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Abstract

This thesis examines the use of Zechariah traditions in Matthew’s Gospel. It analyzes
and interprets the ways Matthew transmits, alters or adds Zechariah traditions to his sources.
Instead of looking at portions of the Gospel in light of Zechariah 9-14 only, this study addresses
the entire Gospel and all of Zechariah.

In focusing on Zechariah tradition, the thesis has kept the following considerations in view.
First, the content and function of Matthew’s explicit uses of Zechariah are examined. Second, ways
in which tradition derived from Zechariah may have exerted influence on portions of the gospel
sub-structure are identified. Third, it explores the extent to which Matthew alludes to characteristic
Zechariah themes. Together, these components illuminate how Matthew’s Gospel incorporates its
Zechariah material, whether alone or in combination with other prophetic traditions. Thus the
methodological approach of the thesis is not only grounded in classical methods of biblical criticism
but is also open to recent literary methods.

In addition to explicit citations, numerous allusions and echoes of Zechariah tradition are
present in Matthew. They appear in Matthean materials and in traditions Matthew has taken from
Mark and Q. Because the focus of this thesis is open to both the Gospel and the Zechariah
traditions in their entirety, two important observations have been made. First, traces of Zechariah
material are found in the Infancy and Gaililean healing Narratives as well as in the Passion
Narrative. Not only is the impact of Zechariah 9-14 observed, but important sections of Zechariah
1-8 are also discerned in Matthew’s narrative structure. Moreover, Matthew’s Son of David
Christology is enriched and partially defined by Zechariah’s prophet-shepherd imagery, as well
as by the royal messianic motif.
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INTRODUCTION
Matthew’s Use of Scripture Traditions

...TOUTO 8¢ Ohov yéyover (va mAnpwdGoly al ypadal TGV TpodnTOY.
Yet all of this happened in order that the writings of the prophets might be fulfilled --Matthew 26.56

Jesus’ early followers understood his life, death, and resurrection to be a fulfillment
of scripture. The present study is concerned with the use of the Jewish scriptures' ‘in the
Gospel of Matthew. That the First Evangelist was particularly interested in portraying
significant events in Jesus’ life as the fulfillment of scripture is fundamentally undisputed.

Scholars have approached Matthew’s use of the scriptures in several ways.> For
example, a scholar may survey and analyze the kinds of biblical texts that appear; another
may focus on which parts of the Bible figure most often in Matthew’s Gospel. Inasmuch as
it incorporates so much of the Gospel of Mark, some scholars may examine the scriptural
insertions into Matthew’s Markan material in order to discern the First Gospel’s particular
theological interests. Other scholars may choose to compare the use of Q-materials in
Matthew and Luke, with respect to specific biblical themes. *

Matthew’s employment of biblical tradition is not limited to explicit citations alone;
his Gospel is replete with the implicit or allusive use of scripture as well. In a study of the
gospel’s own use of scripture, that is, apart from source-critical or text-critical comparison

alone, the extent to which Matthew has added or restored materials from biblical traditions

'By the Jewish scriptures, I mean the traditions preserved in the Christian “Old Testament.”
2See references to pertinent studies below.

3This thesis accepts Markan priority and assumes that Matthew drew upon Markan tradition as
well as a “sayings source,” such as Q. The designation “Matthew” assumes nothing about the identity
of the First Evangelist, other than that he was most likely a Jewish Christian who had access to Jesus
traditions, oral or written, in addition to Mark and Q.



to his source(s) yet remains to be ascertained. Within the confines of a thesis, it becomes
possible to analyze implicit applications of scripture if one focuses on a particular biblical
tradition.* This is what is proposed here: one area, largely neglected until now and
deserving of deeper investigation is the degree to which Zechariah material may have
influenced Matthew’s Gospel.’

In casting the spotlight on Zechariah tradition, the present thesis shall attempt to
keep the following procedures in view. First, I will examine the content and function of
Matthew’s explicit uses of Zechariah. Second, [ will seek to identify ways in which
tradition derived from Zechariah may have exerted an influence on the sub-structure of
certain portions of the gospel. Third, I will explore the extent to which Matthew alludes to

themes and motifs that are characteristic of the Zechariah tradition.® In these ways my

“Michael Knowles has fruitfully explored Matthew’s use of Jeremiah traditions in Jeremiah in
Matthew’s Gospel: The Rejected-Prophet Motif in Matthaean Redaction (JSNTSup 68; Sheffield: JSOT
Press, 1993).

Some commentaries and other studies that focus on the book of Zechariah refer to the NT citations
of Zech 9.9 (Mt 21.5; cf. Jn 12.15) and Zech 13.7 (Mt 26.31||Mk 14.27); some mention the attribution of
Zech 11.12-13 to Jeremiah in Mt 27.9-10; others note possible influences of Zech 14 on apocalyptic
material. (See body of thesis for pertinent references.) 1 am aware of no scholarly attempts to address the
influence of Zechariah on the Gospel of Matthew. There are two works that study the impact of Zech 9-14
on the Passion Narratives of the Gospels: F. F. Bruce, “The Book of Zechariah and the Passion Narrative,”
BJRL 43 (1960), 336-53; and M. C. Black, “The Rejected and Slain Messiah Who is Coming with the
Angels: The Messianic Exegesis of Zechariah 9-14 in the Passion Narratives,” (Ph. D. diss. Emory
University, 1990). In contrast with these, I include Zech 1-8 as well as 9-14; I concentrate my study on
Matthew’s Gospel, and I open up the field of enquiry to examine the whole gospel for possible Zechariah
influence.

This thesis will discuss the possible (inter)dependence between Zechariah and Isaiah, Jeremiah
and Ezekiel only where it is pertinent, e.g., where overlapping biblical themes affect the interpretation of
the First Gospel. The interdependence of prophetic themes (and texts) is a complex field of study, and this
thesis has no aspirations of setting dates for any parts of Isa, Jer, Ezek, Zech, etc. One work related to this
topic with respect to Zechariah is Janet E. Tollington, Tradition and Innovation in Haggai and Zechariah
1-8 (JSOTSup 150; Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1993),170, 237, in which she says, e.g., that Jer 33.15-16
postdates Zech 1-8, for it is not in LXX, and that Zech 8.20-22, 23 may be earlier than some Isa texts
having similar themes. Of course, there is no way to know what the evangelist had in mind with regard to
such issues; it is something to ponder as a caution against assuming that “minor prophet” automatically
means less influence.



thesis will illuminate how Matthew’s gospel as a whole has incorporated Zechariah
materials, whether it is Zechariah alone or this prophetic tradition in combination with other
scriptures and more contemporary Jewish sources.

THE RECENT STUDY OF MATTHEW’S “USE OF BIBLICAL TRADITION”

In their research into the New Testament’s fulfillment of the Old, scholars have
incorporated a broad spectrum of texts: some have limited their study to the canon, while
others have included extra-canonical documents.” In the arena of Gospel studies, some
scholars have concentrated on the Passion Narrative in one or more of the Gospels.®
Several scholarly works on Matthew’s Gospel have drawn on a wide range of methods in
their analysis of its use of scripture.” With special reference to the Old Testament in

Matthew’s Gospel, the studies of Robert Gundry and Krister Stendahl are notable for their

"See C. H. Dodd, The Old Testament in the New (London: Athlone, 1952); F. F. Bruce, New
Testamemt Development of Old Testament Themes (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1968); Barnabas Lindars,
New Testament Apologetic (London: Westminster, 1961); also see essays by Andrew Chester (“Citing the
Old Testament™), and Max Wilcox (“Text Form™), in It is Written: Scripture Citing Scripture (ed. D. A.
Carson and H. G. M. Williamson; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1988), 141-69, 193-204.

*See Frank J. Matera, Passion Narratives and Gospel Theologies: Interpreting the Synoptics
Through Their Passion Stories (New York and Mahwah: Paulist, 1986); and Donald P. Senior, The Passion
Narrative According to Matthew: A Redactional Study (Leuven: University Press, 1975); D. J. Moo, The
Old Testament in the Gospel Passion Narratives (Sheffield: Almond, 1983).

Scholars vary with respect to which other texts from early Judaism are pertinent to their topic.
Some focus on one particular theme in Matthew; others limit their work to one OT book. In addition to
Knowles, Jeremiah in Matthew's Gospel, see Dale C. Allison, Jr., The New Moses: A Matthean Typology
(Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1993); Blaine Charette, The Theme of Recompense in Matthew’s Gospel
(JSNTSup 79; Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1992); Terence Donaldson, Jesus on the Mountain: A Study in
Matthean Theology (JSNTSup 8; Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1985); David E. Garland, The Intention of
Matthew 23 (Leiden: Brill, 1979); M. D. Goulder, Midrash and Lection in Matthew (London: SPCK,
1974); Daniel Marguerat, Le jugement dans I'Evangile de Matthieu. (2° edition augmentée; Genéve: Labor
et Fides, 1995); Brian M. Nolan, The Royal Son of God: The Christology of Matthew 1-2 in the Setting of
the Gospel ( OBO 23; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1979); David E. Orton, The Understanding
Scribe: Matthew and the Apocalpytic Ideal (JSNTSup 25; Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1989); David C. Sim,
Apocalyptic eschatology in the gospel of Matthew (SNTS 88; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1996); Donald J. Verseput, The Rejection of the Humble Messianic King: A Study of the Composition of
Matthew 11-12 (New York/ Frankfurt: Peter Lang, 1986); Dorothy Jean Weaver, Matthew’s Missionary
Discourse: A Literary Critical Analysis (JSNTSup 38; Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1990).



hypotheses regarding the mixed textual forms of the Matthean quotations.'!® Matthew’s
so-called “formula quotations™ have attracted much scholarly attention; in addition to
specialized studies, many commentaries also address this topic.'!

In order to ground the study of Matthew’s use of scriptural traditions, some care
needs to be taken to locate the evangelist’s exegetical methods within the context of first
century Judaism. Before the advent of Jesus, the scriptures of Israel had been interpreted
in creative ways adapted to meet the needs of different believing communities. Some éarly
interpretations survive in writings now labeled the Old Testament “Apocrypha” and

“Pseudepigrapha.” The preserved writings of Josephus and Philo also contribute to an

"®The scriptural materials in Matthew appear to come from both Septuagintal and Masoretic
traditions in addition to variant traditions no longer extant, apart from their use in the First Gospel. See
Robert H. Gundry, The Use of the Old Testament in St. Matthew’s Gospel (NovTSup 18; Leiden: Brill,
1967); Krister Stendahl, The School of St. Matthew and its use of the Old Testament (Ramsey, NJ: Sigler,
1990). A helpful overview of Matthew’s use of the OT is in Donald Senior, What are they saying about
Matthew? (New York: Paulist, 1983) 37-46; see also Graham Stanton, “Matthew’s Use of the Old
Testament,” 346-63, in 4 Gospel for a New People: Studies in Matthew (Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1992).

"In addition to Stendahl, School, and Donaldson, Jesus on the Mountain, see George M. Soares
Prabhu, The Formula Quotations in the Infancy Narratives of Matthew: An Enquiry in to the Tradition
History of Mt. 1-2 (AnBib, 63; Rome: Pontifical Biblical Institute, 1976); R. T. France, “The Formula-
Quotations of Matthew 2 and the Problem of Communication,” NTS 27 (1981), 235-51; R. S. McConnell,
Law and Prophecy in Matthew's Gospel (Basel: Friedrich Reinhardt, 1969). Also see discussions of the
formulaic quotations and other uses of scripture in Matthew commentaries and monographs: those
consulted for this thesis include Willoughby C. Allen, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Gospel
According to S. Matthew (Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1907); Francis Wright Beare, The Gospel According to
Matthew (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1981); O.Lamar Cope, Matthew: A Scribe Trained for the Kingdom of
Heaven (Washington, D. C.: Catholic Biblical Association of America, 1976); Margaret Davies, Matthew
(Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1993); W. D. Davies and Dale C. Allison, Jr., Matthew ( 3 vols.; Edinburgh: T& T
Clark, 1988-97); J. C. Fenton, The Gospel of St Matthew (London: Penguin, 1973); R. T. France, Matthew:
Evangelist & Teacher (Exeter: Paternoster, 1989); F. W. Green, The Gospel according to Saint Matthew
(Oxford: Clarendon, 1936); Robert H. Gundry, Matthew: A Commentary on His Handbook for a Mixed
Church under Persecution (2nd ed.; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1984); Donald A. Hagner, Matthew (2 vols.;
Dallas: Word, 1993-95); Daniel J. Harrington, The Gospel of Matthew (Collegeville: Liturgical Press,
1991); Ulrich Luz, Matthew 1-7: A Commentary (trans. Wilhelm C. Linss; Minneapolis: Augsburg, 1989);
idem., Das Evangelium nach Matthdus (Band I, II, III; Zuruck/Neukirchen-Vluyn: Benzinger/Neukirchner,
1985- 97); Leon Morris, The Gospel according to Matthew (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1992); Daniel Patte,
The Gospel according to Matthew: Structural Commentary on Matthew’s Faith (Philadelphia: Fortress,
1987); Eduard Schweizer, The Good News According to Matthew (trans. David E. Green; London: SPCK,
1976); Graham Stanton, A Gospel for a New People: Studies in Matthew (Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1992).
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understanding of the diversity of Jewish biblical thought in the first century.

After their discovery, the importance of the Dead Sea Scrolls for the study of the
biblical traditions of many early Jewish and Christian communities has also been recognized.
As with the literature of other early Jewish groups, a variety of interpretive methods are
evident at Qumran. Some Qumran documents paraphrase and interpret such already-
accepted messianic “prophecies” as Gen 49.8-9, Num 24.17, Isa 11.1-10, and 2 Sam 7."
As an increasing body of evidence came to light, scholars began to devote considerable
attention to the presence of testimonia found in the Judean desert; this brought back into
focus the question whether collections of scriptures sharing a particular theme might have
played an important role in the formation of the New Testament writings. Did the
evangelists have access to such collections, based on previous juxtapositions or conflations
of the scriptures, or, at a secondary stage, did they attempt to put such scriptures together
in order to address more contemporary concerns? The strength of the study of testimonia
consists in the appropriate recognition that biblical traditions had been read in tandem by
Jewish communities prior to the common era. However, the presence of scripture
collections at Qumran has not strengthened the hypothesis that portions of the Gospels may
have drawn their quotations of the Old Testament from a collection of “messianic” or

Christian apologetic texts per se."

2Among scholars whose works trace early uses of scripture, see Geza Vermes, Scripture and
Tradition in Judaism: Haggadic Studies (2™ rev. ed.; Leiden: Brill, 1973); some of the Targums also follow
similar interpretive methods and contain similar “messianic” texts (see below on use of the Targums in this
study). With reference to early Christian “messianic exegesis” of these texts, see Nils Alstrup Dahl, Jesus
the Christ: The Historical Origins of Christological Doctrine (ed. Donald H. Juel; Minneapolis: Fortress,
1991), 53-54; and Donald H. Juel, Christological Interpretation of the Old Testament in Early Christianity
(Philadelphia: Fortress, 1998).

PDonald Senior, What are they saying about Matthew?, 42-43, nicely summarizes Stendahl’s
proposal that the “formula quotations” were the product of a Qumran-like school. In this overview of



11

Likewise, the suggestion that the gospel writers may have utilized a pesher method
of exegesis similar to examples found at Qumran has also lost favor in some scholarly
quarters, not least because of the ambiguity of the terminology. Moreover, the organizing
principle of the pesher consists of a running commentary on a portion of the biblical text.
Matthew’s gospel is not structured around the sequential use of the biblical tradition, but
rather it is a narrative on the life of Jesus which, in turn, is illuminated by the scriptures.

In this thesis, the ways in which early interpretive groups went about doing
“messtanic exegesis” will be compared with the exegetical strategies of the First Gospel,
particularly where they may apply to Zechariah. This study will include pertinent materials
from the Qumran scrolls, “apocryphal” and “pseudepigraphal” literature, from Philo
and Josephus, and from targumic sources, in addition to the biblical texts. With these
interpretive traditions in view, the following study has strengthened the conviction that
Matthew uses the Old Testament in ways both continuous and discontinuous with his
exegetical predecessors and contemporaries, for the “construction of a gospel...is a

new technique.”"

contemporary Matthean studies, Senior also rejects Strecker’s view that the messianic testimonia, although
unreflective of the evangelist’s theology, were interjected into Matthew’s text. See also Graham Stanton,
“Matthew’s Use of the OT,” 346-53, for a helpful review and evaluation of research on Mt’s use of OT
textual traditions.

0. Lamar Cope, in Matthew: A Scribe Trained for the Kingdom of Heaven, 125, concludes, “The
requirements of writing a gospel have meant for Matthew the task of drawing together into a unit the
disparate elements available to him as Jesus tradition. The string which he provides for these beads, is, in
some significant cases, the OT citation or allusion and its subsequent connections with the gospel pericopes.
It is apparent that this creative joining of the two traditions, the OT and the stories about Jesus, has been
made by Matthew, whether or not he used Mark. The roots of Matthew’s thought and technique may lie in
first-century Judaism, but his creative skills are most evident in his inventive organization of the gospel.”
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THE FORM OF MATTHEW’S SOURCES

With reference to the form in which the First Evangelist found his biblical materials,
there are two major issues. Generally speaking, some of his sources were written, others
were oral, and on occasion, he may have had access to variants of the same tradition."> In
the case of a “conflated text,” like the mixed citation of Isa 62.11/Zech 9.9 in Mt 21.5, one
cannot assume that Matthew found these already combined in a source; it is possible that he
contributed a sizeable portion of scriptural material to his narrative, having put them
together for his own purposes. If some scriptural allusions derive from memory, while
others are carefully constructed from texts, the reader cannot assume how much of the
“original” context of a citation or allusion is intended to be recalled. Hence the present
study in the gospel attempts to remain open to a variety of explanations for Matthew’s use
of biblical traditions.

More specifically, it is helpful to note the form of biblical texts of Zechariah and the
use of Zechariah traditions around the turn of the common era. There is not a large body
of material related specifically to Zechariah, but a few things may be said. R. E. Fuller’s
doctoral work on the Minor Prophets manuscripts at Qumran'® concludes that the Hebrew
text of 4QXII° (4Q80) “is closely related to the Old Greek....” Of most interest to this

thesis is the fragment corresponding to Zech 12.7-12, which confirms that a dalet/resh

5See James D. G. Dunn, “Matthew’s Awareness of Markan Redaction,” in The Four Gospels 1992
(Vol. 2; ed. F. Van Segbroeck et al.; Leuven: Leuven University Press/Uitgeverij Peeters, 1992), 1349-59;
this article caused me to think about whether Matthew may have known some (Markan) traditions which
differed from the Markan gospel to which he had access. With regard to Matthew’s changes to Mark,
perhaps some of them reflect an alternate (in Matthew’s view, a more original?) gospel tradition.

R. E. Fuller, “The Minor Prophets manuscript from Qumréan, Cave 4” (Ph.D. diss., Harvard
University, 1988). Fragments of Zech in 4QXII* (4Q76): 14.187?; in 4QXII*(4Q80): 1.4-6, 9-10, 13-14;
2.10-14; 3.3-4.4; 5.8-6.5; 8.3-4, 6-7; 12.7-12; and in 4QX118(4Q82): 10.12-11.2.
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confusion explains the origin of the Greek reading in Zech 12.10 ("1p7 MT;“ 1P ”
LXX)." It is also interesting to note that 4QXII° (4Q80) contains textual fragments of
passages corresponding to parts of both Zech 1-8 and 9-14. There is one fragment of
Zech 1.1-4 in the text from Murabba‘at;'® it figures in the discussion of “Zechariah, the son
of Berechiah, son of Iddo” with relation to Matthew’s identification of the Zechariah figure
named in Mt 23.35. A third early Zechariah text comes from the Greek Minor Prophets
Scroll from Nahal Hever (8HevXIIgr);" it is of interest as another fragmentary source for
Zech 1.1-4* There are some short citations or allusions to Zechariah in other Qumran
texts, but few overlap with Matthew’s use of Zechariah; the exception is the presence of a
reference to Zech 13.7 in CD-B.%!

In the study below, excerpts of Hebrew and Greek biblical texts are presented when
they are deemed to illustrate Matthew’s use of Zechariah.?> Targum citations shall be cited

for purposes of comparison, though no assumption is made that a particular text predates or

"Ibid , 139. Zech 12.10 does figure in the study of Mt 24.30 in this thesis.

3p_Benoit, J. T. Milik, and R. de Vaux, Les Grottes de Murabba‘at (DID 1I; Oxford: Clarendon,
1961), 205.

YEmanuel Tov, The Greek Minor Prophets Scroll from Nahal Hever (8HevXlIgr) (DID VIII;
Oxford: Clarendon, 1990). Fragments of Zech: 1-4, 12-14; 2.2-4, 7-9, 11-12, 16-17%; 3.1-2, 4-7; 8.19-
21,23; 9.1-5. Again note that the text contains fragments of Zech 1-8 and part of Zech 9. For Zech 1.14,
see 66-67, (Column 28), and Plate XVI. This figures in the study of Mt 23.35 also.

®For data on all three of these texts from the Judean Desert, see Russell Fuller, “The Form and
Formulation of the Book of the Twelve: The Evidence from the Judean Desert,” in Forming Prophetic
Literature: Essays on Isaiah and the Twelve in Honor of John D. W. Watts (JSOTSup 235; ed. James W.
Watts and Paul R. House; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1996), 86-101.

%See thesis section on Jesus as the Stricken Shepherd for a comparison of the gospel use with CD.
For Zech material in the DSS and T12P, see R. T. France, Jesus and the Old Testament (Downers Grove:
Inter-varsity, 1971), 175-78, 183.

ZTextual variants will be cited where they are deemed to have an impact on the outcome of the

exegetical study; a more general text-critical study on these MT and/or LXX traditions is outside the scope
of this thesis.
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derives from the first century. Bruce Chilton’s caution about the use of the targums in

New Testament scholarship should be heeded:

The history of interpretation is littered with instances of both citing Targumim,
as if they were uniformly pre-Christian, and of ignoring them, as if they were
utterly unreflective of that Judaism which is the milieu of the New Testament
in its earliest phase.”

METHODOLOGY

My approach to Matthew’s use of Zechariah is grounded in classical methods of
biblical criticism and is also open to more recent literary methods. Some attention has been
given here to the areas of textual criticism, particularly when I compare some Hebrew and
Greek textual traditions as they relate to Matthew’s appropriation of Zechariah. In
comparing the exegesis of Zechariah and other prophetic traditions from the interpretive
communities of early Judaism, I also rely on some history-of-traditions analysis.

Beyond direct quotations of a text, recent research methods of study on “the use of
the Old Testament in the New” have sought to clarify the concepts of allusions to, and
echoes of, scripture as well as the means to distinguish themes. Because of the intertextual
nature of this study, I have adapted some methodology from Echoes of Scripture in the

Letters of Paul, by Richard Hays.* His concept of allusive echo is helpful:

Allusive echo functions to suggest to the reader that text B should be understood

in light of a broad interplay with text A, encompassing aspects of A beyond those
explicitly echoed. This sort of metaleptic figuration is the antithesis of the metaphysical
congceit, in which the poet’s imagination seizes a metaphor and explicitly wrings out

of it all manner of unforeseeable significations. Metalepsis, by contrast, places the

BBruce Chilton, “Reference to the Targumim in the Exegesis of the New Testament,” SBLSP
1995, 77. He writes, 80, “A Targum of a date later than the New Testament might, on occasion, represent
a tradition which was current in the period of the New Testament, albeit not in a Targumic context.” The
best use of the Targums for the student of the NT “lies in their provision, not of antecedents, but analogies.”

¥Richard Hays, Echoes of Scripture in the Letters of Paul New Haven: Yale University Press,
1989).
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reader within a field of whispered or unstated correspondences. °

The concept of allusion depends both on the notion of authorial intention and on the
assumption that the reader will share with the author the requisite ‘portable library’
to recognize the source of the allusion; the notion of echo...finesses such questions;
[for it] does not depend on conscious intention. 2%

When I began to examine possible Zechariah influence in Matthew, I considered
Hays’ “seven tests” for hearing echoes. Would this method work for a non-epistolary genre
like the Gospel? As a test case, I chose two texts from my list, one in which Matthew
incorporates a citation from Zechariah (Mt 21.5/Zech 9.9), and one that, at the time,
seemed fairly obscure--this second example became the basis for the thesis section on Jesus’
Galilean ministry (chapter 2 below)! In both instances, and in subsequent textual analysis,
the nature of my material did not allow a “wholesale” use of the “seven” tests proposed by
Hays. However, when the “tests” have been abbreviated and adapted, they form one basis
from which to approach Matthew’s use of Zechariah. These modified “seven tests” are
listed below in italics; each is then followed by comments or questions as they have emerged
in relation to the present study:?’

(1) Availability. Was the proposed source of the echo available to the author and/or readers?
For Matthew and his community, the availability of the scriptures is assumed. The issue becomes
more complex when one asks whether Matthew had access to Hebrew and Greek traditions, oral or
written.

(2) Volume. To what degree is the explicit repetition of words or syntactical patterns present?
How distinctive or prominent is the precursor text within scripture? How much rhetorical stress

BIbid., 20. Hays’ book is the springboard for my method, but I do not adhere to it slavishly or
uncritically. His tests for hearing echoes provide a way to bring a measure of control into a situation which
could otherwise go off on a tangent of “parallelomania,” (as Sandmel once cautioned). In this thesis, I do
not follow Hays beyond what is outlined in this methodology section.

Ibid., 29. Although Hays sees his terminology as flexible, he generally uses allusion to refer to
“obvious intertextual references” and echo to “subtler ones.” See below, where I bring terminology from
another source into the discussion.

TIbid., 29-32. 1 have abbreviated and adapted Hays” “seven tests” to reflect their use in Matthean
study. Where appropriate, I indicate how a test may relate to Matthew’s use of Zechariah.
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does the echo receive in the discourse? There are two problems here: first, the task is to determine
the extent to which Matthew uses Zechariah; therefore, one cannot assume the prominence of the
precursor text; second, ‘rhetorical stress’ is problematic for a narrative, rather than epistolary,
context.

(3) Recurrence. How often does the author elsewhere cite or allude to the same scriptural
passage, or to specific words or large portions of a given text? Proposed echoes from a known
source or context receive added credence. Again, looking at one gospel, in contrast with several
epistles, requires some modification of this test. For example, in only a few places Matthew cites or
alludes to specific verses of Zechariah more than once (although there are at least two places where
this does apply: Zech 11.11-13; 14.4-5). In addition, for this test, the “same scriptural passage,” or
“larger portions of a given text,” puts all of Zechariah into view. Since two of Matthew’s explicit
quotations are from Zech 9.9 and 13.7, and are recognizable as such, this should enhance the
possibility of finding Zechariah allusions elsewhere. Another modification of this test might involve
the way(s) the evangelist uses repetition of a word or theme; the impact is then perceived in an inner-
gospel resonance set up by the repetition of the Zechariah motif.®

(4) Thematic Coherence. How well does the alleged echo fit into the line of argument? Is its
meaning consonant with the author’s use of other quotations from the text? Do the image and
ideas in the precursor text illuminate the present text? This might be a way to approach Matthew’s
use of Isa 62.11 to introduce Zech 9.9 in Mt 21.5, for example. [s there something Matthew does
not want to say from the opening words of Zech 9.9, or is there something he wants to emphasize
from Isaiah, which is related to the omitted expression from Zechariah? The second part of this test
is more difficult to apply to Matthew; his understanding of the “fulfillment of scripture” is not
bounded by a preconceived monochrome approach.

(5) Historical Plausibility. Could the author have intended the alleged meaning effect? Could the
readers have understood it? (We should also bear in mind that the author might have written
things not readily intelligible to the actual readers.) This test...necessarily requires hypothetical
constructs of what might have been intended and grasped by particular first century figures. Hays
demands that this criterion be met, that one must limit the interpretive scope to what would have
been proper for a first century (Jewish) believer. Insofar as this is possible, this cautionary test is
appropriate.

(6) History of Interpretation. Have critical, or pre-critical, readers heard the same echoes? Yet,
this kind of intertextual analysis is a “process of reclamation.” This test is rarely to be used as a
negative test when other tests yield positive answers.

(7) Satisfaction. Does the proposed reading make sense? Does it illuminate the surrounding
textual material? Does it produce for the reader a satisfying account of the effect of the inter-

%Here I am thinking of the kinds of “interior allusion” that Francis Martin notes in “The Image
of Shepherd in the Gospel of Sant [sic] Matthew,” ScEs 27 (1975), 269-70; under “key words,” Martin
suggests “laos” and “[h]aima.” In the thesis, I investigate the possibility of increasing resonance from
Matthew’s use of mpatis in Mt 5.5; 11.29; 21.5 (Zech 9.9); a second sort of “key word” resonance is set up
with reference to the prophet Zechariah himself and his words (e.g., Mt 23.35); a third possibility here is
the resonance set up in the Infancy Narrative with the meaning of Jesus’ name (save from sins), and the
words of institution (his blood saves from sins).
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textual relation? This may be particularly helpful when a proposed echo helps resolve something in
the text. For example, when seeking the degree to which Zechariah exerts influence, in combination
with Jeremiah (cf. Mt 23.29-39; Mt 27.3-10), does one text shed light on the other, and on Matthew?

The application of Hays’ “seven tests” can be a helpful way to begin the study of
a particular passage in Matthew, although the outcome of such testing may yield only
preliminary results that require further analysis before a conclusion can be reached. In
two ways, at least, a positive diagnosis of Zechariah influence requires fine-tuning: (1) a
comparison with traditions containing similar imagery may help to determine whether the
Matthean expression is most like something from Zechariah, or whether it may be from a
combination of sources, or from a broader “stock” expression (see on Schaefer below);
and (2) the impact of some part of the Zechariah tradition upon the sub-structure of part
of Matthew’s gospel may not be determined merely by applying “tests” for echoes and
allusions.

One helpful addition or correction to Hays’ method is the distinction Konrad
Schaefer brings to the study of inner-biblical exegesis. In this instance, Schaefer analyzes a
Zechariah 14 for its use of earlier prophetic traditions. His terminology may help to refine
questions which arise with respect to Matthew’s use of earlier prophetic traditions: Schaefer
proposes that parallels with previous literature fall into two categories, quotation and

allusion, of the latter there are two types, the conscious (direct/intentional) and the echo.

Allusions are limited to a word, a brief phrase, or an image that constitutes an indirect
reference, but which can sometimes be traced to a source. An allusion may be intentional
or it may be an echo. [The essence of the first] is the author’s intention to recall previous
oracles with their context; once the reader recognizes the reference, the horizons for
comprehension are expanded...A single word or phrase can be an echo, often unintentional,
which results from the use of stock language in common circulation. The author...may be
unaware of the background source...

Konrad R. Schaefer, “Zechariah 14: A Study in Allusion,” CBQ 57 (1995) 68-69.
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Schaefer also looks for three types of parallels: (1) structural -- language and themes occur
in a similar order; (2) thematic-- in which an entire section is based on a literary precedent
or theological theme; and (3) verbal -- whenever at least two words of more than minor
significance are parallel between a passage and its source, the significance of which
increases with the word count.’® There may be places in Matthew where these categories
are more helpful than Hays’ seven tests. While it cannot be denied that the author/editor of
the First Gospel would have been aware of much of the Zechariah tradition, one needs to
allow for the possibility, if not the likelihood, that he may not always have made conscious
use of the tradition (see Schaefer above, on the unconscious use of “stock language”).

This thesis is therefore not a “quest of the historical Matthew,” nor in most
instances does it seek to discern Matthew’s “intentionality.” Of primary interest is the task
of discerning where Zechariah is at work in the text of Matthew’s gospel. Which traditions
from Zechariah are present and perceived in his sources (Mk, Q)? What do the added (or
enhanced) Zechariah traditions contribute to the understanding of Matthew’s text? Where
does the First Gospel contain Zechariah themes or motifs that occur nowhere else? In this
thesis, the Gospel of Matthew is read as the work of one author/editor, who used all the
resources and methods available to him to demonstrate how Jesus was the Messiah foretold
in the scriptures. In order best to determine where and how Zechariah traditions exert
influence, it is important to take the entire Gospel of Matthew into account. Scholars have
already established that the Gospel Passion Narratives derive much of their imagery from

Zech 9-14,% but is there more to be discovered by focusing on Matthew’s Passion Narrative

YIbid., 70-72.

3'See references in note #5 above.
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with all of Zechariah in view? Scholars have likewise recognized that Matthew’s Passion
Narrative recapitulates some themes from his Infancy Narrative (Matthew 1-2).*2 If there
are Zechariah traditions operating at any level in Matthew’s Infancy Narrative, do they not
also enhance the thematic resonances of the beginning of the gospel that occur when Jesus
enters Jerusalem in chapter 21? The possibility of Zechariah material in the Galilean
section of the gospel (Matthew 3-20) suggests that the importance of this prophetic
tradition may be more thorough-going than scholars have previously observed.

The structure of this thesis will follow the order of Matthew’s text, insofar as it is
possible, in order to allow the highest degree of respect for the integrity of the structure
of Matthew’s narrative. Broadly speaking, then, the study will begin with the Infancy
Narrative, with the questions noted above as the focal point. An investigation of the middle
chapters of the gospel follows, with particular concentration on Jesus’ healing ministry:
is there potential Zechariah influence which would permit the Galilean ministry section to
be a link, rather than a bridge, between Matthew’s Infancy and Passion Narratives? Finally,
Jesus’ ministry in Jerusalem and the Passion Narrative will be examined in depth to mine for
explicit and implicit Zechariah traditions.

Therefore, this thesis will organize its study around the three broad divisions of the
Gospel: the Infancy Narrative, Jesus’ ministry in Galilee, and the Passion Narrative. Its goal
will be achieved if it opens up the understanding of how Zechariah traditions influenced

Matthew’s understanding and portrayal of Jesus as Messiah.

32With reference to Mt 1.18-25, see Davies & Allison II1, 111; for Mt 2.1-4, see Hagner I, 27-28.




20

CHAPTER ONE
Jesus, the Newborn King

Davidic Branch, Savior, Emmanuel, Nazarene
[Matthew 1.18-25; 2.1-6, 23/Zechariah 6.12; 8.7, 11-13, 20-23; 9.16]

BipAos yevéoews ’Inoot XpLoTol viot Aauid viod *ABpadp (Mtl.1). In
order to assess the possible significance of Zechariah traditions for Matthew 1-2 (the
Infancy Narrative), it is necessary to consider the setting within which the story of Jesus
is introduced. From the beginning, Matthew tells his reader that Jesus-Messiah is the
Son of David. David is twice set apart from other biblical characters in the genealogy
section (1.2-17): (1) David is the only person called the king (Mt 1.6) and (2) David’s
importance as a pivotal figure in Israel’s history is stressed by Matthew’s division of the
genealogy into three groups of fourteen generations--Abraham to David, David to the
captivity, and the captivity to the Messiah (1.17).! The Messiah-David-Abraham
inclusio formed between Mt 1.1 and 17 secures this judgment. Nevertheless, the
primacy of the Davidic framework of Matthew 1-2 can be missed if one chooses to read

the story in the first chapter with a Moses-typology in mind.> Similarly, readers of the

'Robert H. Gundry, Matthew, 19, agrees that the fourteen divisions may derive from the sum of
the value of the Hebrew letters in David’s name. Here is an early indicator that Matthew may have
known Hebrew himself: “Readers limited to Greek may not have caught the point, but Matthew himself
probably intended it and might well have expected Jewish addressees to understand. Otherwise the
correspondence between the repetitious genealogical fourteen and David’s name seems too unlikely.”

*For the tendency to use a Moses template, see Davies & Allison I, passim. They say, 192,
“The key to understanding Mt 1.18-2.23 is to be found in the haggadic traditions about Moses.” |
disagree with their tenet that Moses is the “key” to the Matthean infancy narrative; however, they do
acknowledge, 194, that three particular elements remain after subtracting “redactional contributions,
the certainly historical elements, and the items with parallels in the legends about Moses...--virginal
conception by the Holy Spirit, birth in Bethlehem, and magi following a star. Significantly enough,
each of these can be linked with a Davidic Christology.” 1 am persuaded that the Davidic imagery is
much more significant than Mosaic parallels in Matthew’s portrayal of Jesus. See also John Mark
Jones, “Subverting the Textuality of Davidic Messianism: Matthew’s Presentation of the Genealogy and
the Davidic Title,” CBQ 56 (1994) 256-72, who affirms that “the genealogy gives primary attention to
the relation between Jesus and David. [...This] relation is typological. David is the messianic type,
Jesus the antitype. Matthew may underscore this typological motif more consistently than any
typological motif in his gospel.” Jones, 267, credits Matthew with some Mosaic typology, but writes,
“it is not as well developed, either implicity or explicitly, as the Davidic typology.” Nolan, Royal Son,
60-61, looks at the possible significance of the number 14 here, in light of Qumran, as well as
apocryphal and apocalyptic connotations.
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chapter might overlook the centrality of Davidic motifs if they concentrate primarily on
its geographical contours.’

Some messianic expectations that Matthew envisions as having been fulfilled in
the birth and infancy of Jesus may be found in relation to echoes of Zechariah; several of
these royal Davidic motifs will re-emerge in Matthew’s Passion Narrative (Mt 21). In
three places, the reader of Matthew’s Infancy Narrative is informed that the Messiah,*
the Son of David, will be given a designation: he is to be called 'Incots (1.21),
Eppavoun (1.23), and Nalwpatos (2.23). On the first occasion, an angel of the
Lord instructs Joseph to name the child Jesus; in the second and third instances, the
appellations are proclaimed as divine fulfillments of prophecy.’ It is possible that
Zechariah encompasses these three prophetic concepts in a way that may inform
Matthew’s christological theology at a very deep level.®
Matthew 1.18-25

Matthew’s story of the birth of Jesus-Messiah is certainly cast in Davidic terms.
Mary’s husband Joseph has already been listed in the line of David in the messianic

genealogy (1.16). Indeed, the angel of the Lord, who appears to Joseph in a dream,

Krister Stendahi’s influential article, “Quis et Unde-- Who and Whence? Matthew’s
Christmas Gospel,” Meanings: The Bible as Document and as Guide (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1984),
71-84, can be read in a way that merely accepts the geographical proofs of Jesus’ messiahship without
retaining the Davidic emphasis in the references. For example, Stendahl himself, 80 (n. 16, 17), says
that the Nalwpdios/Nalapnyds issue is “purely geographical” and that Nazareth is only important to
justify Jesus’ “Galilean point of departure.” As I will argue, Stendahl is onto something in Matthew |
(see Mt 1.18-25 as legend of divine name-giving, 755), but [ think that all three calling texts (1.21, 23;
2.23) belong together in a much more integral way than Stendahl recognizes.

*l use Messiah rather than Christ in this thesis, assuming that xpioT6s refers to Jesus as the
Messiah and is not a reference to his name (1.1, 16, 18).

3The present section will focus on the first two names, Jesus and Emmanuel. See the
discussion of Nalwpalos kAnfricetar, “He shall be called a Nazarene” (Mt 2.23), below.

®This argument will be especially valid if the three Matthean concepts of Jesus, Emmanuel,
and Nazarene are found together only, or most clearly, in Zechariah.
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addresses Joseph as son of David.” The angel not only tells Joseph what the son is to be
called but also explains to him the significance of the name Jesus. The angel tells Joseph
to name the son Jesus, “for he will save his people from their sins” (Mt 1.21): ®

Twonid vios Aautd, pi doPnbijs maparapely Mapiav Ty ywdikd cov' TO yap
€v alTi} yevvnbey ék mrebpaTtos éoTiy dyiov.9 TéEeTar &€ vidv, kAl karéoels
TO Gvopa avTov 'Incolv: autds yap owoel TOV Aadv avTol amd TV apapTLidv
avTov. -- Mt 1.20b-21

Matthew is not the first writer to associate the meaning of the name Jesus/
Joshua'® with the person’s character. Ben Sira evoked the etymology of the name when
he wrote that Joshua, the son of Nun, became kata 76 6vopa aivTod péyas émi
owTnpla €khekT@V avTou. As Moses’ successor, Joshua won great victories for the
people of God and entered the promised land. Philo (Mur 121-22) employs similar

etymology in reference to the same biblical Joshua, "Incols 8¢ cwtnpia kuplov, €Eews

dvopa Ths dpiorns."

"This is the only place in the Gospel where someone other than Jesus is called a son of David.
Ulrich Luz, Mathew 1-7, 120, rightly says, “Matthew is concerned with explaining the engrafting of the
son of the virgin into the descendancy of David.”

¥Matthew is being careful to establish the fact that Jesus is legitimately a son of David. See
Raymond E. Brown, Birth of the Messiah (New York: Doubleday, 1977), 138-39, for a succinct
discussion of the issue of legal paternity. The fact that Joseph names Jesus, although he is not his
biological father, is his legal acknowledgment of the child as his son. While Jesus becomes Son of God
through Mary, he becomes Son of David through Joseph. In genealogical terms, the divine begetting
takes place through the agency of the Holy Spirit, while the legal begetting involves Joseph naming the
child, all of this according to God’s will.

*The Holy Spirit was expected to be powerful in the life of the Messiah (e.g., Is 11.1-2; Pss.Sol.
17.37). See Davies & Allison I, 200-202, for more on the role of the Spirit in messianic expectations.

'®The name Jesus itself might recall either of two prominent Joshuas from the Bible. There has
been a modest amount of scholarship suggesting that the OT hero, Joshua, son of Nun, may have been a
type of messiah. In the messianic speculations of Qumran and elsewhere, Joshua the high priest and
Zerubbabel, the “two sons of 0il” (Zech 4.14), were likely seen as types of the messiah(s) of Aaron and
Israel. See the excellent discussion of this and other Zechariah passages as the most likely biblical
sources for the concept of a diarchical or twin messianism, in S. Talmon, “The Concepts of MASIAH
and Messianism in Early Judaism,” in The Messiah (ed. James H. Charlesworth; Minneapolis:
Fortress, 1992), 79-115, especially 104,

11Sir 46.1. Sirach’s name was also Jesus, or Joshua Ben Sira; see Sir Prologue, line 6 and
50.27. See also Lester L. Grabbe, Etymology in Early Jewish Interpretation. The Hebrew Names in
Philo (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1988), 168, who cites Philo’s derivation of Joshua in Mut. 121 as
owrnpla kuplov “safety of the Lord.” He says, “In Philo this is correctly analyzed as_Yah plus yesa®

> -
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Matthew, however, is telling his readers that Jesus is savior in a completely
different way: he himself will save his people from their sins."> The name Jesus,
‘Inoots, is the Greek form of the name Joshua -- Yehoshua ( 2757 ), meaning
“Yahweh saves,” or the shortened form, Yeshua ( 1¢° ), which means “he will save.”"?
As it is characterized in verse 21, with the emphatic avTés, clearly Matthew takes Jesus’
name to have been Yeshua, for it is he (himself) who will save his people. This
etymology is assumed by the ydp in the angel’s instructions to Joseph."* The
messenger’s announcement confirms that Jesus’ name prefigures his saving function.

In Matthew, what is truly revelatory in the giving of the name Jesus to this Son of David
is that his messianic salvation of his people is from sin."

According to Matthew, the reality embodied in the events of Jesus’ birth and
divine name-giving illustrates the beginning of God’s fulfillment of his messianic

promises through the prophets. The angelic annunciation-appearance to Joseph is

‘salvation, safety.” Most of the sources see ‘salvation’ in the name though not infrequently omitting
‘Lord’....” Davies & Allison I, 209, note that “Philo... proves that the etymology of ‘Joshua’ was
recognized outside Palestine. Beyond this, even Hellenistic Christianity would certainly have preserved
the significance of Jesus’ name....” W.C. Allen, Matthew, 9, also covers the etymological question in
Mt 1.21 and relates it to Philo.

12Salvation of the people of God from their political enemies, as Sirach portrayed Joshua, was
a more universal part of messianic expectation. Davies & Allison I, 210, note texts which link victory
over sin/iniquity to a figure other than God (7" Lev. 18.9, Tg. Isa. 53.4,6-7 are two references to a
messianic figure).

“From the verb i , meaning save, help.

"“Matthew expects his readers know the derivation of Jesus’ name, or will infer it from the
angel’s words.

“Davies & Allison I, 210, note that Mt 1.21 brings Jesus’ passion into the picture already in
the Infancy Narrative, “for it is at the crucifixion that Jesus pours out his lifeblood eis ddeoiv
apaptidv (26.28). Thus the entire gospel is to be read in the light of its end.” Benno Przybylski,
Righteousness in Matthew and his world of thought (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1980),
106, adds, “Compared to Mk 14:24, Mt 26:28... makes it absolutely clear that the blood of the covenant
which is poured out for many is indeed poured out ‘for the forgiveness of sins.’”
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authenticated by the Gospel’s first scripture quotation.'® The Isaianic biblical setting of
Isa 7.13-14 suits the First Evangelist’s purposes. 7 The citation itself, (50U 1§ Tapbévos
€v yaoTpl €€eL kal TéEeTar ULov...(Isa 7.14a), is located in the context of a divine
word directed to the house of David. '*

At the beginning of Isaiah 7, King Ahaz was facing an attack upon Jerusalem by
the combined forces of the king of Syria and the king of Israel. When the house of
David heard the news of the imminent attack, Ahaz was shaken (Isa 7.2). Isaiah went
out to meet the king with the message not to fear, that God would give Judah the
victory (Isa 7.35). In spite of Ahaz’ refusal to ask a sign from God, Isaiah spoke to the
house of David concerning the “radical change for the better in Judah's political
situation” which would occur in the infancy period of the yet unborn child of the
pregnant young woman. This was to be a sign from the Lord himself, that the child

should be named Immanuel (Isa 7.13-17)."

'*This thesis is not dependent upon any particular theory about Matthew’s so-called formula
quotations or fulfillment citations, as distinct from the first Gospel’s other uses of direct quotations,
allusions to, or echoes of, scripture.

"Matthew 1.18 has already claimed that the child conceived is of the Holy Spirit, and 1.24-25
states that Joseph did not have sexual relations with Mary until Jesus was born. Davies & Allison I,
200, agree that eUpédn év yaoTpl éxovoa €k MvetpaTos ayiov “anticipates the quotation of Isa 7.14
in 1.23 (év yaoTpl €EeL).” Matthew has already reported that Mary was expecting a child; therefore,
he waits until after the angel introduces the child’s name to mention the circumstances, incorporating
these in the fulfillment citation.

18 Stendahl, “Quis et Unde,” 77, states that, “while Isa. 7:14 was not--as far as we know--used
as a messianic prophecy in Judaism, it stands within the Davidic line.” Shemaryahu Talmon gives a
more satisfying explanation of the Immanuel material than merely its placement in a Davidic context.
He does not mention Isa 7.14 in connection with Mt 1.18-25, however; see discussion below.

%S. Talmon, “Concepts,” 95, argues that the implied promise of the prophetic message
epitomized in the name Immanuel “is underpinned in an ensuing pericope which speaks of a son born
to the prophet....[whose] name, ‘Speedy-Spoiling-Prompt-Plundering’...(Isa 8.3-4)...epitomizes the
utter destruction of....the foes of Judah. It thus complements the propitious message encapsulated in
the name ‘Immanuel.”” Talmon, 94, continues to investigate the pericope “in the framework of the
collection of predominantly pro-Davidic oracles in Isaiah 7-11,” and characterizes Is 7.14 as “a first
royal version of the above-mentioned annunciation type-scene” [ e.g., Isaac, Jacob, Joseph, Samson,
and Samuel]. Also, 96, the situation in Isaiah is different in at least three other ways: (1) the expectant
woman was not like the “barren” wives in other narratives, (2) none of those mentioned above were
ever anointed, and (3) the prophet took the place of the annunciating angel.
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In the context of Isaiah 7-11, the Immanuel tradition begins with the
annunciation of the imminent royal heir’s birth. As the concept of Immanuel develops,
it joins a “string of titles” for the Davidic son born in Isa 9.6-7, and culminates in his
identification with the shoot from the stump of Jesse (Isa 11.1). As Shemaryahu Talmon
has rightly contended, the Isaianic annunciation imagery, the Geburtsmotif, “is
recurrently taken up in an ever expanding visionary scope...” from an imminent
childbirth to the vision of a future son. Talmon argues that the “theophoric name
Immanuel must be taken as a royal epithet which belongs to the category of the

Hobheitstitel affiliated with the Davidic anointed.”?

It could be said that...the three Isaiah oracles reflect in their juxtaposition the posited
three stages in the development of the biblical masiah theme: historicity (Isa 7:14-16);
ideation (Isa 9:5-6); idealization (Isa 11:1-10). That progressive dehistorization of the
masiah notion appears in the oracles of the postexilic prophets Haggai and Zechariah
concerning Zerubbabel,”! the last anointed of the Davidic line in the biblical era.”

Matthew’s fulfillment quotation begins, “A4ll this took place in order that the
saying of the Lord through the prophet might be fulfilled” (Mt 1.22). The words the

angel speaks in Mt 1.21 and the citation in Mt 1.23 are nearly identical to the wording in

®Ibid., 96. Therefore, while Stendahl, op. cit., 77, is technically correct that Isa 7.14 was not
used as a “messianic prophecy in Judaism,” I am persuaded that Talmon’s work, 96, confirms the place
of the Immanuel tradition’s “incipient messianic soteriology.”

2Zerubbabel is listed in the genealogy of the Davidic line (1 Chr 3), and in a sense, represents
an example of an “almost-realized messianism” after the return from the Babylonian exile. However, he
seems to have faded from the scene, and no post-exilic prophet mentions his descendants. See Talmon,
“Concepts,” 97-98, 108. As Talmon asserts, scholars are baffled by Zerubbabel’s “sudden and
unexplained disappearance from the historical scene.” The biblical texts are “totally silent.” [note that
a Zerubbabel is listed in the Davidic genealogy in Mt 1.12-13.]

ZTalmon, “Concepts,” 97. Talmon’s article treats several Zech passages that bear upon
the development of the concepts of messianism. Much of Daniel Schibler, “Messianism and Messianic
Prophecy in Isaiah 1-12 and 28-33,” in The Lord’s Anointed. Interpretation of Old Testament
Messianic Texts (ed. Philip E. Satterthwaite, Richard S. Hess, and Gordon J. Wenham; Carlisle:
Paternoster, 1995), 87-104, follows Talmon’s article cited above. Schibler, 99-100, writes, “The
truth encapsulated in the name Immanuel is emphasized in Isaiah 8:8, 10 and has for that reason
probably led to the belief that it is more than just a promise made to Ahaz; it is a... foreshadowing of
additional things...to come....” On 101-2, he also notes the importance of Isa 9.1,11.1 in Matthew:
Isa 9.1/Mt 4.14-16; Isa 11.1/Mt 2.23.
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Isaiah 7.14 LXX.2

Mt 1.21 Mt 1.23 Is7.14
8ol M) mapBévos év yaoTpl €€et 8ol 1N mapbévos év yaoTpl €el
TéEeTan B¢ vidy, kai Té€eTal vidv, kai TéEeTar vidv,
Kai kaAéoels TO 6ropa auTol  kai kaiéoouory TO Gvopa alrol kai kaléoels TO OGvopa avTov
‘Inoobwv.... Enpavouia.... Eppavouni.

There is no alteration after TéEeTar...vidv, kai karéoels TO dvopa avtou,™ except
for the change of the name Emmanuel from Isa 7.14 to Jesus (Mt 1.21). This reflects no
confusion over Jesus’ real name; rather, Matthew is highlighting the significance of the

title Emmanuel.?*

While Matthew assumes the reader will recognize the etymology of
the name Jesus from the angel’s announcement in 1.21b (...kal kaAégels TO Gvopa
avTtol Inoolv: avTos ydp ouioeL TOV Aadv avTol dmo TGV apapTLdY avuTév), he
explicitly translates the meaning of Emmanuel --God with us-- in 1.23.%° In this way the
nature and source of messianic ministry come together.

Matthew’s concept of Emmanuel is innovative--God is uniquely with his people
in Jesus, who will save his people from their sins. Jesus is the savior who will come to
be known by his people as Emmanuel. The Mt 1.18-25 pericope begins and ends with

the identification of the Messiah as Jesus. The Emmanuel Geburtsmotif, embedded in

the Matthean infancy annunciation, stresses that this Son of David has come to fulfill

ZFrom the perspective of Talmon’s model (note 19 above), I think it is significant that
Matthew has re-inserted the angel of the Lord into the annunciation-type scene in 1.20, but as
narrator, he has cited the fulfillment quotation of Is 7.14 in the form of a prophetic annunciation-type
scene.

“Hagner I, 21, is right to attribute the minor change from xaMéoeLs to karéoovowy (1.23) to
Matthew’s desire to avoid a conflict between Jesus’ given name (and its corresponding etymological
meaning) and his appellation as Emmanuel (which signals Jesus’ function as God with us).

BImmanuel, which first occurs in Isa 7.14, also appears in Isa 8. 8, 10; Matthew must be aware
of this.

%Brown, Birth, 150-52. In a footnote, 153, Brown puts to rest any qualms about word order in
Mt 1.23b, by pointing out the same inverted order of the Greek words (‘with us God’) in Isa 8.10; cf.
Davies & Allispn I, 217.
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God’s promises in a unique way: Jesus is the long-awaited Messiah.”

Emmanuel, as a name or title, occurs only in Isa 7.14; 8.8, 10; and Mt 1.23.
Other biblical traditions affirm that God was with his people in the past (e.g., Num
23.21; Deut 2.7). Jewish hopes also focused on God being with his people in the
eschatological future (e.g., Isa 43.5; Ezek 34.30; 37.27; Zech 8.23; Jub 1.17;
11QTemple 29.7-10; Rev 21.3).2% Granting that Matthew attributes the fulfillment
Tob &€ ’Inoob XpLoTol 1) yéveois (Mt 1.18) to Isa 7.14, one yet suspects that the
Matthean angelic annunciation to Joseph is informed by something more than [saiah
alone, for the Isaiah setting sheds little light on the command to name the Davidic son
Jesus.

In the quest for a comparable concept of Emmanuel as also one who saves,
Zech 8.23 is very promising, both in its setting and for linguistic reasons. As chapter 8
opens, the word of the Lord comes to Zechariah: God will return to dwell in the midst
of Jerusalem; life in the streets will once again be safe and peaceful (8.3-4, 11-12), and

God promises to save his people:

Td8e Myel kipLos TavTokpdTwp ‘180U €ym dvacylw TOV Adov pov
4mo yis AvaToAdy kdl Ao Yhs SUopQV.... --Zech 8.7

kal viv..Aéyel klpLos mavtokpdTwp...8elw elpiymy ...kal kaTakAnpovopuiow
Tols kaTahoiTols ToD Aaob pov mavta TavTta. Kal ... olkos louba kal oikos
lopan), oUTws Stacwiow LIAS Kal €oeabe év ebAoyiq. --Zech 8.11-13a

YIn spite of the acknowledged recapitulation of the Emmanuel motif of Mt 1.23 in 28.20,
Luz, op. cit., 121, goes too far in saying that the title Emmanuel is the “dominant motif of the whole
prologue.” Matthew’s emphasis on the name Jesus, who is Son of David, is evident by the inclusio
formed by 1.18 and 1.25. Stendahl, “Quis et Unde,” 75, rightly perceives that the angelic revelation
and Joseph’s obedience are the nucleus of the pericope, “As a divine giving of the name, 1:18-25 has its
genuine Matthean point of climax in its last words....”

ZDavies & Allison I, 218, mention these texts as examples of Jewish traditions but do not
suggest a relationship between any of them and Isa 7-8 or Mt 1. [saiah 43 is a promise to be with the
redeemed in trouble; the Ezekiel texts mention God’s presence when his peaceful covenant is made;
11QTemple is in the context of God accepting the people’s sacrifices, Jubilees talks of the people
returning to God, when God will dwell with them, and in Rev 21.3 the heavenly voice proclaims that
God’s dwelling is with his people. Zech 2.11 also refers to the nations coming to the Lord, when God
will dwell in their midst. See below for the importance of Zech 8.23.
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In both passages of the LXX, God refers to his people (Tév Adov pov) and promises to
save them.” Another passage in the sequence of words of the Lord to Zechariah in
chapter 8 continues the vision of the future:

Thus says the Lord of hosts: Peoples shall yet come, even the inhabitants of many cities;

the inhabitants of one city shall go to another, saying, ‘Let us go at once to entreat the

favor of the Lord, and to seek the Lord of hosts; | am going.” Many peoples and strong
nations shall come to seek the Lord of hosts in Jerusalem, and to entreat the favor of the Lord.
In those days, ten men from the nations of every tongue shall take hold of the robe of a Jew,
saying, ‘Let us go with you, for we have heard that God is with you’ (TTopeuodeba peta oob,
BL6TL dkmkdapey &1L 6 Beds pe® tpov éomw). *° -- Zech 8.20-23 (RSV)

Although there may be no direct link between Zechariah 8 and Matthew 1.18-25, it is
intriguing to observe that Zechariah 8 is the one place where the two things Matthew
intertwines in the Geburtsmotif are found together. In Mt 1.21 the angel commands
Joseph to name the son Jesus, for he will save his people [derived from “Yahweh will
save”]; in Zech 8.7, 11-13a, God promises to save his people.”' Furthermore, after the
double promise of salvation, Zech 8 foresees peoples and nations (Aaol moAhoi kal
€0vn moAld) wishing to go before the Lord in Jerusalem because they have heard that
God is with the lovBalotr. God has renewed his promises to save those who have heard
the words ...of the prophets (Zech 8.9) and he will be with them.

On no occasion does Isaiah 1-11 use any of the forms of c6){w or YW"; in fact,
there are no listings for “save” in this sense listed in concordances of the MT or the
LXX before Isaiah 25.9 (cf. 33.22; 35.4; 37.35; 43.3; 45.17; 59.1; 60.16). These latter

texts do not include the concept of Emmanuel, nor do they explicitly mention that God

A variant text of Zech 8.7 uses ouiw instead of dvacuiw; while Zech 8.13 employs
SLaguwlw; however, all three -oww words translate the Hebrew hiphil of 22" (save, help, rescue) of the
MT.

*The last clause in the MT reads, D2RY '8 MY °D. Is 7.14 and 8.8 have the
identical form, % 1Y ; Is 8.10 reads, % WY 3.

' As note 29 explains, the Greek translates the same Hebrew word from which Jesus/Joshua is
derived. In this sense, Jesus means savior; additionally, the object of salvation is also Ais people. Note
also that in Zech 8.7 LXX the ¢yw is emphatic, as is avtés in Mt 1.21.
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is saving his people. On the other hand, there are several Zechariah texts that use oW
for 3°; Zech 9.16 is especially notable (cf. Zech 2.7 (11); 9.9; 10.6; 12.7): Kai ouwoer
atrovs Kiplos 6 Beds abmiw év Tij iuépa ékeivy, ws mpdBata Aadv avTod... >

The First Evangelist has transferred the salvific presence of God, at least in part,
to Messiah Jesus, who will be called Emmanuel and who will save his people (from their
sins).*® On the surface level of the Matthean text, the connection between these two
attributes is not immediately apparent; however, Zechariah may help to explain
Matthew’s juxtaposition of the savior and Emmanuel motifs. The recognition that these
two key components of the messianic tradition are found together in Zechariah (but not
in Isaiah), permits the hypothesis that Zechariah may contribute to a Davidic messianic

macro-structure upon which Matthew could have drawn, even if unconsciously. **

Matthew 2.1-2

Matthew 2.1 announces that “wise men from the East” (udyoL dmo dvaTtolav)
appeared in Jerusalem inquiring about the one born king of the Jews. They had seen his
“star at its rising” (TOv doTépa €v T7) dvaToAi)) and had come to pay him homage
(Mt 2.2). Reverberations of the Balaam story from Numbers 24 can almost certainly be
detected in the Magi portion of the Matthean infancy narrative.”> The issue is whether a

convergence of traditions that included Zechariah may have added to the significance of

2Zech 9.16 figures in the discussion of Mt 2.6 below; also see excursus on Jesus as Shepherd.

3Rudolf Pesch, “ ‘He will be called a Nazorean’: Messianic Exegesis in Matthew 1-2,” in The
Gospels and the Scriptures of Israel (trans. Spencer Stadler; ed. Craig A. Evans and Richard Stegner;
Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1994), 133, comes to a similar conclusion, but via Ps 130.8, and
without reference to Zechariah. He says, “the messiah, the Immanuel, acts in place of God.”

*The fact that Matthew quotes from and alludes to Zechariah in the Passion Narrative, often
in thematic recapitulations from the Infancy Narrative, allows the reader to discern probable Zechariah
influence here and elsewhere in the Gospel. See thesis chapters on the Passion Narrative, especially
references to Zech 9.9 (ch 3), 9.11 (ch 7), 9.14 (ch 6); also see Zech 10.2 (ch 2).

¥Brown, Birth, 194-96. Also Nolan, Royal Son, 37, 44, 74; Hagner I, 25; Davies & Allison I,

2304
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the allusion for Matthew. Zechariah 6.12 is the text in question:

T OO2TTIN I MY TR DG Ry ONTTI --Zech 6.12 MT

.CI8oU avnip, "AvaToAn dvopa auTd, kal UttokdTwler alTol dvaTelel,
Kal olkoBounoeL TOV olkov kupiov: --Zech 6.12 LXX

Both versions of the biblical verse concern the man*® who will build the house (temple)
of the Lord, but in place of the Hebrew M8 (Branch),” Zechariah 6.12 LXX reads
’AvaTtoln.®

In some Hebrew exegetical traditions Zechariah 6.12 may have been read in
association with other prophetic passages that pertain to the figure of the Branch.
One characteristic of the messianic expectations of some early Jewish interpretive
communities is that Branch imagery is intertwined with other Davidic motifs. For
example, although the term IM2¥ does not appear, [saiah 11.1 incorporates other words
which would have been read messianically, including “the shoot from the stump of Jesse,

the Branch from his roots” -- here Branch is defined as the 7%3.%

My assertion is that Matthew may have read Zechariah 6.12 in light of the Balaam
prophecies. The “man who will rise” from Zech 6.12 was read messianically, as were the man from
Num 24.7 and the star and sceptre (or man who will arise in LXX) from Num 24.17.

s also occurs in Zech 3.8 and Jer 23.5, both of which are rendered *AvaToA in LXX.
T also appears in Jer 33.15 but the text is not in the Septuagint (in Theod avaToAn does appear in
Jer 33(40).15). In Zech 3.8 the angel of the LORD tells Joshua the high priest, “Behold, I will bring my
servant the Branch.” For the significance of the shift from % to ’AvaTtoAr), and its pertinence for
Matthew 2, see the discussion below on the Balaam material and the Magi.

Extant variants in Greek texts of Zech 6.12 occur, which reflect the sense of mx as sprout or
bud: a’avadun and o’ and €Bp’ PracTnua [Aquila, Symacchus, Origen (Heb)]. In Hebrew this verse is a
pun on the word Branch: “the shoot will shoot up from beneath.” See Joyce G. Baldwin, Haggai,
Zechariah, Malachi (Downers Grove: Intervarsity Press, 1972) 134-37. Note that LXX preserves the
word-play of the Hebrew text by using cognates: 'AvaToln) dvopa aur@, kai UmokdTwdey atrod
dvaTelel best reads, “His name is Rising and he will rise from beneath him/it.”

At least four works from Qumran -- 4Q161 [4QIsaiah Pesher®], 4Q174 [4QFlorilegium],
4Q252 [4Q Genesis Pesher*/4QPatriarchal Blessings], and 4Q285 [4QM?® ?; 4QWar Scroll?] -- refer
to the Davidic Branch in eschatological terms. See Florentino Garcia Martinez, The Dead Sea Scrolls
Translated: The Qumran Texts in English (2nd ed; trans. Wilfred G. E. Watson; Leiden: Brill
Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1996), 123-24, 136-37, 185-86, 213-15. In 4Q161, Frags 8-10, col 111, the
Isa 11.1-5 material is interpreted as the [branch/shoot/sprout] “of David which will sprout....” 4Q174
interprets 2 Sam 7.10-14 to refer to the Branch of David “who will arise with the Interpreter of the
law...in the last days....” 4Q252 interprets the elusive sceptre/Shiloh passage from Gen 49.10 by
making reference to the “Messiah of justice, the Branch of David.” The fifth fragment of 4Q285 (see
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Interpretations of Isaiah 11.1-10 and Jeremiah 23.5* may have accorded
messianic significance to the servant-Branch in Zechariah 3.8 and the Branch who
would build the temple (Zech 6.12).*' Certainly by the time the targumic traditions

were written down, it seems to have made no significant difference whether these Isaiah,

Jeremiah or Zechariah texts utilized the word 7% or Y. * The figure of the Branch

was interpreted messianically, that is, as Davidic king-Messiah; Davidic Anointed One;
servant-Messiah, in every one, as if the terms 7% and M2¥ were synonymous:

And a king shall come forth from the sons of Jesse, and the Messiah shall be exalted
from the sons of his sons. -Tg Isa. 11.1

Behold, the days are coming, says the Lord, when I shall raise up for David an
Anointed One of righteousness, and he shall reign as king.... --Tg. Jer. 23.5

Garcia Martinez, 124) cites Isa 11.1 and after a blank space reads “the Branch of David...” Also see
the chapter, “A Shoot from the Stump of Jesse,” in John J. Collins, The Scepter and the Star: The
Messiahs of the Dead Sea Scrolls and Other Ancient Literature (New York: Doubleday, 1995),
especially 56-65. [ Collins uses earlier designations for the scrolls 4Q161 and 4Q285 and different
numbering of the fragments of 4Q161.] Reference or allusions to Davidic messianic figures can also be
found in the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs, Psalms of Solomon, other Qumran texts and the
Damascus Document, as well as the Targums and the New Testament. Pertinent examples will be cited
below.

“Jeremiah 23.5, set in the context of God’s promise to supply the flock with good shepherds,
already links the Branch directly to the expectation of a righteous king. An early portion of the 4Q174
passage cited in Note #39 above concerns the houses of David and of the Lord, and the (re)building of
the temple. The only place a biblical prophet refers to the Branch building the temple is Zech 6.12.
Further along the interpretive trajectory, Tg. Isa. 53.5 states that the Messiah will build the sanctuary,
which echoes Tg. Zech. 6.12, “...Behold, the man whose name is Anointed will be revealed, and he
shall be raised up, and shall build the temple of the Lord.” See Passion Narrative thesis section on
Jesus and the Temple Charge (Mt 26.60-61/Zech 6.12).

“See J. J. M. Roberts, “The Old Testament’s Contribution to Messianic Expectations,” in The
Messiah (ed. James H. Charlesworth; Minneapolis: Fortress, 1992), 39-51, in which Roberts traces the
expectations of a “new David.” The oracle of the Sprout of David in Jeremiah was influenced by Is
11.1, 10. [Roberts uses the term Sprout where others use Branch.] A related cluster of Ezekiel texts
also envisioned a future Davidic king. The same theme is picked up by the postexilic Haggai and
Zechariah, whose servant-Sprout and the Sprout who would build the Temple, was derived from the
older Jeremiah prophecies. See also the discussion below on the Branch of David and the Balaam
oracles.

“mx¢ also occurs in Is 4.2, and its targum identifies the Branch as Messiah of the Lord. The
LXX, on the other hand, assigns different Greek terms for these two Hebrew words meaning branch.
The continuum of messianic exegesis in early Judaism thus demonstrates an allowance for variation in
one place and identification in the other. See also Nolan, Royal Son, 212-14, where he discusses the
“constellation of terms for the Messiah...grouped around the Davidic Branch of Isaiah 11:1...”” which
“is associated with ...nnx ...” in the passages listed above.
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In the cities.....and in the environs of Jerusalem, in the cities of the house of Judah,
the people shall yet eagerly pursue the words of the Messiah, says the Lord. In those days
and at that time I will raise for David an anointed one of righteousness, and he shall

perform true justice and righteousness in the land....There shall not cease for David a man
sitting on the throne of the kingdom of the house of Israel. -Tg. Jer. 33.13,15,17 %

Hear now, Joshua the high priest, you and your companions who sit before you, for they are
men who are worthy that a sign be performed for them; for behold, I will bring my servant
the anointed One, and he shall be revealed. --Tg. Zech. 3.8

... ‘Thus speaks the Lord of hosts, saying, Behold the man whose name is Anointed will be
revealed, and he shall be raised up, and shall build the temple of the Lord. He shall build
the temple of the Lord and he shall assume majesty and shall sit and rule upon his throne;
and there shall be a high priest beside his throne, and there shall be peaceful understanding
between the two of them.’ --Tg. Zech. 6.12-13

The Branch has been combined with imagery from other biblical texts among
which no such direct linguistic relationship is discerned. For example, 4Q252 interprets
the elusive sceptre/Shiloh text of Genesis 49.10 by referring to the “Messiah of
Righteousness, the Branch of David.” Possibly because of the interpretive connection
between Genesis 49 and Numbers 24, an affinity between the Davidic Branch and the
figure foretold in the third and fourth Balaam oracles may also be discerned.* There is
a wealth of evidence that the character envisioned in Numbers 24 also appeared in some

Jewish messianic speculations.*’

“This portion of the Jeremiah targum bears some resemblance to Zech 6.12-13 (cf. Zech 4.11-
14). Tg. Jer. 33.18 refers to the priestly office, “And of the priests the Levites there shall not cease a
man from before me offering up burnt offerings and sacrificing sacrifices....” Verses 20-22 connects
the covenant between God and David, that there should always be a “son ruling on his throne,” with the
continuity of “Levitical priests who minister before me....”

*“If traces of the third and fourth Balaam oracles are found in the Magi episode in Mt 2.1, and
if that imagery could have been already connected with the Davidic Branch before the gospels were
written, the thesis that Zech 6.12 is echoed in Mt 2.2 is more plausible. One example where the Branch
from Isa 11 is followed by echoes from Num 24.17 and Gen 49.10 is the blessing of the Prince of the
Congregation, 1Q28b, col. 5; lines 25-26 follow Isa 11, and line 27 reintroduces the sceptre imagery
of line 24. [Note: lines 23-25 also bear a strong resemblance to PsSo/ 17.354.] For more about the
Num 24/ Gen 49 connection, see note #51 below.

“Messianic interpretations of Num 24.17 occur in several texts of early Judaism, though not all
interpret the messiah as a Davidic figure, nor do all see a single figure presaged by the star and scepter.
See the Num 24.17 LXX, CD 7.18-26, IQM 11.6,4Q 175, T. Levi 18.3, T. Jud. 24.1, possibly
Josephus, War 6.5.4(312), and the targumim on Num 24.17. In CD, the star is the Interpreter of the
Law and the scepter is the Prince of the Whole Congregation; in the War Rule, the star and scepter
seems to refer to a single person, and in context he appears to be a Davidic king; 4Q 175 includes the
Num text but makes no commentary; after the (anointed) priesthood of T. Levi 17 lapses, in T. Levi 18
anew priest is raised up, “and his star shall rise in heaven like a king;” T. Jud. 24 is a mosaic of
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In place of the very difficult Num 24.7 MT, the Septuagint interprets the third

Balaam oracle to refer to a man whose kingdom will be exalted.

é€eletioeTal avBputos ék ToD OTéPILATOS aAVTOV

KAl KUpLEVTEL EBV@MY TTOAGDY,

kal wpwdoeTar | Fwy Bacikeia aldrov,

kat avEnnoetar n Baokeia atrol. --Num 24.7 LXX

A man will come forth from his seed and he will rule the gentiles;
and he will be exalted above the kingdom of Gog; and his kingdom will increase.

