Greek theory of the nature of

NT language, but with a difference, The attention given to the transforma-
tion of OT language by the teaching of Jesus shifted the emphasis from

the essential unity of the unique language of the 01ld and New Testament

to the significance of Jesus as the molder of a unique NT language.

Box perceived the influence of the OT semitic idiom on the Greek terms

which the ILXX translators used. "There has been a transvaluation of

1E. C. Hoskyns, "Jesus the Messiah,'" Mysterium Christi, ed. G. K. A,
Bell and 0. A. Deissmann (London, 1937), p. 4.

%E. C. Hoskyns and N, Davey, The Riddle of the NT (London, 1931), p. 291.

3Ibido; cf. Bengel's observations, see above, p. 11,

[rmSm: e

4Hoskyns, Mysterium Christi, p. 87.
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values throughout under the influence of the lofty conception of God,
the ethical and strict monotheism, which was the Hebrew heritage of the
pious Jews. All terms which have any connexion, either mediately or
immediately, with the divine, reflect this influence,"1 Presumably the
same kind of reshaping should be present in Luke's use of vocabulary if
he let the OT influence 1it.

During this period the idea for a theological dictionary of the NT
was conceived, and the dictionary began to be published° Its purpose
was "to understand them /i.e. NT writers/ .../and/ it is important that
we know what the relevant word means in the Greek wofld, in the 0T, in
the LXX, in the Rabbis, in the NT amd in the early chuxch. This is the

task of the Theological Dictionary,"2

Although Haering and Hoskyns had raised the issue of the OT as the
true source of NT thought, they dealt with it, only, either in terms of
Jesus' thought or in terms of . NT thought in general, Articles in the

Theological Dictionary of the NT, however, were organized so that they

dealt with the thought of Luke. The Theological Dictionary articles in-

dicated the OT background of Luke's thought where it seemed relevant.

As for other comment which was made about Luke and OT ideas during
this period, the concern was still with Luke's use of contemporary Jewish
thought, Just as the presence of a semitic element in Gentile Luke's
style needed to be explained, so the presence of Jewish ideas in his thought
called for explanation. The fact that Luke did omit material from Mark.
which would be of interest only to Jews, tended to confirm the opinion
that Luke's presumed Gentile background and his Gentile audience did affect

3

the amount of Jewish thought he included. This made a theory to explain

lBox, The People and the Book, p. 438.

2G. Kittel and G. Friedrich, ed. Theological Dictionary of the NT,
trans. and ed. G. W. Bromiley (Grand Rapids, 1964-1974), Vol. VII, p. vii.

3¢. G. Montefiore, The Synoptic Gospels, 2nd ed. (London, 1927),
Vol. I, p. lxxxvii; Lagrange, p. lxiii; B. S. BEaston, The Gospel According
to St, Luke (Edinburgh’, 1926} p. xxx.
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what Jewish material that remained all the more necessary.

One explanation was that this material came from his sources. Just
as the semitic elements in Luke's style became evidence for Luke's special
source, so Jewish thought was evidence for the theology of that source,l
Luke's special material contained an outlook and theology of 'a Jewish-
Christian point of view, and is a valuable witness to Christianity in
its original home,"2 In this way, the seeming discrepancy between Luke's
lack of interest in Jewish things, evident from him redaction of Mark,
could be reconciled with the "intensely Judaistic" outlook of his special
material, The guestion still remained: why did Luke include such OT
or Jewish material from this source? To what positive use did he put it?

As with the semitic element in his style, theories concerning Luke's
purposeful use of OT ideas were also presented. Part- of Luke's purpose
in writing was to present an apologetic to Judaism that Christianity was

3

its legitimate successor. This meant that OT ideas, Jewish ideas and
practice had to be presented in a sympéthetic light. Luke had no real
interest in Judaism, He only wanted to show the continuity of succession.
In the end, his focus was on the perfection of God's plan of salvation in
Christ and his church. Yet "...knowing that Christianity was the perfection
of that which had been crude and tentative experiment,...Lluke could catch

and reproduce the tone /of Judaism/ so perfectly."4 |

The assumption of Luke's Gentile background and audience also retarded

the investigation of his use of OT ideas in another way. Scholars identi-

1e,g. A. M. Perry, The Sources of Luke's Passion Narrative (Chicago,
1920); Easton, Luke; V. Taylor, Behind the Third Gospel (Oxford, 1926);
W. Manson, The Gospel of Luke (Moffatt's NT Commentary; London, 1930);
A. Schlatter, Das Evangelium des Iukas (Stuttgart, 1931); E. Hirsch,
Frilhgeschichte des Evangeliums (T#bingen, 1941), Vol. II; cf. above, p. 29f.

2

W. Manson, p. xx; V. Taylor (Behind the Third Gospel, p. 266f.)
even went so far as to describe Proto-Luke's use of the OT,

3

4S. C. Carpenter, Christianity according to St. Luke (London, 1919),
p. 93; cf. M. Hinderlich, Lukas und das Judentum (Diss.; Leipzig, 1958).

Cadbury, p. 306; W. Manson, p. xxi.
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fied elements of distinctly Lukan theology as those which corresponded
with what one would expect of a Gentile Christian theological outlook.

The OT element in his theology was then disregarded in the attempt to
construct this distinctive theology,l The time had not yet come when
scholars would recognize that a given writer's theological outlook in-
cluded not only what was distinctive about him, but also the common
opinions he shared with other gospel writers, who were his sources and
whom he faithfully reproduced. At least, in this area of study during
this period, the way had been opened again for the investigation of the
direct influence from, and the conscious use of OT ideas in the thought
of NT writers.

T. W. Manson interpreted Luke's apologetic motives with respect to
Jews this way: Luke wants to show that Christianity should not be directly
associated with contemporary Judaism, However, Luke is not, therefore,
against the 0T, for "he sets forth Jesus as the fulfilment of Divine
promises."2 The missionary motive of Luke's writing also had the
Scriptures at its center. The mission of the church wag "part and parcel
of the Divine purpose foreshadowed in the Scriptures and brought to ful-
filment in the Ministry of Jesus and his followers,"3

One of the precursors of the approasch to gospel studies which would
seek to understand the gospel material in terms of the theological themes
and motives of the gospel writer was R. H. Lightfoot with his work,

Locality and Doctrine in the Gospels. Although he did not investigate

the OT background of Luke's theology, or even ask what conscious use Luke

lcf. the analyses of Plummer (pp. xxxviff.); Carpenter (passim);

Cadbury (pp. 272ff.); F. Hauck (Das Evangelium des Lukas (ThHK, III;
Cologne, 1934), p. 10f.).

2

T. W. Manson, "The Work of St. Luke," BJRL, XXVIII (1944), p. 397.

31vid., p. 394.
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made of OT motifs, his observations about the role of Jerusalem in the
Lukan writings reflect such thinking. "Jerusalem is the goal and the
culminating scene of the Lord's activity. And once more this presenta-
tion rests not only on historiceal considerations, but on the doctrinal
conception that Jesus is primarily the Messiah, the lawful king of Israel,
who receives the throne of his father David, and will be king over the
house of David forever."l Later scholars would analyze the various
themes of the theology of Luke to see what OT elements were in them,
0ld Testament Style

Encouraged by the views of Deissmann and Moulton2 scholars during
this period proposed a method for discovering semitic sources behind the
Gospels and Acts.3 They tried to account for as much of the semitic
element in these writings as possible by viewing them as translations of
semitic, principally Aramaic, sources, As these theories in turn came
to be analyzed to see whether they adequately explained the facts, the
definition of semitism achieved greater precision.

In addition to the categories, Aramaism, semitism, and Hebraism,

4

De Zwaan  distinguished between primary and secondary semitisms. Primary
semitisms were due to a writer with an imperfect knowledge of idiomatic
Greek, either translating a sgmitic source into a semiticizing kind of
Greek, or freely composing in such a style. Secondary semitisms were

due to extraneous factors influencing a writer capable of writing idiomatic

Greek. They might be semitic sources which he had to translate or a

1
p. 42.

R. H. Lightfoot, Locality and Doctrine in the Gospels (London, 1938),

2See above, p. 27,

3C F. Burney, The Aramaic Origin of the Fourth Gospel (Oxford 1922);
C. C. Torrey, Our Translated Gospels (London, 1937).

4J° De Zwaan, "The Use of the Greek Language in Acts," The Beginnings
of Christianity, ed. F. J. Foakes-Jackson and K. Lake (London, 1922),

Vol. II, pp. 53-54.
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desire to write in a semitic style appropriate to the circumstances of
his readers.l De Zwaan did not set up a criterion for determining the
cause of the semitic elements in the writings of one capable of writing
idiomatic Greek, He simple offered a five-point method by which those
elements arising from semitic style could be eliminated and the remaining
evidence could be confirmed as Greek translation of a semitic source.
The only sure knowledge gained from all the analysis of the semitic
‘elements in the style of Luke's gospel and Acts was that a final decision
about the origin of these elements could not be made based on the evidence
arising from the phenomena themselves, It was the nature of the case
that since the greater part of the evidence qualified both as Aramaism
and Hebraism, there was no way of deciding whether the element was evidence
of translation Greek, in the sense that a semitic (Aramaic) source stood
behind it, or trenslation Greek, in the sense that the style of the LXX,
which itself was a translation, was being imitated.

Further, even if a semitic element could be established as a
Hebraism or Biblicism, there ig still the possibility that this element
is not the result of a conscious imitation of the LXX. M. Burrows
commented, "'Biblicisms' may be due to the translation of language like
that of the OT as well as to imitation of the Septuagint."3 What was

needed was a definition of Septuagintalism which would objectively dis-

lDe Zwaan distinguished first of all between semitisms and semiticizing
style. The latter developed in Jewish circles in the Intertestamental
period and was used for writing religious works. He does not view it as
strictly LXX style imitation, but as a "sacred prose" originating in the
IXX and also found in the apocalyptic books.

%he Zwaan, The Beginnings of Christianity, II, p. 46.

3M° Burrows, "Principles for Testing the Translation Hypothesis in
the Gospels," JBL, LIII (1934), p. 25.
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tinguish it from a semitism caused by translation of a semitic source
whether Hebrew or Aramaic.l The identification of any given semitic
element in a NT writer's style as a LXXism had depended up to this point
in time on either the subjective preference of the scholar; the presumed
Gentile origin of the NT writer; or on the element's occurrence in the
NT writing at places where the writer's editing was most likely to be at
work,

Deissmann's and Moulton's evaluation of the semitic evidence in Luke
provoked a reaction from Cadbury:

I am inclined to revolt slightly also from the extreme view
Deissmann and Moulton, who minimize the Semitic or Biblical

or Jewish element in the NT and ascribe such phenomena to the
vernacular Greek of the time...much of Luke's post=classical
vocabulary appears to be due tc a distinctly Jewish-Christian
"language. This is probably even more true of his post=-classical
syntax, And still more allowance must be made if it is

assumed that in Eome parts of his work he consciously imitates
the LXX or Mark,

Cadbury concluded that Luke was writing according to the best standards

3

Luke sometimes corrected

4

of Hellenisiic, and sometimes Attic, style.
the semitic element in his source, Mark, making it better Greek. ¥hat,

then, was the origin of the semitic elements which remained in his gospel?

lRobertson, p. 101; cf. D. W. Riddle ("The Logic of the Theory of
Translation Greek," JBL, LI (1932), pp. 13ff.), who observes that there
is quite a variety of translation practice in the LXX. From that it
would follow that there would be difficulty in determining what could
be considered a standard Septuagintalism,

%H. J. Cadbury, The Style and Literary Method of Luke (Harvard
Theological Studies, VI; Cambridze, Mass., 1920), p. 39; cf. Clarke,
The Begimmings of Christianity, II, p. 67.

3cf. S. Antoniadis, L'Evangile de Luc-Esquisse de Grammaire et de
Style (Paris, 1930).

4Cadbury, The Style and, p. 191; cf. C. F. Burn3y (The Poetry of Our
Lord (Oxford, 1925), p. 87), who says that the synonymous and antithetical
parallelism of Hebrew poetry in which some of the sayings of Jesus were
cast appeared to Luke to be redundant and unattractive. He alters some
of the sayings into better Greek style; Contrast Cadbury (The Making of
Luke-Acts, p. 122), who gives examples of Lukan parallelism which he
gsays are examples of Lukan LXX style imitation,
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De Zwaan concluded from Luke's improvement of Mark's style that he
could write idiomatic Greek, His semitisms had to be secondary and from
either Aramaic sources or an existing, more or less, technical phraseology
of missionary preaching. Cadbury admitted that to a limited extent the
semitic element might be due to Aramaic or Hebrew sources, but Luke's

"method of paraphrase was too thorough to leave much alien style."1

According to Cadbury the more probable cause of the semitic element in
Luke was the semitizing style in imitation of the LXX in which Luke's
sources were written, which he took over from them and even sometimes
introduced into them,

Cadbury also noted the Jewish background and precedents for such
stylistic imitation of the LXX.2 He conducted an extended comparison
of Josephus' use of 1 Macc., 2:1-13:30 (Agﬁ. XII:S:l-XIII:é:é) and 2 Km,
12:1-4 (Ant. VII:7:3) as sources, with Luke's use of Mark. A common
practice among Hellenistic writers was to take over a writer's work,
thoroughly reworking it, making it conform to the uniform and highly polished
style which would characterize the final product. This Josephus did by
removing the semitic features of his sources, the repetition of wording,
and the picturesque language. This "...Lluke himself has refrained from
doing with the traditions of Jesus' words and emphasizes the extent to which
the evangelist's underlying material has determined its ultimate form.3

Hence, part of the semitic element in Luke derived from his failure to

thoroughly improve Mark's style when he took it over. The other part

1Cadbury, The Making of Luke-Acts, p. 74; Contrast Torrey's (pp. 1livff.)
comment, "All the other semitic idioms, (aside from "and it came to pass")
"Biblical" only in the sense that they are translation Greek, are Luke's
faithful and skilful reproduction of the text which lay before him."

2

cf. Plumacher's (pp. 38-71) comparison of Luke's LXX style imitation
with the practice of atticizing Hellenistic historians.

3Cadbury, The Making of Luke=Acts, p. 154.




derived from introducing LXX style into Mark. Here he formed an
interesting contrast to Josephus. "Sometimes the very idioms which
Josephus eliminates from his sources the evangelist retains or even adds."l

Although Cadbury agreed that editorial semitisms are particularly
evident in transition passages, he had advanced the understanding of
Luke's use of ILXX style in his comments about ILuke's handling of Mark.,2
He presented the picture of Luke working under two impulses, the desire
to write good Hellenistic Greek and the predilection for a LXX style.
B, Hirsch claimed that there was no precedent for such a balance which
would make Luke "zugleich biblisch and literarisch /zu/ schreiben."3
Cadbury's evidence from Josephus, who was only interested in writing
high quality Greek, and the Jewish religious writers, who were only
interested in writing prose according to the LXX style, tended to bear
Hirsch out. Luke appeared to be the first to try to do both.

