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CHAPTER XI
LUKE 22:63=65: ABUSE AT THE HANDS OF ENEMIES
Introduction

It is now the turn of Jesus' adversaries to treat him as a common
criminal, He suffers unprovoked physical and verbal abuse. By lLaike's
placement of this incident Jesus' innocence and the irony of the experience
of undeserved punishment come to the fore. Isaiah 53:12/Luke 22:37 is
coming to its fulfilment, Still, the way in which Luke shows the OT
fulfilment is not through the expected allusion. We need to explain why
he does not take over the language of the Servant Songs as Mark has given
it. Positively, we shall see the use Luke does make of the OT language
of rejection and what LXX style, if any, adorns his presentation,

If word count alone were decisive, then the six words of twenty-seven
which Luke has in common with Mark would show that Mark is probably not
the basic source for this narrative°1 The linguistic analysis of such
a short passage, which has evidently been thoroughly reworked by lLuke,
however, cannot give a totally convincing verdict by itself, When it
is accompanied by the recognition of the many differences in content, as
well as the basic difference in setting, then it becomes apparent that a
non-Markan source is basic at this point. The mockery takes place before

2
and not after the Sanhedrin hearing, Those who mock are

]Taylor, The Passion Narrative, p. 79; Taylor further points out

that two of the six words in Mark are textual}y doubtful: ﬁdgnyﬂKdAuﬂhgdUhuTovNun

(Mk., 14:265) is omitted from Western-D; it s : syr>; Alexandrian cop. o;
cfo Grundmann (po 417), who says that the text variant at Mk. 14:65

( /wTe T‘S eanv & Rateag 6€ : Caesarean-U 9 3; B_yzantine-w; X;
and many other mss; c¢f. Lk. 233 64,'n56rnv 0 Fdird shows that
Mark and luke were originally independent of each i)ther°

2Loisy (Les Evangiles Synoptiques, II, p. 612) explains that the change
in setting is due to a desire to fill the time during the night and faci=
litate the movement of the narrative as it advances from the Sanhedrin
hearing to Pilate's judicial proceedings. However, Luke does not give
a close accounting of the time lapses during that night so we are not aware
that he feels a need to fill any gaps. Although admittedly the removal
of mockery from the end of the Sanhedrin hearing does smooth the transi-
tion between the two trial scenes, Loisy does not explain why Luke has
changed the personnel and their purposes in mocking Jesus,




375

members of the arrest party charged with guarding Jesus (22:63), not

the members of the Sanhedrin (Mk. 143646.). The action they take against
Jesus is buffeting and verbal abuse (Lk.22:63-65). Mark reports more
specific actions, such as spitting on Jesus (Mk, 14:65]. The purpose

of the command to prophesy may be different, especially if the blindfold-
ing detail in Mark is not authentic. For Mark, then, it would mean

"Play the Prophet now!" Luke relates that the strikers want Jesus to

use supernatural power and tell despite his blindfeld who is striking himol

The differences in the description of the mockery might be explained

as part of Luke's making milder dhe harsh treatment portrayed in Markoz
Yet this explanation is not totally satisfying for Luke's use of_dkkug_
and the question, "Who struck you?" still indicate that physical abuse
was part of the mockery. There seems to be no good reason why Luke would
desire to relieve the Sanhedrin members of responsibility (cf. Lk.22:52;
Ac. 3:13ff.; 13:27ff), and in so doing change the time and personnel in
the mockery. The more probable explanation of these differences is to

3

suppose that Luke is using a different source at this point. Mark 14:65

possibly influences him at Lk.22:64.

1Catchpole, P. 175,
2
Cadbury, The Style : :’. p. 94; Contrast Schneider, p. 4l.

3Catchpole, p. 180; He further argues that luake's failure to take
over Mark’s allusion to the Servant Songs is an indication that he did not
use Mark as his basic sofirce. We have already seen in a number of
instances (e.g. 22:21-23; 31-34) that, though Luke®s non-allusion may be
due to the use of another source, this explanation only pushes the task
of explaining a non~allusion one step further back ip the compositional
process, We must answer why the allusion made so little impact on Luke
as he read Mark. Why was it of so little consequence to him that he could
choose to set aside Mark as his basic source and as a result fail to pe-
produce the allusion? It is only an argument from silence which says,
if Mark were Luke’s basic source he would not have omitted the allusion,
For, this is in essence what he has done at an earlier stage in the com-
positional process when he chose to use non-Markan material as his basic
source instead of Mark; cf. above, pp. 191, 194, 238,
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0ld Testament Allusion
Two elements in the mockery by the Sanhedrin court (Mk. 14:65)
have been understood as OT allusions. The physical abuse of being spat

upon in the face and being beaten is part of the suffering of the Servant

> ~ v,
(Mko 14:65 cf. Mt. 26:67, €EuTTIEV . Qo T Tpariy «oToV €D aBav
7/

~ N ) 4
is. 50:6,1¥§~d2707“y5h“3 oy G‘S/Odﬂ(qu47a (contrast the MT, ’V1%q
- ey T

) . N ) Y s ) ) / > / 1
ISRV _f\‘(’)‘. To de T}M/M; zo’x)/,uau 0vKk o7l €0 Tpe Pt ) uq Y emTTvaous Ta ).
=l N 7 ~

Several elements in the blindfolding incident have had their origin ate
tributed to the experiences of the suffering Servant (Is. 50:5; 53:3)02
Since the first allusion does not appear in luke we must find explanations
for his non-allusion, The second supposed allusion must be tested.

The simplest explanation for the non-allusion is again Luke's choice
of sourcescj But as we have seen this reason does not really answer the

4

question positively. Are there other reasons in Luke's general approach
to the sufferings of Jesus and their relationship to Scripture which would
make the description in Lk. 22:63-65 more suitable to him than Mk, 14:65?

Since we have seen that Luke's literary source is other than Mark,

1Dodd (Historical Tradition, p. 31) lists it as one of his testi-
monia; Bultmann (History of the Synoptic Tradition, p. 281) says that
Is, 50:6 has colored Mark's account; Contrast Suhl {p. 59) who does not
see it as an allusion in Mk. or else Mt. would have made more of it, He
suggests it is only part of the presentation of Jesus as martyr.

2

Weidel, ThStuKr, LXXXV, p. 232; Maurer, ZTK, L, p. 8.

SCatchpole, p. 180; Boismard, II, p. 409; Gundry, The Use of the OT
in Mt, p. 61,

4Schneider‘- (p. 100) reasons that since Luke chose another source
his omission of the Markan allusion was not a conscious one as it would
have been if he were working with Mark as his basic source; This reason-
ing must assume that Iuke was not conscious of the allusion when he chose
to follow one source instead of another. Such an argument from silence
does not help to clarify our understanding of Luke's thinking. Certainly
the distinction between unconscious didregard and purposeful avoidance of
an allusion can not be maintained by stating that the former attitude applies
to allusions which occur in a source which at a given point Luke has neot
chosén to reprodice and that the latter attitude applies-to allusions
which Luke has chosen to eliminate from material which is his basic source,
Luke®s choice of & non-Markan source over lark involves just as much of a
purposeful avoidance of a Markan allusion as if he chose to eliminate it
from Mark when it serves as his basic source,
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explanations1 which are based on Luke's reworking of Mark either from
an interest in probable history or simply an ignoring of the allusion
are not helpful,

As we have noted before, Luke's presentation of the moeckery is set
before the trial so that it may be seen to be thoroughly unprovoked and
undeserved, This promotes the theme of Jesus' innocence, which is part
of the outworking of the fulfilment of Is, 53:l2/Lk° 22:37. Luke then
chooses to show that Isaiah 53 is being fulfilled not through the method of

allusion to another Servant Song but through promoting his general themeo2

Another explanation might be Luke's desire to soften the physical abuse

rendered to Jesus. Although the fact of physical abuse is not removed
altogether (contrast Mk. 15:17-20a which is not present in Lk.; but ef.
Lk, 22:63=64), it is described in more.general terms., Luke does not take
up the details of physical abuse which Jesus gave in his most specific
passion prediction (18:31-34/Mk. 10:32-34), He does not describe the
events which fulfill them in those terms (cf. Mk, 14:65), Rather he takes
one general term for mockery and focuses the suffering of Jesus by repeat-
ing it throughout the narrative (5;£1315J9‘ Lk, 22:63; 23:11, 36; cf.

Mk, 15:20), The cluster of OT ideas concerning the suffering of the
Servant of the Lord whether he be a judge, prophet, the righteous man, or
the Isaianic servant, seem to provide the source for Luke's representation
of Jesus® suffering, Theological themes not OT allusion is his method

of presentation.

The suggestion that the original scurce of the blindfold incident is
not historical recollection but Is. 53:3 does not make sense of the gospel
evidence, It must immediately claim that the allusive intention of the
detail was not understood by Mt. or Lk, They proceed to expand and rationa-

lize the incident, turning an allusion to the suffering Servant into a game of

Yarnetaki, ppo 215, 249,

2Schneider, p. 100; cf., above, p., 290,
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mockeryol There is no verbal parallelism in )Lukeo2 The material
parallelism is not altogether clear even in the unrationalized Markan
account. The MT may be fairly well deciphered to mean, "as one from whom

n3 Only by a tortured exegesis of that statement

men hide their faces.
could one arrive at an understanding that the guards fulfilled the Scriptures
by covering the face of the one from whom they were supposed to be cover-

ing their own faces. The LXX, however, does leave some room open for
understanding the activity of covering as being done to the Servant by his
contemporaries, The passive verb“égéazpdﬂrﬂc without an explicit agent

of the action translates the noun)s10A. The subject is T0 Tpdewned T3 (07 32)
Conceivably, his contemporaries could turn away his face from them by a
blindfold, just as more probably the Servant turns himself away. But

even if the LXX opens the way for building a blindfolding incident upon

Is. 53:3, the purpose of the blindfolding or averting the face in the two
instances is quite different. In Isaiah such a disfigurement of the

Servant has taken place that shame forces a hiding of the face. In the

gospel account the hiding of Jesus' face might be for the purpose of try-

ing to shame him hut it is not because his appearance is revolting. The
material parallelism does not hold up. Since there are historical pre-

cedents which make such a "Blind Man's Bluff" diversion by the guards under-

standable,4 it is not necessary to assume that the OT is the origin

WWeidel, ThStuKr, LXXXV, p. 232.

Pso 68(69):8 GKd)vyH 6‘ Tpo «(7\ To u/ood‘Wtw\//AOU , has closer
verbal parallellsm to the synoptlc accounts REPAINITTEV AUTOV T8 TodrwToy..
(MR. 14:65; Lk. 22:64 without T¢ wefowTiev )9 but the material parallellsm
cannot be maintained. Though bo h involve suffering of shame and mockery,
in the psalm, hiding one's face is the sign of shame which the sufferer
feels; in Luke, the blindfolding is part of the mockery 1ntended to bring
shame on Jesus; cf. P. Benoit, "Les outrages a Jésus Prophéte (Mc xiv 65
par.)," Neotestamentica et Patristica, ed. W. C. Van Unnik (Suppl. to
NovT, VI; Leiden, 1962), p. 97.

(
N 30f the 11tera} repderings of Theodotlon and Symmachus, ch w g
an K/ouﬁv] u/ood‘w FoV AT’V

“Benoit (Neotestamentica et Patristica, p. 95 cites Pollux,
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of these drzaﬁ'.a;ilszo‘i The OT may have played a part in influencing the way
the events were described. It may also have served as a control on what
details were remembered, Still, the process of handing on the tradition
involved both historical recollection and the understanding of prophetic
fulfiﬂmentoz For luke the relationship between the OT and these events

must be sought in the arcea of his use of OT ideas.

0ld Testament Idea
Two approaches to discovering how Luke relates this aspect of Jesus'
suffering to the OT are to look at the distinctive OT ideas contained in

> 7/ /
the verbs of abuse:GV?7HHSA!,WJEPOV765 (22363)8Aﬁf;¢4§ (22:64); and

Onomasticon IX:113, 129; D, L. Miller ("EMTAIEEIN: Playing the Mock
Came" (Luke 22:63-64)," JBL, XC (1971), pp. 309=313) presents an
§magnnat1ve but Lllfounded analysis of the perikope. He takes the word
Gnﬁaxgetv to have a double meaning, "to mock" and in older usage "to
enter ‘a cultic dance or cultic marriage" (Euripides, Bacchae, 806),

While the guards mock they actually are acting out the significamce of the
life~giving function of Jesus® suffering, They mock now when he is blind-
folded and show by that their own blindness to the salvation in their
presence. They mock when the blindfold is removed and salvation is fully
revealed as Jesus hangs on the cross. Thus the blnndfolding is not simply
a game but a mythic drama concerning salvation, Though gunagy4v is used
in both contexts cited (Lk, 22:63; 23:36), there is as Miller himself admits
mo instance in Hellenistic or Biblical Greek where ggﬁa< v ___means other
than mock, If luke wanted to portray myth by this incident he probably
would have chosen words which would have clearly pointed out the deeper
meaning of the events,

ﬂMaurer s (ZTK L, po 8) suggestion that the command to the blind-
folded Jesus to pr0phesy (Mko 14265) comes from Is, 50:5, "The Lord God
has opened my ear," also fails to be fully convincing, There is no ver=
bal parallelism, The material parallelism, however, is somewhat clearer
than in the case of Is., 53:3. "Opening the ears"” was one of the ways that
the OT described prophetic revelation {(e.g. 1 Kmo 9:15; 2 Kmo 7:27)o Thus,
this encouragement to prophesy (Mk. 14:65) corresponds with the Servant’s
proper task. The main difference is that in the OT this task is looked
on positively as one enabled by God, In the Gospels the direction is
given in derision, Mt. and Lk. {(on the theory that he used Wk.) do mot
take this theme up, but in the mockery twist the supposed allusion into a
description of an isolated mocking of Christ, This raises the suspicion
that the allusion was never intended by Mark in the first place.

2Stramssg Po 657; Benoit, Ncotestamentica et Patristica, p. 97-
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/33¢m42%#4%ykg(22:65)91 and to ask whether one OT figure, the suffering
prophet, the suffering Servant, the suffering righteous man of the Psalms,
or the martyr of Jewish literature is presented consistently throughout
the account.

Luke begins his description of the mockery with two general terms for
abusegjéﬁﬁfgiﬂi. and,ﬂQ;0u1° The latter occurs only 3X in the LXX (Lev.

126 A and Bcorr text; 2 Ch, 29:34; 35:11 B-=text). In each case it denotes
the priest’s action of flaying the sacrificial animal into parts as it is
prepared to be cooked. Ve could take this werd as an indicator of the
sacrificial context in which the death of Jesus is to be viewed (2 Ch., 35: 11
does describe the flaying of the Passover lamb). However, the rest of the
Lukan context does not suggest such an understanding. The only possible
OT significance which might be seen in this word must be based on Jesus'
previous use of it in a parable (Lk. 20:10, 11/Mk. 12:3, 5). Presumably,
those servants who are sent to the vineyard and are beaten by the wicked
husbandmen represent the OT prophets (cf. Lko 13:34). Jesus suffers such
scourging as one of God's servants (cf. parallel treatment of Jesus'
followers, Ac. 5:40; 16:37; 22:19),

Thatsféégg_should be seen in such a context is strengthened by the OT
significance of €x7s( w . We have already noted how Luke uses this word
repeatedly throughout his narrative to relate the mockery which Jesus
experiences (Lk, 23:11, 36), The two OT and Jewish contexts in which this
word might be understood are the treatment of prophets (2 Ch, 36:16) and
martyrs (1 Macc. 9:26; 2 Macc. 7:10). The main difference between derision

directed at a prophet and that directed at a martyr consists in the claims

which each has made about his relationship with God, The prophet claims

$The other verb of abusewTﬁﬁTaJ, occurs in a text variant which appears
to be-in its various forms both an assimilation to Mark and an explanatory
expansion of a quite brief and sllghtly cryptic ghorter r§ad1ng, the text
variants are: a%‘%er uepckw\u\pm'regowl’w _add. €TvrToN xuTou 7 n,ooa'w”‘/ :
Caesarean= : Byzantxnew most unc1a1f including A; W; ;03 135; add
To wﬂGOTUHOV 97Uﬂ?VV¢uT0V/QC'Caesareanw ; Western- D; others= 063; 0124
(cfo Mko 14:65).
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to speak for God, When the disobedient people hear the message and do
not believe it, they mock the prophet, "To claim such a message comes from
God is to show you are no prophet at all.®™ With regard to Jesus, it is
the role of prophet which now has been thrust on him by those who have
observed his ministry. He is in the power of the enemies of God who now
demand some supernatural proof of God’s presence with him, But the prophet
cannot produce the proof on command. Thus he is mocked (Lk. 23:11, 36).
The martyr claims to live righteously under the blessing of God, When he
is in the hand of the enemy, they mock him asking where 'is the great God
who should come to deliver his faithful witness out of such a fate., The
verb.égl&équ, is used for mockery in the first sense in Luke (cf. 14:29;
23311, 36), It should be pointed out that mockery directed at the indivi='
dual who is not able to be what he claims to be is not limited in Luke to
the claims of a prophet as Lk, 23:11 and 36 show. The command to the
blindfolded Jesus (23:64), however, shows that it is the claims of the
prophet which are involved in this particular mockery scene, Although
this word and its cognate_&;uﬁi(_)/_/@jj__(cfo 3 Macco 5:22; 2 Macc. 7:7) are
quite popular in the portrayal of the mockery directed at martyrs, we
cannot conclude that e?ery time the word is used it points necessarily to
a martyrdom contextO' With the difference in content between the mockery
directed at Jesus and that aimed at the martyrs, as well as the presence
of the command to prophesy, we believe that a martyrdom context is not
demanded by the use of this word at Lk, 22:63.

The question to the blindfelded Jesus includes the verb,;EALHLM o
The OT meaning, "to be smitten by the wrath of God, as punishment," {(e.g.
Jer. 37(30):14; Is. 14:6; Lam. 3:30) could be remotely attached to its
usage here. It would then reinforce the theological theme that Jesus'

sufferings have universal significance, They are the wrath of God visited

Tcontrast TDNT, V, pp. 635¢f.
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on the innocent one te bring salvation, This is, however, probably to
read too much theological significance into a mocking jest which asks
simply, "Prophesy! Who is it that struck?" "“God" is not the expected
answer,

The conclusion of the mockery says that the guards spoke many other
things to him, reviling him (/57»}&0“?_7#[\)_‘17'65 o Lko 22:65)., It has been
proposed that this usage should be taken in the LXX sense of "to blaspheme
God" (cf. 4 Km. 19:4, 6, 22; Da. 3:96(29); Is. 52:5; 2 Macc. 10:34; 12:14)°l
However, there is nothing in the context which indicates that claims have
been made for Jesus' divinity which could now be blasphemously mocked.

The placement of the incident before the trial removes any feundation for
that meaning of the verb., Another suggestion is that since the LXX usage
denotes those who doubt the reality of the saving power of God, the Christian
use of the term in connection with the doubting of Jesus’ messianic claims
is quite appropriateoz Luke's use of/_&_)_«g:y%,u;/@ _includes both references
to blasphemy against deities (Lk. 12:10; Ac. 6211; 19:37; 26:11) and revil=
ing directed at men {Lk. 22:65; 23339; Ac. 13:45; 18:6; cf. Demosthenes,

LI :39_&-2 685 7‘/&;3(.)/3, )M-Y7;“ 70—;{)0 It is not possible to maintain
that every time the term is employed in the second way there is also the
implication that God is being blasphemed, Still, it is interesting that
more often than not the comtent of the reviling has to do with either the
message of God's salvation (Ac. 13:45; 18:6), or the messianic claims of
Jesus (Lk. 23:39). Again it is the context which must define the content.
The context around Lk. 22:65 provides little evidence to show that such a
Christian usage built on the LXX is the proper background here. Yet, the

very presence of the term in conjunction with the command to prophesy may

Ver. Bornh#user (p. 88), who claims that such a sense is reasonable
after Jesus' confession of divinity in the Sanhedrin trial. Its presence
proves that Luke's version also originally came after the trial since it
presupposes that confession,

2TDNT, I, pp. 621ff.
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indicate to us that luke intends the mockery against the Lord (22:60-61)
te be understood as of the same quality as blasphemy against God,

In the preceding discussion about OT allusion we have already shown
how the figure of the suffering Servant is not alluded to in this narra-
tive, It is only the theme of unprovoked unjust treatment, which is
advanced by the setting and content of the narrative, which may be said
to link the narrative with the suffering Servantoﬂ

Ve have already seen that the martyrdom context has some formal and
even verbal similarities with Lk, 22:63-65. Both involve the mockery
of the one who suffers unjustly. We should probably include within our
discussion of the martyr figure, the figure of the suffering righteous
man of the Psalms and Wisdom., They all suffer scoffing abuse from their
enemies. More importantly the content of the mockery is the same. It
is a taunt which points ocut the impotence of their God to honor their
righteousness and deliver themo2 The taﬁnt to Jesus, however, is not
directed against his trust in God but against his office as a prophei
(22:64). Jesus cannot perform on command,

luke presents Jesus as a prophet throughout his gospel (cf. 7316;
24219). It is significant that the one aspect of the OT prophets’ mission
to Israel to which Luke continually compares Jesus® own mission is the
rejection, suffering, and death which they experienced at the hands of
rebellious Israel (4:24 cf. Mk, 6:4/Mto 13:57; Lko 43227; 11247, 49, 50;
13:33, 34; Aco. 7337 ff; cf. the fact that the followers of the Son of Man
will have the same fate as the prophets who were persecuted, Lk, 6:23).
Part of luke's description of a prophet’s gifts is second sight, an ability

not only to foretell the future (Ac, lﬁ:27ﬁ; 13211,; 15:32; 21:10f) but

lHooker (p. 91) sees no connection whatever, since the Is, 50:6
allusion has been dropped,

cho Hithn (p, 66) who cites Ps. 21(22):8; Thompson {p. 265) cites
‘Pso 21(22):7-9; Wsd. 2:13 17 as the OT background for Lk. 22:65; cf. 2
l‘ﬂaCCo 7: u6o




384

a capacity for present discermment (Lk. 7:39) which could logically extend
to seeing through a blindfold. Luke has repeatedly presented Jesus in the
passion narrative as the prophet in full control of the situation, reveal-
ing his foreknowledge and discernment at every turn. The preparations

for the Passover (22:10); Judas' betrayal (22:21-22, 48); Peter's denial
(22:31ff., 61); the approaching hostility (22:35-38); the arrest itself
(22:52f,) are all events which Jesus foresees, After such a consistent
display of prophetic ability, Jesus the prophet now stands impotent in the
hands of his captors. They may have heard of his prophetic insight, which
told him what would befall him (cf. 9222; 13:33; 18:31=33), and which iron-
ically did not deter him from walking right into their trap. He had
prophesied once who would betray him ( 22:21-22) and he was right (22:48).
Now let him prophesy who is striking him. But Jesus does not exercise his
prophetic gifts for entertainment purposes. He accepts the humiliation,
mockery, and abuse and thus fulfills the role of the true prophet (2 Ch.
36:16)°I

0ld Testament Style

In this brief section it is the syntactical structure which shows
the most semitic character. The only individual grammatical construction
which imitates LXX style is the redundant_2£¥niI§§"_(Lko 22:64). It
introduces direct address as is customary in Lukeo2 There are no
occurrences of d?:,, but_5£;~(jx) connects a series of participles sub-
ordinated to finite verbs, The parataxis then is present in general
though within given segments it seems to be avoided by the subordination
of a participle to a finite verb, Word order is also semitic, not in the
matter of verb-—subject-object sequence, but in the consistent practice of
placing the object after the verb, especially when it is a participle.

Since_we have no extant source with which to compare lmke it is again

ISchneider, p. 171,

25ee above, p. 370.
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difficult to tell which elements of this LXX stylistic colering are due to
his source and which to his redaction, In general, it appears that he may
be respensible for breaking up a great amount of parataxis in his source

by turning some finite verbs into participles. However, he also let the
overall paratactical structure stand, He probably introduced the redundant
,}éYﬁv"ﬁss o Such coloring helps make a smooth transition between the
semitically colored conclusion of the previous account (22:60-62), and the
beginning of the trial scene.(22:66)o It is also appropriate to the con=

tent of the narrative which shows Jesus as the rejected and mocked prophet.



386

CHAPTER XI1X
LUKE 22:66=71: THE SANHEDRIN TRIAL
Introduction

Jesus has been denied by his followers (22:54~62) and abused by

his enemies (22:63=65), Now his suffering enters a climactic phase,

He is to be given the opportunity to defend himself against his accusers

in three hearings (22:66-71; 23:1-5, 13=25; 23:6=-12), luke will use

these trials to advance the fulfilment of Is. 53:12 through a portrayal of
Jesus as the innocent one who is treated as a transgressor, In the Sanhedrin
trial, especially, the injustice of the Jewish leaders'’ evaluation of
Jesus' claims is presented. Some have seen the trial as modeled on the
trial experience of the prophet Jeremiah., The OT figures, besides the
prophet, which are referred to in the interrogation are the Messiah, Son of
Man, and Son of God, Luke’s Christology develops the essential relation=
ship among those figures and applies them to Jesus with the aid of OT
allusions to Da. 7:13 and Ps. 109(110):1, The relationship between Jesus
as the Messiah and men is grounded im the OT ideas of faith and believing
as the right response to the claims of God’s servants, Some OT style

also complements this passage which is rich in 0T allusions and ideas.

The question of literary sources for this section is inextricably
entwined with the question of the historical sequence of events. We shall
focus. first on the question of the probable basic literary source for Lk;
22:66-71, then we shall seek to understand how it and the Markan account
of the Sanhedrin trial relate to the probable historical course of events.

We must note briefly the textual problem at Lk, 22:680I The extrinsic

] PN
‘shorter readingwéﬁﬁﬁp(37f?,: Alexandrian= p75;J(; Bzilg T; 1241;
cop °; Cyril; add_smec( _: Alexandrian= copsa; Caesarean- 0; f ; Western-
Ambrose; cf., 1365,

o | - 3 ) / 13
longer reading,#ToKka@yTEmot ) £TorUay]E - Caesaregn-_f,”; .28; 565;
§0011071; arm geo;, Western= D; W; (08, auk, BERE b2 3000208
9 ?

s vgs syr ° 7; Byzantine= A; K; (X dmoadeete ); Y ;A; 715 Byz
lect; syr”; cf. Diatessaron; many minuscules.
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probabilities favor the longer reading. It has greater geographical
distribution and is as ancient as the predominantly Alexandrian shorter
reading. The fact that the readings are equally ancient means the longer
reading, an interpretive gloss, could have entered the text traditiem
early and affected all subsequent mss. The argument that the widespread
distribution of a secondary gloss without variation is unllikelyg is thus
invalidated. The longer reading, then, may be equally either secondary or
original. On transcriptional grounds it has been proposed that the omission
took place either because of homeoteleuton or theological objections to the
thought that Jesus wanted to be released. The variant in some texts
which has%égL makes the homeoteleuton explanation unlikely at least in
their casesoz The explanation that copyists omitted the longer reading
because it contained theologically objectionable material has some merito3
Still, the two forms of the longer reading seem to be secondary for they
logically explain the abrupt ending in the shorter readingc4 Ve take the
shorter reading as authentic.