Num 24.17b is a well-known extract from the fourth oracle prophecy of the star and
sceptre:

SNn w2 oY 2prm 29D TIT T ~Num 2417 MT

A star shall come forth out of Jacob, and a sceptre shall arise out of Israel.
In its canonical setting, this oracle was most likely read as a prophecy of the “future”
Davidic monarchy from the perspective of “Moses.”* By the first century, however, the
sceptre and star terminology had already been applied to the messianic age, and in more
than one place it referred to the Davidic messiah.*’
The most notable difference between the Hebrew and the Septuagintal texts of

Num 24.17 is the substitution of man (dv8pwnos) for sceptre (D).

avatelel doTpov €€ lakwp,
kai avacTioeTal dvBpwmos éE lopanA. --Num 24.17 LXX

A star will rise out of Jacob, and a man will arise out of Israel.

eschatological expectations which include Num 24.17 and other Davidic messianic texts. (See note #51
below.) Tg Ps.-J. reads, “When the strong king from those of the house of Jacob shall rule and the
Messiah and the strong rod from Israel shall be anointed....” Tg Nf. reads, “A king is to arise from
those of the house of Jacob, and a redeemer and ruler from those of the house of Israel....” In the 2nd
century Rabbi Aquiba hailed Simon ben Kosibah as “son of the star,” Bar Kochba.

“Roberts, “OT Contributions,” 41. Balaam’s prophecy of the star of Jacob and the staff of
Israel (Num 24.17) and Jacob’s comment that the “scepter or staff would never depart from Judah
(Gen 49:10)” probably came from the early monarchic period and refer to the Davidic dynasty. In
addition to the linking of the Gen 49 and Num 24 motifs of the scepter, Roberts, 42, also notes the
“close linguistic ties to the oracles of Balaam” which can be seen in the “last words of David”
(2 Sam 23.1-7).

“’See note # 45 above.
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There is evidence from various strands of early Jewish traditions that Num 24.7 and 17
were sometimes read together -- the occurrence of man in both verses of the Septuagint
would appear not to be accidental.® T. Jud. 24 also begins with the star-man
parallelism:

Kal peta TabTa dvaterel vpiv dotpov €€ laknp év elpivn,

kal dvaomoeTal dvBpwros [ék Tob oméppaTos pou]

ws MALos Stkatoolvns, cupTropeudpevos Tols ddpumols

€v mpadmTL kdl Sikatooivn.... ~T.Jud 24.1%

And after this a star out of Jacob will rise in peace, for you,
and a man will arise [from my offspring]

as a sun of righteousness, walking with the people

in humility and righteousness...

The phrase in brackets resembles the first line of Num 24.7, éEehetioceTal dvlpumos €k
Tob oméppaTos avTod, which is part of the blessing Balaam pronounces over Jacob
and Israel. The status of Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs as a Jewish document is
uncertain. If, for the sake of argument, one agrees it was originally a (Jewish) Christian
composition, it may still be thought to have drawn on Jewish traditions that can be

projected back to a time from which it might have exerted some influence on the

“As early as the translation of the Hebrew into Greek, the interpretation seems to be embedded
in the LXX. Indeed, Num 24.7 “was paraphrased messianically in all ancient versions with the
exception of the Vulgate,” (Martin McNamara, “Early Exegesis in the Palestinian Targum (Neofiti 1)
Numbers Chapter 24,” P.I.B.4. No 16, 1993, 62-63.) See also Geza Vermes, Scripture and Tradition:
Haggadic Studies (2nd rev. ed.; Leiden: Brill, 1973), 58-60, 159-61. The targums use the terms
“anointed king” (Tg. Onq.), “king...and redeemer” (7g. Ps.-J. and Tg. Neof. 1). As noted above, the
targums also interpret the star and sceptre from Num 24.17 as “king” and “messiah” (7g. Ong.); as
“strong king” and “anointed strong rod” (7g. Ps.-J.); or as “king” and “redeemer and ruler” (Tg Nf. 1).

“Greek text taken from R. H. Charles, The Greek Versions of the Testaments of the Twelve
Patriarchs (Oxford: Clarendon, 1908), 101. In his text notes, Charles attributes the bracketed phrase to
Greek and Slavonic (a, B, and S) mss, but not to A (the Armenian recension). Although Charles did
not think the insertion of the phrase merits its rejection as a specifically Christian interpolation, this
kind of textual issue is hotly contested in contemporary scholarship. For H. C. Kee’s general overview
of T. 12 Patr., including a discussion of Charles’ text labeling, see the section in OTPL, 775-81; see 801
for Kee’s translation of 7. Jud. 24. Among more recent works, see Robert Kugler, The Testaments of
the Twelve Patriarchs (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 2001); also, M. de Jonge, Jewish
Eschatology, Early Christian Christology, and the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs. Collected
Essays of Marinus de Jonge (Leiden: Brill, 1991); and idem., The Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs.
A Study of Their Text, Composition and Origin (2" ed.; Assen: Van Gorcum, 1975).
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Gospels.” It would be difficult to deny that the text in view (7. Jud. 24.1) has drawn

significantly on Jewish traditional imagery. These words in 7. Jud. 24.1 are also
reminiscent of the blessings Jacob bestows on his sons, especially the mention of
“sceptre” in Judah’s blessing (Gen 49.10).'

Not only may T. Jud. 24 combine Num 24.7 and 17, but the text may splice
together allusions from Isaiah and Zechariah. The tefminology of humility and
righteousness (¢v mpadTnTL kal Sikaroovvn, T. Jud. 24.1) may recall Zech 9.9, which
portrays the Davidic king riding into Jerusalem 8ikaios kav...mpats.” 7. Jud. 24.2 may
evoke the pouring of the Spirit on the ideal king of Isa 11.1-5; 7" Jud. 24. 4-6

incorporates strands of Branch-language reflective of Isaiah, Jeremiah and Zechariah:

%The combination of “star” and “man” in T. Jud. 24 is not an isolated occurrence; Num 24
LXX is an early witness, as are the targums and Qumran examples. My main point is to show that the
star-man interpretation comes from a period early enough to have exerted some impact on Matthew’s
gospel.

"The connection between Num 24 and Gen 49.8-12 is well attested. The interpretive principle
of gezerah shawah may account for the synoptic messianic reading of the two texts which mention a
sceptre from Judah-Jacob, in the Genesis targum. Indeed, Mary Douglas has advanced the hypothesis
that Numbers itself is a “Commentary on Genesis,” which has the “special role in the Pentateuch ...to
draw out the theme of prophecy fulfilled.” See In The Wilderness: The Doctrine of Defilement in the
Book of Numbers (JSOT Sup 158; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1993), 98-101, where Douglas
proposes, “As Numbers works forward from its beginning at Sinai to its ending in the Plains of Moab,
it unfurls in reverse order the scroll of God’s promises in Genesis. The beginning of Numbers starts
with the end of Genesis and the ending of Numbers arrives by an inverted parallel at the beginning of
Genesis....” She terms this a “synoptic reading of the book of Numbers.” Douglas.devotes an entire
chapter of her book to the Balaam story, in part highlighting its relationship to Gen 49, 222-224, and
by extension, to Zechariah, 224-25, Balaam’s blessings either repeat God’s promises to Abraham and
Jacob or echo Jacob’s blessings, making the change so as to combine the blessings on the two houses in
the messianic prophecy to Judah (Gen 49.10; cf. Num 23.7). Douglas says this is not a “slip” on
Balaam’s part but is “one of his rhetorical turns,” so that he never uses the word Israel in contrast with
Judah. Zechariah, on the other hand, “prayed for a joint triumph to include both Judah and Joseph, but
always distinguished them: whenever he said one name he followed with the name of the other....”
Yet, while Zechariah kept “Judah and Joseph in balanced apposition™ [see Zech 9.10, 10.6], the pair
were for him “as complementary as bow and arrow” [Zech 9.13]. As Douglas says, 225, “Zechariah
looked forward to the day when all the nations that came against Jerusalem ‘would even go up from
year to year to worship the King, the Lord of hosts, and to keep the feast of tabernacles’ (Zech 14.16).
All the nations! Numbers has enough to do to keep the door open for the twelve sons of Jacob.” I am
indebted to this scholar’s observations, which enrich my understanding of the texts under consideration.

2The importance of Zech 9.9 for Jesus’ entry into Jerusalem is covered in thesis section on
Mt 21. The kingly figure in Zech 9.9 is humble (mpais), as well as righteous (8ikavos), which
distinguishes him from the righteous-Branch figure of Jeremiah.
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ObT0s 6 BraocTos ** Geot WioTov ...

ToéTe ava)\audJeL olchr‘rpov Baot)\etas‘

Kal Ao mg pi¢ns tpdv yevhoeTar 1Tu9unv

Kai €€ av’rng B)\ao'rnoet paBSog Slkarootvng Tois Ebveawy
kplval kat oGoal’™ TavTas Tous €MKAAOUPévous TOV Kvptov

T. Jud. 24, therefore, fits the Branch, man and sceptre into its “mosaic of eschatological
expectations based on Num 24:17” *” and seems to fuse their characteristics together.*
In Philo there is further evidence that the Balaam oracles and Zech 6.12 may

have been read together. In the first instance, Philo clearly draws upon Num 24.7 twice:

Num 24.7L.XX Vita Mos 1.290 Praem 95
e€edeoeTal dvBpwmos €€edelioeTal MOTE AVBpwTOS é€edeloeTal ydp avBpwros...
€K TOU aMépLaTtos alrob €€ uudv
Kal KupLeUoeL €Bvav oGV  Kal €mKpaThioeL TOAGY é8viv ..kal oTpaTaApXWV Kal TONEROV
€0vn peydia kal ToAudvBpwTa
XELPWOETAL....

kai WwbnoeTar 1y Fwy kal émBaivouvaa 1 Tolde

Baoieia atrob Baoiieia

kal atEnBricetat 1 Bacireia

alrod. Ka®’ ekdoTny Npépayv mpods

pos apbroeTar.

T, Jud. 24 does not follow the LXX CAvatoAn) of Jer 23.5 or Zech 3.8; 6.12; it utilizes
another term for Branch, BAdaTos, which is equivalent to one variant in Zech 6.12 (BAdoTnua, o, eBp’
= Symmachus, Origen’s Heb). Gen 49.9 LXX also departs from the Hebrew, where Judah like a lion’s
whelp has “gone up from the prey” (¢k BraoTol...avépns). T. Jud. 24.6 (oxfimrrpov) does not follow
Gen 49.10 LXX (dpxwv) in its choice of words for sceptre.

*A has dvacTioetatr (Charles, 102, Armenian text).
%See Isa 11.10 LXX.
%Zech 9.9 LXX also describes the king as og)lwv. See also note #52 above.

’See Kee’s note 24 a. in OTP 1, 801. Kee also draws the allusions to Isa 11.2 and to the
Branch texts of Jer 23.5; 33.15 and Zech 3.8; 6.12, but does not note the inclusion of the Num 24.7
phraseology, or connections to Gen 49 or Zech 9.9. Lindars, NT Apologetic, 277, notes only the
allusions to Ps. 45 and Zech. 9.9 in T. Jud., 24.1-3.

*The targums of Isa 4.2, 11.1, and Jer 23.5 and 33.15, and of Zech 3.8 and 6.12 have been
compared; see note #42 above. William Horbury, Jewish Messianism and the Cult of Christ (London:
SCM, 1998), 93, refers to the similarities of language and interpretation in the targums of Isa 11.1
and Num 24.17, where “king...messiah” represent “shoot...branch” of Isaiah, and “star...sceptre” of
Numbers; the verb “there shall grow up” renders “shall grow” in Isaiah, “but is much freer as a
translation of ‘shall rise’ in Numbers.” Horbury continues, “It seems likely that in the targumic
tradition these verses from Isaiah and Numbers have been mutually influential, the Pentateuchal
versions accepting “shall grow” from Isaiah, and Isaiah receiving the formulaic interpretation “king...
messiah” from the Pentateuch.” It might be interesting to ask whether any influence from Zech 6.12
MT “shall branch out” or “shall rise” of LXX could be present in the targumic tradition here. In his
notes on the Isaiah Targum, Bruce Chilton, The Isaiah Targum (Vol. 11 of The Aramaic Bible; ed.
Kevin Cathcart, Michael Maher and Martin McNamara; Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1987), 29, also
draws the comparison between the “Branch” and king- messiah language and the just rule expected in
Pss.Sol., especially Tg. Isa. 11.4 and Pss. Sol. 17.35.
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These key passages are located in Philo’s On the Life of Moses and the Exposition of
the Law.”® In this connection, Philo first interprets the Balaam oracle of the “man who
one day will come forth to rule over many nations” in terms of fulfilling Moses’ role as
warrior-king of the Hebrew nation.®® In the second instance, in Philo’s view, the
eschatological war ought to be a peaceful ideological one, but if necessary, the man will
conquer the nations militarily.*’ Without using the word messiah anywhere, Philo has
portrayed the character of the man in terms consistent with other messianic

expectations, for instance, those found in Pss. Sol.17.%

**On the Life of Moses (Vita Mos 1 and 1I); Exposition of the Law (Op, Abr, Jos, Decal, Spec,
Virt, Praem). Philo uses parts of the Balak/Balaam cycle in several places; P. Borgen, “ ‘There Shall
Come Forth a Man’: Reflections on Messianic Ideas in Philo,” in The Messiah (ed. James H.
Charlesworth; Minneapolis: Fortress, 1992), 351 (note 12), lists ten other Philonic writings which
contain Balaam material. Although he never cites Num 24.17, Philo does quote from Num 24.16 in
Mut. 202, referring to Balaam as “hearing the oracles of God and knowing knowledge from the Most
High.” Borgen does not mention Zechariah in this article, however.

%E.g., Moses is called “god and king” in Vita Mos 1.158, and “king,” “lawgiver,” “high
priest,” and “prophet” in Vita Mos 11.292. Borgen, 346, says that Philo “pictures a Hebrew emperor
who will bring to its full realization the universal charge of Moses and the Hebrew nation,” and that
“the central role of the Jewish nation as the head (and ruler) of all nations is a fundamental element of
Philo’s eschatological hope.” I think Borgen’s reading of Philo’s eschatology is more persuasive than
that of Hecht, who tries to draw an analogy between Phile and modern Hasidism’s substitution of
personal mysticism for messianic redemption, viz. that Philo took popular messianic ideas and
neutralized them into a spiritualized and thoroughly dehistoricized Messianic Era. See Richard D.
Hecht, “Philo and Messiah,” in Judaisms and Their Messiahs at the Turn of the Christian Era (eds.
Jacob Neusner, William S. Green and Ernest Frerichs; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1987),
139-168, especially 159-163.

'Borgen, ibid., 342, emphasizes, “Philo was an exegete whose aim was to interpret the Laws
of Moses.” In such a context, the “messianic prophecy about ‘a man’ thus is a natural and integral
element in Philo’s interpretation of the Law of Moses, but the central and basic idea is the
eschatological role of the Jewish nation as being the head of all nations.” Blessings will come to those
who obey the Law; those who overcome the passions, and embrace virtue, arrive at the vision of God,
and thus share Israel’s character, will share in the final hymn of victory. By a different route, Robert
Hayward, “Balaam’s Prophecies as Interpreted by Philo and the Aramaic Targums of the Pentateuch,”
in New Heaven and New Earth: Prophecy and the Millenium (eds. P. J. Harland and C. T. R. Hayward;
Leiden: Brill, 1999), 19-36, has arrived at a conclusion similary to Borgen’s, that “Philo believed this
last victory would come about through the ‘man’ of Balaam’s prophecy.” Hayward, 31(note 28), agrees
with the position of this thesis, that Hecht’s emphasis on internal transformation by the Logos (op. cit.,
162) does not comprise the whole story with regard to Philo’s understanding of the Balaam oracles.

2The remainder of Praem 95 mentions that God has sent, as reinforcement to the man, such
attributes as are befitting; namely, dauntless courage of soul and all-powerful strength of body, which
together will overcome the enemy. These characteristics bear a strong resemblance to Pss.Sol. 17.36-
40.
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Although he never actually cites Numbers 24.17, Philo may have read the figures
of the man in Numbers as a unity. In fact, a case can be made that Philo fused the
oracles of Num 24.7 and 17 in order to reduce the total number of Balaam’s oracles to
three, which would have signified perfection and completion, and which would have
suited his triadic view of Israel’s history as past, present and future.” Furthermore, in a
manner similar to the Targumists, Philo seems to have read Balaam’s blessing of Jacob
and Israel in light of the Jacob-Israel blessings of Gen 49. The similar vocabulary and
wording of the respective blessings, the references in both texts to the sceptre, and the
use of lion imagery lend themselves to such an interpretive combination. Philo reveals
his own intertextual reading of Numbers 24 and Genesis 49 by exchanging the verb
¢yelpw in Gen 49.9 for dvicTnut in his rendering of Num 24.9 in Vita Mos 1.291.%

Gen 49.9 L XX Num 24.91L.XX Vita Mos 1,291b

okOuvos Aéovtas louda-

€k PracTod, e pov, aPns

davameoay ékoLpnng KaTakALBELS dveTaloaTo avanaioeTal KATAKALVELS

WS Muwv Kal ws oKUYoS ws Mwr Kal ws okipvos ws AMwv 1 okipvos Aéovtos,
pdia katadppovnTikids Sedlas
ovdéva, $oPov Tols dovs

€VeLPYaoévos®

Tis éyeLpel alrév, Tis dvaotioeL autév; afos bs v alTov mapaxwvicads
€yelpy

Judah is a lion’s cub: from the

shoot you have come up, my son;

leaning back you have slept Having reclined, he rested Having reclined, he will rest

as a lion (and) as a cub; as a lion (and) as a cub; as a lion or a lion’s cub;

$Hayward, op cit., 19-24. I am indebted to Hayward for pointing out Philo’s “love of
arithmology” as a rationale for his combined reading of the third and fourth Balaam oracles. Three
is a perfect number; the triad is complete, “having beginning, middle, and end, which are equal”
(Qu. Gen. 115, cf. Leg. All. 1.3; Qu. Gen. 111.3). Hayward, 20, also refers to places in Vita Mos where
“Philo refers the oracles to Israel’s beginnings in the past..., her present status as divinely blessed...,
and her future victorious destiny....Signifying completeness, the number three used to formulate
Balaam’s oracles invites the reader to regard the seer’s words as a full expression of Israel’s
significance.”

%The conclusions of Hayward, ibid., 24, with regard to this comparison confirm my own
work on these texts. He writes, “It seems likely that LXX had already established a lexical connection
between the fourth Balaam oracle and Jacob’s blessing of Judah, which later interpreters might
exploit.” If this is so, then it is a small matter to read the oracles in Num 24 in combination: the man
of 24.7 is the same figure as the man in 24.17. It is interesting that Hayward arrives at a conclusion
based on the XX that is similar to the one Mary Douglas drew based on the MT (see note #51 above).
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very contemptuous, fearing nothing,
creating fear in others;
who will rouse him? who will raise him? wretched whoever would rouse and
disturb him.

Although the Septuagint never credits Balaam with the status of mpodriiTns,
Philo says that his first oracle was spoken by one as possessed by the prophetic spirit
(TpodnTikol TVelpaTos, Vita Mos 1.277), that he spoke prophetic words (€EehdAel
mpodnTevwy, Vita Mos 1. 283), and that he spoke évBouvs (Vita Mos 1.277,288).%°
Moreover, in his version of the introduction to Balaam's final oracle, Philo reworked
Balaam’s self-description as the man who truly sees (0 dvOpwmos 0 dAnbvas Opdv,
Num 24.3, 15) into the man who in sleep saw a clear presentation of God with the
unsleeping eyes of the soul (8oTis kad’ Umvov évapyf davrtaciav €ide Beod Tols
s Puxis dkoipnTols oppaociy,Vita Mos 1.289). In recognition that Philo invested
the names of biblical characters with great symbolic meaning, Hayward argues that Philo
has made this text emphasize Balaam’s sight of God, to the exclusion of other ways of
knowing. The result of casting the Gentile prophet as one who saw God clearly is
Philo’s identification of Balaam with Jacob, who was renamed Israel, the one who sees
God.*

Momentarily leaving to one side Philo’s interpretation of the man in Numbers 24

as the one who will gain mastery over many nations (Vita Mos 1.290) and who will

®See Hayward, ibid., 20. Yet, with the exception of his treatment of the Balaam oracles as
divinely-inspired and Balaam as év8ous (Vita Mos 1.288g, cf. Praem 95), Philo regards Balaam as a
villain; for example, see Conf 159, Quod Deus 183, Migr 113, Mut 202. Philo even refers to Balaam as
a udyos in Vita Mos 1.276. See discussion of Conf 62-64 and its context and comparisons with the
Magi below.

%Hayward, ibid., 20-22 (note 8), on Philo’s etymologies of Hebrew names. [ See note #11
above on Mt 1.18-25, for Philo’s etymology of Joshua.] If Hayward is correct, and I find his arguments
persuasive, the interpretive link between the prophecies of Gen 49 and Num 24 is strengthened.
Hayward contends that Philo’s knowledge of early targumic traditions about “hidden mysteries,” which
were taken from Jacob-Israel and which were “revealed” to Balaam, is behind Philo’s understanding of
the biblical text. Balaam is thereby elevated to the position of prophesying in persona Israel; his
oracles are “prophecy of the highest order... presented as three oracles, thereby signifying its
completeness and perfection as it speaks of Israel's past, present, and future.”
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subdue great and populous nations (Praem 95), it may be instructive to turn to Philo’s
representation of the man in Zech 6.12 LXX; this topic appears in De Confusione
Linguarum. Zechariah 6.12 is taken up by Philo in the immediate context of his
exegesis of Genesis 11.2 LXX, the larger context of which is bounded by references to
the Numbers stories (chapters 23-25, 31). In Conf 60, Philo states that those who
conspired to commit wrongdoing (€7’ adiknLacty) set out from the East (dmo
dvaTtoh@v) and settled in the land of Shinar. These remarks set up Philo’s discussion of
the two kinds of rising in the soul, the better and the worse. An example of the better
kind of rising is the Garden of Eden, where not plants but heavenly virtues were raised

by God out of his own incorporeal light:
kal édiTevoer 0 Beds mapadeloor év E8EN kaTa dvaTolds, oU xepoalwy
dUTGY, AN olpaviwy dpeTdv, ds €€ dowpdTou ToL Tap’ éauTd GwToS

dopéoTous eiloacl yevnoopévas 6 GuToupyos GUETELAEY. --Conf 61

Immediately after this, Philo introduces a second reference to the better kind of rising:

Zech 6.12 LXX Conf 62-63
...Td8e AyeL kipLos TavTokpdTwp fikovoa pértoL kal TOV Mwucéws €Taipwy
Tivos dmodBeyEapévou ToLévde AdyLov:
A 3 7 \ " k] ~ 2 s ” T b 7
'I8ov avnp, "AvaToAn) Ovopa avTd, 180 dvBpwios w Ovoud dyaToAn)”
kal UmokdTwlev atrol avaTelel, KALWoTdTT) Y€ TpdapnoLs, édv ye TOV €x

oupaTos kal Puxiis cuveaTaTa Aéyeobal
vopions: édv & TOV dowpaTov ékelvov,
feias dSiadopotvTa €ikévos, OpONOYTIOELS
OTL etAUBoALITaTOY Gropa Eémedmuiodn
TO qvaTokfis alT® © TolTov pev yap
TpeoPiTaTov vdv 6 TOV GAwv AvéTelle TaTrp,
v ETépwbl TpwTSyovov wvdpace,
Kai & yevvnBeis pévTol, PLpolREVosS TAS Tov
TaTpds 68ols, mpds mapadelypara dpxéTuma

o ) o, e éxe{vou BAémwr epdpdpou Td €ldn.

Kai olkodopnoel TOV olkov kupiov.

[ have indeed heard of a certain one of Moses’
companions who boldly pronounced an oracle
such as this, “Behold a man whose name is
’AvaTolyy (Rising)” -- indeed a most remarkable
designation, if you expect that he will consist of
body and soul. If, however, you should suppose
him to be an incorporeal image, a divine

“For dvatorr) and dvaTé\w see note # 38 above. On the Messiah building the temple, see
thesis section on Jesus and the Temple Charge . The underlined excerpt is for the sake of comparison
between Philo and Zech 6.12 LXX.
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incorruptible image, then you will grant that the
name promised to him, Rising (’AvaTtoAn), is
right on the mark. For the Father of all raised up
this eldest son, whom he has named elsewhere,
Firstborn (mpwtdyovos). To be sure, the Begotten
One (6 yewnBels) exactly copying the ways of his
Father, looking at the visible model patterns, gave
them shape.

Philo’s version of Zech 6.12a is virtually identical to LXX, with the exception
that it reads dv8paos in place of dvrip:

The Father of all raised up this eldest son, here named Rising, and elsewhere named Firstborn.®®
As with the Septuagint, Philo also makes use of the cognates dvaToAn - dvaté\w: ®
This passage in Conf 62-64 is consistent with Philo’s description of how the Logos
works, by “bringing into creation the discrete elements of the sensible world by

following the ideas” of the divine mind.”

®The terms Philo uses here to describe the eldest son, as “Firstborn” and “Begotten One”
evoke the question of resemblance to Zech 12.10 (They will weep and mourn over him as over an only
child, or a firstborn), although LXX does not have mpeoBiTaTos, mpwtdyovos, or & yevvnbeis.
Instead it employs dyarmTtés and mpwTdTokos. See possible links of Zech 12.10 with Matthew
elsewhere in this thesis (especially ch 6).

“In its normal transitive use, dvaTté\w is causative: to make or let spring up (as of a tree), or
rise (sun, star), to bring forth or bring to light. The intransitive range of meanings includes “rise up,
come to light, rise (as sun, moon or star), blaze forth, dawn,” and, in a weakened form, “spring forth”
(Tmyyal). In the singular, ’AvaTto)yj usually means a rising, especially of the sun, moon, and stars. In
the plural awd dvaToldv, the meaning is usually from the East, kata dvaTolds is toward the sunrise.
See BAGD 62; also see note # 38 above. ,

Stendahl, School, 136, points out that in the LXX, dvaté\Mw in place of 777 in Num 24.17 is
hapax legomenon. See Hedwige Rouillard’s discussion of this question in La Pericope de Balaam
(Nombres 22-24): La Prose et les “Oracles”, Etudes Bibliques (Nouvelle série. N° 4; Paris: Librairie
Lecoffre, J. Gabalda, 1985), 418-25, especially 425, on the translation of drk: “Il y a en effet deux sens
principaux: a) s’avancer, fouler aux pieds, piétiner; b) bander un arc. Les deux sens conviennent 4
drk kwkb. Si I’on choisit /e roi, on retient le premier....Si I’on garde [ ’étoile, il faut préférer le second
sens.... car une étoile passe comme une fléche....” [<<>> removed, and italics substituted] Rouillard
sees a relationship between the star-king imagery in Num 24.17 and Mt 2. See below.

"See Hecht, “Philo and Messiah,”150. Before his comments on how the Logos works, he
makes reference to Philo’s quotation of Zechariah in Conf 62 and states, “Here, Philo clearly takes the
messianic title of Zech 6:12, semah in the Masoretic text and anarole in the Septuagint (LXX), as the
Logos....” From my reading of Philo, it is not clear that he has the Hebrew text in mind; there is
nothing here which suggests other than that Philo is using singular and plural forms of dvaToAr in this
exegesis. If Philo had access only to the Greek Bible, he would still have had enough to make a
messianic connection with Jer 23.5 (and 33.15), and Zech 3.8. The Zech 6.12 Lxx text alone could
have given him the cognate word-play in Greek.
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Immediately following his best example of rising, the man whom God named
Rising, Philo introduces Balaam, of the worst kind of rising, whom Balak sent for dmo
davatorav and who lived mpos dvaTorails. Balaam is here described as someone who
wished to curse one whom God praised (Conf 64-65a).

Tob 8¢ xelpovos avaTorils €ldous UmdSeLypa TO AexBev émi Tol BovAopévou
TOV €mawvolpevov umod Beol kaTapdoacbal: TPdOS yap dvatoldis elodyeTal
KAKeELVOS OLKGV, diTveES Opwvupobodl Tals TpoTépals évavTiéTTa Kal pdxny
mpOS avTas éxovowr “ék MeoomoTapias” yap dnor “petemépdatéd pe Bardi,
¢E dpéow 4o draTordv, Aéywr: 8epo dpacal pot OV pf apdtar 6 feds.” 7!

Of the worst kind of rising is the example in the figure about whom it was said that

he wished to curse the one praised by God: for he, who bears the same name as those
previously mentioned, was imported from and lived also at the risings, is most in
opposition to them. For he said, “Balak sent for me from Mesopotamia, from the
mountains of the East, saying, ‘Come here and curse for me the one God does not curse.’”

These are the only two_personal examples of antithetical risings here: Philo appears to
have set the man of Zech 6.12 and Balaam in opposition here as type and anti-type.
Even though Philo does not make the connection explicit, the eschatological
ruler of the nations from Num 24.7, who is the “incontestably messianic” man in 24.17,
may be identified with the man named Rising, also a messianic figure. In this sense, J.
de Savignac rightly contends that Philo's exposition of Zechariah 6.12 in De Confusione

Linguarum 62-64 is an “assimilation of the Logos and Messiah.” ™

""Note that this citation concludes with a paraphrase of Num 23.7-8, the beginning of
Balaam’s first oracle. At least for his exegetical purposes here, Philo does not seem to distinguish
between avatoAn) and dmo dvatoldv. Another place where Philo includes the term dn’ dvaToA@v in
a reference to Balaam, is Vita Mos 1.276-278: Balak took Balaam to a place where he showed the camp
of the Hebrews 7¢) pdyw. After Balaam ordered Balak to make sacrifices, he went to inquire of God,
and €fw 3¢ mpoeMBow évBous avTika yiveTal, mpodnTikod MrelpaTOS émdoiTicavTos, 6 Taoay
avTob THy évtexvor pavTikhy Umepdplov Ths Puxfis fhace: BuLs yap otk v lepwTdTy
kaTokwXf] ourdiarTdobar paywkny codioteiav (as he went forward, immediately he became inspired,
visited by a prophetic spirit, which drove away all of his mantic art: for it was not right that a possesion
by the Holiest live together with a possession by mastery of the craft of a magos). In this context, Philo
also has Balaam identify himself as having been called from Mesopotamia, dm" dvaToldv, but here
Balaam says he is not able to curse whom God does not curse. This is a complex portrayal of the
villanous man sometimes endued by God to utter the highest prophecies. Balaam as a udyos 4w’
dvatolwv may be one contact between this kind of tradition and the Matthean Magi narrative.

™See J. de Savignac, “Le Messianisme de Philon d’Alexandrie,” NovT 4 (1960) 319-24.
Savignac also states, 319, that “le Messie personnel n’est mentionné explicitement que par un seul texte
philonien, dans le de praemiis (95),” by which he means the Num 24.7 citation. According to Savignac,
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A comparison of Philo’s citations of Num 24.7 (Vita Mos 1.290 and Praem 95)
and Zechariah 6.12 (Conf 62-63), assuming that Philo also knew Num 24.17, reveals

that the key overlapping words are dvBpwmos and dvaTé\w:

ekedeloeTar ... @VBpwTos.... --Num 24.7; Vita Mos 1.290; Praem 95
avaTterel doTpov €€ ’lakoB, kal dvacTioeTar dvpwtios €€ ’lopani.... --Num 24.17 LXX
I8ou dviip, *AvaToli) Svopa auTd, Kal....avaTerEl.... --Zech 6.12 LXX
8ol dvbpwmos @ dvopa draTord...Tolrov...6 Shwy dvéTethe TaThp.... --Conf 62, 64

Since these divine promises of the coming messianic man ™ had been preserved by
Moses or “one of his companions” (Conf 62), Philo confidently expected their
fulfillment.” The only two biblical texts which Philo reads in a purportedly messianic
way are Zech 6.12 and Num 24.7 (and by extension, 24.17). Philo is certainly to be

included with the Qumran scribes and other early exegetes of the scriptures, whose

320-321, Philo understands the man from Num 24.17 to be none other than the man of 24.7, yet the
second dvBpwios is “easily assimilated to dvaToAr) (un aurore).” Savignac supports his view that Philo
found it easy to make the leap from the star rising to the man rising, with a citation (from De Opificio
Mundi 31) that the Logos has been named “Supercelestial Star.” With reference to Philo’s application
of Zech 6.12 to the Logos, Savignac writes, “Le texte biblique ici appliqué par Philon au Logos est si
manifestement messianique...que Philon n’a pas pu ne pa se rendre compte que par I’application qu’il
en faisait au Logos, il identifiait le Logos et le Messie....Ainsi, non seulement ’application au Logos

du texte messianique de Zacharie (vi 12) établit I’assimilation philonienne du Logos et du Messie, mais
le seul texte ot Philon traite d’un Messie personnel, loin d’exclure cette assimilation, parait plutét la
supposer; c’est elle qui, semble-t-il, nous en livre le sens. On notera en outre que la designation du
Messie par le terme ‘homme’ devait étre séduisante pour Philon car, dans le méme traité que celui ol

il y fait allusion, il soutient que la perfection consiste & devenir ‘homme’ (cf. de praemiis, 13, 14...et
quod deter. 22-24...)” Although Savignac’s article looks at Philo’s messianism from a different vantage
point, it is most interesting that the conclusions about Num 24.7, 17 and Zech 6.12 confirm this present
study.

PThe fact that Philo did look for a human figure, the man, in his Numbers 24 exposition,
prevents his interpreters from assuming that the man in Zech 6 is “completely spiritualized;” see
Savignac, ibid., 320. Pace Hecht.

“Borgen, “There shall come forth a man,” 352-53, makes this point, drawing upon Vita Mos
1.290-91; 11.288. “God’s leadership of the Hebrew army in the Exodus of the past is the guarantee for
the people’s military success in the future encounter with many nations. This line of reasoning is in
accordance with Moses’ words at the time of his death..., ‘Then, indeed, we find him [Moses] possessed
by the spirit, no longer uttering general truths to the whole nation but prophesying to each tribe in
particular the things which were to be and hereafter must come to pass. Some of these have already
taken place, others are still looked for, since confidence in the future is assured by fulfilment in the
past.”” Borgen, 353 (note 17), also refers to Virt 77, and to Josephus, who reasons similarly in

Ant 4.125, “And from these prophecies having received the fulfiliment which he predicted one may
infer what the future also has in store;”( cf. Ant 10.210).
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messianic exegesis merged the figures in Numbers 24 and Zechariah 6.12.7

In sum, a combined messianic reading of the man from the Balaam oracles in
Num 24.7, 17 and the man from Zech 6.12 has been demonstrated as early as the first
century. Zech 6.12 is therefore an inextricable component of the Branch-’AvaToin-
man-star-sceptre complex of messianic terminology around the turn of the common era.
It is thus possible that Matthew could have encountered some form of this conflated
messianic figure -- the man of Num 24 and Zech 6.12 -- in his traditional material.
Whether consciously or unconsciously, the First Gospel has built on this combined
messianic imagery in its Infancy Narrative.
Matthew 2.3-6

Certain features derived from reading Num 24.7, 17 in light of Zech 6.12 may
help to understand how Matthew has constructed the magi narrative; for example, the
ndyolr dmo dvaToA@v (2.1) who came looking for a king whose star they had seen €v
TH dvaToXi (2.2) reflects the exegetical processes already in place in the first century.”
The presence of gentile seers who interpret correctly the prophetic sign of the newborn
king of the Jews bears some similarity with the gentile magus who was possessed by the

divine spirit to utter the star-prophecy of this king.

The magus Balaam came from the East, speaking words that frustrated King Balak in his
effort to destroy his enemy; the Magi, who also came also from the East, frustrated King Herod

in his effort to destroy his enemy.”” At the end of the story, Matthew 2.12 reports that the

"See above on the Branch and Num 24.7, 17. Philo’s messianism is situated on the trajectory
that leads in one direction to the Targums and in another to the early Church Fathers, via the Gospels.

"Extrapolating back from the fathers, who delighted to apply ’I8ou avrip, *AvaToln) dvoua
atrd to the Incarnation, Barnabas Lindars, NT Apologetic, 70, says that it is “possible that Matthew
alluded to this in Matt. 2.2, Tov doTépa év Tij avaToAi, besides the principal reference to Num.
24.17. Although Lindars does not develop the point, his reading of the wider text in Zech 6 leads him
to see other links in Matthew, which would help strengthen the point made here.

""See Brown, Birth, 193-95; in summary, he writes, “Thus, beside similarities between the
magus Balaam and the Matthean magi in title, origin, and role, we have the similarity whereby Balaam
foretold that a star symbolizing the Messiah would rise (LXX) and Matthew’s magi saw the star
symbolizing the Messiah (2:4) at its rising.” Davies & Allison I, 230-236, however, are uncertain
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magi, having been warned in a dream not to return to Herod, left for their region by another
route. Num 24.25 concludes the Balaam episode with his departure for his own place.”®

The tradition that the arrival of the Messiah (“king of the Jews,” Mt 2.2-4)
might be heralded by his rising star is implicit in Matthew’s narrative world: in
Jerusalem the priestly hierarchy, the scribes, and even Herod, know this much. The
messianic discussion provoked by the magi’s account of the star proceeds without
further explanation,” including the interpretive leap Herod makes (from “newbom king |
of the Jews”) when he asks where the Messiah is to be born:

Tob 8¢ "Inood yervnBévros év Bnfhéeu Tis ‘lovbaias év fuépars ‘Hpwdou
ToU Baoiléws, 160U pdyor 4moO dvaToAdv mapeyévorto eis ‘lepoodivpa
MyovTes® mob éoTwv 0 TexOel agevs 1oV ‘lovdaiwy; €iBopev yap

agI’ of) TOV g’gIégg, €v ThH draTolj] kai ﬁ)\eouev TpooKkuvficat avuTQ.

aKovoag B¢ o Baot)\evs' ‘HpmSns' e‘rapaxen kal Taca ‘lepooo)\vua peT’ alTob,
Kal ovvayaywv TTO.VT(IS‘ ‘rovg apXLEPEIS Kal YpapupdaTels Tov Aaol emddveTo

Tap’ aUTOV ol O XPLOTOS YEVVATAL. --Mt 2.1-4

In Matthew’s narrative, it does not matter whether Herod is genuinely ignorant of this

whether to interpret év Tfj dvaTolij messianically; they appear not to perceive the connection between
Zech 6.12 and the Matthean infancy narrative.

™The overlap is perceived more in the sense of a conclusion than of verbal correspondence.

PSuch an interpretive stance, in which the star-sceptre-man became identified with the
Branch- Avato\)-man, the expected king-messiah, was already evident in some Jewish traditions, and
its association continued into the Targums and in at least one Rabbinic circle was applied to a named
individual, Bar Kochba. Gilles Dorival, La Bible D'Alexandrie: Les Nombres (Paris: Les Editions du
Cerf, 1994), 452, recognizes that Mt 2 holds, in common with early Jewish writers, Rabbis, and Church
Fathers, the interpretation of the star-symbolism for Davidic royalty and the scepter for the messianic
era. Of Num 24.17, he writes with respect to Mt 2.2 and Rev 22.16, that the word for star was
exchanged and that the verb “to rise” became the substantive “rising” in the magi-Herod text: L’astre
[doTpov] devient une étoile [doTmp] dans les deux textes; le verbe se lever [dvaTeleiv] est transformé
dans le substantif levant [dvatoAn] chez Mt, ou les mages demandent a Herode ou se trouve le roi des
Juifs qui vient de naitre: nous avons vu son étoile au levant; Ap atteste une autre transformation: Jésus
s’applique & lui-méme le titre d’étoile brillante du matin.” [<< >> quotation marks omitted.] Dorival
then discusses the Church Fathers’ citations and discussion of Num 24.17. Taking a somewhat
different approach, Rouillard, La Pericope de Balaam, 419-25, examines the only two MT passages
which contain Awkbd in the singular (Num 24.17; Am 5.26) [without mention of CD} and compares
them with royal imagery in Isa 14.12, Ezek 32.7, Gen 49, Ps 2.7, and others. Rouillard, 423, with
reference to Mt 2.2, writes that, from a strictly literary point of view, the text has a double sense, the
homiletical perspective nothwithstanding: it is at the same time a reference to an astronomical event
and a royal metaphor, hence the mention of king of the Jews. Rouillard’s concern whether this was a
sign or reality [kwkb e sbt: le signe ou la realite?) for Balaam and/or the Magi is outside the scope of
this thesis. Nolan, Royal Son, 74, however, is right to say in his discussion of the same question, “The
fact that Jewish tradition associates the star with the person of the Messiah of David, and not with any
heavenly phenomenon, does not exclude an implicit reference of Matthew 2 to Numbers 24:17. From
the standpoint of its literary antecedents, the basic meaning of the star is that King Messiah has come
on the scene.”

|
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tradition about the messiah’s birthplace-- what is crucial is that the biblical experts
advance Bethlehem, David’s city, as the Messiah’s expected birthplace; this is certified
by a mixed citation from Micah 5.1, 3 LXX and 2 Sam 5.2 LXX.*
ol 8¢ elmav avTy - év Bnfréep Ths lovdaias - yap yéypamTar 8ud Tod mpodriTou
kal gb Bufiéey, v "lovda, olBapds éiaxiom €l év Tois yeudow ‘lovda -
€k ool yap é€elelioeTal Tyyovuevos, 00TLS TOLUAVEL TOY AAdY ov lopai]
--Mt 2.5-6

Kal ob BnO\éep olkos Tou Edpaba, dALyooTos €1 Tob €lvar év xihdow louda:
¢k ool pou €EedelioeTal Tou €ivan €is dpxovra év TH lopanh,...
kal oTioeTal kai GPeTar kal ToLAvel TO Tolpvior abtol év ioxit kuplov...
--Mic 5.1,3 Lxx

.2V TIOLRAVELS TOV Aady pov Tov Igpan), kai ov écel eis nyouuevoy
3

€m._Tov lopanA. --2 Sam 5.2 LXX
Matthew’s strategic use of this citation-within-a-citation of messianic prophecy

reminds the reader of the “Son of David” imagery in Mt 1 and adduces more strongly
that Jesus is indeed the Son of David, the royal Messiah, the legitimate “king of the
Jews.” The reference to shepherding in the quotation is very important; even though no
specific content of how Jesus is to be the shepherd-king is given here, the imagery
reappears throughout the rest of the Gospel (Mt 9.36; 26.31; 26.14-16; 27.3-10; see
below). However, there may be some motifs from Mt 1 that are recovered by the
announcement that one of the Davidic Messiah’s functions is to shepherd his people.
Matthew stresses the importance of Jesus’ name, for it is he who “will save his people

from their sins.”®' Zech 9.16, which has previously figured in this study (see page 29;.)

¥Detailed study of this mixed citation is outside the scope of this thesis; underlined excerpts in
Mt 2.1-6; Mic 5.1, 3; 2 Sam 5.2 LXX highlight the expectations of a Davidic shepherd figure. See
excursus on Jesus as Shepherd (ch 9).

#See David R. Bauer, “The Kingship of Jesus in the Matthean Infancy Narrative: A Literary
Analysis,” CBQ 57 (1995) 306-23. Bauer, 311-12, proposes that the shepherding reference in Mt 2.6
points back to 1.18-25 and illuminates one of Jesus’ shepherding functions as “saving his people from
sin.” The means by which Jesus accomplishes this is by his death, “precisely in his role as ‘shepherd’
(woipéva, 26:31).” Bauer’s article also looks at Jesus as a humble king; although his focus here is on
Jesus as “the child,” one is reminded by this terminology. that Jesus is also portrayed as the humble
Davidic king when he enters Jerusalem, deliberately enacting the prophecy of Zech 9.9; see below on
Mt 21.5/Zech 9.9 (ch 3). Bauer does not discuss the quotation of Zech 13.7 in Mt 26.31. See Passion
Narrative section of this thesis (especially chs 7-8) and the excursus on Jesus as Shepherd (ch 9).

|
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may exert some influence on the composition of Matthew’s narrative; this seems
especially to pertain to Mt 1.21 and 2.6 when read together. Zech 9.16 may refer to

the eschatological day, when the Lord will save his people, who are “like sheep” (Kal
owageL avTous Kiplos 6 Beds alTav €v TH Nuépa €kelvn, ws mpoPaTta Aaov
avtot....). There is no conceptual break between this and the citation of Mt 2.6, where
the Davidic Messiah will shepherd God’s people. In Matthew’s narrative section on
Jesus’ Galilean ministry, Jesus is reported to have had compassion for the crowds,

“for they were harassed and helpless, like sheep without a shepherd” (Mt 9.36; cf.

Zech 10.2).%

Matthew 2.23

At the close of the Infancy Narrative, Joseph and Mary take the child Jesus to live in

Nazareth. ¥ According to Matthew, the Messiah is to be identified as Nalwpalos:

Kai éNBow kaTeknoer eis mOAw Aeyopévmy Nalapét Omws mAnpwdi
76 pnoev Bua Taw mpodnTav 6TL Nalwpdios kAndioeTat. --Mt 2.23

And he went and settled in a city called Nazareth, that the word through the prophets
might be fulfilled, “He will be called a Nazarene.”

This text is widely acknowledged to be some sort of word-play involving Jesus’
hometown of Nazareth. Nazareth, variously spelled Nalapd, NalapéT, and Nalapé®,
does not appear in the OT; it is mentioned only in the Gospels and Acts. Jesus is
identified as the one from Nazareth (6 dmd Nalaped, or dmd NalapeT) in Mt 21.11.%

The significance of Nazareth/Nazarene in Matthew 2.23 must go beyond mere

¥]n the thesis section below on Jesus’ Galilean ministry, the case is presented that the “sheep
without a shepherd” reference in Mt 9.36 is most directly influenced by Zech 10.2 MTAXX. The Infancy
Narrative introduces the imagery from which later motifs are derived and expanded.

BStendahl, “Quis et Unde,” 73-75, contends that “Matthew 2 is dominated by geographical
names;” the use of these place names “draws on the similar motif in Exodus.” Yet in all the travels
from Bethlehem, to Egypt, back to Israel, bypassing Judea, on to Nazareth in Galilee, the major focus is
“the apologetic tension between ‘Bethlehem as expected’ and ‘Nazareth as revealed.’”

#Also in Mk 1.9, Jn 1.45, and Acts 10.38. Mark and Luke refer to Jesus as Nalapnés;
Luke, John and Acts also employ Nalwpalos, but neither appears in the LXX.
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geography. Scholars generally interpret it either (1) as a reference to Jesus as one set
apart to God as a Nagzirite ("7 ), or (2) as a reference to the messianic imagery of the

Davidic Branch, Nezer (1%2).%

On the one hand, from the biblical texts themselves, there are no compelling
reasons to adopt a “Nazirite” interpretation. First, nowhere in the LXX is Nazirite
rendered Nalwpatos. Second, the Nazirite interpretation simply does not fit the
Matthean Infancy narrative in its own context, nor is it supported by the picture of Jesus

elsewhere in Matthew, especially 11.18-19:

MBev ydp “lwdvms pite éobiwv piTe vy, kar Ayovow: Saipdviov éxet.
nABev 0 VoS Tol dvfpuittou €oBiwr kal Tivey, kal Aéyovowr (8ov dvfpwiros
ddyos kal olvomoTs, TEAWVGY PIAOS KAl AUAPTWAGY.

For John came neither eating nor drinking, and they say, “He has a demon.”
The Son of Man came (both) eating and drinking, and they say, “Look, a glutton and
drunkard, a friend of tax collectors and sinners.”

On the other hand, Davidic Branch-AvaTo)n connections, which complement
the Davidic messianic themes prominent in Matthew’s first chapter, have also been
discerned in Matthew’s second chapter. Furthermore, the prophetic plurality of Isaiah,
Jeremiah and Zechariah, from which the unified concept of ¥ and MY as
interchangeable Messianic Branch terms, may also account for the unusual fulfillment
formula in Mt 2.23, in which the indirect speech citation, 6Tt Nalwpatos kinfriceTad,

fulfills T pnéev da TV wpodnTdY.* The prevalence of Davidic imagery, and the

% Among those who find the primary sense of Matthew’s biblical allusion to refer to Jesus’
being set apart from birth as a holy one or Nazirite, are Brown, Birth, 207-13, 218-19, 223-24; Davies
& Allison 1, 275-81; and see James A. Sanders, ‘Nazoraios in Matthew 2:23,” in The Gospels and the
Scriptures of Israel (ed. Craig A. Evans and Richard Stegner; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press,
1994), 116-28. Those who give priority to the Branch of Isaiah 11.1, alone or in combination with the
other messianic Branch texts, include Luz, Matthew 1-7, 148-50; Lindars, NT Apologetic, 194-96; he
also proposes Isa 49.6 in combination with Is 11.1; Stendahl, School, 103-4, Gundry, Matthew, 39-40,
and Use, 97-104; and Hagner 1, Matthew, 39-42; and Pesch, op. cit. Note that W. F. Albright and C. S.
Mann, Matthew (AB; Garden City: Doubleday, 1971), 20-22, suggest Jer 31.6.

S0 also Pesch, op. cit., 174-75. He writes, on 176, “The prophets have announced that Jesus
of Nazareth, the messiah, the messianic shoot, will be called a Nazorean.”
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lack of convincing Nazirite material, confirms that the Nazareth-Na{wpalos wordplay

in Mt 2.23 must refer to Jesus as the Davidic Branch, the 7¥] who came from Nazareth.

In sum, the primacy of the Davidic framework of Matthew’s Infancy narrative
may be supported in deep structural layers in part by themes only found together in
Zechariah. This hypothesis has been strengthened by a close study of the three
messianic appellations found in Mt 1.21, 23, and 2.23. The three texts are found to
be related to each other in mutually-reinforcing ways.

Matthew places the first two calling texts (1.21, 23) in close proximity:
..kal karéaels TO dvopa avtol ‘Inoolv...kal karéoovow TO Gvopa auTol
Eppavouvn.... His innovative combination of Jesus as savior from sin and as
Emmanuel cannot have derived from a reading of Isaiah alone. A promising source
for such a double reading has been proposed in Zechariah 8, where God’s promises
to be with his people and to save them are intertwined.”

The royal Davidic messianic titles from Isaiah 7-11, notably Immanuel and
X3, the shoot from the stump of Jesse,*® permit a connection to be made between
the messianic appellations Emmanuel (kaAéoovow 10 6vopa avtob "Eppavouii,
Mt 1.23) and Nazarene (Nalwpatos kAnfnioeTat, Mt 2.23). Expecially in the
plurality of the prophetic fulfillment here, and because the %3 - MY -’AvaTtoln
connection has proved to be so influential in Matthew 2.1-6, Zechariah 6.12 can be

adduced as further support for the same Branch® terminology reappearing in

We have also seen God’s promise to save his people who are like sheep in Zech 9.16, which
may have an impact on two Infancy Narrative texts which are not usually linked — Mt 1.21 and 2.6.
In this respect Zech 9.16 can only technically be related to one of the “he shall be called” themes in
Matthew, i.e., Jesus (who saves his people).

¥See the discussion above, pages 5q, where Talmon’s work is applied to Mt1.21.

¥Isa 11.1-10; Jer 23.5; Zech 3.8, 6.12.
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Mt 2.23.°° This analysis of “Jesus, Emmanuel and Nazarene” in Matthew 1-2,
therefore, establishes the possibility that Matthew’s Davidic Christology in the
Infancy Narrative is informed and animated in part by Zechariah 6.12, Zechariah 8, and

Zechariah 9. l 6.

PPesch, op. cit., 175, writes, “In any case, Matthew 1-2 remembers Jesus as the ‘shoot” when
he is named for the third time (Jesus, Emmanuel, Nazorean). This ties together the textual unit,
beginning with the genealogy, in such a way that the questions ‘who?” and ‘from where?” truly seem
fitting.” Pesch mentions no Zechariah connections in his article. He derives the entire Infancy
Narrative from Matthew’s community’s reflections on its origins, which would be extrapolated back
into Jesus’ own origins.
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CHAPTER TWO
Jesus’ Ministry in Galilee
The Healing Shepherd
[Matthew 9.36/Zechariah 10.2]

According to Matthew 9.36 (RSV), when Jesus saw the crowds, “he had compassion
on them, because they were harassed and helpless, like sheep without a shepherd.” The
discussion that follows will investigate the possible influence of Zechariah 10.2; upon
Matthew 9.36 and, more broadly, upon the structure and content of Matthew 9.36-11.6."

In the Matthean context, 9.36 is located in a transitional passage which forms a
narrative bridge between Jesus’ ministry and the mission of the twelve (Mt 10). Mt 9.35
summarizes Jesus’ Galilean ministry of teaching and preaching and healing.> Verses 37-38
present the need for additional workers on behalf of the Lord of the harvest. In 10.5-8,
Jesus charges the twelve to minister to the “lost sheep of the house of Israel,” to preach and
to heal in the same ways he has done. In order to trace the possible Zechariah influence
upon Matthew’s use of the “sheep without a shepherd” imagery, it is necessary first to look
at Mark’s use of the expression in some detail, and to suggest reasons why Matthew puts it
into a different setting.

A source-critical comparison suggests that Mt 9.36 has its origin in Mk 6.34, where

the reference to “sheep without a shepherd” occurs in the context of the feeding of the five

'"There are at least two reasons to read 9.36-11.6 as a section. The term “works of the Messiah” in
11.2 recalls both the substance of Jesus’ ministry between the two summary passages (4.23 and 9.35) and
the commission of the twelve in chapter 10 to continue the same works. In 10.1 Jesus gives the twelve
authority to heal (Bepamelely mdoav vécov kal Taoav palakiav), a phrase repeated from 4.23 and 9.35.
The call and instruction of “the twelve disciples” (10.1) and the completion of Jesus’ instruction to “the
twelve disciples” (11.1) create an inclusio. (See Davies & Allison II, 150-53, 238-40.) A further reason to
read Mt 9.36-11.6 in this way is the reappearance of John the baptizer in the narrative. The Galilean
ministry of Jesus began after John had been arrested (4.12); and now (11.2) John is reported to have heard
from prison about the “works of the Messiah.” Other links within the text and the significance of 11.4-5
are discussed below.

*See Mt 4.23 for the same kind of summary statement at the beginning of Jesus’ Galilean ministry.
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thousand (Mk 6.30-44). Ifthis is the case, then Matthew has removed the expression from
the Markan context and has placed it within a summary of Jesus’ activity (9.35-36). The
First Gospel does, however, retain part of Mark’s expression, “and he had compassion on
them,” in its account of the feeding miracle (Mt 14.13-21), but whereas Mark highlights
Jesus’ teaching on that occasion (Mk 6.34), Matthew alters his source to emphasize Jesus’
healing (Mt 14.14).> In order to ascertain more precisely the use of tradition in Matthew, it
is first necessary to consider the matter in relation to Mark.

In Mark, the feeding in the “lonely place” (Mk 6.30-44) is located after the mission
of the twelve (6.7-13) and the Baptist’s death (6.14-29), just after the apostles return to
Jesus and report the results of their work and teaching (6.30). Jesus invites them to retreat
to a deserted place, but their hopes for rest are dashed when the people see where their
boat is sailing and run ahead to meet them onshore. Scripture tradition is brought to the
foreground of the story with Mark’s description of the crowd as “sheep without a

shepherd™:

€ider moAw Syhov kal éomharyxviodn ém’ alrois,
4m noav ws wpdBata pn éxovta ToLpévd .... --Mk 6.34

[When Jesus disembarked,] “he saw a large crowd and he had compassion on them,
because they were like sheep without a shepherd....

Precisely which scripture tradition Mark has adopted here is difficult to determine,
for there are several passages in earlier biblical writings where “sheep without a shepherd”
imagery occurs: Numbers 27.17, 1 Kings 22.17, 2 Chronicles 18.16, Judith 11.19, Ezekiel

34.5 (cf. 34.8) and Zechariah 10.2.* It is necessary to examine these texts in order to

3The Greek texts of Mk 6.34 and Mt 14.14 will be studied in more detail below.

*Among other texts which contain shepherd-sheep imagery, Jeremiah 23.1-6 and 50.6-7 [27.61.xx]
will also figure below in the discussion of “lost sheep,” “scattered sheep,” and shepherd figures (both good
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identify the most likely source(s) behind Mark’s description of the crowds.’
In Numbers 27.17, when Moses learns he will soon die, he asks God to provide a
successor for him, to lead the people, so that “the congregation of the Lord will not be as

sheep for whom there is not a shepherd™:

...KaL OUK €0TaL T ouvaywyT) Kuplov woel TpdParta,
ols OUK €0Tw ToLpYV. --Num 27.17 LXX

In this setting, the new shepherd figure for the people of Israel becomes Joshua.

In 1 Kings 22.17, Jehoshaphat and Ahab inquire of the prophets about going into
battle. After many other prophets predict victory, Micaiah ben Imlah’s vision prophesies
doom:

..€wpaka Tavta TOv lopan Siecmrapuévor év Tols dpecLy
WS Tolpror, @ oUK €0TLY TOLUHV.... -1 Kgs 22.17 LXX

I saw all Israel scattered on the mountains, as a flock for whom there is not a shepherd.
The wording of Micaiah’s vision in the 2 Chronicles account is similar:

...€180v TOV lopanA Seoappévous €v Tols Gpeowy
ws mpoBarta ols ovk €0TLY TOLPNV.... --2 Chr 18.16 LXX

I saw Israel scattered on the mountains, as sheep for whom there is not a shepherd.

The shepherd figure is the king. The scattering of the people is a reflection of their lack of a
master (kUpLos) after the battle.
The setting of Judith 11.19 is the tent of Holofernes, where Judith intends to deceive

him and ultimately to destroy him. In this scene she says that God will grant him victory

and bad), as will Zechariah 11.4-17 and 13.7. See the excursus on Jesus as shepherd elsewhere in this
thesis.

Not one of the OT texts is a perfect match for either the Matthean or Markan setting of the
expression “sheep not having a shepherd.” Although the Greek texts of Numbers, Chronicles and Judith
agree almost verbatim in their wording of “sheep for whom there is not a shepherd,” a close verbal
agreement is not the only criterion to consider in situations of intertextual influence. The prophetic passages
may suggest contexts better suited to these gospel readings.
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over Jerusalem and that he will lead them as “sheep for whom there is not a shepherd™:
..kdl d€ets atrrovs ws mpdBaTa, ols olk éoTw ToLuTV.... --Judith 11.19 LXX
The context of Ezekiel 34.5-8 is a prophecy against the shepherds ” of Israel, the
kings who are to blame for the exile and dispersion of the sheep:

kai Steamdpn Ta mPBaTd pou Sid TO uf €lvar moupévas
kdl éyevnn eis katdBpwpa maot Tols Bnpiols Tob drypov. --Ezek 34.5 LXX

My sheep have been scattered because there are no shepherds,
and they have become food for all the wild animals.

Zi éyw, MéyeL kipLos kipLos, €l uiw avrt Tov yevéobar Ta mpdPaTtd

pov €ls mpovouny kal yevéoBal Ta mpoBaTd pHov €is kaTdBpwpa TaAoL
Tols Onplols Tob mediov mapd TO ui) €lvar Topévas.... --Ezek 34.8 LXX

As I live, says the Lord (God), since my sheep have become fodder and
(since) my sheep have become food for all the wild animals of
the field, because there are no shepherds, ...

Zechariah 10.2 is the final OT biblical text where the motif of “sheep without a
shepherd” appears. Because there is a significant difference between the Hebrew and Greek
traditions of Zechariah 10.2b, both texts will be analyzed:

YR OTRTD W RRTwE)  joOD --Zech 10.2b MT

..therefore they wander like sheep; they are afflicted because of the lack of a shepherd.®
The Septuagint renders a different meaning for Zechariah 10.2b:

dLd Tolro éEfplnoav ws TpdBaTa kal ékakwinoav,
8LéTL ol A taots. ’ --Zech 10.2b LXX

Does the shepherd refer to Israel’s military (11.18) or religious leaders (11.11-15)? Judith’s
reference to Holofernes being seated in Jerusalem when she leads him there may signal a lack of Israel’s
own political leaders.

TOf all these texts, the two verses from Ezek 34 are the only ones with shepherd in the plural.

*In the Hebrew, the participle is used; hence a more accurate translation would be “...therefore they
wander like sheep because of the absence of shepherding.” So also the other texts under study.

According to Hatch and Redpath, words from the MT translated iaois (in LXX) which most
resemble 1 are mven and mow. In the words surrounding i in Zech 10.2 MT no letters are present
which would suggest the possibility of a copyist’s error. To date, I have not found any scholarly discussion
of this matter. My conclusion is that the Masoretic and Septuagintal versions reflect different traditions or
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...therefore they were driven as sheep and distressed because there was no healing.

In both the Hebrew and Greek, the context of Zechariah 10.2 is the same: those leaders
who are supposed to give spiritual guidance to the people of Israel have been speaking
falsely.'”

It may be helpful at this point to review the texts mentioned above as possible
sources for Mark’s use of the figure “sheep without a shepherd” in his account of the
feeding miracle. In every passage, those described as sheep are the people of Israel. In
Numbers, the shepherd figure is Joshua, Moses’ successor, who leads the people to the
promised land. In the Kings-Chronicles story, the shepherd is the king of Israel, and the
context is a military war. Judith’s shepherd is a powerless leader; therefore, a foreigner will
march into Jerusalem to lead the shepherdless sheep. Ezekiel’s setting is the exile; the kings
have been unfaithful shepherds. The spiritual leaders, according to Zechariah 10.2, have
spoken falsely, and the people are disabled and wander like sheep.

On the basis of their settings of pending military conflict and violence and because of

the ironic nature of their predictions, the texts in Kings-Chronicles and Judith may be

Vorlagen and that it is unlikely that {aois reflects a scribal error. If it can be established that Matthew may
have had access to both Greek and Hebrew texts, then the issue of whether there may have been an earlier
scribal error recedes. For some Greek text-critical issues, see further below.

"“Raymond F. Person, Second Zechariah and the Deuteronomic School (JSOTSup 167; Sheffield:
Sheffield Academic Press, 1993), 120, sees evidence of inner-biblical exegesis in Zech 10.1-2 and
1 Kgs 22.13-23 in the juxtaposition of the themes of false prophecy and the “sheep without a shepherd”
imagery. Whether or not Person’s point is valid, it is not pertinent to the quest for Mark’s and Matthew’s
source(s) of “sheep without a shepherd” in their respective gospels. The shepherd figure in 1 Kgs 22 is
not a prophet, but in Zech 10.1-2 the shepherd figures are prophets or others who mislead the people
(..ol pdvrers dpdoers Peubels, kal Ta évimaa Peuvdii éxdrow...). However, the motif of “false
prophecy” in Zech 10.2 (cf. 13.2-6) may have a bearing on Matthew’s interest in the subject of false
prophets who lead the people astray (Mt 7.15; 24.11, 24; Lk 6.26 [cf. Mt 5.12]). The significance of the
differences between the Greek and Hebrew texts of Zech 10.2 do figure prominently in the discussion of
Matthew’s possible allusion to this verse.
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eliminated from further comparison with the Markan pastoral setting.'' In Numbers 27, the
choice of Joshua to be the successor of Moses commends itself, particularly if Mark’s
intention is to focus on Jesus as leader in the feeding narrative. The fact that the scene is
described as a “lonely place” also highlights the possibility that the wilderness context of
Numbers is meant to be recalled.’? In the wider context of the Markan narrative, however,
there are indicators that suggest Num 27.17 may not have been the most influential source.
Although Zech 10.2 could have possibly been a formative tradition, on the grounds that
Jesus was a true (rather than false) shepherd (cf. 10.2a), it lacks any reference to hunger or
food that would have served to reinforce the theme of miraculous feeding in Mark 6.30-44.
According to Mark 6.34, following the comparison of the people as “sheep without
a shepherd,” Jesus begins to teach the people many things. When the hour becomes late,
the disciples come to Jesus and voice their concern that there is nothing to eat in that
deserted place (6.35). Jesus’ response is that the disciples are to give the people something
to eat (6.37). The people’s need for a shepherd (6.34) and their need for food (6.35) raises

the question whether Mark might have found a similar connection in his sources. In this

"Mk 6.30-44 concerns the need of the crowd for food: they need a shepherd who feeds his flock.

2], Duncan M. Derrett, The Making of Mark: The Scriptural Bases of the Earliest Gospel
(Warwickshire: P. Drinkwater, 1985), 121-24, reads both Moses and Joshua typology into the background
of Mark’s sources. He connects Pss 103.27-28 and 144.15 LxX with God giving people food in due
season...which they gather up. As to Num 27.17, Mark portrays Jesus as the final shepherd who will come
at the End Time. Derrett also sees allusions to Is 55.1-3, where the people are to ‘buy’ without money [with
reference to 200 denarii worth of bread in Mk 6.37]. Finally, he draws parallels from the Joshua story:
when the provisions of manna stopped at the Jordan, the people collected the last manna and some quails
and did some fishing! The number 5000 he takes from Joshua 8.12. I do not think Derrett makes his case
with his references to the book of Joshua. Sherman E. Johnson, 4 Commentary on the Gospel According to
St. Mark (London: Adam & Charles Black, 1960), 122-24, refers to rabbinic beliefs that manna and other
miraculous Exodus events would be repeated in the Coming Age. His point is well-taken that the form of
this gospel story suggests the influence of the miracle feedings by Elijah (1 Kgs 17) and especially by Elisha
(2 Kgs 4.42-44). However, likening the fish in the Markan narrative to the Messianic banquet, where the
sea-monster Leviathan would be fed to the people [he reads this in Ps 4.14], is not persuasive. The miracle
of the manna in the wilderness is certainly a possible association with this feeding miracle, but outside the
Numbers citation above, it does not relate directly to the “sheep without a shepherd” imagery.
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light, one may observe that Ezekiel 34 is entirely occupied with the metaphor of
shepherding: with respect to their position, shepherds are to take good care of their flocks
— to seek the lost, to strengthen the weak, and to feed the sheep."

Ezekiel 34.1-10 contrasts the bad shepherds, who feed themselves instead of feeding
the sheep, with God, the shepherd who will gather, heal and feed the flock (34.11-16).
Lastly, the shepherd imagery in Ezek 34 is extended to the coming Davidic servant, who
will shepherd the sheep (34.23-24). If Mark’s tradition relies upon one particular biblical
passage as background for the “sheep without a shepherd” metaphor in his introduction to
the first feeding miracle, then the combination of feeding and shepherding imagery in
Ezekiel 34 is most suggestive.

The Markan Jesus responds to the crowds as “sheep without a shepherd” and shows
his compassion by teaching (and then feeding) them:

Kal éEedBow €ibev moAbr dxAov kal éomiayxriotn ém’ airrols, 6Tl foav
ws TpoBata wiy éxovta motpéva, kal fipEato Siddokewv aiTous ToAAG. --Mk 6.34

And disembarking he saw a large crowd and he was moved with compassion for them because
they were like sheep without a shepherd, and he began to teach them many things. '*

1ps 23, Isa 40.11, and other shepherd motifs, may also echo in the Markan Feeding of the 5000.
Note, however, that there are about twenty references to food, feeding, eating, and hunger in Ezek 34 LXX:
Bookw (34.2[bis], 3, 8[bis], 10, 13, 14[bis], 15, 16); kardBpwpa (34.5, 8, 10); vépw (34.18, 19); ordpa
(34.10); kateobiw (34.3); Auds (--dmoAipevor Aud. 34.29). Ezek 34 MT uses the verb 1™ frequently;
in Ezek 34 LXX mowpaive appears only twice.

"The relationship Mark wishes to draw between Jesus’ compassion for the crowd, as “sheep
without a shepherd,” and his teaching in this setting of a feeding miracle is not immediately apparent.
Joachim Gnilka, Das Evangelium nach Markus, (Band 1, Mk 1-8,26. Benziger: Neukirchener Verlag,
1978), 259, notes that the compassion of Jesus, which was motivated in Mk 8.2 by the people’s hunger,
compares with God’s compassion in the OT. The general background of the references to the shepherd
and the flock is manifold; he mentions Ezek 34.5; 1 Kgs 22.17; Zech 13.7, Num 27.17. Here Gnilka
writes, “Da aber kein Zitat, sondern nur das verbreitete Bild vorliegt, bedeutet dies, daB8 Jesus der Hirt
und dabei ist, das eschatologische Gottesvolk zu konstituieren. Nicht ist Jesus als zweiter Mose vorgestellt.
Die markinische Bemerkung, daB er das Volk zu lehren beginnt, deutet an, worin vor allem seine
Hirtentéitigkeit zu sehen ist. Damit ist das folgende Wunder in ein bestimmtes Licht geriickt und das
Wunder der Lehre untergeordnet und eingefiigt.” Edwin K. Broadhead, Teaching with Authority: Miracles
and Christology in the Gospel of Mark, (JSNTSup 74; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1992), 118-19,
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In contrast to Mark, the First Gospel appears to have split Mark’s shepherding-
feeding metaphor apart:

Kal €EeXbaw €idev modv &xlov kal éomhayxriodn ém’ alrols
Kal €Bepdmevoer ToUS dppwaTOUS AUTAV. --Mt 14.14

And disembarking he saw a large crowd and he was moved with compassion for them,
and he healed their sick.”

In comparison, one observes that, beginning when Jesus disembarks, the wording in

Mk 6.34 and in Mt 14.14 (xai éEeNOawv €ldev moAv SxAov kal éomhayyviobn ém’
avTovs) is virtually identical, the only difference being Matthew’s use of avTols in place
of aTovs. Matthew retains the term éomhayxviobn® to describe Jesus’ compassion for
the crowds, although he reserves the expression “sheep without a shepherd” for use
elsewhere. Unlike Mark 6.34, where Jesus’ compassion for the crowd results in teaching
and then feeding them, Matthew 14.14 associates the compassion of Jesus with healing
the sick before he feeds the multitude. Matthew’s redaction of Mark 6.34; completely
removes the feaching emphasis and sets the scene firmly in a context of healing

(cf. Mk 6.30, 34). '¢

agrees that Mark portrays Jesus’ shepherding as teaching. “The presentation of the need is unusual...The
crowd stands in the place usually occupied by a sick one, a demoniac or a threatened one. Nevertheless, it
is they who stand in need, for Jesus is moved with compassion upon them.” Because the reason for Jesus’
compassion is not as evident for the crowd as for those who need healing or exorcism, the Markan narrative
employs the OT imagery of sheep who need a shepherd. Jesus’ response to the need of the crowd is
narrated in an unexpected way -- ‘the miracle worker feaches.” “By replacing the expected miracle activity
with emphasis on Jesus’ teaching, the import of the story becomes clear: it is the feaching of Jesus which
properly satisfied the need of these shepherdless people. [Broadhead says that the “second-level need of the
crowd is for food.”] Thus the configuration of the unit around the teaching once again subsumes the
miracles of Jesus within a crucial interpretive context: they are demonstrations of the power and mercy of
Jesus the teacher.” [emphasis added]

5In the NT, omiayxviopar occurs only in the Synoptics (Mt 9.36, 14.14, 15.32, 18.27, 20.34;
Mk 1.41,6.34,8.2,9.22; Lk 7.13, 10.33, 15.20). Outside the Lukan parables, the term describes Jesus, or
occurs in an appeal to him for healing.

'*Mark 6.30 already sets the scene for teaching, when the apostles report to Jesus “all that they had
done and taught (cf. Lk 9.10). ” Luke 9 agrees with Mark by locating the feeding miracle immediately
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When Matthew takes up the remaining words from Mark 6.34 (61t fjloav ws
mpoPaTa W1 éxovta motpéva) he transposes them to the completely different narrative
setting; the correlation between Jesus’ compassion and the image of the crowds as “sheep
without a shepherd” is featured in a summary of Jesus’ healing ministry (Mt 9.35-36).
Matthew’s use of the “sheep without a shepherd” imagery in juxtaposition with
omhayxvifopar and healing in Mt 9.36, and his integration of omAayxvifopat and
healing in 14.14 warrants further study."”