Lagrange took the inquiry into an area which Cadbury had not con-
sidered.4 He explained the theological significance for Luke of each
LXX stylistic element., Thus, Lagrange advanced beyond Plummer's and
Dalman's identification and collection of LXXisms and De Zwaan's and
Cadbury's general hypothesis concerning sacred prose to an analysis of
the individual elements and their theological importance for Luke,

It should be noted that two comelusions of previous scholarship
governed these approaches to the semitic element in Luke's style. The

5

assumption thet Luke the Gentile” had Greek, not Aramaic or Hebrew, as

Mpid., p. 175

See above, p. 31,

3
Hirsch, II, p. 26.

4Lagrange, pp. xcvff,

5Burney (The Aramaic Origin, p. 10) thinks that LXX style imitation
could be an indication that Luke was a Hellenistic Jew and not necessarily
a Gentile.

57
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his native tongue meant that Aramaic source theories with Luke as
translator were viewed as less likely explanations for the semitic
element.1 The acceptance of the "two document source hypothesis" also
eliminated Aramaic sources for Luke would have used Greek Mark and Q.

The contribution of H., F. D. Sparks, besides his emphasis on Luke's
conscious copying of LXX style, was his use of the semitic element to
distinguish sources. Sparks concluded that "the bulk of his Semitisms
are to be ascribed to his reverence for, and imitation of, the LXX,.,[St.
Luke wa§7 an habitual, conscious, and deliberate Septuagintalizer,"2
He proposed to use this finding to make decisions about the literary
source of the material peculiar to Luke. By this time the source analysis
of Luke had settled into two generaily accepted forms. Each agreed that
Luke had used Mk. and Q. However, they could not agree on the origin
of the material peculiar to Luke. One view claimed that this material
stemmed from either fragmentary oral tradition or from Luke's rewriting
and expansion of Mark in accordance with his dogmatic purposes. The
other view did not think that the evidence warranted the attribution of
such editorial freedom to Luke. It assumed a special source, most
commonly signified by "L".3

Admitting that Luke's septuagintalizing would not be a factor of
primary importance, let alone the key to the solution of the problem,
Sparks applied the results of his analysis this way. If semitisms which
were Aramaisms were found in matter peculiar to Luke, then, the case for

an independent third source would be strengthened. If LXXisms were found

1 .
e.g. Lagrange, p. xcvii,

2Sparks, JTS, XLIV, p. 134; cf. "The Semitisms of the Acts," JTS,
n.s, I (1950), pp. 27-28.

3See above (p. 30 ) for the views in a previous period that OT
thought and semitic stylistic elements should be taken as indicators of
"L"o
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in material peculiar to Luke, then, there would be a cage for Luke's
re-writing and expansion of Mark,l Sparks concluded, "...there is no
proof tc be gained from Semitisms: there is only probability,"2

There was difficﬁlty with each of Sparks' equations: Aramaisms
signify an independent source; LXXisms signify Luke's editing of Mark.
The independent source did not necessarily have to be an example of trans-
lation Greek from the Aramaic. It could just as plausibly be written
in a septuagintal style, ILXXisms might with probability indicate Luke's
editing, but not necessarily the editing of Mark only. Luke could be
septuagintalizing an independent source. Sparks was correct to caution
that the semitic element could not be a factﬁr of primary importance in
the solution of source problems.

Thus, during this period the theory of ILXX style imitation came to
predominate in the thinking of major interpreters of ‘Luke. It received

its fullest exposition in Cadbury, Lagrange, and Sparks. It was yet

to experience critical scrutiny.

1See below, p. 92f,

®sparks, JTS, XLIV, p. 138.



CHAPTER IV
THE PERIOD FROM 1946 TO 1972
Introduction
Advancing from a form critical to a redaction critical approach,

scholars in this period began to give full attention to the use Luke
himself made of the OT through quotation, allusion, idea, and style.
Investigation into the use of 0T quotations still concerned itself with
text-form discrepancies and discrepancies of interpretational methods;
but now the predominant aim was to ask what these discrepancies indicated
about Luke's literary method. The archaeological finds at Qumran added
much to our knowledge of first century interpretational methods. With
regard to OT allusions, the explanation that allusions were the evidence

of a midrashic method was analyzed, The redaction critical interest in

Lukan theology produced a plethora of studies on aspects of Luke's theology.

These often analyzed the 0T thought content of Luke's theological themes.
This met the need which we have noted for research into Luke's'use of OT
ideas. This was a period of continuing analysis of the semitic element
in Luke's style. Although some "one explanation'" theories were defended,
many scholars attributed the/occurrences to a variety of causes.
01d Testament Quotation

This ...  LJeriod saw the flowering of investigations intc the
individual gospel writer's uses of OT quotation. The matter of defini-
tion was a big issue. Scholars still struggled with the text-form
discrepancy problem, But now they treated it more as a helpful key to
understanding the individual writer's use of the 0T rather than as an
embarrassment to faith. Several new suggestions were made concerning
interpretational method. |

The definition of a quotation and an allusion as presented by Swete

summed up quite well the consensus of scholarly opinion up to this point
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in time. With the increased interest in text-form discrepancy as a

key for understanding either the nature of the OT material which the
writer quoted or the way in which he quoted that material, it became
doubly important to set limits on the material in the Gospels which

would be recognized objectively as an intentional quotation or allusion.
Theories were now being presented which used the methods of form criticism
and the scheme of a history of traditions to explain the text-form dis-
crepancies. The practitioners of these methods needed as objective a
definition as possible if they were successfully to describe how this

OT material was handled through various stages of the tradition.

One éf the points at issue wags the clasgification of material which
verbally qualified as OT quotations, but which did not have introductory
formulas. Were they intentional guotations?  Were they intentional
allusions? Were they unintentional uses of Biblical language? M.
Karnetzki proposed to use the form critical analysis of the context, the
history of traditions scheme, and the comparison with Jewish exeg@tical
tradition to determine whether a given unintroduced qubtation or allusion
was intentional.1 The assumption was that if later in the history of
traditions the allusion or unintroduced quotation became a full=fledged
quotation with introductory formula, then the earlier material was indeed
intentional. Also, if Jewish literature of a literary form similar to
the form in which the OT material appeared in the NT contained the
particular OT passage, then it probably was used intentionally in the NT
and may even have been borrowed from Jewish tradition,

M. Rese recognized as OT quotatiors in Luke only those quotes which

were announced by introductory formulas.2 He did not recognize unintroduced

lKarnet zki, pp. 3ff.

2M° Rese, Alttestamentliche Motive in der Christologie des Lukas
(Stud. zNT, I; Glltersloh, 1969), p. 36.
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quotations because he was primarily interested in Luke's use of OT
guotations, and this could be learned only from what was seen to be an
intentional reference to the OT.1

While Rese was being guite precise, R. H. Gundry, though recogniz-
ing the difference between allusion and quotation, sought to give them
equal importance as evidence in the text-form discrepancy discussion.
He blurred the boundary between allusion and quotation by referring to
allusion material as '"allusive quotation." He almost erased the boundary
on the other side between allusion and OT idea for he said that allusive
material was not determined by verbal parallelism but by the fact "that
recognizable thought commection exists between the OT and the NT passa.gee"2
The gquestion, of coursé, was how it could be decided when a thought con-
nection between the NT passage and one OT passage was 'recognizable."

M. D. Hooker, on the other hand, placed strict limits on what may
be called a verbal allusion. "To claim that there is verbal similarity
between a NT passage and an OT one cannot be taken as conclusive evidence
of direct influence unless it can be shown that the language and ideas
found in the NT reference have come from and could only have come from,

that particuler 0T passage."3

lIbid., pP. 36; Rese explains that Swete's second category, OT wording
without introductory formula, was introduced by him because he was inter-
ested primarily, not in Luke's use of quotation, but in the evidence which
the NT text-form of OT quotations could give for the reconstruction of
the history of the LXX text, .

°R, H. Gundry, The Use of the OT in St. Matthew's Gospel (Suppl. to
NovT, XVIII; Leiden, 1967), p. 2; C. Smits (Qud-Testamentlische Citaten
in het Niewe Testament (Collectanea Fransciscana Neerlandica, VIII:1;
Hertogenbosch, 1952), Vol. I, p. 159) points out the difficulty of identify-
ing allusions even with the strict criterion of verbal parallelism; E.
Flessemann-van Leer ("Die Interpretation der Passionsgeschichte vom AT aus,"
Zur Bedeutung des Todes Jesu, ed. F. Viering, 2nd ed. (GHtersloh, 1967),
p. 82) calls for a distinction between vague and unclear allusions, which
refer to OT themes, and clear allusions, which refer to single OT passages.

3M. D. Hooker, Jesus and the Servant (London, 1959), p. 623 cf. Lindars
(p. 77), who criticizes her analysis as a minimizing view of the implica-
tions of literary allusion; R. Sumner (St. Luke and the Jewish Heritage:
A Study of the OT in Luke-Acts (Diss., B. Litt.; Oxford, 1970), p. 16)
adds a further criterion for identifying an OT allusion. In addition to
verbal parallelism with a definite OT passage there should be an appropriate

use of the original OT context in the allusion's employment in the New.
This criterion will help to distinguish OT allusions from LXX stylistic phrases.
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R. T. France offered a classification system for allusions. His
four categories were: clear verbal allusions; clear references without
verbal allusion; possible verbal allusion; possible reference without
verbal allusion.l He defined "clear" allusions as "those cases where
it cannot reasonably be doubted that the OT passage concerned is in mind."
He defined "possible" allusions as those where he "feels that an in-
tentional use of OT language or ideas could be reasonably postulated,"2

The research into this area had obviously progressed from the collection
and hypothesis stages to the critical analysis stage. A, Suhl, recogniz-
ing the great wealth of possible allusions in Mark, proposed to analyze
them according to a twofold criterion: verbal parallelism and function in
the NT context. Suhl assumed that an allusion would probably, by its very
nature, be unhistorical. He further assumed that its function in the NT
context would be exclusively that of alluding to the 0T, Therefore, if a
supposed allusion was historically probable and served an understandable
function within the narrative, besides just alluding to the 0T, it did not
qualify as an OT allusion.3

The Testimony Book Hypothesis had pretty well won the day as an
explanation of text-form discrepancies from the perspective of the OT
material which the NT used. The discovery at Qumran of the testimony book,

4Q Testimonia, added the weight of fresh archaeological evidence to the

4

theory. But the theofy was not without its detractors who questioned

 prance, p. 259.
2Thid., p. 15.

3A. Suhl, Die Funktion der alttestamentliche Zitate und Anspielungen
im Markusevangelium (GUtersloh, 1965), pp. 5Tff.; cf. Dibelius' contention
that a detail in the passion narrative could be both historical and an
allusion; See above, p. 43. v

4J. A. Fitzmyer "4Q Testimonia and the NT,"Theol., Stud., XVIII
(1950), pp. 513-537. -
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whether such a list actually fulfilled the function which Selwyn and
Harris had assigned to it.1 The fluidity in NT times of both the Hebrew
text tradition and the Greek LXX text tradition might account for text-
form discrepanéy.2 The discoveries of pre-Christian LXX manuscripts

at Qumran shed no decisive new light on the state of the LXX text in the
first century. It revealed no standardized text-form which coincided
so closely with one of the known text traditions of the LXX, that one
could identify any NT text-form deviation from such a IXX text tradition
as necessarily due to the interpretational methods of the early church
or the NT writer.3 The possibility that text-form discrepancies in any
given case might be due to the NT writer's adherence toa LXX or MT text
tradition that was no longer extant was still open.

The other text-form discrepancy issue, the inconsistency of the LXX
text=-form on the lips of an Aramaic-speaking Jesus, was in general solved
by attributing the origin of quotations with ILXX text-form to the Greek-
speaking early church as it passed on the tradition, or to the NT writerﬂ

The easy rule of thumb--Aramaic Targum or MT text-form signifies
Jesus or the Palestinian community; LXX text-form signifies the Greek-

speaking community and is secondary--came in for criticism. K. Stendahl

et M. P. Miller ("Targum, Midrash and the Use of the OT in the NT,"
JSJ, II (1971), p. 55), who says the Qumran list was used for liturgical
not exegetical purposes; E. E. Ellis ("Midrash, Targum and the NT Quotations,"
Neotestamentica et Semitica, ed. E. E. Ellis and M. Wilcox (Edinburgh,
1969), p. 65) says that Christian lists of testimonia grew out of the
practice of Gentile not Jewish Christians, who extracted the lemma, texts,
from their midrash, commentary, contexts and compiled them into testimony
lists; See below, p. 81,

2cf. Miller, JSJ, II, p. 55; D. M. Smith, Jr., "The Use of the OT
in the New," The Use of the OT in the New and other Essays in honor of
W. F. Stinespring, ed. J. M. Eifrid (Durham, N. C.,1972), p. 1L

3
4

Smith, The Use of the 0T, p. 8.

e.g. Karnetzki, pp. 249, 271.
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contested this simple equatién which assumes a linear development of
gospel tradition from a semitic to a Greek form.l He said that the
gospel writer's tendency to make quotations conform to the LXX was part
of the long process of handing on the tradition and might go back to
Jesus himself, Since both Greek and Aramaic were spoken in Palestine,2
it was just as likely that parallel traditions of LXX and MT text-forms
of OT quotations would grow up. To see the Hebraic as necessarily early,
and the IXX as necessarily late, was too arbitrary. He concluded that
quotations in the words of Jesus early received their authority from
Jesus even if they were in LXX Greek.3
The purpose of R. T. France's study was to test the authenticity
of OT quotations in the words of Jesus by evaluating their text-form,
After suggesting reasons, besides inauthenticity, for why the words of

4

Jesus might be in a LXX text-form,  he classified the text-form of Jesus'
OT guotations according to their agreement or lack of agreement with the
IXX and MT. France then analyzed those quotations from categories in
which the text-form seemed to show dependence exclusively on the LXX.
These were quotations that agreed with LXX against the MT and with one

text tradition of the LXX against another. France further distinguished

between significant and insignificant text-form agreements with the LXX

lStendahl, p. 165.

2cf, R. H. Gundry, "The Language Milieu of First Century Palestine:
Its Bearing on the Authenticity of the Gospel Tradition," JBL, LXXXTIII
(1964), pp. 404-408.