The two basic options for understanding the literary composition of
Lk, 22:66~71 are to view it as a reworking of Mk, 14:55=64 under the direc-

5

tion of Luke's theological purposes” or as Luke's use of a non-Markan
source°6 A third option, which is a variation on the first two is to-

see the composition as a mixture of non-Markan material combined with the

_
'3, Duplacy, "Une variante méconnue du texte recu H ATIOAUZ HTE!
22,68) " NT Aufs#tze: Festschrift fir Prof. J. Schmid; ed. J.
et al (Regensburg, 1963), p. 51,

2Metzger, Commentary, p. 178,

3Creed9 p. 278,

4Dug)lacy (NT_Aufsglitze, p. 44) points out the grammat;cal difficulties
of the longer reading (‘*_in parallel with a negative°¢noAurnT%- used
absolutely), but fails to see that the addition of an abbreviated explana=
tory gloss could create such difficulties,

5eog° Conzelmann, Theology of Luke, p. 84, n. 3; P. Benoit, "Jésus
devant le Sanhedrin,” Angelicum, XX (1943), p. 149

6e°g° Schlatter, lukas, p. 140; Taylor, The Passion Narrative, p. 84.
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basic source Marki or portions of Mark imserted into a non~-Markan soux'ceo2

The difficulty with this option is that it is not possible to successfully
identify which portions belong to Mark and which to a non-Markan source.
Those portions which one would have assigned to Mark (e.g. Lk. 22:67, 69,
71: cf . MK, 14:6l=63)3 have been so thoreughly reworked and now form such
an integral part of the narrative that it is hard to sece them as insertions,
A further difficulty is presented by the fact that on the face of it Luke
and Mark report two different historical events, Mark records a trial
which took place at night. It consisted in the hearing of false witnesses;
the interrogation of the high priest (one question): and the verdict that
the Jesus® confession was blasphemy (the high priest rends his garments) and
worthy of death., Luke records that the trial took place in the morning.
All of the Sanhedrin interrogates Jesus (two questions). There is no
mention of blasphemy, the high priest’s action, or the verdict. Would
Lzke take elements from the report of one historical event (a night hearing)
and insert them into his account of another historical event (a day trial)?
From the linguistic analysis of Lk, 22:66-71 it appears that Mark is
nbt the basic source for the account, In those portions (vv. 67, 69, 71)
which appear to be most dependent on Mark, the similarities with Mark may
be accounted for by the fact that the same questions and same testimony
could reasonably be expected to occur at a second morning trial as had
been stated at the preliminary night hearing, The similarities are a
matter of historical repetition and not literary dependence. That two

hearings did occur in such a short space of time is plausible for the

'Hamckp Po 274.
2&umhmmgpo4w-
JHauck, po 274; D. Ro Catchpole, "The Problem of the Historicity of

the Sanhedrin Trial," The Trial of Jesus: Cambridge Studies in honour of
C. F. D, Moule, ed. E. Bammel (SBT, 2nd seri XIII; London, 1970), p. 64,
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following reasons, We have evidence from Mk. and Mt. of at least two
consultations conducted by the Sanhedrin, one at night and one in the
morning /M. 14:55/Mt. 26:59: Mk. 15:1/Mt. 27:1, 2; John reports two cone
sultations at night, none in the morning (J, 18:13, 24): Luke reports none
at night and one in the morning (Lk. 22:66)/. The illegality of a

Sanhedrin trial involving a capital case conducted at night;I

the practical
improbability that a quorum could be raised at such short notice on the
important Passover feast night; and the custom in capital cases of deliver=-
ing the verdict a day removed from the investigation,2 all make it reason-
able that in suchla short space of time the Sanhedrin should have met twice.
They deemed it as of the utmost urgency to get the investigation éoncerning
Jesus under way. Thus, it was begun the very night of the arrest. They
still possibly feared the reaction of the people (cf. 22:2, 6), They had
enough sense of judicial propriety to leave the final verdict to another
h;aring in the morning. Do Mark and Luke, however, support in their
narratives such a course of events? Do they do it in such a way that Luke
shows that he understands that Mk, 15:55-64 does indeed report a historical
event which is different from Lk, 22:66=71?

Luke accords best with this historical reconstruction in the light

of contemporary Jewish judicial practiceo3 The difficulty with Mark is

'Sanho 4215 We must continue to bear in mind H. Danby's ("The Bear-
ing of the Rabbinical Criminal Code on the Jewish Trial Narratives of the
Gospels," JTS, XXI (1919-20), p. 54) caution that what Jewish scholars at
the end of the 2nd century thought to be correct law and procedure, as
recorded in the Mishnah, was not necessarily the accepted practice at the

_beginning of the first, Such a trial was also proscribed on a feast day
(Sanh. 4:1); cf. Catchpole (The Trial of Jesus (1970), p. 58), whe cites
Josephus, Ant. XVI: 163 to show that such prohibition may not extend to the
first century,

2Sanh° 4:1; Admittedly the two sessions are not separated by a full
day, but this may be part of the evidence for the unfairness if not ille-
gality of the proceedings; Contrast Catchpole (The Trial of Jesus (1970),
Po 59), who says . Josephus, Ant. XV:229ismtecvidence that two sessions were
probably .. required in the first century., = o o

3Catchpole9 The Trial of Jesus (1970), p. 61; The Trial of Jesus (1971),\
Po 203,
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that the verdict appears to be passed at the night trial. In fact the
main weight in the narrative is given to the night hearing with only a
brief mention of the decisive morning trial (lk. 15:1). This has led some
to conclude that Mk, 15:1 is not a reference to a tria]l1 and is at best a
doublet of the night trial, It is taken from another literary source
which Mark has net effectively combined with the source which reports the
same trial at night°2 The positive evidence of Mark’s narrative, however,
does allow for a morning trial, though it is reported only briefly, For
compositional reasons, the creation of a contrast between Jesus'! faithful
confession and Peter’s faithless denial, Mark has telescoped the main
elements of both trials into the ome night trialoj
Luke's account of tjlie morning trial presupposes the preliminary hearing
of the previous night, The differences from Mk. 14:62 in the reported
responses in Luke (v, 68; the abbreviated vy, 69) may be best explained if
the Lukan account is seen as reporting the responses to the repetitive

questioning of a second hearing. They are not the result of Luke's editing

lBenoitD Angelicum, XX, pp. 146ff,; Catchpole (The Trial of Jesus
(1971), p. 191) argues that luke did not understand Mk. 15:1 as the Markan
eqwxvalent of Lk, 22: 66=7ﬂ° He uses Luke's editing of Mk. 3:6 (cwu%émhuw
ekobuv 3 Lko 6211, d}e>¢>mu4 ) as evidence that Luke probably under-
stood Mk, 1521 (0UM430J)MJ éTbuuﬁddvT6\ ) to describe not a trial session
but a private plannlng session to map out strategy. Catchpole fails to
recognize that the decisive element in the Markan narrative is not the
description of the action which the Jewish leaders took, but rather the
partxes which were involved }n the planping (0¢ at/))ne,ou( MH‘A TWV Hoea-
/eoj/w\l Kac YR omcw\l Kl Oz\ofl‘ To o-uved“fwv i MK o 15 il ef o Lk, 223 66,
To 6a-ﬁuT6/{’(oV ToU Aao”u a« (e/oas TE I<de rp/u,ao«'ret ___“; contrast
Mk, 14255, 0< 4gngef< Kac vov T JUVééhoﬁ

Mark's citation of the
presence of the whole Sanhedrin9 including a reference to its consituent
parts, appears to show not a private plan of one segment of the Jewish
leadership as at ME. 3:6 but the full agreement of the whole., This
accords well with the nature of the morning session as a trial; cf.
Dillersberger (VI, p. 137) and Arndt (p. 455), who see Mk. 15:1 and Lk, 22:
66ff . as reporting the same event.

ZFO C. Grant, The Gospels: their origin and their grewth (Lendon,
1957), p. 133,

3M° Black, "The Arrest and Trial of Jesus,® NT Essays: Studies in
Memory of T, W, Manson; ed. A. J. B. Higgins (Manchester, 1959), p. 21,
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according to his theological interests Mark's night trial reportoi' The
failure to mention the coming of the Son of Man with the clouds of heaven
is grounded in history. It is Jesus' claim that he was divine, worthy of
a position at the right hand of Ged, not his return as judge, which was
understooed by the Sanhedrin to be blasphemous and worthy of deatho2 Luke's
report that the Sanhedrin concluded that they did not need any more wit-
nesses (Lk. 22:71) assumes that there was a time when they did have wit-
nesses, i.e. the preliminary hearing (Mk. 14:56ff.). Luke does not report
the presence of witnesses at the morning trial. This presupposes the fiasco
of the lack of agreement among the witnesses at the preliminary hearing
(M, 34359)03 Mark's telescoping of the trials probably converges at this
statement concerning the néed for more witnesses. This comes from the
second trial and so does the verdict which follows. The fact that Luke
fails to report in specific terms the basis for the verdict and the verdict
itself does not weaken the claims for the historicity of this morning trial.
It may be satisfactorily e#plained by Luke's theological purpose of present-
ing the innocence of Jesus through an avoidance of mentioning even the false
evaluation at which the Sanhedrin had arrived.

Those who maintain that Mark and luke report the same event consiste
ently fail to give convincing reasons why Luke has moved the trial from the

4

night to the morning. The most satisfactory explanation is that Luke

IDillersberger9 VI, p. 137; Contrast Conzelmann, Theology of Luke, p.
84, n. 3.

2See below, p. 427,

3DiMersbergerD VI, p. 137; Contrast Voss {p. 114), who explains the
omission from Luke’s theological interests,

4cf:e, Benoit's (Angelicum, XX, po 150) list which includes compositional
reasons: luke wanted to deal with Peter’s denial separately from the trial;
his sense of time lapsej too much had happened in the night for the trial
also to take place then (cf. 22:59; 22:63-65); his sense of history: luke
wanted to bring the trial and verdict into lime with Roman law which allowed
the delivery of verdicts only during the day (Danby (JTS, XXI, p. 62)
believes luke has corrected Mark in line with the further information about
Jewish judicial processes, which he has received), Though Luke may want
to separate Peter's denial from the trial, the intervening scourging does
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knew of the two Jewish hearings. He disregarded the preliminary one
because it raised some Bssues, e.g. the false witnesses’ testimony about
Jesus' claims concerning the temple (Mk. 14:58), which clouded what Luke
saw as the real issue of the trial, Jesus' claims concerning himselfon
He chose his non-Markan source which reported the climax of the Jewish
Jjudicial procedure, the morning trial, The other main difference in -
detail which the promoters of Mk, 14:55-64 = Lk, 22:66-71 fail to account
for is the speakers in the narratives. In Mark the high priest interro-
gates; in luke, the whole Sanhedrina2

What appears to account best for all the similarities and differences
between Luke’s and Mark's account of the Sanhedrin trial is an explanation
which understands the narratives as based on two independent literary
sources, without any common influence. The historical sequence of events
which makes the best sense of the similarities and differences in the
accounts is one which allows for at least two hearings before the Sanhedrin,
a preliminary night hearing to seek evidence (Mk. 14:55-64) and a day trial

at which the verdict is delivered (Lk. 22:66-71; Mk, 15:1),

‘this well without the need for a time marker which places the trial in the
morning., Whether the night is too crowded with events to allow for a trial
is a matter of subjective judgment, Luke gives no indication of the dura-
tion of events except at Lk, 22:59, As for Luke's concern for historical
accuracy, it is apparently not built solely on his knowledge of judicial
procedure, whether Jewish or Roman, for he fails to explicitly state in his
morning trial that a verdict is given, His historical interest is probably
governed by a concern for reporting what in fact happened.

IVoss (p. 114) uses this as a explanation of Luke'’s omission of the
false witnesses from the Markan trial account which he assumes that Luke
uses. The explanation may serve just as well as a reason for Luke's
choice of a non-Markan source over Mark; Bornh#user (p. 88) contends that
it is Luke's consideration for his Gentile audience, which would neither be
interested in nor understand Jewish trial procedure, that the night trial
is removed.

2Finegan“s (p. 25) explanation from hyperbole is not convincing.
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0ld Testament Allusieon

The account of the Sanhedrin trial presents possible allusions mainly
in the words of Jesus (Lk. 22:67-68/Jer, 45(38)2ﬂ5‘; Is, 41:28; Hab. 1:52;
Lko 22:69/Da. 7:13; Pso n09(ino):33)o There are several details in Mark's
narrative which have been linked with OT passages (false witnesses, Mk,
14356, 57; the testimony of the false witnesses, Mk. 14:58/Jer. 33(26):5,
6;4 Jesus® silence, Mko 14361). Luke through his choice of sources by-
passes these. Thus they need to be treated as non—allusions.

Dealing with the non-allusions first we note that the historical detail
of the false witnesses is understood by some as having its origin in the 0T5o
Since more than one passage in the Psalms is cited (e.g. Pso 26(27):12; 34
(35):11; 108(109):2f,; 118(119):69), it would be more correct to call this
an 0T idea or motif rather than an allusion, Yet, since the OT is seen as
the source for this particular detail we consider it here, The way Mark
presents this feature of the Sanhedrin hearing shows that he is not pkimarily
interested in the powerfulness of the false witnesses® testimony. This is
in contrast to the significance which the OT comsistently gives to thé idea,
It is true that the high priest appears to be impressed with their testimony
(Mk, 14360). But Mark goes out of his way to show that it was truly
ineffectual and would not stand up under close scrutiny (Mk. 14:55=59). In
the end it is Jesus' own testimony which will condemn him (Mk., 14:63=64).

We hear no more of the false witnesses or of the content of their testimony

when we read the account of the smbéeqment trial before the Roman governor,

1Kﬂostemannp po 221, ' 5

2Seluyn, First Christian Ideas, ppo 159ff. E

3eogo Gough, po vi,

4DoeveD Jewish Hermeneutics, p. 183,

eidel, ThStuKr , LXKXV, p. 244; Linnemann (Studien, po 131) calls

it a Biblical motif which has been added,
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It may be that Mark was only seeking to make clear that Jesus' silence in
the face of the false testimony was not because of its unimpeachable truth,
The effect of Mark's presentation, however,5to neutralize any threat of the
false witnesses, Thus, the power which they have in the OT is not present
here, The OT should not necessarily be seen as the origin of this motif,
Rather, the presence of the inept false witnesses plays another role and
this role is best understood if it is considered to be grounded in history.
Not only Jesus' silence, but more importantly his confession, is what
convicts him, It is true that the Sanhedrin need to twist the confession
so that Jesus may appear as a political threat to Rome's hegemony but
without that confession they apparently would have no case. The fact that
Jesus hands himself over to death is the central historical fact. The
ineffectuality not the powerfulness of the false witnesses reinforces this
point by contrast. The OT motif of false witnesses which cause suffering
is not the probable source for Mark's reference to false witnessesil Luke's
failure to mention these false witnesses then does not involve a non-use of
an OT idea.

The content of their witness and the response of Jesus, silence, have
also been attributed to OT passages. The false witnesses say that Jesus
has spoken against the temple saying that he would destroy it (MK, 14:58;
cfe 13:2), Jeremiah was brought to trial for speaking a word against the
temple (Jer. 33(26):5, 6ff.). It has been proposed that Mt. and Mk. use a
tradition of the trial of Jesus, which while not including this detail on

the basis of Jeremiah alone, did develop under the influence of a Christian

]Rose (Le Psautier, p. 309f.) says that the wording of the descrip=
tion of this detanl has been inspired by Ps. 26(27):12; 34(35):11 in Mto
and Mk, He cites a(wurTowTeﬂ éWeuJoMo« Tu/:ow (Mke 14057) as a striking
parallel with Ps. 34(35): (AN ¢u¢aﬂuvTei M%pt%@ﬁuldélKOL) o However, the
verbal parallellsm is not exact. The conjunction of du¢aTdVT6_~ and a
word from theyma Tu§  group may be due not to allusive parallelism but to
reporting the same action in court procedure, standing to give evidence.
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haggadah on Jeremiah 33(26)01 John and Lﬁke do not mention the details
of false witnesses and the condemnation. This serves as proof for the
probable influence of Jeremiah in the preservation of these details, for
it shows that they did not fulfill an essential part of the narrative.
Luke and John probably used traditions which weren't connected with the
Christian midrash of Jeremiah 33(26)02

If we grant that the content of the false witnesses'® testimony was
influenced by Jer., 33(26):5, 6, can we find a reason in Luke's theological
or compositional purposes fbr his choice of a non=Markan source at this
point and his consequent émission of this detail? In addition to the fact
that Luke evidently wants to focus on the testimony of Jesusg3 Luke may
want to overlook this content because it might have been dangerously mis-
understood. luke's readers, especially if they included interested
Hellenistic Jews, might have been offended even by the false accusation

4

that Jesus spoke a word against the temple. A positive theological

reason for such a non-allusTion is Humke's desire to work out the imnocence

‘Doeve, Jewish Hermeneutics, pp. 184, 187; This is an example of
Doeve's theory that gospel tradition developed within the framework of
the early church's exegesis of the OT. The details of the trial would
then be preserved as part of the content of a midrash on Jeremiah 33(26).
Later when the gospel tradition was collected into its independent liter-
ary form it is claimed that the expression of the details and their arrange-
ment still shows the influence of their earlier use as part of the Jeremiah
33(26) midrash; See above, p. 81,

2

Doeve, Jewish Hermeneutics, p. 183; Bertram, p. 56.

3Voss, p. 114,

4Haenchen (p. 272) believes the material has been transferred te the
safer environment of Ac. 6:14, but he fails to show how the accusations
are any less dangerous as part of the testimony against Stephen, Mark's
report of Jesus' trial has already shown the minor part that this piece
of testimony had in that trial. Now in Stephen's trial it is the main
accusation against him to whiech the speech in Acts 7 serves as the
apologetic response (Ac. 6:14; 7:1ff.). Rather than neutralizing the
seriousness of the charge by such a supposed transfer, Luke has brought
it to the forefiront of Christian=Jewish controversy. - Some other reason
than apologetic needs to be found,
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portion of his theme concerning the Passion as the fulfilment of Lk. 22:
37/1s. 53:1201 The false witnesses are not decisive in the outcome of
the trial anyway (Lk. 22:71). Their presence only creates the possible
misunderstanding that the Sanhedrin might have had a case after all, Thus,
to promote the continuing conviction that Jesus is indeed innocent, though
he is being treated as a transgressor, Luke omits the details concerning
the false witnesses.

Along with this omission we have the removal of the fact thatJesus
was silent in the face of false accusations (Mko 14:60, 61/1Is. 53:7).
Though it may not be claimed as a verbal parallel, might there possibly
be a material allusion, a "fulfilment in fact"?2 The one difference
between the two accounts which calls into question the appropriateness
of material parallelism is the effect of the silence on succeeding events,
In Isaiah the silence is a sign of purposeful defenselessness., The
Servant refuses to open his mouth in a situation which was oppressively
unjust and which could mean his death (Is. 53:7, 8). The assumption is
that if he had opened his mouth he could have put up a defence which would
have averted the unjust treatment he was experiencing. But as a docile
sheep he goes to the slaughter, Jesus' silence may have this effect

during Pilate's trial,3 but it doesn't seem to function that way here.

]H° Flender ("Lehren und Verklindigen in den synoptischen Evangelien,"
EvTh, XXV (1965), p. 710) offers another reason from Luke's theology for
the omission, Luke separates the work of the earthly and heavenly Jesus
to allow room for an extended period of the church, He therefore would
not identify the temple, symbol of the presence of Ged, with Jesus' body,
his earthly presence, in a saying which emphasizes the bodily resurrections
He portrays the resurrection rather as the exaltation of the Son of Man to
his heavenly work (cf. Ac. 6:14ff.); Flender does not take into account
the emphasis on the bodily resurrection which is indeed present in Luke's
resurrection appearance narratives (Lk. 24:28ff.; 37-43;.cf. Ac., 10:41).
The wording of the false accusation does not really interfere with an
eschatological framework which gives extended time to the age of the
church, The only events which are related in time are death and resurrec-
tion,

2Maurer‘, ZTK, L, p. 7.

3See below, p. 435,
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Rather, as we have pointed out, the testimony of the false witnesses is
ineffectual, It is Jesus' own testimony, his lack of silence, which in
this trial actually convicts him (Mk, 14:63:). Thus, there is probably
no allusion to Is. 53:7 in Jesus' silence at Mk. 14:60, 6101 This silence
simply shows that Jesus believed that the best way to answer false accusa~
tions, which were not going to be convincing, was to be silent. Luke's
failure to report this detail does not mean that he has by-passed another
allusion to Isaiah 53.

Three other OT passages (Hab. 1:5; Is, 41:28;2 Jer. 45(38):153) may
have influenced the wording of Lk. 22:67b-68. 1Is. 41:28 may be quickly
eliminated, because though there is near perfect verbal parallelism (Lk.
22:68,&&Ld2_§ng%&EL£#Q%;&@%@(9£ZEHJ Is. 41:28, eov é@pTyiwaéyTpﬁsu‘
ﬂ;/«ﬁ Jﬁolyﬂ9éhﬂoﬂagp ), there is nothing in the Isaianic context which
makes these words an appropriate allusion here, There is one possible
element of material parallelism. In both cases it is God or one who
speaks for Ged who addresses the question to evidently sinful men. The
difference is that in Isaiah the sin makes them unable to respond and
answer, while in Luke the sin renders them unwilling to respond. There
are other places wheré God addresses men and demands a response {e.g. Job
38:3). The verbal parallelism may be just the coincidence of the desire
to express the same thought (cf. 1 Km, 23:4; 2 Esdr. 5:10f.; this is only
the use of the combination "ask-answer" in Lk.; contrast Lk's adjustment
of Mark, Lk. 20:}/Mk. 11:29), We need not see OT influence or an attempt

to allude to Is, 41:28 here,

'cfa Suhl (p. 60), who does not find Maurer convincing at this point.
Suhl argues that Matthew's lack of emphasis on this feature (Mt., 26:62,
63) makes it unlikely that it was a conscious and recognizable allusion in
Mark, Further, even if it were a material allusion there are no indica-
tions in its presentation that it is meant to be part of a promise and
fulfilment scheme,

2Selwyn, Fifst Christian Ideas, pp. 159ff.

3Lagrange9 po 572; Loisy (luc, p. 540) believes that Lk. 22:67b-68
is an editorial adjustment by Lnke which acceords in its basic form, though
not very closely, with Jer. 45(38):15.
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The Habakkuk passage has only a slightly stronger claim to being a
possible allusion because it is used by Luke in Acts (Ac. 13:41), The
/

€ A > b
1N U/u\l‘i H;ﬂw 06/\

verbal parallelism is weaker (Lk, 22:679~G¢V«PP¢%FﬁF—6é¢ 7 ﬁ(rTé&a'77F :
Habo 135, 6/(’&/&:7 Z‘lo‘TéSO"‘]T(- G’o{\l T«S (11<0/27y7AD()° The material
parallelism is a little closer but not close enocugh to identify it as a
definite allusion, In Acts it is the work of salvation, the offer of
forgiveness of sins through the Risen Leord, which is identified with God's
deed in Hab. 135, At Lk, 22:67 it would be the identification of Jesus
as the Messiah which would have to be identified with God's deed. The
material parallelism is not as apparent, Thus, although Hab, 1:5 may
serve as the basis for an OT idea concerning unbelief, it does not have
enough in common with the words of Jesus to qualify as an allusion,
There is certainly nothing in the Lukan context which indicates, as the
Acts context does, that Jesus' words are intended to declare that for
the Sanhedrin the prophetic warning (cf. Ac. 13:40) has already come true.
In Jeremiah's appearance before Zedekiah he declares that if he
speaks the word of the Lord for which he was cast into prison, he will
surely be put to death (Jer. 45(38):15). There is no verbal parallelism
between Jeremiah's statement and Jesus' except in the matter of grammatical
structure. Both contain two conditional constructions with a negative
particle in the apodosis (Lk. 22:67, 68Wézyilloéeia g;V\..oéﬂﬂf .3 Jero
45(38):150_g$v~~-oéxf, ésv..\oénjl)o There is a degree of material
parallelism for both statements are made by an accused prophet in response
to the enquiry of his judge concerning what he has declared as a message
from God, Admittedly, the Zedekiah intdrview is not a formal judicial
hearing, The difference is in the purpose of the statements, Both
Jeremiah and Jesus comment on the unbelief of the one who asks them and
the consequent futility of giving an answer (Lk., in the first of the two
constructions; Jeremiah in the second), Jeremiah is primarily interested
in the consequences of his testimony, the death which will issue from it.

Jesus, however, makes this statement about unbelief as a preface te
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answering the question he has been asked. This preface, then, does not
perform the same function as Jeremiah's reply. When we combine this

lack of suitable material parallelism with the fact that there are not

even the elements of similarity between Jeremiah's plight at this partic-
ular point and Jesus' trial, such as the Jeremiah 33(26) account has, it
seems difficult to find in Jer. 45(38):15 either the origin of this wording‘
or an allusion2 to it,

The substance of Jesus' answer to the Sanhedrin'’s question, "If you
are the Christ, tell us,” seems to be in the form of a combined allusion
to Ps. 109(110):1]3 and Da. 7:13, The verbal parallelism which witnesses
to the possible allusion is LE. 22:69, €0TaL 0 U/ TéD av8owzoy Kafr-
pevos €k defunng Ty duvdpew §. Tou.gedl ; Ps. 109(110):1,,_E:ZjeLoi.Q/gggj,_
]3%AKgpg%gﬂmyﬁkéﬁaeéks&ﬁi&%&ﬂk The verbal agreement is not éxact for in
the OT the verb is an imperative and the modifier of_Jgg(Gq is a possess-
ive pronoun. In Luke the verb form is a participle in a periphrastic
construction, The modifier ofviﬁguﬁy .is a combination of genitives
%_@Méﬁfﬂs TéU 6¢dV. , What on verbal grounds establishes this as a
possible allusTion to just one OT passage is the fact that only im Ps,
109(110):1 is there any mention of a human figure being directed to sit
at God's right hand. The only other instance in the LXX of the use of
éﬁ_é§§L£bL_.wity a verb of sitting involves sitting at the right hand of

Israel's monarch (3 Km, 2:19; cf, 1 Esdr. 4:29; Sir., 12:12), Thus,

]Montefiore (IX, 615) views the conclusion that the origin of these
words is not historical remembrance but Jer., 45(38):15 as "rather
strained,”

%Klostermann (po 221) calls the allusion at the best remote.
3]lemmer (po xxxv) calls it a quotation; Dittmar (p. 43) calls it a

quotation in the wider sense; Karnetzki (p. 19) classifies it as a quota=
tion made in context (Kontextzitat); France (Jesus and the OT, p. 261)

puts it in his clear verbal allusion category; Others are not so confident
of its quotation or allusion status: Calvin (III, p. 168) says the phrase
¥gitting at the right hand" is just a metaphor frequently used in
Scripture; Hihn (p. 66) thinks it should be treated as an OT idea taken
from the psalm,
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contention that this phrase is not an allusion but a metaphor which is
frequent throughout Scripture is not borne out by the OT evidence. Whether
it should be treated simply as an OT idea, which admittedly only comes
from this one passage, and not as an allusion, must be decided by the
function of the phrase in its NT context, This phrase, as the chief con=
tent of Jesus' reply to the Sanhedrin's question, is in the midst of a
prophetic prediction. That Luke does record Jesus' use of an OT allusion
as the basis for a prediction about coming events is in line with what we
saw at Lk, 22:28=30°] It net only lends authority to his prediction but
demonstrates the continuity of prophetic witness, The most that the NT
context gives us as a pointef to this allustion are the introductery werds,
éﬂégflégiﬁi o This time marker indicates that what is not now true
will soon be true. Jesus' words are a prophetic prediction which is ébcut
to be fulfilled, These introductory words are appropriate not only to
Jesus' prophetic prediction butrthey also appeaﬁ/to point back to a long-
standing prophecy which is about te be fulfilledoz Thus these two factors
in the immediate contéxtg the fact that this 0T material is the content
of Jesus' prophecy and that it is introduced by terms that point teo fulfil=
ment, make it appropriate that the OT material from Ps, 109(110):1 should
be understood as an allusZion here, ‘ , )

We havé‘already noticed the difference in textmfonm between the LXX
and the NT (the MT is faithfully reproduced by the LXX at this point).
It is an adjustment of the imperative in an oracle of the Lord to a predic-
tive declaration that the command will be obeyed, The one commanded to
sit at God's right hand will be found to be seated at God's right hand,

There is no change in meaning in the text-form change, The basic content

1See above, p. 218 ; France (Jesus and the OT, p. 103) describes
this allusion as a messianic prediction.

cho Weiss, p. 517.
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of what is taken from the psalm is the same, The allusion's difference
in text-form is just an adjustment to the syntax of its NT context,
Because the statement is in the future tense it is still in the same posi-
tion with respect to the completion of the act as its imperatival form in
the psalm is,

It is advisable to understand the function and meaning of the verse
in its OT context before we seek to discern its function and significance
for Luke. Psalm (109(110) is a royal psalm consisting of two divine
oracles (vv, 1, 4) and some prophetic exhortation addressed to the kinge1
Our allusion is part of the first oracle which commands the king to sit
at God's right hand until God makes his enemies to be in gubjection to
him, The attempts to find the occasion and place in historical and geo-
graphical terms where the Israelite king could have obeyed this divine
command have usually assigned the psalm to either an annual enthronement
ritual2 or the celebration of a military victoryo3 The position, "at
the right hand," is usually taken metaphorically to mean a place of honor
next to Cod,4 The customary place of the king at the pillar to the vesti-
bule of the temple (4 Km. 11:14/2 Ch. 23:13; 4 Km. 23:3/2 Ch. 34:31) is
identified as the ceremonial equivalent of being "at God's right hande"5

Unfortunately, there is no historical description of the practice of seat-

Ict‘e "my Lord" = the king, e.g. 1 Km, 25:28; 26:18; 2 Km., 13:32,

2A° Weiser, The Psalms: A Commentary, translated from the 5th German
ed, by H. Hartwell (OT Library; London, 1962), p. 694.

3M° Dahood, The Psalms (Anchor Bible; Garden City, N.Y., 1970), Vol.
I1I-101-150, p. 112; H. H. Rowley, as reported in A. A. Anderson (The Book
of Psalms (The Century Bible: new edition; London, 1972), Vol. II, p. 727;,
attaches the celebration specifically to David's takeover of Jerusalem.