Matthew and Mark are the only gospels that report two of Jesus’ feeding miracles
(Mt 14.14; 15.32||Mk 6.34; 8.2). In his second account, when Jesus feeds four thousand
people, Matthew speaks again of his compassion for the crowds (15.32; cf. 9.36; 14.14).
In both Matthew and Mark, the word omhayxvi{opat is this time found on Jesus’ lips with

respect to the crowd’s need for food:

ZmhayxviCopar €mi TOV 6xhov, OTL N8N Nuépal Tpels
Tpoopévouoiv poL kai ovk éxovowy Ti ddywow, --Mt 15.32||Mk 8.2

[Jesus said] I have compassion on the crowd, because they have been with
me for three days and they do not have anything to eat.

In contrast with his report on the first feeding miracle, Matthew follows Mark very closely
in his account of the second feeding miracle; in fact, in this crucial verse, Matthew 15.32

follows Mark 8.2 verbatim.'® This makes it all the more intriguing that Matthew alters the

after the sending out of the twelve and the death of John; Matthew inserts chapters 11-13 between these two
events but also locates the feeding immediately after John’s death. Nowhere in Matthew do the disciples
report on their mission, which is significant for the interpretation of Mt 10.23. The expression “sheep
without a shepherd™ appears nowhere in Luke or John, although both evangelists employ other pastoral
imagery.

"Such a study is outside the scope of this thesis; however, see reference below to Peter M. Head,
note# 25. For a study on Matthew’s tendency to emphasize Jesus’ healing over the Markan Jesus’ teaching,
see the reference below to Kim Paffenroth’s article in note #23.

"The setting just before the feeding of the 4000 is already one of healing in Mt 15.29-31
Mk 7.31-37.
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Feeding of the 5000 and relocates the focus on “sheep without a shepherd” to the context

of Mt 9.36.

In order to grasp the significance of the changes Matthew has made to the tradition,
it is helpful to locate Mt 9.36 within its literary context.

After the baptism of Jesus and John’s arrest, Matthew’s narrative focuses upon three things --
Jesus’ preaching (chapters 5-7), his healing ministry, and the call to discipleship (cf. 4.12-22).
Before even one such incident is reported in the text, Matthew announces in a summary passage
that Jesus “went about all Galilee, teaching in their synagogues and preaching the gospel of the

kingdom and healing every disease and every infirmity among the people” (4.23-25).

When reading through Matthew 8 and 9, one is impressed by the intensity of the
narrative: the range and magnitude of the healings increase, the demands of discipleship are
magnified, and the opposition to Jesus escalates.

After the Sermon on the Mount, the crowds continue to follow Jesus (7.28-8.1). He heals a
leper (8.2-4), a centurion’s servant (8.5-13), and then Peter’s mother-in-law (8.14-15).
Following these healings, Matthew 8.16-17 provides a review of Jesus’ ministry of exorcism
and healing, interpreted here as a fulfillment of Isaiah 53.4." Matthew 8.18-22 intensifies
the demands of discipleship; the next pericopes display Jesus’ authority over the wind and
sea (8.23-27), and even over the demons at Gadara (8.28-34). The healing of a paralytic
engenders praise to God by the crowds, but some of the scribes call this act “blasphemy” (9.1-8).
Jesus’ table fellowship with such disreputable people as tax collectors angers the Pharisees
(9.9-13). In Mt 9.14-17 questions about fasting arise. Jesus next heals the woman with the
hemorrhage and raises a girl who died (9.18-26) then he heals two blind men® (9.27-31).
An exorcism provokes the Pharisees’ accusation that Jesus cast out demons “by the prince of
demons” (9.32-34).

Toward the end of chapter 9, Matthew inserts the second summary of Jesus’ activity in the
gospel, “And Jesus went about all the cities and villages, teaching in their synagogues and
preaching the good news of the kingdom and healing every disease and every infirmity”
(Mt 9.35). In this sustained portrayal of Jesus’ healing ministry and the emphasis on

discipleship, Matthew now introduces the reference to “sheep without a shepherd”:

YA complete analysis of this fulfillment citation falls outside the scope of this thesis; however, with
regard to Jesus as healer in the First Gospel, it is addressed briefly in note # 40 below.

DA fter the Infancy Narrative (Mt 1.1, 20) this is the first occurrence of Son of David terminology.
See note # 47 belaw.
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18w 8¢ Tols dxhous éomhayxviodn mepl abTév, 8TL foav eokuapévol?!

kal éppppévor 2 aoel mpéBaTta i) ExovTa ToLpévd. --Mt 9.36

Seeing the crowds, he was moved with compassion for them, for they were mangled
and exposed, like sheep without a shepherd.

Now it becomes apparent that Matthew did split the shepherding-feeding metaphor he
found in Mark 6. When he tells the miraculous story of feeding five thousand people, Jesus’
compassion is noted, but the context is no longer one of teaching. The Matthean Shepherd
who has compassion for the “sheep without a shepherd,” is not identified as such at the site
of a miraculous feeding; rather, he is the synagogue teacher and preacher of the Gospel,
who heals every disease and every infirmity (9.35-36).

The change from Mark’s stress on feaching to Matthew’s emphasis on healing is
not limited to the miracle of Jesus feeding the five thousand (Mt 14.14||Mk 6.34). Another

example is found when Jesus leaves Galilee for the region of Judea;” Mark writes:

...KaL oupTopetorTal TAALY Ox ot Tpds avTov, kal ws elwbel A
€6i8aokev avrovs. --Mk 10.1b

...and again crowds gathered to him, and again, as was his custom, he taught them.

2'From okUMw, originally meaning flay, mangle. The monster Scylla (Zx0Aa) tore her prey to
pieces. Metaphorically, the word came to mean trouble, annoy, vex. In the NT it occurs also at Mk 5.35,
Lk 7.6, 8.49. 1t is not found in the LXX.

ZFrom pimTw, meaning thrown away or cast out; also used of newborns who were exposed. It can
have neutral meanings, as to put down, or of animals lying on the ground. In the NT it also occurs at Mt
15.30, 27.5; Lk 4.35, 17.2; Acts 22.23, 27.19, 29. Highly significant for translating Mt 9.36 is the fact that,
almost without exception, the perfect passive of pintw in LXX refers to corpses or those left for dead {see
Jd 422, 15.15; 3 Kgs 13.24,25, 28; Tob 1.17; Ju 6.13, 14.15; Ps 87(88).5; Is 33.12; Je 14.16, 43(36).30;

Ep Je 71; Da 11.4].

3] am indebted to Kim Paffenroth, “Jesus as Anointed and Healing Son of David,” Bib 80 (1999),
549-50, for this example and for pointing out another important example of Matthew’s redaction of a
teaching scene to one of healing: “both Mark and Luke have Jesus teach in the temple after casting out the
money-changers there (Mark 11,17//Luke 19,47). Matthew, on the other hand, omits any reference to
Jesus’ teaching and instead says that ‘the blind and lame came to him in the temple, and he healed them’
(Matt 21,14)... Jesus’ time in the temple has been transformed by Matthew into the climax of Jesus’ healing
ministry.” Paffenroth’s article gives other examples of ways Matthew redacts Mark to depict Jesus more as
a healer. This figures in the excursus on Jesus the Shepherd.
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Matthew reports this transition from Galilee to Judea differently:

...kal fikohoUBnoav avT® dxAoL ToAoL, kal éBepdmevoer alTols €Kel. --Mt 19.2

...and large crowds followed him, and he healed them there.

As the focus now shifts from Mark’s gospel to Matthew’s, the question arises
whether it is right to assume that Matthew’s use of the expression “sheep without a
shepherd” is necessarily founded upon the same source as Mark’s. Since Matthew has
relocated the expression to a context of healing, the fact that Zech 10.2 LXX also refers to
healing ({aols) merits careful attention. A survey of the secondary literature reveals that
some scholars completely omit Zech 10.2 in their lists of passages to be considered with
respect to the expression “sheep without a shepherd.” ** Perhaps Zech 10.2 is overlooked
because the LXX mentions healing rather than shepherding.

Peter M. Head is perhaps representative of those who note Zech 10.2 in passing. In
his study of omAayxvidopar in Mt 9.36, he mentions Zech 10.2 briefly. His main point is
that Jesus’ compassionate response to the “sheep without a shepherd” is a messianic
characteristic and not a depiction of Jesus’ emotional state.”’

Francis Martin does note Zech 10.2 in his lengthy article on “the image of
shepherd” in Matthew’s gospel; however, Martin attempts to use it primarily in support

of his view that the principal source for Matthew’s use of “sheep without a shepherd” is

*Among those whose commentaries omit mention of Zech 10.2 with reference to Mt 9.36 are Luz,
Harrington, Gundry, and Davies & Allison.

Bpeter M. Head, Christology and the Synoptic Problem: An Argument for Markan Priority
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997), 110, lists Zech 10.2 and 11.4-17 among the passages
having to do with “sheep without a shepherd,” but he does not give reasons for the presence of Zech 11 in
his list. By using the expression in Mt 9.36, the evangelist is implicitly claiming that Jesus is the messianic
shepherd (of Ezek 34.23; 37.24, according to Head). In his study, Head’s concern is to draw together the
expressions of compassion and mercy, omhayxvifopat and éxeéw, in Matthew’s characterization of Jesus
as Son of David.
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Ezekiel 34.1-6.” He explores in some detail the shepherd motif in Matthew as it relates to
Jesus’ healing ministry, but his main contention is that Ezekiel 34 is the source for the
healing shepherd.”’

At first glance, Zechariah 10.2 does not stand out as Matthew’s most likely source
for the “sheep without a shepherd” imagery. However, two factors connected with his use
of “sheep without a shepherd” urge the reconsideration of Zech 10.2 as having played a

formative role in Matthew’s allusion: (1) not only has it been removed from the Markan

*Francis Martin, “The Image of Shepherd,” 261-301. Part of this article, 275-77, does explore in
some detail the connection in Matthew between the shepherd motif and Jesus’ healing ministry. Yet Martin
offers no explanation for Matthew’s meaning of “sheep without a shepherd,” nor does he suggest any reason
for Matthew’s placement of the expression somewhere other than in his parallel to Mark’s setting; rather,
he simply reads Matt 14.14 in light of 9.36, and deduces that Matthew expected his readers to recall the
former when they read the latter. Possibly Martin’s premise, 274, that Mt 9.36 and 10.6 are to be treated
together, “as modifying one another in developing the shepherd theme of the gospel,” blinds him to possible
separate influences upon the “lost sheep of the house of Israel” and upon “sheep without a shepherd.”
Martin, 298, seems to attribute the shepherd imagery in Mt 2.6 (Mic 5.2) to Ezek 34; he likewise, 275,
derives Zech 10.2 LXX from the “whole tone” of Ezek 34, which prepared the way “for seeing the shepherd
as a healer” in Mt 9.36. When Martin, 292, revisits Zech 10.2, he recalls it as an “allusion” in Mt 9.36!
This is not the only confusion in this lengthy article, but it is especially unhelpful in a work devoted to the
image of shepherd in Matthew. Hagner II, 738, includes Martin’s article in his bibliographic references for
Matt 25.3 1, but on Mt 9.36 he says that “what causes Jesus’ deep compassion at this point is not the
abundance of sickness he has seen but rather the great spiritual need of the people....” [emphasis added]
Hagner I, 259, links the compassion of Jesus for the crowds in Mt 9.35-38, with “the quotation of
Num 17:17.” He places Zech 10.2 in parentheses at the end of his list of texts on “sheep who have no
shepherd” then highlights the 2 Chronicles passage as “suggestive in its reference to those who ‘have no
master and adds that “Ezek 34:6 may be in view” as well. Donald J. Verseput, “The Davidic Messiah and
Matthew’s Jewish Christianity,” SBLSP (1995), 111-12, reads the “sheep without shepherd” and the “lost
sheep of the house of Israel” as a “composite picture... unmistakably reminiscent of the prophetic imagery
used in Ezek 34 and Jer 23:1-3 to describe the destruction of the exile.” One article which concentrates.on
the Shepherd and Sheep in the First Gospel is by John Paul Heil (“Ezekiel 34 and the Narrative Strategy of
the Shepherd and Sheep Metaphor in Matthew,” CBQ 55 [1993], 698-708). Heil, 708, concludes that the
“parrative strategy of Matthew’s shepherd metaphor is guided and unified by Ezekiel 34, which supplies the
reader with some of its terms and with all of its concepts and images.” [emphasis added] Heil, 700-1,
connects the summary of Mt 9.35-36 with the fulfillment of God’s promise in Ezek 34.30; i.e., Heil reads
Jesus’ healing as shepherd to the promises of Mt 1.23 (Emmanuel) and Mt 2.6. None of the other “sheep
without a shepherd” texts are mentioned in the article. For a rebuttal of those who favor Ezek 34
exclusively, see excursus on Jesus as Shepherd near the end of this thesis.

TMartin, op. cit., 275, figuratively juxtaposes the LXX and the MT of Zech 10.2 in a single
sentence. After noting the presence of {aois in place of “shepherd,” and making mention of minor
textual issues, Martin never returns to consider the implications of the variant Septuagintal and Masoretic
traditions of Zech 10.2.
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feeding-miracle context, but (2) the expression in Mt 9.36 has also been augmented in the
transition with terms that describe the condition of the “sheep without a shepherd.” The
Masoretic and Septuagintal versions of Zech 10.2 both present very descriptive pictures®®
of the wretched condition of the shepherdless sheep, using words like aimless and
afflicted.”® While the MT attributes their sorry condition to the lack of shepherding,

the LXX gives another reason for the deplorable state of the sheep:

..81a TovTo eéEfpinoar®® os TpdPaTa kai éxakdbnoav,’!
8L6TL otk v taots.* --Zech 10.2b LXX

...therefore, [the people] were driven as sheep, and they were distressed,
because there was no healing.

ZRecall that the “sheep without a shepherd” reference in Mk 6.34 is unmodified; in contrast,
Mt 9.36 includes two vivid descriptive terms; so Zech 10.2 MT and LXX. R. T. France is the only scholar
I have found who notes a correspondence between the descriptive elements of Zech 10.2 and Mt 9.36. Ina
section on Zech 13.7, France, Jesus and the Old Testament (Downer's Grove, IL: Inter-Varsity, 1971),
208-9, looks at Jesus’ use of “the shepherd theme” and notes that, although not the only part of the OT
where it is found, the theme of “shepherd and flock” is particularly prominent in Zech 9-13. In the midst
of this discussion, France writes (in parentheses) that the description of the sheep in Matthew 9.36 is “very
likely based on what Jesus himself had said, and quite possibly derived from the similar description in
Zc. 10:2.” France does not note the MT and LXX variants of Zech 10.2 and makes no further mention of
their possible influence on Mt 9.36.

®There are no modifiers of the shepherdless sheep in Judith 11.19; Num 27.17 anticipates a future
leaderless congregation, who would become like sheep without a shepherd; 1 Kgs 22.17 and 2 Chr 18.16
both envision Israel scattered on the mountains as sheep without a shepherd; Ezek 34.5-6,8 sees the people
scattered because of the lack of shepherd(s) [pl. LXX]; they have become food for wild animals,with no one
to seek for them; they have become fodder for the wild animals because there are no shepherds; Jer 23.1-2
and 50.6 (27.6) describe the people as lost sheep led astray on the mountains by their shepherds, or as sheep
destroyed and scattered by their shepherds. Of these texts which have both extant MT and LXX traditions,
their Greek and Hebrew versions are similar. The only exception is Zech 10.2: its MT text appears above
on p # 54; LXX follows.

B¢Efpomoar (S°L), from éEaipw, meaning excited, agitated, driven away. The variant
éEnpavdricay (BS'AQWC), from Enpaivw (dried up, withered) does not fit as well in the Zech 10.2
context of being compared to sheep (ws mpdParta).

3From kakéw, meaning mistreated, distressed, suffering, disfigured. Those who were “like sheep”
in Zech 10.2 refers back to “the flock of his people,” whom God promises to save “on that day” (Zech 9.16).

»aois, meaning care, remedy, healing. In later literature, it could mean forgiveness, as the cure
of sin; see BAGD, 368.




65

Since the Greek and Hebrew traditions of Zechariah 10.2b vary so widely,* the question

arises whether the Targum might be illuminating for the purposes of this discussion:

For the worshippers of idols speak deceit in their deceitful prophesying:
they afford no comfort at all; therefore they have been scattered like the
scattering of a flock, they went into exile because there was no king. >*

Reflective of its tendency to historicize, Tg. Zech. 10.2 interprets the scattering of the flock
in light of the exile, which does not illuminate the shepherding-healing question. Although
the Targum sheds little light upon Matthew’s use of Zechariah 10.2, it does indicate that the
substitution of king in place of shepherd in Zech 10.2 reflects a Jewish interpretation not
limited to the gospels. This becomes clearer in 7g. Zech. 10.4: “From them will be their
king, from them their anointed One....”*> This targumic evidence is also important because
it relates the term shepherd (Zech 10.2 MT) both to king (Tg. Zech. 10.2, 4) and to the
Messiah (Tg. Zech. 10.4).

In review, none of the biblical texts related to the expression “sheep without a
shepherd” presents an exact match for either Mark 6.34 or Matthew 9.36. With respect to
the Markan context, the thematic combination of feeding and shepherding suggests Ezek 34

as its most likely source. Because Matthew relocates the “sheep without a shepherd”

"The meanings of the Greek adjectives in Zech 10.2 LXX seem more intense than their
corresponding Hebrew counterparts. For example, wandering about (221), as in pulling up tent stakes, does
not produce the same impression as being agitated or driven about (€€aipw). There is the sense of agency
implicit in the Greek that 1 do not find in the Hebrew. In both, however, the “visionaries” are leading the
people astray rather than back to God.

MTranslation from Robert P. Gordon, The Targum of the Minor Prophets (Vol. 14 of The Aramaic
Bible; ed. by K. J. Cathcart, M. Maher and M. McNamara; Edinburgh: T &T Clark, 1989), 208. [ltalics in
the text are from the translator; they indicate differences from MT.]

*1bid., 209.
%In Zechariah, the king of 9.9 also takes on messianic significance (cf. Mt 21.5°s use of Zech 9.9).

The constellation of shepherd-king-messiah terminology in Zechariah strongly figures in Matthew’s
Christology. See the excursus on Jesus as Shepherd in Matthew below.
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terminology to a very different setting, the feeding motif of Ezekiel 34 and Mark 6 has
disappeared.

A closer analysis of Zechariah 10.2b in the Greek and Hebrew traditions is now in
order. In each case, the text divides into two parts: the first clause describes the condition

of the sheep; the second clause gives the reason for their condition in terms of what the

sheep lack.
MT LXX
Condition wandering as sheep driven as sheep
TR¥™ID 1D0) eEnpnoar ws mpdBaTa
afflicted/wretched/bent down distressed/mistreated/
humbled/pitiful/mortified suffering/disfigured
Ehioy €kakwnoav
Lacking shepherding healing
il taots

It is striking that Zechariah 10.2b attributes the pitiful condition of the sheep to
their lack of shepherding in the Hebrew, but to a lack of healing in the Greek. As for the
conditions of the sheep, the MT and LXX readings are roughly equivalent; if the second
clauses are now read together, one may interpret that the sheep need shepherding in the
form of healing. 1f Mt 9.36 is read in its context, with such a combined reading of
Zech 10.2 in view, it appears that the expression “sheep without a shepherd” is understood
from the Hebrew but that the “exegesis” of their need for healing comes from the Greek.
Could Matthew have been aware of both traditions of the Hebrew and Greek of Zech 10.2,
and if so, might he have used them together to undergird his portrayal of Jesus as the
healing shepherd in this part of the first gospel?

The use of two text traditions at once is neither impossible nor unlikely. In the first

instance, there is evidence of the co-existence of a plurality of textual traditions of the same
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biblical texts at Qumran.”” Three Jeremiah manuscripts were found in Cave 4, two of which
follow the longer Masoretic tradition, while the third attests the shorter Septuagintal type.
There is also the attestation of a fragment from Numbers (4QNum®) which displays
Samaritan Pentateuchal characteristics against both Masoretic and Septuagint readings.

This kind of plurality of texts could be explained by supposing that different scribes were
involved, or that the manuscripts derived from different periods. A second kind of textual
duality is somewhat more relevant to the present question: a fragment of Deuteronomy from
Cave 5 has been found containing supralinear corrections that bring the Hebrew more
closely in line with the tradition preserved in the Septuagint.

The third Qumran precedent is more significant with respect to the Matthew-
Zechariah textual question. The Habakkuk Commentary (1QpHab) contains passages in
which MT and LXX text types are used simultaneously. For example, the commentary
quotes the biblical text at Hab 2.16 using a “Septuagint-type text” (1QpHab XI, 9), while
the exegesis reflects a Masoretic reading (1QpHab X1,13).>® Not only, then, is there
precedence for a plurality of biblical traditions present in a library roughly contemporary

with the gospels, but there is also evidence of reading the variants of the same biblical verse

"These examples can be found in Geza Vermes, The Dead Sea Scrolls: Qumran in Perspective
(London: Collins, 1977), 204-6.

®Maurya P. Horgan, Pesharim: Qumran Interpretations of Biblical Books (Washington, D. C.:
Catholic Biblical Association of America, 1979), 50, gives a more cautious reference to the Hab 2.16
citation: “The appearance of this word [whr* [, the MT variant] in the commentary on Hab 2:16 could
indicate that the Qumran author was aware of the textual tradition reflected in the form wh® r/ in the MT.”
Vermes, Perspective, 205, writes, “The point to be made here is that the Habakkuk Commentary from
Cave 1 has revealed that a tendency to reconcile such deviant records goes back to at least as far as the
inter-Testamental era itself. The commentator, quoting Habakkuk 2:16 follows a Septuagint-type text,
‘Drink and stagger (heral)’; but he shows in his exegesis that he is well aware of the Masoretic reading,
‘Drink and show your foreskin (he®arel),” since he writes: For he (the Wicked Priest) did not circumcise
the foreskin of his heart and walked in the ways of drunkenness (1QpHab 11:9-14....).” Michael A. Knibb,
The Qumran Community (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1987), 244, has written along the same
lines in his discussion of this passage from the Habakkuk Pesher.
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together in one manuscript.

The proposal that Matthew may have been aware of traditions preserved in both
Greek and Hebrew readings of Zech 10.2 and that he may have read them together is
consistent with the evidence of similar exegetical practices at Qumran. It is therefore quite
possible that both textual traditions of Zech 10.2 have provided some of the background for
Matthew 9.35-36.% If so, then Matthew associates, at least in part, the shepherding
response of the compassionate Jesus for the “sheep without a shepherd” with his healing
ministry.

Before addressing the possible influence of Zechariah 10.2 on the larger Matthean
context, it is important to consider whether the expectation of a healing shepherd figure is
attested elsewhere in early Judaism. Apart from biblical texts,” three others that merit
serious attention come to mind. From Psalms of Solomon 17 emerges the vision of a royal

shepherd, one of whose roles it is to keep sickness and infirmity from the people.

18, klpie, kal avdoToov alTols Tov Bacidéa avTav viov Aaud....

...kdl BaolAels avTaV XpLaTOS Kuplov.

ToLpaivay To Tolpviov kupiov év wioTel kal Sikaitooivn

kal otk dproel dobevijoar €v avTols év Th Vol auTav. --Pss. Sol. 17.21, 32, 40"

Behold, Lord, and raise up for them their king, the son of David....

...and their king (will be) the Lord Messiah.

With faith(fulness) and righteousness he will shepherd the Lord's flock

and he will not permit sickness/infirmity *? to be among them in their pasture.

¥See section on Jesus’ entry into Jerusalem ( Mt 21.5/Zech 9.9; and excursus) for Matthew’s
knowledge of Hebrew and Greek. See also thesis section on Judas’ betrayal (Mt 26.14-16; 27.3-10/
Zech 11.4-17) for evidence that Matthew knew and used the variants “potter” and “treasury” (Zech 11.13).

“Matthew’s unique reading of Is 53.4, “He took our sicknesses and bore our diseases,” in Mt 8.16-
17 comes to mind. The word translated “sicknesses™ here is dofeveias. The cognate dobevijoal occurs in
Pss.501.17.40 [see below]. Matthew interprets Jesus’ healing ministry as fulfillment of this Servant text.
“IThe Greek text of Pss. Sol. 17 is taken from Rahlfs’ Sepruaginta, 488.

“ believe my translation of aoBeviicar here suits the context better than R. B. Wright’s “he will
not let any of them stumble in their pasture,” in OTP2, 668. The sense of bodily sickness noted
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The healing shepherd-king is identified as the Lord Messiah, xpLoT6s kuplov (17.32;

cf. Pss. Sol. 18.7).

One passage from the Damascus Document concerns an expectation of a figure who

is like a shepherd:

...He shall love them as a father loves his children and shall carry them in all their distress
like a shepherd his sheep. He shall loosen all the fetters which bind them, that in his

congregation there may be none that are oppressed or broken. --CD 13.9-10%

4Q521 also describes hopes of things expected to happen in the messianic age:

'[for the heav]ens and the earth will listen to his anointed one,*

?[and all th]at is in them will not turn away from the precepts of the holy ones.

’Strengthen yourselves, you who are seeking the Lord, in his service! Blank

*Will you not in this encounter the Lord, all those who hope in their heart?

’For the Lord will consider the pious, and call the righteous by name,

®and his spirit will hover upon the poor, and he will he renew the faithful with his strength.
’For he will honour the pious upon the throne of an eternal kingdom,

$freeing prisoners, giving sight to the blind, straightening out the twis[ted.]

°And for[e]ver shall I cling [to those who h]ope, and in his mercy [...]

and the fruit of...] ...not be delayed.

"And the Lord will perform marvellous acts such as have not existed, just as he sa[id,]
[for]he will heal the badly wounded and will make the dead live, he will proclaim good news to
the poor “and [...] ... [...]he will lead the [...] ... and enrich the hungry ones. *
“[.]Jandall ... [..]*

in Mt 8.17 [see previous note] is also to be read in Jesus’ commission for the disciples to heal, dofevotvras
Bepametete (Mt 10.8).

“Translation of text from Geza Vermes, The Dead Sea Scrolls in English. (rev. and ext. 4th ed.;
London: Penguin, 1995), 111-12. Whether the Guardian/Inspector of the Camp is a messianic figure is a
matter of debate; however, this thesis is primarily interested in the expectation of a shepherd who heals.
The terms “broken” and “oppressed” [Eng. trans,] seem familiar, but these words in CD-A and Zech 10.2
are not identical.

“Translation of the text from The Dead Sea Scrolls Study Edition (vpl. 2; ed. Florentino Garcia
Martinez and Eibert J. C. Tigchelaar; Leiden: Brill, 1998), 1045. See also E. Puech, “Une apocalypse
messianique (4Q521),” RevQ 15 (1992) 475-522; idem., DJD XXV (1998), 1-38 (Plates [-1II).

“Two earlier alternate translations for line 13 include “he will give lavishly [to the need]y,
lead the exiles and enrich the hungry” (Puech); and “he will lead the [hol]y ones; he will shepherd
[th]em...”(Tabor/Wise). The connection of healing with the messianic era remains, even if shepherding
is absent from the text.

“Wise-Tabor translation reads Messiah into the lacunae of lines 10-11, omitted here for lack of
evidence. See also Florentino Garcia Martinez, The Dead Sea Scrolls Translated, 394-95; and Geza
Vermes, The Dead Sea Scrolls in English (4" ed.; London: Penguin, 1995), 244-45.
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Whether the one who frees prisoners, makes the blind see, heals the sick, raises the dead,

and preaches good news to the poor is God or his agent is not clear from the text. These

activities are suggestive of other biblical texts in which God’s agent acts (see Isaiah texts

below), and they are mirrored in some gospel accounts.*’ In order to compare some

of these (possibly) messianic expectations, concepts taken from the pertinent texts

(Pss. Sol. 17.40, 4Q521, Isa 26.19; 29.14, 18-19; 35.5-6; 61.1) are tabulated with

representative terms from Mt 8-9, one from Q (Mt 11.2-5/ Lk 7.18;), and Zech 10.2:

Isaiah Zech 10.2 40521 PsSel 17 Mt§9 QO Matt 11/Lk 7
anointed MT - shepherding Messiah Lord Messiah Jesus works of Messiah
(Servant) (Matt only)
(prophet) the Lord shepherds flock
LXX- healing sick healed permits no every disease (Lk -diseases)
sickness (doBeveias)
(dofBevijoal)

every infirmity

exorcisms (Lk -exorcisms)
blind see blind see blind see blind see
deaf hear deaf hear
lame walk paralyzed lame walk
brokenhearted downtrodden healed
healed raised
mute sing

lepers cleansed  lepers cleansed

fever cured

flow of blood

staunched
captives freed captives freed
dead shall live dead raised dead raised dead raised
poor hear poor hear poor hear
good news good news good news

“TAccording to Mt 9.18-26, Jesus raises a girl from the dead. Immediately following in the

narrative, two blind men call out to Jesus, “Have mercy on us, Son of David” (Matt 9.27). This is the first
place since the Infancy Narrative that Matthew recalls the title Son of David. Of what literary significance
is the fact that these words are spoken immediately after the dead girl is raised? Is it possible that lines 8
and 12 also illuminate the enigmatic “works of the Messiah” in Matt 11.2-5? See comparison with Isaiah
“messianic” expectations below.
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The fulfillment citation in Matthew 2.6, and a reading of chapters 8-9 in light of
Mt 9.35-36, confirm that the ministry of the Davidic Messiah who will shepherd God’s
people Israel is an important theme in the First Gospel. In light of these texts, one may
conclude that the expectations of some early Jewish traditions included a shepherd figure
who would preach good news to the poor, release captives, heal all kinds of sicknesses, and
even raise the dead. Mt 8-9 demonstrates that Jesus has done all of these things. If a dual
reading of Zech 10.2 contributed to the evangelist’s understanding of the Davidic messiah
as a healing shepherd, reflected in the summary of Jesus’ messianic works (Mt 9.36), one
may advance the question whether Zech 10.2 possibly undergirds a broader narrative
segment of the First Gospel. The structure of the text may render clues to substantiate
such a claim.

The wording in the summary texts of Matthew 4.23 and 9.35 are nearly identical,

which immediately suggests the possibility of them forming an inclusio:

kal Teptiiyev év OAn T [aldaia Si8dokwy év Tdis ocwaywydls albTev
Kal Knpvoowy TO ebayyéAlor Ths Paclielas
kal Bepamefwy Taoay véoov Kal Tacay palakior €v TG Aa@. --Matt 4.23

kal mepLijyev ¢ ’Inools Tas moAeLs kal TAS kwpas dL8dokwy év Tdls
qUVAYYWYALS aUT@Y

kdl Knploowy TO evayyélov TS Pactieias

kal Gepamelwy Tacav véoov kal Tacay paiakiav. --Matt 9.35

Except for the underlined words which describe the geographical location of Jesus’
ministry and the mention of the people, which makes implicit in the first case what is
implicit in the second, the two verses are identical. The ministry activities recorded
between these two summary passages are divided into teaching/preaching (chapters 5-7)

and healing (chapters 8-9), with issues about discipleship interspersed in both parts. These

“8See thesis section on the Infancy Narrative above; Mt 2.6 (oupavel Tov Aadv pouv Tov lopanii).
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summary passages also recall the expectations of the messianic age outlined above. The
influence of Zech 10.2/Mt 9.36 may thus be extended to include the entire narrative from
Matthew 4.23 - 9.36.

Is it possible that the influence of Matthew 9.36 projects not only backward but also
forward in the Matthean narrative? Davies and Allison rightly regard Mt 9.35-10.4 as a
transitional text, or hinge, between what has gone before and what comes in chapter 10--
it serves both to conclude chapters 8-9 and to introduce the missionary discourse of

chapter 10. Their comments begin with the inclusio formed by Mt 4.23 and 9.35:

The two verses together create a sort of inclusio: between them Jesus first teaches
(5-7) and then heals (8-9). Afterwards, in chapter 10 — and this constitutes a
climax in the narrative — Jesus instructs and sends out the disciples for mission.
The logic behind the arrangement should not be missed. When Jesus instructs his
missionaries, he is telling them to do exactly what he has done, for they too are to
teach and heal. This accounts for the parallelism between 4.17 and 10.6 as well as
between 4.24 and 10.1...*

In this light, the possibility of a relationship between Zech 10.2/Mt 9.36 and the underlying

structure of Matthew 4.23 - 10.8 looks promising.

The pivotal passage of Mt 9.35-36 brings together the summary of the ministry of Jesus with
the commission of the disciples to do what Jesus has done. Just before the summary passage of
Mt 4.23, Jesus has called Peter, Andrew, James and John to become fishers of people, and they
follow him as disciples ( 4.18-22, 5.1). After the mini-summary passage in Mt 8.16-17,
following Jesus becomes more demanding and involves taking some risks (8.19-27). The status
of discipleship decreases when Jesus calls unsavory characters to follow him (9.9-13). As the
narrative continues, the nature of people’s response to Jesus has shifted from a positive
acknowledgment (8.16-17) to a mixed reception ( 8.34; 9.2-3, 8, 11, 24), and finally to outright
hostility from the Pharisees (9.34). At the height of conflict, when the healings and exorcisms
have intensified to the point of raising the dead, Jesus brings his disciples into a more active role
in his ministry.

Matthew 9.37-38 interjects harvest-language between the summary of 9.35-36 and

the sending of the Twelve. The concepts, if not the terminology, of shepherding and

“See Davies & Allison I, 411-12, on Mt 4.23. [emphasis added] Strictly speaking, the commission
in Mt 10 is to preach and heal; the commission to baptize and to teach does not appear until Mt 28.19-20.
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harvesting intersect briefly.*® The presence of eschatological metaphors may look awkward
to twenty-first century eyes, but the reader is thereby alerted to understand that the

discourse which follows is bound up with eschatological expectation.’’

In Matthew 10.1 Jesus calls “his twelve disciples” and gives them “authority over unclean
spirits, to cast them out, and to heal every disease and every infirmity.” After listing the
names of the twelve, Matthew reports that “Jesus sent them out, charging them, ‘Go nowhere
among the Gentiles, and enter no town of the Samaritans, but go rather to the lost sheep 52
of the house of Israel’” (10.5-6). Jesus’ disciples are to model their ministry upon his: “And
preach as you go, saying,‘The kingdom of heaven is at hand.” Heal the sick, raise the dead,
cleanse lepers, cast out demons...” (10.7-8).

In these verses, the shepherding motif is recast: Jesus authorizes the disciples to fulfill

something of his ministry to the lost sheep of the house of Israel (cf. Matt 15.24).

%In some contexts the two metaphors may have the imagery of scattering and gathering in
common. Blaine Charette, The Theme of Recompense, 55, 72-73, cites Jeremias® conclusion that gathering
and scattering are technical terms in shepherding as well as in harvesting. He makes the same connection
with Mt 12.30b, “The one who does not gather (cuvdyw) with me scatters (okopmi{w).” Charette states
his case in a slightly different way in his earlier article, “A Harvest for the People? An Interpretation of
Matthew 9.37f,” JSNT 38 (1990), 29-35. There Charette reads the harvest in terms of eschatological
blessing, not judgment; he therefore concludes, 32, that the commission to the disciples to go to the lost
sheep of the house of Israel is the concomitant eschatological gathering of Israel. Charette, in his study of
possible meanings for the harvest metaphor, 30, warns that scholars ought not to transfer meanings of
metaphors from one setting to another automatically, “for it is not uncommon for Matthew to use a single
metaphor to refer to two very different things [--e.g.,] ...compare...the use of ‘sheep’ in 10.6 and 10.16....”
Charette appears to make the same mistake when he reads Jesus’ compassion for the “sheep without a
shepherd” as having the same metaphorical sense as the mission to the “lost sheep of the house of Israel.”
As 1 state elsewhere in thesis sections on Mt 25.31-46 and 26.31-32, I am not so sure that scattering/
gathering imagery is closely related to shepherding in the First Gospel; in many cases, the weight of
evidence favors harvest imagery. One example of “gathering” imagery that recalls neither the harvest nor
shepherding is found on Jesus’ lips in Mt 23. 37, “O Jerusalem, Jerusalem, killing the prophets and
stoning those who are sent to you! How often would I have gathered your children together as a hen
gathers her brood under her wings, and you would not!” Both times in this verse the verb is émowadyw
(cf. Mt 24.31).

S'Davies & Allison II, 148-49, 158, also make a careful distinction here between the “standard
eschatological fopos, the harvest” and the reference to “sheep without a shepherd,” which “should, within
the broader Matthean context, probably be given eschatological content: Israel is waiting for her messianic
leader.” On page 148, they make a stronger statement, “Probably implicit in 9.36 is the notion that Israel is
waiting for her true shepherd, Messiah Jesus.”

2Here Matthew reinforces shepherding imagery with other allusions: Ezek 34.3-6, 11-16, and
Jer 23.1-6, 50(27).6 speak of God’s provision for the future shepherding of the lost and scattered sheep.
Mark does not use the term lost sheep; in fact the only two references to sheep in Mark are 6.34 and 14.27.
Luke mentions (lost) sheep only in the parable in 15.3-7. The Jer, Ezek and other Zech texts which concern
shepherds and sheep are treated in the excursus on Jesus the Shepherd later in this thesis.
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The disciples are sent as sheep among wolves (Matt 10.16) and are given a vivid description
of the risks of discipleship (10.174). They may expect to be treated (10.24-25) as Jesus has
been treated (9.34). The call to discipleship moves from the possibility of enduring verbal
abuse to the likelihood of complete rejection by their families, as well as the social and
religious establishment (10.34-37). To follow Jesus as his disciple may ultimately lead to
violent death (10.21), or even to crucifixion (10.38-39; cf. 16.24-25).>® The cost of
discipleship has been raised to the level of imitatio Christi.

All of the things the disciples are commissioned to do would appear on a composite
list of expectations for the messianic era. A similar list of messianic works is given in
answer to John’s disciples, who ask whether Jesus is the “one who is to come” in
Mt 11.2-5. Just before the Baptist’s question is raised, there is a transitional sentence in
the Matthew text (11.1). After Jesus sent out his disciples on their mission, he went to
teach and preach in their cities. In recalling Mt 10.1, 11.1 also sets the narrative stage for

the “pronouncement story” in Mt 11.2-6, another review of Jesus’ ministry to date.**

Now when John heard in prison about the works of the Messiah, he sent word by

his disciples and said to him, “Are you the coming one, or shall we look for another?”
And Jesus answered them, “Go and tell John the things you hear and see: the blind
receive their sight and the lame walk, lepers are cleansed and the deaf hear, and the
dead are raised and the poor have good news preached to them. And blessed is the
one who is not scandalized by me.” 5

The key phrase “works of the Messiah™ occurs only in Matthew (cf. Luke 7.18 ). These
words on Jesus’ lips are clues to his identity: he claims to do works that fulfill messianic
expectations (Mt 11.2-5). Matthew identifies the preaching and healing ministry of Jesus as

“works of the Messiah.”

3See Dorothy Weaver’s extensive analysis of Matt 9.35-11.1 in Matthew's Missionary Discourse.
A Literary Critical Analysis. ( JSNTSup 38; Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1990), 71-126.

*Davies & Allison II, 238. Matthew 11.1 “simultaneously concludes the preceding discourse and
resubmerges the reader in the narrative flow.”

At Mt 11.6, the final beatitude of the first gospel is given by Jesus, “Blessed is the one who is not
scandalized by me.” This beatitude looks back upon all of Jesus’ ministry through ch. 10, and forward to
responses people will make to Jesus in the future. Will they recognize him, and if so, will they follow as
his disciples, even when the demands of imitatio Christi increase to include a cross? By extension, the
response to Jesus’ disciples, who minister under his authority, will also be judged; this becomes explicit in
Mt 10.11-15, 40-42.
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In summary there is good reason to maintain that the shift of the “sheep without a
shepherd” reference from the feeding miracle in Mk 6.30-44 to Mt 9.36 reflects, at least
in part, the impact of Matthew’s dual reading of Zech 10.2 in Hebrew and Greek. By
extension, that influence of the healing shepherd motif derived from Zechariah 10.2 may

be perceived within the sub-structure of Matthew 4.23-11.6.
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CHAPTER THREE
Jesus’ Entry into Jerusalem
The Humble Messianic King
[Matthew 21.5 (11.25-30) /Zechariah 9.9 (14.4-5)]

All four Gospels place Jesus’ entrance into Jerusalem' shortly before his betrayal
and arrest (Mt 21.1-9, Mk 11.1-10, Lk 19.28-40, Jn 12.12-19). Luke follows Mark closely
with regard to the animal, a “colt on which no one has ... sat” (TGlov dedepévov éd’ ov
OUBELS ... AvBpuITOY €kdbLoev). Matthew does not mention the unridden nature of the
colt. His otherwise abbreviated account of Jesus’ instructions to the two disciples mentions
a she-ass and her colt (21.2-3; cf. Mk 11.2-6).2 Matthew accentuates the messianic

significance of Jesus’ royal entry with an explicit fulfillment citation of Zech 9.9: *

elmaTte T4 BuyaTpl 2w

i8ob 0 Baoikelis oov épxeTai ool

mpats kal émBePnkws €mi Gvov

kal ém TdAov uov vmoluyiov. -Mt 21.5

Matthew follows neither the Hebrew MT nor the Greek LXX text of Zech 9.9 entirely: *

020N N3 pn PR TRR O
R YN PUT8 79 R 7% mn
IRARTIZ eTh Y iRy 209w --Zech 9.9 MT

Xdipe abddpa, BOyaTep Ziwv:
knpuooe, Biryatep lepovoainy:
8oL O Paotels cou €épxeTal ool,
Sikatos kal owlwy atTos,

'Neither Luke nor John actually describes Jesus” entry into Jerusalem: Lk is occupied with events
on the descent of the Mount of Olives and Jesus’ entry to the Temple; in Jn the people of Jerusalem go out
to meet Jesus.

’The description of the animal(s) does not affect this part of the exegesis; however, see Excursus on
the Palm Sunday Donkey below.

3For an overview of Zech 9.9 in context, see Carol L. and Eric M. Meyers, Zechariah 9-14 (New
York: Doubleday, 1993) 123-31. See discussion below and note #9, on the messianic significance of melek
in Zech 9.

*John 12.15’s use of Zech 9.9 (U1 doPod, BuydTmpe Sy i8ol 6 Baciiels gou €pxeTal
kabrjuevos ém wdiov dvov) and Zeph 3.14-15 is not of immediate concern here. For a possible influence
of Zeph 3.14-15 in Mt 21, see note #20 below. See also the Charette reference, note #58 below.
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mpals kai émBepnkws €m vTolUyLov
kal Tdlov véov. --Zech 9.9 LXX

Matthew 21.5 does not open with Zechariah’s salutation to Daughter Zion/Daughter
Jerusalem; instead, the opening words, “Say to Daughter Zion” (e{maTte 11 BvyaTpl
Ziwv), probably come from Isaiah 62.11b.> However, the next clause, {500 6 Bactievs
oou épxeTal oot, follows the LXX exactly, in agreement with the MT. As he enters
Jerusalem, the Matthean Jesus is portrayed as a royal figure: the image of Jesus as Davidic
king, which first appeared in the Infancy Narrative, is suddenly reintroduced by means of
the Zechariah fulfillment citation.

In Matthew 2.2 the Magi come to Jerusalem and ask where they might find the
newborn king of the Jews. In this setting Herod is made to infer that the infant king
(whose star was seen by the Magi) could be the Messiah (2.4). In his narrative of Jesus’
Galilean ministry, Matthew has not once employed royal terminology to characterize

Jesus.® But now, as Jesus is about to enter Jerusalem, royal messianic language reemerges

The substitution of Isa 62.11b for the salutation from for Zech 9.9 (say to, rather than rejoice)
may have been because of Jerusalem’s hostile reception of Jesus; see Gundry, Matthew, 408, Davies &
Allison 111, 118-19. Although Jerusalem did not rejoice when Jesus entered the city, the magi, upon seeing
the star, “rejoiced exceedingly with great joy” (éxdpnoav xapav peydinw ododpa); Craig S. Keener, A
Commentary on the Gospel of Matthew (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1999), 104, suggests that “Matthew
might then be alluding to the good news to Israel in the first line of Zechariah 9:9 [xaipe add8pa, BuyaTep
Ziwv], although he omits this in 21:5....” If not an allusion per se, there seems to be irony in the Gentile
joy as contrasted with the seismic reactions by Jerusalem (Mt 2.3; 21.10). For other interpretations of
Matthew’s alteration of Zech 9.9, see also Gundry, Use, 120-22; Lindars, NT Apologetic, 111-15; Stendahl,
School, 119; and Gerhard Barth, “Matthew’s Understanding of the Law,” in Tradition and Interpretation
in Matthew (trans. Percy Scott; ed. Giinther Bornkamm, Gerhard Barth and Heinz Joachim Held;
Philadelphia: Westminster, 1963), 129-31; D.J. Moo, OT in Passion Narratives, 178-82. Max Wilcox,
“Text Form,” 199-201, gives a detailed comparison of the wording in Matthew and the textual variants of
the Greek OT.

°In addition to the Messianic-Davidic ruler imagery, the Infancy Narrative refers to David the King
twice, and to Herod as king three times, in addition to the Magi’s question about the newborn king of the
Jews (2.2). Mt 3-20 uses the word king only at 5.35, 14.9, and 18.23, and none of these refers to Jesus as
king. After the Zech 9.9 citation in 21.5, where the messianic king enters Jerusalem, however, the issue of
Jesus’ kingship (King of the Jews/Israel) reappears in Jesus’ trial and passion (Mt 27.11, 29, 37, 42).
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(Mt 20.29,,).” Matthew therefore describes the event in detail, with accompanying
scriptural overtones. Jesus is about to enter the city as the Son of David, the true King
of the Jews.®

Zechariah 9.9, with its righteous king riding on a beast of burden, bringing salvation
and peace, was widely accepted as a prophecy of the coming messianic figure and
Matthew’s portrayal of Jesus in 21.1-10 builds on that expectation.’ Its use as a
Sulfillment quotation at the beginning of Jesus’ entry into Jerusalem exerts a powerful
influence on Matthew’s narration; however, one surprising thing about this particular
Matthean quotation is its omission of two attributes ascribed to the kingly figure in
Zech 9.9-- 8ikatos kai owlwv avTés. The inclusion of these terms in the fulfillment
citation would have strengthened Matthew’s characterization of Jesus as righteous savior
(cf. Mt 1.21, 3.15). The most persuasive argument for a deliberate Matthean lacuna here is

proposed by Gerhard Barth: Matthew’s careful reshaping of the Zechariah text puts the

"Donald J. Verseput, “The Davidic Messiah and Matthew's Jewish Christianity,” SBL Seminar
Papers 1995, 113, writes, “The Davidic preoccupation of the evangelist reemerges with new intensity in
the story of Jesus’ final approach to Jerusalem. The narrative unit effectively begins already in 20:29-34
with the healing of the two blind men on the road leading up from Jericho. Crying out to Jesus as the ‘Son
of David,” the men receive their sight ....By means of this brief incident Matthew recalls the significance of
Jesus’ earlier deeds and uses the attendant Davidic tones as a prelude to what happens next.”

8For a brief overview of the significance of the branches and garments, and shouts of Hosanna, see
Soares Prabhu, Formula Quotations, 136-40. Before ch. 21, Mt never reports an occasion when Jesus goes
to Jerusalem; the passion predictions of 16.21 and 20.18 indicate that Jerusalem will be the place of his
suffering and death.

See Meyers 11, 123, “The term melek...itself is a loaded one in the present context, which is
unmistakably eschatological and which foreshadows the emergence of messianic language in inter-
testamental literature and the New Testament.” A king riding into a city on an ass was an indication of
his peaceful intentions; the context of Zech 9.10 supports this conclusion. It is well not to forget, however,
that when a king entered his city, the expected response would be one of jubilation. See also Gundry, Use
of OT, 205-34, on “Matthean Hermeneutics and the Messianic Hope,” especially 223-26 and 233-34, where
he addresses the issue of the transfer of god-language to the Messiah, and for references to some Zech texts.

Rudolf Pesch, “Nazorean,” 133, without any mention of Zecharian influence, comes to the conclusion that
“the messiah...acts in place of God.” [See note #33 in ch. 1 above]
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emphasis on the mpaiTns of Jesus:

Through this deletion mpatls stands in the middle point, dominating the quotation. The
only possible point in the omission is the emphasising of mpais. By Matthew’s
abbreviation of the account of the finding of the animal that is to be ridden (Mark 11.4 f.)
the motive of the wonderful prediction of Jesus about the finding of the animal falls into
the background. In this way the thought of the BaoweUs mpailis steps in a dominating
way into the centre. It now shapes the whole account of the entry....The decisive thing

for Matthew in reproducing Zech. 9.9 is that Jesus is wpats, he is the Bacirels mpats. '
Granted that Matthew consciously deletes the felicitous terms 8ikatos kai oc@lwv
from Zechariah 9.9, one must therefore conclude that the carefully-reshaped citation in
Mt 21.5 is meant to demonstrate how Jesus, as wpais, fulfills scripture in the circumstances

of his entry to Jerusalem."'

If the Matthean citation of Zech 9.9 emphasizes this one
particular messianic trait, then the way mpats is used elsewhere may also be significant for
the interpretation of Matthew’s Christology.

In the Septuagint the term mpais occurs upwards of fifteen times in the translation

of some closely-related Hebrew words: 132 2,70 , and "0 ."* In contrast, mpais

appears just four times in the NT: three times in Matthew (5.5; 11.29; 21.5) and once in

G, Barth, op cit., 130. See Stendahl, School, 118-19, who agrees that the omission of Sikatos
xai oywy is meant to emphasize “poor and riding on an ass.” Yet I do not subscribe to Stendahl’s
reasoning behind this, i.e., that Matthew is relying on a tradition that manifests itself in the [later] rabbinic
uses of Zech 9.9. [ think Barth is closer to the truth: it is not only the term wpais but the expression
Baolieis mpais, particularly in view of conflict in Jerusalem over Jesus (Mt 2 and 215), which drives
Matthew’s citation.

't certainly cannot be the major point of the citation to clarify the kind of animal Jesus was riding.
The quotation is too carefully constructed to function in that way; e.g., the change of salutation from
Zech 9.9 to Isa 62.11 has no effect on the animal issue. Again, how many animals Jesus rode is not affected
by the Matthean editing. [ See more on this issue in the Excursus on the Donkey.] Mt’s reworked Zech 9.9
citation does fit his description of the reception Jesus received in Jerusalem (21.10, 15, 23).

2One who is low, humble, gentle (before God); e.g., see Ps 36.11 (37.11MT), Ps 75.10: ...Tob
oGoal mdavTas Tous Tpaels This yfis (var. mpaels Tij kapdiq); Num 12.3 var.

3Synonymous with 1p; e.g., Moses was mpats odp68pa, Num 12.3.
1) poor, wretched, unfortunate; 2) humble - e.g., Is 49.13, Zech 9.9. The verb mw, qal (bend

down, be wretched, pitiful) occurs in Zech 10.2, the sheep without a shepherd; and the pual (be humbled)
occurs in Isa 53.4.
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1 Pet 3.4."° Matthew employs Tpais twice prior to the citation of Zech 9.9 in Mt 21.5:
(a) in the third beatitude (Mt 5.5), Jesus teaches that the mpaets “will inherit the earth”
(LaxdproL ol mpaels, OTL auTol kKAnpovoprioovoy THv yiv); and (b) in 11.29
Matthew’s Jesus describes himself as mpais.

The question arises whether Matthew’s two other uses of mpais (5.5, 11.29) are
associated in any way which would suggest further influence of Zech 9.9. At first glance,
the answer appears to be negative. While the overarching scriptural inspiration for the
Matthean Beatitudes may, in fact, come from Isaiah 61.1-3,'¢ the biblical source for
Matthew 5.5 is surely Psalm 37(36).11-- ol 8¢ mpaels kAnpovopricovoy yiv...."
Therefore, had the only other appearance of a form of mpats in the First Gospel been in
Mt 5.5, no secondary influence from Zech 9.9 would seem likely. As for the presence of
mpals in Mt 11.29, neither Zech 9.9 nor any other biblical use of the term suggests direct
influence.'®

In its context, Matthew 11.25-30 is framed by issues of identity and conflict. For

the imprisoned Baptist the question is whether Jesus is 6 épxdpevos (11.2-3; cf. 3.11-12);

BThe use of mpaiis in 1 Peter 3.4 is not especially pertinent to its use in Mt. The related term
wpairns is found eleven times in the NT, but never in the Gospels, and refers to Jesus only in 2 Cor 10.1.
See 1 Cor 4.21; 2 Cor 10.1; Gal 5.23, 6.1; Eph 4.2; Col 3.12; 2 Tim 2.25; Jas 1.21, 3.13; 1 Pet 3.16.

'SAmong those who support the claim that Isa 61 has influenced the Matthean beatitudes are
Hagner I, 91-93; and Gundry, Matthew, 51. Also Verseput, “Davidic Messiah,” 111. Davies & Allison I,
431-45, are less certain about a proposed connection.

"See Gundry, Use, 132-33.

¥Dale Allison, “Two Notes on a Key Text: Matthew 11:25-30,” JTS 39 (1988), 481-83, claims
that Jesus’ meekness in Mt 11.29 is a direct reference to Moses (Num 12.3); he traces Mt 11.27-28 also to
Moses (Exod 33.12-14; Deut 34.10). This is not persuasive, for at least two reasons: (1) Zech 9.9 is the
source for mpais in direct reference to Jesus in Mt 21.5; the mpairrns of Moses is not mentioned in Mt;
and (2) the promise to give rest in Exod comes from God, not from Moses. Mt’s emphasis here is on the
Davidic messiah, not on a new Moses.
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indeed the identity of John also comes into question (11.7-19). The thematic rejection of the
ministries of both Jesus and John (11.2-19) immediately precedes Jesus’ rebuke of three
Galilean cities (Mt 11.20-24). The tone abruptly changes at 11.25-27: here Jesus makes
the startling claim to be the Son of God who is known only by God, and who knows God
exclusively. In 11.28-30, this authoritative figure, the sole revealer of God, who is Tpais
kal Tamewds' Th kapdiq, issues his call to discipleship and an invitation to take up his
yoke (11.29).

Tamewds occurs in Septuagintal translations of twelve Hebrew root words,
including °1P and 1Y, making it at times virtually synonymous with mpais (cf. Ps 17.28
LXX/18.27 MT, Zeph 2.3, Is 11.4, and Isa 61.1var). The terms Tameivés and mpaiis occur
in alternate verses in Sir 3.17-20, 10.14-15, and occur together in Zeph 3.12, where God
promises to leave a remnant, kal vTole(fopar €v ool Aaov mpaiv kal Tawewodr. Even
though it contains Tpais kal Tamelds, the Zephaniah text is not an obvious source for
the use of mpais in Matthew 11.29.° In sum, Ps 37(36).11stands behind Mt 5.5, Zech 9.9
is cited in Mt 21.5, but no apparent biblical source for Mt 11.29 has come to the fore. If
these three texts are somehow connected in Matthew, by virtue of their incorporation of

mpais, then the significance of mpais must lie in Mt’s own theology. How important is

®In the NT, Tamewds is applied to Jesus only here.

2 In the LXX the two terms Tamewvés and mpaiks also occur in Isa 26.6 (the foot of the poor and
needy trample the city), which bears no relation to Zech or Matt. The context of Zeph 3.11 bears strong
resemblance to Zech 9.8 Although the MT of Zeph 3.14 and Zech 9.9 differ slightly, the LXX salutations
are identical: xalpe o¢d8pa, BiyaTep Ziov... krjpuooe, Biryatep lepousalnu. It is outside the scope of
this thesis to ask whether the First Gospel portrays Jesus anywhere as “the remnant,” since that designation
has no bearing on Mt 11.25-30: Jesus is not portrayed as the remnant here, so a wpais remnant is not an
issue. Francis Martin, “Shepherd in Matthew,” 287-88, sees a combined influence of Zeph 3 and Zech 9 on
Mt 21.1-12 by virtue of Is 62, “Say to Daughter Zion, ‘Behold, your salvation comes; behold, his reward is
with him and his recompense before him.”” Martin’s remarks here are sketchy and seem to be based on an
assumption that the reader of Mt would already associate a large part of Isa 62 with Zech 9 and Zeph 3 and
would, therefore, conclude that all these prophetic passages underlay Mt’s use of Zech 9.9 in 21.5.
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mpais to Matthew? Perhaps another investigative approach will reveal some plausible
theological insights.

When coming to Jesus’ declaration that he is mpats (11.29), Matthew’s reader
might recall that Jesus commended the mpaels in the third Beatitude (5.5). A connection
between Mt 5.5 and 11.29 could then be made by inferring that disciples are to be mpaeis
like Jesus. One interpretive strategy which leads to this conclusion is to understand the
Matthean Beatitudes as a pattern of discipleship; then the corresponding portrayal of
Jesus becomes the ideal model for discipleship. Indeed, Gerhard Barth traces the Matthean

requirement of “lowly discipleship” from the mpaitns of Jesus in 11.29:

It is characteristic of Matthew to give prominence to the meekness...of Jesus. But meekness

is also demanded of the disciples (emphatically!); thus 5.5; 18.1-10; 19.13-15; 20.20-29;
23.8-12. The editorial intervention of the evangelist can be seen especially in 5.5 and 18.1-10.
The link between the two is seen in 11.28-30, when Jesus as the mpails kai Tamewos

T{ kapdlq calls men to himself and invites them to take his yoke upon them. It is hardly
likely that an ideal of meekness already in the evangelist’s mind led him to portray Jesus
according to it....The reverse is more probable: the demand for lowliness in the disciples

was influenced by the lowliness of the Son of Man. !
Because Jesus is identified as wpats in the NT only in Mt 11.29 and 21.5, one may
reasonably ask whether the two texts are related. In 11.29 the Matthean Jesus, who has just

claimed to be the exclusive revealer of God, calls people to himself, as the one who is

2 Gerhard Barth, op. cit., 104. Leon Morris, Matthew, 295, agrees with Luke T. Johnson, The
Writings of the New Testament (Philadelphia: 1986), 190, who connects Mt 11.29 and 5.3-5. “First because
he is gentle and lowly, Jesus personifies membership in God's kingdom (cf. 5:3-5)....” Johnson previously
states, 186, that the Beatitudes (Mt 5.3-12) establish the “conditions of entry into the kingdom proclaimed
by Jesus.” Hagner I, 324, cites H.D.Betz,”The Logion of the Easy Yoke and of Rest (Matthew 11:28-30),”
JBL 86(1967), 10-24, in his conclusion that the rest promised in 11.28-30 is “salvation”: As Betz, 24, puts
it, “the logion of 11:28-30 is therefore theologically identical with the macarisms of the Sermon on the
Mount.” Although he approaches our texts with a different agenda [he interprets that the first three
Beatitudes commend attitudes toward God, and proposes that the second three are toward others, so that 5.5
mpais stresses nonviolence, rather than humility ], Michel Gourgues, “Sur I’articulation des béatitudes
Matthéennes (Mt 5.3-12): une proposition,” NTS 44 (1998), 351, still understands that the three mpais
texts are related in Mt. Without making the connection between Mt 5.5 and 11.29, David Hill, The Gospel
of Matthew (London: Oliphants, 1978), 208, says of 11.29, “This self-description echoes the description of
the Servant of the Lord in Isa. 42.2f. and 53.1ff., and especially of the messiah of Zech. 9.9....”
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mpads kal Tamelvos. In 21.5 Jesus enters Jerusalem as the Tpais messianic king. In both
scenes this authoritative yet mpats figure is confronted by opposition and hostility. Does
the depiction of Jesus as mpaiis in 11.29 set the stage for Jesus as Baoiiels mpals in
21.54? If so, has Matthew extended mpais-Christology of 21.5 backward to 11.29,
bringing it to bear in a conflict situation prior to the culmination of conflict in the Passion
Narrative? Does mpais signify a particular form of Christology/Messianology advanced by
Matthew?

Christology in Matthew 11.25-30.
Other theories of the Christology in Mt 11.29 demand attention before the mpats

issue can be fully addressed. In the study of Matthew 11.25-30, one recent scholarly trend
has been to adduce evidence, because of similarities between Mt 11.28-30 and some
passages in Sirach (e.g., Sir 6.18-37, or 24.19-22, and 51.13-30), that Matthew has here
adopted some form of Wisdom Christology.”> Such a reading generally assumes that
Matthew intensifies the importance of Wisdom, both by putting together two Q passages
that are separate in Luke (Mt 11.25-27||Lk 10.21-22; Mt 11.16-19||Lk 7.31-35) and by
adding Mt 11.28-30. There is a range of opinion as to whether the wisdom speculation in Q
merely saw both John the Baptist and Jesus as envoys of Wisdom, or whether Q had

already identified Jesus with Sophia.

ZJudging the merits of Wisdom Christology, or the presence of wisdom themes in Matthew, is
outside the scope of this thesis and is addressed only where it may affect the evaluation of Zechariah
influence.

BThose who read Lk 7.35 as more authentically Q than Mt 11.19, claim that Mt 11.19 is
reworked, and that kal édikarwifn 1) codia dmd TOV €pywy alTiis forms a deliberate inclusio with
Mt 11.2, T €pya Tod xpLoTot, making the works of Wisdom to be the works of Christ. Therefore,
Wisdom has become personified, or hypostasized, and Jesus has become Wisdom in Matthew’s
appropriation of the Q material. See M. Jack Suggs, Wisdom, Christology, and Law in Matthew’s Gospel
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1970); James D. G. Dunn, Jesus and the Spirit (London: SCM,
1975), 31; idem, Christology in the Making: An Inquiry into the Origins of the Doctrine of the Incarnation
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Excursus. Wisdom Christology and Mt 11.25-30

To address the topic of Wisdom Christology in Matthew’s gospel, in any way other than cursory, is far
beyond the scope of this thesis. However, because so much of current scholarship assumes its influence is
great, perhaps it is well to look briefly at some of the various scholarly approaches to the subject as it relates
to Matthew 11.25-30.

Celia Deutsch is perhaps representative of scholars whose recent work supports the presence
of Wisdom Christology in Matthew 11.25-30. 2* In Hidden Wisdom and the Easy Yoke, she says that
the scholarly discussion of the previous fifty years (on the issues of the text’s unity, form, relationship
to comparative literature, e.g., Wisdom, Hellenistic, Nag Hammadi, Qumran, apocryphal and
pseudepigraphic) has led to the consensus 2 that 11.25-30 has its background in Wisdom speculation.

Most pertinent to the present thesis is what Deutsch derives from her study of 11.28-30, especially
as it relates to mpats and Christology. Not surprisingly, she concludes that the yoke in Matthew’s Gospel
is “an image for Torah analogous to the use of the image for wisdom or Torah in Jewish sources,” yet Jesus
is not Torah incarnate but Wisdom incarnate. He is not only Wisdom, but he also has the authority to
interpret Torah and to teach it, so he is both Teacher of Wisdom, or sage, and Wisdom itself.

It is difficult to find much about wpats in Hidden Wisdom and the Easy Yoke. Deutsch compares
Jesus’ role in 11.25-30, and 11.2-13.58, with the Qumran Teacher: “Particularly the use of anawim
language (mpails, Tawelvés) recalls the use of such ideas in the Qumran literature and in certain tannaitic

texts.” 2 The book’s most concentrated discussion of mpats affirms that Mt uses the term redactionally in

(London: SCM, 1980), 198. For a thorough critique of Matthean Wisdom-Christology, see Marshall
Johnson, “Reflections on a Wisdom Approach to Matthew’s Christology,” CBQ 36 (1974), 44-64; he
attacks the “crucial point” for Suggs’ thesis, which is the assumption that the Wisdom-myth is understood
to sustain the concept that in every generation Wisdom sends forth envoys. The more one gets into the
literature on Wisdom in Matthew [or Luke, or Q] the more one notices that those who support Suggs’
Wisdom thesis often say substantially the same things he says; likewise, those who criticize work supportive
of Suggs’ conclusions often couch their objections in terms of Johnson’s categories. My interpretation of
Matthew 11 comes to different conclusions with reference to the role of Wisdom in the chapter; e.g., [ read
the “works of Wisdom” in Mt 11 to include the ministry of John the Baptist as well as of Jesus.

2Celia Deutsch, Hidden Wisdom and the Easy Yoke: Wisdom, Torah and Discipleship in Matthew
11. 25-30 (Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1987). As is the case with many who favor Wisdom Christology in
Matthew, Deutsch’s work builds on the foundation Suggs brought to light. Doctoral theses favorable to
Wisdom Christology in Matthew, published between the works of Suggs and Deutsch, include Fred W.
Burnett, The Testament of Jesus-Sophia. A Redaction-Critical Study of the Eschatological Discourse in
Matthew. (Washington, D.C.: University Press of America, 1979) and Brian Roderick Doyle, Matthew'’s
Wisdom: A Redaction-Critical Study of Matthew 11.1-14.3a. Ph.D. Thesis, Department of Middle Eastern
Studies, University of Melbourne, Australia, 1984. Doyle, 2, writes that Wisdom is the integrating element
in Mt 11.1- 14.3a; he refers to Jesus as Jesus Wisdom, 202-3, so that Wisdom seems to be Jesus’ surname
[cf. Jesus Christ]. This thesis will not examine these works. An excellent and balanced survey of research
on wisdom in Matthew can be found in Frances Taylor Gench, Wisdom in the Christology of Matthew
(Lanham, MD: University Press of America, 1997); see her sections, 2-12, on the history of scholarship
before Suggs, and, 12-23, on research after 1970.

BDeutsch, 14, writes, “Despite the variety of approaches, however, contemporary scholarship is
agreed that 11.25-30 has a background in Wisdom speculation.” This assumption is not uncontested. Even

Deutsch follows this statement with a reference to Marshall Johnson’s article, cited above in note #24.

2Jbid., 138; also see discussion on 132-33.



85

5.5,11.29 and 21.5.7

What is missing in Deutsch’s study of Mt 11.25-30 is an analysis of the juxtaposition of the
Matthean Jesus as an authoritative Son of God figure (11.27) who also describes himself as mpais (11.29).
In the Sabbath controversies of Mt 12.1-14, Jesus withdraws from the scene of conflict but continues to
heal; this healing is interpreted by Matthew as a fulfillment of the Isaianic Servant Song (Mt 12.15-21).?'8
Jesus’ humility as healer must, therefore, also figure in Matthew’s portrayal of the authoritative Jesus. Yet
the humility of Jesus by itself would hardly provoke the Pharisees to take counsel to destroy him -- rather,
it is his authority over the Sabbath (and Torah), which includes healing, which incites the Pharisees to
anger. Even though she rightly construes the context of Mt 11.25-30 (in Mt 1-12) as one of rejection and
opposition, Deutsch fails to mount a case that Jesus has been rejected in Mt 12 as Wisdom, or for doing the
works of Wisdom, which might be the reasonable conclusion of her study. Moreover, she does not address
the simultaneous, hypothetical contrasting Matthean portrayals of Jesus as mpalis Zodia, which her
conclusions require.29

There is by no means a scholarly consensus on the role of Wisdom, or the degree of Wisdom
Christology present, in Matthew. For example, Davies and Allison read Mt 11.25-30 in a dual sense: with
their characteristic New Moses template in place, they also acknowledge a wisdom influence from Mt 11.19
and the Wisdom texts commonly cited. Although they say that Matthew “identified Jesus with Wisdom” in
11.19, they do not agree that 11.25-30 is primarily a Wisdom text but read it instead in light of Jewish

7]bid., 44. April D. De Conick, “The Yoke Saying in the Gospel of Thomas 90.” VC 44 (1990)
280-94, approaches Mt 11.28-30 from a perspective neglected by Deutsch. One of her main interests is to
reconstruct the “aphoristic core” of the logion behind Mt 11.28-30 and Logion 90 of the Gospel of Thomas.
Her study confirms that most of Mt 11.29 is a Matthean interjection, concerned about Jesus’ fulfillment of
scripture. De Conick also recognizes a connection between the Matthean beatitude (5.5) and the description
of Jesus in 11.29 as mpais; more importantly, she recognizes that Matthew's “modified proof texts” (Isa
62.11 and Zech 9.9) understand Jesus centrally as “king” coming to Jerusalem “humble” and mounted on
an ass.

2Ibid., 132-33. Deutsch writes that Jesus, as healer, is (both for Isa 42 and Mt 12) “a poor or meek
Teacher who is also God's Servant.” Mt 11.25-30 is “in part polemic against the Pharisees as Matthew
portrays them. In the broader context of Matthew’s Gospel, Jesus’ teaching is validated by his meekness --
in contrast with the Pharisees who are not humble...The way in which Jesus interprets the religious tradition
in contradistinction to the stance of the scribes and Pharisees sets up the tension Matthew wishes to portray
between the teaching of Jesus as the meek one and that of the scribes and Pharisees.” It is not clear how
Deutsch means the material in Mt 12 to constitute “a further similarity between Matthew’s portrayal of
Jesus and the Qumran Teacher....” How does the healing Servant material in Mt 12 validate a Wisdom
focus in Mt 11.25-30?

®In 11.29, as in 21.5, Jesus is the humble Messiah, not humble Wisdom! To telescope my
objection, [ have not seen here a mention, much less a defense, of the concept of wpais Zodia. In the
context of Mt 11-12, 13, the identity and role of Jesus is one of the major issues: both his and the Baptist’s
lifestyles, their calls to repent, ministries, and works are from the Wisdom of God (11.16-19). Such an
interpretation does not necessitate the derivation of a (full-blown) Wisdom Christology from Mt 11.25-30.
Furthermore, although she says, 132, the invitation of Jesus “highlights the fact that Jesus is transmitting
to his disciples knowledge of the Father and an understanding of the eschatological significance of his
own teaching and mighty works,” Deutsch moves immediately to interpret that knowledge as a “new
understanding of wisdom or Torah,” rather than a relational discipleship. In other words, even when she
acknowledges the relational dimension to Jesus’ invitation to discipleship, her interpretation is in danger of
making the relational discipleship Jesus offers different in degree only, rather than in substance, from the
relationship between other teachers, or Wisdom, and their disciples.
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traditions about Moses. The mention of rpatis both at 5.5 and 11.29 is “yet one more clue that...Jesus is
being compared and contrasted with Moses.” *°

Robert Gundry places more distance between the Matthean picture of Jesus and possible influence
from ben Sira, concluding, “At most...the passage in Sirach exercised an indirect and vague influence on
Matthew.” Gundry finds that, apart from typical Matthean vocabulary and “allusive quotations of the OT, a
common practice of his which accounts for most remaining words of importance [in Mt 11.28-30],” that

only the words yoke, easy and light are unaccounted for. 31

Graham Stanton rightly observes that repeated scholarly attempts to link the sayings in
Matthew 11.25-30 with Sir 51 are “probably misguided.” ** He points out that the Sirach text lacks
parallels in Mt 11.28-30 both with the addressees (all who toil and are heavy laden) and with the main
speaker, who is meek and lowly in heart. Stanton does not dispute the use of some Wisdom themes in
11.28-30, but he interprets 11.29b, “for I am meek and lowly in heart,” to be Matthew’s redactional
addition to the parallelism formed by 11.28 and 29a,c. In contrast to the Matthean picture of Jesus here,

Sophia lifts up her voice proudly and cries aloud (Sir 24.1, Pro 1.20,).>> The meekness of Jesus is out of

*Davies & Allison I1, 272, 295. Their argument here is not compelling: although Moses is known
by God, and prays to be shown God’s ways, nothing in Exod 33.14 suggests that Moses will be the exclusive
revealer of God, nor does Moses bestow rest upon anyone. Rather, it is God who says, “My presence will
go with you, and I will give you rest.” in a different approach, J. M. Gibbs, “The Son of God as Torah
Incarnate in Matthew,” SE 4/TU 102 (1968), 38-46, is critical of an earlier work by W.D. Davies, The
Setting of the Sermon on the Mount (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1964), for its New Moses
speculation. According to Gibbs, 39, “Matthew’s typology is not that of a new Moses but rather that of
Israel as the Son of God” (Mt 2.15/Hos 11.1). This OT sonship theme of 11.27 is an older concept than the
wisdom influence on Mt 11.25-30. Finally, Gibbs makes the intriguing point that when Jesus goes up to the
mountain and sits down to preach the Sermon on the Mount, it is the disciples who come to him and are
taught by him; the last time they go up the mountain (28.16;), they worship him: if there is any Moses
typology here, it refers to the disciples who go up to learn from Jesus as Moses went up to learn from God.