3er. Gundry (JBL, LXXXIII, p. 408), who goes further and suggests
that Jesus himself may have used the LXX text-form when he quoted the OT.

4France, p. 25; Reasons: the translator of the Aramaic tradition
quotes the LXX from memory; he unconsciously assimilates a quote to the
LXX; he refers to and copies out the LXX when the quotation is long;
Reasons for non-assimilation: he does not remember the ILXX; the difference
between the Aramaic gospel tradition and the LXX text-form is significant,
so he reproduces the former literally.
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against the MT. Significant agreements occur when the LXX differs in
meaning from the MT and the NT takes advantage of that difference in
applying the OT quotation to the NT context. France found none of the
text-forms of Jesus' quotations showing such a significant agreement with
the LXX over against the MI. He did find two quotations (Mk. 4:10;

Lk. 23:30) which agreed with one text tradition, A-text, against the
whole of the LXX text tradition and the MT, These could be viewed,
then, as inauthentic, but the loss to the teaching of Jesus was minimal,
The gquestion of the aguthenticity of Jesus' quotations is especially
important for our study since Luke appears to use the LXX when he is
expanding a guotation or incorporating quotation material from a source
that is no longer extant. ¥hen this is added to the fact that all but
two of Luke's qguotations in his gospel are on the lips of Jesus, the im-
portance of the authenticity question becomes evident.

Besides theories which focused on the OT material which the NT
writers had at their disposal, there was continuing interest in present-
ing explanations for text-form discrepancieg from the NT writers' inter-
pretational methods. Using the reverse of Manson's argumentl W. G. Kimmel,
building on Sundberg's finding32 that there was no fixed OT canon in NT
times, concluded that the OT was not necessarily viewed by NT writers
as a Holy Book which must be gquoted literally.

C. H. Dodd's modification of the Testimony Book Hypothesis meant
the introduction of another theory which woﬁld make first century inter-
pretational methods acceptable to the scientific historical critical

method. The point at issue again was the respect for the original OT

1See above, p. 35.

2W. G. Kfmmel, "Schriftauslegung, III im Urchristentum," RGG,
3rd ed. (1958), Vol. V, fl 1519-20; A. C. Sundberg, The .OT in the Eerly
Church (Harvard Theological Studies, XX; Cambridge, Mass,, 1964)




context which a NT writer did or did not show when he placed an OT
quotation in its NT context. Instead of a chain of individual verses
from various parts of the OT, Dodd believed that the testimony book con-
tained a selection of large sections of the OT (e.g. Isaiah, Jeremiah,
the minor prophets, the Psalms).l Each section was understood as a
whole, "particular verses or sentences were guoted from them as pointers
to the whole context rather than as constituting testimonies in and for
themselves."2 Dodd admitted that sometimes in NT writings an isolated
OT text could be introduced to illustrate or elucidate, but in passages
where the OT was fundamental to the argument or course of the narrative,
it usually served as a pointer to its larger original context. Dodd
sought to prove his thesis by showing that NT writers independently of
one another used the same OT passage,3

M. D. Hooker, in her investigation of Isaiah 53 in the thought of

4

Jesus, strongly contested Dodd's thesis. Aside from being based on
a circular argument, Dodd's thesis was not borne out by the evidence of
NT passages. None show reminiscences of different verses from Isaiah 53
in such close proximity that they would indicate that the NT writer had
the whole OT context in mind. Hooker concluded, '"Unless we find any

evidence to support Dodd's claim, however, either in a unified inter-

pretation by the Jews of the whole Isaianic Servant concept, or in the

e, m. Dodd, According to the Scriptures (London, 1952), p. 126.

2Ibid.

3¢f. B. J. Roberts ("The D86 amd the OT Scriptures," BJRL, XXXVI
(1953=54), pp. 75-96) for corroborating evidence from the Qumran
practice; But see J. A. Fitzmyer ("The Use of Explicit OT Quotations in
Qumran Literature and in the NT," NTS, VII (1960-61), pp. 297-333),
who shows that the Qumran Literature contains "atomistic" OT gquotations
taken out of context.

4Hooker, p. 22f.; cf. A. C. Sundberg's ("On Testimonies," NovT, III
(1959), pp. 268-81) criticism of all of Dodd's evidence,
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NT passages themselves, we must assume that he has failed to prove his
case, and that the fatomistic' interpretation is therefore the correct
one."1

Another new factor which was introduced into the discussion of the
NT interpretational method was the information from the Qumran finds.
The Qumran sect, like the early Christian community, was a movement
outside the mainstream of Judaism, Members of this sect believed that
they were living in days near to the End-time, The early church was
different, for it believed that the last days had decisively arrived in
the life, death, and resurrection of Jesus of Nazareth, the Messiah.
However, both movements used the same interpretationel methods. They
modified the text-form of OT quotations to bring them into agreement
with contemporary circumstances in which they considered the OT prophecy
had been fulfilled.2 The Qumran information was variously employed in
the area of the NT's use of the OT. For some scholars, it confirmed the
judgment that the NT writers did indeed follow first century methods,
"the subjective and arbitrary use of prophecy" with its disregard for the
original OT context. For others, the differences between the inter-
pretational methods of the NT and Qumran writings showed that the NT
writers possessed more of a historical consciousness when using OT writings
than their Jewish contemporaries. The discrepancy between their methods
and those of the scientific historical critical method was not as great
as had been supposed.

J. C. G, Greig saw the Qumram sect's interpretational methods as

further evidence for the first century Jewish exegetical practices

lHooker, p. 22f.; Atomistic interpretation means that the NT writer
only intends to apply to the NT context what he actually quotes. He does
not pointto the larger orlglnal context,

cf J. A. Fitzmyer, NTS, VII, pp. 297 =333; J. DeWaard, A Comparative
Study of the OT Text in the D DSS and in the NT (Studles on the Texts of the
Desert of Judah, IV; Leiden, 1966),
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which the disciples, as opposed to their rabbi, Jesus, took up,1

That Luke, for example, makes Jesus the author of like
interpretations of prophecy (Lk, 24325ff.; 44ff.) must
therefore make us ask how far these Evangelists were
accurate interpreters of him, and how far they were
carried away by apocalyptic beliefs and literary tech-
niques for the presentation of prophetic material which
they shared with Qumran and he did not. We may indeed
ask ourselves whether the Dead Sea Scrolls have not given
us the means wherewith finally to discredit the traditional
argument from prophecy as evangelical witness to the
Messiahship of Jesus, seeing what a Procrustean bed it can
be in the pesher of DSH, "2

F. F. Bruce, through a comparison of Biblical exegesis in Qumran
and the NT, concluded that the NT interpretation of the OT did not go
against either the original context or the historical intention of the OT
writers; rather, it worked within the framework of OT history as a part
of, and in line with, "the iteraction of God's revelation and men's response

3

in the process of 0T history." This was not paralleled in Qumran.

Also not paralleled was the belief that Jesus was the final fulfilment.

of all OT promises. ", ..Jesus has fulfilled the ancient promises, and

in fulfilling them He has given them a new meaning, in which their original
meaning is not set aside but caught up into something more comprehensive
and far-reaching than was foreseen before He came,"4 There was dis-

crepancy within continuity. But it was a discrepancy which the original

context would welcome for it was its fulfilment.

1S. L. Edgar ("Respect for Context in Quotations from the 0Ty NTS,
IX (1962-63), pp. 55-62) used this presumed difference in method as a
device for discovering the authentic words of Jesus. Those quotations
which respected their original context were authentic words of Jesus;
those that did not originated in the early church; see above p. 22 ; see
below, p. 70,

2J. C. G. Greig, "Gospel Messianism and the Qumran Use of Prophecy,”
Studia Evangelica, Vol., I; ed. K. Aland et al (TU, LXXIII; Berlin, 1959),
p. 598.

3
p. 68.

F. F. Bruce, Biblical Exegesis in the Qumran Texts (The Hague, 1959),

4pid., p. 77.
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Thus, although Qumran did not solve this problem, it did provide
needed exegetical material for comparison. And the comparison pointed
out more sharply than before that the distinctive thing about fulfilment
in the NT was that it is not merely eschatological, but Christocentric,l

R. T. Mead analyzes R. L. Edgar's theory concerning the relationship
between the respect shown for the original context by an OT quotation in
the Gospels and the originator of the quotation, Mead produced a classifica-’
tion of OT gquotations according to the degree to which they respect their
original OT context. After dividing the quotations into fulfilment
(either future or present fulfilment) proof-texts, and non-fulfilment or
non-predictive OT quotations, Mead presents these categories: (1) the quote
respects fhe 0T context; (2) the quote is detached from its OT context
(i.e. the situation which Jesus would explain by quoting may resemble the
OT situation in one or a few particulars; the quotation runs far énough
to associate these particulars but then stops); (3) the quote violates its
0T context (either the 0T situation is thoroughly disregarded or novel
subjects/objects are substituted for the élements of the original context).2
Mead concluded that while some future fulfilment proof-texts did violate
the OT context, there was little disregard for OT context among present
fulfilment proof-texts and no disregard among non-predictive texts. He
found that his analysis cut across the distinction between Jesus and the
NT writers. Respect for original context had nothing to do with who was
speaking but with the function of the 0T quotation in the NT narrative.

High respect for the original context occurred when the narrative required

lSee above, p. 37.

2R. T. Mead, "A Dissenting Opinion about Respect for Context in OT

Quotations," NTS, X (1963-64), p. 280f,



a true text~to comnent on, a solid basis for valid inferences, or a
text for an attack or defence in the face of hostile questioners.1

Mead concluded that NT writers, in common with their Palestinian
Jewish contemporaries, "moved about in an atmosphere of revealed religion
which regarded scriptural statements as true both in whole and in various-
gsized parts."  Hence, "historical contextuality was not a cherisghed
principle in NT times,'l2 Mead obgerved interestingly that the understand-
ing of "context" is always arrived at by consensus. For current scholar-
ship which uses the scientific historical critical method "context" means
the historical situation and the intention of the original writer. In
NT times it meant scriptural truth taken from Scripture as a whole or
from its various parts. The NT understanding of "context" allowed even
the unrestrained and arbitrary use of proof-texts with its disregard for
original context. Mead explains the NT understanding of "context!"

sociologically., He says that early Christianity flourished in a network

of cell groups marked by a strong inner congensus and shielded with an im-

71

penetrable parochialism, Without the pressures from outside and from within

which would force a more careful and less arbitrary approach to the OT
text, the NT understanding of "context" could maintain itself,

J. Barr says that we should evaluate NT uge of OT quotations not
againgt their original context but "against the context of what the early

Christians were doing with them ZI.e. oT quotationd7, This situation of

lIbid., p. 282,

2Ibid., p. 288; so also James Barr (014 and New in Interpretation
(London, 1966), pp. 143ff.); M. P. Miller (JSJ, II, p. 66) observes that
midrashic method worked on the principle that the whole of Scripture could
sexrve as the original context for a given atomistic quotation, Hence,
texts from diverse contexts could be linked together in a midrash on the
basis of their similarity in wording, with the confidence that this method
was legitimate and the resulting interpretation true, because all the
texts came from the same author, God himself; cf. the rules of rabbinic
exegesis, Middoth 2, 3, and 6 (C. K. Barrett, "The Interpretation of the
OT in the New," The Cambridge History of the Bible, ed. P. R. Ackroyd and
C. F. Evans (Cambridge, 1970), Vol. I-From the Beginnings $0 Jerome,
p. 383).
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both creativity and faithfulness to scriptural tradition (quite apart
from traditional texts being quoted) forms the context against which the
use of the text is to be Seen,"l

The kind of arbitariness which we do have is not that of a reasoned
or fixed method of interpretation constantly used from a fixed religious
structure. It is "the arbitrariness of creativity in departﬁre from a
defined tradition.,"2 The result is that we can develop ho fixed inter-
pretational method from the NT writers' use of the 0ld, Their use appears
only as kerygma with illustrated Biblical texts or as the development of
an apologetic argument working with texts. It is a fast and sporadic
presentation which cannot be extended to 0T texts other than those with
which it is used in the NT,

Whereas previously, the prophecy and fulfilment scheme which bound
" the two testaments together and enabled the NT writers to practice their
intefpretational methods was understood from the perspective of the spiritual
reality which created and maintained it, God's sovereign will,3 now the
same scheme was viewed from the human perspective, the way the NT writer
used it., C. H. Dodd described the NT approach this way: "They conceived
the 1627 course of events, with all its unpredictable vicissitudes, to
exhibit certain universal principles, embedded in the structure of this
world as goverend by the law and providence of God."4 Such truths as
glory through suffering and the relation of sin, judgment, and restoration

presented a basic plot of God's dealing with men. It was the NT writers'

1Barr, p. 143; cf. M. P. Miller (JSJ, II, p. 66), who further states
that because of the reciprocal relationship between 0T text and current
experience in the midrashic method, the contemporary needs of the community
also provided a context in which atomistic quotes could be understood.

2Barr, P. 143,
3

Sco above, p. 21,

'4Dodd, p. 16; Contrast Suhl (p. 47), who sees the life and words of
Jesus as the controlling factor in the NT approach to the OT.
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perception of this plot, as well as their confidence in the progressively
unfolding plan of God, which enabled them to see and proclaim that'prOPhecy
was fulfilled.1

The way in which this approach overcame the discrepancy between the
NT method of interpretation and the scientific historical critical methed
was to emphasize the historical sense which this framework of understand-
ing lent to the method of interpretation. In the main, this historical
sense pushed to the periphery any questionable, arbitrary, or even famciful
exegesis.

One part of NT quotations which had suffered neglect was the intro-
ductory formula, In this period we have an analytical-comparative study
of the Mishnsh and the NT by B. M. Metzger which yielded the following
results. The similarities in introductory formulas between the Mishnah
and NT are due to a common dependence on the 0T as a model for introductory
formulas. The differences, notably the greater emphasis in the NT on a
telic "fulfilment" formula, are due to a different interpretation of history.
"More precigely, thé characteristically Christian view of the continuing
activity of God in the historical events comprising the life, death, and
resurrection of Jesus of Nazareth, fulfilling and completing the divine
revelation recorded in the OT, is reflected even in the choice of formulas
introducing quotations of Scripture in the NT."3 Increasingly, the im-
portance of the introductory formulas for understanding a NT writer's use

of the OT was realized.? But Tilden dismissed the importance of intro-

1cf. Barrett (The Cambridge History of the Bible, I, p. 403) who
observes, "...NT thinkers worked their way so successfully into the essential
meaning of the OT that they were sometimes at least able to bring to light
a genuine community of thought and feeling between what had been experienced
and said in the distant past, and the event of Jesus Christ."

2Dodd, p. 133.