4Dahood, I1I, p. 114,

SWeiser, p. 694; A. A. Anderson (II, p. 768) suggests the possibility
of a position beside the ark of the covenant; Dahood (III, p. 114) notes
a Ugaritic text which has the oriental king seated at the right hand of
Victor Baal.
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ing the Israelite king at the right hand of a symbol of God's presence as
part of an enthronement ritual or a military ce.l.@:bx'atj.ona‘n The connec-=
tion of the Psalm 109(110) oracle with the king's position at the pillar
of the temple's vestibule is strong only in that the temple contained the
ark which symbolized the presence of God, Ne point is made of which pillar,
the right or the left, is the king's place (cf. 3 Km, 7:21). More impor=
tantly the king is consistently presented as standing not seated at the
pillar, It appears from at least one of the two references (4 Km. 23:3/2
Ch, 34:31) that the king's position is one of honor only as the first
among his fellow Israelites with whom he stands and worships in the pre=
sence of God, To have the king seated symbolically at Ged's right hand
at the entrance to the holy place seems inappropriate to the purposes of
divine worship for which the cult functioned, Since we have no convinc=
ing evidence that any historical situation answers the command of the
oracle we must look elsewhere for its proper context, Indeed, the theo-
centricity and universal outlook of the psalm2 points to an idealized
picture of the Israelite monarchy, In view of this glorious perspective
on the monarchy which the psalm as a whole presents it:is appropriate

that the command be taken not metaphorically but literally. If so, it
can only be obeyed in the environment of heaven, Thus, a messianic and
possibly eschatological context is necessary for the proper fulfilment of

the oracleo3

14 Km. 11:14/2 Ch. 23:13 may hint at it.
2Weiser, p. 693.

3France (Jesus and the OT, p. 166) argues strongly from the content
of the psalm that it advances so beyond all normal royal language that it
can only be understood as primarily a messianic psalm and secondarily a
royal psalm. That the Jews interpreted the psalm messianically in pre-=
Christian exegesis is disputed. Strack-Billerbeck's (éﬁin IV:l, ppo 452
ff.) reasoning must assume that since the Jewish anti=Christian polemic
involved an identification -of "my Lord," with Abraham (R, Ishmael (135
A.D.), Ned. 32b) and Hezekiah (Justin, Dial. 33, 38), in the face of the
consistent messianic interpretation by the Christians, originally the Jews
also interpreted the text messianically, All of the rabbinic evidence
for such a messianic interpretation is, however, post~Christian, the
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earliest being in the second half of the third century (SBK, IV:1, p. 452).
The possible evidence in Jewish apocalyptic literature, particularly 1
Enoch fails on two counts to provide a basis for believing that a megsianic
interpretation of Ps., 109(110):1 was part of the pre-Christian exegetical
tradition, There is no instance where the glorified Messiah seated on a
throne is said to be at the right hand of the Lord (cf. 1 En. 51:3; 45:3;
62:1-9;: 69:26-29 cf., the fragment from a Qumran commentary on Is, 11:1=3
which interprets the "spirit of might" in an expanded fashion, which
includes a divinely given "throne of glory" (G, Vermes, The Dead Sea Scrolls
in English (Harmondsworth, Eng., 1970), p. 227). It seems to signify an
earthly rule however), Thus, direct dependence on the Ps, 109(110):1 in
particular as opposed to the idea of messianic reign in general cannot be
decisively proven, The only distinctive feature which the Similitudes of
Enoch and the psalm hold in common is the heavenly context in which the
Messiah rules., If this might still be considered positive evidence, the
fact that the date and provenance of the Similitudes of Enoch (1 En, 37=71)
are not at all certain rules out the conclusion on the basis of material
from 1 En, 37=71 alone that there was a pre=Christian Jewish exegetical
tradition (cfo J. T. Milik's (Ten Years of Discovery in the Wilderness of
Judaea, trans. J. Strugnell (London, 1959}, p. 33f.) conclusion that since
no mss for 1 En., 37=7! were found at Qumran, while mss for other portions
of 1 Enoch were, the absence is "scarsely a work of chance."” Rather

the Similitudes "are probably to be considered the work of a Jew or a
Jewish Christian of the first or second century A.D., who utilized the
various early Enoch writings to gain aceeptance for his own work and gave
the whole composition its present form"; Contrast RGG, 3rd. ed.; III, 9
222=224)

The only other evidence for a pre-~Christian Jewish messianic inter-
pretation is from the ministry of Jesus (Lk. 20:41444/Mk, 12:35-=37),
The puzzle which Jesus presents is supposedly based on the assumption
that David is the speaker of the oracle, and the term "my Lord," refers
to the Davidic Messiah, his son, The argument is that if such an inter-
pretation weren‘t present among the Jews the riddle would be meaningless
(Karnetzki, p. 144; Contrast A, Vis (An Inquiry into the Rise of Christ-
janity out of Judaism: The Messianic Psalm Quotations in the NT (Amsterdam,
1936), p. 77), who argues that the difficulty in the puzzle was created
by the originality of the Christian suggestion that the term, "my Lord",
actually stood for the Messiah). The NT material may be just basely -
enough evidence to maintain pre=Christian Jewish messianic interpretation.
Possibly our own passage contributes to the argument, The Sanhedrin
appear to understand the connection between their question, "If you are
the Christ, tell us,"” and the messianic interpretation of the psalm in
the reply.

The choice of probabilities in the historical reconstruction is a
choice between assuming, on the one hand, that the Jews understood the
psalm messianically, changed their tactics in the face of the Christian
interpretation, and then later returned to a messianic interpretation,

Or, on the other hand, one must maintain that a historical event such as
the failure of all hope in a political Messiah after Bar Cochba’¥ . defeat
meant that the Jews believed that the final salvation must be totally
eschatological and in God's hands. Ps, 109(110):1 then would begin to be
interpreted messianically (Vis, p. 76). This latter alternative does

not account fully for the origin of such an interpretation among the Jews
for the first time in a period when the Christian Church had appropriated
the“verse and assigned it to Jesus, The Jewish adoption of such a
messianic interpretation would need to have its roots deep in pre-Christian
exegetical tradition if such an interpretation were in the Christian era
to be maintained as legitimate Jewish exegesis, Thus, though we have no
. direct Jewish evidence for a pre=Christian Jewish messianic interpretation
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What the ordinary background of OT usage of this phrase "sitting at the
right hand" can tell us is that by analogy with the action of human kings,
a directive to sit at one's right hand means that the person is given a
place of honor (3 Km, 2:19; Ps. 44(45):10; cf; 1 Esdr. 4:29; Sir. 12:12),
It is also a place of influence which may mean participation in the power
which the one on the throne exercises. Since Israel was a theocracy
before it was a monarchy, the kings of the Davidic line realized that in
a paradoxical way the rule they exercised was at the same time the rule of
God and rule under God. They must be faithful servants if they were to
continue to know God's blessing in their reign (1 Ch. 28:5; 29:23; 2 Ch,
9:8; Ps. 44(45):7). This same paradox is present in the command of Ps.
109(110)21, Though it is a place of honor and the greatest glory to
which the king is called, it is still not the supreme place of power.

It is God who is supreme, giving the command, stationing the king at his
right hand, and perfecting the victory which makes that position glorious
and secure. The basic content of the allusion in its OT setting then is
the Lord decrees that the king be honored by sharing the throne of God at
his right hand, Since this command involves a session in the presence

of a divine figure it is probably intended to be understood as honor
attributed to the Messiah in the presence of God, in heaven,

The function of this allusion within the immediate NT context is to
answer the court's question in such a way that there are three results,
Jesus is able to interpret to the court the nature of his messiahship,

He is able to put his present humiliation imto perspective, He does
these two things by primarily making a prophetic prediction concerning
his destiny. This last result should also be seen in its influence on

the larger context of Luke's passion narrative,

of Ps, 109(110)21, the flowering of such an interpretation in the Christian
era after a time of anti=Christian polemic, which included a Jewish non-

messianic interpretation, may most probably be explained from the assump-
-tion that a messianic interpretation of the psalm was a firm part of
first century Jewish exegesiso.
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Jesus® reply to the question, "If you are the Christ, tell us,"
serves to correctly interpret the nature of Jesus® messiahship. By
placing it in the transcendent sphere of God's presence, Jesus avoids the
misunderstanding that his kingdom and power are those of a political
Messiahoi While on the one hand denying earthly political power, Jesus
also claims for himsclf the greater spiritual power of one who shares in
God's reign over the universe at his right hand°2 As we have noted imn
the discussion of the meaning of the phrase, the command has more to do
with the acceptance of a position of honor than with the exercise of the
same power as God exercises. Thus, the emphasis at Lk. 22:69 is on the
position which the Messiah is about to receive and what that says about
his nature, His place at the right hand of God declares his “superior
heavenly dignity," indeed, his divine natureo3 The question, "Are you
the Son of God, then?" which is precipitated by Jesus® remark shows that
the interest is more in what the position says about who he is, than what
he is able to do.

If Jesus' reply interprets his messiahship as spiritual, it also
places his present humiliation in perspective., The time marker_&ﬂa ToG
VUV alerts us to this function of the allusion., Though Jesus suffers
now, one should not be misled by this humiliation into not believing his
messianic claims, He will enter into his messianic glory and it will be
"from now on.” Luke does not express this prediction at this point in

order to assure the court that, as they stand in judgment over him now,

Vrlender, Luke, Theologian, p. 6if.

20pNT, 11, p. 37

3Arndt9 po 456: Flender, Luke, Theologian, p. 61f.
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so he will sit in judgment on themon Luke's choice of another source
which does not include the imagery of the coming of the Son of Man (cf. Mk,
14262) has effectively eliminated such thoughts of retributive justice,
It is rather a declaration of the coming vindication of the Son of Man's
obedience in suffering unto death, And it is not insignificant that the
basis for the combined allusion is two portions of Scripture which stress
the role of God in creating by his power the gift of dominion which he
bestows on the Messiaho2 Still the emphasis is not squarely upon God's
activity for the allusion has been so changed that any inference that it
is God's power which will do this is removed, It is a straight prediction
of what is the destiny of the Son of Man. The prediction does not even
contain a passive verb without an explicit agent which might imply that it
is God who is behind this exaltation. |

The emphasis is rather on the basic pattern of the messianic mission,
suffering issuing in glory. This pattern was a difficult one for Jesus'
contemporaries to understand. When we trace the passion predictions
concerning the Son of Man through Luke's gospel we note that the majority
of them are in contexts where the glory of the Son of Man has been revealed
in Jesus' earthly ministry, either in word or deed (Lk. 9:22, 44; 22:22;
17:225; 24:7; the exception, Lk, 18:31, is in a context where the pattern
of suffering and glory is beinhg discussed in terms of the cost and rewards
of discipleship, 18:18=30). The first passion prediction, Lk, 9:22,
immediately follows the confession that Jesus is the Christ (9:18=~20/Mk.
8:31; 27=30). The second passion prediction (Lk. 9:44) follows the
reaction of the crowd in praise for a miracle which has been performed
(9:37-43/Mk. 9:31: 27-30), Mark's interest atthis point is in the

disciples' question of why they could not perform the miracle. luke'’s

1 - . .
Contrast N, Geldenhuys, Commentary on the Gospel of liike (NIC;
London, 1950), p 587; Flesseman':, Zur Bedeutung, p. 90f,

2 France, Jesus and the 0T, p. 103,
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editing in this case makes even cleser the connection between the praise

of the people for the revelation of God'spower in Jesus' healing ministry
and Jesus'® warning that the Son of Man must suffer before that full glory
is revealed. Lk, 22:22 and Lk. 17:25 likewise bring together the suffer-
ing and glory aspects in a context where Jesus has just been talking about
the glories of the kingdom which is coming (22:15=20; 17:22=37). Finally,
in the face of the most glorious manifestation of the Son of Man before

the Parousia, i.e. his resurrection, the angels remind the women that

it is the one who suffered who is now glorified (24:7; cf. 24:25-27),

Our passage is unique because it is in the face of Jesus' humiliation
and suffering, not some brief manifestation of his glory, that Jesus must
bear witness to the other part of this pattern. Jesus is not speaking
to an over confident following, who have too much faith, who believe that
Jesus will bring in the kingdom in triumph now, The over confident
followers did not understand that the way to messianic glory is through
suffering, Jesus always had to bridle their enthusiasm and challenge them
to forsake their shallow optimism for strong trust in the one who though
he must suffer now, will in the end bring in his glorious victory., Jesus
addresses, rather unbelieving leaders who have arrested and humiliated
him., He bears witness not to his suffering but to the glory which will
issue from it, Again Jesus' witness is intended to elicit a response of
faith (22:67), for it points to circumstances beyond their present percep-
tioen and, indeed contrary to their reasonable expectations of what will be
this messianic pretender's end, Luke reports that Jesus makes this call
for faith through an appeal to the OT prophetic promise of an oracle of
the Lord (i;li@iﬁh%grPso 109(110):1; cf. the place of Scripture in another
passion prediction, Lk. 18:31=34: cf. 24:25=27, 44=48). The function of
the allusion then is to correct any misunderstanding of the nature of
Jesus' messiahship and to so interpret Jesus' suffering before the leaders
that they would again be called to faith in Jesus as the lMessiah as they

hear the witness of Scripture to one part of the pattern of suffering and
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glory,

The question now is, what particular event following the Passion and
signifying the Son of Man's glorification is predicted in this allusion?
Before we consider the other use which Luke makes of Ps, 109(110):1/Ac,
2:34~35, we need to have clearly in mind the precise limits of the meaning
of the allusion. In changing the oracle from a command to a statement
of fact Luke shifts the emphasis from the thought of accession, the act
of taking one's seat, to the result of that command, being in position
at the right hand of God. The periphrastic form alse places emphasis
on duration which accords with this ;‘nanr'spective*o'6 It is the reign of the
Son of Man, exalted in heaven which is then stressed rather than the
assumption of that r‘eigno2 This need not be seen in opposition to the
function of the allusion in Mark. The fact that Luke chooses a form of
words, which does not have a possible reference to the Parousia ( Kot €p~A
)(Q’/_@mq VfAe_I;gj_@,y ye>ge_,)_@z _n?)_oﬁ/wa”ol\’lko 14:62) does not necessarily mean
that the Parousia thought so predominates the Markan presentation that
there is no thought of a period of enthronement there alsoo3 The main’
difference between the Markan and Lukan accounts is in the way they
communicate the power of Jesus® glorification., Mark lays emphasis on
the imminent end of the period of enthronement when the Son of Man will
come in glory as eschatolegical judge. Luke places his stress on the
beginning of the period of enthronement which happens immediately and
appears to continue for some time, To this difference in emphasis we
need to return when we discuss the possible non-allusion to Da., 7:13 in

Lk. 22:69.

1
BDF., 9 352:7,
2Karnetzki, Po 34

5Tayldf (Mark, p. 569) and J. A, T, Robinson ("The Second Coming =
Mark xiv.62," ExpT, LXVII (1955-56), p. 337) go even further and state
that the reference to coming with clouds does not refer te¢ the Parousia
but to the same triumphal enthronement at the right hand of God as Ps.
109(110):1 does; Wilson (NTS, XVI, p. 336) disagrees.
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It is often claimed that Lulje understood Ps. 109(110):1 as a proof-
text for one event, the ascension {;fo_MlY%p 4L%U;dléﬁﬁ;§7”€l§__TgQ§~‘_m
OQ/HVUJS) Aé}f{ J? aGTﬁg..‘_,(Pso 109(110):1/Ac, 2:54f°ﬂ°] This can be
maintained for the use in Acts, which quotes the passage precisely from
the LXX. The imperatiyal form of expression allbéws the identity of the
act of ascension into the heavens into God's presence with the obedience
to the command to sit at God's right hand, The difficulty with such an
application of the allusion in Lk, 22:69 is not only the difference in
emplrasis between the act of taking one’s seat and being seated. That
could be overcome by saying that the allusion at the trial simply stresses
the consequences of such an ascension, Rather, it is the lack of a clear
picture from Luke in general of exactly when Jesus' entrance into his
glory, his assumption of his place at the right hand of God;took place.
Only hyphenated expressions like "Passion-Resurrection-Ascension™ or
"Resurrection=Ascension" seem to properly capture what Luke understands
as the time when the glory comeso2 The time markerﬂéﬁﬁﬁTﬁb_VQV,,“again
helps us to understand that this glorified state of the Son of Man will
take place immediately. When we note Jesus' last words (23:46) and the
Risen Lord's description of his entering into his glery (24:26) as being
a past event parallel with the crucifixion, we understand that Luke does
not hold the accession to the right hand to take place only after the
ascension. luke's emphasis on immediacy and his general vagueness of
appreach concerning the entrance into glory means that we probably should

not associate this prediction with any single event, resurrection or

R ]Je Dupont, "L'Interprétation des Psaumes dans Les Actes des
Apotres," Etudes sur les Actes des Apdtres (Lectio Divina, XLV; Paris,
1967), p. 292; Lampe, Studies in the Gospels and Acts, p. 183,

2RoseD Le Psautier, p. 311,
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ascensionol Rather, the time marker simply associates the glory closely
with the suffering,

There is no direct influence of this allusion on the larger context
of the passion narrative in the sense that its partiailar content has
changed the way Luke has presented and interpreted the gospel tradition,
What influence there is, is caused by Jesus' interpretation of the promise
to mean that directly follewing suffering, the glory will come (cf., 23:43,
46) . There is nothing in the content of the psalm which indicates such
a connection,

The method by which this allusion is interpreted is the scheme of
promise and fulfilment, It is understood as a messianic prophecy2 and
is appropriated as the content of a prediction which Jesus makes about
himsglf as the Son of Man. The OT oracle is interpretgd literally3 as
the use of the title Son of Man and the response of the interrogators
(22:70) shows. In the OT the Son of Man appears in heaven in the pre-
sence of God (Da, 7:13). Luke does not have the "coming with the clouds
of heaven" phrase which would reinforce the literal interpretation, for
it would be from heaven that the Son 4f llan would return.

The two elements in the larger original context to which some con=
tend that this brief allusion points are the second half of the oracle4

and the second oracle (v.4) concerning the messianic high priestos The

1
Contrast Lampe (Studies in the Gospels c:¢ ' .!., p. 183), who does
not take the grammar of Lk, 24226 into account in his argument,

zFrance9 Jesus and the OT, p. 103.

300 Linton ("The Trial of Jesus and the Interpretation of Psalm CX,"
NTS, VII (1960-61), p. 261) suggests that this literal interpretation
was the basis for the charge of blasphemy against Jesus (Mk. 14:64). To
claim to sit at his right hand was a presumption upon the prerogatives of
God, :

4Dalman9 Words, p. 310,

5Go Friedrich ("Beobachtungen zur messianischen Hohepriestererwartung
in den Synoptikemn," ZTK, LIII (1956), p. 290f.) suggests that in the light
of the Qumran sect's expectation of a messianic high priest who would re-
establish the temple cult in the End-time, the charge against Jesus which
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first of these suggestions has some merit for, as we have noted, the role
of God in exalting the Son of Man seems to play a part in Luke's thinking.
The thought of God's victory as retribution is not necessarily implied,
however, in Luke's allusion., That this allusion to Ps. 109(110):1 necess=
arily points to the second oracle (vo 4) is not at all certain. There

is nothing in what.is quoted which implies it, There is nothing in the
immediate context which demands it.

The question whether the NT use of Ps. 109(110):1 violates or respects
the original OT context may be dealt with briefly. There is no violation
but full literal respect for the grammatical sense of the passage. The
identity of "my Lord" with the Son of Man might be said to be in viola-
tion of the original historical context, Since we have seen that a
messianic interpretation of the psalm is probably the primary onegl the
only new use of the original sense, though a significant one, is its appli-

cation to Jesus himself,

the false witnesses brought was that Jesus claimed to be that messianic
high priest, who would destroy and rebuild the temple. The brief question,
"Are you the Christ?" was really the question, "Are you the high priestly
Messiah?" Jesus answered "yes" by alluding to Psalm 109(110) which refers
to the messianic high priest. Jesus was condemned for blasphemy on that
application of the psalm to himself, The difficulty with this understand-
ing of the use of Psalm 109(110), particularly for Luke, is that the testi-
mony concerning the temple is missing as is the verdict of blasphemy; cf.

A. J. B. Higgins' ("The OT and Some Aspects of NT Christology," CJT, VI,
(1960), p. 207f,) criticism of Cullmann who makes a similar point,

ISee above, p. 402 ; Vis' (p. 76) argument that Christians using the
LXX first came to a messianic interpretation fails to be convincing
because the LXX phrasing is only marginally more helpful for Christian
apologetic than the Hebrew, In fact, the Christian apologetic is not
based on an assumption that "my Lord" means Jesus. Rather, it is on the
question of the identity of the person addressed and the fact that David
cannot fulfill the qualifications of one who has ascended to heaven to sit
at God's right hand, that Christians build their case for identifying the
Risen and ascended Jesus as the addressee, If by the help of the LXX
Vis means the attribution of the psalm to Dgvid which opens the way for
the Messiah to be his lLord, he fails to recognize that this appears teo be
a tradition common in first century Judaism (Lk., 20:42-44) and not limited
to the LXX (cf. Weiser, p. 692).
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When Luke chose the source which reported the morning trial, he

~

~
discarded a clear allusion to Da. 7:13 (Mk. 14:62= Tov oy ToU #v8pd) -

770\)\‘./,«6%\( TN \!(:)gf)l;{)/_-’—?@_o%y@; Da. 72|3=_G_)Tu,l\ TN \le}ae%&\l Tov om}oavo“u
_QS,S,‘AU((JSMJ\) é/Jw/rTaq '7’}:/}'640 )o The title o ”(“’\3 ToV oy O/OcJﬁou , however,
remains as the subject of the Ps. 109 (110):1 allusion (Lk, 22:69; cf. Mk,
14:62), The question arises whether we should regard the Lukan use of
Son of Man in connection with Ps. 109(110):1 as also an allusion to Da.
7:13°n Though the verbal parallelism is reduced to the title Son of Man
there is still a great deal of material parallelism between the NT allu=
sion to Ps, 109(110):1 of which Son of Man is the subject and the Daniel
7 context., The environment of the action for both is heaven, Messiah-
ship is understood in terms of exaltation and dominion received as a gift
from God (cf. Ba. 7:ﬂ4)°2 The problem is to know whether the use of Son
of Man is intended to be a pointer to the larger Daniel 7 context and
thus is intended to function as a real allusion to a given OT passage.

It could be that the title Son of Man is intended to receive new content,

Davidic Messiah content, which would be contributed to it from the Ps.

109(110):1 allusion, without any reference to its original OT context.

Of the three categories of use of the title Sen of Man in the Synoptic
Gospels, the one which concerns the exalted and eschatological Son of Man
has the greatest affinity with the original Danielic context. The refer=
ences in this category may be divided into those which deal with the Son
of Man in his exalted state (Lk. 22:69; Ac. 7:56) and those which describe
the Son of Man's coming to earth with clouds or attended by heavenly hosts

at the Last Day (Lk. 9:26; 12:8; 17:30; 21:27, 36). The one feature of

"France (Jesus and the OT, p. 261) glassifies it as a clear verbal
allusion along with Mt. and Mk.; Hihn {(p. 66) lists it as a reminiscence;
Dittmar (p. 21), however, does not classify it along with Mt. and Mk, as
a quotation. in the strict sense; Caird (Luke, p 37) strongly contends that
Luke by his non-use of the phrase "obliterates® any necessary connection
between the OT passage and any given use of the title in his gospel,

2France9 Jesus and the 0T, p. 103,




413

material parallelism which those passages that describe the Son of Man in
his exalted state have in common with the 0T context is the environment
of heaven (Ac. 7:56, the heavens open and the Son of Man is seen standing
at the right hand of Godj, Lk. 22:69 is the less certain of the two.

If the phrase "coming with the clouds of heaven" had been used, then pre-
sumably one could understand that seated at the right hand of God meant
definitely exaltation in heaven from which one returnedol The heavenly
context of the allusion cannot be established for certain without the aid
of the allusion of Son of Man to its original context, Since such a
context appears to be demanded by the response of the court (22:70), one
may conclude that Luke intends even in this abbreviated form a combination
allusion Da. 7:13/Ps. 109(110):1.

We must.briefly note the possible reasons for Luke's choice not to
allude to Da, 7:13 in such a manner that the weight of the Daniel allu=
sion would fall on the glorified Son of Man's return to earth. We recog-
nize, firstly, that Luke's omission is a result of his choice of a non-
Markan source and a desire to report the morning hearing of the trialoz
This tends to make of secondary importance explanations based on Luke's
theological purposes, These, however, should still be taken into account.
The general theolegical purpose of presenting in concise form a "compen-
dium of Christology" should be understood as governing the choice of

sources and event.

A heavily favored theological explanation is that Lukan eschatology

does not emphasize an imminent Parousia, but rather has been adjusted to

3

a delay in the return of Christ, This is, however, not sufficient

lEven the less likely interpretation of Robinson (ExpT, LXVII, p.
337) and Taylor (Mark, p. 569) does not mitigate the "coming with clouds"
reference as indicating heaven as the context of enthronement.

2Sbhneider9 p. 120,

3Conzelmann9 Theology of Luke, p. 84, n. 3; Suhl, p. 55; Lampe
Peake's Commentary, p. 841,
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reason in itself for there is no indication in the Markan statement that
the return of the Son of Man immediately follows his exaltation, though
the declaration that the Sanhedrin would witness these events seems to
place some time limit on when they could occur.,l Besides, there is in
Luke no toning down of emphasis on the imminence of the Parousia (cf. Lko
12:40; 17:24, 26, 30; 18:8; 21:27, 36), Rather, Luke wished to give
proper positive emphasis to the intermediate state of the Son of Man's
exaltation, It is not necessary to find a parenetic reason in such an
emphasis,2 A soteriological reason in the present context is in the fore-=
fronto-

The function of the Son of Man's coming is judgment (9:26; 12:8, 10,
40; 17:22ff.; 21:36) and salvation (17:22ff.; 21:27, 28, 36)s Because of
the court’s evident unbelieving attitude any statement about the Son of
Man®s coming would be a declaration of coming judgment on unbelievers.
luke avoids this in order to promote his theme of Jesus' innocence in
two wayso. It removes any hint of vindictiveness in Jesus' speech. Luke

~does not portray Jesus' avowal that just as they judge him now so he will

]Stonehouse, pe 157f.; cf. above, p. 408, n. 3; the choice not to
reproduce "you will see" may be explained without regard to whether it
signifies an immediate Parousia or not. Voss (p. 115) suggests that
since Luke's purpose to elicit faith from such testimony to the suffering
and glory of the Son of Man has the practical consequence that up to the
Parousia it is only those who have faith who see the exalted Lord (Ac. 7:
55); Gundry (The Use of the OT in Mt., p. 60) suggests that there is a
faint recollection of Zech. 12:10 in the words "you will see" (Mt., 26:64/
Mk, 14:62), The lack of verbal and material parallelism makes it un-
likely that Mk. 14:62/Mt. 26:64 is a faint recollection of Zech., 12:10,

Even if it were, Luke probably wouldn't have recognized it. He does not
allude by way of expansion to this passage, as Mt. does, during the eschato-
logical discourse (Mt, 24:30; cf. Lk, 21:27/Mk. 13:26); N. Perrin's ("Mark
XIV.62: The End Product of a Christian Pesher Tradltlon?" NTS, XII (1965~
66), pp. 150=155) attempt to overcome the lack of verbal parallel;sm through
the proposal of pesher word play (£m9636$ﬁVTN cicooe kOVO“T*( » Zech., 122
10; dyo vTaL _ (oybrbe Yo Jo 18:37; ME, 14362/Mt, 126:64) is highly imagina-
tlve but not convincing.

2ydt, p. 102; Stdger, p. 2623 Wilson, NS, XVI, p. 337; All believe
this affirmation of the exalted Son of Man is intended to strengthen the
faith of the Church which must go on living in the intermediate period,
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Jjudge them laterol Positively, Jesus in his earthly ministry even on the
cross is constantly portrayed as the one who seeks to save the lost (19:
10; 23:34, 43). The best way Jesus could continue to offer salvation in
this situation was to attempt to correct their view that a suffering,
humiliated, defenceless prisoner could not be the victorious Messiah.
He does so by bearing witness to the fact that God's plan of salvation
will be fulfilled, God will glorify his Servant, This is a challenge
to their apparent control of that hour, It is a call to them to acknow-
ledge their dependence on God and to trust his saving purposes. For
these soteriological reasons Luke chooses not to relate the Da. 7:13
allusion to the Pa'rousiao Thus he does not include the phrase "coming
with clouds."

The verbal parallelism of the Da. 7:13 allusion has been reduced
to the title o Gi3q T6U dvBpwinon  , Lko 22:69; utoy sv6plziou (\‘)‘TJ_%_VJ-‘-_]L)
Da. 7:13. The text-form discrepancy, the use of the definite article
with.&Qi@qug& in the singular of the expression, may be due to the influ-
ence of a certain dialect of Aramaic which Jesus usedo2 The development of
the understanding of the phrase as the title of a particular figure may
also have created this form in distinction from the literal rendering of the
Hebrew or Aramaic, which more often than not means by the phrase (LXX,
}lés_igqpygggg) a human being, a man (cf. Ps. 8:5; Is. 51:12; Job 25:6;
especially in the plural, cf. Ps. 20(21):11; 30(31):20; 145(146):3)e3
Though the phrase in its original context is not used as a title but as

( £~ D
a term of comparison (W viog avé cﬁﬁoogg Da. 7:13), this discrepancy
y

lcfo all the authors referred to in the previous footnete; Contrast
Dillersberger (VI, p. 139), who sees even in this much cooler and more
abrupt reply of the second hearing a statement concerning the coming judg-
ment. Here it is expressed as separation from the Son of Man.