'\Gundry, Matthew, 213, however, reads Mt 11.19 as an identification of Jesus with Wisdom. With
reference to Mt 5.5, Gundry, 69, also draws the comparison between Moses and Jesus on the basis of the
application of wpais; however, at 219-20, although he compares Jesus with Moses, as mpats, and
acknowledges the “indirect and vague” influence of Sirach on Mt, Gundry does not agree that the rest that
is offered is related to Wisdom. He also proposes that Jesus' call Setre in Mt 11.28 comes not from ben
Sira’s “Draw near to me,” but rather from Jesus’ earlier call to discipleship in Mt 4.19. Gundry, 220,
opposes comparisons between Mt 11.28-30 and Sirach 5: “...there is a big difference between ben Sira’s
finding rest for himself and Jesus’ offering rest fo others. Furthermore laboring little hardly corresponds to
laboring to the point of weariness [Mt 11.28]....”

“Graham Stanton, “Matthew 11. 28-30: Comfortable Words?,” in 4 Gospel for a New People:
Studies in Matthew (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1992), 364-77.

31bid., 369. The examples Stanton uses here of Wisdom’s temperament appear to be picked up by
De Conick, “Yoke Saying,” 284. DeConick illustrates that the result clause in Mt 11.29 opposes the
Wisdom theology of the surrounding text, because Sophia “when ‘inviting’ people to herself, does so with
pride and often in the brazen manner of a prostitute (cf. Sir 24)” and she “cries aloud in the streets...and
often in the guise of a harlot.” [see Pro 1,20-21; 8,3-4]. De Conick, nonetheless, in the face of this “clearly
Matthean, not Sophianological” theology, still refers to the one offering his yoke in Mt 11.29 as
“Wisdom/Jesus.” Granting that Mt 11.29 is not De Conick’s primary subject of study, it is unfortunate
that she fails to account for her conclusion that a Matthean addition which runs counter to Wisdom
speculation nonetheless justifies calling the speaker “Wisdom/Jesus.”
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character with the Sophia of the Wisdom writings, but it tallies well with Matthew’s redaction of Zech 9.9
at Mt 21.5, a deliberate modification which allows “the paradox of Jesus the humble one who is king to

stand at the very centre of the fulfillment citation....” >*

As an alternate to Jesus speaking as Sophia in 11.25-30, Stanton refers to the imagery of the
Matthean fulfillment citations, particularly to Zech 9.9/Mt 21.5 and to Isa 42.1/Mt 12.155 Read together,
they point to Jesus as both the humble Servant of God and the Messianic king. The dissonance of the
humble king “is prominent not only in Matthew's Passion narrative, but also right through the gospel.”
Those whom Jesus heals, in fulfillment of Isa 53.4/Mt 8.17, those who previously “sat in darkness”

(Isa 9.1-2/Mt 4.16), may be none other than those on whom Jesus had compassion “because they were
harrassed and helpless, like sheep without a shepherd” --Mt 9.36 -- these may also be the “weary and
heavy laden” in 11.28. 3

Unlike scholars who compare the yoke of Jesus with the yoke of the law, Stanton asserts that the
yoke Jesus offers is the yoke of discipleship -- disciples are to teach, preach, and heal as Jesus did. 3% Those
who toil and are heavy laden are those involved in costly discipleship. The promised rest comes from the
knowledge that the Risen Christ is present with his disciples (Mt 28.20). 37

Blaine Charette interprets Matthew 11.28-30 apart from Wisdom literature. He draws attention to
a “neglected feature in the discussion,” the relation of the logion to certain OT prophetic themes and
expectations, especially in connection with the eschatological expectation of restoration, portrayed “as a
time when the ‘yoke’ of foreign domination is broken and the returned captives enjoy ‘rest’ in their own
land.” 3 The prophetic promise of true rest is conditional upon faithfulness to God; the “throwing off of
Yahweh’s yoke leads to the imposition of another yoke and with it the attendant loss of rest.” ¥ Itis
consistent that Matthew would portray the yoke of Jesus, the messianic figure in whom the restoration
of the nation is realized, as none other than Yahweh's yoke.*’

¥Stanton, op. cit., 369-70, 71. De Conick, op. cit., 285, also takes up these points: “Take my yoke
upon you and learn from me that [ am gentle and lowly in heart...” is a Matthean interjection which is
concerned about the fulfillment of scripture [she includes Sir 51.26 here] and which reflects Matthean
theology. This Matthean addition also “echoes the description of the Suffering Servant in Isaiah 42, 2-4
and chapter 53.”

3Ibid., 371-73. Stanton here assumes the connection between Jesus the mpaiis in 11.29 and 21.5.

3%The call to discipleship which is “modelled precisely on the actions and words of Jesus himself”
is commensurate with the interpretive model identified above (see page # 82 above) with reading the
Beatitudes as Christological statements and as requirements for discipleship.

3Ibid., 374-77. Stanton is not alone in reading, “Come to me” (11.28) alongside “Go, make
disciples” (28.19) and “Learn from me” (11.29) with “Teach them” (28.20). Here Stanton seems to depart
from the concept of the promised rest as eschatological. Although I can see that point of view, I am
persuaded that the balance is tipped in favor of the eschatological Sabbath, in light of the immediate
proximity of Matthew 12 to 11.25-30.

3Blaine Charette, “To Proclaim Liberty to the Captives: Matthew 11:28-30 in the Light of OT
Prophetic Expectation,” NTS 38 (1992), 290-97.

®Ibid., 292.

“Charette departs from those Who argue for a Torah reading of the yoke of Jesus: he argues for
neither a Torah yoke in the sense of Jesus offering his yoke as Wisdom and/or Torah, nor as a new Moses
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Charette discerns a strong link between Jesus as wpalis kal Tamewds and the meekness and
humility demanded in disciples, and furthermore, he interprets the promised inheritance in the third
beatitude (5.5) in relation to eschatological rest.*' According to Charette, the audience implied by Jesus’
call to the weary and burdened (11.28) is best described as people who are still captives, servants under
another yoke. The meek and humble (11.29) thus describes not only Jesus, but also those who become his
disciples: because they serve Yahweh through Jesus, their yoke is easy and their burden is light. Charette
justifies the absence of any reference to Sirach in his study of Mt 11.28-30:

In fact, such reference obscures the true intention of the evangelist. Jesus appears in these verses
not as Wisdom incarnate, promoting his interpretation of the law, but as the messianic figure in
whom Israel’s hopes are fulfilled. He beckons the nation to return from captivity to Yahweh’s
yoke and therein to find the eschatological blessing of rest that Yahweh has prepared for his
servants. Indeed, as the anointed one of Isa 61, Jesus proclaims liberty to the captives. 42

J. Gerald Janzen approaches the Mt 11.25-30 text from another biblical perspective. * He
describes his reading of biblical theology as an ellipse whose two foci are Sinai and Zion, which represent
Torah and transformed monarchy. Janzen applies the ideal of the nation Israel as God’s firstborn son (as
covenant people who reflect God’s image in and to the world [Ex 4.22; cf. Hos 11.1]), to Matthew's Jesus,
who is the Torah-informed Messiah, the Son of David and Son of God. Jesus knows and lives the royal
power of the kingdom of God; he receives “all authority in heaven and on earth (Mt 28.18)” through the
power of suffering love. His claim to such authority also occurs together with Jesus’ call to discipleship in
Mt 11.25-30. Janzen concludes,

What has been hidden from the “wise and understanding” but revealed to “babes” is that this
Torah-informed Messiah embodies God’s rule....The evidence for that rule [i.e., that Jesus is the
Messiah, see Mt 11.2,] is that the blind see, the lame walk, lepers are cleansed, the deaf hear, the
dead are raised up, the poor hear good news, and -- most important --blessed are those who take
no offense at such a Torah-Messiah. Such is the “yoke”under which Messiah Jesus rules and to

which he calls disciples. It is a yoke that gives rest... "

Janzen takes no scholarly refuge in Wisdom speculation when tracing the heritage of Jesus’ lofty

figure who offers an interpretation of Torah different from that of the scribes and Pharisees. Rather he
equates Jesus’ yoke with the yoke of Yahweh as he reads the prophetic scriptures.

1bid., 295-96. Charette reads the 6T in 11.29 as epexegetical -- what the disciples must learn is
precisely Jesus’ meekness and humility; in fact, that is what is demanded of them.

“1bid., 297. This excellent article, 293-95, in a way different from Stanton’s approach, also relates
the call of 11.28 to the audience described by Mt 9.36, in the shepherding motif of restoration in the First
Gospel.

#J. Gerald Janzen, “The Yoke That Gives Rest,” Int 41 (1987), 256-68. Janzen devotes the
majority of his paper tracing the “two covenantal poles, Sinai and Zion, around which biblical theology
must move in an ellipse.” The monarchy of Israel, as contrasted with the nations, could be transformed by
the covenant relation if the king would fear nothing -- and trust nothing -- but Yahweh. The vocation of
people in covenant with God is to image God, to embody the principles of the Exodus, to care for the
oppressed and powerless. Although the term is not used, the yoke of the covenant is one that does not
burden but gives rest, as shown by the great provision of the Sabbath. At his baptism, the heavenly voice
proclaims that Messiah Jesus, the Son of David, is the beloved Son.

“Ibid., 268.
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words in Mt 11.25-30. The Matthean Jesus speaks as Son of God, as the transformed Davidic Messiah, who
is humble. To be king, to be meek and gentle at the same time, required transformation. By withstanding
the temptations of untransformed monarchy, Jesus proves himself to be the Son of God. The biblical
assertion that Jesus is faciiels mpails therefore assumes that Jesus has been “transformed” by his
relationship to God. Discipleship under his yoke also promises be a transforming experience.45

One of the most cogent and complete studies of Matthew 11.25-30 in the context of chapters 11-12
is the work of Donald Verseput, who rejects the Wisdom-Christology hypothesis.*® He contends that the
narrative section of Mt 1 1-12, framed by units of discourse in Mt 10 and 13, is characterized by a “solid
thematic unity dealing with the tragic fact of Jesus’ rejection....” Verseput rightly notes that Mt 11-12 is
occupied with the first serious opposition encountered by Jesus and that Mt 21-23 portrays the later
hardened opposition to Jesus at the end of his ministry. Far from being an “off-handed conglomeration of
conflict stori‘gs,” chapters 11 and 12 are a “meticulous representation of the great ‘surprise’ of the messianic
mission....”

Mt 11.1-19 vividly compares Israel’s rejection of both John the Baptist and Jesus; the dire
consequences of rejecting Jesus follow in 11.20-24. The true mission and humble character of Jesus
(11.25-30) comes as a sudden jolt for the reader who has just encountered the harsh rebuke of the preceding
verses. The judgment on those who reject him is set in bold relief by Jesus’ compassionate call to the weary
and struggling. He extends his invitation on the basis that God has seen fit to reveal -- exclusively through

him -- “hidden things” to babes, having kept them from the “wise and understanding.” **

“Ibid., 266-68. In Janzen’s reading, the temptations (Mt 4) are those of monarchy (cf. Dt 17.16-
17), and Jesus, by his words from Deut, “embodies the Deuteronomic ideal of kingship transformed through
Torah.” In Mt 16, when Peter tempts Jesus to untransformed notions of royal power, Jesus once more holds
true to his messianic course. Not least of what is attractive in Janzen’s proposal is that he recognizes the
dissonance of a humble monarch and resolves how the Matthean Jesus could make such a claim and be, in
the biblical sense, an integrated person.

*“Donald J. Verseput, The Rejection of the Humble Messianic King: A Study of the Composition
of Matthew 11-12 (New York/Frankfurt: Peter Lang, 1986). I find this work in its broad outline to be a
convincing attempt to read Mt 11-12 as a whole, and [ find Verseput’s study of the Matthean Jesus to be
very sound. This is not to say that 1 follow Verseput everywhere; e.g., his characterization of the disciples,
the crowds, the Pharisaic opposition, and the audience for Jesus’ words, in some instances, vary from my
readings. As to the claim that Wisdom is what binds Mt 11-12 together, I agree with Verseput that Mt’s
empbhasis is more on Jesus as Davidic Messiah -- a royal, yet humble, figure. 1 have outlined Verseput’s
book in more detail than I would ordinarily do for other scholarly works: this is largely because I find it
missing from most of the current discussion.

“Ibid., 1-2. Ulrich Luz, Das Evangelium nach Matthdus 11, 162, agrees that Matthew’s narrative
art brings the Q material in chapter 11 together into more than a collection of random sayings, and that the
Jubelruf is one of Matthew’s primary Christological texts. 1 would add to Verseput’s remarks above, that
part of the surprise in Mt 11 is the kind of question the Baptist asks, and Jesus’ response. For those
expecting an all-powerful messiah, Jesus’ meekness and withdrawal from combat was not expected. The
Tsaianic “themes of salvation”(Verseput, 68;) -- the healings, the preaching of good news to the poor--were
the “works of the Messiah,” but the concomitant Isaianic theme of judgment which John preached is not
included in Jesus’ response, “Go tell John what you hear and see.” As Mt 11 and 12 unfold, however, Jesus
does acknowledge the reality of judgment; his offer in 11.28-30 presents a promise in contrast with the
harsh alternative for those who deny him.

®For discussion of Verseput’s contribution to Matthean christology, especially of 11.28-30, see
below.
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Verseput’s analysis of Matthew’s and Luke’s different uses of the Jubelruf concludes that, even if
the source of the saying in Mt 11.25-27/Lk 10.21-22 had an interest in Wisdom, Matthew’s use of it does
not justify an alleged Wisdom Christology in the first gospel:

In scholarly circles today it is often fashionable to conceive of these verses as being rooted in
Jewish Wisdom speculation. And yet the notion of truth being hidden from the “wise”” and
revealed to the “simple” is diametrically opposed to such a supposition. This curious inversion is
completely unparalleled. Moreover, Matthew’s formative interest is not in a Wisdom christology,
but in the reality of a humble and rejected Messiah. Whatever the original background of these

words may have been, it is clear that for Matthew the difficult struggle over the nature of the

messianic mission is sufficient explanation for their present position. 4

In opposition to the theory that Jesus is the hypostasized Wisdom of God (based upon passages
such as Sir 24:19-22 and 51:23-27), which supposes that Jesus-as-Wisdom calls and offers his yoke,
Verseput claims that points of contact between Matt 11.28-30 and proposed Wisdom parallels are too scant
to support such a notion. Far from giving clues that Matthew employs Wisdom christology here, both the
context and the content of Mt 11.25-30 present Jesus as Son. Both the male Sonship image and the “humble
and lowly” language are “utterly foreign to personified Wisdom speculation. > Consequently, it is more
natural to suppose that Jesus is speaking, not as the personified Wisdom of God, but as the Messiah, God's
Son (11:2,27).” !

In his study of the yoke metaphor, Verseput reads the invitation, “Come unto me,” with most
scholars, as a call to discipleship. Jesus’ second imperative, “Take my yoke upon you,” is a plea to submit
to his authority, to recognize he is the authoritative One of 11.25-27. The central point of “...and learn
from me...” is that Jesus is the source of learning. The importance of mpails kal Tamewvds here is twofold:
it is a requirement for membership in the kingdom of heaven (5.3-10), and it signals an amazing reversal of
expectations. Claiming to speak as the authoritative Son of God, Jesus uproots all sorts of stereotypes of
the messianic king. He promises that revelation will come through him, not to the wise and understanding,
but to the babes. This Matthean messianic image is not limited to 11.29 but also occurs at 21.5, with the
citation of Zech 9.9, which is tailored to accentuate the royaity and majesty, and at the same time, the
humility and weakness, of Jesus. Verseput writes that the purpose of the Zech 9.9 fulfillment citation is
“not merely ethical, to accentuate the exemplary character of Jesus’ conduct; it is part and particle of
Matthew's portrayal of the strange character of the messianic mission....Jesus who comes to the babes, is
himself a figure of humiliation.” >

“Ibid., 139.

%See also Hubert Frankemolle, Matthdus: Kommentar 2.(Diisseldorf: Patmos-Verlag, 1997).
Even though he allows for a radical shift in “Wisdom-and-Revelation Christology” by virtue of its
combination here with “lowly-Messianology/Christology” 128, Frankemélle would probably agree with
Verseput’s assessment of the foreign nature of speaking of Wisdom as “humble and lowly in heart.” He
writes, 127, “Dieser christologischen Neuakzentuierung der Weisheits-Tradition entspricht die
Beobachtung, daf} der Satz in 29b, ‘Ich bin sanftmiitig und demiitig von Herzen’ nicht aus der biblischen
Weisheitsliteratur abgeleitet werden kann, da die Weisheit nirgends so gennant wird.... DaB die Weisheit in
den biblischen Traditionen gedemiitigt wird, macht sie nicht selbst demiitig.”

S'Werseput, op. cit., 145; [emphasis mine].

2Verseput, 146-50.
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Russell Pregeant, in a reader-response analysis of the “wisdom passages” in Matthew sees how
alternate readings are equally possible: a reader might “hear the text calling for an identification of Jesus
with personified Wisdom,” but it is equally possible “to read the Wisdom passages in context without
identifying Jesus as Wisdom incarnate.” The figure of Wisdom “remains in one sense tangential to the
reader’s concern.”® In Mt 11.25-30, Jesus, as Son of God, can offer the “yoke of Torah” as his own; he is
the Messiah of Israel who performs the very “deeds of Wisdom.” Jesus “occupies a vantage point that is as
close as possible to God’s own.” >* However, the Matthean text does not invite the reader to speculate at all
about Jesus’ possible relationship to Wisdom. The importance for Matthew is its similarity with the plot of
Jesus’ story; the character of wisdom texts reflects the “dual theme of Israel’s rejection of Jesus and God’s
subsequent abandonment of Israel.” Pregeant says that the clusters of wisdom passages occur at junctures
where Matthew develops the rejection theme:

It would thus appear that the redactor was indeed expressing a central concern in using and
reshaping the wisdom passages. This concern, however, had everything to do with the earthly
career of Jesus as the rejected Messiah....but apparently had nothing to do with a desire to
encourage the reader to speculate about Jesus’ pre-existence or identify him with Wisdom
incarnate. The pattern of Wisdom’s rejection and subsequent withdrawal must have seemed the
perfect “model” for grasping the paradox of a crucified Messiah, but it was apparently not to the
figure of personified Wisdom herself that Matthew turned in order to articulate who Jesus was. >°

With respect to the question of Matthew’s Christology in 11.25-30, one finds that
Wisdom claims are not overwhelmingly persuasive. For example, in contrast with Sirach,
Jesus does not explicitly exhort (potential) disciples to strive to gain wisdom; rather, he
exhorts them to become as children (cf. Mt 18.1-4). The Matthean Jesus never refers to his
disciples as cddor; he uses terms like vnmiol. The context of Mt 11.25-27 militates against
the understanding that revelation by God is here anything other than the revelation of Jesus
himself as the Revealer of God, this is certainly not to be understood in a limited sense that

Jesus is Wisdom Incarnate or a Teacher of Torah. God’s will is that “all things” have been

SRussell Pregeant, “The Wisdom Passages in Matthew’s Story,” in Treasures New and Old:
Recent Contributions to Matthean Studies (ed. David R. Bauer and Mark Allan Powell; Atlanta: Scholars
Press, 1996), 197-232. Here, 225, 228.

*Ibid., 226-28. Part of Pregeant’s discussion extends to Jesus speaking in Mt 23.34: here Jesus
“can speak for God, who has sent emissaries to intransigent Israel throughout the years.”

3Ibid., 229. Pregeant summarizes, 230, that “Matthew employs the story of Wisdom primarily
to interpret the plot of the story of Jesus. To that extent, it serves the theological purpose of articulating
the cause and meaning of Jesus’ death. It does not serve directly to elaborate on the identity of Jesus.”
Pregeant, 231, does not find a “genuine Wisdom christology” in the First Gospel. I am impressed with his
argument and see it as a way to foster richer scholarly dialogue with regard to Wisdom in Matthew.



92

delivered to Jesus (11.26-27); the invitation, the call, is to come to Jesus, not to seek
Wisdom. Furthermore, if some form of Wisdom Christology is the motivation behind
Matthew’s use of 11.28-30, if Matthew’s intention is to heighten the implicit Wisdom
Christology of Q and to make it explicit in this section of the Gospel, then why the
unexplained stark juxtaposition of Aumble and lowly one in 11.29 with the exalted Son of
the Father in 11.27? % No one has yet proposed an adequate justification for reading here
an allusion to the altogether foreign and hypothetical concept of humble Wisdom.

Scholars who claim that Wisdom Christology is strongly present in Mt 11.25-30 do
not always address adequately the exclusivity of Jesus’ claim to be the revelation of God;
indeed, some rather hurriedly move on to discipleship, defined in relationship to Wisdom, as
“obedience to the Law as interpreted by Jesus” and “an understanding of the mysteries of
the Kingdom as disclosed by him,” *? or something similar. By contrast, the invitation from
Jesus in Matthew 11.25-30 is not primarily to learn a new interpretation of the Torah: the
yoke and rest he promises, and the revelation of God he alone can grant, go far beyond a
definition of the yoke of Wisdom or Torah. What Matthew’s reader is invited to learn from
Jesus is not a new school of thought; rather, one is invited to enter a transforming
relationship with God, to be yoked with Jesus the humble Messiah.

If Wisdom is thought to be a major component of Matthew’s Christology in this

text because one assumes that the underlying source of the yoke imagery in Matthew must

%Verseput, 376 (n. 70), rightly notes the danger of reading here a Matthean emphasis on the
contrast between Jesus’ humility and the “hardheartedness” of the Pharisees -- one thereby loses Matthew’s
real stress on the contrast between Jesus’ lowliness and his “royal mission.” The reader, the exegete, has
enough to do to interpret the multifaceted portrayal of Jesus in these verses, without reading polemical
motives into the text here. The deeper issue here concerns what effect this text has on Matthew’s
Christology. Is it a primary christological text in this gospel?

S"Deutsch, Hidden Wisdom, 135.
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be from Wisdom literature, then the sonship imagery of Jesus in Mt 11.25-30 can be
misinterpreted. Since Luke betrays no equivalent of Mt 11.28-30, it is reasonable to
imagine that Matthew has refashioned the Q Wisdom material (Mt 11.25-27/Lk 10.21-22)
so that the identity of Jesus as Son of God in Mt 11.25-27 is enhanced by his identity as the
humble Davidic Messiah of Mt 11.28-30.

It is not necessary to resort to Wisdom literature to find a concept of the yoke of
Jesus in Mt 11.29. There is a Second Temple Jewish text that may indicate other traditions
which might have served as background for Matthew’s use of yoke imagery in reference to
Jesus. The text in view has the advantage that it does not oblige one to attempt to reconcile
the BaolAels mpais of Mt 21.5 with the hypothetical Zodia mpais required by a Wisdom
model of Mt 11.28-30.

He will judge peoples and nations in the wisdom of his righteousness. (Pause).
And he will have gentile nations serving him under his yoke, and he will glorify the Lord
in (a place) prominent (above) the whole earth. And he will purge Jerusalem (and make it)

holy as it was even from the beginning... --Pss. Sol. 17.29-30
Pss. Sol. 17 refers to the yoke of the king, the Son of David (cf. 17.21).® Nothing in this
psalm suggests a connection with Wisdom or Torah in the interpretation of the yoke.” The

text does establish a precedent for conceptualizing the Messiah’s yoke: the king to be raised

8pss.Sol. 7.9 refers to God’s yoke. Davies & Allison 11, 289-90, mention both Pss.Sol. 7.9 and
17.30 in a footnote, listing them jointly, and without further comment, as “the yoke of the Messiah,” but
they focus on how Jesus’ yoke is another example of how Jesus as Wisdom is greater than Moses because
the law he gives is his own. Charette, “To Proclaim Liberty to the Captives,” 283 ef passim, identifies the
yoke of Jesus with Yahweh’s yoke; his approach complements the one taken in this thesis. However, he
does not mention Pss. Sol.

®Pss. Sol. 17,29-30, taken from OTP 2, 667. Although the word wisdom appears here, it is
certainly not in the context of Sophia; the emphasis is on the Davidic Messiah’s own righteousness. As it
stands in the psalm, the yoke may be interpreted in more than one way; my point is to demonstrate that
there is a Second Temple text which refers to the yoke of the Messiah, not to suggest that Matthew takes his
theological perspective from this text.
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up, who will have a yoke, is the Son of David, the Lord Messiah (17.32).%" The allusion in
Pss. Sol. 17 to the yoke of the Son of David is compatible with Matthew’s Son of David
Christology.

If the yoke of Jesus is read as the yoke of the Davidic Messiah, then the theological
implications of Mt 11.25-30 bear a striking similarity to those of Mt. 21.5. Both texts
embrace the paradox of an exalted figure who is mpais. In the only two places in the
Gospels where Jesus is described to as mpats, his identity as Messiah in the face of
rejection is at stake.5!

A question which has emerged from Jesus’ self-description as wpais (Mt 11.29) is
whether this text is meant to prepare the reader for the portrait of Jesus as Baciievs wpais
in Mt 21.5? Especially because Jesus is described in these two places (and nowhere else in
the NT) as mpads,® it is possible that there is a cumulative intra-gospel effect of the word
mpats in Matthew. The contrast Matthew draws between the expected royal messianic
figure and the humble Son of God, who came to reveal God to the vnmiot,* can be
reinforced if the reader returns to read 11.29 in light of 21.5, but could Matthew have
intended this effect?

When the Gospel is read linearly, subsequent passages can help fill out the author’s

%It has already been established elsewhere in this thesis that Pss. Sol. 17.40 may contribute to the
shepherding image of the Messiah in Matthew (see chapter on Mt 9.36/Zech 10.2).

SiIn Mt 11.25-30, Jesus identifies himself as Son of God and in Mt 21.1-10,15-16, he is praised as
Son of David. 1t is also interesting to note that in both Mt 11 and 21, Jesus sets his authority and identity in
proximity to the issue of the Baptist’s mission and authority (see 11.2-19, 21.23-27; cf. 22.41-46 -- whose
son is the messiah?).

“In 2 Cor 10.1 the mpatrns of Jesus is mentioned.

¥[s there a possible connection to the praise of the vnmiot in Mt 21.16?
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earlier picture. A linear reading of the three mpais texts in Matthew yields the following
connections: (a) Mt 5.5 affirms that the mpa€is will inherit the earth; (b) Jesus’ claim to be
mpads in Mt 11.27-30 can be read back into Mt 5.5 -- Jesus, as mpaiys, is qualified to
receive all the blessings of the Beatitudes (his claim that all things were given to him, that he
knows the Father, and that he is mpais, justifies this kind of reading); and (c) the Matthean
account of Jesus’ entry into Jerusalem as the BaotAeUs mpads remains paradoxical, yet
paradigmatic.®

Because the expectation of a Messiah who is mpais® is found only in Zech 9.9, then
the appearance of this prophetic text as a fulfillment citation reveals that it has been
formative in shaping Matthew’s Christology. On this basis, therefore, one can defend

reading Mt 21.5 back into Mt 11.29 (and perhaps even into Mt 5.5).%¢ By this means, the

%This kind of reading is similar to what Martin, “Shepherd in Matthew,” does with his reading of
the gospel, 268-69. His method assumes that “Within the work of any given author there are allusions to
other parts of his work.” These he calls interior allusions, some of which are quite obvious, and others of
which are more subtle. In this terminology, tracing the mpais imagery is relatively uncomplicated, but
drawing out the christological implications is more involved. On the whole, I think this part of Martin’s
method can be fruitful if applied judiciously. In such a model, the influence of Moses or Wisdom typology,
or texts from Zeph, Isa, Jer would be labeled as peripheral or as exterior allusions, but the Baciiels mpats
is interior, and thus central and pivotal.

So far I have been unable to find any other references to the expectation of a humble Messiah-
king outside Zechariah 9.9, with or without the specific use of the word wpais or an equivalent expression.

%“The influence of Zech 9.9 is more prominent in 11.29 and 21.5, and perhaps more residual in 5.5.
Frankemdlle, 127-8, certainly believes such a parallel can be drawn, between the instructions in the Sermon
on the Mount and the “easy yoke” of 11.29a, 30, and Jesus himself (11.29b). Apparently for Frankemélle,
the reader can also go backward from 21.5 to catch the significance of 11.29: “Spitestens mit der
wortlichen Einspielung von Jes 62,11 und Sach 9.9 in 21,5 beim Einzug des mt Jesus in Jerusalem weill der
Leser, daB er bereits 29b von diesen Vorstellungen her, die den weisheitlichen Horizont sprengen, verstehen
kann. Dabei kann er wahrnehmen, da8 in 11,25-30 eine hohe Weisheits- und Offenbarungs-Christologie
eine Verbindung eingeht mit der ebenfalls biblisch vorgegebenen Niedrigkeits-Messianologie/-Christologie.
Von diesem Kontext her ist diese Stelle fiir das Christus-Bild des Matth#us konstitutiv.” Frankemdlle
wants to connect this Matthean portrait of Jesus also to the Isaiah Servant Songs, which is legitimate when
reading Mt 11.25-30 in context with Mt 12, as Verseput (Rejection of Humble Messianic King) and others
also do. Frankemdlle is not alone when he reaches back to the concept of Emmanuel in Mt 1, but I think
this kind of exegetical move puts more weight on the text than it can bear.
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impact of Zechariah 9.9 -- in its juxtaposition of the exalted, yet humble, messianic figure--
upon Matthew’s mpais texts, and upon Matthew's Christology, is substantial. Especially
in the context of conflict over the identity of Jesus as the Messianic king, the quality
Matthew insists upon is that Jesus is Baoi\evs mpais.

In sum, Zechariah 9.9 has a strong impact on both Mt 11.25-30 and in Mt 21.5. In
chapter 11, antagonism toward Jesus becomes so severe that he issues a challenge --
whoever accepts him and his ministry will be blessed; whoever rejects him will face
judgment (11.20-24). Into this setting, Matthew introduces Jesus’ invitation of 11.25-30.
The narrative resumes in chapter 12, however, with more ambiguity, misunderstanding, and
conflict over Jesus’ identity, which continues throughout the Galilean ministry and even his
entry into Jerusalem (for example, Mt 16.13-20,21-28; 17.1-8;17).

As Jesus enters the city (Mt 21.1-10), Jerusalem’s hostility to him is portrayed as an
intensified recapitulation of the Infancy Narrative (for example, 2.2; 21.10, 15-16). Until
this point in the Gospel, there has seemed to be some ambiguity in the places where Jesus is
revealed as the Messiah. For example, when Peter confesses him to be “the Messiah, the
Son of the living God,” Jesus says, almost in the next breath, that he must be killed in
Jerusalem (Mt 16.16, 21). In the next chapter, Jesus is transfigured before the eyes of Peter,
James and John, who hear a voice from the cloud, “This is my beloved Son...listen to him”
(Mt 17.1-6); immediately Jesus talks about his coming death and resurrection (17.9-12).
These scenes alternate between the highest exaltation and the lowest despair.

One could draw upon many different biblical traditions to portray the concept of
either a kingly Messiah or a humble, suffering figure, but the language of Zech 9.9 has

provided Matthew the means to put the motifs of exaltation and humility together. In two
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places, Matthew describes Jesus as mpais: in the first, the Matthean Jesus refers to himself
as the (only) one who knows, and who can reveal God, who offers true eschatological rest,
yet who is humble (11.25-30); in the second, Matthew depicts Jesus as the royal Davidic
king who is at the same time humble -- he will ride into Jerusalem on “an ass, a colt the son
of a beast of burden” (21.5). The two images of exalted Messiah and humble king are
intertwined in Zech 9.9, which crystallizes in the Matthean portrait of Jesus as he enters
Jerusalem. This powerful fulfillment citation of Zechariah 9.9 in Matthew 21.5 sets the
stage for the Passion Narrative; its portrayal of Jesus as 6 Bagiie¥s mpais begins to

prepare the reader for all the events of Holy Week, even for the death of the Messiah.
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Excursus. The Palm Sunday Donkey

Where Luke 19.31 follows Mark 11.2 with respect to Jesus’ instruction to his disciples (eupriceTe

TV Sedepévov b’ Br oldels olmw dbpuTwy ékdBuoer),! the paraliel passage in Mt 21.2 describes
two animals --they will find an ass tied and her colt with her (eUpriceTe dvov Sedepévmy kal OOV peT’
avTiis). Mk and Lk contain no reference to fulfillment of scripture in this part of their narratives; however,

an echo of Genesis 49.11a may be discerned in the expression, “a colt tied” (T&hov Seopetwv).’

R I TP Ty > ok Binding his young ass to a vine, (MT)

namely, the son of a she-ass to a choice vine...
Seopetmy TPOS APTENOV TOV TOAOV alTOU Binding his colt to a vine, (LXX)
kal 7T €\t 1OV TOAov Ths dvou alrol. namely, the colt of his she-ass to the tendril ‘.

Gen 49.11 LXX employs mdAov alone in line 1, and m@lov Tiis dvou (colt of a female ass) in
line 2, to render the Hebrew terms v (a young, vigorous ass)5 and 108 32 (son of a she-ass).

Two animals continue to figure in the Matthean account of Jesus’ entry into Jerusalem, in the
fulfillment citation of Mt. 21.5 and beyond. The textual excerpt pertinent to this discussion is ...aUTos...

'Luke puts mamoTe in place of oimiw. In John 12.14, Jesus himself finds the young ass; this is
followed directly by the Johannine fulfillment quotation: evpwv 8¢ ’Incots ovdplov ékdBioev €m’ auTo,
kabus yeypappévor: un ¢ofob, Buydtnp Zudv 8oL O Baolels cov épxeTal, Kabripevos €M THAOY
Gvou. See Maarten J. J. Menken, “ Do Not Fear, Daughter Zion...” (John 12:15),” in Old Testament
Quotations in the Fourth Gospel: Studies in Textual Form (Kampen: Kok Pharos, 1996), 79-97.

*Early messianic interpretation of Gen 49, sometimes in combination with the Balaam oracles, has
been noted above [see notes # 43, 44, 49 in the Infancy Narrative section above]. See Martin McNamara,
“Early Exegesis in the Palestinian Targum (Neofiti 1) Numbers Chapter 24,” P.I.B.4. 16 (1993) 57-79,
especially 75 (n. 11). For the targumic version of Gen 49.11 and its intricate messianic interpretation, see
Eng. trans. of 7g. Ong.Gen. 49.11 (Vol. 6 of The Aramaic Bible: The Targums; Edinburgh: T & T Clark,
1992), 158 ,and notes, 162-64 (which may suggest a reading of Gen 49.11a in association with Zech 9.9).
Of particular interest is the interpretation that the task of the Messiah was thus to lead the Israelites to the
city -- Jerusalem; also a Midrashic association of the “foal” and “donkey” with the main entrance of the
Temple.; for translation and notes, see also Moses Aberbach and Bernard Grossfeld, Targum Ongelos on
Genesis 49 (Missoula: Scholars Press, c1976), 12-21. Tg. Ps.-J. and Tg. Neof. I also give messianic
interpretations of Gen 49. 10,. See also J. Blenkinsopp, “The Oracle of Judah and the Messianic Entry,”
JBL 80 (1961), 55-64.

3Beapetw - tie (up), bind; 8éw - bind, tie. Davies & Allison III, 116, propose that “the otherwise
superfluous ‘tied’ (which in Mark modifies m@Aov) probably alludes to Gen 49.11.” They also note that
4QPBless, as well as Gen 49 LXX, had already given this biblical text a messianic interpretation.

*%ME - anything twisted or spiral, such as the tendril of the vine, or ivy. I read the xal and the
waw here as hendiadys and waw copulativum. Note that the Greek (Gen 49.11) also indicates “colt of his
female ass.”

SMeyers 11, 130-131, for 7" in Zech 9.9; Holladay’s Concise Lexicon, 272, similarly translates

“(stallion of) ass,” citing Gen 49.11. Note the similarity of the animal terminology in Gen 49.11 and
Zech 9.9.
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émPenkas €m dvov kal ém TEAoV vidv Umoluylov (Mt 21.5b; cf. Zech 9.9¢). How does Matthew
understand the function of the two animals he first places in the narrative at 21.2? This question arises,
not strictly from Matthew 21.1-5, but more from the ambiguous expression in verses 6 and 7:

TopeVBEVTES 8¢ ol padnTal xal mofioavtes kabus cuvétaev avrtols 6 YIncols
Tyayov THy Ovov Kal TOV T@AoV kdi €mébnxar ém’ adTav Ta lpdma, kKal
émekdOLoey émdvw almdv.

The disciples, having gone and done just as Jesus instructed them, brought the ass and
the colt and placed upon them garments, and he sat upon them.

Does Matthew misunderstand Zech 9.9? Does he mean to say that Jesus sat upon both animals? ©

Before the question can be addressed, it seems expedient to investigate the question underlying the
claim that Matthew misunderstood the parallelism in Zech 9.9. If Matthew was working from a text, was he
necessarily limited to the Greek? ” or was he familiar with Hebrew? Does Mt 21.5 support either of these
positions? Pertinent portions of Zech 9.9 MT and LXX can be compared with the Mt 21.5 citation:

[Zech 9.9MT] 7% & 72%n mn Behold, your king comes to you,
[...]
Sy 25T W humble and riding upon an ass,
m’:hgs",; 1_"32"7121 namely, upon a young ass, a son of she-asses.®

®One extreme in the range of critical commentary is that Matthew misunderstood the synonymous
parallelism in Zech 9.9 for synthetic parallelism, that he introduced a second animal into the story because
of his mistaken understanding of the prophecy. Gundry, Use, 197, reminds us of the critiques of O. Michel
(TWNT VI, 961) and D.F. Strauss (The Life of Jesus [London, 1913], 553,), both of whom wrote that
Matthew did intend to say that Jesus rode on both animals simultaneously. Another extreme critique of
Mt’s adaptation of Mk comes from S. Vernon McCasland, “Matthew Twists the Scriptures,” JBL 80 (1961),
144-45, who says that Matthew’s “unfamiliarity with the nature of Hebrew poetry caused him to alter
Mark’s statement so as to fit Mark’s narrative into his twisted understanding of the poem,” i.e., that Mt
changed Mk’s “simple, dignified narrative of this historic event into something like a circus spectacle.”
Representative of a middle critical position is the idea that Matthew was employing some form of rabbinic
exegesis; e.g., in their summary of different explanations for the presence of two animals in Mt, Davies &
Allison III, 120-21, adduce the citation of a rabbinic combination of Zech 9.9 and Exod 4.19 to illustrate
their view that Jesus is the new Moses. Other interpreters believe that Mt either found the two animals in
his non-Markan traditional material, or that the newness of the unridden colt implies that the mother was
still present; e.g., see Gundry, Matthew, 407, Hagner I, 594. Schweizer, Matthew, 404, suggests that “and”
in LXX is a reflection of the LXX’s misunderstanding of how many animals are spoken of in Zech 9.9;
according to Schweizer, Matthew gets two animals from the Septuagint. On the second atTdv, see Soares
Prabhu, Formula Quotations, 151-54, who evaluates the discussion of émi and émdvw (with the assumption
that Matthew misunderstands the Zech 9.9 parallelism). The issue of the second atTav as reference to
animals or garments is secondary. This excursus is not intended to address all the problems of Mt 21.1-7,
but to contribute to Mt’s understanding of Zech 9.9 MT.

’Some scholars who acknowledge that Mt 21.5 renders Zech 9.9 MT better than the LXX, claim
that the later Gk versions which agree with Mt [e.g., in using dvos] demonstrate that Mt had access to a
better Greek urtext; e.g., see Davies & Allison III, 119 (n. 47), for reference to such an assumption, which
they do not challenge.

¥For this translation and extensive discussion, see Meyers I1, 127-31. The three expressions, “ass,”
“young ass,” and “son of she-asses,” are used to describe the precise kind of animal upon which the king of
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[Zech 9.9 LXX] i80b 6 Baoihels cov épxeTar oo, Behold, your king comes to you,
L.y L. ]
wpads xal émPBePrkns ém UmoliyLov humble and mounted upon a beast of burden,
xal® Aoy véov."® namely, a new colt.
[Mt 21.5] 8ol 6 Baciels oov €pxeTaL ool Behold, your king comes to you
mpats kal émpBePnkws ém évov humble and mounted upon an ass,
Kol €T mdAov uiby vmoluylov. namely, upon a colt, a son of a beast of burden.

By examining these three texts in isolation, it is evident that Matthew’s text translates the Hebrew
better than the Septuagintal version does; in fact, the other extant Greek versions, all later than the LXX,
also reflect the animal terminology more accurately than the LXX. However, one need not conclude from

the existence of these more accurate Greek versions ' of Zech 9.9¢ that Matthew necessarily had access to a
Greek recension of Zechariah no longer extant.'? In fact, if such were the case -- if Matthew had access to

Zech 9.9 rides. Meyers II, 131, notes that “the plural ‘she-asses’ perhaps better conveys the notion of a
lowly beast of burden that underlies all three words associated with the royal mount.” Gundry, Use of OT,
120-1, confirms that Mt’s intoUrytov (lit, under a yoke) fits “a son of she-asses.” Mt accurately uses Svos
for AN and mdov for 9°Y. R. P. Gordon’s notes to the translation of Tg. Zech. 9.9, op. cit., 205, suggest
that the “Tg. has the singular for MT plural (lit. ‘she-asses’), probably for idiomatic reasons.” He
translates Tg. Zech. 9.9b: Behold, your king is coming info your midst. He is righteous and brings
deliverance, meek and riding upon an ass, and upon a colt the foal of a she-ass [italics are his, to indicate
where the Aramaic varies from the MT]. Gordon mentions no problem with the “and” in the description of
the single animal of the text of the targum.

°The kai here could also be translated “also, even, and.” It depends upon whether the translator
understands the Greek to reflect the hendiadys (waw copulativum) of the Hebrew. Schweizer, 404, takes
the kai (LXX of both Zech 9.9 and Gen 49.11) to read “and” instead of the hendiadys of the Hebrew. 1
disagree.

Greek variants include the following [cf. John 12.14; kafnpevos em mwiov ovou):
a’ - Tpavs koL €mPePnrws €M ovou kal (€M) TwAov wov ovadwy

0'-  TTWYXO0S KAl €emMPePNKWS €M OVOV KAL TIWAOY ULOV Ovados

0 - emakouwv kal emPePnkws €L OVOV KAl TWAOV ULOV OVOU

€’ - TTwYoS kat emPePrkws €m UTOLUYLOV KAL TWAOV ULOV OVWY

"] use the expression more accurate just with respect to the animal(s) in Zech 9.9.

12See note #10 above. Aquila, Symmachus, Theodotion, and Quinta, in Zech 9.9, all use 6vos, as
does Mt 21. Maarten J.J. Menken, “The Quotations from Zech 9,9 in Mt 21,5 and in Jn 12,15,” in John
and the Synoptics (BETL 101; ed. A. Denaux; Leuven: Leuven University-Peeters, 1992), 573-74, writes
that “Matthew derived his translation of Zech 9,9 from an existing recension of the LXX” which was
available in the first century C. E. He thinks Matthew derived the she-donkey from the Greek. Menken
does think that Matthew understood the parallelism in Zech 9.9, however; his explanation of the two
animals is derived from Mt’s interest in Jesus’ entry to Jerusalem as “the Son of David.” Menken draws the
parallel from 2 Sam 16, where Ziba offers David “a couple of donkeys,” as he flees from Absalom. Max
Wilcox, “Text Forms,” 200, remarks that Matthew’s “is the only Greek text (apart perhaps from John’s) to
reflect the repeated (w)CI (‘and upon’) of the Hebrew.” Yet Wilcox also seems to think that Matthew did not
make his own translation of Zech 9.9; he concludes, 201, “Overall, then, the text of Zech 9:9 presented in
Matt. 21:5 must be taken as a valuable addition to our knowledge of the text form of the Greek OT in the
period before Jamnia....” D.J. Moo, OT in NT PNs, 178-79, represents a different scholarly position. He
notes that most scholars see a mixed textual background in Mt 21.5, the “LXX being followed in the first
part and the MT in the second....,” in which case the Matthean rendering (even where it follows the LXX)
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more than one Greek tradition (LXX and another), and if he reproduced a translation closer to the Hebrew
than the LXX, then it is debatable whether a claim that he had little or no knowledge of Hebrew could be
sustained. !> In either case, whether he chose among alternate Greek translations or penned 21.2-5
independently, Matthew might have had some working knowledge of the Hebrew.

If it is plausible that Matthew knew Hebrew, it is certainly reasonable to read Mt 21.5 with the
understanding that Matthew intended the second kai to be read as a hendiadys, corresponding to the waw
copulativum he found in Zech 9.9. In that case, he would have understood that the king in Zech 9 would
come riding on one animal, one particular kind of donkey appropriate to be used as a royal mount. This
does not solve the problem of the ambiguous second atrav in Mt 21.7, but it does eliminate the necessity to
suppose that the Matthean Jesus was somehow riding on two animals as he approached Jerusalem.

There may be a way to test the hypothesis that Matthew understood the Hebrew (and Greek)
parallelism found in Zechariah 9.9. If a similar grammatical construction, which deliberately uses kati in
a similar fashion, were to be discovered elsewhere in Matthew, it would strengthen the argument that he
really understood the waw copulativum and/or hendiadys examined above. Mt 4.15-16 may be proposed as
a test case; it is another Matthean fulfillment quotation, taken from Isa 8.23-9.1 (ET=Is 9.1-2). Mk 1.14-
15 states that Jesus began his ministry in Galilee after he heard that the Baptist was arrested; Mt 4.12-13
fills in the details. Jesus’ move from Nazareth to “Capernaum by the sea, in the territory of Zebulun and
Naphtali,” is supported by Matthew’s citation of Isaiah in order to show that Jesus’ Galilean ministerial
headquarters were divinely ordained. The focus of this test case is on Matthew’s use of kai in Mt 4.16. "

¥i ZaBovhaw kai yf) NedBaAlp,

080v Baddoans, mépav ToU 'lopddrov,

FaMAaia Tév €BvGv,

0 haos 6 kabipevos év okdTel

dils €ldev péya,

Kai Tois kabnuévoirs év xwpa xa: okid BavdTou

dds dvéTelrev alTols. --Mt 4.15-16

In this instance there is no doubt that Matthew has altered his source(s) to make his point:
L. .
OREI TSN 0 TN
DN 7T TR PO
=yt B B iy i =
b1y iR w0 qoha oobim oun
orhy M3 iR Rty YR Y --Isa 8.23b- 9.1 MT

is also in agreement with the Hebrew. If one assumes that Matthew had access to a Greek version other
than LXX, it would be very difficult to maintain that he had no access to an LXX-type tradition with which
to compare Zech 9.9 translations. It would be extremely difficult to assert that Matthew chose a Greek
translation closer to the Hebrew without also imagining that he had some knowledge of Hebrew.

BPace Luz, The Theology of the Gospel of Matthew (trans. J. Bradford Robinson; Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1995), who believes that Matthew was “familiar with the Septuagint but did
not have any biblical scrolls at hand while writing out his Gospel--with the possible exception of Isaiah.”
Luz, Matthew 1-7, 147, 159, doubts Matthew knew Hebrew, and concludes (on the basis of the quotations
of Zech in 21.14f, and 27.9), “that no copy of the Minor Prophets was in the library of the Matthean
community for consultation.” Gundry, Use of OT, 120, assumes Matthew did have a Hebrew text; Stendahl,
School, 104-6, also assumes that Mt worked with the Hebrew, as well as with the Greek.

“The underlined kai is the focus of the text case, but Mt’s use of the italicized xa: also figures in
the discussion..
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TovTo mpi@Tov ToleL, Taxb molel,

xupa Zapoviwy, 1) v NedBap

060V Baidoons Kal ol AoLTrol ol TTW Tapailay KaToLkoLvTeS

kal mépav Tov lopSdvov,

FaAhala TGV €Oy, Ta pépn Ths lovdaias.

0 Aads O ToPeUdEVOS €V OKOTEL,

8eTe Pids péya:

oL KaToLKOUVTeS év Xwpd kai okid BavdTou

dids Aduder €d’ bpds. --Isa 8.23-9.1 LXX"

Gundry’s study of this text makes several important points. '® The MT has placed the geographic
terms in an accusative relationship with the preceding parts of the verse:

In the former time he brought into contempt the land of Zebulon and the land of Naphtali,
but in the latter time he will make glorious the way of the sea, the land beyond the Jordan,
Galilee of the Gentiles.

The LXX makes the geographic terms into vocatives, but Matthew puts them in an absolute construction *’
and restricts them to Galilee.”® Two of Gundry’s further remarks on the grammar and translation of the
Isaiah passage may suffice to establish that Matthew had access to the Hebrew: '° (1) kaénpévois is a
more literal rendition of *xzr than katoikotvtes (9.1); and (2) kal okid Bavdrou (for which xai the MT
has no equivalent) looks at first like “certain dependence on the LXX...” but closer examination shows that
the Hebrew Vorlage of Mt and the LXX possibly read mn o7, “from which a fusion of the two words was

made and the waw dropped of necessity....” In this case, the Greek hendiadys renders the Hebrew construct
(in the region of the shadow of death) accurately.”

If xal in the expression, év xupa kai okL@ BavdTov, from both LXX and Mt 4.16 is understood
to be part of a hendiadys, what about the first ka1 in Mt 4,167 It does not occur in LXX ?' nor is there a

"No extant version of Isa 9.1, other than Mt 4.16, contains the kai in question.

'®Gundry, Use, 105-8; his study of Isa 8.23-9.1 is isolated and unrelated to the approach I take in
this test case. So also with Stendahl, School, 104-6; Soares Prabhu, Formula, 129-35; Davies & Allison I,
381-86.

""Ibid., 105.

8Lindars, NT Apologetic, 197, rightly observes that the omission of verbs and temporal adverbs
from Isa 8.23 “makes the string of names, which had been their subject, equivalent to Aads in the next
verse, and grammatically in apposition to it.”

Stendahl’s study of Mt 4.15-16, School, 106, concludes, “Thus when working with the Hebrew
text, Matthew depends on different Greek interpretations, but also gives his own interpretation from the
point of view of the fulfilment by Jesus. This renders it impossible to presuppose that he quoted one
consistent Greek -- or Semitic --text.”

2Gundry, Use of OT, 107. Also see Gundry, Matthew, 60, where he looks at the Greek hendiadys
€v xupa kdi okid BavdTov. Davies & Allison 1, 385, agree that Gundry’s proposal may be right.
However, my arugment here does not depend on the correctness of Gundry’s proposed “fusion.” Note that
Strong’s Concordance, 99, derives mn>x from 5% (shade, shadow) and mn (death), although Holladay,
Concise Lexicon, just gives “darkness.”

2'Gundry, Use, 105, makes no mention of the appearance of this kal, but Davies & Allison I, 385,
report its presence in “A.” Assuming that they refer to Codex Alexandrinus (LXX*), they are in error. The
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precedent for it in MT. For Matthew’s purposes does this kai increase the significance of the Isaiah text
as a fulfillment quotation? His careful reconfiguration of the geographical terms, in part by eliminating
Td pépn s lovdalas, certainly narrows the focus to Galilee as the location for the dawning of Jesus’
ministry. Matthew has also excised ol hoimol... kaTokolvTes... from the quotation, in order to compress
the reference to the people, as well as the region, to whom the fulfillment of the Isaiah promise came.

It is also possible that Matthew has inserted this unprecedented kai not to broaden, but rather to
narrow, the scope of 6 Aads. If this kal is read as either epexegetical or as making another hendiadys,
then the reader is meant to understand that 5 Aads 6 ka@fuevos év axérer are futher described as ot
kabrijpevor v xWpd kai oxid BavdTou -- the people who sat in darkness, the ones who sat in the region
of the shadow of death, are those who dwell in Galilee, where the light of the Gospel has dawned.”
order to increase the parallelism in his text, Matthew employs kd8npar in place of both opelopat and
kaTowéw in the LXX.2 An English translation which incorporates these insights might read,

The people who were sitting in darkness have seen a great light;
that is to say, light has dawned upon those sitting in the region of death’s shadow.

This reading of Matthew 4.16 (in contrast with the LXX, which is much further afield from the
MT here than at Zech 9.9) is not far from the meaning ascertained in Isaiah 9.1 MT. If Matthew could have
composed 4.16 to be this close to the Hebrew, and yet have the sophistication to compose his citation of
Isa 9.1 to include an additional kai to serve his purpose, then the burden falls upon those who contend that
the evangelist misunderstood Hebrew, especially its forms of parallelism, to demonstrate that Matthew
broke up the parallelism with respect to the donkey in Mt 21.1-10 (cf. Zech 9.9).

Questions about Matthew’s introduction of two animals into the narrative remain: Why is the
female ass brought into the story? and upon which animal(s) did the Matthean Jesus ride? With respect to
the first question, it seems reasonable to say, at the outset, that Mt 21.2-7, does not derive the female ass
from the text of Zech 9.9 (or of Gen 49.11). As this study has shown, nothing in Zech 9.9 MT or LXX

Facsimile of Alexandrinus (Codex Alexandrinus: Facsimile of the Old Testament. Vol. 1. Hosea - 4
Maccabees; London: The British Museum, 1883), Recto 306a, on Isa 9(.1) shows only the ka. before oxia
6avaTou; kar does not occur before o kaTotkowTes in Isa 9.1in LXXA. In their discussion, Davies and
Allison rightly label the kai oxLd@ BavdTou as epexegetical or hendiadys. They make no further mention of
the kai under focus in this present study. I am proposing that the other kati in Mt 14.16 functions in much
the same way, that Matthew has placed it deliberately in his carefully-crafted citation of Isa 9.1, and that he
employs it here much as he does the disputed kai of Zech 9.9 in Mt 21.5.

ZBlaine Charette, Recompense, 73-74, noting that “it is fitting that the restoration should have its
beginnings in the region of Zebulun and Naphtali, since they were among the first tribes taken into exile,”
also writes, “There is no reason to contend that Matthew is interpreting the Isaiah passage without reference
to its original meaning.” Most of Charette’s interesting study is outside the scope of this thesis.

BWim Weren, “Quotations from Isaiah and Matthew’s Christology (Mt 1,23 and 4,15-16),” in
Studies in the Book of Isaiah (BETL 132; ed. J. Van Ruiten and M. Vervenne; Leuven: Leuven University
Press/Uitgeverij Peeters, 1997), 459, notes “the parallelism expressed by the twofold use of the participle
form of kd6nyLav...and by the two aorists,” the use of which corresponds to the Hebrew rather than with the
LXX. The prominent placement of ¢is in Mt 4.16a contributes to increased parallelism with 4.16b; and
the hendiadys év xupq kai okl 8avdrov agrees with LXX against MT. Weren concludes, “It is possible
[for this citation that] Matthew goes back to a text, the origin of which we can no longer exactly trace.
However... a more obvious explanation is that Matthew was familiar with the Hebrew as well as with the
Greek version and that he revised the quotation thoroughly with a view to fitting it into his story about
Jesus.” Weren does not discuss the first kai, however.
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requires it, nor does Matthew’s fulfillment citation. The burden of proof that a grammatically-mistaken
Matthew “twists” the scriptures (or his narrative to fit the scriptures) is on those who make the claim, for it
has been demonstrated that Matthew has the facility to understand and to translate the waw copulativum
and to compose a text using its corresponding Greek equivalent (hendiadys/epexegetical kai).**

If one refuses to accept uncritically the suggestion that Matthew derived the female ass from the
text(s), or that he “invented the female ass,” the way is open to look elsewhere for the source of the mother
of the “colt.” The most reasonable possibility of the source for the two animals is Mark’s gospel and/or
some other tradition(s) to which Matthew had access. Even though Mk 11.2-7 clearly refers to one animal,
“upon whom no one had ever sat,” this is not to forbid the possibility that in the culture, it would be
understood that this was a young animal, and/or that if still tied with its mother, the animal was proven to
be a suitable mount for the humble king.?

The answer to the second question is that the Matthean Jesus rode on the young male ass, ém
i ov oy Umolvyiov; there is nothing in the citation of Zech 9.9 in Mt 21.5 which points to confusion
on this point, given the more accurate translation provided: Behold, your king comes to you humble and
mounted upon an ass, namely, upon a colt, a son of a beast of burden.

In sum, this analysis urges that simply attributing to Matthew that he thought Jesus simuitaneously
rode on two animals does not say enough about what this text is trying to do; moreover, such a reading
cannot be taken for granted. Even if the text gives an impression that Jesus was on two animals, Matthew
has produced such ambiguity unwittingly -- his fulfillment citation has other purposes. Nothing in the
details of much of the speculation on this text hold any priority for Mt 21. What the Zech 9.9 citation
emphasizes - what no other text can supply - is the prophecy that the King of Israel would come to
Jerusalem as a humble Messiah. In light of this overarching concern, one concludes that Matthew did not
mention two animals because he misunderstood Hebrew parallelism. If unanimity is not reached on this

minor question, there must at least be another reason why two donkeys appears in the Matthean narrative.

2We have seen elsewhere in this thesis that Matthew does not slavishly follow the text in his
citations, that his exegesis is creative. Therefore, it would be impossible to prove that he was bound to put
two animals in his text, even if he had thus read Zech 9.9.

BThe literature on this subject is voluminous. See Davies & Allison III, 116-21, and Gundry, Use
of OT, 120, for representative references and interpretive options. If it was crucial that the “colt” was one
“on which no one has ever sat” (Mk 11.2), it may have been natural to assume, or to infer from Mark, that
the animal was still tied “with its mother.” It is not the focus here to give a definitive answer to this
question, just to open it up. What must not be assumed is that Matthew misunderstood Zech 9.9 and
thereby “found” two animals there, and that he therefore insisted there must be two animals upon which
Jesus rode. Mt 21.7 does not require such a reading.



105

CHAPTER FOUR
Jesus in the Temple
The Prophet from Nazareth in Galilee
[Matthew 21.12-16/Zechariah 14.21]

A number of scholars have assumed that Zechariah tradition has wielded influence
on this passage; most notably Zech 14.21 has been adduced as the scriptural motivation for
Jesus’ act in the temple, although it is nowhere cited in the Synoptic accounts.! When the
Matthean Jesus enters Jerusalem, he goes directly to the temple, drives out all who are
selling and buying, overturns tables and chairs, and then quotes from Isaiah 56.7 and
Jeremiah 7.11. Matthew has altered the Markan structure in two ways:> (1) The Markan
Jesus enters Jenisalem, looks around the temple, then returns to Bethany overnight; the
next day he curses the fig tree and then enters the temple, where the disturbance occurs
(Mk 11.11-19); in Matthew, the narrative time of the entry to the city and the symbolic act
in the temple is compressed into one day. (2) In Mark, the temple act is intercalated in the
lesson of the fig tree, which is then stretched over two days; in Matthew the entire fig tree
incident is transposed to the day after the temple event -- the withering occurs and is
observed immediately (Mt 22.18-22; cf. Mk 11.12-14, 20-25).

Matthew makes other changes to his narrative: he omits Mark’s reference to Jesus
forbidding vessels to be carried through the temple (Mk 11.16) and deletes the phrase “for

all the nations” from the citation of Isa 56.7. A uniquely Matthean incident in the temple

"Hagner I1, 600, and Davies & Allison III, 136, e.g., attribute this motivation to the historical
Jesus; Gundry, Matthew, 413, while acknowledging that this may be so, reminds his readers that Isa 56.7
and Jer 7.11 are cited in the gospel text. John locates the temple action at the beginning of Jesus’ ministry
(Jn 2.13-19); in v. 16 the Johannine Jesus seems to allude to Zech 14.21, but in v. 17 the disciples are said
to have remembered the incident in light of Ps 69.10.

?Luke takes a different tack when departing from the Markan outline here: he places the
Pharisees’ rebuke of Jesus before the temple scene (Lk 19-39-44); in fact Luke never explicitly reports the
entry of the entourage into Jerusalem. When the Lukan Jesus does enter the temple, he drives out only the
sellers. The abbreviated citation of Isa 56.7 in Lk 19.45-46 is nearly identical to Matthew’s.
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follows, as the chief priests and scribes both witness Jesus healing blind and lame people
(Mt 21.14) and hear children in the temple shouting “Hosanna to the Son of David.” The
Matthean scene concludes with Jesus’ quotation of Psaim 8.2 (Mt 21.14-16) in response to
criticism by the chief priests and scribes. Unlike Mark, Matthew reports that Jesus drove
out all who sold and bought in the temple.?

As noted above, although Zechariah is not cited in the Synoptic accounts of this
incident in the temple, some scholars have suggested that Zech 14.21b may have influenced
the preservation or transmission of the event in the temple at a pre-gospel level of the
Passion tradition. * Is there any evidence that Matthew was especially cognizant of
Zechariah influence here? Is there a possible connection between the texts cited by the
Synoptic Jesus (Isa 56.7; Jer 7.11) and any Zechariah text?

The task of analysis begins with a study of Zech 14.21b. There is no agreement on
the meaning of the term "J¥1D (literally “Canaanite™) in the last sentence of the Book of

Zechariah:

*There are other differences among the Gospel accounts of this story: Mt and Jn use the aorist
&EéBarcy, where Mk and Lk use fipfato éxBdMewv. In their citations of Isa 56.7, Mt keeps kAnrioeTar,
but Lk omits it; in their citations of Jer 7.11, Mk uses the perfect memoirikate, Lk has the aorist
émoutjoate, and Mt uses the present oeiTe. Mt and Lk also change Mk’s interrogative to a declarative
sentence, possibly to stress the emphatic or accusing tone of Jesus’ citation; e.g., see Gundry, Matthew,
412-13, who says that Mt and Lk both omit Mark’s mention of “teaching” in order to sharpen the
accusation. (For a different opinion on this omission, see ch. 2 above (note # 23); cf. Paffenroth’s article
on Mt’s emphasis on Jesus as healer). John includes oxen and sheep among the animals sold; Jesus drives
out all the sellers and moneychangers, while specificaily addressing the sellers of pigeons (Jn 2.16). The
identity of those who hear Jesus’ citation of scripture is not clear in the Synoptics. Especially if the reader
of Mt is meant to understand that all sellers and buyers have been driven out, then who is left in the
narrative as Jesus’ audience? Priests and Levites, a group of Zealots or zealot-sympathizers, etc.?

“It is somewhat surprising to note the paucity of reasoning given in Matthean scholarship for a
connection between Zech 14.21b and Mt 21.12-13; it may just be mentioned with no supporting
commentary. Is it assumed for Mark, therefore also for Matthew? Or is it the citation in the parallel
Johannine account (Jn 2.16) which points to Zech 14.21b in the underlying tradition?
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NI 0P MIRAE T T332 TIY D TR, ~-Zech 14.21b MT

Kai otk é€oTtal Xavavdios oDkéTi év T® oikw kupiov
TAVTOKPATOPOS €V T TNépq ékelvn. --Zech 14.21b LXX

In the OT, “Canaanites™ can refer to any group of non-Israelites who inhabited Palestine
(for example, Gen 12.6, Obad 20); sometimes the term is appropriately interpreted as a
reference to tradespeople (e.g., Prov 31.24, Isa 23.8, Hos 12.8 (7); cf. Zeph 1.11).> For
the two passages where the expression occurs in Zechariah, there are complications. The
first, Zech 11.4-17, has the reputation for being one of the most obscure and difficuit
passages in the Hebrew Bible. The Septuagint reads the expression 1D ]D'? in Zech 11.7,
and ™Y 12 in Zech 11.11, as one word rather than as two words, thereby rendering the
resulting terms, 9105  and ™11, aseis v XavaawiTw °(11.7) and ol Xavavaiot
(11.11), respectively. Some scholars also adopt the decision of the LXX to translate the
terms in Zech 11.7 and 11 (in/at Canaan, and to the Canaanites/merchants) as “those who
trafficked in the sheep” (RSV) or “sheep dealers” (Hanson), rather than something like
“afflicted/poor ones of the flock.” 7 The Targum of Zech 11 and the B-manuscript of the

Damascus Document, however, read the Hebrew here as two words, thus giving the sense

of “impoverishment of the flock” or “humble/poor among the people.” *

5See discussion of these issues in Baldwin, Zechariah, 179-84 and Meyers I1, 255-62.

Variants, for Zech 11.7 (ynv X, v ynv Xavaav, etc.) reflect the general problems with the
Hebrew and Greek, but the variants have no bearing on the thrust of the present inquiry.

’Among those who concur with a translation like the RSV are the Baldwin and Meyers
commentaries; see also Paul D. Hanson, The Dawn of Apocalyptic (rev. ed.; Philadelphia: Fortress, 1979),
340. See also an outline of scholarly reasons given for preferring the MT or the LXX “emendation” in
Mike Butterworth, Structure and the Book of Zechariah (Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1992), 208-10;
Butterworth concludes that the emendation is the better choice.

#As often happens, the Targum takes liberties with the biblical text; e.g., Zech 11.4 MT may
be translated, “Thus said the Lord my God: ‘Become shepherd of the flock doomed to slaughter.’”
Tg. Zech. 11.4 renders the citation, “Prophesy against the leaders who were appointed to lead the people
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One possible link between Zech 14 and the gospel tradition may be derived from
Paul Hanson’s proposal to read Zechariah 14.21b in light of Zech 11.4-17. This is
especially suggestive, not only because the unusual term “Canaanite” appears in the latter
and is emended in the former, but also because it may affect the reading of at least two
Matthean texts.” Hanson reads Zech 14.20-21 in light of Zech 11; he proposes that these
texts reflect the polemic between the prophet’s group and the “hierocratic” Zadokite group
who controlled the temple. Their “narrow exclusiveness” and control would be overcome
and purged after the destruction of Jerusalem, as described earlier in Zechariah 14.

The link Hanson makes between Zech 11 and 14, and their references to traders,
forms part of his larger discussion of the continuity between the prophetic group of
Zechariah and the earlier Isaianic prophetic tradition. Specifically, he asserts that Zech 14
is connected to the “restoration hopes of second Isaiah and his disciples” (Isa 49.6b, 60.3),
and that the “universalism inchoate in those early formulations is stated boldly in what was
perhaps one of the latest parts of Third Isaiah (56:1-8).” In other words, Hanson sees the
gentiles/nations who go up to worship Yahweh in Zech 14.16; as the foreigners whom

Yahweh himself will bring to his holy mountain, whom he will make joyful in his house

but who ruled over them as if they were a flock for the slaughter.” Compare Zech 11.7 MT (“So I became
the shepherd of the flock doomed to be slain for those who trafficked in the sheep”) with Tg. Zech. 11.7
(“And I appointed rulers over the people and they ruled over them as if they were a flock for the slaughter;
they impoverished and drove my people astray...”). Lines 7-9 of the Damascus Document (CD®xix.7-9) have
been translated, “...when there comes the word which is written by the hand of Zechariah, the prophet:
‘Wake up, sword, against my shepherd, and against the male who is my companion -- oracle of God --
wound the shepherd and scatter the flock and I shall return my hand upon the little ones.” Those who are
faithful to him are the poor ones of the flock.” CD® xix. 9 appears to be inspired by Zech 11.11; xix. 7-8
follows Zech 13.7; see Garcia Martinez, DSS Translated, 45.

*Hanson, Dawn, 337-54, 381-97, reads “Canaanite” in Zech 14.21 and “dealer” in Zech 11; he
thinks Mt may have read Jesus’ betrayal as fulfilling God’s purposes revealed in Zech 11. Because
Zech 11.12-13 is widely acknowledged to be Mt’s source for the story of Judas’ payment of thirty pieces
of silver (Mt 26.14-16, 27.3-10), any claim that an adjacent group of verses from Zech 11 may influence
the same gospel must be considered.
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of prayer (Isa 56.7)."

If a first-century reader understood Zechariah 14 in light of Isaiah 56.1-8, there
could at least have been a conceptual link between the temple as house of prayer and the
holiness of all who worship in the temple at the eschaton. If this is so, then there is the
possibility that an exegetical connection may have existed between the citation of Isa 56.8
and Zech 14.21."" However, not all scholars who read “traffickers” or “sheep dealers” as

those persons for whom the prophet became a shepherd in Zech 11 choose to read V1D

(Xavavaios) in Zech 14.21b as the equivalent of “trader;” rather, some retain the term
“Canaanite” in the more general sense of Gentile."”” In the context of Zechariah 14, verse 21
points to that eschatological time when boundaries between sacred and secular are no
longer pertinent, for “on that day” every pot will be sacred, in the temple and in ordinary
households. Not people only, but animals also will be “holy to Yahweh.” The prophecy
of Zech 14 envisions a time when Gentiles come to Jerusalem to worship Israel's God

(cf. Zech 8.20-23; 14.164). “There will no longer be a Canaanite in the house of Yahweh

"Hanson, Dawn, 384-89. His concern here is not to draw any connection with NT texts but to see
a close relationship between the visionary traditions of Zech 14 and Third Isaiah, of which 56.1-8 and
66.17-24 are his primary examples. It is my suggestion that, if these traditions may have been associated by
ancient readers, one cannot now discount a potential theological association between Isa 56.7, Zech 11.4-17
and Zech 14.21.

"'"This is not to suggest that any evangelist actually followed this hypothetical thought process to
the conclusion that the incident in the temple is related to these scripture texts! In fact, Paul Hanson,
338-52, does not mention the temple incident in his work on Zech 11 and 14; rather he pursues their
relationship in his search for an alternate explanation of the Matthean use of the thirty pieces of silver from
Zech 11.12-13 and Judas’ betrayal of Jesus in Mt 27.3-10. There is no doubt that Matthew uses the Zech 11
material on the thirty pieces of silver. See the discussion in thesis section on Mt 26.14-16; 27.3-10, “The
Price of Betrayal.” What makes it worth mentioning here is the fact that, if Mt has undoubtedly used
Zech 11.12-13, he may have been familiar with Zech 11.11 where the sheep dealers/traders are mentioned.
This merits further investigation, in order to follow the seven rules proposed by Richard Hays, Echoes, for
determining whether a NT text echoes an OT text. [see methodology at beginning of this thesis]

"2The only references to the land of Canaan (Xavdav) in the NT occur in Acts 7.11 and 13.19; the
term which describes the woman in Mt 15.22 (yuvr} Xavavaia) is a NT hagpax legomenon.