3B M. Metzger, "The Formulas Introducing Quotations of Scripture in
the NT and Mishngh," JBL, LXX (1951), p. 307; The Qumran literature further
confirmed these observations (Fitzmyer, NTS, VII, p. 303).

4cf Karnetzki, pp. 8if W. Rothfuchs, Die Erfdllungszitate des
M8tthaus-Evangeliums (BWANT, v :8; Stuttgart, 1969), p. 17.
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ductory formulas because of their great variety in the Gospels and their
seeming ad hominem usage, Jesus rests his argument “rather on the force
of the OT than on the literary form of the introductory words,"1

There was just as much activity during this period which focused on
Luke's use of the OT.2 The text-form of Luke's quotations was analyzed
for what it could tell us about the materials Luke used as well as what
he did with those materials. T. Holtz set out to determine how much of

the OT Luke knew at first hand.3

He treated as relevant evidence only
those quotations which are in agreement with the ILXX, The rest he
supposed came from Luke's sources, Holtz concluded that Luke knew at
first hand the A-type LXX text of Isaiah, some of the Psalms,4 and three
minor prophets. He probably didn't know the Pentateuch and was familiar
with only a little of Israel's history and that through traditional sum-
maries. He had access to testimonies. Holtz admitted that Luke quotes
OT material on subjects which interest him, namely prophecy in the prophets
and the writings. So, the fact that he does not quote from a section of
the OT does not mean he does not know it. Yet, even with this proviso,
Holtz still claimed that Luke did not know, or was not interested in the
Pentateuch. This was because he and his readers had a Gentile background.5

M. Rese criticized Holtz for not taking into account the possibility

that Luke did not make accurate use of the text-form of the LXX at his

lE. E. Tilden, "The Study of Jesus' Interpretational Methods,"

Interpretation, VII (1953), p. 49.

2Rese, P. 23,

3T. Holtz, Untersuchung Uber die alttestamentlichen Zitate bei Lukas
(Tu, CIV; Berlin, 1968).

inderlich (p. 34) maintains that Luke by procuring from the Psalums
a greater number of meaningful messianic proof-texts, indicates the importance
of this OT book for him. He even raigses it to the same level of significance
ag the OT sections, the law and the prophets (cf. 24:44).

5Smith (The Use of the OT, p. 49) offers a historical reason for Luke's
limited canen. He was writing toward the end of the first century when
the separation of the early church from the Hellenistic synagogue meant
that he no longer had access to the synagogue library.
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disposal,1 Rese asked Holtz to consider the possibility that some of
the text-form discrepancies in Luke were due to Luke's own editing of

the IXX for stylistic or theological reasons. This was, in fact, the
way Rese understood the origin of the text-form discrepancies in Iuke.

He treated the OT quotations as tradition which Luke worked into his
gospel. The text-form differences helped Rese to understand the rela=
tionship between tradition and composition in Luke; to determine individual
features of Lukan style; and to uncover Iuke's attitude towards tradition
and his place within the history of traditions.,2 To the present, then,
both areas of explanation of text-form discrepancy: the materials Luke
used and the use he made of them, have had theories presented in their
favor,

With the focus on Luke the writer during this period, the question
of the lack of OT quotations in his gospel received much attention. Dodd
did not see it as simply Luke's preference for fewer quotations for "why,
having cut down Mark's list, has he then added fresh testimonies which do
not occur in Mark? And why, if he did not want to reproduce Mark's list,
did he, while rejecting some of his testimonies, substitute others drawn
from the same parts of scristure and carrying the same implications for
thé understanding of the passion and death of Jesus?"3 The answer is
not obvious if we just say Luke edited Mark. But if we suppose that the
testimonia were important in shaping the pession narrative from the first,
"we should not be rash in concluding that Luke was probably acquainted
with an account formed independently of Mark, supported by a different set
of testimonies..,"4

A. A, T. Ehrhardt proposed that Luke's place in the general development

1Rese, p. 212,
2Ibid., P. 34; See above, p. 36,

3C. H. Dodd, Historical Tradition in the Fourth Gospel (Cambridge,
1963); p. 36.

4Tbid.
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of the use of testimonia in the early church explained his use of Scripture.
The development proceeded in three phases from the early uncritical adop-
tion of Jewish collections of testimonia concerning the Mesgiah, in general,
to the Christian collecticns intended to prove that the death and resurrec-
tion of Christ happened in accordance with the Scriptures (even as late as
Barnabas). Finally, there was a conflation of Jewish and Christian
testimonia (Cyprian, a chief example).1 Ehrhardt placed Luke between
Matthew and John in the midst of the second phase. Iuke's reference
to "all the scriptures (24:25=27, 44) reflected his and the early church's
dissatisfaction with the Jewish testimonia. These did ncot deal with
Jesus' promised death and resurrection, He was a step beyond Mt. 26:54,
56, where the Jewish testimonia have been removed, but he had not advanced
quite as far as John with his secure proof-texts. Luke filled the gaps,
not with proof-texts, but with the explanation that the ignorance of the
Jews caused Jesus' death.

Most explanations of the lack of quotations in luke appealed to
Luke's interpretational methods. Writers took up the observations of the
previous period based on the "two document source hypothesis" and at-
tempted to give positive explanations for Lukan evidence. Rese pointed
out that the placement of the quotations was of high significance for the
message of the gospel,2 and outweighed their fewness. D. M. Smith
observed that Luke's tendency to place quotations on the lips of Jesus

3

was due mainly tc the precedents established by Mark and Q. He said it was

lA. A. T. Ehrhardt, "The Disciples of Emmaus," NTS, X (1963-64),
p. 189; cf. M. F. Wiles' ("The OT in Controversy with the Jews," SJT,
VIII (1955), p. 118) reconstruction which supports Dodd's theory about
proof-texts as pointers to the larger original context.

2
Rese, pp. 207ff.; cf. Kimmel's (RGG, 3rd ed., V, H 1518) comment

that the importance which a writer attaches to the OT should not be judged
by the number of his quotations for the number may be determined by the
literaxry character and purpose of the NT writer's work.

3Smith, The Use of the QOT, p. 49.
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also sigmificant that Jesus' initial and final utterances in Luke's
gospel included OT quotations.

In the wake of H. Conzelmann's seminal work on Lukan theology, there
was a revived interest in the role of prophecy and fulfilment in ILukan
thought. Many following P. Schubert and H. Conzelmann reasserted the
prominence of this scheme in Luke. They emphasized the distinctive
perspective of Luke, which they recognized as his sense of salvation
history. This in one way or another modified the way in which ILuke

presented the fulfilment of prophecy.l
G. B. Caird observed that Luke didn't present isolated explicit OT

quotations but "the whole tenor, purport, and pattern of OT teaching and
history."2 Suhl concluded that Matthew wrote from the perspective of

the present looking back on the past in which the great promises of the

0T were fulfilled. He could thus indicate his promise and fulfilment
scheme through editorial formula quotations. Luke wrote as though he

were in the past, as though he were a contemporary with those whose actions
he portrays. He relived the events and let the successively realized plan
of God work itself out before his readers' eyes. To editorially introduce
formula quotations would destroy this perspective. The idea of scriptural

fulfilment could come across just as well through general statements about

lRese, p. 23f.; P. Schubert, "The Structure and Significance of
Lk. 24," Neutestamentliche Studien flir R. Bultmann, ed. W. Eltester, 2nd
ed. (BZNW, XXI; Berlin, 1957), pp. 165-186; Conzelmann, p. 162; Contrast
S. G. Wilson ("Lukan Eschatology," NTS, XVI (1969 70), p. 335), who claims
that Conzelmann's three epoch scheme of salvation history does not ac-

curately describe Iuke's thinking. Wilson thinks a promise and fulfilment
scheme controls Luke's view of salvation history.
2

G. B. Gaird, The Gospel of St. Luke (Pelican Gospel Commentaries;
Harmondsworth, Eng., 1963), p. 34.

i
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OT fulfilment and the simple presentation of historical facts.,
Rothfuchs noted the distribution of OT fulfilment quotations in Luke.
They are focused on the death and resurrection while Matthew's are dis-
tributed throughout his gospel,2
Iuke's Gentile audience was still held to provide & reason for his
few quotations, The writers now however sought to present the reasons
behind that reason. S. Schulz explained that in confronting Gentiles,
Luke could no longer use Scripture as the self-evidently true witness to
the revelation of the will of God, as the early Christian missionaries had
done with the Jews. Rather, the existence of God's will and the proclama-
tion that it was working itself out, became primary. The Scriptures were
of secondary importance though they were still direct proof of the fulfilled
will of God,3
U. Luck explained the small number of fulfilment of prophecy gquotations
in Luke by referring to Luke's theology of the Holy Spirit,4 The Holy
Spirit, not the inspired Scriptures, was the active agent fulfilling the
plan of God in the life of Jesus. Indeed, the Scriptures did not have
authority on their own, but rather, the Spirit spoke in them as prophetic
witness, Hence, presentation of the fulfilment of the plan of God primarily
by means of authoritative proof-texts was inappropriate.
While many were embracing the idea that a prophecy and fulfilment
scheme was dominant in Luke, though salvation history had altered its mode
of expression, Rese called this understanding of Luke into question. He
proposed an analysis of the quotation material in Luke-Acts to see whether

it would support this theory. The two features of an OT gquotation which

1Suhl, p. 165; cf. E. Lohse, "Lukas als Theologe der Heilsgeschichte,"
Evlh, XIV (1954-55) p. 264.

2Rothfu¢hs, pp. 147-149.

38, Schulz, "Gottes Vorsehung bei Lukas," ZNW, LIV (1963), pp. 104-116;
cf. W. Grundmann, Das Evangelium nach Lukas (ThHK, 2nd ed., III; Berlin, 1961),
p. 23.

4U° Luck, "Kerygma, Tradition und Geschichte Jesu bei Lukas," ZIK, LVII
(1960), pp. 51-66. 5
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is used in a true promise and fulfilment scheme are its functioning as

a proof-text and its manifestation of an awareness of a distinction between

the time of the promise and that of its fulfilment. Luke's use of OT

gquotations according to Rese fell into four categories: (1) The "hermeneutical™

use of an OT quote functioned to explain an idea or event. The gquotation

did not serve to prove anything and there was no recognition of the time

distinction between the OT context and the NT use. (2) The "simple

proof" use functioned to prove the truth of an assertion by confirming it

through a quote from the 0T, which was the authoritative Word of God,

Here again there was no recognition of time distinction between 0T and

NT expressed by a promise and fulfilment framework. (3) The "proof"

use in a "scheme of fulfilment and promise" does have both of the features

necessary to qualify it as a use within the promise and fulfilment scheme.

And, it should be noted that this use emphasizes the present fulfilment.

The fulfilment event was, in fact, the criterion for the choice of the

0T quotation. (4) The "proof" use in a "scheme of promise and fulfil-

ment" also has the necessary features of a fulfilment from prophecy quote.

Here, the emphasis is on the past and the OT promise which has been made,l
After classifying the various guotations according to these categories,

Rege concluded that the "proof" uses within promise and fulfilment schemes

were less significant for Luke than his "hermeneutical" and "simple proof™

 uses. Of the two fulfilment schemes, the "fulfilment and promise'" variety

was more important in Luke. On this evidence the usual understanding of

Luke's theology, a salvation history approach grounded in a linear view

of history and unfolding according to a promise and fulfilment scheme,

does not stand up. Rese concluded that Luke saw the function of the 0T,

lRese, pp. 37ff.
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not as providing a body of prophecy ready to be fulfilled, but as an
essential aid for understanding the actions of God in the past, the
present, and the future.

The influence of Scripture's role in Luke's apologetic purposes, which
Cadbury stressed,1 Rese says must be- left undecided.,2 Other scholars,
however, attempted to define Luke's apologetic purposes and the way
Scripture was used in them in terms of situations of controversy within
and without the early church. L. C. Crockett saw Luke's use of the OT
in aid of a theology of forgiveness and reconciliation which was aimed at

3 C. H. Talbert

solving the Jewish-Gentile table fellowship problem.
believed that the controversy to which Luke addressed himself was the
Gnostic-Christian conflict, Part of his anti~-gnostic polemic was a counter-
attack against the gnostic misinterpretation of Scripture, By setting
out the whole range of salvation history within a framework of scriptural
promise and fulfilment and by showing a parallel use of this framework by
Jesus and the early church, "it is as though Luke were trying to say that
the church's interpretation of Scripture and thereby of salvation history
is nothing more than an extension in time of Jesus' interpretation of the

"4’

0T and his view of salvation history.

lSee above, p. 39; cf. H. Anderson, "The OT in St. Mark's Gospel,"
The Use of the 0T in the New and other Egsays in honor of W, F. Stinespring,
ed. J. M. Eifrid (Durham, N. C., 1972), p. 306.

2Rese, p. 210; J. Ernst ("Schriftauslegung und Auferstehung bei Lukas,"
Theologie und Glaube, LX (1970), p. 371) criticizes Rese on this point,
saying that while his categories of 0T usage in Luke may be true formally
they do not account for the polemic purposes, especlally the apologetic con-
cerning the Gentile mission, for which Luke uses the OT.

3, c. Crockett, The OT in the Gospel of Iuke (Diss., Brown U.;
Providence, R.I., 1966); cf. F. Schlitz (Der Leidende Christus (BWANT, V':9;
Stuttgarty; 1968), pp. 41, 98), who contends that a persecution situation
determined ine way the gospel was written; Contrast Smith (The Use of the
0T, p. 50), who says that Luke the Gentile can use the Scriptures and stress
the continuity between Judaism and Christianity only because the struggle
with the Jewish Christians over the observance of the OT law has ended.

4c. 1. Talbert, Luke and the Gnostics (Nashville, 1966), p. 35.
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0ld Tegstament Allusion

In the study of OT allusions during this period, midrashic methods
received more careful attention; the relationship of NT historical detail
to OT prophecy was looked at from a different angle; several new functions
for allusions, besides proof from prophecy, were proposed; and non-allusions
received close scrutiny.

J. W. Doeve performed a most extensive analysis on the Gospels to show
that a Christian midrash on related OT proof-texts was the literary form
in which the gospel tradition developed. Both he and B. P, W.  $talher-
Hunt offered this method as the explanation for the discrepancies in
chronological order among the Synoptic Gospels,1 Since the order of material
in the gospel traditon was originally determined by considerations of
Jewish exegetical method, including the tinking of related proof-texts,
chronological considerations were never decisive in the process. The
gospel writer merely worked with the received tradition. According to
Hunt the gospel wfiter also played an active role in selecting and editing
his material "to show how completely the incidents in the life of our Lorxrd
fit into the pattern which had been laid down for the Messiash in such
profuse detail by the prophets."2

With the discoveiies of Qumran came the renewed discussion of what
was actually meant by the term,'”midraéh," Ellis put the issue succinctlys:
"What are the guidelines to distinguish midrash as a literary genre and
midrash as an activity? Or is this distinction a later refinement that
has no place in the pre-Christian or pre-rabbinic usage? How much and
what kind of paraphrastic elaboration is required before a "targum'" becomes

a "midrash" (or "midrash--targum")?