2DalmanD Words, p. 238,

3cfo the practice of the Similitudes of Enoch in using as a messianic
title what according to Dalman (Words, p., 242} is the Ethiopic equivalent

ofﬁglggﬂw]g;, 1 En, 62:5., This, of course, may be due to Christian influ-
ence; c¢f. Hahn, p. 147.
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does not significantly alter the use or meaning of the phrase, Since
there is no other name given to this figure and this is the fullest des-
cription of him, it is a natural development to turn this description into
a title (cf. the Lord's anointed =,J*7urT[S )o

As far as the function and method of interpreting the allusion is
concerned everything which has been predicated of the Ps. 109(110):1
allusion should be reiterated hereo1 We have already noted what portions
of the larger OT context‘are pointéd to by the brief mention of the title,
The one distinctive thing which Son of Man contributes to the allusion is
the placement of the session of the right hand and the reign of the lessiah
definitely in the transcendent ;ealm of healven° Unlike the Davidic
messianic idea which could be conceived of totally in human terms as an
earthly reign which would néver end, the Son of Man receives dominion
when he appears with clouds before the Ancient of Days in heaven. The
title in this way clearly corrects the political Messiéh image and replaces
it with a definitely transcendent spiritual one,

The possibility that such a use of the phrase violates the original
OT context arises in two areas: the identification of the Son of Man with
the Davidic Messiah and the description of his being seated on a throne,
It is true that those who occupy thrones in Daniel 7 are the Ancient of
Days and the heavenly court (Da. 7:9, 10, 22, 26). But the Son of Man
is given dominion which by implication entitles him to occupy a throne
{(Da, 7:14; cf. 1 En, 62:1~9; 69:26-29). That this throne should be a
sharing of God's throne at his right hand may be implied not only by the
eternal dominion but the universal extent of his reign {cf. Ps. 109(110):
1, 2, 6). There is no violation of context only a natural extension of
the description of the Son of Man as ruler which is already present in
Daniel 7,

Although we discovered that contemporary Judaism did not so interpret

lSee above, p. 410,



417

Daniel 7 that it saw the Son of Man as a suffering Messiahpl there is
strong evidence that Da. 7:13 was interpreted messianically in its glorious
aspectso2 The messianic interpretation is pervasive in the Jewish litera-
ture, Its acceptance appears to be so fundamental to the concept of the
eschatological Messiah that the mere presence of the term Son of Man

evokes a messianic understanding (e.g. Tg. Ps. 80:18b), Also, the
characteristic of clouds becomes a commonplace in describing the coming

of the Messiah atbthe end (e.g. Tgo 1 Cho 3:24). That the contemporary
Jewish exegetes were not incorrect in their identification of the one like
a Son of Man with the Messiah can be seen from the fact that the kingdom
which is given the Son of Man is an everlasting one (Da., 7:14). This is
what has been promised to David and his descendants (2 Km, 7213), Some
might say that interpreting Da, 7:13 as a description of the Parousia (Mk.
14262) violates the original sense, for the picture is of one comjng to

3

God not returning from him, But, the allusion to Da. 7:13 as a predic=
tion of the Messiah's exaltation (Lk. 22:69) does not violate eifher the
grammar or the original historical intention of the Daniel passage.

The question which we have reserved until now is what is the pro-
bable origin of these allusions: Jesus, the early church, or Luke? Vho
first combined the allusions and by what interpretational methods? That

they are pre=Lukan is most probable since we have no other instances of

lauke introducing Son of Man into his sources. He owes his other use of

lSee above, p. 198, n, 2,

25ee SBK (I, pp. 67, 483, 956~58; I1II, p, 639) for the evidence; cf,
also Tg. Ps 80:18b wheredT7x ]2 is rendered. 3/1’UN X>¢N ; Aqiba in
b, Sanh, 38b interprets Da. 7:9 as the Davidic Messiah’s rule; Tg, Jer, II
on Ex, 12:42: the Messiah will lead Israel on the summit of a cloud;
Contrast Qumran exegesis in which the community evidently interprets Son
of Man corporately and identifies itself as the saints of the Most High,
The community calls itself by this title (CD 20:8; cf. 1 QM 10:10; cf.
Fo Fo Bruce, Biblical Exegesis in the Qumran Texts, p. 57)

3Mead9 NTS, X, p. 281; Luke does not make such a use of the verse here,

although cf. Lk 21:27; Lampe (Studies in the Gospels and Acts, po 183)
thinks that even at Lk, 21:27 it is the picture of an ascension to God.
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Ps. 109(110) in his gospel to Mark (Lk. 20:42/Mk, 12:36). That the com-
bination of allusions most probably comes from Jesus and not the early
church may be understood from the fact that such a combination is almost
‘unique with Jesus (cf. Ac. 7:56). It is the early church's well-known
lack of use of Son of Man as a messianic title in any connection which makes
it unlikely that they would be solely responsible for its use at this
crucial point in the passion narrative. They would probably have chosen
a clearer fqrmulation of Christological confession as Luke's preference
for a source which includes the explanatory question, "Are you then the
Son of God?" indicateso‘i These allusions need not be seen as a Christian
pesher which has been historicizedo2 Rather, the opposite is just as
possible and in the light of the lack of parallel Jewish exegetical tradi-
tion more probable. Jesus, himself, during his earthly ministry did
refer to Da. 7:13(Lk. 21:27) and Ps. 109(110):1{Lk. 20:42), separately and
in combination (22:69). It is on the basis of that exegesis that the
early church developed its understanding of those texts in the light of

events which were their fulfilment and in response to contemporary needs

'Dalman9 Words, p. 255; Contrast Weidel (ThStuKr, LXXXV, p. 225),
who not unexpectedly calls it a community confession placed into the
mouth of Jesus, But aside from Ac. 7:56, which is itself a witness to a
vision and not a confession, nowhere does the early church confess as
part of its faith: Jesus is the Son of Man.

2Contrast Perrin, NTS, XII, pp. 150-155; Aside from Ac. 7:56 there is
no other example of NT exegesis of the OT which links these two passages;
Karnetzki (p. 144) claims it is a development from the Jewish exegetical
tradition found in apocalyptic literature (1 En. 62:3, 5). It was taken
over as a combination unconsciously by the early church (pp. 19, 92) out
of this general apocalyptic tradition about the Messiah; Doeve (Jewish
Hermeneutics, p. 152) attempss to show from the Hebrew the link words
between the two passages; Karnetzki's explanation does not maintain itself
because it is based on 1 Enoch which is of doubtful pre-=Christian origin.
~ Even if the parallel witness to a combination of allusions could be estab-
lished for pre=Christian Jewish exegetical tradition, this would still not
decide the issue of the origin for it would be just as plausible that
Jesus could work from that tradition as the early church. The real
obstacle to attributing the origin of the combination allusion to Jesus is
its function in a pre-resurrection-ascension-exaltation sctting as a pree
diction of that very event, Those who are not open to the possibility
of such supernatural foreknowledge find in the presence of parallel Jewish
apocalyptic exegetical tradition, which they judge to be pre=Christian, a
source for the early church's interpretation after the event,
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(Ac. 2:34, 35; cf. Hb, 1:13)0“

How much development we should attribute to Luke in his choice of
sources, which makes exaltation the main content of a Son of Man saying,,2
is questionable, We have seen how this content is present aleady in Mark.
We should notice that the real development, understanding the verse as a
prediction of the ascension (Ac. 2:34, 35), is present after the event in
Acts, Lk. 22:69 does not show such development, Even its different
emphasis on the present exaltation does not demand that the ascension must
already have taken place before the allusion's significance could have
been mnderstood°3 Rather, as we have explained,4 the allusion functions
within the trial narrative as an apologetic corrective of the Jewish view
of the Messiah and as a witness to the coming glorious vindication of the
Son of Man. This apologetic and witness give another opportunity for the
Sanhedrin to repent and be saved. The allusion functioniné in these ways
makes historical sense as a word actually uttered at the Sanhedrin trial,
The only creativity which Luke may show in his use of the allusion is his
selection of a source which emphasizes present exaltation at the expense
of imminent Parousia. Here the subsequent events may have molded luke'’s

thinking and made present exaltation more important to himos

lEllis, Neotestamentica et Semitica, p. 67, n. 31.
2

~ “cf. Thdt'’s (p. 102) comment, "He thereby produces for the first and
only time a Son of Man saying in which the main content is sessio ad
dextram dei."

3Contrast Karnetzki, p. 34.
4'See above, p.4lef

JE, Lbvestam ("Die Frage des Hohenpriesters (Mk. 14:61 par. Mt. 26:
63)," Svensk Exegetisk Rrsbokg XXVI (1961), pp. 93=107) suggests that the
conjunctions of the titles, Christ and Son of the Blessed, is an indica=
tion of an allusion to Psalm 2. He simply notes the difference in
arrangement in Luke and does not call it a non-allusion, Lbvestam's
case is built as much on the later Jewish midrash /Midr. Ps. 2 (9(14b)/ as
on this comparison, Though Psalm 2 is important in Christian messianic
understanding of the title Son of God, the mere mention of the title in
connection with_é.fmfjbs, s is not enough verbal parallelism to point to
an intended allusion which Luke overlooks at this point.
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0ld Testament Idea

In addition to the OT ideas which we have already encountered in
the Da. 7:13 and Ps. 109(110):1 allusions, we need to consider what the
OT contributes to Luke's use of awTedoyTe; ymoTds _ (Lk. 22:67); and
o(u(w\j ToU bedy; éru/; H/)uc (22:70) .

The absolute use ofAﬂ(¢TGGuo in the LXX (rendering the hiphil of

7{94 ) has the meaning "te have confidence®™ (Job 29:22(24); 39:24; cf,
Sir. 2:13) or "to have faith," to so trust in God and his word that one's
total existence is grounded in faith /Ex. 4:31; Is. 7:9; 28:16; Ps. 115:1
(116210);7 This second use develops as part of the description of the
righteous man from the fact that a right relationship with God is chiefly
characterized by trust in God's promises and belief in him after seeing
his promises kept in history (e.g. Ex. 4:1; 4 Km, 17:14; Hab, 1:5).
Belief is also the proper response to God's message through his prophets
(Is. 7:9; 43:10; Jer. 25:8),

Luke's use of TurTedw)  in Jesus’ response (Lk, 22:67) follows the
0T usage in two respects. If Jesus were to declare to them that he was
God's Messiah, he would in essence be declaring that the word of the
prophets had been fulfilled, As with the promise so with the fulfilment,
the proper response is belief and rejoicing that God has indeed fulfilled
his worde And more than this, the absolute use of,ﬂ(oTéccd indicates
that such a belief would have to issue in a life of faith, a continuing
relationship with God through the Messiah. The difference in luke’s use
oﬂlhqlﬁéyA” from that of the OT is that the absolute use predominates
(e.go Lko. 8:12, 13; especially throughout Acty e.g. Ac. 2:44; 8:13; 13:48
1421; 17:12; 19:2), There is still concern with belief in the message of
the prophets (Lk. 24:25; Ac. 24:14; 26:27), but there must also be belief
in the fulfilment of their message in the mission of Jesus., It is faith
in him which is at the center of the early church's proclamation (Ac. 8:
37; 11:17; 16:31). Thus Luke adopts the OT pattern of the relationship

between man and God and fills it will a new content, the Christocentric
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faith of the Christian community. Jesus' answer to the court shows that
this new Christocentric faith is one which God hopes to evoke not by
Jesus' self witness but by the witness of the promises of Scripture.
Hence the allusions to Ps, 109(110):1 and Da., 7:13 are the main content of
Jesus' response, Just as the OT prophets do not bear witness to them=
selves but to the word of God which has been given to them, so Jesus, who
is the very message of God's salvation in flesh, in the face of a question
intended to involve his self witness, bears witness to himself through
the means of a prophetic promise. He continues to stand within the OT
pattern of God's declaration and man's response of faithy By bearing
witness to prophetic promises, which are yet to be fﬁlfilled9 Jesus calls
for faith from his interrogators,

The LXX useijpctlﬁ% {rendering mainlyu(l’%ﬁ%_) to designate those
who have been chosen, anointed, and appointed by God to a special mission
which may also include a special rank (e.g. priests, Lev. 4:5, 16; the
king, 1 Km, 2:35, 16:6; 24:7, especially David, his descendants, including
possibly the Davidic Messiah, Ps. 17(18):51; 88(89):39; 131(132):10, 17;
Cyrus, Is. 45:1; Israel, Ps. 27(28):8; 83(84):10; 104(105):15; Hab, 3:13;
Lam, 4:20; and the eschatological ruler of Israel, Ps. 2:27; Da. 9:26).
Since the significance of the anointing, which creates an Anointed One,

a Messiah;, consists in God who does the anointingouxpchJS is normally
used in the OT with a personal possessive adjective or the genitive of
Ké}nos or 6@33 (e.go 1 Km, 16:6; Ps. 131(132):10, the only exception is
Da. 9:26,/46T3< TO-U)(,awTdD ; cf, 922595.5::”3 )(/Mrob_ ‘7(¥o/_46/_‘“?0, o
Because of this general usage, especially the application of such a title
to all of David's descendants, it is difficult to find in one OT passage

the proper origin of the use of this title as a designation for the

1 . . . .
Messiah, There is little confirmatory evidence from Intertestamental

]Dalman, Words, p. 291; Contrast A. Robert ("Considerations sur le
messianianisme du psaume ii," RSR, XXXIX (1951=52), pp. 88-98), who sees
Psalm 2 as messianic. This is the one psalm Dalman believes could
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literature and contemporary Jewish sources that~¢j¥f&¢1%§M in the absolute
sense was used in Jesus' day as a title for the MessiahoI Further, to
understand what anyone meant when they used the term, we need to look at
the immediate contexto2 In the case of Lk, 22:67, we might ask what the
court meant when they asked the question and also what Luke meant when he
reported the question and the response, Unfortunately, the court in
Luke's report does not add any qualifiers to the title, We may only
conclude from the charge which they bring against Jesus before Pilate
(23:2,__Xp<a-fe7\l/5¢a'¢>«c-/A) and from the mockery (23:35), Cwod T €xvToV .

6z OETOS ErTey O(Xp(rTO\S Tsv Besu O.(_ _C-)KAG,JS._TO/S-. ), that they
understood that the Messiah would be a political leader. That they
meant "political leader" as they addressed Jesus with the simple command
9(01)61 o,%arnsfuwAnmw only be conjectured from Jesus' response, For
it is probaebly to be viewed as a corrective to their thinking,

Luke’s use °f7YW°rT&S _includes hoth the qualified and absolute forms
(eogo 2:26; 3:15; 4:41; 9:20 cf . Mk. 8:29; Lk. 20:41; 24:26, 46). He
assumes that "Messiah" is a title which may stand for an identifiable
eschatological figure. Instead of dividing the mission of the Messiah

intd its various component offices and assigning these offices to

possibly serve as the OT origin for the title. In the other possible
source, Da, 9:26, "the anointed one" does not stand on its own as a recog-
nizable title for it must be further identified by "the prince."

cfo Dalman, Words, pp. 289ff.; M. deJonge, "The use of the word
"anointed" in the time of Jesus," NovT, VIII (1966), pp. 132=148; The
positive evidence is limited to Psa. Sol. 17: 36; 18:6, 8; 2Bar. 39:7; 40:1;
72:2 (this book may be pest=Christian); Qumran uses the tltle absolutely
only once (1 QSa 2:12), However, the other employments of the term with
the qualifying terms Israel (1 QSa 2:20), Aaron and Israel (CD 12:23),
from Aaron and Israel (CD 20:1), or holy (30 9@ 1, 2), more often than
not do not include a possessive pronomial suffix, Thus the Qumran litera=
ture's use seems to be in line with what we find in Da., 9:26 and may show
that the first century was a transition period in the use of the term,
The community had not yet so identified the special characteristics of
their concept of the Messiah with the use of the title that they could
use the title absolutelyo They needed the qualifiers "holy" or “og-
Aaron and Israel." Yet they had also begun to.progress beyond the OT
use in which its most specific content came from the fact that it was a
title for the Davidic Messiah, the Anointed of the Lord.

2deJongeD NovT, VIII,p°V14.7°
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different figures as the Qumran literature does with its Messiahs from
Israel and from Aaren, the tendency in Luke is to bring all the features

of the messianic mission together and fuse them into one composite image.
Luke uses basically two titles as umbrella terms by which he signifies

the one who fulfills all the promises made to Israel:_é%%agrﬂf_wp

d'4is§ T66 Geal . Although these titles are normally used by Luke in such
a way that their identity in his thinking rather than their dissimilarity
is emphasized (e.g. 4:4135 cf., 9:20, 22),l yet each title has a different
function, which their use in this Sanhedrin hearing clearly brings out.

The term_TX¥Kmié§_serves as the messianic designation of Jesus as under=
stood according to the OT promises. Though it is not secondary in Luke's
thinking,2 it does seem to suffer under the handiéap of most common contem-—
porary Jewish expectations, These limited it to the designation of a
political leader who would usher in the kingdom of God through victory eover
Israel’s oppressors and the re-establishment of the Davidic monarchyo3
luke's understanding of the mission of the_jX%gaiggwrinvolves two features
which radically alter this picture, The Messiah must suffer and die (24:26,
46; Ac. 3:18; 17:3; 26:23). The Messiah must receive his reign which is a
spiritual reign through exaltation to God's right hand (Lk. 24:26; Ac,

2:33, 36). [lLuke in the process of redefining_ie%uﬁjbs preserves the basic
idea of Messiah as the final descendant in David's line who receives the

fulfilment of all the promises made to David. Luke skilfully maintains

ICatchpole (The Trial of Jesus (1970), p. 64) sees this tendency
in luke as evidence for the explanation that the separation of the titles
into two questions (22:67, 70) comes not from Luke's editing of Mark but
his use of a non-Markan source; Contrast Zahn, lukas, p. 693,

2Contrast Borsch, p. 392, n. 2,

3? F. Bruce, Bilrlical Exegesis in the Qumran Texts9 p. 37; Contras
deJonge, NovT, VIII, p. 132; cf. the substitution oggp‘;v\ nU?’\ for f??f
at Gen, 49 10 in Tg, Jer. I, II, Onkelos, which McNamara (The NT and the
Palestinian Targum to the Pentateuch (Analecta Biblica, XAVII; Rome,
1965), p. 239) observes accords with what we know of messianic beliefs in
NT times from the Gospels and Jesephus,
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both the continiity and discontinuity between the Jewish expectation and
the Christian understanding by at the same time arguing from OT promises
made to David and his descendants (e.g. Ps. 109(110):1/Ac. 2:34=36; Ps. 15
@6}8=11/Aco 2:25-31) and showing that their fulfilment far exceeded the
current Jewish expectation. This is what Luke has done with the term in
the Sanhedrin hearing narrative. The Jews have come with one understand-
ing, whicﬁ we may reconstruct only in contrast to what Jesus expresses.
Luke takes that term in its absolute, unqualified form as it appears in
his source and does two things with it. As he does in the other cases
where ﬁe wants to point out the necessity of either the Messiah's suffer-
ing or his transcendent exaltation and reign, Luke seems to empty the term
of any specific content. It is merely a term standing for a fairly
undefined figure concerning whom some new content will be argued from the
0T, It is not a matter of Lulte either editorially separating the combined
titles of the Markan question or using a non=Markan source because he

knew that the -titles did not belong togetheroI He has not chosen to

separate them because he wants to make a compendium of Christology which
shows that all the titles mean the same thingo2 Rather, Luke wants to
construct in the form of a confession a brief apologetic for the exalta=
tion of the Messiah as an essential feature of his mission, Instead of
having the Christians pose the question: "Cught not the Christ to enter
into his glory?" (cf. Ac. 17:3; 26:23), it is the Jews who ask the ques—
tion, But they do it in the more general way so that it is still the
@hristians, in this case the founder of Christianity, whoare clearly the
source of the new Christocentric content, Thus, the absolute form is
the starting point for the new interpretation which Jesus is going to

give to the Messiah. Its absolute use, aside from reflecting the kind

iConirast Grundmann, p. 420; Hauck, p. 275; See above, p.423 , n. 1,

2
Contrast Conzelmann, Theology of Luke, po 84, n. 3; Voss, p. 116,
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of unadorned question which might be expected of the Jewish understandinggl
then, allows the true source of the Christian understanding to be clearly
presented,

The second function of the absolute use Of‘;XVMrTJS” is to provide
-a fairly undefined term into which the Christian understanding may be
poured, This Luke does through a combination allusion which maintains
continuity with the OT and Jewish understanding of the Davidic Messiah
(Ps, 109(110):1) and yet goes beyond pppular expectation concerning that
Messiah, His rule is to be in heaven (Da. 7:13). He may rightly be
called the Son of God, Thus luke radically transforms the understanding
OfJ{XP(WT;S giving him a heavenly glory equal to that of the Son of
Mane2 The OT understanding of.JanMJWS is not negated by this spiritual-=
izing, rather the Davidic Messiah is brought to a fullness of glor:y3 and
a supremacy of kingship in the heavenly sphere and over the hearts of men
which far surpasses the glory of earthly rule which was predicated of him,

Jesus has answered the questiony "If you are the Christ, tell us,"
with a declarationg "But from now on the Son of Man shall be seated at
the right hand of the power of God" (Lk. 22:67, 69). The Sanhedrin
respond, "Are you the Son of God, then?" (22:70), There is something in
the way Jesus answered the first question with OT allusions which evoked

from the Sanhedrin this second questione4 The question may be said to

1 ] .
&f. Catchpole (The Trial of Jesus (1971), p. 198), who suggests
that MK, 14:62 may be a kerygmatized form of the question,

2
cf. Todt (p. 102), who shows how the use of titles moves towards a
ClimaXO

3GeorgeV Sci. Eccl., XIV, p. 62,

4St6gerg po?263; Tddt, p. 102; Contrast Schneider (p. 124), who says
that Luke uses 00V as a resumptive particle to continue a narrative
which has been broken, This supports Schneider's conclusion that the
second question actually has the same content as the first., Verses 68=
69 are in effect a parenthesis; Schneider fails to recognize the differ-
ence between the resumptive use of 6LV in narrative (e.g. 3:7, 18; Ac. 8:
25; 12:5) and its inferential use in conversation (e.g. Lk. 16:27; 20:17/
Mk. 122105 21:7/Mk. 13:4; Ac. 19:3). In response to the answer to ones
question or to a statement which has been made, a party in a conversation
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concern, generally messianic understandings. We again encounter the
twofold perspective: what did the leaders intend bymékLSS TdU B¢ol__ and
what did Luke mean by it?

In the LXX the title,;itﬁiS_TiD.Qeél, .and related designations name
heavenly beings, angels (Gen. 6:2; Ps. 28(29):1; 88(89):7); Israel (e.g.
Ex. 4322; Dt. 8:5; Is, 122); the king and possibly the Messiah (2 Km. 7:14;
Ps, 2:7 Ps. 88(89):27-28); and in OT apocryphal literature, the righteous
man (e.g. Wsd. 2:10=20; 5:5). Of immediate interest are the uses invol-
ving heavenly beings, who somehow partake of the divine nature, and the
king, who by God's calling him into a relationship of cbedience, is desig=
nated God's son.

As in the case of_7xfmp4£s__ there is only slight evidence for the use

of Son of God as a title for the Messiah in <. first century deaismoI

may seek to draw an inference. In our case, the Sanhedrin ask a further
question in order to get the gist of Jesus' statement about the Son of Man
and particularly that statement's significance for any claims he would
make about himself: "Are you then the Son of God?" The_odV. . shows exactly
the opposite of what Schneider claims for it. It indicates that the
second question, though generally related to the whole line of questioning,
is particularly related to v. 69, It puts in the form of a question the
logical inference from Jesus' response for any claims he is making about
himself,

lPso Sol., 17:22=24 interprets Psalm 2 messianically but does not take
up "Son" (Ps, 2:7) as a messianic designation; 1 En. 105:2 may be a
Christian interpolation for the verse is not found in the Chester Beatty
papyri or the Qumran mss (Hahn, pp. 279ff.); 4 Esdras (7:28; 13:32, 37, 52;
14:9) may be post=Christian in origin and as other translations show, the
original Hebrew translated into Greek as "son" was probably 713 ; The
most helpful positive evidence comes from Qumran (4 QFior; 1 QSa 2:11) and
the rabbinic messianic interpretation of Psalm 2, In the Qumran litera-
ture both 2 Km., 7:11-14 (4 QFlor 1:11) and Psalm 2 (4 QFlor 1:18f.) are
interpreted messianically, though admittedly only in the 2 Km. 7:14 quota~
tion is the designation "my Son" connected with the Messiah, Ps. 2:7 is
not quoted. 1 QSa 2:11 is important for it contains a description of the
Messiah as one whom Cod.;]J:?;Ll_o As in the case of _YXpwid(  we notice
that the Qumran literature is beginning to recognize that the Davidic
Messiah may be described in terms of divine sonship. When this Qumran
evidence is combined with some rabbinic evidence from the 2nd century
A.D., which interprets Ps, 2:7 messianically (SBK, III, p. 19 citing b,
Sukka 52a), we have at least the possibility created that Son of God could
have beén understood as a messianic title by Jews in the first century
(Borsch, p. 367; Hahn, pp. 279ff.; R. N. Longenecker, The Christology of
Early Jewish Christianity (SBT, 2nd ser. XVII; London, 1970), p. 97;
Contrast Lbvestam (Svensk Exegetisk Ersbok, XXVI), p. 95, n. 10; Conzelmann,
Qutline of NT Theology, p. 76). But, again, it should be stressed that
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Still the evidence is sufficient to allow for the possibility of the
title's use within a context which indicates that the Davidic Mesgsiah is
meant by such a designation.

The leaders as we have seen, are not just repeating the question,
"Are you the Christ?" It is true that they seem to be still working in
the general messianic framework when they ask, "Are you, them, the Son of
Cod?"2 But they take up Jesus' own description of his messianic rule,
exalted at the right hand of God, and they understand it in the best way
they are able by asking whether Jesus actually claims a divine sovereignty
which would make him the Son of God (e.g. Ps. 2:7f°)°3 But by using this
title they are asking more, They are inquiring whether Jesus with his
declaration concerning the Son of Man's exaltation is actually claiming
for himself a share in the divine nature (e.g. Gen. 6:2, Ps. 28(29):1;
88(89):7)04 This is how the charge of blasphemy, arrogating to oneself
the prerogatives of God, arisesos It is really then a question concern-
ing the basic nature of messiahship, which, if answered in the affirma-
tive, is clearly inadmissible to the Sanhedrinc6

What did Luke mean hy "Son of God" when he used it here? For Luke,
in many w;ys, the term "Son of God" is the key to his Christology. Though
it occurs only three times in Acts its function there is at the very

heart of the gospel proclamation (Ac. 9:20-22; 13:33) and the early

such a title did not yet seem to have its own identifiable content or an
independent existence,

ISBK, I1I, p. 20; cf. Tg. Ps. 80:16; Mek. Ex. 15:9(48b),

2Bo Weiss, A Commentary on the NT, trans. G.H. Schodde and E. Wilson
(NoYo, 1906), Vol, II-Luke-The Acts, p. 194,

3

Lbvestam, Svensk Exegetisk Rrsbokp XXVI, p. 100,

4D° G. Miller, p. 160; Plummer, p. 519,

5Sther‘; p. 263; Hastings, p. 85f.

6Loisy9 Luc, p. 541,
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church's confession of its faith (Ac. 8:37)°1 In the gospel it is a
title which expresses the unique nature of Jesus' messiahship: his exalted
position as the fulfilment of promises made to David (e.g. Lk. 1:32, 35)
and his close relationship with God his Father (e.g. 3:22; 9:35). Like
"Son of Man" it expresses both the glory and the humbling through obedi-
ence even to death of the Messiah (cf. 22:42; 23:46)02

What the OT contributes to Luke's use of the title is a messianic,
and a monotheistic perspective., These two viewpoints complement one
another and as in the case oﬂﬂxpiwléSA enable the claims which are made
for Jesus to be seen in continuity with the revelation of God through the
prophets.

Jesus is the Son of God for Luke only because he is first of all
the Messiah (cf. 1:32, 35; 4:4l)°3 The aspects of messiahship which
divine sonship expresses are election to a place of honor and power (cf.
Ps. 2:7f.; Ps, 109(110):1) and at the same time total dependence on God
who has done the electing (cf. 2 Km. 7:14). That is why in the OT the
idea of divine sonship is expressed mostly in the way God addresses the
Davidic line and their heirs, namely as "my Son," This form of address

would naturally develop into the appellative, "Son of God," just as the

ﬁContrast Longenecker (p. 98), who treats it as a title more appro-
priate to the Jewish than Gentile mission and which was for that reason
played down by Luke. It is true that the term might possibly be mis-
understood when used in a totally pagan context (see below, p.611f).
But for luke the title though used rarely, always occurs in contexts
which concern the revelation (1:32, 35; 3:22; 9:35) and confession (Ac.
8:37; 9:20-22) of Jesus' esséntial nature,

%George, RB, LXXII, p, 207f.