110

of hosts on that day” is susceptible of more than one legitimate interpretation. It may
indicate that (1) there will be no need for buying and selling in the temple, for all people and
all things in Judah, in Jerusalem, and in the temple will be holy (Zech 14.20-21);" or

(2) there will no longer be a distinction between worshipers of Yahweh on ethnic grounds --
cultural and religious tensions will not be an issue when all people who come up to worship
have been transformed -- in this sense “there will not be a Canaanite...on that day” reflects
the eschatological vision of universalized worship of Yahweh ( Zech 14.16fT; cf. 8.20-23);
or (3) no gentiles will be permitted in the temple; as representative of Israel’s enemy par
excellence, Canaanites will finally be banished or eliminated. '

More pressing than a probe for authorial intention, however, is the question of how
subsequent generations may have understood Zech 14.21b. In the first century, when
Roman soldiers were garrisoned near the temple and the high-priestly vestments were in
Roman custody, religious and political sentiment against Gentiles (and those in power who

collaborated with Rome) would be understandably strong."” One suspects that each of the

Whether this envisions changes in the cultic sacrificial or priestly system is a matter for
speculation. The New Oxford Annotated RSV (2nd ed; ed. Herbert G. May and Bruce M. Metzger; NY:
Oxford University Press, 1977), 1159, notes to 14.21 suggest the possibility that there will be nothing in
the eschatological temple which could defile the purity of worship; therefore, there would be no need for a
trader [to certify the sacrifice or to provide proper coinage, presumably, since the RSV cross-reference is to
John 2.16].

See the discussions in Meyers 11, 485-92. They favor a view like (2) above for the original sense
of the text, “Canaanite” being understood to represent the complex mosaic of gentile ethnic groups in
Palestine; but Konrad R. Schaefer, “Zechariah 14: A Study in Allusion,” CBQ 57 (1995), 85-87, allows a
range of meanings, from trader to unclean/foreigner, depending upon which biblical text is the predominant
source for Zech 14.21.

"*The gospels portray enough conflict over religious authority, including some concerns of the
temple leaders, to know that Jesus presented a serious challenge to those in power. The memory of the
desecration of the temple in Maccabean times would have provoked comparisons with Rome. In the gospels
and in Josephus, a valuable source of information about first-century armed struggles, sometimes to the
point of murder in the temple, ( e.g., the Zealots, the Sicarii....), Roman control of Judea and Jerusalem is
never far from the surface of the text (cf. Josephus, 4nt.18.1.8-9). Some Qumran texts also portray their
critical attitude toward the temple at that time (e.g., 1QS viii.4-5, 8-9, ix.4-6); there is evidence that the
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three variant readings of “Canaanite” noted above could have been favored by different
interpretive groups at the beginning of the common era.'

All four gospel accounts of Jesus’ action in the temple necessitate the conclusion
that, if there is any Zechariah allusion to Xavavaiot here, it must be read primarily as a
reference to fraders and not to Gentiles."” The fact that Matthew and Luke eliminate the
Markan phrase “for all the gentiles/nations™ has no bearing on this part of the question.'®
The issue is in what sense an allusion to fraders would be understood. Was Jesus
protesting against the existence of any business operating there, or against some other form
of corrupt practice in the temple? Is the reader expected to interpret the protest more

generally, for example, as against the temple leadership (perhaps as collaborators with

Qumran Community considered themselves to be “the Temple” until the Jerusalem temple would be
cleansed (cf. Vermes, DSS, 56-57; see also 1QpHab xii. 1-9).

"It may be that no major group, possibly apart from some post-resurrection followers of Jesus,
expected a large-scale inclusion of Gentiles into the faith community in the near future. For the majority
of first-century Jews, then, the most likely interpretation of Zech 14.21b would be either that of “no traders”
or “no Gentiles” in the temple; both of these visionary scenes would reflect a kind of eschatological
“purification” of temple practices; cf. Pss. Sol. 17.21-36. The interpretation in Cecil Roth’s article, “The
Cleansing of the Temple and Zechariah xiv 21,” NovT 4 (1960), 174-81, that Jesus is speaking to his
own followers, or to “peaple at large” who have zealot leanings, is more apt for Mark, who includes “for
all gentiles” in the house of prayer citation. In his reading, then, Jesus is demonstrating the correct
interpretation of Zech 14.21, that traders will not be in the temple.

1"l am unaware of any interpretation that those whom Jesus drove out of the temple were gentiles.

8Some have suggested that Mt and Lk eliminate “for all gentiles” because they were written after
the events of 66-70 C.E., for which reason this part of the Isa prophecy could no longer be fulfilled. See
Garland, Reading Matthew, 213, who also explains that the fig tree in Mt was immediately withered
because the temple was already in ruins by the time Matthew was written. We do not have a clear picture
when the situation in the temple began to be like the picture Josephus paints of the years immediately
preceding the destruction of the temple by Rome. George Wesley Buchanan, “Mark 11.15-19: Brigands
in the Temple,” HUCA 30 (1959), 176, cites Lk 13.1-2 (Pilate mingled blood of Galileans with their
sacrifices), and Mk 15.7 (Barabbas was an insurrectionist) to demonstrate that the Temple as “zealot
stronghold (catov AgoTav)” could have been possible during Jesus’ ministry, but that such reference
was more likely about the time of the First Revolt or after. Buchanan proposes that Mk 11.16 could have
been a later insertion in the “composite” pericope. If true, Mt, Lk, and Jn may not have known it. On the
other hand, Buchanan suggests that Jn may preserve the earlier tradition of the temple event and that Mk
appended the composite Isa-Jer citation, which reflected the period after the fall of Jerusalem and which
would reflect Gentile Christianity.
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Rome)? Or are there others in the temple who are not mentioned in the text? By his
actions, is Jesus attacking illegitimacy on more than one front?

There are two Gospel texts which may affirm the possibility that Zech 14.20-21
had some influence on the transmission of a tradition that Jesus expelled traders from the
Temple. The stronger allusion or echo is in John 2.16. As justification for his action, the
Johannine Jesus tells the sellers of pigeons, “Remove these things; stop making my father’s
house a house of trade (oikov épmopiov).””® The case for a Zech 14.20b-21a allusion in
Mark 11.16 is less clear.?’ It is not obvious that the reference that Jesus “did not permit
anyone to carry a vessel through the temple” (kal oUk fidLev tva Tis Sievéykn okelios
8ua Tob Lepot) is derived from Zech 14:

And the pots in the house of the Lord shall be as the bowls before the altar;

and every pot in Jerusalem and Judah shall be sacred to the Lord of hosts,

so that all who sacrifice may come and take of them and boil the flesh of

the sacrifice in them. --Zech 14.20b - 21a RSV

If Matthew had access to Markan traditions derived from Zechariah, it might be

difficult to explain their omission in Mt 21.12-13, but there is far from universal recognition

% In the subsequent controversy in the temple, the Johannine Jesus uses temple-language in
response to the question of his authority, “Destroy this temple, and in three days 1 will raise it up”
(Jn 2.18-24; cf. Zech 6.12-13). This report is strikingly similar to the accusations of the “false witnesses”
in the Markan and Matthean trial accounts (Mk 14.57-58 and Mt 26.60-61), but it does not appear in the
Lukan or Johannine trial scenes. Later in the gospel, Jn 12.14 contributes a fulfillment-citation of Zech 9.9
to the narrative of Jesus’ entry to Jerusalem.

¥The most ardent supporter of the thesis that Zech 14.20-21 is behind Mark 11.16, is Cecil Roth,
op. cit., 177-78, who writes that in “Messianic times...ordinary domestic utensils in Jerusalem were to be
assimilated to the holy vessels... Mark seems to imply...that all utensils brought casually into the Temple
area should be designated for use in the cultus, as a further token that Messianic times had begun: hence
any vessel brought in was not allowed to be taken out again, as the verse states. The fact that Mark
seems to go out of his way to add this point...confirms the impression that this was for him part of the
ideal Messianic picture.” This last statement may be true, but it does not prove a connection to Zech 14.
Although an intriguing suggestion, I think Roth makes too many leaps in his reasoning to be sure that
Zech 14.20-21 is behind Mk 11.16. It could be that Zech 14.21b has some influence on other parts of the
temple incident, but that is different from suggesting that Mt omits or misses a reference to Zechariah when
he omits Mk 11.16 and/or its reference to Zech 14.20.



113

of Zechariah influence in Mk 11.16.2' Therefore, a suggestion that Matthew discarded a
Zechariah reference when he omitted Mk 11.16 is unwarranted. With regard to John 2.16,
the question remains whether Matthew would have known any Zechariah tradition
connected with Jesus’ actions or words in the temple incident.”? Assuming that John 2.16
does reflect Zech 14.21b, it is possible that this dominical saying was not known in
Matthew’s traditions. If Matthew did have Zech 14.21b in front of him, he may have
omitted it because of his theology of the temple.”

The Johannine account of the temple incident includes another intriguing potential
allusion to Zechariah, for it also mentions sheep dealers, Tovs mwlolvTas (Tds) Pdas
kai mpoPaTa, characters who also appear in Zech 11.4-5, ol mwAobvTas avTa [Ta
mpdPaTal.* Whether the fourth evangelist found the Zechariah material, both the allusion

to sheep dealers and an echo of Zech 14.21b in Jesus’ citation, in his tradition or introduced

Z'For example, the reliably exhaustive treatment of Davies and Allison does not even mention
Zech 14.20 as a possible source for Mk 11.16; they, somewhat hesitatingly, suggest ‘“Neh 13.87” See
previous notes on Roth.

ZThis question is problematic for several reasons. Here, particularly, scholars come face to face
with issues about the historical Jesus, as well as questions concerning the existence of a (hypothetical) pre-
gospel Passion Narrative. In the past, scholarly studies of the Passion Narrative have not always attempted
to separate these questions. Studies such as those by C. H. Dodd, F. F. Bruce and Barnabas Lindars, for
example, were focused more upon the use of testimonia in the early Church than upon the exegesis of
individual evangelists. The influence of Zechariah for pre-gospel traditions is not an issue for this thesis,
nor is the question of what may have motivated the historical Jesus to his action in the temple. In the case
of the temple event, therefore, one must not assume special sensitivity to Zechariah in Matthew before
examining the evidence.

BThis thesis makes no attempt to formulate an overview of Matthew’s temple theology; it comes
into focus only where Matthew’s use of Zechariah is in view.

*Another pair of related words occurs in Zech 11.7,14 and in Jn 2.15: in Zech 11 LXX, the
prophet-shepherd figure names his second pdfSos Zxoiviopa and the Johannine Jesus makes a
bpayélov éx axowiwv. Meyers II, 262-64, considers the LXX Zxolvigpa an acceptable translation
of D920, [oxowiov= line or rope], in Zech 11, and they translate it as “Bonds.” However, the Meyers
do not read Zech 11 with 14, even with respect to Canaanites, nor do they see any relationship between
Zech 14.21b and Mt 21.12-13 and parallels (see p. 489).
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them is difficult to ascertain. John mentions only the sellers, but both buyers and sellers are
mentioned in Mark and Matthew, as in Zechariah 11.>° That Zech 11.4-17 and Zech 14.21
could have been read together suggests that Jesus’ prophetic action of driving the buyers
and sellers (of sheep) from the temple could be interpreted as a figurative protest against the
illegitimacy of the temple establishment itself, or at least its contemporary leadership. If one
were looking in Zech 11 for parallels, sheep dealers -- those who traffic in sheep-- could
serve the purpose, literally or figuratively.?

The Johannine incident in the temple certainly seems to support the tradition that
Jesus said something which was heard as a threat against the temple. “Destroy this temple,
and in three days [ will raise it up” (Jn 2.19, cf. 2.17-22), in fact, is more related to Jesus’
perception that his opponents would ‘destroy’ him. The Synoptic gospels mention the
destruction of the temple elsewhere: Jesus predicts the fall of the temple sometime after
the temple act recorded in Mt 21.12-13 (cf. Mt 24.1-3; Mk 13.1-4; Lk 21.5-7). At his
trial, “false witnesses” testify that Jesus claimed he could destroy the temple (Mt 26.62,
Mk 14.57-58); and at the cross, Jesus is mocked, “You who would destroy the temple and

build it in three days, save yourself” (Mt 27.40, Mk 15.29).”

*In Luke and John, only the sellers are driven out. Neither Matthew nor Mark mentions oxen or
sheep, and Luke does not specify what was sold. However, John, like Matthew, does mention that all [the
sellers of oxen, sheep and pigeons, presumably] were driven out. In John, the sellers of pigeons hear Jesus’
echo of Zech 14.21b, although others seem to have witnessed the occasion (cf. Jn 2.18). In Mt 21.12, the
nearest antecedent is also “those who were selling pigeons,” but Mt is more vague here than John.

%] am not aware of any interpretive reading like this in Johannine, Synoptic or historical-Jesus
studies. The closest suggestion to this kind of thought might be Hanson’s work on Zech 11 (see note # 9
above).

7’See Zech 3.8-9; 6.12-13 MT, LXX, and Targum. There were some expectations that the
Messiah, or God, would (re)build the temple; see thesis section on Jesus and the Temple Charge. Keener,
Matthew, 495-501, raises the questions of purification of the temple, of challenges by messianic figures,
of the eschatological judgment or expectation of a new temple. Some scholars have interpreted Jesus’
action in the temple as a perceived threat against the treasury system of the temple, in light of the banking/
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Up to this point, only a tentative association of Zech 11 and 14 with the Isa 56.7
portion of the composite citation of the Synoptic Jesus has been proposed. How was the
reader of the Matthean text to understand the temple as failure to be “a house of prayer”?
Was it with regard to the sacrificial system? Was the trading activity corrupt? Was the
temple’s function as a banking center of the national economy problematic? Or was Jesus
protesting against something else? This question is a real challenge, not least because it is
difficult to know who are meant to be the audience in the narrative. The issue becomes
more clouded when the two halves of the citation in Mt 21.13 are brought together.

Where is the emphasis? On the failure of the temple to be a “house of prayer,”or that it is
being made into a “cave of brigands™?

In the context of Jeremiah 7, the prophet is told to go to the gates of the temple and
to proclaim that, because they have not acted justly with one another and because they have
gone after other gods, their worship in the temple will not save them or it from destruction.
The use of omjAatov AnoTav in Jer 7.11 is intriguing, but the use of AnoT1s in the LXX
does not particularly help point to its meaning in the Synoptic temple scenes because

Jer 7.11 is the only place where the LXX tranlates D378 (violent men, robbers) with

AnoT@v.”® In Classical times, AfoTeia had to do with plundering, robbery, or piracy, and,

economic system maintained by temple treasuries in the ancient world (e.g., Neill Q. Hamilton, “Temple
Cleansing and Temple Bank,” JBL 83 (1964), 365-72. In this kind of argument, what Jesus did by
suspending banking operations in the temple would have been interpreted as a direct claim to be the king,
challenging the right of the temple authorities, Sanhedrin, and the Procurator to oversee the transactions
in the temple.) The treasury in the temple does figure in the story of Judas, the 30 pieces of silver, and
the reaction of the priests who paid him, when he attempted to return the money to the temple treasury
(Mt 26.14-16; 27. 3-10; see on the price of betrayal below).

BLXX uses Anois but a few times to translate something from MT (Hos 7.1, Jer 7.11, Jer 18.22,
Obad 1.5, and possibly Jer 12.9). See Gundry, Use, 19-20. He believes the NT use does indicate that
robbery was taking place in the temple, which was “worse” than what happened in Jeremiah’s time. I do
not agree that his reading is necessarily correct. The context of Jer allows for the assumption that unethical
behavior took place both outside and inside the temple (cf. Jer 7.5-6, 9).
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by the common era, it referred not only to robbery, banditry, or brigandage, but also to
revolutionary or insurrectionist activity.”” Many scholars have noted that Josephus often
used the term AnyoTal to refer to insurrectionists, or zealots, especially when he was laying
blame for the destruction of the temple and of Jerusalem in the war against Rome. Even
with reference to the time of Herod’s accession to the throne, Josephus mentions the
presence of such people who hid out in caves (4nt 15.5.421).%

In the Synoptic gospels, the term AjoTris appears here (Mt 21.13; Mk 11.17;
Lk 19.46), in Jesus’ question at his arrest: “Have you come out as against a Ano 71y, with
swords and clubs to capture me?” (Mt 26.55; Mk 14.48; Lk 22.52), and in Mt 27.38 and
Mk 15.27, where Jesus is reported to be crucified between two AnoTai, who mocked him
(Mt 27.44). The term also occurs in the Lukan Parable of the Good Samaritan (10. 30, 37)

and in the sayings about the Good Shepherd in John 10.1, 8. John 18.40 specifically labels

#See Liddell & Scott, Abridged Lexicon, 412. BAGD, 473 gives oilkdpLos, peTa TRV
oTaolacTav as synonyms for AnoTis, and cites Buchanan’s “cave of brigands” (see citations in
note #30 below).

It is not the task of this thesis to establish whether there was any continuity between Judas the
Galilean and his counterparts in the later uprisings, nor is it necessary to establish when these kinds of
brigands began to be involved in bicodshed in the temple. For an exhaustive treatment of the issue, see
Martin Hengel, The Zealots: Investigations into the Jewish Freedom Movement in the Period from Herod I
until 70 A.D. (trans. David Smith; Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1997). Joel Marcus, “The Jewish War and the
Sitz im Leben of Mark,” JBL 111 (1992), 441-62, reads Mk 11.17 as a probable expansion of an “original
core resembling John 2:16.” The overlap here may reflect a dominical origin, but at least reflects the pre-
Markan stage of the temple tradition. Marcus, 450, writes, “Although Anomjs does not always denote a
revolutionary brigand, it is probable that in this case it does.” The “implied contrast” in Mk 11.17...fits
this meaning well: “God intended this place for international prayer; you have made it a nationalist
stronghold.” Mk 11.17, according to Marcus, 451, “can be plausibly viewed as the superimposition upon
the tradition about Jesus’ cleansing of the Temple of some features of an event that occurred during the
Jewish War.” This is not to say that the incident is a Markan fiction, but rather, that Mark’s shaping of the
event alerts his readers to the contemporary extension of the meaning of Jesus’ action in the temple. This
thesis agrees that Afjotiis should be differentiated from kAémrmns (thief), and that that Jesus did not accuse
the moneychangers of robbery. See G.W. Buchanan, “Brigands in the Temple,” 169-77; idem., “An
Additional Note to ‘Mark 11.15-19: Brigands in the Temple,”” HUCA 31 (1960), 103-5, for the difference
in usage between thief and brigand in the NT.
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Barabbas as AnoTis.’!

In calling the temple a omAator AnoTav, it is not necessary to assume that
particularly evil deeds were taking place there. Technically speaking, the brigands’ den
was not the place where criminals committed their crimes but the place of security and
refuge where they retreated afierward.*® In the context of Jer 7.5-10, some people were
oppressing aliens, widows and orphans, and dealing unjustly with one another, then coming
to the temple saying, “We are safe.” Yet others were practicing idolatry and breaking
different commandments, even shedding innocent blood in the temple. Whom does Jesus
accuse of making the temple a omrjAatov AnoTav? ** Is the answer to this question the
same for all of the Synoptic gospels, or does it depend on the identification of Jesus’
audience in different narrative worlds of the gospels? **

Leaving the other gospels aside, how is Matthew’s reader meant to understand the

*'Barabbas is called a “notorious prisoner” (8ajiov émionpov) in Mt 27.16; in Mk 15.7,
Barabbas is a rebel prisoner who committed murder in the insurrection, BapaBBds petda TGV oTaciactov
BedepLévos olTves év T oTdoer ddvov memolrkelcav, Similarly, in Lk 23.19, Barabbas fjv Sua
oTdow Twva yevopéuvny év T TOAeL kal ¢dovorv PAnBels év i durakil. In Lk 23.32, Jesus was
reportedly crucified with two criminals, kakotpyol 8lo.

*David E. Garland, Reading Matthew, 212, in making these points, interprets Jesus to be
railing against the temple itself, for having become a sanctuary for “religious knaves” instead of a locus
of salvation. In Garland’s reading, the protest is not against any abuse of selling or buying sacrificial
animals or of money-changing, but an abrogation of the sacrificial system itself. A major contribution to
the discussion, however, is Garland’s reminder that the “den of brigands” is not where they commit their
crimes but where they retreat and regroup. In this light, the audience who have made the temple into such
a place must be both those who worship there and those in charge of worship, which also seems consistent
with the Jeremiah context.

BDoes reading both halves of the citation together, rather than treating them separately, suggest an
audience that is configured differently?

*John says that Jesus addressed the sellers of pigeons (Jn 2.19), but the Johannine Jesus cites
neither Isa 56.7 nor Jer 7.11. Mark and Luke are more ambiguous; in both, Jesus began to drive out some
people (Mk 11.15; Lk 19.45). Mark puts the words of Jesus in the context of teaching: is he teaching
disciples in the temple, or a mixed crowd? Mark and Luke read differently here, since the citation in Mark
is part of the teaching; in Luke the accusation against the sellers comes before the teaching ministry
resumes. For Matthew, something else seems to be happening.
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statement that Jesus drove out all who were selling and buying in the temple? Matthew’s
language sharpens the saying into an accusation with present implications: “It is written,
‘My house shall be called a house of prayer,” but you are making it a ‘den of brigands.””

In this narrative, who are present to hear Jesus’ scripture citation?** Is it the temple
officials, the priests and/or other leaders of the people?® After Jesus’ quotation (Mt 21.13;
cf. Mk 11.17; Lk 19.46) where Mark and Luke report that temple leaders were seeking to
destroy him (Mk 11.18; Lk 19.47), Matthew instead reports that Jesus healed the blind

and lame in the temple (which the chief priests and scribes saw) and accepted the children’s
praises (which they heard). Did the chief priests and scribes also witness the events
described in Mt 21.12-13, as well as those of 21.14-15? Is Matthew’s narrative audience
identifiable?

Perhaps the use of AnoTns here helps to sharpen the focus on this audience. It
seems unwise, for example, to conclude that the Matthean Jesus, who omits “for all the
gentiles” from the citation of Isaiah 56.7, is confronting a full-fledged nationalist band of
zealots, and no one else, in the temple.’” It seems wiser to assume that AnoTai in Mt 21.13

can indicate a wide range of culprits who commit offenses similar to those mentioned in

If Matthew is giving a different emphasis here than his Markan source, the aorist verb and
the statement that all who were trading were driven out, €€€Balev mdvTas Tols TwiolvTas Kal
ayopalovtas €v 7@ lepd , becomes more than a stylistic change.

*In Mt 21.12, the nearest antecedent is “those who were selling pigeons,” but they are not clearly
singled out, as they are in Jn 2.16. In Mark, the chief priests and scribes hear this teaching (Mk 11.17-18).
In Lk 19.45-46, Jesus addresses the sellers, and the chief priests, scribes and leaders of the people seemed to
have witnessed this teaching.

7On the question of zealots in the temple, it is not out of the question to apply the term omAov
AnoTav literally as well as figuratively, perhaps seeing layers of interpretation by the time Matthew was
written. At least one of the Twelve was a zealot, Zipwv 6 Kavavaios (Mt 10.4; Mk 3.18). If the saying
incorporates wordplay, or if a possible confusion between Xavavalos and Kavavalos plays some part in
the tradition, is difficult to determine; [ think both explanations are possible. See note #40 below.
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Jer 7, that some people were coming to the temple trusting in the structure itself, assuming
that God would preserve it, as they had done in Jeremiah’s time. This reading fits the
immediate context of Matthew 21, the subsequent conflict between Jesus and the scribes
and Pharisees, and Jesus’ eventual prediction of the destruction of the temple (Mt 24.1-3).
Perhaps those who are meant to hear Jesus’ words in Mt 21.13 are all those who have any
“business” being in the temple.*

There is another way that the ommAailov AnoTowv in the citation could have been
linked to Zechariah. As scholars have noted, it would be surprising if the reference to
traders in the temple in Zechariah 14.21b were completely absent from the gospel

tradition.”® It may be that the reader of Zech 14.21b made an association between *301>
and RIRJP, or between Xavavalos and Kavavatos. Neither KavaviTns nor Kavavatos

appears in the LXX. These terms were confused in the textus receptus,* and potentially
could also have been confused with Xavavaios.*! C. K. Barrett suggests that the early

association of the Zechariah text to the temple incident may have played a role in forming

®Davies & Allison 111, 132-40, discuss various scholarly proposals and conclude that the action in
the temple might be both a protest against temple practice and a prediction of its destruction, especially as
it is read with the cursing of the fig tree. They take the view that [the historical] Jesus may have had
Zech 14.21 in mind in protesting against the business practices there, but they do not substantiate their
claim, nor do they separate the gospel accounts with respect to scripture allusions in this case.

¥C. K. Barrett, “The House of Prayer and the Den of Thieves,” in Jesus und Paulus (ed. E. Earle
Ellis and Erich Grifier; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1975), 20, speculates that the absence of
reference to the Mal 3.1 prophecy must be due to its prior appropriation to John the Baptist in the gospel
tradition. Barrett’s article also looks for Zech 14.21 in the tradition of the temple event.

“In Mt 10.4, 8, W, and © have Kavavitns for Kavavaios. Greek dictionaries are not
particularly clear in distinguishing between these two words: UBS and BAGD define Kavavdlos as
Cananean, = Zealot, from Aramaic JNJp, and Kavavitns as Cananite, a man from Cana. The textus
receptus has this instead of Kavavaios in Mt 10.4 and Mk 3.18, and interprets it this way. Liddell &
Scott, Abridged Lexicon, only lists Kavavitng, a Syriac word, of which the Greek ZnAwmis, Zealot, is a
translation...not to be confounded with Xavavaios, a Canaanite.

*1See notes #6 and #12 above for Xavavdios and related terms in LXX and NT.
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the composite quotation, which may have existed in another setting: from Zech 14.21,
"101> would have brought RIR)> to mind, and the latter would have “pointed to {nAwTis
or A\noTis.”®

If the hypothesis just presented is valid, a Zechariah influence may exist at the sub-
textual level, with or without support from the John 2.16 citation. If the theory that the
Matthean Jesus was protesting, even in part, against illegitimate temple leadership, then
the influence of Zech 11.4-17 may also be read with Zech 14.21b as background for the
incident. With the concentration of Zechariah quotations, allusions and echoes in the
Passion Narrative, especially in Matthew, it is not inconceivable that the first evangelist
also recognized some Zechariah influence in his tradition, but it is not obvious that he
emphasizes it in his particular crafting of the temple narrative.

The themes of the special Matthew material which immediately follows the text in
question are consistent with the insights discussed here. Mt 21.14-16 may be Matthew’s
way of illustrating the proper use of the temple, in contrast with the protest of the previous
verses. First, the blind and lame are healed by Jesus, as witnessed by the chief priests and
scribes. This brief scene recapitulates the Davidic shepherd-healer imagery which was
concentrated in the material between the Infancy and Passion narratives (cf. 4.23-24,

9.35-36, 11.2-6; 20. 20.29-34). Jesus’ descent into Jerusalem from the Mount of Olives

(Mt 21.1-9) brought back the royal Son of David imagery from the Infancy narrative. The

“2Barrett’s article, op. cit., is the only place 1 have been able to find a kernel of the idea I have had
about the possible confusion of the terms, both in Hebrew and in Greek, although he only mentions the
Hebrew association which would have led to {n\wTtis or Anomis. Especially in an oral culture, the two
Hebrew/Aramaic words would have sounded similar, as would their equivalent Greek terms. In this way a
link could be made between Canaanite [as Gentile or trader] and Cananaean/Cananite/Zealot. Barrett does
not draw out how AyoTijs fits, but in light of Josephus’ circumlocution on this issue, perhaps the usage was
common and interchangeable.
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praise which the children shout in the temple, “Hosanna to the Son of David, (Mt 21.15)”
not only echoes the crowds’ messianic fervor at the Zechariah-inspired entrance to
Jerusalem (21.9), but it also portrays the right kind of worship in the temple. Especially

if the children are read as ideal disciples, that is, “little ones,” the contrast between the
powerless righteous and the spiritually-blind leadership and their opposition to true worship
is set in bold relief.

In the beginning of chapter 21, Matthew invests the opening ten verses with overt
Zechariah imagery. Jesus makes his official entrance into the holy city as the expected
Davidic king (Zech 9.9). Coming from the Mount of Olives, eschatological overtones
are perhaps reduplicated in the seismic reaction of the city to his arrival (21.10); cf.

Zech 14.4-5). The focus shifts somewhat abruptly, as Jesus is identified as the prophet
from Nazareth of Galilee (21.11). The prophetic Nazarene (cf. 2.23) figure” immediately
enters the temple and engages, by means of an allusive/evocative prophetic act (possibly
influenced by Zech 14.21b), in a multi-faceted critique of the temple. Immediately, Jesus
attracts the blind and the lame and heals them in the temple; he accepts the messianic praise
of the children there, and he counters the rebuke of indignant chief priests and scribes with
a citation of Psalm 8.2. For that short period of time, when Jesus was in the temple, the
eschatological reality of proper worship and activity in the temple has been symbolically

accomplished.

“0ne is reminded also of Mt 16.16, where Jesus asks who people think he is, and one response is
“...Jeremiah or one of the prophets.” The prophetic act which occurs in the temple is characterized by a
composite citation of Isa and Jer, with a possible echo of Zech. Jeremiah and Zechariah are more obviously
linked in the Judas story in Matthew, but see also analysis of the conflated prophet figure(s) in Matthew 23
and 27 below.
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CHAPTER FIVE
Jesus and Zechariah
The blood of Zechariah, son of Barachiah, in the Temple
[Matthew 23.35/Zechariah 1.1-7]

Matthew and Luke incorporate the traditional material of the woes to the scribes
and Pharisees into very different narrative settings.! Luke includes these sayings in the
context of a meal at which Jesus was the guest of a Pharisee (Lk 11.37-54).> Matthew
records them last in a series of conflicts in Jerusalem, possibly in the Temple, at the end
of Jesus’ public ministry (Mt 23.1-36).> Immediately after the woes, both gospels recall
the death of an earlier Zechariah* figure somewhere in the Temple precincts (Lk 11.50/
Mt 23.35), and in both Jesus claims that the blood of Abel to the blood of Zechariah will

be required of the present generation (Lk 11.50-51; Mt 23.35-36).° Jesus’ lament over

'The Matthean and Lukan woes passages differ in many ways; this study seeks primarily to
investigate Matthew’s additional identification of the Zechariah figure as the “son of Barachiah”
(Mt 23.35; cf. Lk 11.51).

’In the Lukan narrative, the setting of this meal is sometime before, or during, Jesus’ trip with his
disciples to Jerusalem (cf. Lk 9.31,51-53; 13.22, 33-34; 17.11; 18.31; 19.11, 28). The Lukan Jesus does not
wash his hands before eating, which provokes his host’s astonishment (Lk 11.37-38); in response Jesus
offers corrective instruction (11.39-41), then directs the woes first to Pharisees and subsequently to lawyers
(11.42-52).

3At least, for the narrative block between Mt 21.23 and Mt 24.1, no change of location is indicated
(although cf. Mt 26.55). Exactly where the different groups of opponents in the Matthean narrative (chief
priests, elders, Pharisees, disciples of the Pharisees, Herodians, Sadducees, lawyers) confront Jesus, where
he tells these parables, and whether the crowds and Jesus’ disciples are present throughout these events, is
not crucial for the interpretation of the Zechariah reference in Mt 23.35. The entire section takes place in
Jerusalem (probably in the environs of the Temple), toward the end of Jesus’ ministry. The Matthean Jesus
has just put the question about David’s son to some Pharisees (22.41-45; cf. Mk 12.35-37; Lk 20.41-44).
Next he warns the crowds and disciples about the scribes and Pharisees (23.1-12). He addresses woes first
to “scribes and Pharisees” and then to “blind guides” (23.13-33).

*Apart from references to the father of John the Baptist in Luke (1.5, 12, 13, 18, 21, 40, 59, 67 and
3.2), the name Zechariah appears in the NT only in Mt 23.35 and Lk 11.50.

SLk: Zaxapiov ToU dmodopévou petafl Tob BuotaoTnpiov kai Tob oikou... Luke’s use of the
middle participle may signal the weaker meaning [perish] over its active form [murdered]; Luke’s Jesus
asserts that the lawyers consented to their fathers’ killing of the prophets (13.48). Mt: Zaxaplov ... v
épovelioaTe petall Tod vaod kai Tod BucLaoTnpiov. Matthew’s Jesus ascribes the murder of Zechariah
to the scribes and Pharisees (23.35). That this address takes place in Jerusalem (in Mt 23) heightens the
narrative impact and foreshadows the treatment Jesus receives at the hands of those who arrest and crucify
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Jerusalem immediately follows this statement in Matthew, but in Luke it appears elsewhere
(Mt 23.37-39; Lk 13.34-35).

Efforts to trace the woes and the lament of Matthew 23 (and their corresponding
sayings in Luke 11 and 13) to their source(s) have not produced a scholarly consensus.
Apart from their divergent settings, the first and third gospels set forth a different number
of woes, and those they have in common are neither identical nor in the same order.® In
Matthew, Jesus’ lament over Jerusalem follows directly after the woes to scribes and
Pharisees, but in Luke, this lament is separated from the woes to Pharisees and lawyers by
more than a chapter. If both evangelists had Q before them,” how did their source describe
Zechariah? Were the woes and the lament adjacent in Q, or was Matthew responsible for

joining them? ® The texts themselves may shed some light on these questions.

him (20.18-19; 21.15, 45-46; 26.3-5).

®For a detailed analysis of the woes in Matthew and Luke, see the discussion and the tabular
comparison of the seven Matthean and five Lukan woes on pages 51-52 in Kenneth G. C. Newport, The
Sources and Sitz im Leben of Matthew 23 (JSNTSup 117; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1995).

This thesis assumes that Matthew and Luke did use Q as a source for the woes (see also Mk 12.38-
40; cf. Mt 23. 6-7; Lk 11. 43; 20. 46-47) and for the lament, for although difficulties remain, it is the most
felicitous explanation for the material in the texts under consideration here. For the texts of Q 11.47-51 and
13.34-35, see The Critical Edition of () (ed. James M. Robinson, Paul Hoffmann, & John S. Kloppenborg;
Minneapolis: Fortress/ Leuven: Peeters, 2000), 282-88, 420-22. Hagner II, 680, notes that the only place
Matthew uses the “Hebraic form” for Jerusalem (Clepovoainip) instead of the “Hellenized form™ ("lpocéiuvpa
[sic; should be "lepoodiupal), is in Mt 23.37. This may point to a common source (Q 13.34) for the lament
(Mt 23.37-39; Lk 13.34-35).

8In Luke, the woes are in ch. 11, the lament over Jerusalem is in ch. 13, but Jesus’ entry to
Jerusalem and the Temple does not occur until ch. 19 (although cf. 13.22). Mt’s continuous narration of
the woes and lament comes later (23.13-36, 37-39), just before the Olivet discourse. David E. Garland,
The Intention of Matthew 23 (Leiden: Brill, 1979), 187-97, accepts the majority view that both evangelists
used Q, but he thinks Matthew joined the woes and the lament which were separate in Q. Dale C. Allison,
The Intertextual Jesus: Scripture in Q (Harrisburg: Trinity Press, 2000), 85-86, reinforces his earlier
argument from The Jesus Tradition in Q (Harrisburg: Trinity Press, 1997), 201-2, that both evangelists
used Q here, but that Mt follows the order in Q, while Lk separates Q 11 from Q 13. James M. Robinson,
“The Sequence of Q: The Lament over Jerusalem,” in Yon Jesus zum Christus: Christologische Studien
(eds. Rudolf Hoppe and Ulrich Busse; BZNW 93; Berlin and NY: Walter de Gruyter, 1998), 225-60,
comes to similar conclusions by a different route. Newport, op. cit., 514 154-56, argues a minority opinion;
he contends that the differences between Mt 23 and Lk 11/13 support his claim that Matthew used Q, Mk,
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Q 11.47-51, which pertains to Mt 23.29-36/Lk 11.47-51, is as follows:

“Toval iy, 8TL oikoBop€eiTe TA mpela TV Tpodn TV, oL 8€ TATEPES LUV
amékTewav avtovs.  ..papTup|[ €iTe €autdis &1L viol ]] éoTe TOV TaTépwy
bpav...* 8Ld TobTo kal 1) codla .. €lmer: dmooTeAd [[ mpos]] atrovs mpodrTas
kal godols, kal €€ avTdV dmokTevolow kal SuwEovoly, %11 val] ékCnmoi

T(‘3 ailpa qdwmy TGOV STTp’O(b‘T]T(E)V T0 éKKEXUp.éVOV c:mb KaTaBoOAfS KGOPOU ATO

TS Yeveas Tavmms, ~ 4mo dipatos “ABel €ws dipaTtos Zaxapiov ToU dmolopévou
peTalb Tob BuotacTnpiov kal Tob oikov val Myw Uiy, ékd{nTmiceTal awd THS
YEVEAS TAUTNS.

Woe to you, for you build the tombs of the prophets, but your <<fore>>fathers killed them.
<<Thus>> [[you]] witness [[against yourselves that]] you are [[the sons]] of your
<<fore>>fathers. .. Therefore also .. Wisdom said: I will send them prophets and sages,
and <<some>> of them they will kill and persecute, so that <<a settling of accounts for>>
the blood of all the prophets poured out from the founding of the world may be required of
this generation, from <<the>> blood of Abel to <<the>> blood of Zechartah, murdered
between the sacrificial altar and the House. Yes, I tell you, <<an accounting>> will be

required of this generation! ?

The text of Q 13.34-35 relates to Mt 23.37-39/Lk 13.34-35:

*lepovoarp “lepovoaliiL, T dmokTeivovoa Tobs TpodriTas kal ABoPolotoa
ToUS dmeoTaipévous Tpds avThy, Toadkis NBéAnoa émouwayayelv Ta Tékva oov,
ov Tpémov dpuis émowdyel T[[a]] voooia atthis o Tas TTépuyas, kal olk
noerioate. » i8ob dbieTar Lpiv 6 olkos VUGV, Aéyw .. DIV, ob uf) ISnTé pe
€ws [[ NEeL 6Te ] €eimnTe: ebhoynuévos O €pxouevos év dvdpaTL kupiov.

O Jerusalem, Jerusalem, who kills the prophets and stones those sent to her! How often |
wanted to gather your children together, as a hen gathers her nestlings under her wings, but

you were not willing! Look, your house is forsaken! .. I tell you, you will not see me until
[[<<the time>> comes when]] you say: Blessed is the one who comes in the name of the Lord!"°

The most likely biblical precedent for the gospel source (Q) is 2 Chronicles 24, in
which the murder of someone named Zechariah is described. The pertinent material begins

with Jehoiada, who was a priest in the time of Joash:

The father of Zechariah was Jehoiada the priest, once identified as the ‘chief® priest

(2 Chr 24.6; cf. 2 Kgs 12. 10); he died at the age of one hundred thirty and was buried
“in the city of David among the kings.” After Jehoiada’s death, the princes of Judah
forsook the house of the Lord and turned King Joash away from the God of their fathers.

and M for the woes, but that the lament did not come from Q. My analysis confirms that Mt 23 preserves
the order of Q; I disagree with Robinson’s view that Matthew misunderstood Q’s Zech reference.

°Critical Edition of Q, 282-88. The ET is from this work as well. (Underlining for emphasis.)

Y1bid., 420-22. ET also from this work.
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The Chronicler reports that God “sent prophets among them to bring them back to the Lord;
these testified against them, but they would not give heed.” After this Zechariah prophesied,
“Why do you transgress the conmandments of the Lord, so that you cannot prosper?
Because you have forsaken the Lord, he has forsaken you.” Joash had_Zechariah killed:

at his command, people stoned Zechariah in the court of the house of the Lord. Zechariah’s
dying words were, “May the Lord see and avenge!” After Joash had been wounded in battle
by the Syrians, who were given the victory because the people had forsaken the Lord,

the royal servants conspired against Joash “because of the blood of the son of Jehoiada

the priest, and slew him on his bed.” Joash was buried in the city of David, but not in

the tombs of the kings. --2 Chr24.15-25 1!

Before comparing the Luke 11 and Matthew 23 texts, it is well to note the
similarities between the hypothetical Q 11.47-51 and 13.34-35 texts of woes and lament
(see previous page) and 2 Chronicles 24. In separate studies, James Robinson and Dale
Allison both argue that these Q texts are dependent upon 2 Chr 24. Robinson builds on the
work of Steck and Lithrmann, who traced the “deuteronomistic view of history reflected

through both early Judaism and primitive Christianity”:

God kept sending prophets to call his people to obedience, with the prophets being summarily
executed, leading to God’s judgment (especially the fall of Jerusalem). The Q redactor
superimposed this view that “God would avenge on this generation the rejection of Jesus

and the Q message,” which would result in the abandonment of the temple. The Q woes and

lament are based on the deuteronomistic 2 Chronicles 24 model.'
Allison proposes that the intertext established between 2 Chr 24.17-25 and Q 11.49-51 plus
Q 13.34-35 affects the interpretation of this part of Q, which Matthew got right by keeping

the woes and lament together: Q “implicitly constructs an analogy: As it was in the days of

"In this compilation of 2 Chr 24, material inside quotation marks is from the RSV. Underlined
words and phrases figure in the comparisons below. Also see the discussion of Josephus, 4nt 9.8.3, further
below.

ZRobinson, “Sequence of Q,” 247-49. He also draws upon Haenchen’s observation that the
Zechariah martyred by Jerusalemites in Q 11.51 / 2 Chr 24 evokes Jerusalemites in its “logical
continuation” Q 13.34. God’s abandonment of the temple in the Jewish precursor text is “christianized and
updated” by Q 13.35. The brief biblical time between Zechariah’s martyrdom and the destruction of the
(first) temple is shared/recalled in the time frame from Jesus to the Roman destruction of the temple; see
244-45. Robinson, 250, notes the terminology in common between “Sophia’s Saying and the Lament over
Jerusalem” as distinct from the rest of Q (sending of prophets, who are killed, murder in Jerusalem,
retribution due, etc.). He also notes, 250-51, the deuteronomistic introduction both to the death of
Zechariah (2 Chr 24.19-23) and Sophia’s Saying (Q 11, 49b), the location of martyrdom, reference to
stoning, use of “house” for temple in both places.



126

Zechariah, so now is it in the days of Jesus.” !

The part of Luke 11 which is pertinent for this study comes after the Lord’s prayer
(11.1-4), Jesus’ teaching on persistence in prayer (11.5-13), the conflict over casting out
demons (11.14-26), a lesser and greater beatitude (11.27-28), teaching on “this evil
generation,” the sign of Jonah (11.29-32) and the “light of the body” (11.33-36). A
Pharisee who has invited him to dine is astonished when Jesus fails to wash before eating.
The woes begin after Jesus upbraids Pharisees for their concern for outward appearance

more than for inward cleanness (11.37-41)."

The fifth woe is for building the tombs of the prophets, which demonstrates that those who
build testify and consent to their fathers’ killing of the prophets. Therefore, the Wisdom
of God said, “I will send them prophets and apostles, some of whom they will kill and
persecute,” that the blood of all the prophets may be required of this generation, from the
blood of Abel to the blood of Zechariah, who perished between the altar and the temple

(neTakv Tob BuoracTpiou kal Tob oikou). Lk 11.47-51

Matthew 23 opens (possibly in the Temple) with Jesus telling the crowds and his
disciples to observe the teachings of the scribes and Pharisees, for they sit on Moses’ seat,

but they do not practice what they preach. They lay heavy burdens on people and do good

BAllison, Intertextual Jesus, 149, argues that Q 11:49-51 + 13:34-35 draws heavily, indeed is
dependent, upon 2 Chr 24:17-25. The dependence of Q upon 2 Chr 24 helps with the identity of the
Zechariah figure, the martyr of 2 Chr 24. Allison’s chart, 150, compares Q 11:49-51 + 13: 34-35 with
2 Chr 24: 17-25. He notes these parallels: sending prophets, some they will kill, blood of Zechariah, who
perished between the altar and the house, required of this generation; cf. Tg. 2 Chr. 24:25: “that the blood
of the sons of Jehoiada the priest might be avenged,” stoning those sent, judgment upon Jerusalem, Judah
and Jerusalem delivered into hands of Syrians, your house is forsaken. Allison, 84-87, 98, also devotes
some attention to the relationship between Q 11:49-51 and Gen 4:8-16, which is not as pertinent to this
present study, other than its additional evidence that Q 11.49-51 and 13.34-35 were adjacent in Q. He
credits Q with presupposing that readers know the story of Cain and Abel in Gen 4 and will also be able
to identify Zechariah; Allison’s suggestion, 86, that the “passing mention of Zechariah [in Q] assumes that
his story was not obscure,” deserves consideration. Even Robinson, “Sequence of Q,” 253, writes, “The Q
redactor presupposed considerable biblical learnedness.” Yet he disqualifies Matthew with regard to Q’s use
of 2 Chr 24. 1do not think Allison has proved his suggestion, 152, that the identity of the “Wisdom of
God” in Q 11.49 is to be equated with Torah, or the Bible. Allison does not address Robinson’s article.

"“Note that Mk 12.38-39 is made into a woe in Lk 11.43; the Markan text also appears in Lk 20.46.

"*Quotations are from the RSV. (Underlining for emphasis and comparison.)
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to be seen by others. They love the best places at feasts and synagogues, salutations in the
market places,'® and being called rabbi. Jesus’ followers, as brethren, have one teacher and
one Father in heaven, so no one ought to be called rabbi or father, or master, since the
Messiah is the one master. “Whoever exalts himself will be humbled, and whoever humbles
himself will be exalted” (23.1-12). All but the third woe are addressed to “scribes and
Pharisees, hypocrites!”

The sixth woe compares the scribes and Pharisees with whitewashed tombs;

their hypocrisy lies in their outward appearance as righteous (ikatot), while
inwardly they are corrupt. The final woe builds upon the previous metaphor,

as Jesus accuses the scribes and Pharisees of hypocrisy because they build the
tombs of the prophets and adorn the monuments of the righteous, yet they

make the disclaimer that they would not have shed the blood of the prophets,

had they been alive in the days when their _fathers did just that. By saying

this, they testify against themselves, that they are sons of those who murdered

the prophets. They will fill up the measure of their fathers, for they continue in
their ways, thus also being liable to judgment. Jesus will send prophets, wise men,
and scribes, some of whom the scribes and Pharisees will kill and crucify, some

of whom they will scourge in synagogues and persecute in the towns, so that

all righteous blood shed on the earth (ém Tfis yfis), from the blood of righteous
Abel to the blood of Zechariah, son of Barachiah, whom [those addressed by Jesus]
murdered between the sanctuary and the altar (peTafv Tob vaol kal Tob
Buoragtnpiov). All this will come upon the present generation.

The woes (possibly spoken in the Temple) are immediately followed by Jesus’
lament for Jerusalem, who kills prophets and stones those who are sent to her.
Jesus would have taken them under his wings, but they rejected him; therefore,
their house has been left to them desolate. Jerusalem will not see him again
[=forsaken] until they say, “Blessed is he who comes in the name of the Lord.”

—-Mt23.13-39 7

The following chart may help visualize comparisons between the Luke 11, Matthew 23,

and 2 Chronicles 24 texts:

Note that Mt 23.6-7 incorporates some of Mk 12.38-39 here, but it does not appear as a woe; cf.
note 14 above.

"Quotations are from the RSV. For underlining, see earlier notes.



2 Chronicles 24

city of David/Jerusalem

Joash/ not buried with the kings
Jehoiada/ buried with the kings

leading people forsook house of the Lord/

God of their fathers
Wrath of God on Judah/Jerusalem
for their guilt

Yet God sent prophets to call them back,

who testified against them, but they
refused to give heed

Zechariah prophesied in the Temple,
testified against people for disobeying
God's commandments, therefore they

will not prosper;

Because they have forsaken God, God

has forsaken them

People stoned Zechariah in the court

of the house of the Lord;
Joash killed him

Zechariah's dying words, for
Lord's judgment

[wrath of God...guilt]
Jerusalem/Judah lost to their
enemies because they had forsaken
the Lord

Joash killed “because of the
blood of [Zechariah]™”

Luke 11

graves
building tombs of prophets—
[whom fathers killed]
testimony of consent to
fathers’ killing of

the prophets, by building
their tombs

Wisdom of God sent prophets
[some they would kill]

Zechariah perished between
altar and the house

will be required of
‘this generation’

blood of Zech [and Abel]
(=all blood of prophets)

Matthew 23

(in Jerusalem)
location and subject of lament

whitewashed tombs/not righteous
monuments of righteous

building tombs of prophets=

in spite of their disclaimer, ‘if we
had lived in days of our fathers,
we would not shed blood of the
prophets,’ they now

testify they are sons of those who
murdered the prophets

Fill up measure of your fathers

Jesus will send them prophets...
[some they will kill and crucify]
Jerusalem kills prophets, stones
those who are sent

Jesus was speaking/prophesying
in the Temple--he longed to gather
Jerusalem’s children, but they
refused (were unwilling).

Their house is left desolate.

They will not see him until they
say, “Blessed is he who comes in
the name of the Lord.” [=forsaken]

Zechariah murdered between
sanctuary and altar

will come

upon ‘this generation’
Jerusalem/Temple will be

Lost (to enemies) and forsaken.

blood of Zech {and Abel]
(=all righteous blood shed
on earth)
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2 Chr 24, Mt 23.13-39, Lk 11.37-52, and Q 13.34-35 share several common

themes:'®

0)) In a setting of conflict, the speaker recalls the sending of prophets. The narrator of
2 Chr 24.19 reminds people that God sent prophets to call them back to the Lord.
Lk 11.49 reports that the Wisdom of God said, “I will send them prophets....”
In Mt 23.34, Jesus promises, “...I will send you prophets....”"

) The common theme of rejection of prophets includes not only the fact that people
“refused to give heed” when God sent prophets (2 Chr 24.19; cf. Mt 23.37, “and you
were unwilling™), but also that people killed the prophets. Both gospel accounts also
refer to prophets being killed (Lk 11.49; Mt 23.34).

3) Zechariah, upon whom the spirit of prophecy fell, was murdered by stoning in the Temple
(2 Chr 24.20-22); both Lk 11.51 and Mt 23.35 mention a Zechariah who was killed in the
Temple. Q 13.34 and Mt 23.37 lament that Jerusalem kills prophets and stones those sent
to her.?®

@ The prophets testified against Judah and Jerusalem, in calling the people to return to God (2
Chr 24.19, 20); Jesus claims that building the tombs of the prophets is the present
generation’s festimony of consent to their ancestors’ killing of the prophets (Lk 11.47-48;
Mt 23.29-31).2!

(5 Standing above the people in the Temple, Zechariah testified against the people that
“because they had forsaken God, God has forsaken them” (2 Chr 24.20). In Mt 23.37-39,
Jesus, possibly also standing in the temple, laments that because Jerusalem has continually
refused his wishes to gather them, their house will be left desolate (cf. Q 13.34-35).22

Lk 13.34-35 is not discussed here; because of its separation from Lk 11.45-5, it loses effective
parallels with 2 Chr 24 that Mt 23.37-39 retains. The present comparison is painted with broad strokes.

*This is not to say that Matthew employs Wisdom Christology; readers of Matthew’s gospel would
not necessarily know the Q version. Pregeant’s “preferred” reading in“Wisdom Passages in Mt,” 202, 222,
225-29 (also see excursus on Wisdom Christology in Mt 21.5/Zech 9.9 section above) suggests that
Matthew may have been attracted to the “pattern of Wisdom’s rejection and withdrawal” as a model to
articulate “the dual theme Israel’s rejection of Jesus and God’s subsequent abandonment of Israel.”

2In 2 Chr 24.21, Zechariah was stoned (LXX, é\BoBéAnoav); cf. Mt 23.37, hiBoBolotoa.

41J, Duncan Derrett, “You build the Tombs of the Prophets” (Lk. 11,47-51, Mt. 23,29-31),”
SE4/TU 102 (1968), 187-93, detects a midrashic combination of Jer 7.25 and 29.18-20 (cf. 2 Chr 36.154, Jer
33.5 LXX) behind this gospel saying. See my suggestion below on the possible influence of Zech 1.1-6 on
Mt 23, not only with respect to “son of Barachiah” but also the theme, “Do not be like your fathers.”

ZGarland, Reading Matthew, 232, cites 2 [Syriac]Apoc Baruch 8.2 [for Eng trans. see OTP1, 623]
and 2 Macc 5.15-20, for other examples where God forsakes the temple and allows it to be destroyed.



130

©) Burials in or near Jerusalem are mentioned explicitly in 2 Chr 24.16, 25 (Jehoiada was
buried in the city of David with the kings, Joash was buried in the city of David, but not
with the kings), and implicitly in Lk 11.47-48 and Mt 23.29, with reference to the tombs
of the prophets; closely-related terms found in these texts include graves (Lk 11.44),
whitewashed tombs (Mt 23.27-28), and monuments of the righteous (Mt 23.29). *

N The term blood of the prophets occurs in both Gospels (Mt 23.30; Lk 11.50), and the
associated terms blood of Abel and blood of Zechariah (Mt 23.35/Lk 11.51) conceivably
recall the blood of the son of Jehoiada in 2 Chr 24.25.

3 In 2 Chr 24. 18, the Chronicler reports that their rejection of God in the past brought wrath
upon Judah and Jerusalem. In Matthew’s version, in spite of their disclaimer, the sons of
those who murdered the prophets will fill up the measure of their fathers * (Mt 23.29-31;
cf. Mt 23. 35-36/ Lk 11.50-51--all bloodguilt will come upon/be required of this
generation).

9) The call of Zechariah for God to avenge his murder (2 Chr 24.22) recalls not only Abel’s

murder (Gen 4.10) but also may resonate in 2 Chr 24.18, 23-24, 25 and, by extension, may
echo in Mt 23.32, 35-36/Lk 11.50-51.

The evidence of several shared themes between Luke 11.45-51 and 2 Chr 24, noted
above, suggests that the third evangelist may have known the biblical reference to the
murder of Zechariah in the court of the Temple during the reign of Joash, and that he may
have expected his readers (who did not have to contend with the confusing identification of

Zechariah as the “son of Barachiah”) also to recall the story.” Zechariah’s dying words,

BZechariah’s father was buried in the city of David because he had done good toward God and the
temple (émoinoev dyaSuoivny petd Iopank kai petd Tob 6eol kai Tol olkov autol, 2 Chr 24.16).
Contrast this kind of doing good with Jesus’ criticism of the scribes and Pharisees in Mt 23.5, 28, who do
good to be seen by people, who outwardly appear to be righteous, but who are inwardly full of hypocrisy
and iniquity. Jehoiada was considered to be a righteous person. Josephus, Ant 9.8.3, writes that the high
priest Jehoiada was righteous (5ikaros), and that he was buried in the kings’ sepulchres at Jerusalem
because he had recovered the kingdom to the family of David. He also writes that Zechariah’s prophecy to
the multitudes and the king was that they should act righteously (ta Sixaia mpdrTewv); he foretold that if
they would not hearken to this, they would suffer a heavy punishment. The death of Jehoash was “in order
to revenge the death of Zechariah.” See below, where Mt also links the prophets with the righteous.

YGarland, Reading Matthew, 232, lists texts in reference to the “full measure” of allotted sins; the
most helpful include 2 Macc 6.12-14, Pseudo Philo LAB 26.13, 1 Thess 2.15-16, cf. 2 Chr 36.15-16.

BHowever, the fact that Luke separates the lament from the woes and moves them away from their
Jerusalem setting in Q is reason for caution: One might ask whether Luke in some way also conflates the
Zechariah figures, without referring to Barachiah. He does call the Zechariah figure a prophet, rather than
a priest who prophesied. This also raises the question of Luke’s identification of Abel as a prophet. Did
this concept originate with Q 11.50? If Q makes both Abel and Zechariah to be prophets, does this affect
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“May the Lord see and avenge!” (2 Chr 24.22b), are suggestive of the Genesis story, in
which God told Cain that his brother’s blood was calling out from the ground (Gen 4.10).
The Lukan Jesus says that “the blood of all the prophets, shed from the foundation of the
world, [will] be required of this generation, from the blood of Abel to the blood of
Zechariah, who perished between the altar and the house (temple), ” Lk 11.50-51. If Abel
and Zechariah were thought to be the first- and last-named murder victims in the Hebrew
scriptures, then their implicit association in 2 Chronicles has been extended by Luke (via Q)
to represent all the prophets murdered “from the foundation of the world” (Lk 11.50).%
The question arises whether Matthew discerned the similarities between 2 Chr 24
and the Q texts. Because of his identification of Zechariah as “son of Barachiah,” one
cannot assume Matthean recognition of these interrelations. However, in some places
where themes overlap among the passages, the Matthean text intensifies the meaning. For
example, in Luke 11.47-48, the building of the prophets’ tombs is a testimony of consent to

the deeds of the ancestors, in Mt 23.29-31, those who build the tombs of the prophets

where the reference to Barachiah originated? (These questions are largely tangential to the central concern
of this study.) See next footnote.

%For the purposes of this study, it is not crucial to establish whether the order of the Hebrew canon
had already been fixed, with 2 Chr at the end, by the time of Jesus or when the Gospels of Mt and Lk were
written. The literary citation of ‘Abel to Zechariah’ may be easier to interpret if this was the case. (See
references below to a proposal by Peels, which challenges the need to think of Abel to Zechariah in terms
of a closed canon.)

If Mt and Lk used the same version of Q here, interpreters rightly ask who is responsible for the
identification of the various characters: did Q have Wisdom or Jesus as speaker (Lk 11.49/Mt 23.34), or
someone else (God?)? Was Abel a prophet in Q 11.50 or righteous and innocent (Mt 23.35), or did both
evangelists alter their source here? With reference to Zechariah, did Lk omit “son of Barachiah” from Q
or did Mt add it? Where Luke has “all the blood of the prophets,” Mt has “all the righteous blood.” [See
previous footnote.] I am unable to offer a better version of these Q passages than the editors of The Critical
Edition of Q. Therefore, I think the evidence from special vocabulary, and other theological considerations,
weighs in favor of Luke finding Wisdom as speaker in Q. Matthew places the saying in the first person on
Jesus’ lips, as he has altered other Zodia references or allusions (e.g., 11.19, 25-30). Matthew’s use of
innocent and righteous blood is characteristic of his special vocabulary, and reveals his editorial hand in
Mt 23. 28, 29, 34, 35.
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testify against themselves and are held accountable for the murder of the prophets.
The Matthean Jesus does not remind his hearers that God sent prophets in the past
(2 Chr 24.19), nor does he look back to a past statement of the personified “Wisdom of
God,” who would send prophets (cf. Lk 11.49); instead, the Matthean Jesus says that he
himself will send prophets, some of whom his hearers will kill (Mt 23.34). The scribes
and Pharisees shed blood which is not only figurative (as Lk 11.47-48 may imply), nor
do they share with their forefathers merely past-guilt-by-association (Mt 23.30-31): the
Matthean Jesus ascribes the murder of Zechariah (“whom you murdered,” Mt 23.35) to his
contemporary hearers.”’ For this reason, the canonical explanation of the Abel-to-Zechariah
motif is less satisfactory for the First Gospel; as H. G. L. Peels says, “The quintessence of
the entire passage...is precisely that the history of murdering prophets is still continuing and
is now even coming to its culmination.” %

Matthew’s version of the call for God’s vindication of all righteous blood shed on
the earth (mav aipa dikalov éxxuwdpevor ém Ts yfs) makes the allusion to Abel
from 2 Chr 24.22b more explicit: Tav alpa...€m Tfis yhs recalls the blood of Abel crying
out to God from the ground, ¢wvn atpaTtos 1ol dderdol cov Bod mpds pe €k THS YAS
(Gen 4.10). Here is another example of Matthew’s intensification of his source. Not only

the blood of all the prophets shed from the foundation of the world (Lk 11.50-51), but all

Gundry, Matthew, 471, points to a closer conformity between Mt 23.35 and 2 Chr 24.22, in
the use of ‘murdered’ instead of Lk’s ‘who perished’ (Tob dwolupévou). Joash was responsible for the
murder of Zechariah (nmm=and he murdered), and Jesus accuses the scribes and Pharisees of the murder
of Zechariah (6v édovetoate=whom you murdered). The same verb is used in Mt 23.31. Lk uses
amekTtewvav in 11.48, 49,

BH. G. L. Peels, “The Blood >>from Abel to Zechariah<< (Matthew 23,35; Luke 13,50f.) and the
Canon of the Old Testament,” ZAW 113 (2001), 596. Peels does not see a substantial difference here
between Luke and Matthew; he sees Jesus in both gospels referring to the future, as well as past, bloodshed.
For this thesis, the analytical results are not affected by Peels’ interpretation in this regard.
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righteous blood from Abel to Zechariah will be required of the guilty.”® Matthew has
extended the measure of the guilt of this generation from the past prophets to all righteous

blood being shed on the earth.*
There are two major distinctions, apart from the issue of canonical order, that can be
made with regard to the Abel and Zechariah biblical narratives (Gen 4 and 2 Chr 24):
(1) These are the only two places in the Oid Testament where a person’s death includes
a. the life is violently taken, although he is innocent;

b. his murder is linked to his dedication to God;
c. his cry to heaven for retribution is heard (Gen 4.10; 2 Chr 24.22).

*The wording of Lk 11.50-51 can be read as an endorsement of the interpretation of Abel to
Zechariah, as first and last in a series which began at creation: the participle, ékkexupévov, in Lk 11.50
is perfect passive, which reinforces this past series of prophets whose blood was shed. Note, however,
that the participle in Mt 23.35, ékxuvépevo, is present passive, which indicates that this blood continues
to be shed. Allison, Intertextual Jesus, 85 (note 47), says, “Although the use of éxxivvopar with blood’
(Q 11:50) is from neither LXX Genesis 4 nor 2 Chronicles 24, it does have a parallel in the summary of
Zechariah’s martyrdom in Liv. Proph. Zech 23:1.” (for Douglas Hare’s translation and notes on LivPro
23:1, see OTP 2, 398.)

¥Matthew uses Sikaios and aipa together here (23.35). Matthew employs several overlapping
terms in the present passage: fombs of the prophets; blood of the prophets; those who murdered the
prophets; prophets, wise men and scribes who will be killed; righteous blood; blood of the righteous Abel...
blood of Zechariah...whom you murdered; killing the prophets; stoning those who are sent. Josephus,

Ant 1.2.1, uses righteousness with reference to Abel, but does not include the biblical reference to the blood
of Abel: “Abel...was a lover of righteousness,” ABe os P&V yap... Sikatoolvns émepereito.” See also

1 Jn 3.12, “Abel’s deeds were righteous (8{kaia).” Garland, Reading Matthew, 232, notes that 2[Syriac]
Apoc Baruch 64.2 (OTP1, 643), mentions among the wicked deeds of Manasseh, that he “killed the
righteous” and “shed innocent blood”; cf. 2Kgs 21.16. Soares Prabhu, Formula Quotations, 246-47, notes
that the gospel of Matthew uses dixaros in a special sense, and that the evangelist is responsible for
inserting Sikavos into Q in this passage.

In addition to Mt 23.29,, there are two other places in Matthew where the terms “righteous” and
“prophets” are joined. In the missionary discourse, Jesus tells the disciples, “The one who receives you
receives me, and the one who receives me receives the one who sent me. The one who receives a prophet...
shall receive a prophet’s reward, and the one who receives a righteous person...shall receive a righteous
person’s reward” (Mt 10.40-42). In Mt 13.17, Jesus tells the disciples, “Truly, I say to you, many prophets
and righteous people (roMol Tpodfital kai Sikarol) longed to see what you see....” The Lukan parallel,
Lk 10.24, has “many prophets and kings” (oMol mpodfitar kai Baciieis). See Charette, Recompense,
104-5, for his discussion on the connections Matthew’s Jesus makes between the righteous and the prophets
with people in the past (13.57, 23.29, 34-35) and with people in the present and future - disciples (5.12,
10.40-42, 23.29-37). He writes, 105 (n.1), “It is fitting that such titles as ‘prophet’ and ‘righteous one’
appear in a discourse section which in great measure is concerned with the persecution of the disciples,
considering that a motif is present throughout Matthew that such ones are rejected, persecuted and even
killed (cf. 5.12; 13.57; 23.29-37).”

Matthew’s Passion Narrative returns to the theme of innocent or righteous blood, and the
consequences of the shedding of Jesus’ blood (23.30, 35; 27.4, 6, 8, 24, 25). See below on Judas’
betrayal (ch. 9).
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(2) Their “name and history” serve as warnings
a. at the dawn of humanity, Abel’s blood stained the earth for the first time;
b. the prophetic priest Zechariah was murdered on sacred ground in the temple. *'
Jerusalem as location is perhaps not the major factor in the comparison of the
Luke 11 and Matthew 23 texts per se, but the Matthew 23 woes-lament section definitely
enlarges the Matthean text’s affinities with 2 Chronicles 24.% If the Matthean Jesus is not
only in Jerusalem but also speaking in the Temple, the correspondences between Matthew
23 and the Chronicler’s account of the murder of Zechariah in the Temple surpass those of
the Q-sayings, which speak of Jerusalem, but which presumably have no narrative setting.”
In the woes, Jesus has just told the scribes and Pharisees that they are sons of those who
murdered the prophets (Mt 23.30-31). It is plausible that the Matthean Jesus’ lament over
Jerusalem (the city which kills the prophets and stones those who are sent to her) is also
addressed to these same scribes and Pharisees in the Temple. Because Jerusalem has

repeatedly refused to acknowledge Jesus, her house is forsaken (i8oU ddleTar Upiv 6

olkos Up@V €pnuos, Mt 23.37-38).>*  Similarly, Zechariah announced that because the

31 am indebted to Peels, op. cit., 597, for this excellent characterization of the Abel and Zechariah
exclusive similarities.

7] do not share Robinson’s opinion, that Matthew’s identification of Zechariah as “son of
Barachiah” disallows the evangelist’s recognition of the parallels between Q and 2 Chr 24. See below.

3 Again, Matthew intensifies the allusion to Jerusalem, the city which kills the prophets, if Jesus is
speaking from the temple, where Zechariah spoke and was murdered. Those whom Jesus accuses of killing
the prophets in the present narrative time must also be hearing his words in the temple. As their fathers
were guilty of killing Zechariah in the (first) temple, they may be plotting murder in the present temple.

MThe editors of The Critical Edition of Q translate olkos both in Q 11.51 and 13.35 as house; they
capitalize House in 11.51, which presumably implies a reference to the temple building. I agree with them
here and would argue that house in Mt 23.38 primarily refers to the temple. If Allison, Intertextual Jesus,
205, is correct in holding Q 11.49-51 together with 13.34-51 (which I think he is), then the combined
subtexts for the woes and the lament share additional catchwords: 2 Chr 24. 18, 21 + Ps 118.26 “the house
of the Lord;” 2 Chr 24.20 + Jer 12.7, “forsaken.” Even Robinson, “Sequence of Q,” 259, grants that,
“Indeed Matthew seems to have strengthened” the connection between the prediction of the temple being
abandoned (Q 13.34-35) to its imminent destruction (Mt 24.1-2) by adding épnpos to the Lament over
Jerusalem (Mt 23.38).
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people had forsaken God (and, by association, the prophets he sent to them), God has now
forsaken them (2 Chr 24.19-20).*® Zechariah’s prophetic words were rejected, and he was
murdered in the Temple,* stoned by the people at the king’s command. Jesus will be
condemned and mocked by the chief priests, scribes, elders and the people, and he will be
crucified under the authority of Rome.

In sum, Luke’s separation of 13.31-35 from 11.37-52 yields fewer points of contact
with the themes of 2 Chron 24 than where the woes and the lament over Jerusalem are read
together, as in Mt 23 (and probably, in Q). The Lukan woes are not set in Jerusalem; if the
Lukan Jesus was guest for this particular meal (Lk 11.37) in Galilee, or in Judah but not
in Jerusalem, Luke’s version of the woes loses the correspondences with 2 Chr 24 that

pertain to Jerusalem.’” The feature of Luke 11.37-52 which most enhances any allusions

%Does Matthew draw the comparison between any Zech figure(s) and Jesus? (See below for the
suggestion that the imagery behind your fathers in Mt 23.30-32 may come from Zech 1.1-6.) He certainly
has a tendency to equate Jesus with God in some crucial places; e.g., the citation of Zech 9.9 in 21.5. In
Mt 23, two cases come to mind: In place of God (2 Chr 24) or Zodia (Lk/Q 11.49), in Mt 23.34, Jesus
himself sends prophets; where 2 Chr 24 reports that the Judah/Jerusalem leaders/king forsook the Temple
and the God of their fathers, Jesus laments that Jerusalem has rejected him, so he will forsake their house
until they say, “Blessed is he who comes in the name of the Lord.” 1f the reader is meant to recall
Ps 118.26b with the citation of 118.26a, then the anticipated benediction will come from “house of the
Lord.”

**Robinson, “Sequence of Q,” 252, bases his opinion that “Matthew missed completely the
allusions to 2 Chr 24,19-23,” on the identification of Zechariah as vios Bapaxiov. He does not consider
that Matthew may have recognized the biblical reference in Q but that he may have telescoped two
Zechariahs for his own purposes. Nor does Robinson take up the fact that Mt edits the Q-description of
where Zechariah was stoned. Is it possible that Mt thinks peTa&l 100 vaob kdl Tob Buoiaarrplov is a
better description of the location described in 2 Chr 24.21 than Q/Lk 11. 51, peta&v voU QuotagTnpiou
kal Tob oikou? See thesis section on Mt’s use of temple language (vads) in the studies of Judas® betrayal
of Jesus and the temple charge at Jesus’ trial.

IIn Luke 11 the woes are uttered at a meal, possibly in Galilee [Robinson, “Sequence of Q,” 256,
places this table scene in Galilee], or at least not in the environs of Jerusalem, and the lament over
Jerusalem in Lk 13 is also placed in the narrative long before the entourage arrives near the city (Lk 19).
In Lk 13.33-34, Jesus is going to Jerusalem, for “it cannot be that a prophet should perish away from
Jerusalem.” The declaration, “Behold, your house is forsaken,” seems out of place six chapters before the
entry to Jerusalem and the Temple. Further, “You will not see me until you say, ‘Blessed is he who comes
in the name of the Lord, *> which is ‘fulfilled’ in Lk 19.38, renders the Lukan predictions of 19.41-44
and 21.5-64 both abrupt and awkward. By splitting Q 11 and 13, Luke has missed some of the point of his
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to 2 Chr 24 is its lack of Matthew’s (Zechariah) “son of Barachiah.” 3

In addition to the connections between 2 Chr 24 and Mt 23 noted above, the First
Gospel has more points in common with 2 Chr 24 than Lk 11. 37-52 does, the “son of
Barachiah™ reference nothwithstanding. The strengths of Mt 23.13-39 with relation to
2 Chr 24 include its Jerusalem setting (probably in the Temple) and the intensified allusions
which Matthew reinforces by preserving the textual relationship between the lament and the
woes.” In spite of the many parallels between Q 11.47-51, Q 13.34-35 and 2 Chr 24, the
augmentation makes it somewhat difficult to ascribe to Mt 23.35 a reference to the
Zechariah of 2 Chr 24.%

In the biblical texts, the title “Zechariah son of Jehoiada the priest” appears only in

source and has wrested the eschatological sense from the lament by implying that the fulfillment of
Ps 118.26 came with Jesus’ approach to Jerusalem and the temple. Luke has thereby made the motive for
Jesus’ prediction of the destruction of Jerusalem and the temple problematic.