1
J. W. Doeve, Jewish Hermeneutics in the Syncptic Gospels and Acts

(Assin, 1953); B. P. V. :Stather-Hunt, Primitive Gospel Sources (London,
1951).

2:gtather-Hunt, p. xii.

3Ellis, Neotestamentica et Semitica, p. 64f.
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These questions are important for NT studies because very rarely
does the NT present material in the literary genre of midrash. So we
must seek ways to identify when the midrashic method is being used.
Ellis took a slightly different approach from Selwyn's for he used the
literary genre as his clue. This genre is made up of two basic parts:
the lemma, the text of Scripture on which the writer wished to comment;
and the midrash, the commentary itself. When we encounter a pattern of
OT allusions from different, though related OT passages clustered around
a given event in the NT narrative and seeming to provide the substructure
for it, then we are probaly face to face with a detached midrash, without
its lemma text. When we find brief, isolated OT quotations, then we have
to do with detached lemma without its commentary. In this approach the
concern with literary genre helps keep a check up on an imagination such
as Selwyn manifested. As we noted he had a tendency to see the midrashic
method at work wherever verbal parallelism to the OT could be noted.

Midrashic method also provided a way far looking at the relationship
of prophecy to fulfilment in history. Miller commented about the
perspective of midrash:

And if this is the case that Scripture is prophetic, text and

experience are not two autonomous domains. On the contrary,

they are reciprocally enlightening even as the immediate event

helps make the age-old text intelligible, so in turn the text

reveals the fundamental significance of the recent event or

experience... Such a reciprocal relation is at work in the

NT where the Scriptures witness to and interpret the person

and work of Christ even ags his person and work unveils the

mystery and wisdom of the Scripture.

C. P. D. Moule expressed this reciprocal relation in the following

way. While the OT had a profound influence on the church's NT writing,

"this influence was evidently subordinate both to the influence of the

htiller, gs7, II, p. 44.
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apostolic witness to Jesus and to the living inspiration of Christian
prophets in the church.,"1

C. Maurer investigated Mark's OT allusions and suggested that they
presented a "fulfilment in fact," in contrast to the "fulfilment in word"
of the many proof-texts of Matthew.,2 They show fulfilment in the person
of Jesus through the simple presentation of the facts. Karnetzki disagreed
with Maurer's description of allusions. He saw the difference in presenta-
tion of proof by allusion instead of quotation, as the result of a different
view of Scripture, Holy Scripture was being narrated as promise not as
proof to those who do not need to have the messianic prophecies demonstrated
to them, The allusion functions as a witness to Christ, showing in the
words of OT promises which of them had been fulfilled in Jesus.3 Suhl
wanted to take Mark's allusions completely outside the sphere of promise
and fulfilment, They are just examples of the natural OT coloring of
a narrative about one in whom the writer was convinced God was acting
according to the Scriptures.4 Rege opposed Suhl by asking, if the OT
allusions are merely a coloring of the narrative with OT language, how can
we distinguish between gospel tradition in OT language and gospel tradition
that has been shaped by the OT'E’5 The significance of the allusive material
should not be limited to that of descriptive language. Since Luke used

Mark as one of his sources, these analyses of Mark's method of alluding to

1e. F. D. Moule, The Birth of the NT (Companion Vol, I to Black's
NT Commentaries; London, 1962), p. 35; cf. Kdmmel, RGG, 3rd ed., V, § 1519.

20. Maurer, "Knecht Gottes und Sohn Gottes im Passionsbericht des
Markusevangelium," 2ZTK, L (1953), p. 7.

3Karnetzki, p. 84; cf. S. Amsler, L'Ancien Testament dans 1'église
(Biblioth&que Théologique; Neuchatel, 1960}

4Suhl, p. 65; See above, p. 63,

5

Rese, p. 72.
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the OT are important for understanding the use Luke made of Mark's
allusions,

R. Sumner1 discusses Luke's use of allusion and comc¢ludes that it
was employed sometimes to compare and sometimes to contrast God's activity
among his people through Jesus and through the servants of the Lord in
0T times, The density of allusions in any given section depends on its
setting, Sumner is not hard pressed to explain non-azllusions. Rather
she is impressed with the number of allusions in Luke, She notes es-
pecially Luke's practice of changing Mark's explicit quotations into "subtle
allusions" and his development of a pattern of allusion throughout his work
which entails not only references to OT passages but allusions to John the
Baptist's or Jesus' ministry in his later narrative of the growth and
witness of the early church, This method of allusion used in these ways,
which should not be understood as a rigid scheme of typology, not only
brings out the theological implications of the events recorded when they
are tied to the OT, " - it also gives unity to Luke's whole work. It
is a practical demonstration of the belief in the continuity of revelation
throughout salvation history.

The non-sllusions df Luke still caused concern, This period saw a
mixture of new theories proposed and some analyses made of individual cases.
Conzelmann wondered, "We cannot be gure of the reason for the omission, as
fulfilment plays as important & part in Luke as in Mark."2

Karnetzki and Maurer offered a mixture of reasons for Luke's failure
to take over OT allusions from Mark: Luke's historical interests, his

stylistic or theological motives, his choice of another source,3 Any of

1Sumner, pp. 98ff.

2Conzelmann, p. 158, n. 4.

3Karnetzki, p. 249; Maurer, ZTK, L, passim.
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these might govein an editorial alteration which destroys an allusion.,
His treatment of OT allusions in his sources appeared to be no different
from the way he treated the other content of his sources, Thus, he often
seemed not to be aware of the allusion's existence.

0ld Testament Idea

The research into Luke's use of OT ideas also flourished during this
period. The approach generally gave proper attention to the roles that
both the OT and the immediate Jewish background played in Luke's thought.
Conzelmann gave impetus to theredaction critical endeavors in the study of
Lukan theology. Many studies of individual theological themes took the
OT background into account.

E. Stauffer well summarized the balanced approach to the 0T and
Jewish background of NT thought which prevailed during this time, Since
the OT was the Bible of primitive Christianity, "wherever in the NT the
presuppositions of primitive Christian theology are not sufficiently self-
evident, we must turn in the first place to the OT to find their antecedents,"l
But we must also take the Jewish Intertestamental literature into account:
", ..the NT writers are rooted so far as their exegetical and theological
thought forms go, in a living tradition which comes from the OT via the
apocryphal literature down to the apocalyptic national writings of their
own time.”2

3

David Hill's study was along the same lines as Stauffer's, The

main difference was that he emphasized the importance of the immediate

lE° Stauffer, NI Theology, trans. J. Marsh (London, 1955), p. 18.

2Ibid., p. 20; cf. Karnetzki (p. 184), who sees the history of tradition,
which determined the text-form and interpretation of OT quotations in the
New, beginning in the exegetical tradition of the pre-Christian Jewish
community.

3D° Hill, Greek Words and Hebrew Meanings (SNTS Monogreph Series,
V; Cambridge, 1967) .
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context for the determination of a word's meaning. This was part of

a necessary control against the "illegitimate transfer" of the whole

range of meanings of a word to its use at any given place. Further,

Hill did not wait for a word's meaning to create difficulty before he

went to the OT for help. Rather, he wanted to uncover the changed or
added new meaning which Greek words received when they were used by Jews
and Christians. He takeg the translation Greek of the LXX as the primary
factor in the creation of thig peculiar use of Greek words among Jews and
Christiens, The OT became again a positive aid for understanding Greek
words with Hebrew meanings.

F. F. Bruce studied the conscious use of OT ideas in the NT. The
object of his examination was to stand at some distance and view '"the
dominant motifs which recur throughout the Biblical literature and bind
them together."1 He wanted to see how the NT writers continued to use
these vehicles of revelationi motifs, images, themes, to set forth the
perfected revelation in Christ. Bruce provided an important qualification.
The plain sense of the Biblical narrative and language provided a control
both in the OT and in the New for determining what OT materisl was ap-
propriate for use as motifs and themes, and what NT passages in their plain
sense actually showed the use of such themes,

R. V. G. Tasker commented on OT ideas in Luke in particular. He
conceded that ILuke told his narrative of Jesus' life and ministry with
"much less attempt to see in it fulfilment of OT prophecy," He did
insist, however, that the gospel was told against an OT background. "This
ZﬁT backgroun@7 is perhaps a feature of this gospel that is not sufficiently

. 2
recognized, "

1F. F. Bruce, This is That (Exeter, 1969), p. 18.

2R, V. G. Tasker, The OT in the NT (London, 1946), p. 38; cf. C. K.
Barrett, Luke the Historian in Recent Study (London, 1961), p. 17.
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Tasker rejected the explanation that any OT or Jewish interests
are due to Luke's sources. Such interests are present in all strata
of his work and chiefly in his special material, Although here, too,

Luke is using reliable tradition, they "would appear to have been 'written
up' by the evangelist; and we are justified in regarding them as evidence
for his point of view,"1 Tasker offered Luke's sense of the dramatic, his
literary skill, and his wide humanitarian sympathies as the reasons why

the OT background in his gospel was often not noticed. These factors
tended to smooth over any roughness in the narrative which usually indicates
“a semitic or OT background in thought and style.

Just as Luke's interpretational methods, especially the use of the
promise and fulfilment scheme, were viewed within a framework of salvation
history, so scholars saw the theology of Luke and its use of OT ideas as
basically within the same salvation history framework. Conzelmann said
that Luke divides salvation history into distinct epochs. The OT
Scriptures belong to the epoch of the past up fo the coming of Jesus.

Yet, through their prophetic elements they provide a continuity between
that pést epoch and the middle epoch, Jesus' earthly ministry, and the
present epoch of the church. What was promised in the past has come to
fulfilment in the later epochs. Yet one must not think that details from
Israel's past have come to fulfilment. Rather, the idea of the people

of God is the continuing reality in the plan of redemptive history.2 As
Conzelmann described these epochs of history and sections within them, they
appear as blocks of time, each characterized by a single OT idea (e.g.

"temptation" is the main theme of the passion narrative; '"pecple of God"

lTasker, p. 38.
2cf. N. B. Stonehouse (The Witness of Luke to Christ (London, 1951),

p. 162), who interprets Luke in a somewhat similar waey, from a covenant
theology viewpoint,

Al



is the main idea of the OT epoch). For Conzelmann the identification of
a number of OT ideas within a narrative of a given part of salvation
history, like the passion narrative, is often made irrelevant. Where
various OT ideas are identified, they are bound together in a larger

complex of thought so that an interest in the unity of thought takes
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precedence over concern with its various parts. While Conzelmann rendered

the valuable service of introducing a theory to explain the 0T thought
content in Luke within Luke's basic theological perspective, his natural
tendency to lump concepts together into complex wholes prevented a thorough
analysis of any given OT idea in Luke.l

Conzelmann helped to open up a new perspective for thinking about
Luke's use of OT ideas. Many that followed simply collected the informa-
tion, trying to trace out the patterns of individual theological themes
in Luke and identify the appropriate OT background. While some ambitious,
and some not so ambitious, theories to explain the central focus of Iuke's

3

theology were offered,2 only R. Sumner~ has attempted to look at Luke's

theology from the standpoint. of OT ideas and ask how Luke used an QT
idea in his theology. While most approached Luke's theology féom the
standpoint of Luke himself and asked how OT ideas influenced him, Sumner
tries to discern what OT themes ILuke consciously uses. She discusses how
these themes, especially Davidic messiahship and the scheme of prophetic
promise and fulfilment,‘advance‘ his aim to show the continuity of revela-
tion. Sumner makes a good start but ker work is only at the collection
and hypothesis stages. The work of analysis on the OT ideas in Luke from

the perspective of Luke's conscious use of OT material in his theology is

yet to be done.

Conzelmann, pp. 157ff.; Contrast J. Navone, Themes of St. Luke
(Rome, 1971), and many studies on individual ideas in Luke.

2cf. I. H. Marshall's (luke: Historian and Theologian (Grand Rapids,
Mich., 1971), pp. 77ff.) survey.

3Sumner, pp. 178ff.
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01d Testament Style

Scholars studying OT style in the New revived the Biblical Greek
theory of the nature of NT language. This meant an attack upon the
EQEEé theory and its semitic source explanation for the semitic element
in the Gospels. The semitic soufce explanation was also attacked by
a LXX style imitation theory. There was greater precision in defining
a LXXism. The semitic element in Iuke's gospel received close attention.

N. Turner built his case for a peculiar Biblical Greek language
spoken by Jews and Christians on the syntactical features of NT Greek,
The previous representatives of such a theory based their case mostly on
vocabulary. He took syntactical features which, while not obviously
semitic, occur more frequently in the LXX and the NT, than in the Egigé
represented in the papyri. He observed, "...this language is not as
close to that of the papyri as was formerly suggested--even when the more
obvious 'Semitisms® have been elimihated."l The tendency of syntactical
agreement between the LXX and the NT based on this frequency led him to
propose that they were documents written in a peculiar language. Since
the LXX is the only other major extant example of this peculiar language,
Turner was, as his predecessors were, unable or unwilling to distinguish
in the NT material between semitisms that were really characteristics of
the Biblical Greek language and semitisms that were LXX style imitation.

I. Tabachovitz and E. Plumacher present a case for LXX style imitation
as the explanation of semitisms in the NT and Luke. Tabachovitz showed
the untenability of the alternative explanations. Through an analysis
of semitic elements in the NT which were identified as Aramaisms he showed
that these were not exclusively Aramaisms. The Biblical or Jewish-Greek

explanation of the semitic element in the NT was on shaky ground because

lN. Turner, "The Unique Character of Biblical Greek," VI, V (1955),
p. 212; cf. H. S. Gehman, "The Hebrew Character of Septuagint Greek,"
VT, I (1951), p. 90.



evidence for it could also be used to substantiate the LXX style imitation
explanation. The most that could be said for the Jewish-Greek theory
was that Jews of the Diaspora used expressions in religious connections
that they took from the LXX. Tabachovitz concluded that quite naturally
Christians who wrote about the fulfilment of the OT would record that
fulfilment in OT LXX style. This lent authority to their writing and
was a means of combatting Hellenism.,l

E. Plumacher's analysis of the LXX style in the Acts speeches con-
tributes both a method for identifying ILXXisms and a theological reason
for Luke's use of this style. He identifies LXXisms through a process of
elimination.2 Not only are the semitic elements not the result of Luke's
use of sources or translation Greek, but they must be distinguished from
quotations and allusions common in the early church. Especially quota-
tions and allusions which serve as proof-texts must be set aside. The
vocabulary choice and the grammatical constructions which remain may then
be identified as evidence of Luke's IXX style imitation. In comparing

3

Luke's practice with that of current Hellenistic historians~ Plumacher
discovers that both appear to use an archaizing style in order to show the
glories of the ideal epoch of their origins. Dionysius of Halicarnassus
writes his history in this way in order to show that the Romans are the
authentic heirs of Greek culture. Luke writes in ILXX style in order to

show that the epoch of the beginnings of Christianity in the founding of

the Jerusalem church has the splendor of a wholely unique time, a time

lD. Tabachovitz, Die Septuaginta und das NT: Stilstudien (Lund, 1956),
p. 14.