3Rese, Alttestamentliche Motive, p. 203; Contrast Cullmann (p. 279),
who argues generally that the lack of the use of "Son of God" as a messi-
anic title in first century Judaism means that the questioning of the high
priest does not involve a use of "Son of God" within a messianic perspec=
tive,  He sees Luke's separation of the titles as evidence for their
independence of origin, Culliann, however, fails to take account of the
whole course of the questioning and the function of the 60V
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idea of Davidic descent would be rendered "Son of Daviola"1 We can
already see how the monotheistic perspective is maintained even in the
use of such an exalted title. It is God and God alone who determines
who qualifies to be his son, The essential ingredient of such sonship
is a relationship of obedience. It is not coincidental that all of
these points have been made already in connection with the significance
of the two allusions at v. 69. The title "Son of God" appropriately
sums up all that is entailed in being the Son of Man exalted to the right
hand of GOdo2

The one unique quality which characterized for Luke and early
Christians the holder of this title was participation in the divine
natureo3 Through the literal interpretation of Ps. 109(110):1 and Ps. 2:
7(cf; Ac. 13:33, where Ps, 2:7 is taken as a promise of resurrection)
Jesus and the early church maintain that the fulfilment of the promises
to the Messiah means exaltation to heaven and participation in:the divine
naturea4 Thus, the term comes to stand for a glorification of the Messiah
which is prepared for in the OT but which the Jews did not expect in such
fullness, The key event which demonstrates that such glorification is
what the OT envisioned is the resurrection-ascension.

The OT idea, the self designation of GOd,gYLS G;ut é i (Ex. 3:14),

may be reflected in the wording of Jesus' reply to the court (;yAéIS AGYGTG

1cf° Hahn (p. 283) though he notes that the hesitancy to include the
name of God in a title might impede such a development as a messianic
title among the Jews,

2cf° Voss, p. 239.

BDalman, Words, p. 281; Easton, Luke, p. 337; Hauck, p. 275.

“TDNT, VIII, p. 381; Contrast Flender (Luke, Theologian, po 4If.),

who believes that szwT{} and“dﬁﬂgsiYQ,ﬁﬁﬁLMwﬂ_wrepresent for Luke the
two different modes of Jesus' existence. They are differentiated and
stand in climactic parallelism, Flender does not see the relationship

between them in terms of messiahship issuing in divine sonship; cf,
Catchpole's (The Trial of Jesus (1971), p. 199) criticism.
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(/ ) / 3
QTQWQYMLfégﬁ__m Lk, 22:7o)°l Luke's phrasing may also be taken as an

"ambiguous affirmative" in which the key words of the question are
repeated in the answero2 Jesus® choice of words to repeat may have no
more significance than to indicate the he affirms, however ambigulously,3
the entire content of question. We have no other evidence in Luke of

] >
any theological significance attached to_Gxé Elpne (cf, 21:8, false

Christs; Ac. 9:5; 26:15, Jesus’ address to Paul). It is best to see

this (Lk. 22:70) as a coincidence of expression which Luke has not
capitalized upon (cf. Is, 43:10; 52:6; 2 Km., 12:7).
0ld Testament Style

The LXX style imitation of this section is confined mainly to the
dialogue. There is no general pattern of parataxis usingukéi ;(_K?(,‘2X;
"QEYMGX); vo. 66 contains one possible case of parataxis), The word order
is predominantly non=semitic with respect to subject=verb (verb-subject-
object: 4X; subject=verb-object: 7X), although there is a frequent occurr-
ence of genitives in the post-positive position (eogoﬂikﬁpégﬁuTégwy_Tfp
2OU v, 66; y ufo\s T6U an eﬁw/mu , 15‘5 (fw\.,éuews ToU Qebb . Vo 69;_05_(»119\3
ToL 8ect ,v.70).  "Son of God" and "Son of Man" are technical terms
which seem to have developed this fixed form. . Their post=positive char—
acter along with the other examples (Jﬁl@ﬁfgﬁu?émoY.7?D_bd§b may also

be understood as technically fixed; “"power of God" may be the result of

explanatory editing) may be explained from causes other than LXX style

ISt%gero p. 263; Goppelt, p. 106,

2M° E. Thrall (Greek Particles in the NT: Linguistic and Exegetical
Studies (NT Tools and Studies, II; Leiden, 1962), Po 76) gives the follow-
1ng examples, Plat% 352E, OU dato(a’ouTM /<JL/M(¢70‘000< K3 c)(é/oa( E«'ovrotc

vd))v)dls Tf»K4L7b¢5 Eﬂka(us ErovTa P‘? we.e ..f o 350C; Sophocles,

Oedipus 1475-76.

51t is not an evasion (Klostermann9 po 221) or even a reluctant
concession to the truth of the question's content (Dalman, Words, p. 310
citing ‘rabbinic evidence), Rather, it is a confession which 1o brought
in line with the theological principle that Jesus does not openly pro-
claim his messiahship until after the events which constitute his entrance
upon it have run their course (cf. 0'Neill, p. 125; Flender, Luke,

Theologian, p. 45f.).
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imitation, Still, coincidentally they add OT flavor to the narrative,
One other possibly semitic characteristic of the general structure is the
parallelism in vv, 67, 68, We have already seen that it is probably not
inspired by any specific 0T passage.,l Still Luke takes over this feature
unchanged from his gourceg2 probably out of respect for the words of

Jesus ., It also contributes coincidentally OT flavor, lending authority
to the words of Jesus or merely reproducing the style in which he was
accustomed to speak.

Luke introduces the trial scene with the LXX and Lukan stylistic
elementp3 the use oﬂjis as a temporal subordinate conjunction. This
seems to set the whole narrative immediately in the theological perspec~
tive of salvation history. It may show Luke's editorial hand at work
(cf. Lk. 8:47/Mk. 5:33; Lk. 11:1; Ac. 1:10; 10:25), but it also may be a

4

LXX stylistic element from his non=Markan source, In either case,
though not as unmistakable an indicator of LXX style imitation as Kel
g\é;eTotég, s its presence still may place the trial scene in a salva-
tion history context.

Several other features of LXX style adorn the interrogation, The
verbs of speaking, which introduce both Jesus' (v. 67,62?§v<ch5 : Vo 70
?ﬂés-.\é%pv ) and the court's speech (v, 67,A>é}oﬂT€3 , which is not

v N ’)‘ /
exactly pleonastic; v. 70,4 : C(@dy &t ), accord with LXX styleos Since

each part of the interrogation has its own importance it is difficult to

]See above, p. 398,

2Catchpole (The Trial of Jesus (1970), p. 64) and Schneider (p. 115)
observe that it is unlikely luke would introduce the structure.

3Hawkins (Horae Synopticae, p. 23) classifies this construction as a
distinctive element in Luke's style which is related to the LXX; Contrast
Wellhausen (p. 16), who sees it as part of translation Greek from semitic
sources; See below, p. 501,

4Séhnéider, p. 106; Taylor, The Passion Narrative, po. 90.
5

See above; pp. 305, 370 ; See below, p. 445.
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see that the placement of these LXX style elements as the introductory
verbs for the various parts carries any particular significance. We will
simply note that hoth of Jesus' replies are mérked by these elements,

The last time gﬁgudz was used of Jesus' speech was at Lk. 22:52, when
he addressed the arrest party. There has been no recorded speech of
Jesus in Luke since then., We have noted a possible pattern, for_fgégiﬁﬁf
introduces Jesus' concluding remarks at the table (22:36); his interpre-
tive remarks to the crowd (22:52); and now his important reply to the
Sanhedrin, The LXX style reinforces the salvation significance of what
is being said, The same may be suggested for the introduction to the
Sanhedrin's question: "Are you then the Son of God?" (22:70;:&ZR“V ‘{é Do

Another pattern to which this section contributes is the use of ﬂgQBA
with a verb of speaking. Luke, as we have noted, uses the preposition
normally when the following statement is of decisive importance and when
it is addressed to a group of people (cf. 22:15, 52, 70). Again the LXX
style may point to the salvation history context in which the statement
should be understood. While luke is probably responsible for~§ﬂ£g~-\
é#»79‘ it is less certain that the_cwev d€  construction came solely
from him, Whether from Luke or his source these two LXX style elements
converge in this narrative and reinforce its theological importance.

The use of the double negative_géﬁgim_to signify strong denial occurs
in Luke-Acts mainly in the words of Jesus and LXX quotations (e.g. Lk.
6:37b; 10:19; 18:7; 9:27; 18:17; 12:59; Ac. 13:41; 28:26; an exception;
Lk. 1:215), It cannot be established as a feature of luke'ssyle for he
inserts the construction only twice {Lk. 21:33/Mk. 13:31; Lk, 8:17/Mk. 4:
22, where he may be under the influence of the current form of the saying

which he knew, cf., Lk, 12:2}2 But the construction is definitely a

VSchneider, p. 125,

2Schiirmann, I-Der Paschamahlbericht, p. 17.
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feature of LYX style, In the LXX it frequently renders,gii_(eogo Gen.,

3:1; Exo 4:21; Is, 2:4; Jer. 1:19; in a few cases,j“{ @.8o Leve 11:43;

Is, 2:9), Its presence in the words of Jesus may be evidence of an
attempt to express the authority of his words. The fact that this is a
characteristic of LXX style and especially the words of the prophets declar-
ing the word of God (e.g. Is. 55:11; Jer, 15:20; Hab., 1:5; Hos. 10:9) aids
in the general purpose of giving emphasis through the double negative.

In fact, much of the force which it is said to have lost since classical
timeg may be recovered in Luke's selective use. In Lk. 22:67, 68 as at
Lk, 22:16, 18, Luke is probably not originally responsible for the constr~
ucti’ono2 But he allows the construction to stand and indicates by it
Jesus' perception of the hard-heartedness of those who question him (cf.
16:31) .

A final feature of LXX style (3]’_#9_@7@/&@/ J7o ToV o»'ro)unS 0TI
22:71) is an example of the OT custom of indicating the whele person by a
part of the bodyo3 In the LXX the use owaTénA with a preposition of
source normally involves €K not J7s (e.go Num, 30:3; 2 Ch. 36:12; Ps. 8:
3: Is, 55:11; but cf. especially in Jeremiah the use with ;Kg s Pro 12:14;
16:23; Jer. 23:16; 43(36):18, 27; 51:31(45:1); Ezk. 24:22). This phrase
with eitheru_éK or o)lﬁo/ normally renders ’? X and sometimes ’.B"fé\ (_éK 0
Exo 23:13; cfo umd’ , Ezko 24:22), or *d1 (€ , Pro 14:3; 26:7).

Because the phrase is sometimes inserted into the Greek translation to
make for clarity (eogoek s Dto 32:1; 1 Km, 1:23; 2:23;éﬁé, s 2 Esdr,
19:20; Pr. 16:23), and since it occurs in the OT apecryphal books with

some frequency (e.g. 1 Esdr. 1:26, 45; Sir., 21:5; 28:12), we may take it

'BF, @ 365,
2 .
Schneider, p. 1153 Schiirmann, I-Der Paschamahlbericht, p. 17.

3JOh'nson, JBL, LVI, p, 333; Turner (Kilpatrick Festschrift, p. 13)
calls it a secondary semitism in Luke s style, 31nce 1t is p0551ble in
Greek; e.g. Xenophon, Mem, III:6: 9, 00k N 6)(01/4 co( ooT® ye 270 rT/uTaS eLFev,
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not only as an identifiable LXX stylistic element but also as a feature

of LXX style imitation. The construction in Luke also normally employs
€K (Lk, 4222 inserted into Mk, 6:2; Lk, 11:54; 19:22 cf. Mt. 25:26; Ac.
22:14). Since this is the only occurrence with.ézé_mp it is hard to
maintain that it is the result of Lukan editingn‘i Iuke takes over his
source and its LXX style, which emphasizes that the court makes its deci-
sion on the basis of what Jesus himself has said., It is style appropriate
for the speech of Jewish leaders and also to the importance of what they
sayo Luke, then, in his use of sources presents a narrative which begins
and ends with LXX stylistic coloring, When these features are combined
with the LXX colering in Jesus' words, the trial scene may be seen to be
presented, even on the stylistic level, as an event with significance for
salvation history for it is presented in the style of the record of God's

dealing with men.

1Contrast Schneider, p. 132,
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CHAPTER XIIIX
LUKE 23:1=5: THE TRIAL BEFORE PILATE
Introduction

The Sanhedrin court leads Jesus away to Pilate, the Roman governor,
Luke records the tfial before Pilate with the use of Mark and a non=-
Markan sourceol We are able to isolate the majority of words held in
common between Mark and Luke (Lk. 23:3/Mk. 15:2) and hence identify the
Markan material as an insertione2 There is a verbal point of contact
between John and Luke (Lk, 23:4/J. 18:380)3 These facts give us reason
to believe that a non-Markan source is basic in the section. The 0T
material in this brief account of the initial stages of the trial con-=
sists of several non-allusions (Mk. 15:4/Is. 52:13; 53:7), some OTideas
in the wording of the charges brought against Jesus Lx/nngV/5¢fl>gA 0
Lk, 23:2; o(/boao-dec\:s T6NTou daimy , 23: 33 °Touduia , 23:5), and a
number of LXX stylistic elements,

0ld Testament Allusion

The silence of Jesus in the face of his accusers along with Pilate's
amazement at that behavior (Mk. 15:5) is sometimes understood as an
allusion to Is. 52:13; 53:7 (Mk. 15:5, & de ’I~7¢o?»5_abk_én 00dev dielpom
§oTe QupdSecy TV TTNITV ;5 Isa 53:7, 0Ok AvolyeTS o Tona 5 52113,

4§Q§_),4 Though there is no verbal

Y , )
buto pmdgonTaL €6 vy Fo ANL ET

ITaylor, The Passion Narrative, p. 86f.: Easton (luke, p. 34l) sees
it as his "L"; Contrast Creed, p. 279; Bultmann, History of the Synoptic
Tradition, p. 272; Bultmann believes that Luke edits Mark out of an
interest to present the Sanhedrin as producing a proper case against
Jesus, Hauck (p. 276) suggests that the editing could have been done
from the apologetic motive of showing that the Roman authorities held
Jesus to be innocent. Grundmann (p., 421) understands that the same
motive is at work in Luke's writing, but says that it governed his choice
of a non-Markan source over Marks; Klostermann (p. 221) finds it difficult
to decide between Mark and non=Markan material as the basic source,

280 Weiss, II, p. 195; Taylor, The Passion Narrative; p. 86.

3Boismard (II, p. 409) sees it as evidence for their common depen-=

dence on a Proto~Luke; Grant (p. 298) also suggests that Lk, 23:4 might
be a later insertion under the influence of Ighh.

4Maurer‘y ZTX, L, p. 7; Finegan, p. 74; Hillmann, p. 186; Contrast
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parallelism, the material parallelism is stronger here than at Mk. 14:61,
It is in the face of charges, whether true or false, which have the evident
capability of convicting and condemning him, that Jesus remains silent.
If the charges did not have that power, the amazement of Pilate remains
unexplla.i.nedol If we take Is. 53:8 (_Ejewdren 7( /</9(7r<5 #UToV '7’;067 )
as the interpretation of the image in Is, 53:7, then we may understand
that the Servant's silence consisted mot only in his non-resistance dur-
ing the very act of execution (Is. 53:8, oT¢ d;/O(»To(( 7o TﬁS,Yﬁsjgw}dh&“,
%%gg%psag_ééydTbv)e It also extended possibly to the situation in which
"his judgment was taken away," an unjust trial during which his silence,
signifying a lack of defence, contributed te the unjust result. This
materially accords with the effects of Jesus' silence, A contributing
piece of evidence for seeing these details as an OT allusion is the
verbal and material parallelism of Pilate’s amazement (Mk. 15:73, <9o’0/no{,§6fv
,7,7’,\!,~T[£,_E§!I9_\L_(cfo Mko. 15:44); Is. 52:13, @dq/mfo‘oﬂd( 6)/5\/‘7 o The
material parallelism consists in both Pilate's nationality as a Gentile
and his amazement at one of the unusual features of Jesus' (the Servant's)
suffering. We may with caution then accept these details as expressed
or at least preserved under the influence of Isaiah 53,

The immediate explanation of Luke's lack of allusion is his choice
of a non-Markan source as the basis for his narrative., That Luke knew
the connection between Is, 53:7 and Jesus' suffering may be seen from
his use of it in the missionary witness in Acts (Ac. 8:32, 33). In view
of this it is necessary to find reasons for his conscious omission of

these details which would have furthered this missionary apoltogetico2

Suhl, p., 57; Karnetzki (p. 85) understands it as a coincidental corres~
pondence of fact and neta conscious allasion, Kontextzitat,

nAo N. Sherwin-White (Roman Society and Roman Law in the NT (Oxford,
1963}, po 25) explains the Romen judicial process this way: tThe accusers
allege facts, and the judge decides what to make of them. 8ince there

was no defense, Pilate had no option but to convict, That was the
essence of the system."

2Contrast Hillmann (p. 186), who says that the details had no special
meaning for luke and that he simply passes over them,
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The main reason for Luke's choice of sources is his desire to have
Pilate positively attest Jesus' innocence. In Mark the progress of the
interrogation runs from Pilate's question and Jesus' answer to the accusa-
tions by the leaders and silence, At this Pilate expresses his amaze-
ment, but does not give any positive declaration that Jesus is innocent,
In Luke, the interrogation of Jesus is preceded by the statement of the
charges against him, It is followed by Pilate’s declaration of innocence
and still further accusations by the Jews, Luke in order to promote his
theme of Jesus' innocence and the consequent harmlessness of his claims
in political or legal terms, chooses the account with the positive declara-
tion over the account in which Pilate is merely amazed at Jesus' lack of
defence before his accuserso] In the process a possible allusion to Is,
53:7 and Is, 52:13 is lost,

Such a loss appears to be part of a developing pattern for the way
Luke shows the fulfilment of Scripture in general and Is. 53:12 in parti-
cular, He does so through allusions not in the narrative portions but
mainly in the words of Jesus. He chooses to develop the fulfilment of
Is, 53:12 thematically. One of the key pillars of that theme, Jesus'
innocence, is advanced by Pilate's declafations (Lk. 23:4, 14, 22),
This time Luke's thematic development of the fulfilment of Is., 53:12
advances at the expense of another possible method for showing fulfilment,
allusion to another portion of the larger original context.

0ld Testament Idea
The titles ascribed to Jesus and the mission he is said to have

accomplished contain several OT ideas, Jesus' accusers charge that he

Icfo Schneider, p. 160; Fleigel, p. 100,

2Htthn (p. 66) suggests that Jesus' reply is reminiscent of Ex, 10:
29, This is Moses' concessionary response to Pharaoh's command. Con=
cession may also be part of the motivation for the form of Jesus® answer;
cf., Dalman, Words, p. 310,
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has claimed to be_%yurfiV/OonAgA (23:2)°l The term,@dmrAé% is
explanatory °f7Xf¥¢I”§ 02 This is only natural when the title, "the
Anointed OAe," is used in conversation with a Gentileo3 This qualifica-
tion, which implies that the Jewish leaders understood the office of
Messiah as that of a political ruler, should not be taken as evidence

that they understood it only in these terms. They are seeking charges
against Jesus which will hold up in a Roman court, Thus, they would
choose that interpretation of Messiah which would appear the most danger-
ous to Roman authority. Luke has so presented the spiritual nature of
Jesus' kingdom and his messiahship elsewhere in his gospel (cf. in passion
narrative, 22:28-30, 69) that his Christology becomes a positive argument
in his apologetic, at this point, concerning the harmlessness of Christian=

4

ity. If Jesus is basically a transcendent spiritual king, he is no
earthly political king, Hence he is no immediate threat to Roman auth-
ority. Thus, Pilate can declare he finds no fault in him, Jesus?
answer to Pilate's question, then, is necessarily an evasion, Pilate
has the wrong idea about the nature of Jesus' kingship but he is right
in that Jesus is a king. This Iuke and the early Christians confess (cf,
19:38/Mk. 11:10; Ac. 17:7), but they prefer to use the term KQPIGS
rather than7éi¢L)§és when they make that confession.

The other title ascribed to Jesus, "the king of the Jews) exhibits
the totally secular and political understanding of Messiah, This is
shown by the use of. Toudu(o§ and not Tomy\ to signify the nation,

The former was commonly used by non-~Jews to designate the Jewish nation

and normally has no theological significanceos The latter as we have

1See above (p. 421) for a full discussion of.ijurTOS.
2Klostermannp P. 222; Dalman, Words, pp. 293, 304. ©
3Creed9 p. 281,

4Conzellmann, Theology of Luke, p. 85.

5Hahn9 p. 160; Note its use predominantly in LXX books describing
events in the exile and after (e.g. Zech. 8:23; Esth. 3:6, 10; 2 Esdr. 12:
16) . Previously it had the specialized usage designating men of the tribe
of Judah (e.g. 4 Km., 16:6),
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seen is used to indicate the nation as the people of Godoi

It has been suggested that Luke usestouJ#(# in his gospel (cf, Lk,
23:5) not carelessly "but deliberately because of its theological signi-
ficance. The Christ is sent to, and works in Jewryo"2 The term is
used in the LXX most often to renderwafhjglﬂ:, which is the name of one
of Jacob's soﬁs (Gen. 37:26); the tribe descending from him (Dt. 33:7);
the territory they inhabit (1 Km. 23:3); and the southern kingdom under
the dynasty of David's descendants (4 Km., 14:11), "Tooduis . shares the
translation duties with 'Toud4 and the division of labor is not too
precise. While ‘Tooudd normally translates the name of Jacob's son,
Judah (e.g. Gen, 29:35), hoth terms may translate the other meanings (tribe,
Dt. 27:12; 1 K., 17:1; territory, 2 Esdr. 17:6; Ps., 68(69):36; southern
kingdom, 2 Ch, 21:11; 17:19). Theological significance comes to be
attached i:o\:T—O.tHf"‘:aR in the OT as a result of its use as the designation
for the southern kingdom. There are the prophetic promises to the land
of Judah and Jerusalem, First, they will be judged by the wrath of God
(e.g. Is. 8:8; Zech. 12:2)., Then they will be restored by the mercy of
God (e.go Jo. 4(3):19, 20; Is. 44:26; Jer. 38(31):23; Ps., 68(69):36).
Judah or Judea as a recipient of these promises, being the last to go
into exile, appears to receive the expanded function of denoting the whole
of the people of God (cf. its use in parallel with "Israel®™ in some
psalms, Ps. 75(76):2; 113(114):2).

Luke's use of ToudA and 'Toudsia is a little more precise than the
OT use, It is conditioned by two facts of contemporary history, The
Jews who returned from the second exile to the region of Judah and the
city of Jerusalem were those who continued the faith in the God of Israel.
By experiencing the fulfilment of his promises in_jkyd?:* », they in

effect re-established the region of the tribe of Judah and the Davidic

I v
See above, p. 231,

2Tasker, pP. 39.



dynasty as the place where God would indeed visit his people, Just as
Israel became the name for the people of God so Judea became the name of
the territory in which God would act. In some ways its boundaries

were éxtended so that with the old tribal territory as its center it
radiated out in all directions to cover the land of Palestine with its
concentration of Jewish inhabitants,

The changing political boundaries of the kingdoem of Judea in the
Intertestamental and NT times also contributed to the fluidity in meaning
of the term. Luke's use of Toudacs in Luke-Acts reflects an under—
standing of the term both in its restricted political sense, the terri-
tory over which Herod the Great (Lk, 1:5) and later Pilate (3:1) held
sway; and in the wider sense of Palestine, the territory of the Jews (cf.
Ac. 26:20). The latter sense is often signaled by the adjective "all"
é??o Lko 6:17, cf, Uk, 3:7; Lk. 7:17; Ac. 9:31; 26:20; granted somgimes
the "all" is associated with a phrase that includes other districts of
Palestine, some of which were inhabited by Jews, e.g. Jerusalem, Galilee
(Lko 5217); Galilee, Samaria (Ac. 9:31L7° It is in the sense of terri=
tory of the Jews" which still finds its center in Jerusalem, and has
associations with the old tribal territory and the southern kingdom, that
'Toudu(n has theological significance for Luke, More than the other
gospel writers Luke wants us to know that though much of Jesus' ministry
may have been in Galilee, still some of Jesus' activity and much of his
fame extended to all Judea. Luke 4:44 replaces an editorial comment
concerning preaching in the synagogues of Galilee (Mk. 1:39) with the
statement that Jesus preached in the synagogues of Judea (cf. 5:17; 6:17/
Mk, 3:7, Luke inserts "all"; Lko 7:17). In Acts again the center of
God's dealings starts with the church in Jerusalem and Judea which
appears to be the first among equals (Ac. 1:8; 9:313 11:1, 29; 21:10; 28:
21)

The emphasis on the evident importance of Judea in Jesus' hinistry

occurs in our passage, The Jewish leaders accuse Jesus of inciting the
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people in all Judea beginning from Galilee (Lk. 23:5). It makes sense
that the leaders would want to make the point to Pilate that Jesus®
offenses took place in the territory for which the Roman gévernor was
responsible. Thus this detail is not necessarily added by Luke from his
theological purpose to show Jesus' association with Judea, However,
Luke as at other places may have added theﬁ&ns in order to show Jesus®
presentation of himself to all Israel as the one who was sent to them as
the Lord's anointed (1:54; 2:32).
0ld Testament Style

There is no overall stamp of LXX style in the syntax or word order
of this short passage. Parataxis exists only in a series of partciples
which communicate the main charges against Jesus (23:2). Luke removes
parataxis as he inserts a portion from Mark (23:3/Mk. 15:2). The coord-
inating conjunctionsjﬂg_ andlﬁﬁwboth occur 5X in the passage, Word
order is consistently subject-verb-object (7X; note the adjustment of Mk.
1532 in Lk. 23:3 from verb-subject to subject-=verb). Two other cases of
word order which may be due to LXX style imitation are the post-positive

- s/
TGv' TouddcwV_in the title, "King of the Jews," and the pre~positive

« « N .
placement of;.dﬁ«*s in the phrase 45%:(“10_2237"__99 §o The former example of
semitic word order (Lk, 23:3/Mk. 15:2) accords with the LXX translation
form of various royal titles (e.g. Num, 21:34ﬂ/6¢¢gX61 TN efygaod&yﬁhj
renderinngjlgz); contrast the normal Greek word order, Josephus, Ant.

~ - 7 7
XIV336yjﬂ}€§4U4}oq]30 W@viIbUJB($ﬂ1/5d¢()§PR§_")e Luke uses this formula

two times again in the passion narrative (Lk. 23:37, 38; cf. Mk, 15:26).
Since Luke takes it over unchanged from Mark in this trial scene,, in the
midst of an insertion whose other characteristics of semitic word order
Luke corrects, we may see this retention as a conscious use of LXX style
appropriate to the content of the charge. It may also give us an example
of Luke's selective use of word order as he attempts to make his style

both literary and biblical., He can adjust general word order away from



the semitic form but he is more hesitant when it comes to technical
formulas, like this title,

The phrase_é%gu'f@fﬁAfaoS reflects the semitic word order of pre-
positive,?f} (e.g. Gen, 19:4)01 It is a frequently recurring element in
LXX style, although the precise phrase_éijy To rxjﬂgs__pccurs only once
(1 Esdr. 9:10, without Hebrew tradition hehind it; cf. %av To m},,&aj .
7X most often translating ]iﬂ{l b? s €080 4 Kmo 7:313; Ezk. 32:32). Luke
inserts the phrase,gﬁiijﬁ‘ﬁkibggn,into his sources several times (Lk. 8:
37/Mk° 5:173 Lk I9:37/Mk° 11:9; cf. Aco 25:24; Lk. 4:6, cf. Mt. 4:9; Lk,
21:15/Mk. 13:11; cf, 7V To TXY.00§ » Lko 1:10; Ac. 6:5; 15:12).  These
insertions though not many at least show a preference on Luke's part for
the phrase which may be seen as a marginal element in his style. Because
there is only one occuggence of the phrase in the LXX, the phrase itself
may not necessarily be called a LXX stylistic element which Luke has
imitateds What does seem to be imitated is the pre-~positive form2 and
the use of some form of the adjective "all" withgﬁéfﬁvg o The function
of the LXX stylistic element is to emphasize the unity of the Jewish
leaders in their opposition to Jesus.

We have already discussed two of the four types of pleonastic parti-
ciple which recur here {;iéygl,with a verb of speaking (Lk, 23:3; cf,

Vo 5), v¢¢T¢V (23:fﬂ°4 What may briefly be added concerning their
occurrence in Lk. 23:1-5 is that we have an example of another use of

) / y -
pleonastic d&d0735 : the participle of dV(rT7ﬂ1 with a finite verb. This

lTurner, VT, V, p. 211f,; Turner observes that the normal word order
in the koin€ as s shown by the papyri is.0. MVQﬁ«'ﬂOS ﬂ*S

cf Clarke (The Beginnings of Christianity, II, p. 70), who classi-
fies 'us o Ados as a LXX and Lukan stylistic element,

3

See above, p. 370.