BLk’s unaugmented Zechariah reference is not proof that he caught all the 2 Chr 24 allusions in
Q; he simply may have copied Q as he found it. An argument from silence here is no more persuasive than
that which points to “son of Barachiah” as evidence that Matthew missed or misunderstood Q’s Zechariah
allusion to 2 Chr 24. Pace Garland, Intention, 183 (n. 69) where he says, “Luke, aware of the discrepancy,
solved the problem by omitting ‘son of Barachiah.”” Garland concludes that Mt 23.35 copied the error from
its source. I agree with scholars who understand that Q did not have the added designation of Zechariah,
that Mt added it.

¥Because of the intensified correspondences between 2 Chr 24 (and its underlying Gen 4 subtext),
Ps 118.26 [and the Jer echoes here and elsewhere in Mt], and Mt 23, I opt for the original juxtaposition of
Q 11.47-51 and 13.34-35; cf. Allison, Intertextual Jesus, 205, 209. Suffice it to say that Matthew, by
keeping Q 11 and Q 13 adjacent, made use of the enhanced combination of allusions with 2 Chr 24. |
agree with Garland, Intention, especially 184-97, that it does not matter whether Mt found 23.34-39 as a
contiguous unit that he adopted in toto or if he placed the lament after the woes to mark the climax of Jesus’
public ministry and the transition to the material on the end times.

“The editors of The Critical Edition of Q retain the Lukan order in Q for purposes of identifying
verses. In most cases, this policy reflects the view that, when Mt and Lk disagree, Luke generally preserves
the order of Q. With respect to Q 11.47-51 and 13.34-35, however, Robinson, “Sequence of Q,” 225-60,
affirms that Mt 23 maintains the order of Q. Also, note that 4 Ezra (1.25, 26, 30, 32, 33, 40; 2.1)
incorporates sayings that are reminiscent of the texts under study here; (e.g., 2 Chr 24.19, 20b; Mt 23.34/
Lk 11.49; 2 Chr 24.18, 22b/Mt 23.30-32, 34, 35-36/Lk 11.49, 50-51). 4 Ezra also names Zechariah in the
list of the twelve minor prophets, who will be leaders with Abraham, Isaac and Jacob, to the people “coming
from the east” (1.38-40; cf. Mt 8.11-12; Zech 2.6, 8.7-8).



137

2 Chr 24 MT; the LXX refers to him as Azariah (Alapiay Tov Tob lwdae TOV lepéa). If
Matthew was aware that the Zechariah figure who was slain “between the sanctuary and the
altar” was the prophetic priest who was stoned in 2 Chr 24, perhaps he was familiar with
the story in the Hebrew tradition. However, Q, with its many allusions to 2 Chr 24, refers
to the character who was murdered in the temple as Zechariah, and Josephus refers to this
“Zechariah, son of... Jehoiada.” *' Since both Q and Josephus know the name Zéchariah
here, it is possible that Matthew had access to this biblical tradition in a Greek form. The
question then arises why the First Evangelist reports that Zechariah was “son of Barachiah”
rather than “son of Jehoiada™ (Mt 23.35).

The text of Mt 23.13-39 itself may hold other clues to the identity of this Zechariah
figure, particularly with regard to the question of confusion or conflation of the eponymous
prophet with the Zechariah of 2 Chr 24. Before studying the Gospel text in more depth, it
is desirable to look for possible precedents for a biblical character named Zechariah who
would also have been identified as “son of Barachiah.”

Zechariah is identified as “son of Berechiah, son of Iddo” in two places in the |

“IT am not aware of any references to this story in the DSS nor in Philo, but Josephus (4nt 9.8.3)
reports that “Zechariah the son of the high priest Jehoiada” was “stoned to death in the temple” at the
command of Jehoash the king; Josephus does not use the LXX name Azariah, but Zechariah: a\\a xai
Zaxaplay vidv Tob dpxlepéws ldda AiBois 0 Baciiels éxérevoe PAnBévTa dmobaveiv év TG Lepd....

“Robinson, “Sequence of Q,” argues that Matthew missed the 2 Chr 24 connections in Q, even
though he kept the woes and lament together, because he misunderstood which Zechariah was meant in
Q. Here Robinson agrees with Ulrich Luz (Matthew 1-7, 137 [n. 21]), that Matthew “no longer had access
to the synagogue’s library and himself only had a copy of Isaiah (LXX), quoting other OT books from
memory. The Bible with which Matthew himself was familiar was in any case the LXX. Thus his
mistaken association of the Zechariah of Q 11,51a with Zech 1,1...is due to the fact that Q did not use the
LXX spelling of 2 Chr 24,20 CAlapias)....” Robinson apparently has no problem with the author/
redactor of Q equating the Hebrew Zechariah with the LXX Azariah, and he omits to mention Josephus
here. I have shown in other parts of this thesis that Matthew likely had access to the Hebrew text of
Zechariah (9.9, e.g.); if my observation that Mt 23 indeed shows evidence of increased affinity to 2 Chr 24,
as compared with Lk or Q, then Robinson and Luz are mistaken in this instance.
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opening verses of the prophetic book (Zech 1.1, 7). Ezra 5.1 and 6.14 refer to the
prophets, Haggai and Zechariah the son of Iddo the seer. In a list of priests and

Levites, Nehemiah 12.16 includes Zechariah, son of Iddo, but it is not certain that this
Zechariah is the same as the prophet of the canonical book. * Among the many biblical
characters named Zechariah, there is also a Zechariah who is called “son of Jeberechiah”

(MT, 31273’ 13) in Isaiah 8.2MT. For some reason, this person is called Zechariah

“son of Barachiah” (ULds Bapaxtov), in Isaiah 8.2 LXX.*

“Zech 1.1 MT, &3 vipJ2 ;o132 ot and LXX: Zaxapiav Tov Tob Bapaxiov viov A8Sw Tov
mroyiTnv. Zech 7.1,8 omit any reference to Berechiah and to Iddo. Ralph L. Smith, Zechariah (Waco:
Word Books, 1984), 168, notes that Zechariah appears in some Psalm titles in the LXX, Vulgate and
Syriac; for example, see Pss 145-48 LXX titles, all of which read, “AMniouna: Ayyaiov kal Zaxapiov.”
Edgar W. Conrad, Zechariah (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1999), 46, believes that Zech 1.1,
properly translated, makes Iddo the prophet; he thinks Zechariah is not, strictly speaking, a prophet, but a
‘messenger of the Lord’ (cf. Hag 1.13, Mal 1.1; 3.1). Meyers I, 91-92, makes straightforward reference to
“the prophet Zechariah.” Ralph Smith, Zechariah, 182, translates, “...son of Iddo the prophet,” but refers to
“Zechariah the prophet” in his comments on 1.1; on 187-88, he translates “...son of Iddo the prophet,” as
above, but notes that “ &7 ‘the prophet’ refers to Zechariah, not Iddo.”” Neither Ezra nor Nehemiah
identifies Zechariah as son of Berechiah, although a Berechiah is named in Neh 3.4, 30; 6.18. The name
Berechiah appears also in 1Chr 3.20, 6.39, 8.20, 9.16, 15.17, 23 and 2 Chr 28.12 but not with Zechariah.
The name Iddo also appears in | Kgs 4.14, 1 Chr 6.21 and 2 Chr 9.29, 12.15, 13.22, in Ezra 8.7 and in
Neh 12.4. In 1 Chr 27.21, there is an Iddo, son of Zechariah, but this is in the time of David’s census.

No explanation for the presence of “son of Berechiah” in Zech 1.1,7 has won over the majority of scholars;
that it almost certainly appeared in the Zechariah texts to which Matthew would have had access is the
important point here. The extant text fragment of Zech 1.1 from Murabba‘at (DJD 11, Les Grottes de
Murabba ‘at; ed. P. Benoit, J. T. Milik, and R. de Vaux; Oxford: Clarendon, 1961), 205, line 35, reads

112 v S mir 2T, “the word of Yhwh to Zechariah, s[on...]”; if complete, the column would be wide
enough to complete the rest of “son of Berechiah, son of Iddo.” No variants from MT Zech 1.1-4 are
found in this fragment. Parts of Zech 1.1-4 also are preserved in Column 28 of 8§ HevXIlgr [DJD VIII,
Greek Minor Prophets Scroll from Nahal Hever (8HevXllgr); (ed. Emanuel Tov; Oxford: Clarendon,
1990), 66-67, Plate XVI. All that remains of Zech 1.1 is: O)]NEAA[ (= sjon of Idd[o). When I
studied the photographic copy of this plate, I thought the first stroke of an /(v was also visible at the edge
of the fragment; i.e., [NEAAWI.

“JIsa 8.2 MT is the only place the name Jeberechiah occurs in the canon. This Zechariah is called
by the prophet Isaiah as one of two “faithful witnesses,” the other of whom is Uriah the priest. Tg. Isa. 8.2:
“And I will get reliable witnesses before me, the curses which I threatened to bring in the prophecy of
Uriah the priest, behold, they have come; even so all the consolations which I promised to bring in the
prophecy of Zechariah the son of Jeberekiah I am about to bring back.” See discussion below for evidence
of possible confusion, not only of Zechariahs but also of Uriahs.
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One may wonder why Mt 23.35 has “son of Barachiah” without “son of Iddo,” as in
Zech 1.1, 7. Did Matthew [and Luke] find the phrase “son of Barachiah” in Q, or is the
designation of Zechariah in the gospels evidence that they may have used different versions
of Q or other sources? Is “son of Barachiah” in Matthew 23.35 the work of a glossarist? **
Did Matthew or someone else confuse or conflate two (or more) biblical characters named
Zechariah? Is “son of Barachiah™ meant to refer the reader to the Zechariah of Isa 8.2, of
Zech 1.1, and/or of 2 Chr 24?

This problem has long perplexed students of the First Gospel.* Outside Mt 23,
there is evidence of a tendency to fuse the identity of the canonical prophet with the
martyred priest of 2 Chr 24. There are two primary examples which demonstrate the later
widespread confusion between the prophet (Zech 1) and the priest (2 Chr). First, the
Targum to Lam 2.20, can be rendered: “Shall the priest and the prophet be slain in the
sanctuary of the Lord?” followed by the comment, “as you killed Zechariah the son of Iddo,
the High Priest and faithful prophet in the sanctuary of the Lord on the Day of Atonement
because he admonished them not to do what was displeasing to the Lord.” ¥’ The

Targumist may have taken the biblical reference to the prophet’s identification as

To say that ‘son of Barachaiah’ is a gloss is to say that it was not found in Mt’s source; if Mt and
Lk had the same source before them, either the phrase was not there, or Lk eliminated the confusing
reference. Whatever the source of ‘son of Barachiah,’ it is not simply a matter of naming Is 8.2LXX as its
most obvious source, for the martyred character in 2 Chr 24 LXX is Azariah. Nor can we simply say that
Barachiah must come from the LXX but that Zechariah must be from MT.

*“Codex Sinaiticus omits viol Bapaxiov. The ascription “son of Barachiah” was discussed by
Origen; Jerome knew of a variant reading [GospNaz] which left out the reference to Barachiah; see
Hagner IT, 673-77; Davies & Allison IlI, 317-19.

“Sheldon H. Blank, “The Death of Zechariah in Rabbinic Literature,” HUCA 12-13 (1937-38),
327. Although Tg. Lam. is not particularly early, its conflation of the Zechariahs seems to be uninfluenced
by Mt 23. Ifthat were the case, one would expect to see “son of Berechiah” in place of, or in addition to,
“son of Iddo.”
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“Zechariah son of Iddo” from Ezra (5.1; 6.14), and not from Zech 1, where Zechariah is
“son of Berechiah, son of Iddo.” * Nowhere in scripture is the eponymous prophet
identified as a priest, * much less as High Priest, nor is his death recorded anywhere in the
canon. Therefore, Tg. Lam. 2.20, because it includes “son of Iddo the high priest” in place
of something like “son of Jehoiada the [high] priest,” betrays its conflation or confusion of

Zechariah figures.

“Blank suggests that the identification in Zech 1.1, 7 as “son of Berechiah,” possibly reflects an
even earlier confusion or conflation within the Hebrew scriptures, that an editor made an erroneous attempt
to identify the prophet with the “faithful witness,” Zechariah son of Jeberechiah in Isa 8.2. This would be
evidence of the earliest confusion, since “there is no evidence in the versions to suggest that the words ‘son
of Berechiah” were not already present in the texts from which the translations were made. On the other
hand the identification must be later than the time of the Chronicler, who is responsible for the references
to Zechariah in the books of Ezra and Nehemiah and who refers to him merely as ‘Zechariah the son of
Iddo.” ” Blank, 328-9, concluded that the words “son of Berechaiah” in Zech 1 are an early gloss. The
Jerusalem Bible puts the Berechiah words in parentheses. The Meyers (vol I, 91-92) sift through the
evidence for at least three postexilic biblical Zechariah figures, and they tender other explanations for the
“inclusion of a second generation of Zechariah’s ancestry,” but which leave open “the question of why
Ezra would have omitted the first generation.” Joyce Baldwin, Zechariah, 88, cites a popular view among
Continental scholars, that Zechariah son of Iddo produced chapters 1-8 of Zechariah, and that an
anonymous author of chapters 9-14 took the pseudonym “son of Berechiah,” so that the names were
conflated in the heading. Baldwin, 88-89, suggests that the “simplest explanation” is that “in Zech 1.1,7,
the father and grandfather are named, whereas in Ezra only the better-known grandfather is mentioned.”
She cites the two ways that Jehu is identified— “son of Nimshi” in1 Kgs 19.16, 2 Kgs 9.20, but “son of
Jehoshaphat, son of Nimshi” in 2 Kgs 9. 2, 14. Carroll Stuhlmueller, Haggai & Zechariah: Rebuilding
with Hope (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1988), 48, concludes that “ ‘Zechariah’ turns out to be more than an
inspired individual; we do better to speak of an inspired Zechariah tradition.” Blank, 329-30, also cites
Rabbinic evidence that R Akiba associated the witnesses of Isa 8.2 with Uriah from the time of the first
temple and Zechariah as the prophet of the second temple. Blank, 330-31, also gives evidence of midrashic
belief that Uriah the priest (from Isa 8.2) and Zechariah were killed in the temple, thus identifying the
Zechariah from Isa 8.2 as the priest who was stoned in the temple in 2 Chr 24. Other than his suggestion
of possible glosses in Zech 1.1, 7, Blank’s citations are not particularly helpful for determining earliest
associations with Zechariah figures, for none of Blank’s examples are dated earlier than the composition
of Matthew 23.

“If Neh 12.16 is meant to refer to the same Zechariah, he is listed “in the days of Joiakim” under
“priests, heads of fathers’ houses: ... of Iddo, Zechariah....” If this Zechariah is the same prophet of
Ezra 5-6, then the prophet Zechariah was also priest. The priest Zechariah of 2 Chr 24 was also endued
with the Spirit in order to prophesy — these biblical texts could provide a source of confusion. The only
place the prophet Zechariah is called “son of Iddo” is in Ezra; the only place he is called “son of Berechiah,
son of Iddo” is Zech 1. Ralph Smith, Zechariah, 168, 183, is not certain that the Zechariah in Neh 12 is
the same person as the eponymous prophet. Apart from Mt 23, the only scriptural reference to a character
named Zechariah “son of Barachiah” is Isa 8.2 LXX.
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The second example of the blending of the Zechariahs from 2 Chr 24 and the
prophetic book comes from some later versions of The Lives of the Prophets.® In LivPro,
the existence of section 23, apart from any conflation with section 15, makes it clear that
Zechariah the priest (2 Chr 24) was considered by some to have been a prophet, even where
he was distinguished from the canonical prophet in the earlier editions of this work.*! It is
impossible to substantiate a claim either in favor of, or against, the view that section 15
(Zechariah) and section 23 (Zechariah son of Jehoiada) of LivPro were originally composed

in light of Matthew 23.35 (or Luke 11.51, or Q 11.51).> Neither is there a scholarly

*For an English translation of the text, see D. R. A. Hare, “The Lives of the Prophets,” 379-99, in
OTP2, especially 394, 98. For the Greek texts of Anl, Epl, Dor, Dp2, and An2, arranged in columns, see
Anna Maria Schwemer, Studien zu den friihjiidischen Prophetenlegenden Vitae Prophetarum. Band II.
Die Viten der kleinen Propheten und der Propheten aus den Geschichtsbiichern. Ubersetzung und
Kommentar. (Ttibingen: J.C.B Mohr [Paul Siebeck], 1996), 50*-53*; 72*-75*; [asterisks appear on these
pages themselves, to differentiate them from earlier pages in the body of the book.] There is no clear
evidence that the material here on Zechariah is earlier than the first gospel. ( Schwemer, 291, posits a
hypothetical document, an Apocryphon of Zechariah, from which both Q and VitPro may draw some of
their Zechariah material.) D. Satran, “Biblical Prophets and Christian Legend: The Lives of the Prophets
Reconsidered,” in Messiah and Christos: Studies in the Jewish Origins of Christianity ( ed. I. Gruenwald,
et. al.; Tiibingen: TSAJ, 1992), 143-49, cautions scholars not to assume that material such as in LivPro is
background for Q or Lk 11.47, 13.34 and parallels. He writes, 147, “Yet it should be recognized as equally
probable that the Gospel accounts themselves provided the impetus for the transmission of such burial
traditions. These sayings of Jesus, once sanctified and canonical, are no less prescriptive than they are
descriptive.”

S'That Zechariah ben Jehoiada appears at the end of LivPro adds weight to the idea that his was
considered by some to be the last recorded prophet’s death in the canon. The conflation with Zechariah the
father of John the Baptist, in later versions, demonstrates the continued and multifaceted confusion of
Zechariahs. See Blank’s article, 333-35, on the further confusion of Zechariah son of Jehoida with the
father of John the Baptist, which is also evident in the later mss of LivPro. Also see Gundry, Use, 86-88, on
the “utmost confusion” of Zechariahs, including the Baptist’s father and the Zechariah figure in Josephus,
War, mentioned in note #54 below.

52Section 15 contains some material that corresponds to Ezra 3, and also alludes to some prophetic
material from the book of Zechariah, and includes details not derived from any scriptural account. Most
texts of Section 23 identify the Zechariah figure as son of Jehoiada the priest, whom Joash killed, in
collusion with ‘the house of David.” The rest of Section 23 is the stuff of later legends. Blank’s article,
335-46, traces many strands of this legend, including speculations as to where the blood of Zechariah was
shed in the Temple. Blank also notes that the attempts of Matthew and Luke to locate the precise spot
where Zechariah died are both reflected in variant texts of LivPro: Mt’s peta&b Tod vaob xai Tol
Buotactnpiov resembles Codex C [ in Schwemer, Ep2], and Lk’s peta&b Tob Guoiactnplouv kal Tob
otkou is closest to Codex Afin Schwemer, Ep1]. Blank believes that the author of the variant Codex D
betrays familiarity with the talmudic legend [see above] because of its positioning of Zechariah éxdpeva
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consensus that LivPro dates from the first century -- the weight of evidence now supports a
later date; therefore, Mt 23.35 cannot have been influenced by the presence of two
Zechariah sections, or by the conflated figure found in later editions of The Lives of the
Prophets.”® The widespread confusion of the Zechariahs in writings of early Christianity
and Rabbinic Judaism appears to have been almost boundless.*

The foregoing observations demonstrate that Matthew may have been well aware
of the 2 Chr 24 setting of the martyrdom of a pre-exilic priest/prophet named Zechariah,
from either the Hebrew or a Greek tradition (2 Chr 24, Ant. 9.8.3). In fact, Matthew seems
to have capitalized on the connections between Q 11.47-51/13.34-35 and 2 Chr 24. The
question of the origin of son of Barachiah in Mt 23.35 remains. Because the first evangelist
has not included son of Iddo in his identification of the Zechariah figure, one cannot assume

that the term viés Bapaxiov comes from Zechariah 1.1, 7, but how likely is it that son of

Tob BuoracTnplov [in Schwemer, Anl (Vat gr. 2125), Dor, and An2 (Coisl. 224) all have this reading].
This extra-biblical evidence of confusion or conflation of these two Zechariahs demonstrates the potential
complexity of the problem: other combinations or conflations of some biblical Zechariah figures, resulting
from various theological motives or motifs, may have existed, all of which makes our task of interpretation
of Matthew’s identification of this Zechariah figure difficult.

"Hare, OTP2, 380-81, suggested that LivPro was authored in the first century C.E. but more recent
scholars date the earliest versions to the second or third century; Schwemer, 285, suggests that some
Christian interpolations were made in An1 in the middle-to-end of the second century. She dates Dor to 3™
-4" ¢ and Ep1 to 6 c. The Epl text of Vitae Prophetarum 15.1 begins, Zaxapias 6 wpodrims. Obros fyv
uids Bapaxiou. The Ep2 text begins, Zaxapias vids Bapaxiov...The Dor text on Zech (XII) ends with a
reference to vids Bapaxiou. Som of Barachiah occurs only here in LivPro. Note that son of Iddo is absent
from all extant texts of LivPro.

Some scholars have suggested that the Zechariah of Mt 23.35 reflects the person mentioned
in Josephus, War 4.5.4, yet another Zecharaiah, son of Bareis (or Baruch, or Bariscaeus), who was a
wealthy man murdered “in the midst of the temple” by Zealots just before the destruction of Jerusalem.
This suggestion does not help solve the problem of the Matthean text, for Josephus neither identifies this
Zechariah as a prophet nor as a priest, nor has Josephus confused the Zechariah in Anf 9.8.3 with the
Zechariah of War 4.5.4. 1 agree with David E. Garland, Intention, 181-83, that Matthew would not have
made this a prophecy ex eventu, nor would he have put such a “transparent anachronistic” saying on the
lips of Jesus; further, it is unlikely that the Matthean redactor would specify the “last martyr as a prominent
citizen of Jerusalem who was a victim of Zealot atrocities...because... it was Matthew’s intention to identify

the last martyrs as the emissaries of Jesus.” See also the discussion in Hagner II, 676-77; Davies & Allison
111, 318-19.
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Barachiah in Mt 23.35 would have been taken from the Greek text of Isa 8.2.° Two points
in favor of this less-likely option may be mentioned. First, Isa 8.2 LXX is the only extant
biblical text where a person named Zechariah is identified as UL6s Bapaxiov alone; in both
the MT and LXX textual traditions, Zech 1.1, 7 includes “son of Iddo.” Second, there is
some evidence that both characters named as witnesses in Isaiah 8.2 -- Zechariah son of
Jeberechiah/Barachiah, and Uriah the priest-- could have been confused with other biblical
characters. The confusion of Uriah the priest (Isa 8.2) with the last-named martyr in the
biblical chronology, Uriah son of Shemaiah‘ (Jer 26.20-23), may have contributed indirectly
to the confusion of Zechariah (Isa 8.2) with the canonical prophet.*

The beginning of Jer 26 contains the familiar theme, also seen in 2 Chr 24, of a
prophet calling the people back to God: Jeremiah is urged to stand in the court of the
Lord’s house, and speak, “Thus says the Lord: If you will not listen to me...to heed the

words of my servants the prophets whom I send to you urgently, though you have not

If there is any merit in a view that the son of Barachiah in the later texts of LivPro has its roots
in an earlier oral tradition, the question here becomes more complicated.

Blank, 329-30, gives an example of “an haggadic passage” in b. Mak. 24b, where R. Akiba cites
a passage, “of Uriah it is written: Therefore because of you Zion will be ploughed as a field [Mic 4.12/ Jer
26.18], and in Zechariah it is written: Old men and old women shall yet dwell in the streets of Jerusalem’
(Zech 8.14 [sic, 8.4]) together with Is 8.2 (Zechariah the son of Berechiahu!).” Akiba said that the two
faithful witnesses of Isaiah were not contemporaries: Uriah lived at the time of the first Temple, and
Zechariah at the time of the second. Krister Stendahl, School, 92-93, writes, “Matthew’s viob Bapaylov
is a mistake not unparalleled in the extremely complex Jewish tradition-literature linked with the martyr
name Zechariah,” and that “son of Barachiah” in the LXX is “partly due to the fact that the term ‘martyr’
has here caused the LXX to put together two biblical figures of martyrs, and partly that the character of a
martyr could be ascribed to Zechariah son of Barachiah.” Unfortunately, Stendahl has not made his point
of reference sufficiently clear -- is the “character of a martyr” (son of Barachiah) meant to refer to the figure
in Isa 8.2 LXX or the canonical prophet? Was one (or both) of these conflated with reference to Zechariah,
the son of Jehoiada? Stendahl concludes that this “mistake” was inserted into a saying of Jesus, and was
“formed without conscious influence from either the M.T. or the LXX.” Stendahl does not specify whether
this insertion was made by Q, Mt, or a glossarist. See note #58 below.
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heeded, then I will make this house like Shiloh....”*” When the priests and other prophets
bring capital charges against him, Jeremiah replies that God sent him to prophesy against
the house and the city, but that if they will amend their ways, God will repent of the evil
pronounced against them. Jeremiah continues, “Do with me as seems good and right to
you. Only know for certain that if you put me to death, you will bring innocent blood upon
yourselves, upon this city and its inhabitants...” (Jer 26.2-15). After the example of Micah
is cited, Jeremiah fades temporarily into the background and another figure, who was not so
fortunate, comes to the fore:

There was another man who prophesied in the name of the Lord, Uriah the son of
Shemaiah from Kiriathjearim. He prophesied against this city and against this land in
words like those of Jeremiah. And when King Jehoiakim, with all his warriors and all

the princes, heard his words, the king sought to put him to death; but when Uriah heard

of it, he was afraid and fled and escaped to Egypt. Then King Jehoiakim sent [certain

men to Egypt and they] brought him to King Jehoiakim, who slew him with the sword

and cast his dead body into the burial place of the common people [but Jeremiah was not
given over to be put to death]. --Jer 26.20-24 (RSV)

Is it possible that the two meanings of the concept witness-martyr were also fused, so
that other interpreters in some way equated the Uriah in Isa 8.2 with the man who was
martyred in Jer 26? In this case, the confusion of the Zechariahs and Uriahs, witnesses on
the one hand and martyrs on the other, would have involved a very complicated process.
Ultimately, this may have more to do with the identifications of characters named Zechariah
and Uriah in the formation of the OT canon than with regard to Matthew’s use of Zechariah
in the Gospel.

Especially because Mt 23.29-38 has so much in common with 2 Chr 24.20-25,

it is most likely that Matthew was aware of the canonical precedent of the murder of

7Jer 7.12-14 deserves mention here, since 7.11 is used in Mt 21.13. Note that Jer 7.6, 22.3-5,
and 26.15, contain references to “innocent blood” and have a setting in the temple (22.5, house will be a
desolation). The concept of innocent, or righteous, blood is very important in the Matthean Passion
Narrative.
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Zechariah, the son of Jehoiada. When the variables are weighed, it seems preferable to
propose that the First Evangelist merged the identities of the martyred Zechariah figure
(2 Chr 24) and the canonical prophet (Zech 1), with or without assimilating Zechariah,
the witness of Isa 8.2. In other words, Matthew has merged at least two biblical figures
into one integrated character -- Zechariah, son of Barachiah -- who was murdered in the
Temple. Perhaps the most satisfactory explanation for the presence of “son of Barachiah”
in Mt 23.35 is that Matthew, for theological reasons, fused the identities of two (or three)
biblical Zechariahs.*®

There is another possible link between Mt 23.30-31 and Zech 1.1-6, which may
substantiate the claim that Matthew, more than Q or Luke, has merged Zechariah figures.

Matthew’s editorial work in this context may be seen in comparison with Luke’s parallel

version:
Mt 23.29-31 Lk11.47-48

Woe to you, scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites! Woe to you!

for you build the tombs of the prophets for you build the tombs of the prophets

and adorn the monuments of the righteous, saying,

‘If we had lived in the days of our fathers, we would whom your fathers killed.

not have taken part with them in shedding the blood

of the prophets.’ Thus you testify against yourselves So you are witnesses and consent to the

that you are sons of those who murdered the_prophets. deeds of your_fathers; for they killed them,
and you build their tombs.

Fill up, then, the measure of your fathers.
You serpents, you brood of vipers, how are you to
escape being sentenced to Gehenna?

%] think “son of Barachiah” is more likely to have been included in the text of Mt 23.35 by the
evangelist, rather than to have been inserted by a glossarist (pace Blank, and Stendahl). The textual
evidence supports this conclusion by virtue of the presence of the more difficult reading, “son of
Barachiah,” in all but one of the major texts. That the Fathers had to deal with this uncomfortable
reading has already been noted. Davies & Allison III, 319, point out that the conflation of two distinct
persons, e.g., Phineas and Elijah, is not uncommon and earlier (Davies & Allison I, 175) they note that
Mt 1.7 does this with Asa and Asaph. Craig Keener, Matthew, 556, writes, “that Matthew’s conflation
here is accidental...is no more likely than in the transformation of ‘Amon’ and ‘Asa’ into ‘Amos’ and
‘Asaph’ in 1:7-8, 10.” It seems less likely to me that Matthew would have knowingly added the character
from Isa 8.2 into his fusion of the Zechariahs from 2 Chr 24 and the canonical prophet, unless one assumes
Zech 1.1,7 already to have been a conflation of characters. Employing the concept of witness is not a strong
enough reason to certify such a conflation, in my opinion.
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The last woe (Mt 23.29-30) reads as if the Matthean Jesus has overheard his
opponents, perhaps, congratulating themselves on their own righteousness which exceeds
that of their fathers; now they perceive they are accused of being like their fathers who
murdered the prophets. Jesus does not permit their disavowal --“If we had lived in the days
of our fathers, we would not have taken part with them in the shedding the blood of the
prophets”-- to stand. Their denial becomes a testimony of kinship with their fathers: they
will prove themselves to be sons of their fathers when they mistreat those prophets and
others whom Jesus will send, and thereby they will fill up the measure of their fathers.

At issue under the surface of this entire “woes” text in Matthew is the question of Jesus’
authority. *

Zech 1.2-6 recalls a situation where people in the past had to make the decision
whether to continue, or to break with, the behavior patterns of their forebears. The inclusio
around verses 2-6 is the twofold identification of Zechariah as son of Berechiah, son of
Iddo (1.1, 7). The language almost turns in on itself, as the prophet exhorts the present

generation not to be like their fathers in rejecting the God who speaks through prophets:®°

...[T]he word of the Lord came to Zechariah the son of Berechiah, son of Iddo, the prophet,
saying, “The Lord was very angry with your fathers. Therefore say to them, Thus says

*Daniel Patte, Matthew: A Structural Commentary, 319-28, presents, under the rubric of divine
authority, an excellent discussion of the woes, many of which concern outward and inward righteousness.
The Pharisees have questioned Jesus’ authority, as they did John’s (Mt 21. 23-27; cf. 3.7/23.33 ), and
believe they are acting righteously in their rejection of him. With respect to the final woe and the Matthean
Jesus’ use of the first-person, Patte writes, “by sending to them prophets, sages, and scribes, whom they will
reject, Jesus wilt make them “fill up the measure’ of their ancestors.” When they do mistreat those whom
Jesus will send, they “associate themselves with their ancestors who murdered the prophets and the
righteous....” and will prove Jesus’ authority, even over them.

%Zech 7.1-14 recounts another example when the people did not listen to the words God sent
through the former prophets. 1t is interesting to note that the content of the exhortation includes, “Render
true judgments, show kindness and mercy....”(7.9; cf. 8.16-17). This prophetic exhortation resembles the
“weightier matters of the law” in Mt 23.23, as does Mic 6.8. Another place where the people are urged
not to be like their fathers, who were made to be a desolation, is 2 Chr 30.7 (cf. Isa 65.7; Jer 16.11-12).



147

the Lord of hosts: Return to me, says the Lord of hosts, and I will return to you, says the
Lord of hosts. Be not like your fathers, to whom the former prophets cried out, ‘Thus says
the Lord of hosts, Return from your evil ways and from your evil deeds.” But they did not
hear or heed me, says the Lord. Your fathers, where are they? And the prophets, do they
live for ever? But my words and my statutes, which [ commanded my servants the prophets,
did they not overtake your fathers? So they repented ®' and said, As the Lord of hosts

purposed to deal with us for our ways and deeds, so has he dealt with us.” 62 __Zech 1. 1-6 (RSV)

They respond to Zechariah’s call to obedience in 1.2-6a with the acknowledgment in
verse 6b, that their own evil deeds (i.e., the deeds of the fathers) brought about God’s
“punishment — namely, the destruction of the Jerusalem temple and the exile.” ® This
reading accords well with a hypothetical Matthean reading of Zech 1.1-6 in light of the
rejection of the prophetic authority of Jesus and of his antecedent, the Baptist.

With Zech 1.1-6 in mind, it is possible to read the text of Mt 23.29-36 (37-39) in a
similar way. Ifthe scribes and Pharisees persist in their refusal to acknowledge Jesus, they
will bring upon themselves God’s righteous judgment, as their fathers did when they
rejected the word of God which the former prophets spoke in order to bring them back to
God. This reading yields an interpretation of Jesus’ woes and the subsequent declaration of

approaching desolation, as a conditional pronouncement: if the scribes and Pharisees will

'The RSV translation here is somewhat misleading, since the verb 2% is translated ‘return’ in its
three other occurrences in this text.

*2Underlined portions of the text reflect similarities with themes from Mt 23 (and 2 Chr 24). Ralph
Smith, Zechariah, 182-84, discusses this “sermon in three parts: (1) Yahweh’s anger with the fathers (1:2);
(2) a call for the present generation to repent (1:3-4); and (3) a statement that man is mortal but God’s word
is eternal (1:5-6)... The word of Yahweh spoken by the prophets overtook the fathers, and the implication
is that the same fate awaits the present generation unless it repents” (cf. Jer 18.11, 25.4-5, 35.17;
2 Chr 30.6-9). Smith limits his comments on this Zechariah text to OT references; the observations
about Mt 23 and 2 Chr 24 here are mine.

"3Meyer${99. See the commentaries for discussion of “Who are ‘they’ and ‘us’ in 1.6b?” For Q
our purposes here, it is not crucial whether one identifies them as those fathers who repented after God’s
promised judgment became an actuality, thus forcing them to the truth of the words of the former prophets,
or if they are Zechariah’s hearers (see Smith, 183-84; Baldwin, 91-92; Stuhlmueller, 54-56; Meyers I, 94y).

The Meyers, 98-99, note the beginning of the oracle with the recall of God’s anger at the preexilic Judeans,
then notes God’s promise to refurn to them if the people return to him.
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repent and acknowledge Jesus, their pending judgment will be lifted.*

Beyond “son of Barachiah,” Zech 1.1-7 may exert further influence upon Mt 23.29,
at the level of allusive resonance: Jesus is speaking in the woes section not only as a figure
who has the authority to send the prophets but also as a prophet himself. His blood may be
added to all the righteous blood which the fathers have shed. In this way, the martyred
Zechariah of 2 Chr 24 can be amalgamated with the canonical prophet Zechariah, both of
whom somehow foreshadow the righteous prophet Jesus (cf. Mt 21.11), who is calling
people back to God.*®

This reading recognizes thematic similarities between the prophetic setting and
message of Zechariah, son of Jehoiada (2 Chr 24.18-20), the exhortations of Zechariah, son
of Berechiah (Zech 1.1-7), and the Matthean Jesus in Mt 23, whose words echo and point
back to both Zechariah figures. Here the Matthean Jesus is set in relation to the former and
latter prophets. The people in Zech 1.6b acknowledge the veracity of the words of the
former and present prophet(s), but the scribes and Pharisees, according to Matthew 23, fail

to acknowledge Jesus’ authority to speak for God.%

%Dale Allison’s article, “Matt. 23.39 = Lk 13.35b as a Conditional Prophecy,” JSNT 18 (1983),
75-84, takes this kind of view, without making reference to Zechariah.

My reading of Mt 21.11 does not see “This is the prophet Jesus from Nazareth of Galilee” as a
deficient response by the crowd. Mt 21.10 has brought the seismic echoes from the Infancy narrative back
into focus, and Mt 21.11 echoes the Nazareth and Galilee fulfillment citations here (2.22-23; 4.12-16). The
refusal of the scribes and Pharisees even to recognize that Jesus may be a prophet demonstrates how they
are like their fathers in shedding the blood of the prophets — righteous blood. See discussion of the
Passion Narrative below; see also the excursus on Jesus as Shepherd in Matthew, where I propose that Jesus
is uniquely the prophet-shepherd like Zechariah.

%patte, 327, notes that the previous woes in Mt 23 consist of second and third person description,
with the speaker standing outside, but that Mt 23.35 brings to the reader’s attention the “astonishing quasi
identification of Jesus (‘I’) with God.” Jesus has not only the authority to speak God’s words but he also
can speak as God.
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There is an air of somber finality in Jesus’ closing words in his lament over
Jerusalem, “You will not see me again, until you say, ‘Blessed is he who comes in the name
of the Lord™” (Mt 23.39). As Matthew has structured chapter 23, Jesus’ lament looks
forward to the Parousia.”’ Immediately after the lament over Jerusalem, the Matthean Jesus
leaves the temple for the last time (Mt 24.1a), predicts its destruction (Mt 24.1b-2), and
crosses over to the Mount of Olives, where he gives his apocalyptic discourse (Mt 24.3).

The Matthean narrative, which encompasses chapters 21 through 23, marks the
beginning and end of Jesus’ public ministry in Jerusalem. Chapter 21 opens with an overt
enactment and fulfillment of the Zech 9.9 citation, and it can be linked to other allusions
and echoes of Zechariah (14.4-5, 21). The “woes and lament” section of Mt 23.13-39
reflects the figure and words of a “combined Zechariah” by the submerged echo of an
overt exhortation, “Do not be like your fathers” (Zech 1.1-7), and by the acknowledgment
of Jesus’ (prophetic and messianic) authority and identity. Psalm 118.26 is shouted by the
crowds in response to Jesus’ entry into Jerusalem as the Davidic messiah (Mt 21.5-9;

Zech 9.9), by the children who praise Jesus in the temple (Mt 21.15), and the same

response is anticipated and required, at the Parousia (Mt 23.39).

The announcement, “Behold your house is left to you desolate,” fits the Matthean context of
Mt 23-24 better than its position in Lk 13. This note of finality in Mt reflects the situation at the time of
the Gospel -- it is not to be read with ‘gentile’ eyes as a statement of final judgment. See Patte, 329-30;
Keener, 558-59. Donald P. Senior, The Gospel of Matthew (Nashville: Abingdon, 1997), 158-60,
emphasizes that the tension portrayed in Mt 23 “remained essentially an intra-Jewish debate and cannot be
understood as “anti-Semitic,”” nor can responsible teachers in our day condone “such a toxic reading of the
gospel.” Graham Stanton, “The Gospel of Matthew and Judaism,” BJRL 66 (1984), 264-84, adds much-
needed clarification and explanation of the polemic of the First Gospel. In its own setting, Matthew is
reflective of a minority community being persecuted by both Jews and Gentiles.
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In this reading, all that the Matthean Jesus says and does in the Jerusalem temple is
undergirded by allusions to Zechariah — to the prophet and to his words — in the

Matthean substructure at the boundaries of Jesus’ ministry in Jerusalem.®®

%This analysis of Mt 23.29-39, in view of Mt 21.1-11, 12-16, concludes that Matthew inserts his
Zechariah allusions, echoes, and quotatiors (Zech 9.9; cf. 11.12-13 in 27.3-10) in material he takes from
both the Markan and Q traditions.
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CHAPTER SIX
Jesus as the Son of Man
The Matthean Apocalypse
[ Matthew 24.27, 30-31, 36-44, 25.31; Zechariah 2.6(10); 9.14; 12.10; 14.4-7]

The contribution of Zechariah material to the Gospel Passion Narratives is
widely recognized.' However, scholarly acknowledgment of the extent of Zechariah
influence upon apocalyptic imagery in the gospels is less well established.” Much of
Jesus’ Apocalyptic Discourse in Matthew 24 follows Mark 13: for example, after Jesus
has predicted the destruction of the Temple in Mk 13.1-2 and Mt 24.1-2 (cf. Lk 21.5-6),
both narratives continue with Jesus and his disciples leaving the Temple and going to the
Mount of Olives.’ In the questioning that follows in Matthew, however, the disciples ask
Jesus not only about the destruction of the Temple but also about the sign of Jesus’
Parousia * and the close of the age (Mt 24.3; cf. Mk 13.3-4; Lk 21.7).

With respect to apocalyptic imagery, Matthew 24.29-31 reveals multiple layers of
Zechariah influence. The best place to search for possible Zechariah undercurrents here is
where Matthew may have introduced changes to the overlapping elements of parallel texts.

For example, after reporting that astronomical phenomena will herald the eschaton, Mark

'In addition to the commentaries, see the following: Bruce, New Testament Development; idem,
“Zechariah and the Passion Narrative,” 336-53; Gundry, Use of OT;, Lindars, NT Apologetic; Moo, OT in
Passion Narratives (Sheffield: Almond, 1983); Stendahl, School.

*However, see M. C. Black, “Rejected and Slain Messiah.” Joel Marcus, The Way of the Lord:
Christological Exegesis in the Gospel of Mark (Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1993), 154-55, cites Black’s
dissertation in agreement with his study of Mark 14.27-28.

*See comments below which highlight the eschatological stress inherent in the mention of the
Mount of Olives, an important motif from Zechariah 14. Note that Luke 21.5-7 omits the change of location
from the Temple to the Mount of Olives.

‘Among the Gospels, the term parousia is unique to this chapter in Matthew (Mt 24. 3, 27, 37,
39). It also occurs in 1 Cor 15.23; 16.17; 2 Cor 7.6, 7; 10.10; Phil 1.26; 2.12; 1 Thes 2.19; 3.13; 4.15; 5.23;
2 Thes 2.1, 8, 9; Jas 5.7, 8; 2 Pet 1.16; 3.4, 12; 1 Jn 2.28. Not all refer to Jesus’ coming: those most
important for the present study include 1 Cor 15.23 [cf 15.52]; 1 Thes 2.19; 3.13.



152

13.26 and Matthew 24.30 (cf. Lk 21.25-27) both incorporate an allusion to Daniel 7.13-14.
In the night visions, Daniel saw coming “...with the clouds of heaven one like a son of
man,” to whom was given dominion and glory, that all would serve him.” Mark 13.26
includes the Danielic motifs of seeing, the Son of Man figure, the imagery of coming

on/with clouds (Dan 7.13) and having glory (Dan 7.14):

kail ToTe dbovtal Tov viov Tob dvbpuitou épxduevor év vedbélals
peTa duvdpews ToANRS kal 86Ems. ~-Mk 13.26 ¢

Mark next points to the activities of the coming Son of Man, who “will send out the angels
to gather the elect from the four winds...,” but this material is not from Daniel:

Kdl TOTE ATOoTEAEL TOUS Ayyélous kdi €émouvdEel Tous éxiekTols [atTov)
€K TOV Teoodpwl avépmy AT’ dkpou yis €ws dKpou ovpavou. --Mk 13.277

Although the Matthean parallel to Mark 13.26-27 contains nearly the same words;
these occur after two special Matthean additions. First, in response to the disciples’ earlier
question about the sign of his Parousia (Mt 24.3b), Jesus speaks of the sign of the Son of

Man in heaven:

The textual issues in Daniel 7 are very complex. See Adela Yarbro Collins, “The ‘Son of Man’
Tradition and the Book of Revelation,” in The Messiah (ed. Charlesworth; Minneapolis: Fortress, 1992),
536-68; repr. in Cosmology and Eschatology in Jewish and Christian Apocalypticism (JSJSup 50: Leiden:
Brill, 1996), 159-97. See also Loren T. Stuckenbruck, “‘One like a Son of Man as the Ancient of Days’ in
the Old Greek Recension of Daniel 7,13: Scribal Error or Theological Translation?,” ZNW 86 (1995),
268-76. Stuckenbruck makes a strong case that the reading (...fipxeTo ws uids dvlpdiTou kal ws
makawds fpepw(v)...) in the Cologne portion of Papyrus 967, dated 3™ or 2" century BCE, provides
evidence that a close identification between the “one as a son of man” and the “ancient of days” may have
existed as an early theological interpretation of Daniel 7.13, and does not merely reflect the end result of a
series of textual corruptions. He also notes, 274-5, the argument of Rowland that the “enthroned divine
figure in the likeness of a man in Ezekiel 1,26-27 and a humanlike ‘deity’ apart from the throne in Ezekiel
8,2-3 reflects a ‘gradual separation of divine functions’ which, in turn, becomes the source of inspiration for
the designation of God’s authority to the ‘son of man’ figure in Daniel 7.” Although outside the scope of
this thesis, it is interesting to note a congruency between this early understanding of the Son of Man figure
in Daniel 7 — to whom some functions or roles of God have been transferred — and the Messiah
{Matthew’s Jesus), especially as they are derived from Zechariah 9.9, 14, 12.104, and 14.4-5. See below.

*Luke 21.27 is virtually the same as Mark 13.26, with the exception that in Luke the cloud is
singular, and ToAfis comes after 86Ens instead of Suvdpews.

"There is no mention of an eschatological gathering of the elect in the Lukan parallel (21.25-28).
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kai TOTe davnoeTar TO anueiov Tob vol Tol avbpuitou €v olpavi. --Mt 24.30a
Second, the Matthean Jesus prefaces the Danielic allusion, which follows Mark 13.26 rather

closely, with the remark that “all the tribes of the earth/land will mourn™:

kal TOTe k&povTal Taoar al ¢vial THS yNis
kal GfovTal ToV vlov ToU qrlpuwmov €pxOpevor €M TRV vedeG
TOU oUpavoy PeTa duvdpews kal 86Ens moAAfs: --Mt 24.30b

Verse 31 of Matthew 24 nearly reproduces Mark 13.27, but it inserts a detail not found in
any other Gospel: the Son of Man will send out “his angels with the sound of a great

trumpet,” and the angels will gather his elect from the four winds of heaven:

Kal ATooTEAEL TOUS Ayyéhous auTol peTd adimyyos[bwvis] peydins,
kat émovvdEovow Tous EkhekTols aliTol ék TOV Teoadpwy AVépwy
am’ dkpwy otpavdy €ws [Tav] dkpwy alTov. --Mt 24.31

Although Zechariah is not directly cited in Mk 13.26-27 or Mt 24.30-31, words
and concepts reminiscent of Zechariah are present both in the Markan text, including the
material Matthew borrows, and in the unique Matthean textual additions. It may be helpful
first to examine the most obvious Zechariah influence in the Gospel as it now stands, and
then to explore other possible points of reference.?

According to Matthew 24.30, after the sign of the Son of Man appears in heaven,
all the tribes of the earth will mourn (kai TéTe képovTar maoar ai dvial Ths yfs) and
they will see a figure (kal GovTar Tov viov Tob dvpwmou €pxopevor). The Son of

Man coming on the clouds is from Daniel 7.13.° The question arises whether the tribes

%The order in which I present these Zechariah influences betrays no claim to have insight into
Matthew’s actual composition technique; rather, it is my means to approach these complex verses in an
analytical way.

*The focus of this thesis is not the use of the Daniel tradition in the Gospel materials, nor the
identification of the sign of the Son of Man. Among the wide range of scholarly works on the use of
Daniel 7, in addition to monographs devoted to that topic and the references in note # 5 above, see Julian
Morgenstern, “The ‘Son of Man’ of Daniel 7 13f. A New Interpretation,” JBL 80 (1961), 65-77; Paul Owen
and David Shepherd, “Speaking up for Qumran, Dalman and the Son of Man: Was Bar Enasha a Common
Term for ‘Man’ in the Time of Jesus?,” JSNT 81 (2001) 81-122; Jack Dean Kingsbury, “Jesus’ Use of ‘the
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mourn over a figure or over some unspecified event. If the former, the one over whom the

tribes mourn is from Zechariah 12,

L) ’ 10 s ) 0N 7
.. kal émPréborTal'® mpés pe avd’ dv katwpxfoavto'
kal kdbovTal €m’ abTov KoTeTOV WS €T dyamnTov
kal odurnfnoovTar 68Uy ws €T TPLTOTOKW. --Zech 12.10b LXX

...and they will look to me, because they danced spitefully,

and they will beat their breasts in mourning over him, as over a beloved one,
and they will suffer grief, as over a firstborn.

TM02THY WD Y MM TMOY TEoND YHY 1YY TPRTWR D8 ON w3am —-Zech 12.10b'

Son of Man’,” in Matthew as Story (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1988), 95-103; Adela Yarbro Collins, “The
Origin of the Designation of Jesus as “Son of Man’,” in Cosmology and Eschatology in Jewish and
Christian Apocalypticism (JSJSup 50; Leiden: Brill, 1996), 139-158,; the following three chapters in The
Four Gospels 11, (ed. F. Van Segbroeck et al.; Leuven: Uitgeverij Peeters, 1992): Vol I: M. D. Hooker,
“The Son of Man and the Synoptic Problem,” 189-201; B. D. Chilton, “The Son of Man: Human and
Heavenly,” 203-18; Vol II: Adela Yarbro Collins, “The Eschatological Discourse in Mark 13,” 1125-40;
Joel Marcus, The Way of the Lord: Christological Exegesis in the Gospel of Mark (Edinburgh: T & T
Clark, 1993), 164-71; L. Hartman, “Scriptural Exegesis in the Gospel of St. Matthew and the Problem of
Communication,” in L ’Evangile selon Matthieu. Rédaction et théologie (ed. M. Didier; Gembloux:
Duculot, 1972), 142-46; Daniel Marguerat, Le jugement dans I’Evangile de Matthieu (Genéve: Labor et
Fides, 1995), 77-81; N. Perrin, “Mark XIV.62: The End Product of A Christian Pesher Tradition?,” NTS 13
(1965-66), 150-55; W. Horbury, “The Messianic Associations of ‘The Son of Man,”” JTS 36 (1985), 34-55.
For the sign of the Son of Man, in addition to the commentaries, see A. J. B. Higgins, “The Sign of the Son
of Man (Matt. XXIV. 30),” NTS 9 (1963), 380-82; T. Francis Glasson, “The Ensign of the Son of Man
(Matt. XXIV. 30),” JTS 15 (1964), 299-300.

"°The textual variant, &fovtal for émpréPovrar, appears in S'(Hatch & Redpath, 1006; (this is
the only place in the LXX where any form of 6pdw is used for t21). The order of seeing and mourning is
reversed in Mt 24.30-3 1with respect to the order in Zech 12.10. Perhaps this is because Matthew interjects
the appearance of the sign of the Son of Man before bringing in the Zech 12 material; in effect, the sign
must be seen to be a sign: the sign is seen, the mourning occurs, and then the one coming on the clouds is
seen. Whether or not the sign of the Son of Man bears any relationship to Daniel 7, the Son of Man clauses
in Mt 24.30 form an inclusio around.the Zech .12 allusion.

""Katopxéopar, deponent verb, to dance in triumph over, to insult or treat despitefully, is a hapax
legomenon in the LXX and does not occur in the NT. LXX has apparently misread P77 as Tp7; see R.E.
Fuller’s Dissertation (1988), “The Minor Prophets manuscript from Qumrin, Cave 4,” 139. The confusion
between dalet and resh in Zech 12.10 can explain the origin of the Greek reading, kaTwpxricavro. There
may have been reluctance to read the first singular speaker (God) being “pierced” as well; note the change
from first to third person as the object of mourning. For a critical discussion of the Hebrew text, see the
Meyers commentary, 336..

2See Meyers II, 3364, for textual and translation issues arising from the difficult first person
singular object of piercing. Tg. Zech. 12.10 here reads, “...and they shall entreat me because they were
exiled; and they shall mourn....” An extensive note on this verse by R. P. Gordon, Targum Minor Prophets,
218, suggests that the substitution of an exilic motif for that of the pierced one may be a revision in reaction
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...and they will look on me whom they pierced, and they will beat their breasts in mourning
as for an only son, and they will weep bitterly as one weeps over a firstborn.

The only NT citation of the first part of Zech 12.10b is found in John 19.37,
Sbovrtal els Gv éEekévtnoav (“they will look upon the one whom they pierced”)."
A combination of the same Dan 7 and Zech 12 texts found in Mt 24.30 is also found

in Rev 1.7:'

I8ov €pxeTal peTa TOV vebedv, kai dpeTal attov Tas OPIAApOS
kal oilTwes avTov éekévmmoav, kal k&povtal ém’ alvTov
maoal al pukat TS Yhis.

Behold, he is coming with the clouds, and every eye will see him,
even those who pierced him, and all the tribes of the earth will mourn over him

In both John 19.37 and Rev 1.7, the verb éxkevTew is an accurate translation of 9P, which

to the Christian citation of Zech 12.10 as a messianic proof-text. The note includes the Reuchlinianus
marginal reading: “And | shall cause to rest upon the house of David and upon the inhabitants of Jerusalem
the spirit of prophecy and true prayer. And afterwards the Messiah son of Ephraim will go out to do battle
with Gog, and Gog will slay him in front of the gate of Jerusalem. And they shall look to me and shall
inquire of me why the nations pierced the Messiah son of Ephraim.”

BJjohn 19.37 cites Zech 12.10 with reference to Jesus’ crucifixion. See Maarten J. J. Menken,
“The Textual Form and the Meaning of the Quotation from Zechariah 12:10 in John 19:37,” CBQ 55
(1993), 494-511, also reprinted in idem., Old Testament Quotations in the Fourth Gospel, 167-86.
Max Wilcox, “Text Form,” 201-2, writes, “One of the most interesting examples of the use of a set but
independent text form in the NT is that of Zech. 12:10 (+?712) in Matt. 24:30; John 19:37 and Rev. 1:7.
It also appears to underlie Justin, I Apol. 52:12, Dialogue 14:8, 32:2, 64:7 and 118:1.” Wilcox notes the
striking presence of “precisely the same Greek form” of the phrase “all the tribes of the land,” in both
Mt 24.30 and Rev 1.7; this recalls Gen 12.3; 29.14, and Ps 71(72).17— those who bless themselves through
Abraham and his seed are the same ones who will look upon the pierced one, and who will mourn for him
as an only son (Zech 12.104). Although Wilcox does not carry through to say that the broader sense of the
expression, “all the tribes of the earth” (rather than Jand of Israel) is implied, this reading seems to be a
logical extension of his point.

'“The combination of Dan 7 and Zech 12 imagery in both Mt 24.30 and Rev 1.7 has previously
been examined by scholars. For the Apocalypse, see especially Adela Yarbro Collins, “The ‘Son of Man’
Tradition and the Book of Revelation.” For an attempt to place Markan tradition at the conjunction of two
Jewish pesher traditions, one of which combines Dan 7 and Ps 110, and the other of which conflates Dan 7
with Zech 12, see Norman Perrin, “Mark XIV.62: The End Product of a Christian Pesher Tradition?,” NTS
12 (1965-66), 150-55. It is not a goal of this thesis to examine these texts with the aim to trace their origins
in tradition history; rather, it is to focus on Mt’s use of Zech 12 imagery in the context of the apocalyptic
and passion accounts. However, [ do not find Perrin’s argument convincing with respect to his claim that
Mk 14.62 betrays knowledge of Zech 12, by virtue of its use of &Gbeoe (and &povTar at Mk 13.26).
Maarten J. J. Menken, Old Testament Quotations in the Fourth Gospel (Kampen: Kok Pharos, 1996) 168ff,
successfully refutes Perrin at this point.
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reflects an independent translation from the Hebrew or a Greek tradition other than the
LXX." The first part of Rev 1.7 most resembles the Theodotionic text of Daniel -- kai
(80U peTd TOV vedeA@r (Tou ovpavol WS Ulos dvfpwmou) €pxoevos -- although the
expression “one like a son of man” is not mentioned explicitly in the Apocalypse until
Rev 1.13.

The expression which Mt 24.30 and Rev 1.7 have in common (mdoar ai ¢viat THs
Y1is)'® is most likely derived from Zechariah 12. In Zech 12.10-14, a singular form of $puArj
occurs five times, including the clause kal kopeTar N yf kata ¢pvkds Purds (12.12); the
phrase TdoaL ai dulai appears once (12.14)."7 Whereas 1) ¥fj in the context of Zech 12
almost surely refers to the land of Israel, it may take on a universal connotation -- the earth

-- where this Zech 12.10 allusion is found in the New Testament.'®

All three NT texts (Matt 24.30, John 19.37, Rev 1.7) use a form of dpdw rather than the LXX
émpPrémw. Theodotion retains émPiénw, but substitutes 6v éEexévrmoar for wpds pe avd’ Qv
KATWPXNOAVTO.

'Gundry, Use of OT, 52-53, also sees mdoal ai dukal Tiis yfis as a conflation of MMBWLHAT 9
and 7. Note that the expression “all the tribes/families of the land/earth” appears in Gen 12.3 and 28.14
(cf. Ps 71.17 LXX), Amos 3.2, and Zech 14.17, although it is probably derived from Zech 12.10-14 here.
With a view to the connection between Mt 24-30-31 and Mt 25.31-32, note also that “all the nations of the
earth” --mdvra Td €0vm THs yis, appears in both Dan 7.14 LXX and Zech 12.3 and ndvta Ta €6vn is
found in Zech 12.9 and 14.2. See comments below on 25.32 below.

"My present opinion is that Collins, “The ‘Son of Man’ Tradition and the Book of Revelation,”
is right, that Matthew 24.30 and Revelation 1.7 represent independent developments of “a very early
Christological tradition.”

'*In context, Zech 12.10-14 1) yfj is applied to the land of Israel: the house of David and the
inhabitants of Jerusalem are specifically named in 12.10, the land itself is said to lament in 12.12, and
then the tribes/families of David, Nathan, Levi, and Symeon are named in 12.12-13, and finally all the
tribes/families that are left are included. Revelation 1.7 makes the seeing and mourning universal: it refers
both to those who pierced Jesus, and to all the tribes of the earth, which seem to have every eye as their
those who pierced him; and all the tribes of the earth will mourn over him.” The absence of the reference
both to the piercing and the object of mourning in Matthew also permits one to interpret seeing as universal
in the First Gospel, not necessarily restricted to the inhabitants of Israel. Keener, 586, and Hagner 11, 714,
agree that Mt makes a universal application of the original Israel setting, but Keener seems to see yf} as
“land” also in Rev.1.7.
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A comparative review of Matthew 24.30 with its Mark 13.26 parallel may help to

determine the fuller effect of Matthew's changes here.

Matthew 24.30 Mark 13.26

The sign of the Son of Man will appear in heaven

All tribes of the earth will mourn

They will see Son of Man They (who?) will see Son of Man
coming on the clouds of heaven coming in/with clouds
with power & great glory with _great power and glory

The insertion of the Zechariah material in the middle of Matthew 24.30 has
profoundly colored the account of the parousia: for example, Zech 12 has supplied an
antecedent (“all the tribes of the earth”) for the pronominal subject (“they”) of Mark's
dgovTar (Mk 13.26); in addition they will not only see the Son of Man coming from
heaven, but they will also mourn (kdbeTar maoar ai ¢viail Ths yfis). This is the only
synoptic mention of mourning associated with the Parousia; in Matthew 24.30 mdoat ai
dudal TAs yhs is an all-encompassing phrase.

In this verse, Matthew has also made the Daniel 7.13 allusion clearer by supplying
the biblical reference to the clouds of heaven. This change also effects a doubling between
verse 30a and 30c: it balances the appearance of the sign of the Son of Man in heaven with
the seeing of the Son of Man coming from heaven."” There may also be an inherently subtle
contrast between what comes from the heavens (the Son of Man and his sign) and those
who are upon the earth (all the tribes/families of the earth). The inclusio formed by
Matthew’s double mention of “the Son of Man” around T76Te kdovTaL mdoar ai ¢pulai

TNS yfis may be an indication that the Son of Man, whom Matthew elsewhere portrays as a

“Conceptually, both sign and appearance imply that something is seen; this creates another
doubling between verse 30a and 30c.
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suffering/dying figure, is the object of mourning.*® This concept is not new in Matthew; as
early as 16.13-21, Jesus is the Son of Man, the Messiah, the Son of the Living God, who
must suffer and be killed in Jerusalem (cf. Mk 8.34;, Lk 9.23; also Mt 17.22,, 20.17;

Mk 9.304, 10.324; Lk 9.43, 18.31). Mark 13 and Luke 21 speak only of the coming of

the Son of Man with power and glory; they say nothing of any concomitant mourning,
however it is interpreted.

Where Matthew 24.31 and Mark 13.27 overlap, is there any evidence of Zechariah
to be found in the seams? At first glance, no overt quotation of Zechariah emerges, such as
was found in Matthew 21.5 nor as there will be in Mark 14.27 and its parallel Matthew
26.31, nor is there a Zechariah motif as obvious as the 12.10-14 material discerned in the
previous verse. However, there do seem to be subtle hints of Zechariah themes here.

Placing the texts of Matthew 24.31 and Mk 13.27 together displays their similarities and

differences:
Matthew 24.31 ‘Mark 13.27
He will send his angels He will send the angels

with the sound of a great trumpet

and they will gather his elect and he will gather the elect
from the four winds from the four winds
from (one) end of the heavens to the other from the end of earth to the end of
heaven

Scholars have suggested the possible Zechariah influence here in the evangelists’ use

Matthew and the Apocalyptist vary in their identification of the mourned figure here. Rev 1.7
identifies him as the pierced one coming with the clouds and as Jesus (firstborn of the dead... who...freed
us from our sins by his blood, 1.5-6). The tribes wail [in repentance or in terror?] “on account of him”
(Rev 1.7). Mt 24.30 is possibly ambiguous: the omission of é1’ autov from the Zech 12.10 allusion
permits the object of mourning to be interpreted as either the Son of Man’s suffering/death or the terrible
prospect of judgment signaled by his Parousia. The first option requires the assumption that Matthew
implies more of Zech 12 than he writes; i.e., the reader will associate the “pierced one” from Zech 12.10
with the Son of Man explicitly identified in Mt 24.30’s inclusio. The second option, however, can be
supported by two other observations: (1) the reference to piercing in Zech 12 is omitted in Mt 24.30;
and (2) Mt 25.31-32, an obvious judgment scene, recapitulates the imagery of 24.30-31.
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of “the four winds” in the expectation of the gathering of the elect. The expression four
winds occurs in just a few biblical texts, including Zech 2.6 and 6.5 (see also Jer 49.36,
Ezek 37.9, Dan 7.2 and 11.4). The only place in the Old Testament where the Lord is said
to gather from the four winds ?' occurs in the Septuagint of Zechariah 2.6 (=2.10 LXX);
elsewhere in the New Testament, four winds appears only in Rev 7.1.

...betryeTe 4o yiis Boppd, Aéyel Kiplos: 8L6TL ék TGV Teoodpwy avépwy
TOU ovpavot ouwdEw Uuds, Aéyel Kiplos... --Zech 2.10 Lxx

The Hebrew text also contains the exhortation to “flee from the north” and to “escape to
Zion” (see Zech 2.7 (11)), but differs in its report that God scattered the people in the past,
“for I have spread you abroad as the four winds of the heavens, says the Lord” (RSV).%
Although scholars are not unanimous in their support of Zech 2.10 LXX as a possible
source for Mark 13.27, it cannot be dismissed out of hand simply because it says something
different from the extant Hebrew text, nor can the plea that “from the four winds” is merely
used to signal “universality” disqualify this Zechariah text from consideration.”

Matthew 24.31 appears to have made little change to this part of Mark 13.27.

Where Mark says the Son of Man will gather the elect from the four winds, “from (the)

2'In the OT there are numerous references to God gathering people who were scattered, but this is
the only report that God will gather from the four winds (of heaven). There are references to gathering
from north, south, east and west, and from the four corners of the earth, and from the uttermost parts of
heaven; e.g., see Deut 30.3-4; Neh 1.9; Isa 11.12; 43.5-7; Jer 31.8,10; 32.37.

ZIn this case the Targum is close to the MT: “Assemble yourselves together and come from the
land of the north,” says the Lord, “for I have scattered you as the four winds of the heavens,” says the Lord.
English translation of Tg. Zech. 2.10 from R. P. Gordon, Targum Minor Prophets, 188.

BPace Gaston, No Stone on Another: Studies in the Significance of the Fall of Jerusalem in the
Synoptic Gospels (NovTSup 23; Leiden: Brill, 1970), 33, who rules out Zech 2.10 LxX for the two reasons
mentioned above and because “Zech 2 is not otherwise quoted in the New Testament.” Other scholars are
more favorable toward this Zech 2 text as source for Matt 24.31/Mk 13.27; e.g., Davies & Allison III,
363-64; Gundry, Use of OT, 54-55, who says, “although Mt and Mk have added én{ to cuvdfw, their
dependence on the LXX is very obvious....”
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end of earth to (the) end of heaven” (dm’ dkpou ¥fis €ws dkpou oupavod), Matthew has
“from (one) end of the heavens to the other” (A1’ dkpwy olpavov €ws [TGV] dkpwy
avTwv). There is no expression quite like either of these in the LXX. Gundry and Gaston
think Mark has combined an’ dkpouv yfis from Deut 13.8, with éws dkpov Tob oUpavod
from Deut 30.4, which provides a link with Zech 2.10 by virtue of the shared root cuva€-
in Deut 30.4 LXX.*

... Eav 8¢ mapakaréan o€ ... 6 dlhos 0 (oos s Puxiis oov Adbpq

Aéywv BaBiowpev kai Aatpelowper Beols e€Tépous, ols olk fideLs

OU Kal ol TaTépes gou, Ao TAV Be®v TRV é0vQy TOY TEPLKUKAW

VUGV TGV €yyl{OvTwy ool §j TGV pakpday dmod ool dm’ dkpou

TS yis €ws dkpov THS YIS, oV owwBeioels alm ... --Deut 13.7-8 LxX

-.kdl mdhv_owdEel o€ éx mdvTwy TOY €6V, els obs Sleokdpmioéy

o€ KUpLos €kel. éav M N Slacmopd cov an’ dkpou ToU ovpavod €ws

dKpou Tol oUpaval, ékelber gurdEel ae kipLos 6 Beds gou ... --Deut 30.3-4 Lxx

The setting of Deuteronomy 13.6; is an exhortation not to follow after other gods,
no matter who -- whether a prophet who gives signs and works wonders, or a friend or
family member -- suggests it; such evil people are to be purged from the land. On the face
of it, Deut 13 appears more suitable as a possible background for Matthew 24.9-12, 23-27%
(cf. Mk 13.21-23) than for gathering the elect (Mt 24.31/Mk 13.27). The framework of
Deut 30.3-5 presupposes a post-exilic gathering of the scattered people of Israel back to
the land of promise, more suited to God’s promise to gather the outcasts. However, if

Mark had something like the text of Deut 30 in mind, he would not have needed the

imagery of Deut 13-- he could have borrowed the wording (dm’ dkpov Tob oupavol €ws

Gundry, Use of OT, 55. Gaston, No Stone, 33. Note below their different explanations for
Matthew’s changes.

BThere is also concern about false prophets in Zech 10.1-2a and 13.2-6; see note #10, ch. 2.
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dxpou Tob ovpavod) from Deut 30.4 intact.”®

Gundry and Gaston suggest different reasons for the changes Matthew makes to
Mark. Gaston attributes to Mark the thought that combining the phrases from the end of
heaven to the end of heaven and from the end of the earth to the end of the earth would
“express the superlative of universality.” Matthew’s change here reflects his disagreement
with the expression.”” Gundry proposes a more detailed explanation, that Matthew
conformed his Greek to the plurals of the Deut 30.4 not only for “stylistic” reasons but
also because the OT Peshitta, and the Targums are plural here, and that Targum Jonathan
“refers this gathering to the activity of the King-Messiah and his forerunner, Elijah the great
priest.”?

It remains to be asked whether anything from Zech 2.10 LXX could have influenced
Matthew’s changes to Mark 13.27b. The clause from verse 2.10 under scrutiny here is €k
TGOV Tegodpwy dvépwy ToU ovpavol cwdEw Upas, Aéyel Kipros (“1 will gather you
from the four winds of heaven, says the Lord.”) In the Jewish biblical texts which contain
“the four winds,” all but one continues “of heaven;” the exception has no modifying

29

phrase.” Matthew may have been aware of the fact that “four winds” occurs only alone or

*In addition to Deut 13.8, see also Judg 11.21 and Jer 12.12 for the expressions similar to “(from)
one end of earth to the other.” For other texts containing something close to “(from) one end of heaven to
the other,” see also Deut 4.32, Neh 1.9, and Ps 18.6 LXX. In the OT/LXX there is no mix of heaven and
earth in any form close to what Mk 13.27 has. Neither the Judg nor the Jer reference sheds any light on
Mark’s usage; the Neh 1.9 text is similar in theme to Deut 30, and the Psalm refers to the rising and setting
sun.,

YGaston, No Stone, 33.

BGundry, Use of OT, 55; idem, Matthew, 489, calls Mark’s earth-to-heaven a “mongrel
expression.” If Matthew knew these plural and King-Messiah traditions, the theory that Deut 30.4 is a
source for Mt 24.31 could be valid.

BJer 49.36; Dan 7.2, 11.4; Zech 2.6 (10), 6.5; only Ezek 37.9 omits “of heaven.” All of these vss.
in LXX have the singular To0 ovpavod, and the Hebrew (and Aramaic) have the plural, usually O&1.
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with “of heaven” in the LXX (or “of the heavens” in the Hebrew) and of the form(s) of the
expression in Zech 2.10 LXX (the only biblical text where God will gather people from the
four winds). He may have been aware that Mark’s expression (dm” dkpou yfis €ws dkpou
ovpavov) existed nowhere in scripture. The question is whether Matthew recalled another
text, such as Deut 30, or whether he modified the Markan expression with regard to
“heaven” or “the heavens,” with an eye toward Zech 2.6(10). Perhaps Matthew knew the
Zechariah tradition in Hebrew and Greek or had access to a text no longer extant, which
contained “gathering” and “from the four winds of (the) heaven(s).” There is no way to
be certain of any of these possibilities, but the burden of proof would seem to be on those
who insist that Matthew conflated a Deuteronomy addition with the Zechariah source.
Matthew’s alteration of Mark 13.27 can be explained by his knowledge of Zech 2.6(10)
alone: he would retain as much of Mark’s saying as was consistent with his knowledge of
the Jesus tradition (from his own sources) and of the primary scriptural allusion.

The most obvious change to Mark 13.27 is Matthew’s addition of the sound of a
great trumpet which will accompany the angels sent by the Son of Man. A second change
here is the attribution of angels to the Son of Man himself, that is, he will send out his
angels and they (and not he) will gather his elect from the four winds. Scholars have
approached this text with different aims; one approach has been to seek a link between the
Matthean additions of the “sign of the Son of Man” in verse 30 and the “great trumpet” of
verse 31. Attention may also be given to the range of meanings for T0 onuetov: does sign
or ensign better convey the intended sense in this context? Typical of this method is the
work of Glasson, who contends that “the standard and the trumpet were both associated

with the eschatological gathering together of the scattered people of God,” which is
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precisely what Matthew 24.31 addresses.®® Although Glasson’s case for preferring ensign
over sign for his Old Testament citations is valid, he does not establish that for Matthew
24.30, “it is surely beyond question that the meaning ‘standard’ is the appropriate one
here.” None of the texts he cites from the scriptures contains all three ingredients which are
present in Matthew 24.30-31: ensign (or sign), trumpet, and gathering the people of God.*!
Other studies are devoted more to the interpretation of the sign of the Son of Man.
Jonathan Draper builds on the work of Glasson, in his attempt to locate the origin of the

sign of the Son of Man in the Hebrew biblical texts which mention the sign (03) raised on a
mountain to gather the tribes for war. Draper argues that Matthew “preserves the original
reference of the O1 to the inauguration of warfare”:

In this case he has taken the theme from I[saiah of God initiating war against his own
people. This is the significance of the reference to Zech 12.12, which Matt introduces
into the Markan framework, independently of Did. or the source he has in common
with Did. ... This utilization of the terminology of Zechariah indicates that Matthew
views the destruction wrought by Roman armies on Judaea and Jerusalem in his own

day as a fulfilment of the prophecies concerning the o in Isaiah.