2Plumacher, p. 41,
3

Ibid., pp. 51, 71.

90
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separated from the church of his own day. It was a time of salvation
history when the apostolic word was spoken with an authority equal to
that of Holy Scripture. It is thus appropriate that the apostolic
speeches should be expressed in LXX styleo1

The other major approach, the 52125 theory with itssemitic sources
explanation, was given greater precision by X. Beyer.2 He assumed that
the semitic element in the NT was due ultimately to the Palestinian Aramaic
which Jesus spoke and in which the oral tradition was originally passed on.
Through careful classification of the syntactical element in NT Greek he
proposed to explain the semitic element on the basis of this language.
He classified LXXisms under three categories: LXXl ==-probably a LXXism;
LXX2 -~very probably a LXXism; and LXX3 --neither semitic nor Greek,
certainly a LXXism.3 Beyer recognized what we have already noted, that
some semitic elements may gqualify simultanecusly as both an Aramaism,
Hebraism, and LXXism, He defined LXXism in the strictest sense by say-
ing only those semitic elements which are neither possible Greek nor
possible Aramaic or Hebraic semitisms, but are peculiar to the ILXX can
be classified as LXXisms.

Tabachovitz and Beyer had shown again that a LXXism cannot be
established on grammatical grounds alone. Other factors determined
whether the semitic elements in the overlap area are to be classified as
LXX style imitation or as evidencé‘of semitic source translation.

In the case of Luke, two of the theories about the nature of NT

language claimed that Luke provided evidence for them. Turner concluded,

lIbid., pp. 67, 138.

). Beyer, Semitische Syntax im NT (Studien z. Umwelt d. NT, I;
G8ttingen, 1962), Vol. I, Pt. 1; cf. M. Black, An Aramaic Approech to the
Gospels and Acts, 3rd ed. (Oxford, 1967).

3

Beyer, I:1, p. 299.
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"...we do not think it needed much conscious effort for St. Luke to
write in what merely looks iike a LXX style, because it was Jewish Greek;
this was his natural speech:a Tabachovitz, in applying his theoxry to
Luke, used the argument that the cumulative evidence of Biblical style in
any given context was proof that each part, as well as the whole, was
intended as LXX style imitation? If any part was also paralleled in the
koiné papyri, this didn't mean that it was not LXX style imitation, The
general impression of the whole as LXX style imitation, overrode the ggigg
explanation. Tabachovitz was able to use this method successfully because
he emphasized the uniqueness of the LXX as translation Greek. Therefore,
any semitism in Luke that was a frequent stylistic feature in the LXX,
even though it existed in the ggigé, should be judged as LXX style imitation
because the translation Greek of the LXX was neither an example of a
peculiar language nor a normal example of Egigé'vernacularg

Beyer, even with his restrictive definition of LXXism, concluded
that Luke-Acts was the most heavily septuagintal of all the NT books,3
He observed that the number of LXXisms would be even higher if he had
counted as LXXisms semitisms which are present in the LXX, and which
though they are not peculiar to it do represent translations of acceptable

Hebrew constructions.

The theory of Sparks, that LXXisms as an evidence of Lukan style

lN° Turner, "The Quality of the Greek of Luke-=-Acts," G. D. Kilpatrick
Festschrift (xeroxed typed copy; a gift of the author; forthcoming), p. 22.

2Tabachovitz, p. 75.

3Beyer, I:1, pp. 296ff.; (Mt.- 8 occurrences of LXX constructions,
.12/page; Mk.- 3, .07/page; Lk.— 23, .32/page; Ac.-27, .39/page; cf.
E. P, Sanders, The Tendencies of the Synoptic Tradition (SNTS Monograph
Series, IX; Cambridge, 1969), p. 248.
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could help solve source critical problems, came in for modification in
this period. T, Schramm1 called for a more precise definition of a
Lukan LXXism. He rejected the stylistic and theological reasons given
for the "nests" of semitisms in Luke-Acts. He claimed that since
Luke viewed his work as a unity, if he were theologically motivated in
his use of IXX style as the style of sacred prose, he would have used it
evenly throughout his work, But since this was not the case, LXXisms
were due to the sources which Luke used. Now LXXisms joined ranks
again with other semitic elements like Aramaisms as indicators of Luke's
sources and not of his editorial hand. Schramm admitted the possibility
of Lukan LXXisms. But he demanded that they be present throughout
Luke-Acts, especially in Acts 15ff., if they were to be adjudged Luke's
redaction and not evidence of a source. Schramm, then,was able to use
IXXisms in Luke to prove just the opposite of Spark's theory. Schramm
said that Septuagintalisms indicated Luke's use of an independent source
inserted into, or augmented by, Mark. They did not signal Luke's free
redaction of Mark.

M. Wilcox was dissatisfied with the three main explanations for the
semitic element in the NT and in Luke. By showing that the ILXXisms
were not distributed at random throughout Acts, he concluded that the
Biblical or Jewish=Greek explanation was not appropriate. It was an
explanation which contended that the semitic element was the result of an
unconscious use of a peculiar language. A random distribution of semitic
elements would have shown that no conscious purpose was behind their

occurrence., Rather the unconscious factor of a natural language accounted

1
T, Schramm, Der Marcus-Stoff bei Lukas (SNTS Monograph Series,
XV; Cambridge, 1971), p. 84.
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for their presence,1 Wilcox next analyzed the setting of the ILXXisms
and discovered that they were clustered about OT testimonia in liturgical
or apologetic settings., The clusters were not accompanied by an even
distribution throughout their immediate contexts so the semitic style
could not be attributed to either the semitic source or the LXX style
imitation explanations. For Wilcox, Luke's LXXisms should be termed
"1iturgico-septuagintalisms."2 Even so, Wilcox had not finally solved
the question of sources to his satisfaction. How could one distinguish
between Luke's own use of "liturgico=septuagintalisms" and his taking
over of a Greek source which has used them?

D. F. Payne warned against explaining the whole of the semitic
element in Luke's writing by a single theory. He proposed four categories:
(1) naturalized Semitisms-~the result of the effect of Aramaic on koiné
(spoken); (2) Biblicisms--"These might take the form of direct quotations
from the Scripture, or of allusions to the OT, or simply of a style and
phraseology borrowed from it."  (3) ecclesiastical vocabulary; (4) the
residue--attributed to sources written or oral, available to Luke,,3
Biblicisms or LXX style were determined by the frequency and significance
of the LXX parallel. Payne would rather err on the side of identifying
too few semitisms as LXXisms than do the reverse. LXXism still had not

found an established place as a recognizable category.

Ly, Wilcox, The Semitisms of Acts (Oxford, 1965), p. 58f.; Turner
(Kilpatrick Festschrift, p. 9) answers this difficulty, though not in
response to Wilcox specifically. He gives a historical explanation.

Those portions of Acts (e.g. the "we sections") which have few semitisms
were written by Luke early in his experience as a Christian. The

sections of his writings which have many semitisms were written later, when
he had mastered the Jewish-Greek of the Christian community.

2Wilcox, P. 84,
3

Payne, Apostolic History and the Gospel, p. 139.
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CHAPTER V
THE TASK
Introduction

With all these observations, theories, analyses, and methods
as background we may now describe our task in studying the various
kinds of OT use. Before we state working definitions and describe
methods, we need to comment on our general approach as it expresses
itself in the form of the remainder of this paper. The next section,
exegesis, is the place where we will collect and analyze the OT material
in Luke 22-23. In the final section, conclusions, we will seek hypotheses
which will best explain the material we have gathered and analyzed.

We seek to enter this study with as few controlling presuppositions
as possible, For instance, we have not decided on external grounds
whether Luke was a Jew or a Gentile; whether he or his audience, because
of their background, lacked interest in the OT or had great interest in
it. We have not decided whether Lukelnew the MT at first hand or not.

We will try to let the evidence of his writings speak to us and pass
judgment on the theories which espouse one or another of these explanations
for the nature of the 0T material in Luke. If necessary, a more adequate
explanation may also emerge from the pattern of usage which his writings
give us.

Although our task in the exegesis section is primarily colleection,
classification, and descriptive analysis, it also will include provisional
conclusions concerning which theory or theories contain the probable
explanation of the evidence. In the conclusion section our study hopes
to draw from this close examination of the material that arrangement of
explanations in their proper proportions which will as closely as possible

represent how Luke used the OT in Luke 22-23'l

1R. Sumner is the only predecessor in this enterprise who:’'. we dis-

covered has dealt with Luke's use of the 0T in all four types of usage:

OT quotation, allusion, idea, and style. Her work is limited to collection,
classification, and the development of theories to explain the OT material
in Luke. There is little analysis.
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0ld Testament Quotation and Allusion

To avoid repetition we shall describe the tasks involved in studying
OT quotation and OT allusion together. Where there are tasks which are
unique to one or the other we shall point them out. We define an OT
quotation as any OT material, which is preceded by an introductory formula
or whose function in its NT context depends on its recognition as a quota=
tion. Verbal agreement with the OT, either MT or LXX, will not be
sufficient reason for the identification of OT material as an intentional
quotation. An OT allusion is any OT material which has verbal or material
parallelism with a particular passage in the OT. It must by its situation
in the NT context and the expectations created by that context indicate
that the writer intended to allude to the 0T, OT material which is not
announced by an introductory formula and does not appear to function in
the NT context as a quotation, but yet has extensive verbal parallelism
with a definite OT passage, may qualify as an OT allusion.

In the exegesis section we will study the text-form of the quotation
and allusion to determine its probable OT textual source. We shall note
any text-form discrepancies and seek their probable cause either in the
nature of the OT material which the writer had at his disposal o; in the
writer's editorial method. By its very nature an allusion does not provide
as high a degree of certainty that the writer is intending to point to the
0T, Hence, conclusioﬁs about the NT writer's OT materials and editorial
methods drawn from any text-form discrepancies in allusions are not as
valuable as those drawn from the study of quotations. Still, the evidence
from the study of allusiéns may serve as corroborating evidence.

The introductory formula will be scrutinized for what it can tell us
about the purpose of the quotation as well as Luke's general hermeneutical
perspective,

The function of the quotation and allusion within its immediate context,

as well as the larger context of the writer's work, will be investigated.,
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There will be questions about the handling of the original OT context

of the quotation and allusion. How does the NT application of the OT
text relate to its original meaning in its historical context? Is that
context respected, violated, or superseded? By what interpretational
methods has the 0T text %een appropriated for the New: typological,
promise and fulfilment, midrashic? Are there any indications that the
guotation is used as a pointer to the rest of its original context?

In the case of allusions, if a cluster of them occurs, we need to
determine whether they are connected according to midrashic rules and,
if so, whether they might be evidence of a detached midrash.

0f special interest in the study of 0T allusion is the relationship
between OT prophecy and the historical details of the fulfilment events.
How far did the OT determine Luke's choice and presentation of the NT
fulfilment events? Was the OT the source for some of the details of
the NT events? Was the influence reciprocal? There is also the matter
of non-quotations and non-allusions, OT material which Luke did not take
over from Mark. What is the probable cause ofvthese omissions?

In addition to this analysis of OT materials and methods in the
quotation and allusion area, we need to ask about sources, Did the
guotation or allusion originate with Jesus; the early church in the forma-
tion of the gospel tradition; Luke's sources; or Luke himself? 1In what
formdid it come to Luke and what did he do with it? If Luke takes the
material over unchanged from his sources, we shall still treat it as
evidence for Luke's use of the 0T,

In the conclusion section of the paper we will attempt to discern a
pattern in the usage of quotations and allusions, which will enable us to
present a probable theory or theories to explain how these furthered Luke®s
general purpose in writing his pggsion narrative. 0f interest also will
be the way Luke relates his use of OT quotations and allusions to his

use of OT ideas and style.
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0ld Testament Idea

Precise definitions are difficult here, It would be much more
simple if we.could limit this area to vocabulary which either occurs
only in Luke-Actg énd the LXX, or has a special meaning that is used
only by Luke and the LXX. Such vocabulary will certainly come under
our purview. ( But, we must also seek out those particular uses of a
word by Luke in Wﬁich a distinctive 0T meaning comes to the fore, even
though Luke does not always employ the word in that distinctive way.

We encounter an Q0T idea when at a particular place in Luke we meet a word
which has as its primary meaning a meaning which is peculiar to or
characteristic of the OT,

In the exegesic section we will use the ILXX as our basic OT source,
though taking into account its relation to the Hebrew behind it. We
shall present enough of the basic field and shape of the OT use of a word
to serve as a context in which to understand those particular elements
of OT usage that Luke takes up in his own use of thé wbrd° Luke's own
use in any given instance must be set within the context of his usage
throughout Luke-Acts. Having identified an OT idea we need to see what
interpretational methods Luke uses in applying it to his NT context.
Also, what theological themes in his work does it serve? OT material
which has not qualified as allusion may possibly be seen as 0T idea.

In our study of Luke's use of 0T ideas the question of the sources
Luke used and the way in which he used them is important, Luke's editing
of his sources aids us in our understanding of his theclogical purposes
and themes, In turn we shall seek to relate Luke's conscious use of OT
ideas to these theological purposes and themes. If Luke takes an OT
idea over from his gource without change it must still be treated as
evidence for his use of the OT, though the use may not have originated with
him,

In the study of OT ideas and style in Luke it is difficult to




distinguish between the unconscious influence of these OT elements on
Luke, and the conscious use which he may have made of them. Vle are
interested in conscious use. We will try whenever possible to identify
such use as opposed to unconscious influence.

Qur exegesis section will again be the place for collection and
analysis of the individual pieces of evidence. For an OT idea which
recurs in the narrative, we shall present only once the general background
of OT and Lukan usage. At each occurrence, when appropfiate, we shall
point out the particular significance of the 0T element in its use. Our
concluding section will try to view the patterns of OT idea usage as
wholes, to relate them to one another, and by so doing to identify the
dominant theme or themes in Luke's passion narrative. One important issue
will be Luke's theology of the death of Jesus and the role which OT ideas
play in conveying its meaning.