4’Se-e above, p., 333.
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is a Lukan stylistic elementol It occurs frequently throughout Luke-
Acts (e.g. 1:39; 4229; 15:18, 20; Ac. 8:27; 9:39; 14:20). There are
times when Luke inserts ii into Mark, sometimes in the editorial process
of removing parataxis (Lk. 5:25/Mk° 2:12; Lk, 4:39/Mk° 1:31), In narra=
tives which involve judicial proceedings it often describes the action of
one who is about to address the council. He rises and speaks (e.g. Aco
5:34; 23:9). Nowhere else in luke does it signal the end of judicial
proceedings (cf. Ac. 26:30), Thus, it is not necessarily for Luke a
technical way of describing the trial's conclusion, It may be viewed as
a pleonastic participle imitating LXX style used to smooth the transition
between one scene and the nexto2 When viewed in combination with;gﬁéV _
Ii;zéiﬁg_it gives the introduction to the perikope a heavy LXX stylistic
coloring. It is of course appropriate to those who carry out the act
described but the salvation history perspective may also be in view,

Luke reminds us either by his editing or simple appropriation of his
source that even the appearance before a Gentile authority is according to
God's sovereign will,

The function of the pleonastic participle,kéXwﬂ in introducing
direct discourse is primarily to mark out the commencement of the words
of that discourse. It may also call attention to them. Of its three
occurrences (Lk, 23:2, 3, 5)9»}é¥g£in>in Vo 3 is apparently inserted into
the material Luke takes from Mark, The others may also be examples of
Lukan insertions for clarity. We have already noted that a pleonastic
Aé¥wg_“is én example of LXX and Lukan styleo3
An additional feature ofAbé¥ijE§uéil (23:5), the 5%1 - recitative,

is also an example of LXX style. Though it is possible in secular Greek

'Hawkin59 Horae Synopticae, p. 16,

2. e . -
Moulton, II, p. 452; Turner (Kilpatrick Festschrift, p. 11) uses
this as evidence for the peculiar Biblical Greek language.

3

See above, p. 370,
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to use,é%c pleonastically as the indicator of the commencement of direct
address,] its frequéncy in the LXX and the NT makes it more probably a

LXX stylistic element.’> In the LXX the 6T(_ - recitative consistently
renders_’D , often after the verb meaning, "to announce," ;lé%;(eogo Judg.
4212; 1 Km, 3:13; 22:21; )éyunlg%l renders_’p TVkag €.80 3 Km, 1:13, 17;
cf. Ex. 3:12), We should also note the various places whereAg%Q_,is
inserted by the LXX translation (e.g. 1 Km, 24:22; 1 Ch, 17:6; Gen. 14:23;
20:2). Thus, the frequency of the construction in the LXX appears to be
due to a combination of the literal rendering of the Hebrew and the custo-
mary use in literary Greek of this device as a clarifier,

Luke shows a slight preference for this construction. He takes over
only six of the twenty-two occurrences of é&l - recitative which are in
parallel Markan passages (Lk. 5:26/Mk. 2:12; Lk, 8:49/Mk.5:35; Lk. 9:7,
8/Mk. 6:14, 15; Lk. 9:22/Ml.<o 8:31%3 But he inserts the construction
into Mark several times (e.g. Lk, 4:4§/Mko 1:38; Lk, 5:36/Mk o 2:21 ) and
he uses it throughout Acts (e.g. Ac., 2:13; 11:3; 15:5; 18:13; 26:31; cf,
the special use with verbs meaning "to announce," Lk. 18:37; Ac. 5:23;
16:36). From this evidence we can understand that Luke selectively used
the é?@ -~ recitative. Because of the similarity between his usage and
that of the LXX, we may properly see Luke's employment of the construc-
tion as probably intentional LXX style imitation, This is especially
true in instances where Luke has introduced the phrasehéérwvjﬁi to
mark the beginning of direct address for in those cases_&iL” is clearly

pleonastic4 and derives its significance probably as an imitation of LXX

i s/ / Y 4 ¢ - 7 4 (4
. . 'Herodotus, 1I:115, xdyoV 76Vde €kgacvecd TloaTeus, »€pwy ol
l:_y_u__.EL/AJ} wEPC Zo,\Aau,fiveG/W.//que/\M Fevwy K Telvedy,

2Tux.~,ner9 Kilpatrick Festschrift, p. 5.
3Schﬂﬁ’mann (I-Der Paschamahlbericht, p. 98) arrives at t he same count

except he has Lk, 4341/Mk. 1:34 instead of Lk, 9222/Mk. 8:31 as part of
his evidence,

4Note that D and the 0ld Latin omitfﬁl = recitative or its latin
equivalent at Lk. 23:5.
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style. This is the situwation in Lk, 23:5,

Two other possible LXX stylistic features, which are attached to
verbs of speaking, are the use °f~ﬂk;§ plus the accusative instead of the
dative to indicate the addressee (23:3) and the pleonastic participle of
ézgﬁmﬁquc (23:4). The construction-ﬂqfs plus the accusative after
a verb of speaking occurs very frequently in the LXX rendering__?gﬁjeogo
Gen, 4:8; Ps., 2:7; Hos. 1:2; 3 Km, 1:11; cf. 2 Ch, 1:2; 2 Esdr. 8:28;
Esth. 4:10 where it render‘s_,‘_ﬁ_)e It is sometimes inserted into the LXX
translation (e.g. Josh. 2:3; Ruth 1:15; Job 1:16) and copied by the OT
apocryphal books (e.g. 1 Esdr. 3:4; Tob. 5:17; Jdth. 2:4)., This indic-
ates its recognition as an element of LXX styleol Luke shows a distinct
preference for this construction over the dative (cf. Lk, 4-:4.3/111](e 1:38; .
Lk. 8:22/Mk. 4:36; Lk. 9:3, 13, 14/Mk. 6:8, 37, 39, where he replaces
the dative of Mark with_igisw plus the accusative)o2 It is found through-
out Luke=Acts and may properly be called a distinctive feature of his
style (e.g. the references above; cf. Lk. 22:15, 52, 70; 23:4, 14, 22, 28;
2425, 10, 17, 18, 25, 44; Ac. 2:29; 11:20; 28:17)°3 Though the construc-
tion is possible in literary and koiné Greek (e.g. Aristophanes, Nubes
359, ?J/a;je ﬂ/oe\‘s ‘7(/.@3 oT¢ X_ﬁje(_g_), it is x‘arefr Its frequency in Luke
then, may be taken as a sign that it is an example of LXX style imitation,
Luke's use seems to have some theological significance when it is used
in connection with Jesus, angels, or God addressing men (e.g. Lk. 9:43;
18:31; 22:15; Aco. 1:7; 9:15; 12:8; cf, Hos. 1:2; 1 Kmo 3:11)., The con-
struction emphasizes the importance and in some cases the authoritative

nature of the message. The construction also serves to describe the

]Clarkeg The Beginnings of Christianity, II p. 70.

2Cadbury9 The Style and, p. 201,

jHawkins, Horae Synepticae, p. 21.

4Turnex‘9 Kilpatrick Festschrift, p. 15,
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address of an individual to a group. This appears to be its function
here (Lk. 23:4). It also helps create a unified pattern of Pilate's
protestations of Jesus' innocence (23:4, 14, 22). Luke's use of this
construction throughout his work is one of the few examples we have dis-
covered of a LXXism which has become an integral part of his style, Its
employment here to describe Pilate's actions may also be an evidence of
Luke'’s conviction that whether Jew or Gentile all participate in God's
salvation history which may appropriately be narrated in LXX style,
Besides this, the content of Pilate's statement, Jesus' innocence, is
a definite part of that salvation history, Thus, in a small way by
introducing that statement in LXX style Luke may be indicating, as he
does in a much more explicit way in his introduction to the centurion's
witness to Jesus' innocence (23:479ﬁ933¢56v NBIOGSV Xé}wv ), that
Pilate's judgment should also be understood in a theological perspective,
The pleonastic participle_&?okaﬁégs with a verb of speaking becomes
a feature of LXX style as a result of a translation practice, which des~
troys the paratactical construction_'WZ}X“J...]§?], by rendering it as
;Faﬁpuhgs... Gzﬁev (e.g. Gen. 18:27; Dt. 21:7; Josh, 24:16; Is. 21:9),
This is a practice limited almost entirely to the Pentateuch (cf. 1 Kmo
1:17; 4:17 where the Hebrew parataxis is reproduced in the Greek), The
introduction of the construction into the translation (e.g. Gen. 23:10;
Josh, 1:16; Gen. 18:9; Is, 3:7; and possibly into Biblical Aramaic style,
Da. 2:5, 47) and its consistent use in OT apocryphal books (e.g. Tob,
2:3 S-text, 14; 1 Macc. 15:33; 2 Macc, 7:8) give evidence that it was
recogni zed asa LXX stylistic feature worthy of imitation, Since it is
the result of a translation practice which eliminates the parataxis of the
original Hebrew grammatical structure, yet preserves all the elements, it
may properly be identified as a feature unique to LXX style. It does
not share its status as a semitism with the literal translation Greek of

an equivalent Hebrew or Aramaic constructionol

lTabachovitz, pP. 47; Dalman (Words, p.25) observes, "Probability
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Iluke uses this construction consistently throughout Luke-=Acts, often
introducing it into material he takes from Mark (e.g. Lk. 5:22/Mk. 2:8;
Lk, 6:3/Mk. 2:25; Lk, 9:19, 49/Mk. 8:28, 38; Lk. 20:3/Mk. 11:29; Lk. 20:
39; Ac. 4:19; 8:24; 25:9). It may properly be called a feature of his
style which imitates the ILXXOI The construction is not frequent in
secular Greeko2 It functions in Luke=Acts simply to create a smooth
transition between speakers in dialogue, Often associated with Jesus'
reply to a question it does not have any theological significance of its
own except that as a LXX style element, it is an appropriate way to
introduce the authority with which Jesus answers., It primarily lends
OT coloring to any given narrative. It introduces Jesus' reply here
(Lk. 23:3; cf. 22:51) and serves as part of the cumulative evidence which
shows that this trial is also part of salvation history°3 It is not
original with Luke but is taken over in his Markan insertion.

A final possible feature of LXX style imitation is the use of
:3.//3)(0_)“,_~_(23:3, 5). The LXX renders the hiphil of ‘?g(: and ?‘?g plus
the infinitive consistently as.%%%@ﬁd( plus the infinitive (e.g. Gen, 4l:
54; Dt. 2:31; Gen. 18:27; Josh, 17:12), Again the insertion of this con-
struction into the LXX (e.g. Gen. 6:1; Num., 17:11) and its presence in

OT apocryphal books (e.g. Tob. 2:13; 7:14; 1 Macc. 9:73) suggests that it

supports the views that the formula in question was unknown in genuine
Aramaic. In that case the evangelists can have borrowed it only from
the Hebrew, either directly or through the medium of the Greek Bible."
Contrast Creed, p. lxxix; BDF (9 4:3 n. 5) following Wellhausen {p. 14f.)
calls it a translation Aramaism, This explanation fails to take into
account the mumber of occasions in which luke chooses to insert this con-
struction into his narrative. This insertion is better explained by
imitation of LXX style than translation Aramaic, whose features in other
cases Luke's tries to improve literarily.

'Moultong 11, p. 453,

? Turner, Kilpatrick Festschrift, p, 11,

3P1umacher, pP. 46; Antoniadis (p. 380) sees it as part of a simple
style which befits a narrative told without pretense of literary
sophistication,
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is a feature of LXX style which could be imitated. The pleonastic use
Of;%X€MJL plus the infinitive, which may be an A_ramaism,I should not be
confused with the construction's use in the LXX as a translation of the
Hebrew, There the construction does signal a shift in the narrative ard
does distinctly and emphatically mean "to begin a new action.” This non=
pleonastic use is present in 52£2é and literary Greek,2 but its frequency
in the LXX and the fact that it consistently translates an identifiable
Hebrew construction means that we may properly take it as a feature of
LXX styles,

Lukefs use of this construction shows his awareness of its correct
function in prose, He removes at least 12 instances of the construction
from his source Mark, where evidently the construction is truly pleo-
nastic, a probable Aramaismoj On the other hand, he retains the construc-
tion and even inserts it into Mark (e.g. Lk. 5:21/WMk. 2:6; Lk. 9:12/Mk.
6:35; Lk. 19:37/Mk. 11:9) at places where its presence may serve to empha-
size a transition and the commencement of new action, It occurs through~
out Luke=Acts (e.g. Ac. 2:4; 11:15; 2422; 27:35) and may be recognized as
part of hié style. Although it is good literary Greek, its frequency in

4

the LXX may have influenced Luke's preference for it, Having no theolo-
gical significance in itself, the construction is used for emphasis as at
Lk. 23:3, Coincidentally it adds OT color to the narrative, again at an

appropriate point, for the accusations are part of Jesus' treatment as a

transgressor, which should be understood from the perspective of salvation

]Creed (p. lxxix) says it is modeled on,jf)kV'

2cf Jo W, Hunkin ("'Pleonastic’ ﬁgx peC  in the NT," JTS, XXV
(1923=24), pp. 390-402), who maintains that the construction is good
literary Greek and should not be identified as an Aramaism and only in
llmlted cases, should it be understood as a LXXlsm, e.g. Xenophon, Cyr. I:
1: 59 OnoL dy 4/o§olTo<c 7‘(5 no/aeueo—()ﬂ ,,u-o wal/ﬁam}t—(w\l v ; Anabasis, VI:1l:
22,*7&{'540 .s koLa(o'Tolo'&d(,. .

3'I‘urner (Kllpatrlck Festschr1§¥\ p. 18) comments that Luke's use is
hardly pleonastic enough to suggest the influence of Aramaic ’7_?_/

4Moulton, 11, p. 453,
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history.

The occurrence otwéﬁgéfaébos.lﬂ: in the LXX is not frequent or dis-

tinctive enough to make it a LXX style element (Josh., 12:5, rendering
?QYU; Gen. 44:12, ﬁﬁg“)o Luke also uses it infrequently (Lk. 23:5;
24:27, 47; Ac. 1:22; 8:35; 10:37). It need not be seen as an example of
Lukan LXX style imitatione]

Through the use of LXX stylistic elements, mostly pleonastic parti-
ciples and constructions associated with verbs of speaking, Luke presents
the trial before a Roman governor in the style of the OT. The theological
significance of this fact seems to be that Luke desires to place the
actioﬂs of even Gentiles within the purview of salvation history. More
important than this is the fact that the trial advances Luke's theological
theme: the innocent Jesus is reckoned to be a transgressor according to

the will of God. LXX style is appropriate to that theme.

1

Contrast Turner, (Moulton Grammar, III, p. 154f.), who says the use
is perhaps under Hebrew influence; Co F. D. Moule (An Idiom Book of NT
Greek, 2nd ed. (Cambridge, 1968), p. 181) sees no semitic influence,
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CHAPTER X1V
LUKE 23:6-12: JESUS BEFORE HEROD
Introduction
Pilate to in some way relieve himself of the responsibility for

condemning a man whom he finds innocent, yet whom the Jewish leaders
insist on executing, sends Jesus to Herod in whose jurisdiction from
point of origin Jesus belongs. The hearing before Herod is peculiar to
Luke, It demonstrates so many elements of Luke's style that it is best
to see it as based on oral1 not written2 tradition, The thoroughly
Lukan character of the style has led some to conclude that the passage
is not based on pre~Lukan tradition at all but has been worked up by Luke

3

from features found elsewhere in the Markan trial narrative” and from

Psalm 294

We are immediately introduced to the major questions of this
perikope: What is its relationship to Psalm 2? Did Psalm 2 serve as
the origin for its content?

With regard to the literary source question the fact that the section
is peculiar to Luke and has so much Lukan style indeed creates a most
favorable situation for seeing Luke as the creator of the narrative,

These factors, however, do not demand such a conclusion, It is in the
end an argument from silence to maintain that material in Luke but not

in Mark is probably later than Mark since if it were early oral tradition

available to Mark he would probably have also included it. The histori=

1 ..
Boismard, 1I, p. 418f.; H. W. Hoehner, Herod Antipas (SNTS Mono-
graph Series, XVII; Cambridge, 1970), p. 231f,

2Grundmann9 P. 423; Klostermann, p., 221; Easton, Luke, p. 343; Loisy
(;ggrévangiles Synoptiques, I, p. 163) suggests that Luke and the Gospel
of Peter (1-2) used the same source. Hoehner (p. 231f.) disagrees
because of the lack of verbal parallelism; Taylor (The Passion Narrative,
p. 87) notes the contacts between Luke and the Johannine tradition (23:
9/J. 19:9; Lk. 23:15/J, 18:38). However, these are quite tenuous since
only the form and content but not the context are similar,

3Finegan, po 28; Lk. 2389/Mk. 15:4~5; Lk. 23:10/Mk. 15:3; Lk. 23:11/
Mk. 15:16-20,

4Creed9 p. 280,
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cal probability of the narrative content balanced over against the theo-
logical purposes to which the writer puts it will decide whether we are
to see this perikope as a report created by Luke to further his theologi-
cal interests, especially that of prophetic fulfilment, or as a report of
a historical event based on oral tradition, possibly eye-witness accounts,
which Luke introduces to further his theological purposes. There are a
few other allusions (e.g. Lk. 23:9/15° 53:7) which we should consider and
some OT ideas (gggueévéuJ s Lko 23211). This brief passage will be
important for understanding Luke's use of LXX style, not because we have
a source with which to compare it but for the opposite reason. The
material has been so reworked by Luke that his own style is readily appa-
rent,
01d Testament Allusion

In addition to Psalm 2 which is proposed by many to be formative
of the whole narrative, there are several details, which have been
identified as OT allusions or as having their origin in the OT (Jesus'
silence, Lk, 23:9/15° 53:7; the mockery, Lk, 23:11/Iso 53:3, 7a; the robe,
Lk, 23:11/Zech° 3:3)01 Though there is only one passage in the OT which
has the combination,éga966“493 oos éM?¢?5K{(2 Ch, 36:16), these terms are

probably better dealt with on the OT idea levele2

]Selwyn's (The Oracles, p. 172) suggestion is based on the fact that
this is a contrast with Zech. 3:3. There is then no material parallelism
as well as no verbal parallelism as far as the rohe is concerned. The
only similarity is in the name’I3¢céC5 . No allusion to Zech. 3:3 should
be seen here. Voss (p. 127) commenés that the bright robe has no gpeci-
fic meaning beyond mock homage; TDNT (IV, p. 17) notes that_}gﬂgyéggﬁﬁs
is a technical term for, the garment worn by a candidate for/office
(Polybius, X:4:8, Mumoav... €doq ... TS Tty ax/o/\'o\zs JAETR TO0EU 0 MEVELS s
cf, Josephus' description of Soloman and Arch™elaus in white royal rohes,
Josephus, Ant, VIII:186; B, J. II:1, 2; cf, Hoehner, p. 243, n. 1).
Possibly the mock honor does have a specific content: the mockery of a
pretender to the throne.

2Qontrast,Liqqqrs (p. 82), who observes that in later apologetic the
use of €300 8evew from Is, 53:3 has been limited to an application to this
detail (Lk. 23:11). Lindars unconvincingly tries to see &oubevéwl  ag
stemming from Is., 53:3 (cf. LXX -‘5794¢¢e ) by using Aquila, Symmachus,
and Theodotion (égoﬂj}!jé#deS ) as corroborating evidence for;é§pu;%véw
as part of an older Palestinian tradition which literally translates the
MT. As it exists in Greek the mockery term shows no verbal parallelism
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Jesus' silence (Lko. 23:9/Is., 53:7) has sometimes been identified as
an OT allusionoI There is no verbal parallelism and the material para-
llelism is much weaker than in Mark's use of the silence detail (Mk. 15:4,
5; cf. 14:61), Jesus'® silence is not in response to his accusers but in
answer to Herod's curiosity. This means that the silence has neither the
same result, condemnation to death, nor the same motivation, the willing
acceptance of that fate, that the silence of the Servant (Is. 53:7, 8)1
has°2 Herod is hoping that Jesus will perform a miracle as part of a
command performance (Lk. 23:8). His selfish curiosity lacks the one
ingredient, which Luke reports that Jesus maintains is consistently
required of those who would see the kingdom of God coming in power through
signs, the ingredient of faith (e.g. 7:9, 50; 8:48; 17:19; 18:42; cf. 20:
5; 22:67). Since faith is not present, the only appropriate response to
this request is silenceo3 This understanding of the motive for Jesus®
silence shows that it does not have material parallelism with Is., 53:7.
There is probably no allusion to Isaiah 53 at this point. The explana-
tions which we have already offered why Luke does not choose to allude to
Is. 53:7, even though he evidently knows it as a prophetic description of
Jesus' sufferings (cf. Ac. 8:32, 33), aiso apply here.,4

The role of Psaln 2 in the Herod trial narrative may be limited to

with the Isaiah passage; See below, p. 457, n. 1,

TArndt, p. 460; Caird (Luke, p. 247) observes that Ac. 4:24-30, which
1nterp§ets the Herod episode in the light of OT promises refers to Jesus
as TeV AywoV ﬂdt&A 000 (Ac. 4:27), which is a form of the LXX title for
the Isailanic Servant (Is. 52:13). This is supposed to strengthen the case
for an allusion to Isaiah 53 in the Herod hearing episode, However, the
emphasis in the Acts prayer appears to be not in identifying Jgs s as "the
Servant" but as "the Anointed One" of Ps. 2:2 (cf. Ac. 2:27, © CX}“”‘S

2See above, p. 436,

3Hooker (p. 88) sees it as part of a pattern of Jesus' attitude
toward the authorities at all times$ "he is prepared to answer an honest
question but ignores partisan assertions,"

4See above, p, 436,
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Lk. 23:12 or may extend over the entire narrative. It is often proposed
that the trial scene is not historical, but rather has been created in
order to show that this detail of Jesus' sufferings fulfills Ps, 2:Iol
Dibelius sets out the simplest chain of causation in which he relates the
quotation of Ps, 2:1f‘o/Ac° 4:24-30 to Lk. 23:6-12, Luke encountered in
the liturgy of the early church2 the belief that Ps. 2:1f., was fulfilled
in the sufferings of Jesus at the hands of Herod and Pilate, Luke did
not find corresponding gospel tradition which reported a trial before
Herod, In good faith he set about to construct such a tradition himself
and Lk, 23:6-12 was the result,

This historical reconstruction fails to be convincing in two respects.
It does not take into account how poorly the Lk. 23:6-12 narrative fulfills
the task for which it was supposedly created, Secondly, it does not
recognize the historical plausibility of the hearing before Herod, The
point of the Psalm 2 quotation in Ac. 4:24ff. is the opposition of both .

s/ 4 - .~ ¢V
Herod and Pilate to Jesus Lﬂ{petrymdv o@,ﬁég(AggSLL;&gxgs7g¥giﬁ§_£yi:

Vi N - ~ > -~ / N L 4 —
77(_9_7@! Voams KT Tau /Yf)[r Touv auTeu, ou V_‘7X & ‘7_09<_\LX¢ SN 7 7] SN T«; gouv...

(H/:N(G({"’,S Te Kz‘TL_HQ/l‘TLdS_WW:@, The purpose of the Herod episode in Luke 23
is the opposite. It shows the agreement of Herod with Pilate, as a
second corroborating witness, that Jesus is innocento3 What the narra-
tive effectively does is to isolate the guilt connected with Jesus' con-

4

demhation to the Jews in Jerusalem. The Psalm 2 prophecy is intere
preted in Christian exegesis by the identification of the four souves of

, ]
opposition in a chiastic pattern Gentile-Jew-Jew-Gentile Qébv7==h€0VﬁmV

le.g. Weidel, ThStuKr, LXXXV, pp. 233ff.; Dibelius, "Herodes und
Pilatus," Botschaft und Geschichte (TUbingen, 1953), Vol. I, pp. 278-292;
Bultmann, History of the Synoptic Tradition, p. 273; Gilmour, Interpreter's
Bible, VIII, p. 398,

2Haenchen (p. 229) describes Ac. 4:24~28 as early Christian exegesis
of Psalm 2 cast by Luke into prayer form,

3Morgéhtha1er, II, p. 10; Boismard (II, p. 419) comments that the
real theological purpose of Lk. 23:6-12 is to set a precedent for Paul's
trial (Ac. 25:22). '

4Conze1mann, Theology of Luke, p. 86.
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(vvo 25, 27); haol_ = )dats Io;qd"yl_é Avv, 25, 27),‘[%40’()6’(\3 = rHﬁj(?/f‘” (vv,
26, 27); %%var§5 =_jTXuDoj_Tﬂ)i]gs_ﬂ(vvo 26, 27)} It thus allows for
no distinction between the opposition to Jesus by the Jews and the pro-
testations of his innocence by Herod and Pilate., There is then no
material parallelism between Lk. 23:6-12 and the interpretation of the
events in accordance with Ps. 2:1f., at Ac., 4:24-=30. If Ac. 4:24-30 had
actually inspired Lk. 23:6-12 we would expect to see a greater judicial
role given to Herod and more importantly we would expect to see him por-
trayed as opposing Jesus,

The historical probability that Pilate would have sent Jesus to Herod
is very high. It is likely that Herod would have been present at the
feast (cf. Josephus, Ant. XVIIIﬂ22)o] The hearing is so inconclusive
and does not require an extended period of time. Thus, the objection2
that there was not enough time for it to be held on a morning when two
other trials occurred is not really sustainable. The main objection to
the trial's historicity is the lack of sufficient reason for Pilate to
send Jesus to Herod in the first placeej There are, however, several
good reasons coming out of the first century historical situation which
make the action plausible, Pilate had intervened in a case involving
Herod's jurisdiction (cf. Lk, 13:1=5), Now there was an opportunity for
the Roman governor to give to Herod the jurisdiction of Jesus' case. He
could do so out of courtesy, as a gift, in an effort to normalize rela-

tions with Herodo4 Pilate was faced with an awkward caseos He had

H, W, Hoehner, "Why did Pilate hand Jesus over to Antipas?"
The Trial of Jesus: Cambridge Studies in honour of C. F. D. Moule; ed.
E. Bammel (SBT, 2nd ser., XIII; London, 1970), p. 84

2Montefiore, II, p. 619,
3Creed, p. 280,

4B, H, Streeter, "On the Trial of Our Lord before Herod ~ A._Suggestion,"
Oxford Studies in the Synoptic Problem, ed. V. Sanday (Oxford, 1911),
p. 229; Grant, p. 137.

5Hoehner, Trial of Jesus, p. 90,
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concluded that Jesus was innocent in contrast to the judgment of the Jews,

If he gave into their verdict he would show Rome to be weak, If he resis=

ted them and released Jesus he would incite a rebellion, Handing over

the case to Herod would free him from these difficulties. Finally, he

may have been genuinely interested in Herod's opinion concerning either

Jesus! innocenceI or the amount of real danger this accused revolutionary

actually posed. There is then good reason to see the origin of this

episode in history and not in the Christian interpretation of Psalm 2,

Acts 4 probably ghows the Christian use of Psalm 2 to interpret the evento2
The relationship of Lk. 23:12 to Ps., 2:1f. may be more positive.

It contains a simple statement that Herod and Pilate, as the result of

Pilate's yielding to Herod's jurisdiction in Jesus' case, became friends.

This has a certain amount of material parallelism with Ps, 2:1f. as

3

interpreted in Acts 4. Both involve a Gentile and a Jewish leader who
agree together. The decisive difference, however, is again that in Luke
23 the agreement is that Jesus is innocent (23:15). This shows the oppo-
site attitude to the hostility which motivates the concerted action of Ps.
2:1f, Thus, in this particular instance, not enough of a material para~
llelism may be establishadso that we might take this editorial comment as

an identifiable allusion to Ps. 2:1f. At the most we may understand it

as the reporting of a simple fact which would later be interpreted by the

"1bid., p. 90. ~

2Conzelmann9 Theology of Luke, p. 91,

3Stbger (p. 271) and Grundmann (p. 424) among others see the origin
of this particular comment in Ps. 2:1f. and its function as an allusion
to it, The enmity between the Roman authorities and the Jews in the
first third of the first century, however, is well known (cf. Philo (ngo
ad Gaj. XXIV:38), where it is reported that Tiberius instructs his procura-
tors on how to deal with.the situation:~£ji§fkq*dzu;Iyxfgzﬂgi§¢¢¢d?ﬁhﬁsv
€’ €9%), A comment concerning reconciliation may well be historically

founded (Hauck, p. 279).
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early church and Luke as a fulfilment of Ps, 2:]foL The early church's

interpretation of this detail in this way insured that it would be pre-
served in the gospel tradition.