**Thomas Francis Glasson, “Ensign of the Son of Man (Matt 24:30),” JTS 15 (1964) 299-300. He
mentions texts which combine either the ensign or trumpet with a gathering motif, Isa 11.12, 27.13 and
49.22, places where trumpet and ensign occur together, Isa 18.3, Jer 4.21, 6.1, 51.27, and where they are
found together in the Jewish liturgy. The only biblical passage cited by Glasson which is found in a context
favorable to gathering the people of God is Isa 49.22, but it does not contain the trumpet motif; the texts
most pertinent to Mt 24.30 are from the Shimoneh Esreh and in the New Year Service, both of which
include “sound the great trumpet for our freedom,” “lift up the ensign to gather our exiles,” and “gather
[us/our dispersed] from the [four corners/ends] of the earth.” Glasson also notes the close connection of
trumpets and signals in a military sense, in columns 3 and 4 of the Qumran War Scroll (1QM), but he does
not read Mt 24.30-31 in a military context.

*'In fact, Glasson’s examples are nearly all in contexts which are inconsistent with his conclusions.
Not one of his scriptural citations in which both ensign and trumpet appear is situated in a context of
salvation or gathering exiles; rather, they are in the context of war or judgment. See previous note for
these citations.

2Jonathan A. Draper, “The Development of ‘The Sign of the Son of Man’ in the Jesus Tradition,”
NTS 39 (1993), 1-21; citation from page 16. The Isaiah passages on which he bases his argument are
Isa 5.26; 11.10-12; 13.2, 4; 18.3; 31.9; 49.22; and 62.10-11. I find Draper’s article unpersuasive in these
ways: (1) some of his statements appear to be misleading; e.g., on 16, he says that “Where Did. predicts
the resurrection of the dead, who are described as wdvtes ol Gywol in a citation of Zech 14.5, Matthew
follows Mark in referring to the ingathering of the elect from the ends of the earth... verbatim here....”
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Another scholar who has approached both of Matthew’s additions in verse 30, the
sign of the Son of Man and the mourning of the tribes, is Angus Higgins.** He argues that
Matthew took the Zech 12.10 reference from a passion narrative setting and adapted it to
an apocalyptic context. Reading between the lines of the scriptural citations, then, he
concludes that the “sign of the Son of Man... is an enigmatic allusion to the cross, a
phenomenon or portent of the cross in the sky which will cause the tribes to mourn....”

The sign and the mourning occur before the parousia; the Son of Man will then appear as
judge.*

In his study of Matthew 24, David Sim concludes that Matthew’s “dual insertion of
the standard and trumpet motifs at this point indicates his intention to portray the arrival of

the Son of Man in terms of a military campaign.”* Sim reads Mt 24.15-28 as a description

First, Matthew also makes a similar use of Zech 14.5 elsewhere (Mt 27.51-53), which Draper omits to
report in this article; second, Matthew's following of Mark is not verbatim here. (2) He asserts that O must
be understood as a “totem” rather than a signal pole or banner; I think totem is an inappropriate term to
read back into ancient Israel; further, Draper fails to see any overlap in possible meanings between O and
PR. (3) He insists, 10, that in every instance 01 signifies both a war totem and signals the ingathering of
people — for most of the Isaiah texts in his study, this conclusion is simply unwarranted. The concepts
which Draper joins are not always conjoined — calling people together for war, whether on behalf of or
against Israel, is not the same as the ingathering of people for salvation. Actually, two of Draper’s Isaiah
passages may relate to Matthew’s use of the “sign of the Son of Man;” namely, Isa 11.10-13 and 62.10-11,
but not in this way. See my comments below. I do agree with Draper that the Didache and Matthew
probably were independent of each other, (Isa 62.10-11/Zech 9.9 in Mt 21.5].

Angus John Brockhurst Higgins, “The Sign of the Son of Man (Matt XXIV. 30),” N7S 9 (1963)
380-82. This article is cited in Davies and Allison III, 359-60, who agree that the sign of the son of Man
is the cross; they also combine this argument with the conclusions of Glasson, and cite the same texts he
does (see note #30 above). They also fail to distinguish between God raising an ensign for war and the
eschatological gathering here.

*However correct Davies and Allison may be in stating that “Matthew and his first readers
presumably identified the pierced one with the smitten shepherd of Zech 13.7 (cf. 26.31)...” and further,
“may have remembered that the mourning of Zech 12.10 is ‘as for an ayammnTdv’...,” they, like Higgins,
go too far in seeing the cross as the sign of the Son of Man because of its juxtaposition with Zech 12.10 in
Matthew’s additions to Mark 13.26.

¥David C. Sim, Apocalyptic Eschatology in the Gospel of Matthew, 105. He does not identify the
sign more specifically than as a military standard.
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of the “final eschatological war,” which is followed by “a full-scale response to the all-out
assault of the evil forces against the righteous” (Mt 24.30-31); he then reads the Zech 12.10
allusion as a reference to mourning by the “confederates of the antichrist” because of the
ensuing judgment they will face. ** The standard, the trumpet and the angels overlay Sim’s
war template.

The study of Matthew 24.30-31 may be unnecessarily restricted if one creates a link
between the sign-ensign of 24.30 and the trumpet of 24.31; in the absence of such a forced
connection, the range of possible influences on each Matthean addition is wider. Indeed,
there is no compelling reason to infer that Matthew linked the sign directly with the trumpet
or that he derived them from the same scriptural source(s). It suffices here to say that no

Zechariah theme arises as a key to the identity of the sign of the Son of Man in 24.30.%’

*Jbid., 103-108. On 105, he writes that human forces, the Romans, who aligned themselves with
the demonic forces led by the antichrist are the ones who will mourn their mistake in the face of certain
defeat; on 106, all the tribes of the earth will mourn as “confederates of the antichrist” (cf. Mt 25.32, 41).
I do not share Sim’s fundamental reading of the context of Mt 24. He interprets the reference to the angels
of the Son of Man in 24.31 in terms of the “12 legions of angels” from Mt 26.53, and concludes, 104-5,
therefore that “the evangelist conceived of the heavenly host in military terms.” He also stresses similarities
between this Mt text and the Qumran War Scroll (1QM 2:15-19), including the role of standard and
trumpet in its depiction of the military battle; further, he finds parallels between Mt 24. 30-31 with
Revelation 19.11-19. If Sim’s primary reading of Mt 24 as a battle between evil and righteousness fails,
then his insights into Matthew’s additions of the sign of the Son of Man and the allusion to Zech 12 are
unfounded. Sim, 107, recognizes that the “Pauline tradition also knows of a trumpet call signalling the
return of Jesus (I Thess. 4:16; 1 Cor. 15:52 cf. Rev. 11:15),” but he asserts that “Matthew’s association of
the trumpet with the sign or standard of the Son of Man gives this motif an overt military sense which it
does not have in these Pauline passages.” In spite of the fact that Matthew continues to follow Mark with
the gathering of the elect from the four winds, Sim, 107, cannot get away from his conviction about
Matthew’s “advanced cosmic dualism, which he shares with Revelation and the Qumran scrolls.”

*"However, see below on the comparison of the coming of the Son of Man with the appearance of
lightning. The nature of the sign is swift and widely visible. One source suggested by many scholars seems
most likely, if one must posit a tenable solution to this difficult question of the identity of the sign of the
Son of Man: Isa 11 is a well-known mine for messianic interpretive nuggets. Verses 10-12 have both
eschatological and messianic references: “In that day the root of Jesse shall stand as an ensign of the
peoples; him shall the nations seek™ and, “In that day the Lord will extend his hand yet a second time to
recover the remnant... He will raise an ensign for the nations and will assemble the outcasts of Israel, and
gather the dispersed of Judah from the four corners of the earth.” The Targum makes it clear from the
outset that this chapter is about the King-Messiah (from the sons of Jesse, 11.1) and follows the wording of
the MT fairly closely, but changes the end of verse 12 to “from the four winds of the earth.” The Messiah



166

One scholar whose narrative-critical approach yields no connection between the
Sign of the Son of Man and the trumpet motif in Mt 24.30-31 is Jeffrey Gibbs.*® In fact,
his translation of verse 30 avoids both expressions, “sign” and “Son of Man” :

And at that time, that which shows this man who is in heaven will appear, and at that
time all the tribes of the land will mourn and they will see that this man is coming on
the clouds of heaven with power and great glory.

In his analysis of the structure of the Eschatological Discourse in Matthew, Gibbs places
24.29-31 in the section concerning the destruction of Jerusalem, not the Parousia. He reads
the parables of the Wicked Tenants (21.33-46) and the Wedding Feast (22.1-13) as keys to
the sequence of events in 24.29-31, that is, judgment on Israel and the destruction of
Jerusalem and the temple will occur because the people reject Jesus as Christ and Son of
God,; this opens the way to the Gentile mission. In Gibbs’ reading, the “sign that shows
‘this man in heaven’ will appear” is the destruction of Jerusalem, “for in that event the
implied reader perceives the truth that God has vindicated Jesus over his enemies, the
religious leaders of Israel.” Mt 24.30 is illuminated by “parallel concepts™ found in

Mt 22.44 and 26.64. *

himself is the sign or ensign (11.10) who will stand as an ensign to the peoples (11.11). See Gundry,
Matthew, 488. There is no good reason to keep the sign and the trumpet together in this analysis unless
the weight of evidence indicates that both lightning and trumpet imagery from Zech 9.14 justifies a joint
reading of verses 29 and 31; still yet the sign of verse 30 remains apart from, but enclosed by, these
Zechariah allusions or.echoes.

BJeffrey A. Gibbs, Jerusalem and Parousia. Jesus’ Eschatological Discourse in Matthew’s Gospel
(St. Louis: Concordia, 2000). In fact, Gibbs invests nothing in the trumpet motif in Mt 24.31; on 239
(note 209), Gibbs states his agreement with an article by Beare [“Synoptic Apocalypse: Matthean Version,”
in Understanding the Sacred Text; ed. John Reumann; Valley Forge: Judson, 1972], that the trumpet here is
“merely an incidental borrowing from the general stock” of imagery.

*Ibid., 199. Gibbs has argued that the fulfillment of Jesus’ words to the high priest include the
“apocalyptic signs” at Jesus’ death (27.51-54), the testimony of the guards who fled the tomb (28.11-15)
and the predicted destruction of Jerusalem: “Although no one in the narrative of the Gospel ever actually
sees that Jesus is sitting at God’s right hand, his opponents from now on will see these proofs that Jesus is
indeed in heaven, at God’s right hand...The complex of events around the destruction of the temple and
Jerusalem will be the sign of this man in heaven. It will show that Jesus is exalted on high.” 1 cannot agree



167

Gibbs therefore understands the Zechariah 12 reference as mourning by the tribes of
the land in response to the destruction of Jerusalem and the temple, evidence that God is
vindicating the one who now “sits at God’s right hand until God puts his enemies under his
feet” (Matt 26:64; 22:44). Since Gibbs concurs with the view that this is not a mourning of
repentance, it is unclear what kind of “seeing” he envisions in the combined Zech 12/Dan 7
allusions. The tribes perceive the destruction of the temple and the fall of Jerusalem as
divine judgment on their unbelief (as will the high priest and Sanhedrin in 26.64) and as
evidence of Jesus’ true identity. What kind of mourning is this, which is combined with
persistent unbelief? *°

Gibbs asserts that Matthew 24.30-31 will inform the implied reader that after the fall
of Jerusalem (which was both an “eschatological judgment” and the “earthly manifestation

29

of ‘this man in heaven’”), Jesus will send out human messengers (ol dyyelot) to gather

the elect; this “gathering” encompasses the period of mission between Jesus’ resurrection

with Gibbs that Mt 24.30-31 is directly related only to the destruction of Jerusalem and not at all to the
Parousia. In fact, I think he contradicts himself somewhat in his discussion, 144, of the trial of Jesus.

Gibbs attempts to clarify how “from now on” the high priest and Sanhedrin will see “this man sitting at the
right hand of power”: he says the “proofs” of Jesus’ identity (fulfillment of his predictions) are the evidence
that suffices until they, and all people, will see Jesus at the Parousia, on the “last day.” Gibbs ascribes this
“seeing” at the Parousia to Mt 25.31-32. I understand Matthew to include both “seeing™ and “mourning™ at
the Parousia, which is the focus of both Mt 24.(29-)30-31 and 25.31-32. See below my discussion of the
influence of Zechariah in Mt 26.61-64, 27.40, and 27.51-53. It seems more likely that Mt 27.51-53 refers
back to Mt 24.1-3, rather than to the trial scene.

“1bid,, 199-201. Gibbs does not elaborate on this issue of the mourning of the tribes of the land;
he strongly asserts that the implied reader knows Mt 24.30 to be a reference to events around 70 C. E.
The tribes seem to be in a position analogous to the religious enemies of Jesus, if I understand Gibbs at this
point. Is the difference between them that the tribes wail in face of this judgment (destruction of temple and
Jerusalem) but the leaders do not? Is this judgment recognized as the vindication of Jesus, or does that come
only at 25.3 1, or elsewhere? Would either of these readings require Gibbs to affirm the Zech 12 reference
to include “tribes of the land” and compassionate “mourning” as in Zechariah’s own context, where all the
inhabitants of Jerusalem will mourn over the pierced one?
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and Parousia, and not the angelic activity at the Parousia itself.*' Gibbs’ reading stresses
the parallels between Mt 24.30-31 and 26.64 at the expense of the parallels between
Mt 24.30-31 and 25.31-32. Rather than reading the pair of passages in the Eschatological
Discourse as mutually reinforcing, the latter as a recapitulation of Parousia-judgment
imagery of the earlier, he separates them almost entirely by importing the mission theme to
replace the Parousia in Matthew 24.4

Scholars who look separately at the trumpet imagery in Matthew 24.31
(kal dmoaTeXEL TOUS dyyélous alTol peTd adAmiyyos [bwriis] peydins)*® point
out that the only place in the Jewish Scriptures which also makes reference to a great
trumpet is Isaiah 27.13, kai €oTar €év T4 Npépg ékelvn caimololy T odATLyyL TH

[LeydAn ..., at which time the refugees from Assyria and Egypt will come to worship on the

“1bid., 201-202. Gibbs bases much of this upon his study of the verb émowdyw in Matthew (here
and in 23.37) and his understanding that, “in Matthew’s Gospel divine or angelic activity on the judgment
day with regard to human beings always includes the concept of ‘separating,” even when a ‘gathering’ on
the last day also occurs (3.12; 7.21-23; 11.21-24; 12.41-42; 13.48-50; 24.40; 25.14-30; 25.31-46).” 1
suggest that this passage in Matthew owes the “gathering” motif to OT models of divine gathering, which
do not necessarily include scattering or separating. Gibbs, 174, acknowledges Matthew’s use of prophetic
themes from the scriptures in his summary of Mt 24.29-31, and he recognizes, 203-4, that Mt 24.29 is
theophanic and eschatological; however, his method (or his presupposition that the destruction of Jerusalem
is followed immediately by the universal mission — taken from Acts and not from Mt?) seems to keep
him from discerning other prophetic applications in this section of the First Gospel. See below on
Mt 24.27.30-31.

““Note that a better reference related both to gathering (implicit) and mission (explicit) is
Mt 9.37-38, where the harvest is gathered neither by angels nor messengers but by “laborers.”

“Bruce Metzger, A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament (3rd ed; London/NY:
UBS, 1971), 61-62, comments on the textual variant of [¢puwiis] in Mt 24.31, “Although it is possible that
copyists may have omitted guwvijs as unnecessary, it is much more probable that, in accord with their
habits, they would have made the expression more explicit by adding dwiiis or kol dwrijs (being
influenced perhaps by the account of the theophany in Ex 19.16). It should be observed that, though the
expression ¢pwii) peydin occurs many times in the New Testament, odAmyE peydin occurs only here.”
(Cf. Rev 1.10.) In Ex 19.16, the expression, ¢wvt) Ths adAmyyos fixer péya, is used and the theophany
is accompanied by thunder and lightning and a thick cloud.
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holy mountain at Jerusalem.* It is certainly possible that Matthew knew the significance of
the trumpet in this context, or in Exodus 19.16 (theophany on Sinai, accompanied by thick
cloud, thunder and lightning, as well as a loud trumpet sound, dwvn TS odATLYYOS TiX€EL
péya), but neither Isa 27.13 nor Exod 19.16 provides a close enough match to Mt 24.31--
where at the Parousia the Son of Man, by means of a loud trumpet, sends out his angels to
gather his elect -- to make a concrete case.

Zechariah 9.14 merits attention with respect to the trumpet imagery in

Matthew 24.31,
WO PO R ARY DTDR M
R NPea M YR piwn i ~Zech 9.14 MT

Then YHWH Elohim will appear/be seen over them, and his arrow will come/go forth like lightning;
the Lord YHWH will blow the shofar/ram's horn and he will go forth in the gale of the south wind.

kal kipLos éoTal €’ alrols kal €EelelioeTal ws dotpatt) Boiis,
Kal KUPLOS TAVTOKPATRP €V OAATILYYL CAATILEL Kdl TTOPEVOETAL
€v odA\w ameLAfis alTov --Zech 9.14 LXX

And the Lord will be over them and an arrow will come forth like lightning,
and the Lord Almighty will blow a trumpet and he will come in the surge of his threatening.

And the Lord shall reveal himself over them and his words shall go forth like lightnings,
and the trumpet shall be sounded before the Lord God, and he shall go forth in the
whirlwind of the south. --Tg. Zech. 9.14 %

In both Hebrew and Greek traditions of Zech 9.14, it is God who blows the shofar.*® This

“Scholars who favor Isa 27.13 as the source for the trumpet imagery in Mt 24.31, or who mention
it as a possible or probable source, include Davies and Allison III, 316; Gundry, Matthew, 489, Use of OT,
54-55; Keener, Matthew, 587-88; Hagner II, 714-15.

“In keeping with its tendency to eliminate anthropomorphic expressions, God does not blow
the trumpet in the targum. English translation of 7g. Zech. 9.14 from R. P. Gordon, in Targum Minor
Prophets, 206.

6 Markus Bockmuehl’s article, ““The Trumpet Shall Sound.” Shofar Symbolism and its Reception
in Early Christianity,” in Templum Amicitiae (ed. William Horbury; JSNTSup 48; Sheffield: JSOT Press,
1991), 199-225, traces military, cultic and other uses of the trumpet in the scriptures and other early
literature, including the symbolic use of the “eschatological trumpet motif in the context of an apocalyptic
tradition.”
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is the only clear reference to God blowing the trumpet in the Jewish scriptures; there is one
reference to the “trumpet of God” in 1 Thess 4.16.*” Another place where God is said to
blow a trumpet is 7g. Zech 14.4, in Codex Reuchlianus: “At that time the Lord will take in
his hand the great trumpet and will blow ten blasts upon it to revive the dead.” **

According to Matthew 24.31, when the Son of Man appears, he will send his angels
with (the sound of) a great trumpet. The natural reading of this verse infers that it is the Son
of Man himself who will blow the trumpet to signal his angels to gather the elect from the
four winds. Matthew makes a leap from God blowing the trumpet (Zech 9.14) to Jesus
doing so, just as he previously has identified the victorious king who would ride into
Jerusalem on a donkey (Zech 9.9) as the humble Messiah Jesus in Mt 21.5.*° Matthew
borrows both of these theophanic texts from Zechariah and applies them to Jesus, the Son
of Man.

Because Zechariah 9.14 is set in the context of a theophany, and because Matthew
has also adapted part of the verse to the Parousia in 24.31, it is well to note that another
section of Zech 9.14 may be related to the arrival of the Son of Man in Matthew. The

segment in view is the first half of Zech 9.14, where the appearance of the Lord is compared

See also Rev 1.10, where the seer hears “a loud voice like a trumpet,” daviy peydiny ws
OdATILYYOS.

*English translation from R. P. Gordon, in Targum Minor Prophets, 223. This text will also figure
in the discussions below on the Mount of Olives and the resurrection of the saints. See also Apoc. 4b. 31.1,
where God says, “I will sound the trumpet out of the air, and I will send my chosen one, having in him
one measure of all my power, and he will summon my people, humiliated by the heathen.” (OTP 1, 704.)
Bockmuehl, 207, mentions this text as well as Pss. Sol. 11.1f. Bockmuehl, 213, also mentions Zech 9.14
in relation to the Agedah in early Rabbinic literature, “Just as the entangled horns of a ram delivered Isaac,
so Israel will be saved when the Lord blows the great ram’s horn (Zech. 9.14).”

“It is likely that Mt 26.28 recalls Zech 9.11 as well as Exod 24.8 (see discussion below); it is
certain that Mt 21.5 is a citation of Zech 9.9; therefore, the cumulative weight of evidence favors the
possibility that Matthew also could have known and used Zech 9.14 here with reference to Jesus.
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to lightning,*

...kal kUpLos éoTtal €’ avtols kal é€edelioeTal ws aoTpamm Bodis  --Zech 9.14a LxxX

...and the Lord will be over them and he will come out as flash of lightning
In Mt 24. 23-26, Jesus tells the disciples not to believe rumors that the Messiah is out in the
wilderness or hidden away; rather the coming of the Son of Man will be as visible and wide-
ranging as lightning, which appears from east to west (Mt 24.27; cf. Lk 17.24).>! As one
scholar says, this is finally an answer to one of the disciples’ questions from 24.3, “What
will be the sign of your Parousia...?” >

onrep yap n (IO'Tp(ITTT] €E€p)(€T(1L amo draTodv kat datveTar €ws Svoudv,
oUTws €oTal M mapousia Tob viod Tob avBpwou --Mt 24.27

For as the lightning comes out from the east and appears as far as the west,
so will be the Parousia of the. Son of Man.

The disciples had asked about his coming; Jesus’ answers come embedded in theophanic

imagery> and the terminology of Messiah (24.5, 23-24), Son of Man (24.27, 30-31, 37,

*There are three or four major types of lightning imagery in the OT: (1) with thunder and
trumpet sounds in the theophany on Sinai, Ex 19.16, 20.18; (2) the wonder of God and creation,
Job 37.3-4, 38.25, 35; Ps 77.18, 97.4; Jer 10.13, 51.16; (3) comparison of likeness (or speed) with
lightning: Ezek 1.13, 14; Dan 10.6 (cf. Mt 28.3), Na 2.4; and (4) imagery of lightning and arrows --
to scatter the enemy, 2 Sam 22.15 || Ps 18.14, 144.6 -- or to gather and save, Zech 9.14. Note also the
change the Targum makes to 9.14: “And the Lord shall reveal himself over them and his words shall go
forth like lightnings....”

S'In Lk 17.20-24, the setting is one in which the Lukan Jesus says, “The kingdom of God is not
coming with signs to be observed... for behold, the kingdom of God is in your midst.” The disciples, who
will “desire to see one of the days of the Son of man” are not to follow those who say, ‘Lo, there!” or ‘Lo,
here!” The saying which follows is similar to Mt 24.27: “For as the lightning flashes and lights up the sky
from one side to the other, so will the Son of Man be in his day.”

*2Hagner 11, 706-7; Hagner notes Zech 9.14 here, as do Davies & Allison 111, 354; cf. Keener, 582.

%], Lambrecht, “The Parousia Discourse. Composition and Content in MT XXIV-XXV,” in
L’Evangile selon Matthieu: Rédaction et théologie (BETL 29; ed. M. Didier; Gembloux: Duculot, 1972),
324, cites the Grundmann commentary (1968), 508, for the view that daivetar in Mt 24.27 and davrieoTan
in Mt 24.30 are not accidental; i.e., the appearance of lightning in the heavens and the appearance of the
sign of the Son of Man in the heavens are related in Matthew’s thought. 1 find this line of reasoning more
compelling than Gibbs’ assertion that these verses in Matthew, up through 24.31, elucidate the destruction
of the temple and of Jerusalem, and have nothing to do with the Parousia.
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39, 44) and Son of the Father (24.36).

There is another possible Zechariah influence in the apocalyptic material which
Matthew 24 takes from Mark 13. It is the reference Jesus makes to the eschatological Day
known only to the Father: the angels of heaven do not know, nor does the Son (Mt 24.36;
cf. Mk 13.32). Speaking of the Day of the Lord, Zech 14.6-7 MT reads, “On that day there
shall be neither cold nor frost. And there shall be continuous day (it is known to the Lord),
not day and not night, for at evening time there shall be light.”** Zech 14 is surely
concerned with the eschatological Day of the Lord; moreover, the repeated phrase “on
that day” makes up the connective tissue from chapters 12 and 13 through Chapter 14 .*

By putting the texts side-by-side once more, but now focusing attention on the
angels, one can observe the magnitude of the change Mt 24.31 makes to Mk 13.27, which

reveals further potential influence from Zechariah:

*In contrast, the LXX speaks of both cold and frost, but, instead of continuous day, it will not be
light until toward evening; compare Mt 24.29, where both the sun and moon are dark and the stars fall
from the heavens. The thought in Mt 24.29 and 24.36 is consistent with Zech 14.7 LXX, although the
primary OT allusion must be from Joel 2.10; 3.4 [2.31 ET]; 4.15 [3.15 ET]. The clause in Zech 14.7 in
primary view expresses the same thought in both the Greek and Hebrew: “and that day will be known to
the Lord.” The MT may have influenced Rev 22.5. In addition to Zech 14.7, Gundry, Matthew, 492, cites
Daniel 12.13 LXX; it may have exerted some influence on the tradition in Mark 13.32 (cf. Mt 24.36) with

its terms “day” and “hour” [both in plural however] €TL ydp elowv Muépar kal mpaL €ls avaminpwaoly
owTeleilas, kai dvamalon kal dvacTtrom ém THY 86Eav cou els curTélelav MuepGv.

»Beginning with a siege of Jerusalem (12.2-3), continuing with the mysterious reference to the
pierced one over whom the tribes mourn (12.10-14), to the day when a fountain opens up to cleanse the
house of David and the inhabitants of Jerusalem (13.1), at which time idolatry and false prophecy is
eliminated (13.2-6), to the striking of the shepherd (13.7), the decimation and subsequent purification of
the remnant (13.8-9), followed by a reprise of the battle of the nations with Jerusalem, which the Lord
himself fights on behalf of his people (14.1-3), when the Mount of Olives is split and when the Lord comes
with all his holy ones(14.4-5), followed by this “day” of Zech 14.6-7 upon which living waters will flow
from Jerusalem (14.8), when God will be “king” over all the earth, the topography of which will change
(14.8-10), and finally, after plagues and more fighting (14.12-15), when all worship is purified and the
remaining gentiles worship the Lord of hosts, and keep the feast of booths (14.16-19), when finally there
will be no traders in the Lord’s house, when all of Jerusalem and Judah are holy (14.20-21).

Several of these motifs are found in the text of Matthew’s gospel or in the substratum of his Jesus tradition,
whether in his sources (Mark, Q, Sondergut) or in material that Matthew adds himself.
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Matthew 24.31 Mark 13.27

He will send his angels He will send the angels
with the sound of a great trumpet

and they will gather his elect and he will gather the elect
from the four winds from the four winds
from (one) end of the heavens to the other from the end of earth to the end of
heaven

Matthew is the only gospel in which the Son of Man has angels under his command:
they undertake the eschatological gathering of his elect.® Mt 16.27 also adapts Mk 8.38

(cf. Lk 9.26; 12.8-9) with reference to the angels and to judgment:

Matthew 16.27 Mark 8.38 Luke 9.26
For whoever is ashamed For whoever is ashamed
of me and of my words in of me and of my words,
this adulterous and sinful
generation, of him will the of him will the
For the Son of man is to Son of man also be ashamed, Son of man be ashamed
come with his angels
when he comes when he comes in his glory
in the glory of his Father, in the glory of his Father and the glory of the Father
with the holy angels. and of the holy angels.

and then he will repay every
person for what he has done.

Whereas both Mark and Luke mention the holy angels in reference to the glory of the Son
of Man’s coming, Matthew omits the adjective “holy” and assigns the angels to the Son of
Man himself. The negative facet of the judgment implied in Mark and Luke has been
replaced by the concept of recompense, which incorporates both reward and punishment.
The Parable of the Weeds and its interpretation (Mt 13.24-30, 36-43) fall under the
wider scrutiny of Matthean texts pertinent to the Son of Man’s relationship with angels and
judgment. In his interpretation of the parable, the Matthean Jesus identifies the figures of
the parable: for example, the “sower” is the Son of man, and the “reapers” are angels. At

the end of the age, the “Son of Man will send his angels, and they will gather out of his

5%In the NT, only 2 Thes 1.7-8 makes a similar reference, « ...when the Lord Jesus is revealed from
heaven with his mighty angels in flaming fire, inflicting vengeance upon those who do not know God....”
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kingdom all causes of sin and all evil-doers....” These “weeds” are first gathered for
burning, after which the “righteous will shine like the sun in the kingdom of their Father.”
In this interpretation, the Son of Man has both angels and a kingdom, and the eschatological
separating and gathering commence at his command. A twofold judgment and separation is
implicit: after the wicked are “gathered” out of the Son of Man’s kingdom, the righteous
remain.

In the text from the triple gospel tradition (Mt 16.24-27, Mk 8.34-38, Lk 9.23-26),
as noted above, Matthew uses recompense terminology for the judgment, implying future
rewards for those who have been disciples of Jesus (demonstrated by picking up their
crosses and following him in self-denial), and future punishment for non-disciples. The
Matthean “little apocalypse,” reports that the Son of Man will come with his angels who
then will proceed to gather his elect, but it contains no mention of the fate of any others
(Mt 24.30-31).

The last Matthean text which involves the angels and the Son of Man comes at the

end of the apocalyptic discourse, the pericope concerning the last judgment:

When the Son of man comes in his glory, and all the angels with him, then he will sit on his
glorious throne. Before him will be gathered all the nations, and he will separate them one
from another as a shepherd separates the sheep from the goats. Then the King will say to those
at his right hand, ‘Come, O blessed of my Father, inherit the kingdom prepared for you....Then
he will say to those at his left hand, ‘Depart from me, you cursed, into the eternal fire prepared
for the devil and his angels....And they will go away into eternal punishment, but the righteous
into eternal life. --Mt 25.31-46 (excerpted)

This final section from Matthew 24-25 brings several common concepts into focus, as it
takes up again the disciples’ questions on the Parousia and the end of the age from 24.3:
when the Son of Man comes in glory, the angels will come with him; he is a royal figure
who sits on a glorious throne, and he is called King in his own right; he is also the judge of

all the nations gathered before him, and as a shepherd he separates the flock; he consigns
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the wicked to perdition and the righteous to the blessed kingdom.
The other texts that share the Son of Man and angels motifs encompass either

implicit or explicit references to the future judgment:*’

Matthew 13.364 Matthew 16.27 Matthew 24,30-31 atthew 25.31+
Son of Man Son of Man Son of Man Son of Man
comes with hjs angels comes on clouds... comes with_all the angels
at end of the age, in his Father’s glory with great glory in his glory
he sends his angels as reapers he sends_his angels he is also a king with glorious
' throne

they gather wicked with recompense they gather his elect all are gathered before
him to be judged

righteous shine like sun for every person all tribes of the earth he separates wicked

in the Father’s kingdom Son has a kingdom sec him from righteous, who
inherit a kingdom
prepared by the Father

The first clause of Matthew 25.31 is of primary importance for this study, both
because it recapitulates these common themes from chapters 13, 16, and 24 and because it

returns to the questions about the eschaton. Furthermore, Mt 25.31 is almost certainly

related to Zechariah.*®
“Ortav 8¢ é)\gn 6 vlos Tob dvBpwou év Th 86En alrTov kal malTes
oL dyyeloL ° peT’ alrob, ToTe kabioeL éml Opoévov 86Ens alrob... --Mt 25.31
kal fifeL kipLos O Beds pou Kal TAvTes ol dyiolr peT’ alrob. --Zech 14.5b Lxx

’Charette, Recompense, 113, points out similarities between the judgment scenes in Matthew,
especially the wording in 19.28 and 25.31, where the Son of Man sits on his glorious throne.

8As Matthew’s Jesus stands before Caiphas, the combined force of these texts exerts a cumulative
effect on his reference to the Son of Man seated at the right hand of Power and coming on the clouds of
heaven (Mt 26.63-64). 1 also contend that the “false testimony” which precedes this Son of Man statement
is related to another powerful image from the Zechariah tradition, i.e., Zech 6.12 (see ch 10, on the Temple
charge).

*Textual variant -- some mss (AW et.al.) read dyiol in place of dyyehou. Hagner, 739, agrees that
this variant evidence confirms influence of Zech 14.SLXX. Davies and Allison III, 420, note that the
Peshitta, Targum and Vulgate agree with the LXX and Matthew, “in opening with ‘and’ and in having
‘with him’.” See Gundry, Matthew, 511. While Hagner suggests the OT background for Mt 25.31 is also
from Deut 32.43; 33.2LXX, Davies and Allison say “Zech 14.5 itself depends upon Deut 33.2.” In any case,
I see no direct Deut 32.43 or 33.2 influence on Mt 25.31; however, Deut 33.2 certainly appears to have
influenced the form of 2 Thess 1.7.
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TP TP D iR M ’m --Zech 14.5b MT®
...and YHWH my God will come (and) all the holy ones with you.

..and the Lord my God shall reveal himself and all his holy ones with him.  --Tg. Zech. 14.5b°"

The Septuagint often translates 0"07p (which denotes holy things, holy persons, or
heavenly beings) with dyiot (holy ones); LXX never uses dyyelot for this Hebrew word.®
The Greek form (d-yior, usually interpreted as saints) appears to be behind Paul’s use of
Zech 14.5b in 1Thess 3.13, “...€v 71 Tapouvoiq Tob kupiou Nuav ’Incol peTa TavTwy
TOV aylwv avTol...”

Mark 8.38 and Luke 9.26 (cf. Mt16.27) agree on something which seems to be
derived from Zech 14.5b: when the Son of Man comes, he will be accompanied by (Mk),
or in the glory of (LK), the holy angels. In these gospel texts holy angels may reflect oral or
textual variant traditions, due to the ambiguity of dyiot from Zech 14.5b LXX. Matthew,
however, never uses the expression “holy angels.”™

In texts which refer to the Parousia, Matthew consistently refers to those who will
accompany the Son of Man as angels, even when his gospel source (Mark 8.38) has the

conflated term. In 13.41, 16.27 and 24.31, the Matthean Jesus speaks of the angels of the

“With Gundry, Use, 142, many scholars believe the MT to be corrupt here; yet Meyers II, 430-1,
see “compelling reasons for retaining the MT ‘with you® [2fs] as a reference to Jerusalem.” They note that
all the major versions (LXX, Vulg, Targ, and Syr), as well as many [45] Hebrew mss read “with him” in
reference to YHWH. They also note that the Syriac and Aramaic put the [3s] suffix with the previous noun,
“his holy ones.”

$"English translation from R. P. Gordon in Targum Minor Prophets, 223.

?Holladay’s Concise Lexicon, 312, specifies “heavenly beings” for 0P in Zech 14.5. Gundry,
Use of OT, 142, also reads the MT to mean “angels” and not “saints” for Zech 14.5. Meyers II, 430, reads
“angelic beings” in this military context.

#Sim, Apocalyptic Eschatology, 107, in his comment on Mt 24.31, seems to make a “slip of the
pen” in asserting that the “close relation between Jesus the Son of Man and the holy angels” is a particular
concern of the first evangelist. [emphasis added.]
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Son of Man (that is, “his angels”); however, in Mt 25.31 Jesus says the Son of Man will
come with “all the angels.” This departure from Matthew’s preferred usage may signal
some influence from Zech 14.5b. If he was working with the biblical text of Zechariah, it
is possible that he had access to both Greek and Hebrew traditions. * Matthew has
demonstrated his ability to utilize Greek and Hebrew variants in his exegesis of biblical
traditions;” with Zech 14.5b, he may have chosen to transmit the Hebrew 0P to signify
“angels” here in Mt 25.31, where it suits his theological purposes.®® Once again, Matthew
has chosen a passage of Zechariah which refers to God and has transferred the divine role
to Jesus, the Son of Man. In a sense, the Lord God has become the Lord Jesus.

It seems fitting that the apocalyptic discourse in Matthew has been found to have
several layers of Zechariah in its substructure, for Zechariah is one of the richest sources of
apocalyptic or proto-apocalyptic imagery in the Old Testament. In this survey, Matthew
has retained and sharpened Zechariah motifs and allusions found in his source(s), and he has
added other strands of Zechariah’s unique imagery, either singly or in combination with
other biblical traditions. The eschatological day, known only to the Lord figures from
Zech 14.7 (Mt 24.36); “on that day” language is embedded in Zechariah 12-14; the

lightning and trumpet of God (Zech 9.14) prominently feature in separate verses in the

%Zech 14.1-5 is set in an apocalyptic military context, when God comes with the angels to
Jerusalem to do battle. Mt 25.31 is set in an apocalyptic context of judgment; in this case it is angels who
act. See thesis section above on Mt 21.5 for evidence of Matthew’s knowledge of both Greek and Hebrew
traditions of Zech 9.9.

5E.g., Mt 27.3-10 shows his facility in using textual variants from Zech 11.11-13; another kind of
Matthean exegesis appears in his application of the variant meanings of Zech 10.2 MT/LXX to Mt 9.36.
See thesis sections related to these passages.

%See thesis section on Eschatological Signs below, where the case is made that Matthew also
surely knew this Greek textual tradition, for he utilized dyiou (saints) from Zech 14.5b (cf. Tg. Zech. 14.4
Codex Reuchlianus) with reference to the raising of the bodies of many at Jesus’ resurrection (Mt 27.52).
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apocalyptic discourse (Mt 24.27, 31), the second of which is linked by Matthew to the
angelic gathering from the four winds (Zech 2.10 LXX); the Lord coming with the “holy
ones” from Zech 14.5 is an unmistakable theme, both in texts Matthew adopts from
Mark and from his unique material (16.27; 25.31; cf. 27.52). Finally, all of this
apocalyptic discourse takes place as Jesus teaches his disciples on the Mount of Olives

(Matthew 24.3; Zechariah 14.4).
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CHAPTER SEVEN
Jesus’ Blood of the Covenant

Forgiveness of Sins
[Matthew 26.28/Zechariah 9.11]

In their accounts of the Last Supper, although the sequence of drinking and the
words over the cup is reversed, Matthew and Mark present Jesus’ explanation of the cup
in similar fashion, the primary difference being Matthew’s additional phrase, “for the

forgiveness of sins”:'

TOUTO Ydp €0Tv TO dipd pov THS Stabikns ToUTS é0Tv TO alpd pov ThHs Stabiins
TO TEPL TTOANGY EKXUVVOUEVOV TO EKXUVVOIEVOV UTIEP TTOANNGIV.
€ls abeow apapTiav. --Matthew 26:28 --Mark 14.24

Jesus’ words, “This is my blood of the covenant,” are identical in Mt and Mk. The only
other places where blood and covenant occur together in biblical tradition are Exodus 24.8,
Zechariah 9.11, Luke 22.20, 1 Corinthians 11.25 and Hebrews 9.20, 10.29, and 13.20. ?

In Exodus 24.3-8, the plot centers on the reception of God’s word, first spoken
through, then written down by, Moses. The people’s pledges of obedience were
accompanied by burnt offerings and peace offerings to the Lord. Moses threw half of the

blood of the oxen against the altar and the other half of the blood upon the people, saying,

'Matthew 3.1 does not follow Mark 1.4, with respect to John’s preaching a “baptism of
repentance for the forgiveness of sins.” There is confession of sin (Mt 3.6) and repentance (Mt 3.1, 11),
but the expression “for the forgiveness of sins” appears in the “cup saying” at the Last Supper.

’The “words of institution” in Lk 22 and [ Cor 11 both have “new covenant in my blood.”
Lk 22.20: ...toUto TO ToThplov N kawwm SLadrkn év TGO alpaTti pov TO UMEp LUGY EékXuvVopevov.
The textual issues in Lk 22 are many; see the treatment of the longer and shorter versions, including the
table of six forms of the Lukan text, in Metzger's Textual Commentary, 173-77. 1 Cor 11.25: ToUTé T0
moThpLov 1 kawn Suadiky éoTv év 16 €pud aipati. Covenant and blood appear together three times
in Hebrews: Tolro 10 dipa Ths dLabikms fis évteidaTto mpds Lpds O &os (9.20); mdow SokelTe
xelpovos dELwBnioeTal Tipwplas 6 TOV vldv Tol Beol kaTamaThoas kal TO alpa Ths Siabikvs
KoLvov Nynodpevos...; (10.29); ‘O 8 Beds Ths eipnvns, O dvayayov €k VeKpoy TOV TOLpéva TGV
mopBdTwy TOv péyav év aipatt Sabrkvs aiwviou, TOV klpov Hudv ‘Incotv... (13.20). (év dipatt
functions differently in Zech 9.11, as compared with Lk 22 and [ Cor 11, but see Heb 13.20, which is very
similar to Zech 9.11,) Hebrews seems to know both Exod 24.8 and Zech 9.11.
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“Behold the blood of the covenant which the Lord has made with you in accordance with
all these words™:

AORT O3TTRD SR ooy MM NN W DI2TTDT M7 MR —-Ex24.8bMT

kal €imer ’I6ob TO dipa Ths SLadiims, Nis S1éBeTw KUpLos mPdS UUAS
TEPL TAVTWY TV AOYOV TOUTWY. --Ex 24.8b LXX

Zech 9.11 follows the prophetic exhortation for Daughter Zion/Daughter Jerusalem
to rejoice over the coming of the humble king who will bring peace to the nations
(Zech 9.9-10):
1 on PN iR TTON CAMYY TOTI2T0I2 AN --Zech 9.11 MT

kal oU év dipaTtt Suabnkns [oou] éaméoTetlas Beaulovs oov ék Adkkov
oUK €xovTos Udwp. --Zech 9.11 LXX

In the Hebrew, the one who will set the prisoners free is referred to in the first-person
singular; the verse may be translated, “And as for you, because of the blood of your
covenant, [ will set your prisoners free from the waterless cistern.” In the Greek, the
second-person singular pronoun seems instead to indicate the one who acted on behalf
of the prisoners, “And you, by the blood of [your] covenant, set your prisoners free from
the waterless cistern.” 3

Both Exodus 24.8 and Zechariah 9.11 have figured in scholarly studies of the “cup

30Other than Zech 9.11, the only reference to covenant with the 2fs suffix (and the Greek equivalent
in the LXX) appears in Ezek 16.61, where Daughter Jerusalem is also addressed. In Ezek 16.59-63
covenant occurs once as “your covenant,” as well as “the covenant,” “my covenant with you (twice),” and
“everlasting covenant.” See Meyers II, 138-42. Some English translations of Zech 9.11 from the Hebrew
“clarify” that the covenant is between God and the people by reading “my covenant with you,” instead of
“your covenant.” The LXX seems to reflect some confusion about who is speaking and who acts in Zech
9.11 and 12. Does the Greek version interpret the second-person singular [vocative] in vs. 11 as Daughter
Zion/Daughter Jerusalem, as in the Hebrew, or does it address God in vs. 11, and then interpret the speaker
in vs. 12 as God?
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saying” in Mark 14.24 and Matthew 26.28.* If Zech 9.11 itself is an allusion to Exod 24,
the emphasis in the prophetic context is different from the Pentateuchal passage.
Exod 24.3-8 describes the ceremony surrounding the giving of the law and the people’s
vow to obey God’s commandments. In Zech 9.11-12, God remembers a covenant which
was sealed by blood, and that is the basis upon which prisoners will be set free and
recompensed double.’

Arguments marshaled in favor of a primary (or exclusive) allusion to Exod 24.8 in
the “cup saying” in Mk 14.24 and Mt 26.28 include the following: °

(1) “the blood of the covenant” is closer to the gospel wording.’

*For comments on Zech 9.11 itself, see the commentaries by Achtemeier, Baldwin, and the
Meyers; also see Katrina J. A. Larkin, The Eschatology of Second Zechariah (Kampen: KOK Pharos,
1994), 77-83. With reference to Mark, see Marcus, Way, 157-8; see also Bruce, “Book of Zechariah,”
347. For Matthew, in addition to the commentaries, see Charette, Recompense, 77, 142; Bruce, NT
Development, 54, 102; Allison, End, 35; idem, Intertextual Jesus, 219; Gundry, Use of OT, 57-58,
Lindars, NT Apologetic, 131-34; Heil, Death & Resurrection, 36, 56 (n. 16).

’Elizabeth Achtemeier, Nahum-Malachi (Atlanta: John Knox, 1986), 150, says about Zech 9.11
that God remembers the covenant at Sinai, and on that basis promises to deliver the people from the
“waterless pit,” an OT symbol of Sheol or death. Meyers II, 138-39, interprets those addressed in
Zech 9.11-14 as exiles who have been removed from their homeland; Zechariah’s “blood of your covenant™
imagery links the freeing of captives with God’s promise at Sinai to establish the Israelites in their land.

In Zechariah’s context, the prisoners to be delivered could refer to Egypt [i.e., to Passover] or to the
Babylonian exile. Although Bruce, NT Development, 55, gives pride of place to Exod 24.8, he raises an
intriguing question, 102, on the role of Zech 13.7-9 and the shepherd theme (Mk 14.27, Mt 26.31): Is the
formula for covenant renewal in Zech 13.9 a reference to the “blood-sealed covenant of Zech. 9:117” See
chapter following for more on Zech 13.7 and the shepherd theme. It seems to me that we cannot be certain
whether Zechariah had the Exod 24.8 covenant, exclusively, in mind with reference to the covenant blood
in Zech 9.11.

*Among those who favor Exod 24.8 are Keener, 631; Davies & Allison III, 465-75; Hagner 11, 773;
Gundry, Use of OT, 57-58; Bruce, NT Development, 54 [but see “Book of Zechariah,” 247, where he writes,
“Hard upon the proclamation of the peaceful king comes Yahweh’s announcement of liberation to the
captives ‘because of the blood of my covenant with you® (Zech. ix. 11). The resemblance between this and
‘my covenant blood’ in our Lord’s words of institution (Mark xiv. 24) can scarcely be fortuitous, although
the scripture principally in His mind then appears to have been Exodus xxiv. 8,” Allison, Intertextual
Jesus, 219 [but see his End of the Ages, 35, where he includes Zech 9.11 in a table of quotations and
allusions in Mark, opposite Mk 14.22-25].

’Allison, Intertextual Jesus, 219, notes that the Peshitta, Tg. Ps.-J. and 7g. Ong. on Exod 24.8 use
a demonstrative which agrees with the NT Tovro.
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2) the interpretive trajectory inferred from Targums Ongelos and Pseudo-Jonathan shows that
some Jewish communities understood the Sinai covenant to have expiatory value.®

3) the framework of Hebrews 9.15-22 places Jesus’ self-sacrifice in an interpretive reading of
Exod 24.3-8.°

“4) the meal which followed Moses’ throwing the covenant-blood on the people supports the
meal context in the Gospels. '°

Evidence adduced in support of the influence of Zech 9.11 on Jesus’ “covenant-
blood” saying includes the following:"'
M in Zech 9, God directly addresses the people as Daughter Zion/Daughter Jerusalem
concerning the blood of their covenant; in the Gospel, Jesus addresses people directly

concerning the cup (of the covenant) they drink.

2) “covenant-blood” is modified by a possessive pronoun in Zech 9.1, Mt 26.28, and
Mk 14.24 but is unmodified in Ex 24.8.

3) the setting is one of hope and restoration of captives, not on law-giving and obedience."

8Davies & Allison 111, 475. In Heb 9.20, “This is the blood of the covenant,” must come from the
tradition of the words of institution, for “this is” is not present in Exod 24.8. Davies and Allison liken
Jesus’ mediation of a new covenant in blood, his self-sacrifice, to Moses’ inauguration of the old covenant
by sprinkling the “blood of the covenant.” In Heb 9, they claim to see the same tradition of expiation as in
the targums to Exod 24.8; they find proof in Heb 9.19-22 that it was taken “for granted that the blood
Moses sprinkled was for the forgiveness of sins,” which, in turn, demonstrates the “currency of this
interpretation in the first century.” They see the same ideas in the First Gospel as in Heb 9 and dismiss a
possible connection with Passover blood. Davies & Allison see no need to tie Matthew’s addition of “unto
the forgiveness of sins” to the influence of Jer 31, since they derive such influence from Exod 24.8. They
give a lot of weight to Heb 9, read with the targums; they do not comment here on the Pauline and Lukan
cup sayings which incorporate “new covenant” explicitly.

°Ibid. Hagner I, 773, also refers to Hebrews but does not go as far as Davies & Allison.

“Allison, Intertextual Jesus, 219, citing a note in Gundry, Use of OT, 57, mentions that Exod 24.8
is the only place in the Tanak where blood-sprinkling for cleansing is connected with a meal. It is not clear
to me that “cleansing” is emphasized by the cutting of the covenant in Exod 24. Moreover, although a meal
may be implied by the expression in Exod 24.11, “And he did not lay his hand on the chief men of the
people of Israel; they beheld God, and ate and drank,” it was not a paschal meal.

"Lindars, NT Apologetic, 132-33, argues that the overall redemptive motive in Zechariah 9’s
eschatological setting favors the escape from Egypt; therefore the primary covenant-blood imagery is from
Passover (not the Sinai covenant per se) in the Gospel use of Zech 9.11. Charette, Recompense, 77, argues
that Zech 9.11 may be included with Exod 24.8 as influences on Mt 26.28.

"Charette, op. cit., 77, although citing Exod 24.8, also mentions the need for restoration after the
Sinai covenant was broken. Jesus’ words about his covenant-blood being “poured out for many” for “the
forgiveness of sins” recalls both the servant of Isa 53 and the new covenant of Jer 31. Matthew’s use of
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4) Tg. Zech. 9.11 is placed in a Passover/Exile setting; * a paschal (re-) interpretation is also
reflected in the Synoptic Last Supper accounts.

&) Zech 9.11 concerns a covenant with Zion/Jerusalem; the Last Supper takes place in
Jerusalem (Mt 26.18).

6) the abundance of allusions to, or echoes of, Zechariah 9-14 in the Passion Narrative upholds
the likelihood that Zechariah may also be discerned here.'*

On the strength of these arguments, it is perhaps more reasonable to allow a joint
influence of these only two texts which contain the expression “the blood of the covenant”
than to eliminate one text.

There is enough in the context of Zechariah 9.11-17, with its promise of deliverance,
to suggest its influence on the Last Supper tradition. Jesus and his disciples have partaken
of a Passover meal in Jerusalem; at some point, after they began to eat (26.21, 26) Jesus

took the elements of bread and wine and reinterpreted them for a new context, “This is

mepl rather than Mark’s Umép reflects LXX sacrificial terminology, providing an additional link with
sacrificial language in Isa 53. The connection in Zech 9.11 “between the blood of the covenant and the
liberation of the exiles is quite suggestive, especially when one considers...that it is those ‘exiles’ redeemed
by the blood of Jesus who will be restored.”

“This Targum verse has been translated, “You also, for whom a covenant was made by blood, 1
have delivered you from bondage to the Egyptians, I have supplied your needs in a wilderness desolate as an
empty pit in which there is no water.” Even if the covenant-blood was originally seen as that of Exod 24.8,
this passage goes on to transfer covenantal significance to the blood of the Passover lambs. See Gordon’s
notes to Tg. Zech. 9.11, 205-6 (notes 30-33).

"“Gaston and Lindars both note the preponderance of Zech 9-13 material in the Passion Narrative.
Lloyd Gaston, No Stone, 34, with reference to Mark 13, lists the following Zechariah testimonia: 9.9 (king
riding an ass into Jerusalem); 9.11 (he writes “the blood of my covenant™); 9.14 (the advent of the Lord
with a trumpet call) to save the flock (9.16); 10.3 (punishment of false prophets); 10.4 (from the flock will
come the cornerstone); 10.8b (the Lord will signal and gather the dispersed); 12.2-3 (siege of Jerusalem);
12.10, cf. 13.1 (pouring of spirit and testimonium about the pierced one); 13.7 (shepherd struck and sheep
scattered); 14.2 (fall of Jerusalem) 14.5 (Lord comes with his angels); 14.8 (living water flows from
Jerusalem); 14.16 (those gathered will be survivors of the nations). Lindars interprets this as evidence to
support the influence of Zech 9.11 on the “cup saying” at the Last Supper. With reference to Matthew,
Lindars, op. cit., 134, begins with the “Passion prophecy” of Zech 9.9, then moves to similar motive for the
use of Zech 11.13 (treatment of Jesus before applied to Judas); Zech 12.10 (earliest was reference to method
by which Jesus died); Zech 13.7 (same as 12.10, before applied to flight of disciples); and Zech 9.11 was an
earlier gospel allusion to the blood of the covenant, which arose before more precise correlation of other
passages, like Exod 24.8 and Jer 31.33. Lindars contends that Zech 9.11 is reminiscent of the escape from
Egypt, via a blood covenant (Exod 12.22, 26-27, sacrifice of the Lord’s Passover).
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my blood of the covenant...poured out for many.” On the surface level of the texts, both
Mark 14.24 and Matthew 26.28 appear to be equally influenced by Zech 9.11. Is there
anything in Matthew’s account that would suggest a deeper awareness of the Zechariah
“blood of the covenant” text there?

In Matthew 1.21, the reader is told that Jesus was given his name to reflect his
calling to “save his people from their sins.” Just as the portrayal of a savior figure was
radically altered (from the expectation political deliverance, and/or restoration to the land)
to signify salvation from sins, so also the blood of the covenant -- Jesus’ own blood
(sacrificially understood)-- effects a radical understanding of the forgiveness of sins."

The hope of deliverance, by the blood of the covenant, also resonates with themes from
adjacent Zechariah texts -- the promise of a humble king who will come to bring peace
(Zech 9.9-10), as well as salvation to his people (Zech 9.11,16; cf. Zech 8.7, 11-13, 20-23).
If there is any increased perception of Zechariah motifs in Matthew’s account of the Last
Supper, it derives from the cumulative effect of those themes that re-emerge from the

Infancy Narrative with greater clarity.

"The saving “from sins” and “forgiveness of sins” of Mt 1.21 and 26.28 are a kind of inner-
biblical allusion, an intra-gospel echo. Mt 26.28 reveals how Jesus will “save his people from their sins,”
i.e., by his own blood shed for many, “for the forgiveness of (their) sins.” If there is Zechariah influence in
Matthew’s sub-structure, its influence may be operative only on a subconscious level. One might also see
some allusive resonance of Jesus’ blood/innocent-righteous blood in Mt 23 and in the Passion Narrative.
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CHAPTER EIGHT
Jesus, the Stricken Shepherd
The Prophecy Fulfilled
[Matthew 26.31/Zechariah 13.7]
Mark’s only explicit quotation of Zechariah occurs just after his account of the Last

Supper. Although the context of the Matthean parallel is nearly identical, its citation of

Zech 13.7 is somewhat altered:

Mt 26.30-32 Mk 14.27-29
Kal dpvijoavres €EfAbov €is 1O Gpos TGV éraidv. Kai vpviioavtes €Efibov els TO dpos TGV éhaldv.
TéTe Ayer avrois O ‘Inools: kal AéyeL avtois 6 'Ingols 6T
TAvTeS Upels okavdaiotioeabe TavTes okardaiotjoeobe,
€V épol €v T VvukTL TAUTY),
Yéypamrar ydp: om yéypamrar
matdfw TOV ToLpéva, Tatdéw TOV ToLpéva,
kal Stagkopmobnoortal Ta TpoPaTta kai T4 mpdPaTa SiagkopmiabicovTat.
This molpwMs.
peTd 8¢ TO éyepbiivai pe mpodEw Upds aMa peta T éyepbijval pe mpodEw vpds
els Ty ladiaiav. els ™y lNaddaiav.

In these passages Zech 13.7 provides a scriptural warrant for Jesus’ double
announcement that his coming death is part of God’s plan and that his disciples will
abandon him in his time of trial. As the Zechariah quotation is interpreted, it reveals both
the occasion and the manner of the “stumbling”-- striking the shepherd (Jesus) causes the
sheep (disciples) to scatter. Matthew’s addition of Upels sharpens Jesus’ claim that his
disciples are among the mdvTes who will be “scandalized,” and év époi év TH vukTi
TauvTn accentuates the imminence of their defection.

A comparison of extant versions of Zech 13.7 is helpful for analysis of the gospel
texts:

MIRDX TP OND P 2379 pATop T an
DMPEToY T DAUm RRT PXI|; YT T —Zech 13.7 MT'

“Sword, awake against my shepherd, (and/namely) against the man who is my comrade,”
declares YHWH Sebaoth. “Strike the shepherd and the sheep/flock will scatter; and I will turn back my
hand upon/against the little ones.” This Aiphil perfect of 1 may be understood to indicate either that
God’s hand brings restoration or retribution to the little ones (see Holladay, Concise Lexicon, 362-3).
The Zech 13.7-9 context may recall Isa 1.25-26, where God’s hand turns against the people to refine
them, with restoration as a result. The potential ambiguity in Zech 13.7 MT is demonstrated in two of
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The majority of LXX manuscripts transform the singular object (shepherd) to plural
and, without signaling a change of subject, convert the singular verbs in verse 7b to second-

person plural; the object in verse 7c¢ is changed from “little ones™ to “shepherds™:

Poudaia, é€eyépnm émi Tous moLpévas pou kal €m’ drpa moATHY pou, Aéyel
KUpLoS TavTokpdTwp® TaTdEaTte Tous ToLpévas kal €komdoarte TA WpoBaTa, Kal
€mdEw TV X€lpd pou €ml Tous ToLpévas. --Zech 13.7 LXXB 2

Codex Alexandrinus (LXX*) is the only extant version with a variant reading of verse
7b nearly the same as Matthew 26.31: Tfis woipvns appears neither in Mark nor (its

equivalent) in any known Hebrew version of Zech 13.7, but only in Mt 26.31b and here: *

‘Popdaia- éEeyépbnm ém TOv Torpaiva pov kal €’ dvdpa ToALTNY avTob, AéyeL
KUpLOS TavTokpdTwp® TdTafov TOV Towpéva kdl SiackopmotijoorTalr Ta mpdaTta
™S moipvns. Kal émdfw Ty xe€lpd pov émt Tols moLpévas. --Zech 13.7LXx* *

Except for the future indicative mTaTd€w, the Zech 13.7b quotation in Matthew 26.31 is

its interpretations: (1) CD - B xix. (7)8-9 [for a transiation of this excerpt from CD, see p 193 below];
and (2) 7g. Zech 13.7: “O sword, be revealed against the king and against the prince his companion who
is his equal, who is like him, says the Lord of hosts; slay the king and the princes shall be scattered and I
will bring a mighty stroke upon the underlings.” These differ on whether the shepherd is good or bad,
and whether the “little ones” are shepherd boys (undershepherds?) or sheep. The Targum correctly reads
“equal companion” but places him with a bad shepherd instead of as a good figure next to God. See
below on LXX*.

2LXXB (Codex Vaticanus): “Sword, be raised against my shepherds and against the man who is my
fellow-citizen,” says the Lord of hosts. “Strike [2 pl] the shepherds and pluck out/rescue the sheep, and I
will lay my hand against the shepherds.” A variant tradition renders the last clause kai énd€w T xelpd
Hov éni Tobs pikpols. See note #29 below.

30n textual traditions of the Greek translations, see Gundry, Use of OT, 25-28. Stendahl, School,
80-83, labels LXXP as tendentious. DeWaard, OT Quotations, 37-40, and Moo, OT in Passion Narratives,
183, agree that both LXX* and LXX? are bearers of a Palestinian septuagintal tradition. I am unaware of
any plausible explanations for the change to plural verbs in other Greek translations of Zech 13.7b.

‘The Codex Alexandrinus (Royal Ms. 1 D v-viii) in Reduced Photographic Facsimile. Old
Testament. Part III. Hosea-Judith. (London: British Museum, 1936). Note the variant spelling of
“shepherd” in verse 7a (cf. 7b). Also note that Gvdpa moAiTnv is modified by atrod, which is not found
in the apparatus of Gottingensis, although it lists this variant for W Eus.ecl. The change of possessive
pronoun from the MT first-person singular to third-person singular in LXX* offers a reason for the plural
“shepherds” in verse 7c. Perhaps this was done to remove any hint that God had a counterpart; rather, the
shepherd figure had a counterpart; cf. Tg. Zech. 13.7 in note #1 above.
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completely identical with LXX"*, as Mark 14.27 is with LXX? (Codex Marshalianus). °
LXX" and LXX, both of which preserve the sense of the MT better than LXX?, also
support the NT singular Tov moupéva and the verb Stackopmiobioovtal. Tatdéw in the
gospels may simply reflect a choice to underline God’s agency in the striking, whether
attributed to Mark’s. own hand or to his source.

It is difficult to determine the origin of Matthew’s use of Tis moluvns in 26.31.
The fact that the additional phrase appears in both Zech 13.7 LXX* and Mt 26.31 does not
entail a direct relationship between the two; however, moipuvn (flock) occurs just once (or
twice) in the LXX and only four times in the NT.® Possibly Matthew knew a textual
tradition which, like LXX*, incorporated Tfis moluimg, but this is not certain; likewise, one
cannot establish that LXX* derives from Matthew's Gospel. ’ Nevertheless, it must have
suited Matthew’s purpose to transmit the longer reading of Zech 13.7b rather than to offer

a direct translation of the Hebrew text, for he was certainly capable of translating Hebrew

’As DeWaard writes, 38, “A correction of LXX A and LXX Q on the basis of Mt and Mk,
respectively, is impossible, because the imp. wdTafov would certainly have been exchanged for a fut.
maTtdEw in the case of a supposed correction and because both LXX codices give a better rendering of the
Hebrew text traditions by their reading of the sing. Tov moipéva.” DeWaard's observations about LXX* are
correct with respect to verse 7b, but he fails to mention that LXX* diverges from the MT in Zech 13.7a, c.

“Besides Mt 26.31, molpvn is found in Lk 2.8, Jn 10.16 and 1 Cor 9.7. Except for Zech 13.7
LXXA, woipvn is found only in Gen 32.16(17); otherwise -7y is translated upwards of 25 times by
moipmov in LXX. Tlolpviov occurs only four times in the NT (Lk 12.32; Acts 20.28, 29; 1 Pet 5.2). Of
course, if Matthew found Tfis molpvns in a Greek LXX tradition, there would be double certainty that he
knew Zechariah was the original source for the quotation in Mark 14.27. (Nothing in the Genesis passage
sheds light on this discussion.)

"Allison & Davies I1I, 485, suggest that Mt 26.31 preserves a reading known to Matthew, which
was the source for “of the flock” in the gospel text. See Hagner 11, 776. Soares Prabhu, Formula
Quotations, 82, rejects the conformity of the gospel to LXX*, which like LXX? now appears in an
“obviously retouched form.” I see no compelling reason to assume either that LXX* is dependent upon
Mt 26.31 or that Mt relies upon LXX?*; neither do I assume that the evangelist had access only to a Greek
version like LXX* and was therefore unable to compare such a reading with other traditions in Greek and
Hebrew. If LXX* were dependent upon Mt 26.31, whence the variants in Zech 13.7a,c?
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into Greek.® Matthew has been shown to have used multiple textual traditions in his
theological exegesis on occasion: while one might further imagine that Matthew had before

him the Hebrew text of Zech 13.7 (which supplied the singular shepherd; the semantic

range of the collective 18X includes both sheep and flock) and a Greek text like LXX*

(which corroborated Tov moLpéva in 7b, plus the more accurate verb dtackopmiofncovTat
and Tfis moiuvns), this is not evident in Matthew 26.31,.°

Certainty regarding the textual tradition is not possible, but other tentative
suggestions for Matthew’s Zech 13.7b reading may be advanced. Some scholars have
proposed that the phrase “of the flock” is meant to stress the close relationship between the
shepherd and his sheep.'® If Matthew himself added Tfis moipvns to his Markan source, it
may be that he meant to distinguish between different groups understood as sheep, that is,
between the crowds who were like “sheep without a shepherd” (Mt 9.36), those called the

“lost sheep of the house of Israel” (Mt 10.6; 15.24), and the disciples who are identified as

M. C. Black, “Rejected and Slain Messiah,” 186, thinks that, because of the singular “shepherd,”
the Hebrew text is the source of both Mark’s and Matthew’s citations of Zech 13.7. Mark’s source may
have had access to the Hebrew, or equally may have found the singular in the tradition behind LXX?. See
section above on Zech 9.9, which includes a discussion of Matthew’s translation of Zech 9.9 MT in Mt 21.5
and of Isaiah 8.23-9.1 in Mt 4.14-16. I assume from CD-B that Zech 13.7 MT is close to the Hebrew of the
time. (See discussion of CD-B below.)

°See above on Zech 10.2 MT & LXX in 9.36, where both the Hebrew and Greek traditions
influence Matthew’s use of Zech 10.2. Hypothetically, the tradition behind LXX* alone can account for the
version of Zech 13.7b in Mt 26.31, so one cannot prove that Mt used the Hebrew here, although the use of
both sheep and flock to render |RX may derive from knowledge of the Hebrew. It may also be possible that
Matthew knew a tradition which, like CD-B, combined Zech 13.7 with “of the flock,” whether in reference
to Zech 11.11 or an interpretation of Zech 13. 8-9. (See discussion of CD-B below and note #23.)

19So Schweizer, Matthew, 492. See also Hagner 11, 776; Gundry, Matthew, 530; and Stendahl,
School, 81, who suggest literary and stylisitic reasons for the additional phrase. I do not discount these
possibilities, which fit well with the Matthean additions noted above, but the issue is more complex than a
simple (singular) shepherd-sheep relationship suggests.
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“sheep of the flock™ in Mt 26.31."" Perhaps Matthew also intended Tfs To(uvns to
reinforce Jesus’ statement that even the disciples -- the sheep of Ais flock -- would be
scandalized because of him and would desert him."? The focus here has shifted from Jesus
and his band of disciples to the solitary figure of Jesus'? — in Gethsemane, they fall asleep
as he prays, leaving him virtually alone to face suffering and death. Jesus will have to
accomplish God’s purposes without human support.'*

Most scholars agree that Mk 14.27 and Mt 26.31 are structured to be interpreted in
parallel with their enclosed prophetic extract of Zech 13.7b: Jesus is the shepherd who will
be struck and the disciples are the sheep who will scatter. However, scholarship is divided
on the question of how much of the biblical text/context of Zechariah 13.7 the evangelists
intended their readers to recall, that is, whether the shepherding metaphor from the
quotation of Zech 13.7 continues to have influence beyond its immediate gospel setting.

This poses a multifaceted and very complex question. In its own framework,

'"Mt’s use of shepherd-sheep imagery is not monolithic. The crowds, compared to sheep (9.36),
are surely distinct from disciples - “sheep of the flock” (26.31). The nature of “shepherding” traits also
differs from place to place in the gospel; e.g. healing is in view at Mt 9.36, while “lost sheep” need to be
found (18.12)).

"’The disciples had all partaken of an intimate meal where they heard that one of them would
betray Jesus (26.20-29); here the rest are being told that they will all desert Jesus; see John Paul Heil, Death
and Resurrection, 39-40. The close association between Jesus and his disciples was not merely fractured by
the singular defection of Judas; their wholesale abandonment of him was foretold -- not even one disciple
would remain at his side. The leaders of the people had already taken offense at him and the crowds no
longer followed him (26.47; 27.15;).

BPeter’s underlying focus on himself in his denial of Jesus’ prediction illustrates this point.

“A. Descamps, “Rédaction et christologie dans le récit matthéen de la Passion,” in L’Evangile
selon Matthieu. Rédaction et théologie (ed. M Didier, BETL 29; Gembloux: Duculot, 1972) 401;, makes
a most important observation about some of Matthew’s changes to the Markan PN. He writes that Matthew
underscores the centrality of the character of Jesus in the narrative; e.g., the addition of “because of me”
sharpens the focus on Jesus in Mt 26.31, 3. Descamps notes that from the time he cites Zech 13.7 to the
time of his arrest, Jesus is obedient to the divine will: Jesus alone understands the theological significance
of every action, while neither his disciples nor his antagonists do. Only Jesus’ will and actions are in unity
with God’s plan.
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Zech 13.8-9 preserves God’s promise to put a scant number of survivors into a refining fire,
after which this purified eschatological remnant will call upon God, who then will renew the
covenant with them."> With respect to the context of Zech 13.7-9, these events take place
after the shepherd figure has disappeared from the scene and after two-thirds of the people
have already perished. In its canonical context, therefore, it is unrealistic to construe verses
8-9 to indicate that the shepherd figure either leads the sheep or precedes them at a future
time to a place where he (re)gathers them -- the shepherd of 13.7 never reappears in
Zechariah.

The question remains whether Zech 13.8-9 has been transferred from its canonical
context to exert influence on Mk 14.28 and/or Mt 26.32 in a way its original context does
not allow. Jesus predicts that the sheep will scatfer, but does he also promise as shepherd
to (re)gather the sheep? If so, does Zech 13.8-9 provide a shepherding subtext for Mark
14.28 and/or Mt 26.32? Scholars who pursue these lines of thought read the verb mpod&w
in Mk 14.28 and in Mt 26.32 as an almost technical shepherding term: Jesus, the shepherd,

promises to lead his flock to Galilee after his resurrection.'® This “theme” is reinforced in

The LXX seems to soften its interpretation of 13.7-9 somewhat. God's hand is more protective
than judging; God brings the third through the fire, where MT is causative.

'®Joel Marcus and M. C. Black are two scholars who, by different means, come to see an influence
of Zech 13.8-9 on Mark 14.28. Black, “Rejected and Slain Messiah,” 193, counters those who find Mark
14.27-28 to be too disjointed to belong together with the following reasoning: “...on closer examination...,
verse 28 would appear to reflect Zech 13.8-9, the reuniting of the flock after being refined by fire. It
continues the shepherd theme with the use of mpodyw.” Mark 14.27-31 “reflects a tradition which
identifies Jesus as the smitten shepherd of Zech 13.7, stricken by God for the purpose of scattering and
then cleansing the flock. Zech 13.7 is not simply about desertion but about desertion of a shepherd who is
to be smitten but whose smiting will nevertheless lead to the refining and strengthening of the flock”
[emphasis Black’s]. [ see no evidence to suggest that Zech 13.7-9 is about “desertion,” nor that these
gospel verses are about “cleansing the flock.” Joel Marcus, Way, 154-55, allows that Mark 14.27b and 28
go in to “rather different directions.” He thinks that Mark found verse 27 [i.e., the quotation of Zech 13.7]
in his tradition but that he added verse 28 to reflect Zech 13.8-9. Mark’s additional material, which
incorporates the verb “to lead” (mpodyewv) “continues the shepherd metaphor,” which is found throughout
Zech 9-14. Marcus equates the “restoration of Israel” promised in 13.8-9 with the use of a shepherding
metaphor in 13.7. I see many problems with this equation, including the unquestioned acceptance of
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Mark 16.7 (cf. Mt 28.7), where the women at the tomb are told, “...he is going before
(Tpodyel) you to Galilee; there you will see him, as he told you.” The issue here is not
whether Jesus has promised that the disciples will see him after his resurrection, but whether
anything from Zech 13.8-9 contributes to the interpretation of Mk 14.28 or Mt 26.32.
Perhaps it is best not to assume that Mk 14.28 and Mt 26.32 have absolutely identical
meanings in their own contexts; it may prove helpful to reserve judgment and to look at
these texts separately, beginning with Mark."?