0ld Testament Style

The OT style area includes both vocabulary and grammar. While
most of the vocabulary will fall in the OT idea area, any words whose
forms are septuagintal will be considered here. We will work again with
the LXX as our basic OT source, since from the standpoint of language it
is the more immediate source of reference and point of comparison. Since
Luke wrote in Greek we make the agsumption that the OT to which he wanted
to refer his readers, or at least to which they would have the most ready
access, was the LXX, We are willing to have this assumption proved
wrong, but from our preliminary survey of the evidence of Luke's style, .
this appears to be a proper assumption.

We define a LXXism both as any grammatical construction which is
peculiar to the LXX and NT, and as any grammatical construction, possible
in Greek, which from its frequency in the LXX and NT, in contrast to ggigé
usage, shows itself to be an imitation of LXX style. By frequency in

the LXX we mean at least 25 occurrences of the construction throughout

99
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the O‘I'..1 The frequency of the construction in the LXX should be
caused by the consistent translation of one Hebrew construction. The
frequency in Luke must be judged against the background of source
criticism, Though we depend on the LXX usage to establish a given
semitic construction as a chracteristic of LXX style, the possibility
that its presence in Luke is evidence for a semitic gospel source and
not Luke's conscious imitation of LXX style must always be taken into
account. In the end the use of the construction within its immediate
context, as well as its relation to other semitic elements within that
context, will help determine whether a given construction occurs in
imitation of ILXX style.

Once identified we shall analyze the LXXisms in Luke according to
their function and meaning for Luke. When the construction occurs more
than once we shall give the general OT and Lukan background only once.
The question of literary sources will be important for determining how
much LXX style in Luke is due to his editing and how much to his sources.
Still, even if the LXX style comes from his sources, the fact that he took
it over means that he approved of it or at least did not disapprove of it.
He may even have had some positive use for it. Our concluding section
will trace out any pattern of LXX style which emerges and will seek to
relate it to the other kinds of OT use. It will also be necessary to
see which theory of the nature of NT Greek and explanation of the semitic
elements within it will best explain our evidence for Luke's use of OT
style.

Source and Historical Criticism

Throughout the description of our task we have referred to the im-

portance of literary source criticism for understanding Luke's use of the

or. It is necessary for us to mention our basic approach to the question

1Clarke, The Beginnings of Christianity, II, p. 70.




101

of sources in Luke's passion narrative,

Unlike the rest of the gospel where Luke appears to deal with his
sources in blocks, the passion narrative shows a strange mixture of Markan
and non-Markan material. The verbal correspondence with Mark is only
half as great as it is in the Lukan account of Jesus' ministry. The non-
Markan material is connected with the Markan material in such a way that
significant alterations and modifications of Mark occur, including twelve
transpositions. Luke does not make such changes so frequently when he
uses Mark as his source in the rest of his gospelo1 We might conclude
that Luke has gone against his practice in the rest of the gospel and has
thoroughly reworked the Markan passion narrative according to his
theological and stylisitic interests. Or, we might suppose that Luke
used another source as his basis for many portions of his passion narrative
and inserted material from Mark into it.2

The convincing arguments emerging from the detailed analysis by the
practitioners of the second approach have given us good reason for accept=-
ing it as essentially correct. This approach does Jjustice to both the
Markan and non=Markan material which is present. It accounts for the
influence which the non-Markan material has on Luke's use of Mark by
presenting an explanation, which is most in line with what we know of Luke's
method of handling Mark in the rest of his gospel. There are, then, at
least two sources which Luke uses in his passion narrative and his non-
Markan source serves more often than not as the framework into which

material from Mark is inserted.

1J° C. Hawkins, "Three Limitations to St. Luke's Use of St. Mark's

Gospel," Oxford Studies in the Synoptic Problem, ed. W. Sanday (Oxford,
1911), p. 80; cf. T. W. Manson, BJRL, XXVIII, p. 392.

2See above p. 31,.m. 1,



We have at our disposal for comparison only one of Luke's sources,
Mark. It is a temptation to assign to a single source or to Luke's
editing all of the remaining non-Markan material in Luke., This we must
resist.

The consideration of Luke's handling of Mark and his use of
vocabulary and stylistic elements throughout the whole of Luke-Acts can
be very helpful in distinguishing between Lukan editing and the presence
of a second source, But whether this second source is actually a number
of sources must remain an open question. We recognize that we are
working with insufficient evidence to make a more precise determination,
We will state at the beginning of each chapter in our exegesis section
whether we view Mark or a non-Markan source as the basic narrative which
Luke followed. We will point out which portions of Mark were probably
ingerted into a basically non-=Markan narrative, We will also note when
non-Markan material is inserted into Mark. Distinctively Lukan style
and vocabulary will also be noted, but only when it is relevant to the
OT ideas or style which we are considering.

We need to always keep in mind the proper use of source criticism,
It is valuable in the detection of Luke'’s editorial practices. It helps
us draw conclusions concerning his use of the 0T from the way he uses the

OT material found in his sources. Yet, the conclusions drawn on the
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basis of source criticism are only part of the picture. What Luke changes

in his sources must be combined with the OT material which he takes over
unchanged from his sources. Then we have the whole picture of how Luke
uses the OT as reflected in the final product, Luke 22-23,

A final factor in understanding Luke's composition of his passion
narrative is Luke's knowledge of anddesire to write accurate history.
Thus, a third point of comparison in our analysis of Luke's composition
of the passion narrative (in addition to his sources and his redaction)

is the actual historical course of events,
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Luke did not construct his narrative in a historical vacuum, He
did not have at his disposal only one or at the most two literary sources
(i.e. Mark, or Mark and "L") from which he had to try to make sense of
what happened during Jesus' last days. We assume that he had access
to eyewitnesses of the events (Lk° l:1=4) and that he was very familiar
with the gospel tradition of the passion narrative in the form of missionary
preaching. OQur assumption is that any liberty which Iuke takes with his
sources is done from the standpoint of knowledge and not ignorance. He
is not a captive of his literary sources. He is not limited to their
information. The freedom with which he uses them is controlled by a
desire to portray the history of the passion events faithfully amd to
present their theclogical significance powerfully.

We realize that too easily we may explain away supposed historical
contradictions between Luke and the other synoptic writers by confident
appeal to Luke's superior knowledge. Also, details peculiar to Luke
which may be examples of his editing for theological purposes could go
unrecognized as such since they too would be attributed to Luke's superior
knowledge. We shall try to guard against this by letting the evidence
substantiate our confidence. However, while not allowing Luke an un-
reasonable amount of knowledge, we shall not be tied to an unreasonable
amount of a priori skepticism concerning the historical data Luke had at
his disposal. We shall not be satisfied with concluding that he knew
no more than what Mark or even Mark and "L" told him. We shall assume
he knew more but consciously chose what he would tell his readers so that
he could portray faithfully the history of the passion events and at the

same time powerfully proclaim their theological significance,
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PART II. AN EXEGETICAL STUDY OF LUKE'S
USE OF THE OLD TESTAMENT IN LUKE 22-23
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CHAPTER I
LUKE 22:1-14; PLOT AND PREPARATION
Intreduction

The narratives of the Jewish leaders' conspiracy with Judas against
Jesus (22:1-6) and the preparation for the Passover meal (22:7-14) in-
troduce almost all the principal characters in the passion drama., The
basic source for these sections is Mark., There is possibly influence
from another source at v. 3 (cf. J. 13:27) and v, 8,1 There are no
quotations. Concerning the use of OT allusions we need to discuss the
non=allusions in the Judas plot episode and the possible allusion in the
sign of the man with the water jar. Since this section is part of the
introduction to the Passion (22:1-38) it contains some of the theological
themes based on OT ideas which are developed in the passion narrative
itself, The OT style of this passage is significant. It is one of
the few times in Luke 22-23 that we may with relative certainty dis-
tinguish between Luke's redaction and his source, for Luke's basic source,
Mark, is available for comparison.

0ld Testament Allusion

Mark 14:1-2 and parallels may present a material allusion to the plot
of the rulers in Ps. 232 against the Lord and his anointed,2 Matthew
evidently recognized this and took up a verb from Ps. 2:2,cuvi*%}7¢wv
(Mt. 26:3). This seemed to remind him of another psalm to which he may
have assimilated his description (Ps. 30(31):14, éWIWUVﬁX5inQ.‘.(;@ou-
)_(—_\/)GTDL\JT())‘ Mt. 26:3, 4, o-w{)(é?ﬁ/v., .d’uv%w)e&rdﬁo)? Luke, reproducing
Mark, does not present any verbal parallelism with either psalm. In Acts
Luke reports that the early church did see this part of Psalm 2 as ful-
filled in Jesus' sufferings (Ac. 4:25-28). However, the contemporary

rulers with whom the church identified the '"kings" and the "leaders' of

1cf° Taylor, The Passion Narrative, pp. 42-46:; J. M. Creed, The
Gospel According to St. Luke: (London, 1930), pp. 259, 263.

2Doeve;zp° 188; cf. Hihn (p. 65), who also mentions  Ps. 40(41):8.
3Gundry, The Use of the OT in Mt., p. 56; cf. Ps. 70(71):10,




106

the psalm were Herod and Pilate, not the members of the Sanhedrin,
Identification of the Sanhedrin with a leadership figure in the psalm
may have been prevented by the chiastic structure of the psalm in which
the Jewish opponents of the Lord are "the peoples" and "the kings"

while the Gentile opponents are '"the nations" and "the leaders." Since
the Sanhedrin are not kings and since the term '"the leaders" which might
most appropriately be applied to them is interpreted as a title denoting
Gentile leadership, it is easy to understand how Herod the tetrarchand not
the Sanhedrin is identified as the Jewish leadership which fulfilied the
psalm in opposing Jesus. Luke appears to have accepted this identifica-
tion for in his passion narrative alone does Herod play a role (23:6-12).1
The prayer in Ac. 43:24ff. was in response to persecution by the Sanhedrin.
The parallelism would have been all the closer and the point about the
church suffering under the will of God as their master had would have
been made all the more strongly, if Ac. 4:27 had spoken of the Sanhedrin
gathering against Jesus. Real doubts are thus raised whether Luke did
see, even in a material way, the Jewish leaders' plot as an allusion to
Psalm 2.2  Luke (22:2) by abbreviating Mark (Mk., 14:1-2) shifts the
emphasis from the plot and treachery by which the rulers were to achieve
their ends to the ends themselves, the destruction of Jesus. This shift
may account for the fact that Luke wasn't led as Matfhew was to con-

template OT allusions which might describe and give an OT basis for the

treachery.

lSee below, p. 452f.

2A Rose ("L'lnfluence des psaumes sur les amnnonces et les récits de
la Passion et de la Résurrection dans les Evangiles," Le Psautier, ed.
R. de Langhe (Orientalia et Biblica Louvaniensia, IV; Louvain, 1962),
P. 301) points out that neither Markwnor Luke have material parallelism
with Psalms 30(31)or 2.
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Another allusion peculiar to Matthew in this section is the "thirty
pieces of silver" detail (Mt. 26:15/Zech. 11:12; cf. Mk. 14:11/Ik. 22;5).,1
Mt. brings out the agllusion clearly by changing the verb which describes
the transaction between Judas and the religious leaders (gk7yYéX¢Toz}e%fWu»
and making specific the amount of the_betrayal price (%prgowv.ﬁr'vouikaVEx
Q)Sﬂ_y-_u;o(,* ). Luke also changes the verb of transaction {to cuvééevio ),
possibly because for himgfyr7yyefka7b usually has a positive theological
meaning (Ac. 7:5; cf. 7‘ @ﬂdYVGAl& s Lk. 24:49; Ac. l:4; 13:23; 26:6; an
exception, 23:21). Luke does not make the betrayal price a specific amount.

Though Luke deoes not show verbal parallelism between his description
of the transaction between Judas and the religious leaders, and the
Zechariah passage, may there not be material parallelism? The mention
of the money seems -to be used as an evidence of the leaders' eagerness
to get their hands on Jesus, for it is mentioned in connection with their
Joy. Neither this reason nor the general purpose of betrayal plays a
part in the Zechariah context. Thus, a materialperallelism is probably
not intended by Luke. The most that can be said for the influence of
Zech, 11312 on the gospel tradition as it came to Luke is that it may have
controlled the selection of this detail for preservation in the tradition.

The instructions of Jesus to the disciples have been seen by some
to contain details that were inspired by or allude to Samuel's in-
structions to the newly anointed Saul (Mk. 14:13/Lk. 22:10/1 Km. 10:,1-7).,2
The verbal parallels: are €loerfevTwy t;uw_.}\{ Gl)j T:}v 7oMy a'uvdv7'7/d'ﬂ(Lko22:10);
_elwé)bvl% éM&.é% Tﬁv oMV KL.JHd«TjE%aS (1 Km. 10:5). The material
parallelism consists of two factors. Both narratives have to do with
signs delivered by a prophet. Both mention a man carrying a vessel for

liquids as part of the sign .

1Gundry, The Use of the OT in Mt. p. 143.

2Hﬂhn, p. 65; M. E. Boismard, Synopsé des Quatre Evangilesen francais
(Paris, 1972), Vol. II, p. 377.




The significant thing about this comparison is the differences
both in the verbal and material parallels which make it unlikely either
that the OT is the origin of the historical detail or that Luke intended
his narrative to allude to this OT passage. It is true that there is
no other occurrence ofﬁgﬂ;égpyug_Mﬁwith either of the verbs for "to meet"
in the IXX. However, the phrase_jﬁgéé(gﬂfg GK rﬁg 7oMv is fairly
common (14X). Luke's editing of Mark both creates similarities with
and differences from 1 Km,le:S° The paratactical construction is re-
placed by the subordination of a genitive absolute participle to a finite
verb (¢leerbdviwy for JﬂiyfTG ). This destroys a similarity of
syntax with 1 Km. 10:5. But, in the process it brings in one of the
verbs that is found in 1 Km. 1035, but which is not in Mark. These
changes may be accounted for by Luke's stylistiC- improvement of Mark.
Luke does not appear to intend to consciously allude to 1 Km. 10:5.1
Further, if Luke were wanting to allude to 1 Km. 10:5 he probably wouldn't

have changed the verb to. Wwﬂ'{fﬂ .,2

It is this change that in
fact removes the one distinctive verbal link, besides the common
Q%jhiqjé}g,3 which Mark had with 1 Km. 1031-7.4 Hence, Luke does not
seem to recognize the possible allusion that may exist in Mark for he
makes the verbal parallelism both clearer and less distinct through his
stylistic improvement of Mark.