The reasons why Luke would choose not to make the statement of fact
inte an allusion are probably the same as we have encountered in the case
of other non=allusions, Luke develops his theological theme: the inno~
cent Jesus treated as a transgressor, in this instance through the testi-
mony of secular leaders, They band together to agree on his innocence,
Luke emphasizes this at the expense of the fact that théy also show
hostility to Jesus through mockery and finally thé handing over of Jesus
to the will of the Jews. This hostility does fulfill Ps, 2:1f, As a
result of the promotion of this theological theme in the service of the
fulfilment of Is, 53:12, another opportunity for an OT allusion has been
set aside, Previous observations about Luke's use of allusions mainly in
the words of Jesus, mostly as prophetic and not as manifest fulfilment;
and Luke's reserving until after the resurrection the explicit discussion
of OT fulfilment in Jesus' mission, are appropriate here, We are called
upon to watch salvation history unfold and only later after the central
fulfilment events have occurred may we go back and interpret the details

in the light of the OT.
0ld Testament Idea

Luke describes the mockery of Jesus with the combination of_g§oueevi¢¢5
and.é)/{kiji},z (23:11). The LXX uses clgaucfe\le/w (c—’gou,eeu(:w _),_6)3&7_‘_
([g-i:,o/_ww(_ci‘gg_u Beviw ) most often to render forms of ﬂ_lg‘_rl (e.g. 2 Ch.
36:16; Ezk. 22:8; 2 Km. 12:10) and 0§>T3(e°g° 1 Km. 8:7; Job 30:1; 1 Km,

10:19), The unique element in the OT idea of rejection is the object of

1 . .
Karnetzki (pp. 3, 82) calls it an example of factual correspondence
between a NT narrative and OT promise which is not utilized ag an allusion,

25ee above, p., 380.
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the rejection: God as king, the prophet; the righteous man°1 Although
this term is used frequently in the Psalms to describe the maltreatment
of the suffering righteous man (cf. Ps. 30(31):19; 72(73):22; 118(118):22;
cf. Ps. 21(22):7), the NT context shows us that another OT figure may be
in Luke's mind as he uses this term°2 Herod's mockery is in response to
Jesus' refusal to prove himself a prophet by doing a sign before him (Lk.
23:8, 9), The combination of_ég;pngJ and_égigefyé@_ reminds us again
of 2 Ch. 36:169_é§cudéudﬁvT%5 Tbag AéYOUS dbtﬂyﬁél ép;nﬂSoVTeS gu'hﬂg
ﬁpoyjjacscﬂﬂaajj aHerod not only despises Jesus for his silence but he
rejects Jesus' claims about his mission which are a prophetic word from
God., These claims are given now in the form of accusations and Herod
does n&t accept their truth, He finds Jesus harmlessly innocent of the
political charge. Since he does not accept the spiritual nature of
Jesus® messiahship, his natural response is'to treat the politically
impotent Messiah as a contemptible pretender to the throne (Lk.23:11),
Herod's mockery then treats Jesus as all the OT prophets were treated by
rebellious Israel. So Luke again portrays Jesus' suffering in the context
of the rejected prophet.

There is also an added dimension, for this prophet has been accused
of claiming to be the Messiah, It is interesting that Samuel in respond-

ing to the peoplé's rejection of theocracy and their demand for a human

IAqullag Symmachus and Theodotion all render Is., 53: 34_ﬂ5 23 (LXX-
7ﬂ#¢r07 ) by CSouJbv%Mevq o Since the LXX renders ;13 l.by ATemd S
9X and by,(goufwnvew 17X, these three versions probably show a literal
or more customary translation and do not point to a different LIX text
tradition which luke also could have known and used. Compare also the
complicated nature of the textual witness to these versions at this point
(Hegermann9 pp. 37, 57)- There is then not sufficient textual basis for
seeing. egouﬁéqeul as a possible referent to the suffering Servant of Isaiah
53. Contrast J. Dupont (Etudes, p. 301, n. 56), who sees the use of
cgou&evao in the wording of the Ps, 117(118) 22/Ac. 4:11 quotation as the
influence of Isaiah 53 in another text tradition besides the LXX.

2Contrast Rose, Le Psautier, p. 312; Selwyn, First Christian Ideas,
pp. 169ff.

3See above, p. 380f,
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king says that the people have rejected God from being king over them
(égoudévoékére T}deeﬁv o 1 Km, 10:19; 8:7). In another sense, Herod
and the Jewish leaders (cf. Lk. 23:35ff.) have rejected God's rule over
their lives as proclaimed in the mission and person of Jesus. This may
be part of the background of OT use here, It is then a prbphet, who
claims to be king, that is rejected in the same way as the prophet and
theocracy, God as king, were rejected in the OT.

0ld Testament Style

In a section which shows a great many characteristics of Lukan style
we have the opportunity of seeing in what way Luke imitates LXX style when
given freedom from written sources, Again it is not in the overall syn-
tactical structure but in the employment of individual LXX stylistic
elements that LXX style imitation takes place,

The use ofwdg and Fi; is fairly evenly balanced with a slight pre=
ference shown forﬁdé (i9i, 4X (2X in uses other than as a coordinating
conjunction);udg s 7X)o There are three examples of parataxis (23:7,

8, 11) but these are far outweighed by the use of subordinate participles
throughout the narrative, The subject-verb werd order shows no prefer-
ence for semitic order (verb-subject, 2X; subject-verb, 4X).

Of the individual LXX style features we have already discussed the
background of interrogative<§£m (23:6)0‘i In the next verse (23:7) we
have one of the two occurrences of "Jerusalem" in the passion narrative,
The fonnﬁﬂgovﬁéxgﬁﬁ~ is the later Hellenistic, non-LXX form which serves
as a contrast to Luke's use elsewhere (cf. in our section, 23:28). This
non-LXX form may signify that the function of the reference is simply to
make a geographical observation (cf. 2:22; 19:28) without any theological

interpretationo2 Still, the mere mention of Jerusalem in the heart of

lgee'above, p. 356.

2
Hastings, pp. 104ff.
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the judgment scenes (23:7) and in the word of warning (23:28) may carry
the theological emphasis that Jerusalem is a scene of judgment] both for
Jesus at the hands of wicked men and wicked men in the hands of God. The
geographical note simply underlines these facts, while Lk. 23:28 interprets
them theologically.?

Two other possible features of LXX and Lukan style are the pre-posi-
tive_a&t’)_'['f]ﬁ T'li' 15/4,6//0{\ 5 (23:12), and the phrase, v TJGTd&S Td[S ‘7214(%0&(5 %
The former suggestion is difficult to evaluate, but the latter may readily
be recognized as a feature of LXX and Lukan style. Although the form of
the phrase which is more precisely parallel to the customary LXX usage is
éq rJIS jbuépdlg 65<6(vats (renderingﬂ{]p D’(Y:g » €.8. Dto 19:17; 1 Km,
4:1; Joo 3(4):1; we encountered no instance using TaJTVLS ), we may under-
stand the phrase in general as modeled on the LXX. Since,ﬁb Ta?s 2LMépﬂ5
with either_gke;wiq or 736Td(5 occurs throughout Luke-Acts (Lk., 1:39;
2:1; 4:2; 21:23; Ac, 1:15; 6:1; 11:27, though not in the reports of the
Gentile mission outside of Palestine) and is sometimes inserted into
Luke's sources (e.g. Lk. 6:12/Mk. 3:13; Lk. 9:36/Mk. 9:8; cf. Lk. 5:17; 8:
22; 20:1), we may treat it as an example of Luke's style. Whenwékéﬁmﬂs
is used with the phrase, the function of the time marker seems to be both
to give unity to the time of Jesus' ministry and also to set it off from
the time in which Luke is writing. The OT coloring, however, also tends
to bind the two times together in a sequence of salvation history, Peter
declares that what the prophet looked forward to as happening in a diff=-
erent time, the Last Days, eV Tt '7:&(;//&8 ch—fw‘(S (Jo. 4(3):1/Ac, 2:

18), is fulfilled in the contemporary situation. By analogy the epoch

ISchneider, p. 202,

25ee below, p. 493.

?Vogel (p. 20) calls it a feature of Luke's style which is probably
taken over from the LXX.

: 4P1ummer9 p. lxx; cf. Haenchen, p. 159,
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of Jesus' ministry is understood by a backward glance as part of those days
of fulfilment. The use of the phrase at Lk, 23:7 may partially fulfill
that function of reminding the reader that the scene of Jesus' suffering
is not only in a theologically significant place but also at a God-chosen
time (cf. 24:18)., However, this is in the background to the main use of
the phrase here, which is to simply point out that Herod is in Jerusalem
at the same time as Pilate,

In this example of fairly freely composed material we again find most
of the LXX stylistic elements,] which in this case are not many, either in
the introduction to the perikope as the scene is being set (23:79_510_,

I;%Q__&J/Aqs_g_éy,I&QE&_S‘I&_S _37(/4_«;/2455 ) or at its conclusion (23:12).

" The periphrastic (j{.n.65>@v » 23:8; cf. Plummer, p. li) and the
cmphasizcd,XuTB_deﬁ,(23:9)«are not. examples of translation Greek or LXX
style imitation but fulfill required functions of ordinary Greek prose.
The periphrastic emphasizes duration and shows the intensity of Herod's

desire; the #vTo§ acts as a personal pronoun (Turner, Moulton Grammar,
III, p. 40),
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CHAPTER XV
LUKE 23:13-25: THE TRIAL BEFORE PILATE COMPIETED
Introduction

Armed with Her&d's opinion that Jesus is innocent, Pilate continues
the hearing before the Jewish leaders, They are unwilling to accept his
or Herod's verdict. The real circumstances of the situation become in-
creasingly apparent. It is not Jesus' guilt but the desire of the leaders
and the people to be rid of him which has motivated them to bring this
case before Pilate, Thus in the end, Pilate's decision to grant their
demands is not a matter of advancing justice but of handing Jesus over
to their will, This scene along with the crucifixion stands at the very
heart of the fulfilment of Is., 53:12 in Jesus' suffering. We shall need
to see what possible OT allusions and ideas as well as style aid Luke in
portraying that fulfilment.

There is a textual problem involving the whole of verse 17°l The
extrinsic probabilities reveal mixed evidence in the Western and Alexandrian
families, while the Caesarean witnesses consistently include some form of
the verse, The evidence for omission is generally earlier than that for
inclusion, while the inclusion readings have witnesses with broader geo-
graphical distribution. The variations in word order of the inclusion
readings and their different positions in the Lukan text2 suggest that

they are a later interpolation.

]owot Km’v de Gt)(ev Lo )nuew o‘\)TO(S K4Td 60/977\/ evd\ _: Alexandrian=Y;

vg, cogf2 1, Cae?a§§an” ; f 3, 28; 565; Eusebius; Western— it aur, D, €,

; syr ; Byzantine- W; X;A ; Byz lect (1700m1ts_dufas );
syr s 75 % ~
omit: Alexandrian—- p'”; B; L; T; 892; 1241; c0psa, bomss, western- it?;
Diatessaron' Byzantlne— A; K TT ; 15465 1
Ld Ky Y9 g(ev KaTd TaV CopTHV Liiodd €y AT ewx de o oV
w m Y953 PV €Ty g o
v de_elyev 1<AT) 60 79 vwnakue(v o(\)ldl% ew : Caesarean- @ ; (arm,
va.ﬁ\‘ Tvt BE geo~ Western = 1071 (omit JJNFS ): Byzant1ne= W
others 892 eva duT01 o
1nclude verse 17 after v. 19: Western- D; it ;'syr » s; Byzantine= eth,

2Metzger, Commentary, p. 179
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The transcriptional probabilities favor the view that the longer
reading is an interpolation with the purpose of harmonizing Luke with the
other gospel accountso] The intrinsic probabilities show that_the omis-
sion of v, 17 does no real violence to the flow or sense of the narrative.
The flow of the narrative can continue uninterrupted from v. 16 to 18,

The abrupt introduction of the figure of Barabbas seems to be original
with Luke's composition for he compensates for it with an explanatory note
(23:19), Luke does not present Pilate's decision concerning Jesus as one
which assumes that in accordance with some custom the people are free to
choose a prisoner for release and another for condemnation (cf. Mk, 15:9,
12, 15). Rather, Pilate accedes to the totally unjustified demands of
the people (Lk. 23:17-25). Although this way of presenting the outcome
of the trial is clear in itself, there is still the unexplained action of
the Roman governor yielding to the mob's pressure, This difficulty a
later scribe could overcome by inserting the explanation about the custom.
Since the longer readings explain this difficulty in the shorter reading,
we take the shorter and more difficult reading to be original.

Iuke's basic literary source is probably non=Markan2 with heavy in-
fluénce from Mark if not an insertion at Lk, 23:22b/Mk° 15114.,5 There -
are verbal contacts between Luke and John which tend to indicate that they
are dependent on a common non-Markan tradition (cf. Lk, 23:18/J. 18:39-40;

Lk. 23:20-25/J. 19:4, 6, 15, 16).,4 There is significant difference in

lArndt, p. 463.
2Taylor9 The Passion Narrative, p. 88; Contrast Finegan, p. 30.

3Perry, p. 46; Easton (Luke, p. 345) and W. L. Knox (The Sources of
the Synoptic Gospels, ed. H. Chadwick (Cambridge, 1953), Vol., I=St. Mark,
pe 140) see Lk. 23:20-22 as the extent of the material which is dependent
on Mk, and inserted into "L" or "the Twelve" source; Taylor (The Passion
Narrative, p. 88) observes that there is not enough verbal similarity to
warrant the isolation of this wheole section as an insertion from Mk.

4 Boismard, II, p. 411,
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content between Luke and Mark é?ogo the three declarations of Jesus'
innocence (23:4, 14, 22); the positive desire of Pilate to release
Jesus (23:16, 20; contrast Mk. 15:12); and the context in which the
release of Barabbas and the condemnation of Jesus takes place is not the
Jewish custom at festival time (Mk. 15:6) but the insistence of the crowd
{Lk, 23:2327, These differences might be assigned to Luke'’s reworking of
Mark in accordance with his theological purpose to show Jesus' innocence
and the harmlessness of Christianity in the opinion of Roman authorityo]
However, the lack of a great deal of verbal similarity even in the places
where Luke and Mark are parallel in content leads us to conclude that Luke
furthered these theological purposes not with a thorough reworking of Mark
but with his choice of a source other than Mark tofebasic for his narrative.
0ld Testament Allusion

Luke by his choice of sources fails to use two OT allusions which are
possibly present in Mark (Mk. 15:16-20a/Is. 50:6; Mk. 15:15/Is. 53:6, 12),,2
Yet, scholars have proposed that several other OT allusions are present in
Lk. 23:13-25, Isaiah 53 appears to be the most fruitful OT passage.
After evaluating the individual allusions we need to investigdate the rela-
tionship of the trial scene as history to several proposed OT sources for
its content (Jeremiah 33(26) and Ps. 37(38):13-17).

There is less verbal parallelism between Is. 50:6 and Mk. 15:16=20a
(€xriTuemdTwy Is, 50:6; €¥€Tuoy  , Mk, 15:19) than the probable allu-

sion at Mk, 14:GSo3

The material parallelism is just as strong as at
Mko 14:65 for both Markan accounts follow ¢trials where Jesus is condemned
and maltreated as the Servant of the Lord was (Is. 50:6). The difference

is that the mockery concerning Jesus' messiahship, his kingship, tends to

lLoisy, Les Evangiles Synoptiques, I, p. 162; Finegan, p. 30; Hauck,
Po 2809

2See above, p. 336,

35ee above, p, 376.
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dominate this second episode and any allusion to the suffering Servant's
ordeal is pushed into the background,

If Mk, 15:16~20a. does barely qualify as an allusion to Is, 50:6,l
then it is necessary to note the reasons for luke's lack of allusion to
it, There is the stylistic point that Luke has achieved a climax in his
portrayal of Jesus being numbered with the transgressors when he describes
Pilate's decision as the handing over of Jesus to the will of the Jews (Lk.
23:25). To go on to present mockery at the hands of the Gentiles would
only dilute the climax. An inclusion of such mockery would also create
a stylistic doublet with Lk, 23211 which Luke would want to avoid, Jesus
already wears a kingly robe in mock honor, Theologically, Luke wants to
portray Jesus as innocent both in the political judgment of Rome2 and in
the sight of God. Thus, he avoids any hint that Jesus' condemnation is
justified, No scourging or mockery immediately follows the Roman trial
(cf. the placement of Jewish mockery before not after the Sanhedrin trial,
22:63=65; 66-71; contrast Mk, 14:55-64; 65).

Isaiah 53 is the OT source of most of the allusions suggested for
Lk, 23:13-2503 The phrase_Q;QQTﬁﬁTbv (23:18) is sometimes seen as an
allusion to Is., 53:8 (,7‘ Kf‘/“S agz:ro'b 7’//)67 L oT¢ _v})z;de( A0 T’;—S*ﬁS o

%iquﬁ d&]?b)°4' The scant verbal parallelism is accompanied by a strong

1
cf. Schweizer, Mark, p. 342,
%Fleigel, p. 98f.

3Hﬂhn s (p. 66) suggestlon that Lk, 23:4, 14b; 22 (the close conjunc-

tion of GUptrkw and KdT» o,oew ) is a reminiscence of Da. 6:5 (‘7u,owl<av

 KaT ‘roveiy ) fails to take into account the natural conjunction of
these ermz within a judicial context (e.g. Ac. 24:5, 8, 12, 13)., There
are different motivations behind the statements which contain these terms,
In Daniel the enemies hold Daniel blameless but want to find a charge
against him. In [uke Pilate holds Jesus blameless and wants to release
him, Thus, though there is some formal parallelism, which may be coinci-
dental or conscious, the lack of full material parallelism prevents us
from seeing Luke referring to Daniel in Pilate's protestations of Jesus'
-innocences:

48Bhn, p. 66; Weidel (ThStuKr, LXXXV, p. 237) says the cry has an OT
ring about it; Wilcox (p. 67) comments on Ac. 22:22; 21:36 and Lk, 23:18,
"There seems reason to suspect that,the origin of these words is to be
sought in Isa. 53:8 (LXX)/Ac. 8:33,
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material parallelism and by Luke's special use of this word and a related
one (_o?(.\lti(/_’,(-/_ou_,__)o The difficulty is that Is. 57:1 (_Adpes dikacac d;oov T )
has the same material parallelism for it too'describes with the VePb_ZZJH .
the unjust death of a righteous man, Further, such a cry may be a common

1% ’ ) -~
way to express a desire for a person's death (e.g. (va 0)4QI;W_§K.TW

12

Sdﬁ]gﬂch%y‘v Defixionum Tabellae quotquot innotuerunt..., 6d. A, Audollent
(Paris, 1904), 1:18). It is not possible to see Lk. 23:18 as an allusion
to Is. 53:8. The use of_gééw may more properly be understood as the em =+
ployment of an 0T ideaol

The employment Oﬂ_ﬂégdcﬂéﬁggL ‘at the climax of the judicial proceed=

/ -~ -
ings (Lk. 23:25,.E_"édluﬁezmT%i_éééizudkma&?&ﬂ) has been taken as an

. 2 N S .
allusion” to Is. 53:6, 12 ( /St;Qlo.S ﬂg/gé//wKG_V AuToV TJLJ( _e}tigf/:_—z_(_/d_t_s.._.

— / ) A ( - ~ ~ 4 . - ~
Tigpedifn g O2vaToV 3 po YW %0T00... Jid TS smaeT s 24T Topedsby)

We have noted already that the simple mention of the termﬁmtﬂ,;J(?fw/,.L by
Luke does not automatically direct us to the Isaiah 53 context. The
material parallelism is not great in this case either, Luke's interest
ig in Pilate’s decision to grant the Jews' request and hand Jesus into
their power, The result of the handing over is the same in both 0ld and
NT contexts. Death comes to the Servant and to Jesus., The agent who
does the handing over is different. In the OT it is God; in the NT it
is a Roman governor, This difference is significant enough to prevent
Lk. 23:25 from being a clear allusion for the unique characteristic of
the handing over of the Servant in Isaiah 53 is that God is the perpetra-
tor, Unless we say thatLuke wants us to understand ihat "the will of
the Jews" is "the will of God," on the grounds of an allusion to Is. 53:6,
12, there is no material basis for viewing Lk, 23:25 a8 an allusion to

Isaiah 53. The term Wj&idﬁﬁgusw does take its meaning from the OT

ﬂSee below, p. #468.

2
C. Stuhlmueller, "Luke," The Jerome Biblical Commentary, ed. R. E,
Brown et al (London, 1968), 9 44:169.
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but as an OT ideaol

The similarities in wording and content between Jeremiah's and
Jesus' trial have been taken as an indication that the gospel tradition
about Jesus' judicial proceedings was formed as a conscious midrash on
Jeremiah 33(26),,2 Both trials involve the accusation of rekigious
leaders against a prophet of the Lord, who is brought before the court
of the political head of government (Jer, 33(26):11; Lk. 23:1=3). In
both trials the judge's opinion is that the accused is innocent (Jer. 33
(26):16; Lk. 23:4, 14, 22). The verbal similarities are in the descrip-
tion of the principals involved (Jer, 33(26):16,92%;XvVT§3 Kd( W&S””
&Afog; Lk. 232132_TQQ§ %b%mdeS KAZ_Tiy >#dV ) and the declaration of
innocence (Jer, 33(26):16,_0.JJ§__63_"TT1V TaP ozu@oo:;mtJ ToL/JTczu l?@s G4vaTou 3
Lk, 23:22) O())(fe\d o‘)L/T(o,v 6dv;T0u 63/40‘/ @v 7,(8,1(,;{,“ )03

However, the differences between the accounts are greater. It is
not to gain support from a different section of the Jewish nation that
Pilate calls the leaders and the people together with the chief priests.,
These figures are not inspired by Luke's knowledge of Jeremiah 33(26) in
which the leaders and the people declare the prophet innocent, and, thus,
should in the NT situatiqn be disposed to support Pilate's declaration of
innocence. Rather in contrast to the Jeremiah passage, the leaders
from the start (cf. Lk, 22:66), join the priests in pressing the case
against Jesus, Besides, if the ot ¢;3(0u765 (23:13) are to be identi-

fied with any party in Jeremiah 33(26), it shoudd probably be with the

lStuhlmueller (Ibid.) also suggests that the use of udtd@uu) (23:16,
22) has a close relatlonshlp to Is, 53:5, Fefel4 6/07v17g ,u;-__.._ e
However, luke employs the term accordiéng to an adaptation Teem regular
secular usage, corporal punishment being part of discipline in education,
It does not need to be viewed either as an 0T a11u51qp or idea (TDNT v,
p. 621; cf. Xenophon, Mem. I:3: 5._J¢¢¢T7’\,«T vf“irJU)p)v €ra{ feure <an Ta’a-w/w.)

2Selwyn, First Christian Ideas, pp. 159ff.

3Il:)j.(i«:»g ppel62“’]650
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elders (Jer. 53(26):17g_é&g&ge5 Tarv @pe¢76u7§;nyv s cf. Lk, 22:66, To
jygegéujgénqv ToU AwoU ”)ol The wording of Pilate's third declaration
of Jesus' innocence is readily explained from the immediate context for
the crowd has just called for Jesus' crucifixion,‘ The only verbal para-
llelism is_OavaTou which would naturally be expected in both cases.

If Jer. 33(26):16 had truly influenced Pilate's response we would expect
to find more extensive verbal parallelism, The one difference, however,
which prevents us from seeing Lk, 23:1-25 as a midrash on Jeremiah 33(26)
is the outcome of the trial. In Jeremiah the trial is inconclusive for
the argument of the elders (Jer. 33(26):17-23) seems to persuade the people
though not the princes that Jeremiah deserves to die, More importantly
Jeremiah does not die as a result of the trial whereas Jesus does. There
is, then, no real allusion to Jeremiah's trial in Luke's narrative,

Weidel concluded that the whole of the Piléte trial scene was not
historical. Isaiah 53 or more probably Ps. 37(38):13-17 was the source
of the details in the accounto2 We have already seen how several of the
terms in the narrative have had their origin attributed to Isaiah 53,

If Isaiah 53 inspired the whole, there are several cruciai details which
cannot be reasonably derived from that OT passage. Jesus' innocence is
established not on the basis of his silence but his simple answer to

Pilate, This fact eliminates from the parallelism with Isaiah (Is. 53:7)

)
]The use ofJQ.%@X@yI€§_ in the Lukan context is quite intelligible
as a general term designating members of the Jewish leadership (e.g. 23:35;
Ac. 4:5; 13:27); Contrast Selwyn (First Christian Ideas, p. 162), who says
that the title is only intelligible if we accept that Luke had Jeremiah
33(26) in mind as he wrote his account,

2Weidel, ThStuKr, LXXXV, p. 229; Dibelius (Botschaft, I, p. 279)
too would see the narrative details as of other than historical origin.
But he would find their source in the gospel writer's theological purposes;
Contrast H., W. Bartsch ("Historische Erwhgungen zur Leidensgeschichte,"
EvTh, XXII (1962), pp. 449~459), who aims to take the investigation of the
historical worth of the material a stage further than simply identifying
where theological purposes control the material. He wants to discover
those places where kerygmatic interest conforms to historical interest.
He identifies Mk, 15:1-5 as part of the oldest historical material,
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and Ps, 37(38):13=17, the feature of the righteous man's silence.
What remains for comparison with the OT is the situation in which the
righteous are unjustly accused, The details of the choice befwaen
Barabbas and Jesus and Pilate's protestation of Jesus' innocence do not
find their origin in either of these OT passages, There is nothing
historically improbable in a trial before Pilate on charges of promoting
sedition, There is no evidence, by way of verbal or material parallelism,
that the gospel account consistently depends on one or a series of OT
passages for its content. Thus, it is not necessary to see the OT rather
than historical events as the source for this report, OT ideas, however,
do play a definite part in placing the decision concerning Jesus in a
theological perspective,

0ld Testament Idea

Luke builds up the objective basis for the theological significance
of Jesus' death with the aid of terms which in their OT usage carry both
a human and theological significance. He employs them in a way which
may be understood purely in human terms without any theological signific-—
ance. Yet the fact that he has chosenjé}uJ and'ﬁtpmJﬁ%%c and the fact
that in the case of the latter Luke has made its meaning more general at
Lk. 23:25 show that he is so writing his narrative that when Christians
reflect onitin the light of the 0T, they will be able to see that all this
happened according to the will of God.

In addition to the consistent use ofJgﬁw to indicate the concrete
action of taking something away (e.g. Lk. 5:24; Ac. 27:13, 17), Luke does
develop the somewhat specialized use o£442@>9 "to do away with a person,
to execute him" (e.g. Lk. 23:18; Ac. 21:11, 36; 22:22; cf. Ac. 8:33/1s,
53:8). We have seen that this is part of common usage and what is
special about Luke's use is that he limits such references to the demands
of Jews for Jesus' and Paul's execution. Since Luke quotes Is. 53:8/Ac.
8:33 we may at least conclude that he is aware of the meaning of<¢g§@pnn

in that passage. We have seen that there is not enough evidence to speak
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of conscious verbal allusion, but the possibility still exists that Luke
consciously chose that word for Lk, 23:18 because of its associations

with Is. 53:8 and that he may positively use the OT content from Is, 53:8
and Is. 57:1 to further a theological theme (cf. Luke's replacement of

& 77.__,[0\_4__@@%2\/ 20Te0  (Lk. 23:26/Mk. 15:21) by,_}ee)éew » which effec-
tively emphasizes the specialized use at Lk. 23:18 by removing the term's
occurrence in the concrete sense at a point between the crowd’s demand

and the meeting of that demand at the crucifixion, Another influence

on luke's choice of wording at Lk. 23:26 may have been the fact that_ézééﬁv
is better suited than,gééﬁg( to describe the action).

It is the theological theme of an innocent Jesus who receives an
unjust punishment which is illuminated by the Isaiah context. The
Servant's life is cut off, which is what the crowd demands for Jesus.
Yet, Luke's purpose is not simply to place this demand within a messianic
context and thus show that ' : Jesus fulfills Scripture as the Messiah
when he suffersol This may have been part of the motivation for its
inclusion in the passion narrative traditiono2 Luke, however, employs
Qéék] in another way. He takes up the basic idea of the injustice of
the Servant's suffering and employs it to promote his theme of Jesus the
innocent one being numbered with the transgressors.

In Isaiah 53 the injustice is presented as a right which has been
removed. This "right" is the claim which the Servant may justly make
before God that he be rewarded in proportion to the righteousness which

he has exhibited. Often in the Psalms the prayer goes up in the midst

IContrast Weidel, ThStulir, LXXXV p. 233.