The material parallelism fails to be convincing, In 1 Samuel the

prophet gives the newly anointed Saul three signs to confirm that it is

1H. Schiirmann, Eine Quellenkritische Untersuchuwng ; des Lukanischen

108

Abendmahlsberichtes, 2nd ed. (NT Abhandlungen, XIX:5; Minster, 1968), Vol. I =

Der Paschamahlbericht Lk. 22,(7-14)15-18, p. 93f.

2Ibid., p. 95; this is an example of Lukan redaction according to his
love for_ouv as a pre-formative; cf. n. 422.

[4 /
343X in the LXX, but only associated with «@evidw __ at 1 Km. 10:5.

: ¢ )
'4As mss C, 1242, X, 1071 show, UF{ilvgfi&”_is probably the more
customary usage.
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truly the Lord God who has anointed him king over Israel. The first
sign (1 Km. 10:2), the encounter with two men who will tell Saul where

his lost asses are, corresponds most closely with the function of the
sign in the Passover preparation narrative (Lk. 22:10-12). Both are

not simply confirmatory signs but also involve miraculous foreknowledge
used to accomplish an end. In the case of Saul, the end is the recovery
of property, while for the disciples it is the finding of a place in
which to prepare the Passover. However, no paraliels to this first

sign either verbal or materizl can be found in Luke. The second sign

(1 Km. 10:3) was an encounter with three men bearing food. One of the
men is carrying a skin of wine which is supposed to correspond materially
to the man with the water jar in Lk. 22:10. Although the man with the
wineskin may, as the man with the water jar, be a part of the detail which
is predicted by a prophet, the purpose of the three men bearing food is
not to aid in the accomplishment of a task but to present a gift to Saul.
The final sign (1 Km. 10:5), the meeting with the prophets upon entering
the city, provides the alleged verbal parallelism to Lk. 22:10. However,
in Lk. 22:10 it is the man with the water jar, not a band of prophets,
whom the disciples will meet. The verbal parallelism comes from the wrong
sign in 1 Samuel, if the allusion is to be clear., This confusion speaks
against 1 Samuel as the origin of the historical detail of the gospel
tradition. At the most, the detail in the gospel tradition could have
reminded Mark, or his predecessorsl in the history of tradition, of the

1 Samuel story. They would then have chosen some of the story's language
to describe the preparation episode. Aside from the material parallels

of a prophetic sign and the man with a vessel, the major hermeneutical

1 Boismard (II, p. 377) assigns the creation of the detail from
1 Km, 10:1-7, as well as the verbal parallelism, to his Document B.
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perspective which would enable the early church to link Saul and Jesus
was messianic typology. Jesus re-enacts and fulfills the role of the
king of Israelol There are, however, other possibilities for under-
standing how Luke portrayed Jesus in this episode and we shall consider
them in our OT idea section. At least, there does not seem to be firm
ground for the view that Luke has an intentional allusion to 1 Km., 10:5
at Lk. 22:10,
0ld Testament Idea

In Lk. 22:1-6 there is a cluster of OT ideas which describes the
treachery of the religious leaders and Judas. The abbreviation of Mark
by Luke (Mk° 14:1, 2/Lk° 22:1=2) places the emphasis on the purpose of
their plotting, Jesus' death (é_s;i_raqv._“t? m;]s ANE Ao SV daTo/\/) 2222).2
The use of this phrase immediately places their action in a moral context,
for;gqlﬁﬁ) is frequently used in the Psalms to describe the intentions of
the ﬁicked against the innocent (cf. Ps. 36(37):32; 34(35):4; 39(40):15;
85(86):14). The verb JUdyoéw is used to describe the designs against
the prophet Jeremiah (Jer. 33(26):15, 24; cf. v. 19). Although ;depé”
is not used exclusively of Jesus' death, its presence in missionary preach-
ing as a description of Jesus' death (Ac. 2:23; 10:39; 13:28) and in the
editorial comment at Lk. 23:32 indicates that its use in connection with
Jesus did have some significance. Indeed, it is the word used most
frequently by Luke in Acts to describe the Jews' act of putting Jesus to
death. Without the OT background the word simply indicates that the Jews

were able to do away with Jesus.3 However, the injustice of that act

lIbid,; Hhn (p. 65) calls it a messianic allusion; cf. Lk. 19:28-31,
2Admittedly, the 7W§ (22:2/Mk. 14:1,2) taken over from Mark still
communicates the concern over method in the treachery of the leaders.,
However, the abbreviation of Mark here and at v. 6 (cf. Mk. 14:11) shows a
removal of the emphasis on this aspect of their machinations.

3cf. Josephus' (Ant. II:20) description of the brothers' opposition to
Joseph, "keen «1;é~4795!”‘_hima" Contrast this Withih@KTF&%%&!“in the
ILXX (Gen. 37:20).
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may often be inferred from the immediate context. It is either implied
by the contrast between the Spirit-empowered life and healing ministry of
" Jesus and the death to which the Jews sent him (Ac. 2:23; 10:39), or by
the explicit statement that he was innocent (Ac. 13:28). In our own
passage Luke may imply the injustice of the act by the way he abbre?iates
the reference to the people. In Mark, ... execution on the feast day is
the reason why the people would react against the leaders' action. This
could mean that the crowd would have approved the action at another time,
or that it is the assembled mass of pilgrims at Passover who favoring
Jesus would create the uproar. At another time with Jerusalem at its
normal population level the leaders could have controlled any opposition.
Luke implies the second reason and even intensifies it.l The leaders
sought to get rid of Jesus because they feared the people's approval of
him and his ministry. In this way Luke emphasizes what the speeches in
Acts say, that Jesus had favor with all the people and that the leaders'
action was patently unjust.

If the OT phrase, "were seeking how to put him to death" (22:2),
places the action within a moral context, the introduction of Satan (22:3)
gives theoclogical significance to that action.2 The amount of OT material
which witnesées to the activity of Satan is not very great. There is

3 but 1 Ch. 21:1 speaks of Satan

4

no reference to Satan entering into a man

stirring up David to sin against God by numbering the people. There is

1See below, p. 544.

2Finegan (p. 39) comments that Luke out of the life and thought of
the community gives a theological grounding to history.

3cf, rabbinic references to evil spirits entering a perscn in SKK, II,

p. 559.

4cf° 2 Km, 24:]1 where it is the wrath of God which incites David to sin.
The introduction of Satan by the writer of Chronicles may be a later circum-
locution, intended to avoid ascribing to God the act of tempting.
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also the OT background from Job 1 and 2 where Satan functions as a tempter
in order that he might accuse righteous Job before God. When Luke mentions
Satan, he is not so much interested in using him as the reason for Judas'
betrayall as in the fact that Satan is the real instigator of opposition
against God. Satan is the author of the suffering of Jesus,2 Luke

wants us to place the Passion of Jesus within the theological framework

of a salvation history which moves to its climax where salvation comes in

a victory over Satan,

Luke is also concerned with Judas and the mystery of how he was an
instrument of Satan. Luke stresses in verse six, by inserting "So he
agreed," that Judas of his own free will entered into the plot to betray
Jesus.

And it is the fact that Satan is behind the plotting of men that Luke
is emphasizing here. This perspective with which Luke wants us to see
the Passion of Jesus will come out again in the narrative. We do not
have enough data here to conclude whether Luke presents Jesus' Passion
simply as a cosmic battle between the forces of good and evil or whether
Satan's opposition is primarily portrayed as the offering of a last tempta-

tion to Jesus.,3 What can be confidently stated is that a spiritual power of

1Contrast A. V88bus, The Prelude to the Lukan Passion Narrative
(Papers of the Estonian Thedlogical Society in Exile, XVIIL; Stockholm,
1968), p. 61,

2Conzelmann (p. 80) sees a similarity of approach between Luke and
John; S. M. Gilmour ("Commentary on Luke," The Interpreter's Bible, ed.
G. A. Buttrick (Nashville, 1952), Vol. VIII, p. 375) compares Luke with
"Paul's belief that the hierarchy of demonic forces who are 'the rulers of
this age' were the ultimate agents responsible for the crucifixion of 'the
Lord of glory' (1 Cor. 2:8)."

3G° Baumbach, Das Verstlndnis des BYsen in den synoptischen Evangelien
(Theologische Arbeiten, XIX; Berlin, 1963), pp. 187ff.
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evil in the person of Satan,l plays a definite role in the Passion. It
appears that Luke has taken up the OT understanding of the interaction of
the spiritual and human dimensions of reality in history, as well as the
perspective of the conflict of good and evil. He has used them even more
positively than the Chronicler. Spiritual powers of evil are no longer
merely a method of circumlocution by which one may avoid the imputation
to God of the role of tempter. They are a necessary part of the portrayal
of salvation history.2

Other evidence from Luke's writing that he views salvation history
in thése perspectives is his description of the triumph of the mission of
the seventy (Lk. 10:18), the power of the gospel (Ac. 26:18), the binding
of a person by Satan with disease (Lk. 13:16; Ac. 10:38), and Satan as the
source of evil actions (Ac. 5:3). Since all of these references are in
material peculiar to Luke and since this perspective, especially as it
applies to Judas' action, was probably common in the early church,3 it is
difficult to decide whether this element is due to Luke's editing or to
influence of a parallel source or tradition. Since Luke twice replaces
.Zgjgvgs with J}%é%kqj (Mk. 1:13/Lk. 4:2; Mk. 43:15/Lk. 8:12) and elsewhere
never introduces Zdevgj into Mark, possibly we should see the influence
of an outside source at k. 22:3. In any case, this episode (22:1-6)
has introduced us to the importance of the evil forces who are actively
ranged against Jesus in_the Passion,

The final word in our cluster which may have 0T background is F?&ﬂﬁ?@#&

lT° Zahn (Das Evangelium des Lukas (Kommentar zNT, III; Leipzig, 1920),
P. 665, n. 24) claims that since faTwavd is withoutan article in Lk. 22:3
it indicates a class of demons and not "the Devil himself. Of his other
evidence Lk. 8:30 is the most convincing. However, the occurrence with
the article at Ac. 5:3 would appear to be a clear precedent for the presence
in Luke's thought of the idea of Satan entering an individual, The lack
of evidence for_églgv;g with or without the article indicating such a
class of demons (cf. Lk. 11326) leads us to conclude that Lk. 2233 refers
to the Devil himself.

2See below, p. 352f,

3y88bus, p. 61; cf. J. 13:2, 27.



(Lk. 2234, 6). Vhile the view is still maintainedl that this word
became a technical term in early Christianity to describe the suffering
and death of Jesus as promised in Isaiah 53, close analysis of the NT
evidence has led some to conclude thatvj%ggﬁéﬂyu does not carry in
itself an automatic reference to Isaiah 53. There is nothing in the
use of n,yopldﬁ_/qr_g/,u at Lk. 2234, 6 which shows that it draws its meaning
specifically from Isaiah 53. In fact, no NT writer explicitly indicates
that Judas' action is a fulfilment of Isaiah 53.2 However, several
factors in Luke's use of_ Fegddidwut may indicate that the special OT
meaning is being consciously emi)loyed° In the OT_zgegdaﬁgyL_ describes
God's delivering Israel's enemies into the nation's hands (e.g. Josh.
8:18), and God's delivering Israel into the hands of enemies (e.g. Jer.
39(32):28).

The usual Greek word to describe an act of betrayal like Judas' is

?Domﬁ929uc . Since betrayal 1s often the means by which one may deliver

a person into the hands of his enemies, & aJonu. naturally sometimes
may mean, "to betray." But this meaning can be understood only from its
immediate context.3 Luke was not averse to using the substantive of
]¥55ﬁ2§¢¢gﬁas a description of Judas and the Jewish leaders (Lk. 6:16;

Ac. 7:52). Yet, he preserves the more general,ﬂgeﬁdiagyu__in the passion
narrative to describe what Judas did (Lk. 22:4, 6, 21, 22, 48). It must
have had some significance for him, Luke's removal of the use of
E%AédéﬁggL__jo describe the judicial procedure by which the Sanhedrin hand

7~
Jesus over to Pilate (Mk. 15:1 cf. Lk. 23:1) and his making more general

the use of_j&%@tdﬁﬂgugu_at Lk. 23:254 indicate further that the term, while

lTDNT, V, pp. 710, 712; Contrast H. B. T8dt, The Son of Man in the

Synoptic Tradition, translated from the 2nd German ed. by D. M. Barton
(NT Library; London, 1965), pp. 156ff.

2W. Popkes, Christus Traditus (AThANT, XLIV; Z#rich, 1967), p. 218.

3Ib1d., p. 92f.; cf. Thucydldes, I:86:3, 5 =ousou u%@@GTFA‘WLSA“
ADpviiacs EoTey ,...,,_,u:ﬂ} Tau; Cuppdyons KaTaToodidGaev. ;" Josephus, B. J.
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IV 521 523 "IJ«;}G:L__ n/oo/armv €0u/mo_u/qev05 Kat. A,DWT‘?\I n.y:.xfwmw a‘ul‘tf&euc

;?i*_Jbu_ﬂiT(JA

4 see below, p. 471.
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used mainly to describe human activity, was restricted in its usage so
that the divine dimension of such activity could be emphasized. Luke
introduces this divine dimension through the use of the word without either
explicitly stated subject, direct, or indirect object. A supernatural
agent may then be implied as fulfilling the role of the actor who is not
definitely identified, Where all the actors are definitely identified
as human agents there is little room for the divine dimension to make its
influence felt. Tﬂis is particularly true of its use with reference to
Judas. The verb always has a subject and a direct object although the
indirect object is not always present. In our section, however, we do
have the indipect object. It is the intention of Judas to hand Jesus
over to the rulers (22:4; v. 6 lacks the specific indirect object but the
immediate context (v. 4) does give it). There is, tﬁerefore, no room to
introduce theological interpretation by supplying God or Satan for the un-
mentioned indirect object. The only room for theological overtone seems
to be in the fact that this simple act of betrayal is described by a more
general verb, which may in turn emphasize that Jesus is being captured and
placed in the custody of powers under whom he would not justly deserve to
be_subordinated° The OT usage is the proper background for understanding
the theological significance of such an action. In only a small way, then,
does Luke hint at this in his use of_ﬁégiﬂgaéya_,here. The theological
significance becomes greater in his use elsewhere.,1 "To seek to put him
to death," "Satan," and "to betray or hand over," then, carry OT content
which indicates to the reader that Luke places Jesus' sufferings within
a moral and theological context, so that the significance of his death must
be seen to be more than just the unfortunate mistake of envious religious
leaders.

Luke also would place Jesus' suffering within the ritual context of

the Passover. His editing of Mark's time references and Mark's episode

lSee below, pp. 203, 346, 471.









































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