2Wilcox, p. 67f.; Contrast E. Lohmeyer (Gottesknecht und Davidssohn,
(FRLANT, LXI; GBttingen, 1945), p. 62), who maintains that since the
Synoptic Gospels avgid the idea that Pilate actually condemned Jesus and
thus removed his_ /g § (Is. 53:8, 'Z(/sezﬂ;‘( a&@@q}j@ ), Is. 53:8 is
not the origin of this term's presente in fthe passion narrative,
Lohmeyer, however, does not recognize that there is also an appropriate
connection between "the right being removed" and the crowd's demands for
Jesus' execution in the face of Pilate's declaration of the defendant's
innocence,
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of adversity that God will take up the righteous man's cause, his right
(Ps. 9:5; 34(35):23; 118(119):154., Isaiah tells us that when Israel

sins she can no longer expect God to plead her cause, Rather, he must
plead the cause of justice against her (Is. 3:13). The suffering Servant
in the midst of adversity maintains that, although from outward circum-
stances it has been removed by affliction, yet, before God his right still
exists (Is. 49:4). From this OT understanding we can see that the
Servant has had his right (Is. 53:8), the justice due him, removed in his
state of affliction which ends in death.

And this is the significant result of the crowd's cryg_dgpe TouTov
in the face of Jesus' twice declared innocence, It is a call for his
death, to cut him off from the land of the living, which effectively
removes his "right.," Luke shows that he understands this significance
by his emphasis on Jesus® innocence in Pilate's eyes (Lk. 23:4, 14, 22);
the presentation of the preference for Barabbas over Jesus, not within
the context of a legitimate choice according to custom, but as the frantic
bargaining of a crowd trying to arrange the appearance of justice in the
service of their own evil purposes which perpetrate injustice (23:18); the
portrayal of the crowd as an increasingly persistent and finally irresist-
ible force who in the end control Pilate's decision (23:5, 18, 21, 23-25);
and the description of the handing over of Jesus for crucifixion as a
handing over to their will (23:25), In all of these ways the theme of
the innocent Jesus' being reckoned with transgressors is presented in its
factual form., The OT background of #(2w_ (Is. 53:8) as employed at Lk.
23:18 is part of that pattern of objective factors in Jesus' suffering
and death. The theological explanation which is both prepared for and
demanded by this presentation would come later in the preaching of the
church. Then the innocence and the injustice would be understood as the
nécessary ingredients in the soteriological interpretation of Jesus' death

as vicarious atonement,
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The other key word which sets the events within a salvation history
perspective and uses the OT as the foundation for a theological theme
is_ﬂﬁpadryhyuc (23:25, cf. Da. 7:25), We have already drawn some con-
clusions concerning Luke's use of,ﬂ%gidlaiy_gﬁ_jn relation to its 0T mean-
ing°1 The employment at Lk. 23:25 tends to confirm them, In the trial
narrative Luke moves away from the purely technical judicial use, "to
commit into custody for trial" (Xenophon, Ho. G. 137:3y€f37?Y dﬁ;&QYA
17944496P§VJQ; Luke by the choice of another source avoids this technical
use at Mk. 15:1, 10; cf. Ac. 3:13; 21:11; Lk, 20:20; 21:12, 16). While
retaining 7?¢oddqzagut at Lk, 23:25 he broadens its technical sense beyond
the meaning "to deliver into the custody of the execution squad for cruci-
fixion" (cf. Mk. 15:15), Pilate takes the decision to hand Jesus over
to the Jews' desires, Though this editing accomplishes both a euphemis-
tic phrasing of the verdict and places responsibility for the crucifixion
clearly with the Jews,2 its positive purpose is to focus in one act the
whole substance of the Son of Man's being handed overo3 The passion
predictions in Luke (Lk. 9:44/Mk. 9:31; Lk, lS:jl/Mk° 10:33) follow Mark
in that Jesus says that he will be delivered into the power of the Gentiles
and that he will be delivered into the power of men. Yet, Luke does nat,
like Mark, show the fulfilment of those predictions simply in the act of
betrayal by Judas (Mk. 14:41ff. cf. Lk, 22:48) which issues in the hand-
ing over to Pilate, the Gentile, for trial (Mk. 15:1, 10; cf. Ac. 3:13).
RatherD the focus in the handing over is shifted from the beginning or
middle to the climax of Jesus' suffering. The emphasis is on the death

of Jesus as the result of his being given over to the power of sinful

men (Lk. 24:7). Luke makes this clear in his concluding statement, which,

1
See above, pp. 113f., 200f., 345f.
2LoisyD Luc, p. 551.

3Popkes, p. 185,
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though it is more general, has an explicit mention of a human subject-Pilate
and an indirect object=their will, Thus, the transcendent dimension of
this transaction is not clearly in focus or even hinted at by the use of
a passive with an undefined agent of the action. Unless we are going to
say that Pilate who protests Jesus' innocence is meant to be understood
‘as an unwitting accomplice of God who in reality hands Jesus over to
death (cf. Is. 53:6, 12; Da. 7:25), the OT understanding of_ﬁgeédéﬁgMQ
must be seen to influence the statement in another way. The emphasis
appears to be not so much on the positive action of Pilate as a fulfiller
of God's will, for he does it only reluctantly and with full knowledge of
the injustice of the act, Luke would have probably used the passive
again if he wanted to point to God's role in it all, Rather the focus is
upon the triumph of the forces of evil as they achieve what they desires.
Since at another climactic point in the narrative (Lk., 22:53) and in the
particular cases of Judas and Peter (22:3, 31f.) Luke has presented the
fact that human agents opposed to Jesus are simply acting under the auth-
ority of Satan, it may be that the general phrase "to their will" is
intended to be vague enough to point to the power behind their desires,
to the one into whose control Jesus in the hands of sinful man really
goes, Satan himself. Their will is Satan's just as Jesus' will is his
Father's (22:42), The suitable OT background for such an understanding
is Da. 7:2501 |

It is the OT background ofwﬁﬁpéd?a%wk 2 especially its use in

theological contexts which is probably taken over by Luke here. Not

1See above, p. 201,

2The suggestion thatﬂj??oddﬁyhyuc is part of the vocabulary of
martyrdom (Euler, p. 116) and signifies Jesus as a martyr here (Stbger,
pPo 282) is not borne out by its use in Jewish apocryphal literature where
there is no specialized usage in relation to the martyrs. Da. 7:25 and
the experiences of the suffering righteous man in the Psalms might be
brought in as evidence. But here the basic meaning seems to be estab~
lished by God's dealings with Israel so that the application of such
dealings to individuals is secondary, There is nothing unique in the
experience of the suffering righteous person, who is a model for the
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only is there a. transcendent dimension which is often included in the

word and hinted at when Iuke makes its use more general, but there is

also a moral dimension, To be given over into the power of one's enemies
is neither the desire nor the just deserts of a righteous man (Ps. 26(27):
12; 40(41):3; cf. 139(140):9, un a,x/adi-/(SS/ue, KUpte, &n&r-:,‘s e’meu/u'ocj
o0 é/g79ﬁu)9; Ps. 117(118):18; 73(74):19)01 When God determines such

a fate for Israel it is as punishment for her sins (e.g. 3 Km. 8:46; 142
16; 2 Ch, 25:20; 2 Esdr. 9:7).

This OT understanding of 7h79d0¢9%¢ML in a moral context, if Luke
employs it here, helps support the theological theme of the innocent
Jesus treated as a transgressor., He experiences what is appropriate for
those who have sinned, to be handed over to the desires of his enemies.
Yet, this is undeserved for he is innocent. Again by portraying the
circumstances of Jesus' sufferings in these OT terms Luke creates the
objective pattern which demands that some theological explanation be
found for Jesus' death. Though this explanation might be limited to the
determinative will of God, which is sovereign even in the handing over
of Jesus to his_enemies, the OT moral context opens the way for this
handing over to be viewed as vicarious atonement, punishment for sin not
his own, Luke thus prepares for this soteriological interpretation of
Jesus' death in his presentation of the judicial proceedings concerning
Jesus.

0ld Testament Style

The LXX style imitation manifests itself again not in the basic

structure of the perikope but in individual stylistic elements. There

coordinating conjunctions). Of the four instances of parataxis (Lk. 23:

martyr, which is not found in the general OT background. The use of the
term dees not make Jesus into a martyr.

1
cf. Lohmeyer, p. 127.
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14, 15, 23, 24), two are created by the LXX style element KaL (Tol

There is little semitic coloring in word order (verb-. subject-object, 2X,
subject-verb-object, 7X). Other possible semitic word order is the
consistent post-positive character of pronouns and adjectives throughout
the narrative (23:14, 23, 25). Where the LXX style imitation is most
apparent is in the presence of constructions invelving verbs of speaking;

8 p 7 > s P . N
Ka¢doo | ; €Ywiiey used as a preposition with the genitive; and $Pwyely

Y005
/Mrr a/k}‘ A S"° !

Luke continues his practice of introducing direct discourse with a
pleonastic,éé}uru (23:18, 21)2 and indicating the addressee by a pfeposi-
tional phrase with,jyoés (23214, 22)03 The former construction serves
to mark out clearly the beginning of the direct discourse, especially in
v, 18. But it also functions to emphasize the content of the crowd's
cry. Since the crowd's wishes paradoxically fulfill the will of God,
Luke may also be indicating that the desiré for Jesus' death, though
an evil desire, is still within the purview of salvation history. For,
he introduces these cries with a stylistic element from the book which
records previous events of that history. In the case of Ezﬁév 7 03 it
is a Gentile who speaks, No appropriateness of setting or speaker seems
to be involved as might be claimed for %ér0VT§3 where Jewish religious

5 .
leaders are the speakers, The stylistic function of the €(heV @de

is to clarify that Pilate is not conversing with one person but address-

]Several periphrastic constructions (23:15, 19) may be of a semitic
but not necessarily LXX style character (Wellhausen, p. 18 calls Lk, 23:
15 authentically Aramaic; Turner, Kilpatrick Festschrift,p. 19). The
occurrence of this construction in koiné Greek makes it of doubtful value
as a semitism (Wilcox, p. 123). Luke removes some periphrastic con-
structions as he takes over Mark (cf. Lk, 22:55/Mk° 14:54, according to
Schneider, p. 50), His use of periphrasis is not indiscriminate and
may carry the normal Greek significance of duration. Such significance
makes sense in Lk. 23:15, 19,

2See above, p. 370,

3See above, p. 445.
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ing a whole crowd. There may be a hint in the introduction that Pilate's
words have theological as well as judicial significance, as he pronounces
Jesus innocent, not worthy of death, However, since we have another
example where a Gentile's declaration of Jesus® innocence is placed expli-
citly within a theological context with the use of._ 6d53¢5kv Tov &éov
(23:47), we should probably not see the more general elney 7005 as bear—
ing any theological significance of its own, It may rather be taken as
an element of LXX style which serves an understandable stylistic function,
as well as being part of the cumulative evidence for LXX style imitation
selectively employed throughout the narrative.. Since both of these con=
structions occur in material for which we do not have access to Luke's
source, it is difficult to decide whether the feature is original with
Luke or his source,

Three other possible LXX style features occur in Pilate's speech,
Twice Pilate as part of his evaluation of Jesus' culpability uses the
interjectionukaz &ﬂn; (23:14, 15). This is acceptable Greek appropri-
ate to a Gentile for often in response to a question or a command it was
customary to begin with this interjectionol' The constructionfs stylis=
tic function is to emphasize2 the content of Pilate's evaluation of the
charges: i.e. Jesus' innocence, There are instances of this use in the
direct discourse of the LXX (e.g. Gen. 24:13; Ex. 5:16; Dt. 9:13, all
rendering_ (11111 ; cf. Judg. 8:5B-text; Ruth 2313 where the construction
is inserted) and the rest of Luke's work (e.g. Lk. 1:36; 17:21b; Ac. 2:7;
8:36). The KJl(?}GUA form may be due to LXX influence. This particular
use of(ﬁba , however, because of its occurrence in secular Greek, is
primarily an example of Luke writing in a literary fashion. There is no
necessary theological significance attached to its occurrence. The

emphasis it places on Jesus' innocence admittedly furthers one of Luke's

’ . ]Fleq1er,‘po 17; e.go Arlstophanes, Nubes 254f., command-ﬁ54&5§~I;vUv
ERC ToV ¢ €-/oov G‘K/M.na(fa’\ . reply- 2PN, ,(0,67/“‘“ .

2Fjedler, p. 60f.
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theological themes but it does so without placing that fact necessarily
in a theOIOgical context by a preface which is a recognized element of
Lukan and LXX style. Rather, this construction in this particular use
simply contributes to the LXX character of the whole narrative.

The use o{légﬁmmiwas a preposition with the genitive is a construc-
tion which occurs so frequently in the LXX that it may be recognized as a
LXX stylistic elemsnt (e.g. rendering mainlyf}%)? = Gen., 24351; Ex. 14:2;
Josh. 9:2c (8:32); and often '1’3) = Num: 13:33; Judg. 2:11B-text; 1 Km.
129)01\ Since the Egigé also has this censtruction, though more rarelyg2
it is better to see the frequent use in the LXX as a sgcondary semitism
and not as a literal translation of the Hebrewo5 The use which Luke
makes of this construction is unique among the synoptic writers and has
long been recognized as an element of his style with connections with the
LXX (e.g. Lk, 1:15; Luke inserts at e.g. 5:18/Mk° 2:3; Lk, 8:47/Mk. 5:33;
cf. throughout Acts, Ac. 4:10, 19; 10:30-33; 19:9, 19; 27:35 including
the second half of Acts and the “we" sections)°4 From the frequency in
the LXX and its frequency in Luke, then, the construction may be recog-
nized as a feature of the style of each. That for Luke it is a wayvto
imitate LXX style is more plausible than the explanation that it is part
of the Jewish Greek dialect which was influenced by the LXX, for if it
were such an integral part of the early Christian's mode of speech, why
5

is it absent from the other Gospels and much of the NT?

Any theological significance that the construction might have is

lThackeray, I, p. 42,

2cf° Deissmann (p. 213), who cites the relevant pre~Christian papyro-
logical evidence.

3Thackeray, I, p. 42; Turner, Kilpatrick Festschrift, p. 4.

4eog° ngkins9 Horae Synopticae;, p. 18; Creed, p. lxxix; Plumacher,

p. 46,
5

Contrast Dalman, Words, p. 31; Turner, Kilpatrick Festschrift, p. 14.
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usually provided by its objectu] In Lk, 23:14 the object of the preposi=
tion is Jesus' accusers. Pilate declares that he has openly questioned
Jesus before the leaders and finds nothing indictéble in him, The con-
struction simply serves to emphasize the fact that the interrogation has
been done in such a way that those who witness it, though they may not
agree with Pilate's evaluation, must declare themselves witnesses (e.g.
Ac. 4:10), The significance of the fact that it is an element of LXX
style is again secondary for this construction,along with the_§zﬁ§V§/{$
and the 'gﬁﬂybs.-.KéicUbJ‘ , is simply cumulative evidence for the OT
coloring which permeates the whole narrative.

The LXX often renders the emphatic Hebrew construction with a verb
of speaking (h_u ’?1(22) by the dative )‘owvﬁ /uerd/,\n (e.g. Gen, 39:14;

4 Km, 18:28; 2 Esdr. 19:4; Pr. 27:14; cf. 3 Km. 18:27, 28 where the 1
is literally translated; Is. 29:6; Jer. 28(515:55; Ezk, 9:1; 11:13 where
the Hebrew does not have_g s 1 Km, 4:5; 2 Esdr. 3:11 where the Hebrew is
simply_,[@il;l,(cro Da. 5:7 ,?fg_;)._); Job 2:12; Pr. 26:25 where the Hebrew
just names "voice"; and Job 38:7; Da. 6:22 where the phrase is introduced
into the LXX translation). The OT apocryphal books as part of their LXX
style imitation employ this phrase (e.g. 1 Esdr. 9:10; Jdth, 7:23; Sir.
50:16 in the accusative). This phrase then qualifies as a LXX stylistic
element for it frequently translates a similar Hebrew construction, is
introduced into the LXX where a full Hebrew equivalent is not present,
and is imitated in other works.

Luke uses the phrase consistently throughout Luke=Acts and sometimes
inserts it into his source Mark (Lk. 4:33/Mk. 1:23; Lk, 19:37/Mk, 11:9;
cf, Aco 7:57; 16:28; 26:24). Though it only occurs 12X in Luke, which
may be explained by its selective use at special points of emphasis, it

may be seen as an example of Lukan style which imitates LXX style,

1
. Lagrange (p. c) observes that Luke consciously uses this element to
set in contrast what happens before God and before men (e.g. 15:10, 18).,



478

The function of the construction at Lk. 23223 is to emphasize the intensity
of the crowd's demands, It bears no intrinsic significance derived from
its LXX use but is also just part of the cumulative evidence that this
perikope is written in the imitation of that book's style, It may be
again another way of witnessing to the fact that even these events,
especially the crowd's unjust coercive demand for Jesus' death, are under
the sovereignty of God. They may be expressed in language appropriated
from the record of salvation history, The formula's use may have its
parallel in the experience of Paul at his trial before Festus (Ac. 26:24;
cfo 7:57). It is not limited to describing the speech of Jews and
Christians but.also can characterize the speech of unbelieving Gentiles.
It is quite probable that Luke is the originator of the phrase at Lk. 23:
23, The LXX style imitation of this perikope is concentrated neither at
the beginning nor the end but rather several familiar LXX style elements

are evenly distributed throughout the whole,
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CHAPTER XVI
LUKE 23:26-32: THE WAY TO THE CROSS

The verdict has been given. Now the sentence must be carried out.
As Luke narrates the procession to the cross, he reports the words of
Jesus to the mourning women who accompany him, Jesus' words of compas-
sion are also a word of warning which sets the crucifixion and the action
of the mob in a theological context. Tﬁese words do this with the aid
of OT quotation, allusion, idea, and style.

Since the bulk of this account is peculiar to Luke (23:27=31), the
question arises whether in its composition Luke depends on a non-~Markan
sourceI or constructs the narrative himself, in this case, using the OT2

3

and sayings of Jesus” which he has encountered elsewhere in Mark or non-
Markan sources. The linguistic evidence for a perikope of wholly Lukan
origin is not forthcoming°4 We can identify the limits of Markan inser-
tion (v. 26/Mk. 15:20b)°5 Since Lk, 23:32 follows on naturally from v,
31 (rnote the consistent use of d¢_ throughout the section (23:27, 28, 32),
the whole perikope seems to be an integral part of Luke's non-Markan
passion narrative source and not original with Luke. We should also
note the affinity of its content with some other non-Markan sayings
peculiar to Luke (19:41-44). That its content, which links judgment on

Jesus with judgment on Jerusalem, is appropriate to a passion narrative

context may be seen from the presence of other details in the synoptic

le.g. Taylor, The Passion Narrative, p. 90; Easton (Luke, p. 347)
says it is from "L"; W, Manson, p. 258 Schlatter, Lukas, p. 444.

2. . . .
Loisy, Luc, p. 554; Montefiore, II, p. 623; Taylor (Jesus and His
Sacrifice, p. 197) criticizes Montefiore,

3e.g. Lko 23:29 cf, 21:23; 23:31 cf. 21:29% Finegan, p. 31; Strauss,
P 677,

4Creed (p. 285) and Montefiore (II,p623) find it difficult to decide
whether the material originates with Luke or in his non=Markan sources;
Taylor (The Passion Narrative, p. 90) points out the minimal amount of
words which are characteristic of Lukan style,

JEaston, Luke, p. 347; Perry, p. 47.
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passion narratives:; the portents of judgment in the sky and at the temple
(23:44, 45: cf. Mk. 15:33, 38). We should also note Luke's description
of the mourning crowd (Lk., 23:48)°] Though by this analysis we may con-
clude that the material is not original with Luke, it will still be
necessary with regard to those portions whose source has been identified
as the OT to test the relationship between their probable historicity and
the influence of the OT.
0ld Testament Quotation
Lk, 23:30: Té];(r_};;ga.y,,m Aérew T_oTS o’/éc-(ru/ Tr(F/O‘ eTez c’-x'o’ ‘7(/4;‘3
e e T Boovil§ KaAdpdTe _‘7%5
Hos. 10:8 LXX: . Kil &osUavTiRggpeacy Kuadpare %4
Kt T;?S /30 uwﬂj TéouTe s}o’ 7;,,1;5
#The A-text (A; 106 (7€rere ); EthP; arm; Theodoret) transposes the verbs.,
Hos. 10:8 MT: 12729 1923 1182427 93902 0°) 7 1Nyl
That this OT reference to Hos, 10:8 should be understooa as a
quotation3 and not simply an allusion4 to the OT may be recognized bath
from the nature and extent of the verbal parallelism and its setting in
the NT context. The extent of the verbal parallelism is much wider than

one would expect of just an allusion, which might point to only one member

1
Contrast Dibelius, From Tradition, p. 203, n. 1; Leaney, p. 283.
2

. -7 . . corr .
A text variant . Wée#T€ occurs in Alexandrian: A\~ : L; Byzantine:

W; X;A ; a few other minuscules;'ﬂéveTe is witnessed by Alexandrian:

P75;J\; Western: D; Caesarean: 8 ; Byzantine: A and many minuscules. The
extrinsic probabilities show that neseT€ jg the older and more widely
distributed reading geographically. The transcriptional probabilities
include the possibility that the 7€047T¢__reading originated as an assimila-
tion to the B-text of the LXX. Intrinsically, though it is possiple for
Luke to use first aorist endings with the second aorist stem of Mzrw (e.g.
Ac. 22:7), his customary practice is to use second aorist endingso_ﬂf%ﬁfe
is the less difficult reading stylistically. It is more probably the
authentic reading while TéodTe  js a secondary assimilation to the LXX,

3pittmar (p. 105) describes it as a quotation in the stricter sense;
France (Jesus.and the 0T, po 263) classifies it as a verbatim quotation
without an introductory formula; Plummer, p. xxxv; Creed, p. 286; Boismard,
II, p. 421, ‘

“Clapton, p. 30; Godet, II, p. 331.
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of the doublet, Of course, if the verse had become proverbiall by Jesus' time
then the whole saying as it stands would not be too extensive to be seen
as primarily a proverb and secondarily an allusion to Hos. 10:8. The
text-form of the OT material agrees with the LXX A-text tradition over
against the B-text tradition which follows the MT, This would tend to
indicate that this OT material is not just a proverb based on the MT but a
conscious quotation employing one of the LXX text traditions. The con-
textual setting which makes this OT material the content of the exclama-
tion of those in deep distress, presents;&he OT material as quotation.
That such material is intended to be understood as a direct quotation gnd
not an allusion may be recognized by the future perspective of the words
which are part of Jesus' prophecy. If it is properly a quotation it is
another example of Jesus' appropriation of OT material into his own pro-
phetic statements, He thus claims that the events which he prophesies
are the proper context of fulfilment for OT prophetic predictions (e.g.
Lk. 22:37). Since the OT material functions as part of a prophecy, it
makes sense to see the intention of the reference to it not simply as
proverbial allusion but as prophetic quotation.

The text-form discrepancy consists in the transposition of the verbs.
No decisive change in meaning results, The probable source of this dis-
crepancy is normally attributed to the materials which Luke usede2 Since
the discrepancy pits one LXX text tradition over against another, this
reading is sometimes taken as evidence that the A-text tradition did exist

as early as the first century A,Do3 This A-text tradition is probably

| Lagrange, p. 586; H. C. Phillips, "Commentary on Hosea," The
Interpreter's Bible, ed. G. A. Buttrick (Nashville, 1956), Vol. VI, p. 674.

2Contrast Schlatter (Lukas, p. 449), who attributes it to memory loss.

3Holtz, p. 29; Sperber (JBL, LIX, p. 283) takes it as evidence for
the early independent existence of the "asterisk" text tradition of the
Hexapla; Contrast France (Jesus and the OT, p. 241), who notes the ever
present possibility that the A-text tradition has been assimilated to
Luke; Holtz (p. 28), however, notes the same transposed word order in the
quotation in Rv., 6:16 which from its different wording indicates that it




the source of the quotation.

Before looking at Luke's use of Hos. 10:8 it is necessary to des-
cribe its meaning in its original context, Hosea, an eighth century
prophet in the northern kingdom,foretells in an oracle (Hos. 10:1-8) the
coming destruction of the kingdom and all its institutionsol Our quota-
tion stands at the oracle's climax and describes the terror of the time
by quoting what the people will say. They implore earthquakes to erupt
and break up mountains so that they will be covered and destroyed "lest
they be left in their nakedness to face the wrath of Godo"2 The people's
petition, then, points out the terribleness of the judgment they are
already enduring at the hands of enemies who destroy the land, But it
also points to their realization of the gravity of sin which they have
committed, for bereft of every religious institution, they do not want to
face the wrath of God which will be visited upon them alone. Presumably
the destruction of the northern kingdom by Assyria in 722 B.C. was the
time at which these words were spoken and the prophet's oracle was ful-=
filled.

The function of the quotation in luke is to provide part of the
content of Jesus' prophecy. Aside from common prophetic introductory
words, "Behold, the days are coming" (Lk. 23:29) and the familiar call of
thevaOphet for mourning in view of impending judgment (23:28), the future
tense of the introductory verb (%A§vada ) gives us evidence of the
prophetic intention behind the quotation's selection and use,

The progression of thought in Jesus' prophecy moves from a single

instruction, "Weep for yourselves," (23:28) to a threefold explanation

is not dependent on luke., The frequent agreement in luke's 0T material
with the LXX A-text-form gives us good reason for accepting that text
tradition as the source of the quotation,

lﬂo L. Mays, Hosea; A Commentary (OT Library; Chatham, 1969), p. 142.

Ibid.




483

of that instruction. Each explanation seems to grow in the severity of
the conditions which it describes, driving home the necessity for their
mourning the terrible time to come. The first two explanations form a
contrasting couplet which declares that the preference for non-existence
in the form of either the praise of barrenness or the desire to die will
characterize the people of those days. Our OT quotation forms the second
part of that couplet. The quotation does not simply express the desire
to hide from God's wrath by seeking refuge in caves, By the use of the
A-text with the placement of mérere first it is, rather, a call for God

to destroy them in order that they will not have to face his wrath
(contrast Rv. 6:16, where the A-text is interpreted as hiding in caves;
cf. Rv. 9:6). The third explanation (Lk. 23:31) relates what Jesus is
experiencing to what they will know. The quotation contributes1 to
Jesus' prophecy the theological and moral perspective with which to under-
stand the OT ideas in the rest of the prophecy.

When we look at this quotation's function within the larger context
of Luke's work, we discover that it is part of a series of prophecies
concerning the judgment on Jerusalem (Lk. 13:34~35; 19:41-44; 21:20-24;
cfo 21:25/23:29)02 "Daughters of Jerusalem" (23:28) and the proverb
(23:31% which may refer to the relationship of the Roman executioners to
Jesus and the Roman armies to Jerusalem,3 show that this prophecy probably
has to do with Jerusalem's destruction. But thé destruction of Jerusalem
in A.,D. 70 is viewed as more than just another predicted event yet to be
fulfilled, It is treated by Luke as a pivotal eschatological event.

It is intimately associated with the tribulation which comes in the End-
time just before the final revelation of the Son of Man (21:25-28)., The

\

close' connection between Jerusalem's destruction and the final trihulation

1J, R. H, Moorman, The Path to Glory: Studies in the Gospel According
to St, Luke (London, 1961), p. 281,

2Sumner, p. 79f.

3Fuller, p, 72; Caird. Luke, p. 249,
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is evident in the Luke 21 discourse (e.g. 21222;_54( connects vv., 24,
25), The radical severity and finality of this judgment is contributed
to by our Hos., 10:8 quotation in which those who experience suffering
want their own lives to end., Whether the finality of judgment means
that we are to see this quotation as having an extended application to
include Gentiles as well as Jews is not certain. At the least the limita-
tion of Jerusalem as the focus of judgment should not be necessarily seen
as a boundary which would exclude non-Jerusalem residents from the suffer-
ing. In fact the statements of Jesus in the Luke 23 prophecy are the
most general of the series. Except for the address "Daughters of.
Jerusalem" there is nothing else in the immediate context which would
show that the sufferings are necessarily limited to just the event of the
destruction of Jerusalem (cf. Josephus (B, J. VI:9:4), who records that
many Jews did hide themselves in caves under the city during the siege).
It describes a basic human response to generally terrifying conditions.
The general nature of the quotation from Hos. 10:8 may also contribute
a univeral perspective to the time of judgment which will come to both
Jew and Gentile alike, Thus, at the least this prophecy concerns the
destruction of Jerusalem; at the most it points to the final eschatologi-
cal tribulation before the coming of the Son of Man,

There are several indications that Luke knew much of Hosea and used
this quotation as a pointer to the larger original context, In Lk,
21:22 we may have an alluswn to Hos, 9:7, O‘L 7/«/»% T‘75 CKd;_K?]__ j
(k. 21:22, 7/490&( Cd?bayffvls ). The distinguishing feature about
the phrase in Luke 21 which would link it to Hos. 9:7 is the plural form
(cf. "day of judgment," Dt. 32:35; Jer., 26(46):10; "time (_lg_i/oo’)- ) of judg-
ment," Jer. 26(46):21: 27(50):27, 31; 28(51):6; cf. Sir. 5:7). Lk, 21:22
explicitly states that the days of judgment are "to fulfill all Scriptures.”
This points us not only to the whole OT but also to the whole Hosea con-

text, It may not be insignificant that this Hesea allusion and our Hosea













































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