If one insists upon reading Tpod&w in Mark 14.28 as a “shepherding term,” then
Jesus is expected to “lead” his sheep to Galilee. There is scant evidence to support such a
construal: there is no overlap in terminology between Zech 13.8-9 and Mark 14.27-28 to
suggest verbal dependence; in fact, the prophetic verses shed no light on the meaning of this
verb, since mpodyw occurs nowhere in Zechariah LXX. Tlpodyw is better taken in the usual

3 18

sense of “going before, to precede. Furthermore, if the promise that the disciples will

mpod-yw as a shepherding term. See below on Mt’s lack of emphasis on “gathering” as a shepherding term,
and Cousland’s contribution to this topic, and see notes #30 - 32. '

7See discussion below on Mt 28.7,10, which may indicate that Matthew aitered the sense of
Mark 16.7.

8Pace C. F. Evans, “I Will Go Before You to Galilee,” JTS 5 (1954) 3-18. Evans, 9-11, tries to
establish that mpodyw means “to lead” in Mk 14.28. He admits that Mt does not “reproduce the classical
and LXX usage” for mpodyw, but he does not venture the opinion that Mt 26.32 might read the verb in a
different sense from Mark. Evans’ conclusions regarding the LXX and NT use of this verb are not beyond
challenge. He cites Liddell and Scott in support of his understanding of the transitive of mpodyw in
classical usage; he sweeps through the LXX; he does not note the Hebrew verb, &3 (see Holladay, 227-28
for its primary meaning, “step up, come near, approach, step forth, bring up, take”), which wpodyw
translates in all 14 LXX uses. BAGD, 702, includes the definition of mpod-yw (in the transitive) of time,
with the accusative of the person, as “go or come before someone;” examples of this usage include Mt
26.32||Mk 14.28; Mk 6.45; Mt 21.31. (See also Mt 14.22||Mk 6.45; Mt 21.9|Mk 11.9, and Mt 2.9.) It is
obvious that Mk 16.7 refers back to 14.28 (cf. Mt 26.32, 28.7); however, nowhere do the Gospels record
anything that might be construed to mean that Jesus did Jead the disciples back to Galilee after his
resurrection. I see no way in which a shepherding metaphor from Zechariah enhances this recapitulation or
the appearances promised in Mk 16.7 and Mt 28.7. In the LXX, mpodyw does not occur in any biblical
text related to shepherding, neither in Zechariah nor in any other prophetic book. Of the 20 NT uses, not
one gives unassailable support for a shepherd leading his flock here. See on Mt 28.7, 10 below.
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see Jesus in Galilee points to a resurrection appearance, there is nothing in the Markan
narrative to suggest that the eschatological scattering and purification of the disciples on

a scale required by Zech 13.8-9 could have taken place; Mark does not report that the
disciples did “follow” Jesus to Galilee. If the Parousia is the focal point of the promise,
problems also arise with the abrupt ending of Mark, problems which obviate reading
mpodyw as a shepherding term in Mk 14.28."° Gathering is possible only in the sense

that the disciples will regroup in Galilee and will see Jesus there. 2° In both cases, the
hypothetical shepherding link between verses 27 and 28 of Mark 14 dissolves. 2 Gathering
as opposed to scattering is not the best way to characterize the purpose behind Jesus’

citation of Zech 13.7b, especially not in any sense which would draw in imagery or motifs

A further complication arises when “there you will see him” is factored into the equation: is this
meant to be understood in terms of a resurrection appearance or of the Parousia? Gundry, Matthew, 530,
contradicts the shepherding interpretation of mpod€w and sees no reference to the Parousia in Mk 14.28.
He notes that “going before them” in the shepherding sense precludes the disciples “seeing” Jesus “coming
in the clouds.” This observation by Gundry also demonstrates the undue stress many exegetes have put on
“you/they will see” in the apocalyptic discourse and texts possibly related to it. In a different vein, C. F.
Evans, “I will go before you into Galilee,”12-18, interprets mpodEw and “Galilee” here as a call to gentile
missions rather than a prediction of resurrection appearance of Jesus or a promise of the Parousia. Evans
says Mark’s use of Zechariah here, as elsewhere, is meant to interpret the last week of Jesus’ life as the
“judgement and redemption of the last days.” Evans, 8, 15-16, like Marcus, Way of the Lord, 159-61, is
also especially interested in the themes of Gentiles and the Temple.

PWith respect to Mk 14.28, Zech 13.8-9, and the use of mpodéw, Douglas Moo, OT in Passion
Narratives, 215-17, suggests that reading a parallel structure between Mk 14.27 and 28 recognizes *“Jesus’
death as the event which leads to the scattering of the disciples [as contrasted with] his resurrection as the
event which enables the scattered flock to be reconstituted.” It is only in this very limited sense that the
wider context of Zech 13.8-9 can be said to undergird Mk 14.27-28. This is a weak argument which does
not hold up under scrutiny. Nothing in Zech 13.8-9 forges a link between the concepts expressed in
Mk 14.27-28 or Mt 26.31-32.

2 Allowing the evangelists some license to be creative in their exegesis of Zech 13.7-9 still falls
short of what would be necessary to incorporate 13.8-9 into a list of probable allusions in the gospel texts.
The use of Zech 13.7b is fairly straightforward, especially in contrast with the scenario envisioned for
Zech 13.8-9. This is especially true of the short period of time between Jesus® death and the Galilee
appearance in Mt 28. Speculation abounds as to whether a “lost” resurrection account is now “missing”
from the end of Mark’s gospel. For the purposes of this discussion, it is unlikely that the question of
Zech 13.8-9 influence would be affected in any case. As Gundry, Matthew, 530, suggests, Matthew would
[most likely] have known Mark’s original ending, whether the promised appearance was a resurrection
event or the Parousia. See below on Wilcox’s argument.
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from Zech 13.8-9.%
It is intriguing to ask whether reflection on the events of 66-70 C. E. would support
a broader reading of this Zechariah context in Mark 14.27-28, that is, whether the Markan
community may have sensed an extended allusion to Zechariah 13.7-9, irrespective of what
the Matthean community would later understand. Joel Marcus compares the function of
Zech 13.7 in Mark 14.27-8 with its use in the Damascus Document:

“Wake up, sword, against my shepherd, and against the male who is my companion

- oracle of God - wound the shepherd and scatter the flock and I shall return my hand

upon the little ones.” Those who are faithful to him are the poor ones of the flock.

These shall escape in the age of the visitation; but those that remain shall be delivered

up to the sword when there comes the messiah of Aaron and Israel. --CD-B xix. (7)8-11a 2

Both communities believed they were near the eschatological “time of visitation” and both
groups would have interpreted the promises of Zech 13.8-9 in a sectarian fashion — they
were going to be saved when their corrupt national/religious leaders were visited with
judgment.** Marcus says:

This motif of the flock’s salvation is drawn from the immediately following Zechariah verses,
13:8-9, even though they are not quoted; the Qumran text is thus structurally similar to

Mark 13:27-29, which first quotes part of Zech. 13:7-9, then alludes to its continuation....

A further contact between the Qumran document and Mark 14:27-28 is that in the former

ZSee below on Matthew’s use of “gathering,” which is not predominantly used as a shepherding
term.

BTranslation of CD-B xix. (7)-11a taken from Garcia Martinez, DSS Translated, 45. The
occurrence of the expression, “the poor of the flock,” (one reading of the consonantal text) in Zech 11.11
and in CD-B (xix. 9) recalls scholarly questions about the placement of Zech 13.7-9 with respect to Zech 11
[see DeWaard, 39-40, n. 5], the issue of the good and evil shepherd imagery in Zech 9-13 passages, and
how this might have been read at the turn of the eras, irrespective of canonical placement. More pertinent
to Matthew than to Mark, one may ask if LXX* and/or Matthew’s tradition equated the “poor of the flock
(Zech 11,11MT)” with the “little ones” of Zech 13.7c MT? This is especially suggestive in light of Mt 18.6
and 26.31. One might query whether Zech 11.11 may have influenced Mt’s use of THis moipvns,
substituting sheep for poor “of the flock.”

See also Marcus, “The Jewish War and the Sitz im Leben of Mark,” 44-62. Gaston, No Stone,
4804, ties gathering the scattered sheep with Mk 16 (and Mt 28) in an elaborate interpretation of Mark’s
equation between the destruction of the temple, the death of Jesus, and the last judgment. A detailed
evaluation of Markan scholarship is outside the scope of this thesis; however, Marcus’ work on the Jewish
War and its impact on Mark’s gospel is most intriguing.
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the “poor of the flock” who receive the Zecharian promise of restoration are the faithful
members of the elect community, just as in Mark they are the stumbling but ultimately
faithful disciples of Jesus.... For Mark, the occurrences of Jesus’ last night on earth
inaugurate the time of eschatological testing spoken of by Zechariah, a time in which
the shepherd of God’s people will be struck and the people themselves will be tested to
the breaking point. %

There is nothing specific, however, in either text to suggest that the community who
preserved CD-B or Mark’s community reflected on the fiery purification here, although line
9 in this CD-B passage may equate the “faithful to him...the poor of the flock” as those
purified ones who call upon God. Nowhere in Mark’s Gospel does “poor of the flock”
occur; in fact, Mark never uses 1 molpvn or 16 moluviov. In the gospels, Jesus refers to
himself as the shepherd; it is unclear whether the shepherd of Zech 13.7 in CD-B was
regarded as a messianic figure.?®

Especially with respect to the Markan Passion Narrative, scholars have extended the
question of possible Zech 13.7-9 influence beyond the isolated focus of Mark 14.27-28, 50
and 16.7. For example, Max Wilcox reads Mark’s Zechariah 13.7 citation as a “keynote
passage” which directs the reader to the eschatological significance of all that happened on
the Mount of Olives, at least until the arrest of Jesus, possibly to the end of Mark 14. For
Wilcox, the main function of Zech 13.7b in Mark 14.27 is neither Jesus’ prediction of
Peter’s denial nor the defection of the disciples, but rather the foreshadowing of “the time

of testing” from all of Zechariah 13.7 - 14.4.”7 In response to Wilcox, one must emphasize

BMarcus, Way of the Lord, 158-59.

R.T. France, Jesus and the Old Testament, 176-77, sees the figure as a leading member of the
community but not as a messiah. The community of CD-B did think of itself as the “poor of the flock.”

YMax Wilcox, “The Denial-Sequence in Mark xiv.26-31, 66-72,” NTS 17 (1970-71) 426-36.
Black, 191, in agreement with his argument, cites Wilcox’s conclusion. Black says that the “allusion” to
Zech 13.8 is “integral” to Mark’s quotation of Zech 13.7, and that Mk 16.7 refers back to it. Allison, End of
the Ages, 34-35, agrees that the “extensive correlation” between Zech 13.7-14.5 and Mark 14-16 should not
be credited to chance. 1 agree with Wilcox that the Mount of Olives is very significant [more so to Mt,



195

that there is neither an overlap in vocabulary nor a clear refining or remnant motif in the
Galilee references (Mk 14.28; cf. Mt 26.32). Nothing from Zech 13.8-9 influences the
narrative when the disciples abandon Jesus at his arrest (Mk 14.50; cf. Mt 26.56b);
moreover, nothing of Zechariah is detected when the women at the tomb are told to inform
the disciples that Jesus is going before them to Galilee (Mk 16.7; cf. Mt 28.7). Critical
observations can also be made with respect to the proposed influence from Zech 14.14,
which in its canonical context deals with an eschatological attack on Jerusalem, climaxed by
the Lord going forth to fight on Jerusalem’s behalf. Although eschatological overtones may
be discerned from the Passion Narrative passages in view, no clear echo of Zech 14.1-4 is
heard. The only way for Wilcox’s main thesis to be valid would be to establish that Mark
understood Jesus’ mpodyw-statement to refer to a still-future Parousia event. In such a
case, Mark’s community might have interpreted its trials as the period of fiery
eschatological testing. The events of the Jewish War might have allowed the extended
context of Zech 13.7-9[-14.4] to be read back into the Markan Passion Narrative.
Zech 13.7-14.4 is an intriguing interpretive template for Mark, but there is not enough
textual evidence to warrant an enthusiastic endorsement of Wilcox’s thesis, particularly with
reference to Zech 13.8-9.%

If one cannot render a sure verdict with respect to the circumstances underlying

the Markan composition -- that is, whether an extended Zechariah subtext might have

perhaps, than to Mark]; I do not agree that an extended context of Zech 13.7-14.4, which Wilcox envisions
as exerting influence on Mark, can be applied equally to Matthew. See below on the Mount of Olives.

%2Douglas Moo, OT in Passion Narratives, 215-17, disagrees with Wilcox on other grounds,
including Wilcox’s estimation that the quotation of Zech 13.7 is an “aside” and not suited to its context
in the gospel. The shift in subject matter at Zech 14.1, between the purified remnant and the Mount of
Olives material, also precludes reading Zech 13.7-9 and 14.4 together as basis for the “time of testing”
foreshadowed. I agree with Moo’s assessment here.
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functioned on some level for Mark 14.27-28 -- one is even less able to envision a deliberate
allusion to Zech 13.8-9 in Matthew 26.31-32, especially with Matthew 28 in view. Given
the first evangelist’s facility with Hebrew and Greek, one would expect a wider influence
of Zech 13.7-9 to be evidenced by an allusion to (or echo of) verse 7c in the Mt 26.31
quotation. For example, the more accurate variant Greek tradition (kal émafw TNnv Xeipd
Hou €mi Tous pLkpovs) would suit this situation very well.?® Or, if Matthew understood
the time between Jesus’ arrest and the meeting envisioned in Galilee (Mt 26.32) as a period
of eschatological testing, he could have added comments, such as he included in Chapter 10
or 24, to underscore the tribulations the disciples would face before they met Jesus again.
Moreover, the time-frame imposed on the narrative by Matthew 28.7-10 -- when the
women see¢ the angel at the tomb and then meet Jesus nearby -- and 28.16-20, when the
eleven see Jesus on the mountain in Galilee, does not allow enough narrative time for
eschatological testing as suggested by the Zechariah 13.8-9 passage to take place. The
wording Matthew employs in 28.7 is not identical to Mark 16.7, and the First Gospel also

has a follow-up comment in 28.10 that affects the meaning of mpodyw in Mt 26.32:

AM\\a UmdyeTe €itaTe Tols padnTais atTov kat Td TTéTpw OTL
mpodyel Vs €is Ty Faikaiayr: éxel aiTov dweode, kabws eimev vpiv. --Mk 16.7

But go tell his disciples and Peter that he goes before you to Galilee;
there he will meet you, just as he told you.

PVariant from B-S*. Hagner II, 777, notes that wucpots here is in parallel with wpéata [ LXX
(B 8¥*)]; elsewhere it modifies Tobs moLpévas, another indication of textual confusion, in my view. If
Matthew knew the Greek Zech 13.7c¢ tradition including pikpois, he chose not to utilize this clause
containing orpsn/pikpots (little ones). The Matthean Jesus does use pkpds with reference to “little ones”
who believe in him elsewhere (10.42; 18.6, 10-14); pukpdTepos, “least in the kingdom of heaven” (11.11);
and édxroTos, “least of these [my brethren]” ( 25.40, 45). However, Matthew may have wished to reserve
the use of pikpds/ pikpéTepos/ EddxioTos to refer to those who believed in Jesus without having to address
the question of God's hand (in Zech 13.7c¢) being raised against “the little ones™ of his community. In such
a case, Matthew would not have added the final clause.
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Kal Taxu mopevbeloal e€iraTe Tols padnTais airol om Nyéphn amo TOV vekpdv,
kal i8ob mpodyel Dpds els Ty Faihaiav, ékel atmov &ecbe: 8ol Emov Uiv. --Mt 28.7

And go quickly (and) tell his disciples that he has risen from the dead,
and behold, he goes before you to Galilee; there you will see him; behold, I told you.

TOTe Myel alTdils 6 'Incols: ur ¢poPeilode’ UmdyeTe dmayyeilaTe
Tols ddeldols pou tva améNwowy eis Ty Fakkaiav, kdkel pe SPovrtar. --Mt 28.10

Then Jesus said to them, Fear not. Go and tell my brothers to go to Galilee;
they will see me there. *°

Matthew 24, like Mark 13, mentions “gathering,” but the imagery is not of a
shepherd figure leading the flock somewhere nor gathering them in the Eschaton; rather,
the Son of Man will send angels to the four corners to gather the elect (Mt 24.31;

Mk 13.27). Matthew retains this imagery in the judgment scene of 25.31 -- the angels are
present with the Son of Man, and before him the nations are gathered to be separated as
sheep from goats.”’  The only time the Matthean Jesus himself is directly associated with
gathering people is found in his lament, in 23.37, that Jerusalem repeatedly refuses to be
“gathered” by him; in its context this lament implies that Jerusalem has rejected Jesus the

prophet (cf. 23.29-35).%2

3 read Mt 28.10 as being roughly equivalent to 28.7, i.e., Jesus repeats the essence of the message
the angel gave the women at the tomb. “Brethren” means “disciples.” There is no sense of Jesus leading
them to Galilee here.

3], R. C. Cousland, The Crowds in the Gospel of Matthew (Leiden, Boston, K&In: Brill, 2002) 170,
remarks, “While the motif of the shepherd ‘gathering’ his flock is conspicuously lacking in the first gospel,
its absence actually contributes to Matthew’s exalted depiction of Christ.” Cousland makes much of the
crowds “following” Jesus rather than Jesus “gathering” followers. Although Cousland mentions Mt 26.31
twice (and Zech 13.7 once), he does so more in passing than in exposition.

%The two main terms for “gather” in Matthew are cwdyw and émouvdyw (the latter only at 23.37
and 24.31). In addition to 24.31, the angels/reapers are said to gather the wheat (and weeds) in 13.30
(cf. the Baptist’s expectations in 3.12). The only place other than 23.37 where Jesus talks about gathering
himself is 12.30, “...who does not gather with me scatters™ (see also 25.24). Before the PN, the crowds
gathered about Jesus (13.2) and afier his trial they gathered before Pilate to request Barabbas instead of
Jesus (27.17); a battalion of soldiers gathered before Jesus in a mock coronation (27.17). The most
common use of gathering in Mt refers to those who are opposed to him (chief priests, scribes, Pharisees,
elders, in different combinations), in the Infancy Narrative (2.4) and in the Passion Narrative (22.34, 41,
26.3, 57; 27.62; and 28.12). There is little, if any, evidence to support a pastoral emphasis in Matthew’s
use of gathering imagery; Jesus does not specifically gather the disciples.
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In Matthew 26.31, Jesus’ citation of Zechariah 13.7 functions on multiple levels.
The earlier passion predictions brought the matter of Jesus’ violent death to their attention;
now Jesus informs his disciples that their response to his situation will be one of “falling
away.” ** This prediction of their “collapse of faith” in Mt 26.30 is supported by the Zech
13.7 quotation in verse 31: “the shepherd will receive a mortal blow, and the sheep will flee

even at the prospect of this calamity” ** -

- the disciples do not remain with Jesus until his
death but flee when he is arrested. The promise of Jesus in Mt 26.32, “I will go before you
to Galilee,” recalled by the angel in Mt 28.7, assures the disciples that their desertion will
not be permanent.*

The Matthean Jesus’ use of Zechariah 13.7 also certifies that Jesus himself is a

prophet: he understands biblical prophecy, he interprets it authoritatively, and he applies its

message as a revelation of God’s will concerning himself.*® The earlier passion predictions

*Jesus announced that one of his disciples would betray him (26.21); in the context of Mt 26.31-
35, all the remaining disciples were told they would be scandalized because of him, and that Peter would
deny him. The verb changes from mapadi8wp.L to okavdaiilw to amapvéopar. With respect to Mt 26.30 ||
Mk 14.26, Jesus’ exchange with Peter in Mt 26.33-35 || Mk 14.29-30, is suggestive of Peter’s earlier rebuke
of Jesus (only in Mt 16.22) and Jesus’ response, Umaye miow pov, catavd * okdvdalov €L éuot, 0Tt ol
bpovels Ta Tob Beod aMd Ta TOV dvBpwrwy (unique to Mt 16.23). As with the first passion prediction,
so also at the final explication of the Passion, Peter refused to accept Jesus’ word. With this in mind, one
sees that the cause for scandal in the disciples must be more than Jesus’ refusal to resist arrest; it may
include their refusal to accept that God would permit the Messiah to be killed. A full discussion of
Matthew’s use of okavdaiilw (Mt 13.21, 13.57||Mk 6.3-4; 15.12; 17.24-27; 18.6|[Mk 9.42||Lk 17.2; 24.10)
and oxdv8alov (appearing in the gospels only in Mt 13.41; 16.23, 18.7{|Lk 17.1) is outside the scope of this
thesis; neither term occurs in Zech LXX. (See Heil, Death and Resurrection, 38-40, the commentaries by
Hare, Matthew, 299, Hagner 11, 776, and others, on these Greek verbs in their contexts.)

*Hagner II, 777.

B Ibid., where Hagner refers to Mt 26.32 as a “parenthetical statement,” which provides the
“consoling thought that the smitten shepherd and the scattered sheep will be reunited.” The dominant
theme here remains Jesus’ death, however.

For Matthew, although it is not a completely adequate identification, Jesus does function as a
prophet, which may relate to Matthew’s emphasis on fulfilled prophecy. In the First Gospel Jesus fulfills
prophecy in several ways. The entry to Jerusalem can be read on one level as two enacted parables (21.1-9,
10-16), for example. With respect to the entry to Jerusalem, Hartmut Gese, Essays on Biblical Theology,
(trans. K. Crim; Mineapolis: Augsburg, 1981),150, says, “Here with the combining of the basic apocalyptic
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revealed Jesus’ knowledge of the circumstances of his death: he must go to Jerusalem,
where the elders, chief priests and scribes would cause him to suffer; they would condemn
him to death and deliver him to Gentiles, who would mock, scourge and crucify him; yet on
the third day he would be raised (Mt 16.21, 17.22-23, 20.18-19). As on the way to
Jerusalem, he had predicted his death and resurrection there, as he had predicted that he
would be delivered up to be crucified around Passover (only in Mt 26.2), and as he had
revealed that one of the twelve would betray him (Mt 26.21), he now clarifies that his death
is divinely ordained. Mt 26.31-32 is, in one sense, a recapitulation of the passion
predictions in Matthew -- once more Jesus tells his disciples that he will be killed and then
be raised.”” This time he cites the Zechariah prophecy to substantiate his own prophetic
statement. Not only was one of his close disciples about to hand him over to his foes, but
the remaining disciples would all be “scandalized” because of him and would scatter --
Peter would even deny him (Mt 26.31-34). Jesus’ predictions in Mt 26.31-32 have been

fulfilled in 26.51-54, in 26.56 and in 26.69-75.%

tradition of the coming of the kingdom of God and the messianic tradition, we have a central passage in the
history of messianic thought. Zechariah 9:9-10 is not merely cited in the New Testament as having been
fulfilled; its fulfillment is portrayed.” Mt 23.29; also suggests that Jesus is one of the prophets whose
righteous blood will be shed in Jerusalem.

nstead of Zech 13.8-9 influence, it is better simply to recognize that Matthew 26.32 follows
26.31 as in Jesus’ previous three passion predictions: he will be killed but afterward he will be raised.
(Hare, 299, also notes the similarity of 26.31-32 with passion predictions.) The crucifixion prediction of
26.2 is the only place where Jesus’ death is mentioned in a context apart from the resurrection. The
promise of 26.32 (that Jesus will return to Galilee after his death and resurrection) is something new, but
because Jesus is a true prophet, it is a reliable word.

BAt Mt 26.51-54, the disciple who strikes the High Priest’s servant with a sword has resisted the
will of God as revealed in Zech 13.7||Mt 26.31 (see Heil, Death & Resurrection, 51). At 26.56, the disciples
all flee, just after Jesus mentions the fulfillment of the “scriptures of the prophets” -- this “scattering” at
Jesus’ arrest and not at his death suggests that the issue is the disciples’ resistance to the Passion, which
goes back to Peter’s rebuke of Jesus at 16.22-23. The first passion prediction (16.21) -- in which Jesus said
he must go to Jerusalem, suffer many things from the elders and chief priests and scribes, and be killed --
is coming close to fulfiliment at Mt 26.47. After the cock crows, (26.74-75) Peter remembers Jesus’ saying
that he would deny him. The additional “of the prophets” is found only in Matthew, and it serves to
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The primary focus of the Zechariah 13.7 quotation in Matthew, however, is not on
Judas, nor Peter and the other disciples, but on Jesus, the shepherd who is about to be
struck. The intended identification of the shepherd figure(s) in Zech 9-13 is notoriously
difficult, but the historical question has little bearing on the appropriation of Zechariah
shepherd motifis) in the New Testament. The good vs. bad shepherd imagery may be
relevant, but more important for Matthew’s use of shepherd imagery is whether and how his
tradition understood the various Zechariah shepherding texts (9.16; 10.2-3; 11.3-17;
(12.10-14?); 13.7) to illuminate the life, ministry, and passion of Jesus. ** The prophetic
text certifies that this shepherd will be left alone to face his violent death; all that follows is

part of the foreknowledge and providence of God.

highlight which scriptures are being fulfilled; this also reinforces the Matthean emphasis on prophecy in
Mt 26.31 by supporting Jesus’ own prophetic statement with the words of a prophet (Zech 13.7). This is
a very powerful example of a fulfillment citation, but it is on Jesus’ lips here and not introduced with a
typical Matthean “fulfillment formula” by the narrator. ‘

3 In his Zechariah commentary, 283, Ralph Smith contends that, whatever the historical setting
of the oracle was, Jesus interpreted it eschatologically and saw himself as the smitten shepherd of
Zech 13.7. Keener, 635-36, writes, “The scattering of the flock when the shepherd was struck (26:31)
stems from Zechariah 13:7, which in its immediate context could refer to false prophets (Zech 13:2-6),
but given the singular and the shepherd image of Zechariah 11:9-13, to which Matthew alluded in 26:15,
he may understand it messianically.... The fact that the Qumran community also interpreted this text
eschatologically (CD 19.5-9)... perhaps testifies to a broader eschatological reading in Matthew’s day
of which he could make apologetic use.” (See ch 9 below on Judas and Zech 11.)
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CHAPTER NINE
Jesus and the Price of His Betrayal
Judas Sells the Shepherd for Thirty Pieces of Silver
[Matthew 26.14-16; 27.3-10/Zechariah 11.4-13]

The Gospels all mark Judas’ betrayal of Jesus;' Mark and Luke record Judas’ offer
to betray Jesus to the chief priests (and officers, Luke 22.4), to which their glad response
includes the promise of money, presumably to be paid after the deed is done (Mk 14.10-11;
Lk 22.4-6; cf. Jn 13.18-30). Only Matthew gives details of Judas asking the chief priests
how much they will give him to deliver Jesus to them, followed by their payment to him of
thirty pieces of silver:

TéTe mopevbeis els TOV duWdeka, 6 Aeyopevos ‘lovdas ’lokaplsitns,

mpOS TolUs dpxLepels elmev: T BéleTé pou dolval, kdyn Uplv Tapaduiow

avTov; ol 8€ €oTnoav auT@ TpLdkovTa dpylpld. KAl dmo TOTe €(NTeEL

evkatptay tva alTov Tapadey. --Mt 26.14-16°

Judas’ act of betrayal and its tragic consequences may be seen as the two foci of an ellipse

that encompasses the text between Matthew 26.2 and 27.26.°

'The betrayal is noted early in the First Gospel when Judas is introduced as the one who betrayed
Jesus, 6 kal mapadois avtév (Mt 10.4). It is anticipated in the second passion prediction, when Jesus
informs his disciples that he will be handed over and killed (Mt 17.22-23). In the third passion prediction,
Jesus says he will be delivered into the hands of the chief priests and scribes, who will hand him over to
Gentiles to be crucified (Mt 20.18-19). The last prediction that he will be handed over to be crucified is
embedded in the Passion Narrative (Mt 26.2). Judas betrays Jesus to the chief priests and elders; they, in
turn, hand Jesus over to Pilate (Mt 27.2); and when Pilate has released Barabbas to the people, he delivers
Jesus to be crucified (Mt 27.26). In each instance, whether translated “betray, hand over, deliver,” the verb
is mapadiSwpr. It occurs both in the participial (Judas is the betrayer) and in the active (chief priests,
elders, Pilate deliver Jesus) and passive forms (Jesus is handed over).

%Then one of the Twelve who was called Judas Iscariot approached the chief priests, and he said,
‘What are you willing to give me to hand him over to you?> So they weighed out thirty silver coins for him,
and from then on he was seeking a good opportunity to betray him.” No other biblical text specifies the
amount paid to Judas; he is not mentioned again after Jesus’ arrest, except in Mt 27.3-10 and Acts 1.15-20,
which also acknowledges that Judas was guide to those who arrested Jesus, that he received a reward for
this deed, and that he died horribly. Acts relates variant traditions of the purchase of the field, Akeldama,
and of Judas’ death.

30f the Gospels, only Mt relates Judas’ remorse, his return of the thirty pieces of silver, and his
death. The allusions to Zech 11 are found only in Mt’s Passion Narrative, already rich in Zech motifs. On
ellipse, see below.
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In Matthew 26.15b the phrase, ol 8¢ €éoTnoar avT® TpLdkovTa dpyuvpla (“and
they weighed out for him thirty silver coins™) is the chief priests’ immediate response to
Judas’ request for payment to betray Jesus. The eleventh chapter of Zechariah contains a
strikingly similar expression. * In Zech 11.4 God tells the prophet to “shepherd the flock
doomed to slaughter.” The prophet’s employers (the traffickers in the sheep) reportedly
recognize his enacted covenant breaking as “the word of the Lord,” but the sheep detest
him (Zech 11.7-11).° The prophet-shepherd soon loses patience and refuses to continue as
their shepherd; he asks for his wages, and they weigh out for him thirty shekels of silver:

RO OWOBY IR opun --Zech 11.12b MT
Kal éoTnoayr TOV ooy pou mpLdkorta apyupols --Zech 11.12b LXX
He obeys God’s order to cast the “lordly price” to the temple treasury/potter

(Zech 11.13a). ¢

*There are several conflicting pictures of shepherd-figures in Zechariah 9-13, and Chapter 11 is
very difficult to interpret in its own context. Representative of this view, IB states, “There is no more
enigmatic section in the Bible than [Zech 11.4-14).” [This oracle] “takes the form of a parable acted out in
imitation of the dramatic parables of older prophets...[here] merely a literary device, since the actions could
not possibly have been performed.” Hanson, Dawn of Apocalyptic, 343, agrees that Zech 11.4-14 “bears
striking resemblance to the prophetic sign-act though it departs from that genre in including elements
which the shepherd would have been incapable of acting out, and in moving back and forth between sign
and interpretation.”

The vocalization of the Hebrew "1 '[3‘7, “poor of the flock,” seems a less likely reading here for
Zech 11.7, 11 MT; “traffickers in the sheep” reflects the LXX reading, which takes the consonantal text as
»30%. For a summary of the arguments for “traffickers of the sheep” versus “poor of the flock,” see Mike
Butterworth, Structure and the Book of Zechariah. ( JSOTSup 130; Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1992)208-10,
who says, of the thirty shekels of silver, that they “represent at least the low value placed by either the
‘traffickers in the sheep’ or the ‘poor of the flock’ on the services of God’s shepherd.” In either case, those
who weigh out the thirty pieces of silver are representatives of the “flock,” the people of Israel. Nowhere in
Zech 11 do the people, whether “poor of the flock,” or “traffickers in the sheep,” demonstrate a positive
response to their shepherd; therefore, Zechariah annuls the covenant “with all the peoples” in the enacted
scene (Zech 11.10).

®Not all scholars hold that the amount of silver (the price of a Hebrew slave, Ex 21.32) is an insult
or that the act of casting the silver into the temple is meant sarcastically; on the latter, see especially
Meyers 11, 276-79. Where the prophet throws the thirty silver shekels will be discussed below in the section
on Mt 27.3-10. Whatever the term(s) meant, Zechariah reports that he cast the thirty shekels there in the
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The irony of Zechariah 11 transfers to the Matthean context, even if the details are
radically altered. In its canonical setting, the payment of thirty silver coins to Zechariah
reflects the negative evaluation of his shepherding by the traffickers in the sheep,
presumably some leaders of Israel. In the Matthean setting, when Judas asks the chief
priests to set a price on the head of Jesus, they weigh out the same number of silver coins.
In both stories, the ministry of God’s representative is rejected by Israel’s religious leaders,
and, in both stories, the coins are thrown back into the temple (Zech 11.13; Mt 27.5).

Had there been no further reference to Judas and the thirty pieces of silver, the case
for the influence of Zechariah 11 on Matthew 26.15 remains strong.” The phrase, “and
they weighed out for him thirty silver coins,” is very close to Zech 11.12.* Nothing else in
the MT or LXX comes close to this near-quotation which Matthew draws from Zech 11.°
Its usage is consistent with other additions of Zechariah allusions to the Passion Narrative
and elsewhere in the First Gospel.'® Here Matthew’s narrative fills out the offer (or

agreement) of the Markan chief priests to pay Judas by recording the amount and payment

“house of the Lord” (Zech 11.13b).

"Sometimes it seems that scholars are in such a rush to explain the reference to Jeremiah in
Mt 27.9-10 that they overlook the clear case for Zechariah influence here in Mt 26.14-16.

% The minor differences are accounted for by the necessary change of person, use of the plural noun
dpyipa (cf. Mk 14.11) in place of LXX dpyupols, and omission of the term wages (reward) — po6ds,

Nothing in the context of Exod 21.32 commends it as a referent for Mt 26.15; if the price of a
slave had influenced the amount in Zech 11.12, it exerts no special influence on Matthew. Moo, OT in
Passion Narratives, 188, finds it improbable that Exod 21.32 has any direct bearing on Matthew’s allusion.
Sjef Van Tilborg, “Matthew 27.3-10: An Intertextual Reading,” in Intertextuality in Biblical Writings (ed.
Draisma; Kampen: Uitgeversmaatschappij, 1989),167, doubts that Matthew’s readers would immediately
think “the price of a slave” at the mention of “thirty pieces of silver.”

YFor example, Matthew adds the citation of Zech 9.9 to his account of Jesus’ entry to Jerusalem in
Mt 21.5. See also the discussions of the influence of Zech 1.1; 9.14; 12.10; 14.4-5, etc., elsewhere in the
thesis.
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itself (Mt 26.14-16; cf. Mk 14.10-11). The importance of Zech 11 for Matthew lies in the
valuation of the prophet-shepherd figure by his opponents: in Zechariah, it is the value of
the prophet’s shepherding ministry; in Matthew, it is the price paid for Jesus. The theme of
the rejected (good) shepherd in Zechariah 11.4-14 returns in Mt 27.3-10.

Although this allusion to Zechariah is clear in Matthew 26.15, its importance is
sometimes de-emphasized because the Zech 11.12-13 material in Mt 27.3-10 has been
attributed to Jeremiah. However, evidence marshaled to substantiate the informed use of
both Zechariah and Jeremiah motifs in the final Judas section effectively will remove any
suggestion that Matthew himself knew little of the Zechariah corpus.

It is well to seek reasons for the inclusion of the additional Judas pericope in
Matthew 27.3-10 before one delves into the complicated citation at its conclusion
(27.9-10). The larger text serves at least two functions: first, it tells the outcome of Judas’
act of treachery; and, second, it lays the bloodguilt of Jesus’ death at the feet of Jerusalem’s
religious leaders.!" It should come as no surprise that Matthew notes the fulfillment of
Jesus’ predictions recorded in the Passion Narrative: e.g., predictions of the betrayal by one
disciple (Mt 26.21) and the flight of the rest (Mt 26.31) are both reported in the account of
Jesus’ arrest (Mt 26.47-56); Peter’s denial of Jesus (Mt 26.34) takes place that same night
(Mt 26.69-75; Mk 14.66-72; Lk 22.56-62).

With regard to Judas, the act of betrayal itself is witnessed in the account of Jesus’

arrest, but Mark leaves the saying of Jesus about the betrayer’s fate unresolved:

''So also Donald Senior, “The Fate of the Betrayer, A Redactional Study of Matthew XXVII,
3-10.” ETL 48 (1972), 380. See below the comments by Berkley and Conard on the Jeremiah connection to
Matthew’s cause.
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“The Son of man goes as it is written of him, but woe to that man by whom the Son of man
is betrayed! 1t would have been better for that man if he had not been born.” '?

--Mt 26.24|Mk 14.21

In his concern for the fulfillment of Scripture -- and because of his particular emphasis on
Jesus as an authoritative prophet -- Matthew sees this lacuna in Mark’s Passion Narrative
and supplies the fulfillment material (Mt 27.3-10)."

The link between Judas and the enemies of Jesus is formed as the passion

predictions merge into reality:

The chief priests and the elders of the people take counsel to arrest Jesus by stealth (Mt 26.1-4).
After the costly anointing of Jesus by the unnamed woman (Mt 26.6;), Judas approaches the
chief priests, who pay him a paltry thirty pieces of silver to deliver Jesus to them (26.14-15).
Following the supper at which Jesus has revealed that his betrayer is one of the Twelve, Judas
leads the arresting party from the chief priests and elders of the people to Jesus and betrays him
with a kiss (26.47-50). Jesus is led to Caiaphas the high priest, where the scribes and elders
have gathered (26.57)."* When Judas sees that Jesus has been condemned, he returns the thirty
pieces of silver to the chief priests and the elders, in remorse over his sin of betraying innocent
blood (27.3-4a). Although they refuse to absolve Judas of his bloodguilt, they are left with the
pieces of silver, for Judas has thrown the money down in the temple before departing to hang
himself (27.4b-5). The chief priests, knowing they cannot put such blood money in the temple
treasury, use the silver coins to buy a potter’s field for use as a burial ground (Mt 27.6-8).

At this point in the narrative, Matthew introduces the unusual fulfillment citation,

ascribing it to Jeremiah, although much of it comes from Zechariah 11.12-13:

T6TE €MANPWON TO pnder dud lepepiov Tob mpodTou AéyorTos:
kal €éxapov T TpLdkovTa ApyvpLa, THY TLUTNY TOU TETLUNUEVOU
oV éTunoavto Ao ey lopan), kai €dwkar avTd €is TOV dypov
ToU kepapéws, kabd ouvéTalér ol kiptos. --Mt 27.9-10

12 k 22.22 contains the first sentence, but omits the second; cf. John 13.21-30. In Mt 26.25, Jesus
acknowledges Judas’ query, “Is it I, Rabbi?,” with “You have said so.”

13S0 also, Kim Paffenroth, “The Stories of the Fate of Judas and Differing Attitudes towards
Sources,” Proceedings: EGL & MWBS 12 (1992), 68-70; and Donald Senior, “‘A Case Study in Matthean
Creativity. Matthew 27:3-10,” BR 19 (1974), 29-30.

“Presumably Judas, as well as Peter, followed at a distance to learn the outcome of the trial at close
hand (Mt 26.58; cf. 27.1-3). The apparent parallels and dissonances between Peter and Judas fall outside
the boundaries of this thesis, as do speculations about the motives behind the actions of Judas and Peter.
The paraenetic and apologetic concerns attributed to this text also fall outside the interests of this thesis.
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Then that which was spoken through Jeremiah the prophet was fulfilled, saying, “And they
took the thirty silver coins, the value of the valuation at which some of the sons of Israel
evaluated him; and they gave them for the potter’s field, just as the Lord had directed me.” °

The purpose of the narrative section (Mt 27.3-8) that precedes this fulfillment
citation can now be seen: it not only cements the relationship between Judas and the chief
priests and elders as Jesus’ betrayers, but it also brings some segments reminiscent of
Zech 11 together with motifs intended to evoke Jeremiah.'® The thirty pieces of silver
(Mt 26.15; Zech 11.12-13) are mentioned repeatedly in Mt 27.3-10 (verses 3, 5, 6, 7, 9).
Tracing this tainted money -- following the “trail of silver” -- leads, by way of Zechariah
imagery, to the heart of the betrayal narrative. Although the purchase of the potter’s field
(Mt 27.7, 8, 10) is often proposed as the primary link to Jeremiah,'” a more subtle and
pervasive image here is the concept of bloodguilt. Judas confesses that he has betrayed
innocent blood (Mt 27.4); however, the text is unequivocal in portraying the chief priests
and elders as sharing that guilt (Mt 27.6, 8-9). By following this “trail of blood,”
Jeremiah’s most important influence upon the fulfillment citation of Mt 27.9-10 is found.

Do the “trail of silver” and “trail of blood” merge in the potter’s field, or do Zechariah and

'* Carson, Mt, 567, captures the paranomasia thus: “the price of the one whose price had been
priced....”

'®This may mean evoking traditions about Jeremiah the prophet, or the writings attributed to him,
or both. This thesis will not endeavor to examine Matthew’s general use of Jeremiah; for this, see works
dedicated to the two fulfillment quotations (Mt 2.17-18; Mt 27.9-10); also see M. J. J. Menken, “The
References to Jeremiah in the Gospel according to Matthew, ETL 60 (1984), 5-24; and Michael Knowles,
Jeremiah in Matthew’s Gospel. The fate of Judas, and its literary meaning for Matthew, will be covered
only insofar as this impinges on the Zechariah-Jeremiah question in Mt 27.3-10.

""See, for example, R. S. McConnell, Law and Prophecy in Matthew’s Gospel, 132, who sees the
field as such a crucial element of tradition that Matthew, not finding a field in Zechariah, sought the only
prophetic source where the purchase of a field had significance (i.e., Jer 32). I agree that for the question of
the outcome of Judas, the use of the silver to buy the Field of Blood is very important, but still secondary to
other concerns within the text.
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Jeremiah meet elsewhere for Matthew?'®
The Trail of Silver.

The Zechariah text at the source of the “trail of silver” is Zech 11.12b-13." There
are many textual issues involved in both the Hebrew and Greek extant versions; those which
are of most importance to the exegesis of Matthew 26.14-16 and 27.3-10 will be examined
here.?

QPoYR PR W R VIR CIRET o8 W00 o8 M w0k
LTI COR MT M R TOY N 037 oY DY Anpw) --Zech 11.13 MT %

And YHWH said to me, Throw it to the potter/founder/treasury,” the splendid price at which I

was valued by them, and 1 took the thirty silver shekels and threw them into the house of YHWH,
to the potter/founder/treasury.”

kal €lmev kvplos mpds pe Kdbes airols eis TO xwvevmipiov, kal okédsar’

€l 86KV €Ty, Ov TpdTOV EBOKLILACONY UTEp auT@Y. kal éAaBov Tous
TPLAKOVTA ApYupols kal €véBalov almols €is TOV oikov KipLou €is TO
XWVEUTTIPLOV. --Zech 11.13 LXX 2

"®Moo, “Tradition and Old Testament in Matt 27:3-10,” in Gospel Perspectives I1I (eds. R. T.
France and David Wenham; Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1983), 199, uses the term chain of ‘blood” with
reference to aipa dBglov, but does not have a parallel expression, such as chain of ‘silver.’ 1 am building
on the images “The Trail of Silver” and “The Trail of Blood” from the article by Audrey Conard, “The Fate
of Judas: Matthew 27:3-10,” TJT 7 (1991),158-68. We differ in some of our conclusions about where the
trails ultimately lead, but we come across many of the same landmarks along the way. (See below.)

*The Greek text of Mt 26.14-16 is found on the first page of this chapter and the Hebrew and
Greek texts of Zech 11.12b are reproduced on the second.

®For Zechariah 11, see Meyers 11, 272-80; Ralph Smith, Zechariah, 268-72; Hanson, Dawn,
339-354; Mike Butterworth, Structure and Zechariah, 198-212; for the relation of Zech 11 to the story of
Judas in Matthew, in addition to the appropriate sections in the commentaries, see C. H. H. Wright,
Zechariah and His Prophecies (London: Hodder and Stoughton, 1879)325-342; Bruce, NT Development,
108-110; Gundry, Use, 122-26,142; Lindars, NT Apologetic, 116-22; Stendahl, School, 120-27; Timothy
W. Berkley, “OT Exegesis and the Death of Judas,” Proceedings EGL & MWBS 14 (1994) 29-45; Douglas
J. Moo, “Tradition and Old Testament in Matt 27:3-10,” 157-75; Donald Senior, “A Case Study,” 23-36;
Sjef Van Tilborg, “Matthew 27. 3-10: an Intertextual Reading,” 159-74.

2'The variant for * 7¥F7 is ¥ (in the latter part of the verse in Kennicott MS 530 [see Meyers
I1, 277]; reflected also in the Peshitta and the Targum).

ZA variant for ® okédar is okésopar, which may reflect confusion about who is speaking in vs 13--
where is it Zechariah and where God? Aquila and Symmachus contain significant variants: a = kai eLmev
KUPLOS TTPOS HE pupov auTo TPoS TOV TAATTNY UTEPUEYEtng M Ty Ny eTLHVENY UTEp AQUTWY...KAL
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And the Lord said to me, Let them fall into the melting furnace/refiner’s fire, and examine®
whether they are genuine, in the same way I have been assayed by them. I took the thirty
pieces of silver and threw them into the house of the Lord, into the melting furnace/refiner’s fire.

The evidence from the Greek translation(s) and the other variants suggests that
there was some confusion from earliest times concerning where Zechariah threw the pieces

of silver. Even though the most reliable term for the Hebrew text appears to be 7$¥71
(potter, founder), many scholars accept the emendation to IR (treasury, storehouse)

from the Syriac and the Targum.” The confusion is compounded by the fact that, in
obedience to God’s command, Zechariah threw the pieces of silver somewhere in the
“house of the Lord.” Was there a “potter” or a “founder” in the temple? ** Was there a
“treasury” in the temple? How does kopBavds in Mt 27.6 relate to yaloduAdkiov in the
other gospels? Another question is whether Matthew knew and used the variants in his
citation and exegesis of Zech 11.12-13. Closer study of the pertinent textual elements of

Mt 27.3-10 may be helpful:

eppua AUTO €V OLKW KupLou Trpos Tov TAacTny -- And the Lord said to me, “Throw it down to the
moulder, the excessively enormous price at which [ was priced by them...and | threw it in the house of the
Lord to the moulder.” ¢ = puliov auTo €LS To XWVEUTTIPLOV...KAL €ppLfid QUTO €LS TOV OLKOV KUPLOU €LS
TO XWVEUTTIPLOV.

HSee Meyers I, 276-78; they strongly agree with other scholars that a yodh was confused with an
aleph, and because “four of the five letters of ‘potter’ and ‘treasury’ are the same, the reading of the more
appropriate ‘treasury’ is compelling.” The LXX term xwveutrpiov (a funace in which metal was melted
before being moulded) and its variant 6 mhaaTiis (one who moulds or models) may reflect the attempt to
combine, if possible, the meanings encompassed by “potter” and “treasury, storehouse” for the silver. The
Targum assumes that X W7 refers to a person, an officer of the treasury; however the Targum obliterates
all mention of the thirty pieces of silver and, instead, has a writing tablet of deeds cast into the Sanctuary in
care of a treasury official.

*In the notes to this verse of the Targum, R. P. Gordon, Targum Minor Prophets, 215, writes,
“Decisions as to the affiliations of 7g. and Matthew are complicated by the possibility that their authors
were aware of the existence of a temple foundry (cf. LXX and see C.C. Torrey, JBL 55[1936]256f.), in
which case ywsr would have been sufficient to suggest a temple connection.” In a sense, it does not matter
whether Torrey’s article, “The Foundry of the Second Temple at Jerusalem,” proves that there was a
foundry in the Second Temple. What is crucial is the establishment that textual uncertainty gave rise to
these variants, ranging from “potter” to “treasury,” by Matthew’s time. The LXX, Peshitta, and Targum
provide the grounds to assume that Matthew was aware of the variant possibilities.
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‘lovBas ... éoTpeder TA TpLdkovTa dpyvpla Judas...brought back the 30 pieces of silver

Tols dpxLepeloy Kal TpeaPuTépols.... to the chief priests and elders....

kai pias Ta dpyvpra €ls TOV vaodv And having thrown down the pieces of silver in(to)
dveXwpnoev.... the temple (sanctuary), he departed....

OL 8¢ apxiepels hapdvtes Ta dpyvpla But the chief priests, taking the pieces of silver, said,
eimav: ok €EeoTiv Bakely auTd €is “It is not lawful to throw them into the treasury,
TOV KopPavdv, émel Tipl dipaTdés éoTiv. since they are blood money.”

TOTe €mAnpun T pndev 8ud...Tol TpodriTou Then was fulfilled that which was spoken through...
AéyovTos: kal €éxafov Ta TpudkovTa dpyupla, the prophet, “And they took the 30 pieces of silver,
TV LUV Tob TETLHNUEVOY OV ETLUHOAVTO the price of him on whom a price had been set by
and uiav ‘lopani, kat €dwkav alTd eis TOV some of the sons of Israel, and they gave them for
dypov Tob kepapéws, kabd cuvétakév pol the field of the potter, as the Lord directed me.”
KUpLOS. --Mt 27.3-10

Judas returns the thirty pieces of silver to the chief priests, who first refuse to take
them; after he throws down the coins in the temple/sanctuary, they do take the “blood
money” because it cannot lawfully remain in the freasury (or place of sacred gifts).” The
expression, “some of the sons of Israel, who had put a value on the evaluated one, gave the
money for the field of the potter,” betrays Matthew’s knowledge of the tradition preserved
in the MT. ? That Mt uses both potter and treasury (kopPavdv) indicates that he knew

the variant term(s) in Zech 11.13.% In the prophetic text, Zechariah threw the money to

»0Only Mark 7.11 uses the term kopBdv, which includes its definition as 6 éoTwv 8apov. In
Mt 27.6, kopBaviés is also a NT hapax legomenon. Josephus, War 2.175, uses the term to describe the
“sacred treasure” which Pilate spent on an aqueduct, which provoked a protest by the people in Jerusalem:
MeTd 8 Talra Tapaxiv éTépav ékivel Tov Lepdv Bnoavpdy, karelTal 8¢ koppwrds (corrected to
kopPavds), eis kaTaywyhy Vdatwv é€avaiiokwy. From Mt 27.6, kopBavdy must refer to a place where
at least some sacred gifts/funds were kept in the temple.

*Allowing that “by them” (oo, Zech 11.13 MT; Umép almdav LXX) has been understood by
Mt as a partitive “(those) from among them,” Gundry, Use, 127-8, explains that “YiGv “lopanii merely
identifies &7- and does not presuppose a different Hebrew text” underlying Mt’s “some of the sons of Israel.”
Although it is a common expression in the OT, the final phrase of verse 10, ka8a ouvétalév pov kiptos,
“as the Lord directed me,” may reflect the opening, “And YHWH said to me,” of Zech 11.13; it is not
necessary to trace it to a specific text as if it is an allusion apart from the Zech 11.13 material [pace Lindars,
NT Apologetic, 121, who traces the final phrase of Mt 27.10 to Ex 9.12, via Jer 32.12-14 and Zech 11.13;
this “ingenious final exegete” supposedly saw a connection between the “foundry” of Zech 11.13 and the
“furnace from which Moses obtained the dust to produce the boils” -- R.T. France, Jesus and the OT, 205,
also rejects Lindars’® concept of this particular “elaborate midrashic development™]. Senior,“Fate of the
Betrayer,” 382-85, concludes for verse 9b that, although Mt adapts Zech [1.13 to the context of the
pericope, “The Massoretic text is much closer to Matthew’s quotation than the Septuagint.”

T'For other evidence that Mt may use MT and LXX textual traditions simultaneously, see earlier
thesis section on the influence of Zech 10.2 on Mt 9.36.
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the person or place in the temple (potter/foundry/treasury); in the gospel, Judas also
threw the silver coins somewhere in the temple, but the chief priests picked them up and
figuratively threw the silver coins to the potter.”® At this point, one concludes that the
text from Zech 11.4-14 struck a familiar chord for Matthew’s picture of Jesus as a rejected
prophetic shepherd whose worth was estimated by his enemies at thirty pieces of silver,
the monetary price for which his innocent blood was betrayed.
The Trail of Blood.

The Jeremiah text which provides the most resonance with the Matthew 27.3-10
narrative, and with related Matthean themes in the Passion Narrative, is Jeremiah 19.%

Since Matthew does not quote Jeremiah directly, the textual issues are minimal for the

% Matthew took advantage of the first-person singular/third-person plural possibilities for €xaBov
to transfer Zechariah’s first-person report (Zech 11.13) that he fook the coins (and threw them in the
temple) to relate the transfer of the silver from Judas to the chief priests: Judas threw the coins to the chief
priests in the temple (Mt 27.3, 5), then the chief priests took the coins (27.6). This indicates that Matthew
also used the LXX in formulating the citation. For the purposes both of the prophetic sign-act in Zechariah
and the gospel fulfillment citation, it is not crucial to know exactly where in the temple the silver pieces
were thrown; on the literary level both texts show that the value the leaders placed on God’s appointed
shepherd was insulting and refused by divine order in the first instance, and was tainted with innocent
blood in the second. In Zech 11.14 the second part of the covenant was broken by the prophet-shepherd; at
some level for Mt’s readers, the destruction of Jerusalem may have been related to the people’s rejection of
Jesus (cf. 23.29-24.2). This comes clearer when the Jeremiah connection is explored.

®In addition to the commentaries and references given above, see Raymond F. Person, Zechariah
and the Deuteronomic School, 125-29; H. F. D. Sparks, “St. Matthew’s References to Jeremiah,”
JTS 1(1950), 155-56; M. 1. J. Menken, “The References to Jeremiah in the Gospel according to Matthew,”
ETL 60 (1984), 10-11; Michael Knowles, Jeremiah in Matthew’s Gospel, Michel Quesnel, “Les Citations de
Jérémie dans L'Evangile selon Saint Matthieu,” EstBib 47 (1989), 513-27. Because of the mention of the
potter’s field in Mt 27.7, 10, scholars have often suggested Jer 18.1-2 (because the potter’s house is
mentioned) and 32.6-9 (because Jeremiah is told to buy a field) as the source for Matthew’s Jeremiah
attribution of the fulfillment citation of 27.9-10. There are studies which evaluate the claims for Jer 18 and
32 and conclude that the balance weighs in favor of Jer 19; e.g., see Gundry, Use of OT, 124-27; Senior,
“Case Study,” 32; Senior, “Fate of Betrayer,” 385-89. Quesnel, 523, attempts to make a case for the
influence of Lam 4.1-2, but his proposal has not sparked much favor. I am persuaded that these proposed
Jeremiah texts exert minor influence on Matthew, especially compared with Jeremiah 19 (cf. 7.25-26,
30-34) and possibly Jer 26.14-15 (cf. 35.14b-15, 17).
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The pertinent Jeremiah 19 themes can be summarized:

The Lord commands Jeremiah to go and buy the earthen flask of a potter, to lead the chief priests
and elders of the people to the Hinnom Valley, and to prophesy to them. Because the people have

forsaken God and committed evil pagan practices, filling the place with

the blood of innocents

the place will no longer be called Topheth, or the valley of the son of Hinnom, but the valley of
Slaughter. Jeremiah is then told to break the potter’s flask, a picture of how God will break the
people and the city of Jerusalem. Topheth will become a burial ground and Jerusalem will be like
Topheth. Jeremiah returns to the court of the temple and repeats God’s word against the city. 3

A brief return to the text of Mt 27.3-10 will highlight the points of contact with Jer 19:

lodas ... Tols apxiepetiowy kal mpeoPuTépols
Aéywr fipapTtov Trapadous atpa ddgov
Ol 8¢ apxLepels...elmav: ... TLuT) dlpaTos €T,

Nyépacav...TOV aypov TOU KEPAPEWS €LS

Tadny Tois Eévors.

BLO €kArfN O dypos €kelvos aypds ALpaTos
€ws THS onfuepov.

TéTe éminpwdn 7O prPev dua ‘lepepiov Tob
TpodfTOU AEYOVTOS” ...

Kal €8wKay alTd €S TOV aypov TOU KEPAPEWS...

Judas [returned] to the chief priests and elders,
saying, “Having betrayed innocent blood, [ sinned.”
But the chief priests said, “They [the 30 pieces of
silver] are the price of blood.”

They bought the field of the potter as a burial ground
for strangers.

Therefore that field has been called the field of
blood to this day.

Then was fulfilled that which was spoken through
Jeremiah the prophet, saying,

“And they gave them [the 30 pieces of silver] for the
Jield of the potter....

The catch-words (potter, field, innocent blood, burial ground) and the characters

(Jeremiah and the chief priests and elders of the people) in Jeremiah 19 evoke themes

not only from Matthew 27.3-10 but also from other parts of the First Gospel.

In Matthew the betrayal of innocent blood is traced through the Judas texts to the

scene of Jesus® trial before Pilate. When Judas returns the thirty pieces of silver to the

YAlthough see Knowles, Jeremiah in Matthew's Gospel, 71, who follows Senior, Passion
Narrative, 361, in suggesting a way Matthew “could have modeled 27.8 on the wording of Jer. 19.6.”

YEmphasis added. Cf. Jer 7.30,;. In Jer and Mt, a place name changes to reflect bloodshed and
burial. Person, Zech and Dt School, 125, makes a convincing case, that “The phrase ‘the flock doomed
for slaughter’ (771277777 1NX) betrays the influence of Jer, for the only other occurrences of 3777 are in
Jer 7.32*; 19,6*%....” [in the expression valley of ‘slaughter.’] Less viable is his proposal that, “The
‘prophet” who is commanded to become a shepherd (Zech 11.4) represents the prophet Jeremiah, whose
prophetic ministry included his own impatience...and the people’s response of detestation....” My reading
is that Zechariah is speaking in his own right as a prophet. Nowhere does Jeremiah, or any writing
prophet, tell of God’s call to become a shepherd. In this Zechariah is unique (see also Meyers 11, 250).
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chief priests at the temple, their actions confirm what their words deny (Mt 27.3-8). They
will not permit blood money to stay in the temple (as if getting rid of it would prevent the
temple from being defiled by their payment for Jesus’ death). The chief priests and elders
then persuade the people to ask for Barabbas’ release and for Jesus’ death (Mt 27.20).
Pilate tries to absolve himself of bloodguiilt, saying, “I am innocent of this man’s blood, see
to it yourselves”-- the same response the chief priests gave to Judas’ confession of the sin
of betraying innocent blood (Mt 27.24; cf. 27.4). The people reply, “His blood be on us
and on our children” (Mt 27.25). In Matthew, the betrayal of innocent blood falls upon
Judas, the chief priests and elders, Pilate, and finally, all the people. The words innocent
and blood on Pilate’s lips (27.24) are linked to the admonition of his wife, “Have nothing
to do with that righteous man” (27.19).*

This, in turn, recalls the concept of righteous blood and the blood of the prophets in
Matthew 23.29-39; hence, the “trail of blood” has been traced to its source in Jesus’ woe to
the scribes and Pharisees.”> While the prophet Zechariah is specifically named in Mt 23.35,

there are also echoes of Jeremiah under the surface of the text of Mt 23.29,.>* First,

%2As I read Mt 27, no one who protests innocence with respect to shedding Jesus’ blood is
exonerated from their guilt, not Judas who throws the silver down in the temple, not the chief priests and
elders who purchase a field with the tainted coins, and not Pilate who ultimately sanctions the crucifixion,
for fear of an uprising (27.24-26).

3330 also Conard, “Fate of Judas,” 163; Senior, “Fate of Betrayer,” 409-11. When the people in
Mt 27.25 call down the blood of Jesus on their own and their children’s heads, they are fulfilling Jesus’
words that “all the righteous blood shed on earth, from the blood of innocent Abel ...to the blood of
Zechariah...will come upon this generation” (Mt 23.25-26). In light of the Jeremiah connection, this is
best read as Matthew’s explanation for the dire circumstances of the fall of Jerusalem in 70 C.E. (cf. Mt
23.37-24.2). With reference to Jeremiah’s message, Senior, “Fate of Betrayer,” 398, says, “The sombre
shadow of Jeremiah’s message is spread across the entire Mt 27.9-10 quotation.” Both the fate of the
composite Zechariah character and the message of Jeremiah come together here (cf. Jer 34.14b-15, 17)
regarding the fate of Jerusalem.

3See earlier thesis section on Mt 23.29-39.
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Jer 26.14-15 comes to mind, where the prophet has been speaking against the temple and

Jerusalem, and the priests, prophets and princes think him worthy of death:

But as for me, I am in your hands. Do with me as seems good and right to you. Only know for
certain that if you put me to death you will bring innocent blood upon yourselves and upon this city
and its inhabitants, for in truth, the LORD sent me to you to speak all these words in your ears. RSV

The second text to note is Jer 7.25-26, 30-34:

...I have persistently sent all my servants the prophets to them...yet they did not listen to me..

.but stiffened their neck. They did worse than their fathers....For the sons of Judah have done
evil in my sight; they have set their abominations in the house which is called by my name,

to defile it. And they have built the high place of Topheth ...in the valley of the son of Hinnom....
Therefore, behold, the days are coming when it will no more be called Topheth, or the valley

of the son of Hinnom, but the valley of Slaughter: for they will bury in Topheth, because there

is no room elsewhere.... RSV

In Matthew 23.29-39, Jesus is in the temple, speaking as a prophet himself. He calls the
present generation to account for all the righteous blood shed on earth, from that of Abel
to that of Zechariah the prophet, murdered between the sanctuary and the altar. Jesus’
claim is implicitly that of Jeremiah: if they kill him, they will bring innocent blood upon
themselves and all Jerusalem, for he has come to speak God’s word to them. In this text,
Zechariah is named, and the allusion is to Jeremiah.*

The situation is reversed in Matthew 27.3-10, where Jeremiah is credited, but the
citation is from Zechariah. It must be that Matthew expected his well-versed readers to sece
and hear both prophets in each case. In Mt 23, the elaborate construction of the text, the
conflated identity of Zechariah, son of Berechiah, seems artificial to present sensibilities; in
Mt 27, the attribution of a Zechariah citation to Jeremiah seems artificial, at best! Yet

Matthew used all the exegetical skills he had at hand to make sure that the fulness of

3Knowles, Jer in Mt, 182-84, on the Parable in Mt 21.33-41, makes the case that the prophets who
were beaten, stoned and killed were Jeremiah, the conflated Zechariah (and possibly Uriah of Jer 26). See
also Heil, Death & Resurrection, 67-68, 76, who links the story of Judas with 23.30, and also connects the
parable in Mt 21 with 23.35-56. I think the second connection Heil makes here is firmer than the first.
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meaning could be drawn from the prophecies he believed pointed to the Messiah’s passion.

Jeremiah was undoubtedly the better known of the two prophets. In Mt 23.29,
Matthew could count on Jeremiah’s words being recalled, but he needed to construct the
text so that the one prophet he wanted to single out-- Zechariah, son of Berechiah -- was
brought to mind. In Mt 27.3-10, Matthew had both the tradition of the Field of Blood,
formerly known as the Potter’s Field, and the tradition of the betrayal money -- the thirty
pieces of silver -- from the Judas story. He knew the variants “throw the silver to the
potter” and “...to the foundry/treasury,” in Zech 11 but also knew there was no “field” in
Zechariah. In order for his readers to grasp the significance of both traditions, the First
Evangelist attributed the Zechariah quotation to Jeremiah.*

Perhaps the answer to the question of where the “trail of silver” and the “trail of
blood” meet can now be addressed. In a sense, they do meet in the Potter’s Field, with the
linking word potter from Zech 11.13 and Jer 19.1; the change of place names in Jer 19.6
also recalls the change from Potter’s Field to Field of Blood in Mt 27.7-10.>” From
Zech 11.12, the thirty pieces of silver make their way, via the chief priests, to the field of
the potter.”® Thus Conard rightly concludes:

“The purpose of [Jeremiah’s] action is to announce God’s judgement upon Jerusalem. By buying
the potter’s field the religious leaders unknowingly do the same thing.” As we have seen, the
money and Judas are linked to the field and the field is linked to Jeremiah, who is loosely linked

*Thus ensuring for twenty centuries that readers would search the scriptures to seek the meaning
of the text(s)!

Senior, “Fate of Betrayer,” 415-17, sees the intertwining of innocent blood and price of blood as
a key structural support for the entire text.

%Van Tilborg, “Intertextual Reading,” 166, perceives a new allusion to Zech 11. 4 -5 LXX when
Judas ceases to be the “go-between” and the silver is back in the hands of the “original owners,” whom Van
Tilborg identifies as Zech’s “buyers of the sheep,” who did not repent (peTapélopar in LXX instead of “go
unpunished” of the MT). The chief priests and elders are both the sheep buyers and the bad shepherds. [
think it is a stretch to make a connection between the use of petapédopar in Zech 11.5 LXX and Mt 27.3.
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to Zechariah through a potter, or a potter’s field. At the centre of this web of links we find the
chief priests. Their image, picking up and ‘taking the pieces of silver,’ lingers as vividly as that
of Judas throwing them down....[Matthew’s intent in the Passion Narrative is] to place the final
responsibility for the rejection of Jesus as Messiah on the heads of the chief priests and elders....

What is fulfilled as spoken by the prophets...is not Judas’ singular action but the action of ‘some
of the sons of Israel....” *

More important than their intersection in the field is the fact that the “trail of silver”
and the “trail of blood” meet in the Jerusalem temple. In Jer 19, from which the tradition of
innocent blood is evoked in Mt 27.3-10, the prophet first leads the chief priests and elders
of the peaple to the Hinnom Valley, but he returns from Topheth to the court of the Lord’s
house and repeats there the gist of the prophecy. In Jer 26.14-15, in the house of the Lord,
Jeremiah tells the princes, prophets and priests that, if they put him to death, they will bring
innocent blood upon themselves and the city. In the femple, Jesus berates the scribes and
Pharisees for following in their fathers’ footsteps: their tacit approval of killing the prophets
would bring upon them all the righteous blood from Abel to Zechariah, whom they
murdered between the sanctuary and the altar (jLeTa&b 1ol vaol kai Tob uoitacTnplov,
Mt 23.35).

Zechariah 11.12 does not indicate where the traffickers in the sheep obtained the
thirty pieces of silver, but the prophet-shepherd reports that he obeyed God’s command to
throw them back to the potter/treasury in the house of the Lord (eis TOV olkov KUpLOU --

Zech 11.13). In Matthew 26.14-15, it makes sense that Judas sought out the chief priests

¥Conard, “Fate of Judas,” 162, 165 [quotation marks are in Conard’s text]. See also Berkley,
“OT Exegesis and Judas,” 36-37. Conard reads this story in light of Matthew’s intent to get Judas offstage
by his death, in order to deflect his guilt onto the chief priests and elders. Although this thesis is not
concerned with the ‘fate of Judas’ per se, I have stated above my position that Mt exonerates no one from
their guilt over the betrayal and death of Jesus (note #32 above). The leaders are more guilty, perhaps,
because they are supposed to recognize Jesus (cf. the religious leaders in the Infancy Narrative), but they do
not bear the entire guilt of Jesus’ blood. My conclusions also depart from Conard’s with respect to the dual
intersection of the “trails” of silver and blood; not only do the allusions from Zech and Jer meet in the

potter’s field, but more importantly, they drop the load of bloodguilt in the temple. See discussion which
follows.
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and elders of the people in the temple, but this is not stated; the reader is left to infer from
the narrative that the thirty pieces of silver were given to the betrayer in the temple. In
Mt 27.3-6, it is also reasonable to assume that the return of the thirty pieces of silver to
the chief priests and elders occurred in the femple, where Judas acknowledged his sin of
betraying innocent blood. When they neither absolved him nor acknowledged their own
part in Jesus’ betrayal, Judas threw down the pieces of silver in the sanctuary (eis TOV
vaov) and departed. The chief priests took up the pieces of silver because they could not
deposit them in the treasury (xopBavdyv, Mt’s alternate to the potter in Zech 11.13). If not
when the thirty pieces of silver were given by the chief priests and elders to Judas, then at
least when Judas threw them down, the sanctuary was defiled by blood money, the price
of the prophet-shepherd Jesus.

The text of Zechariah 11.12-13 is at the heart of the betrayal narrative, in both
Matthew 26.14-16 and 27.3-10, and the key to Matthew’s use of this section of Zechariah
11 is that the prophet-shepherd figure is valued at thirty pieces of silver. The image of the
ellipse (with Zech 11.12-13 at both foci) encompasses a large part of the Matthean Passion
Narrative: the betrayal agreement for thirty pieces of silver; the Last Supper (the betrayer
present and known to Jesus); the institution of the Lord's Supper (Jesus’ reference to his
blood of the covenant being poured out for the forgiveness of sins -- Zech 9.11/Mt 26.28;
cf. 23.35);" the prediction of the shepherd being struck and the sheep scattering

(Zech 13.7/Mt 26.31); the arrest (“all the scriptures of the prophets” are fulfilled,

“®The allusion to Zech 9.11 is strengthened by its proximity to so many other Zech 9-14 references
in Matthew’s Passion Narrative. The similarities and the differences between the blood poured out
(éxxuvdpevor) in Mt 23.35 and 26.28 are not pertinent for this thesis.
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Mt 27.56); the trial and conviction;*' Judas’ return of the pieces of silver to the chief
priests in the temple; the delivery of Jesus to crucifixion (with the assumption of bloodguilt
by all the people).

This enclosure of two other significant Zechariah references -- the blood of the
covenant (Zech 9.11), and the shepherd and sheep citation (Zech 13.7) -- by Zech 11.4-14
is extremely important as a demonstration of Matthew’s use of Zechariah in the passion of
Jesus. What is unique in Zechariah is the image of the prophet called to be a shepherd.”

Matthew portrays Jesus as the rejected prophet-shepherd of Zechariah.

“'It may be that Matthew 27.59-63, who follows Mark’s trial narrative at 14.55-61, reflects the
expectation that the Messiah would (re)build the temple from Zech 6.12.

“While Jer 23 and Ezek 34 are important in relating God’s woes to the shepherds, and while
Zechariah may draw some of his shepherd-sheep imagery from them, there is no question that Zech 11.4-14
is unique in the prophetic corpus.
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Excursus. Jesus the Shepherd in Matthew’s Gospel

The image of Jesus as a Royal shepherd, from David’s lineage and born in David’s
city, is part of Matthew’s messianic exegesis: in the first verse of this gospel Jesus is
identified as “son of David.”! Magi come to Jerusalem looking for the newborn “king of
the Jews” whose star they saw in its rising. The chief priests and scribes answer Herod’s
inquiry about the Messiah’s expected birthplace with a mixed citation they attribute to
“the prophet”: the Messiah is to be born in Bethlehem and he will shepherd God’s people,
ToLpaLvel TOV Aadv pou ToV ‘lopand (Mt 2.6) 2

“Son of David” language does not disappear after the Infancy Narrative, * but its
royal imagery is eclipsed by Matthew’s portrayal of Jesus as the healing shepherd in the
ministry narrative. As early as Mt 4.23-25, the reader is prepared to encounter Jesus as a
healer:

[Jesus] went about all Galilee, teaching in their synagogues and preaching the gospel of the
kingdom and healing every disease and every infirmity among the people. --Mt 4.23

Matthew 8 and 9 report many occasions when Jesus healed people; for example, after Jesus

has raised the daughter of a ruler (Mt 9.18-26), two blind men follow him, crying out,

'David figures prominently in the messianic genealogy, which traces Jesus’ lineage from Abraham,
through David, and eventually to Joseph, also called a “son of David” (Mt 1.20).

This is the only place in the First Gospel where the verb moipaivw occurs. Detailed study of the
mixed citation from Mic 5.1, 3 and 2 Sam 5.2 in Mt 2.6 is outside the scope of this thesis; however, see
Infancy narrative above. The focus here is on Davidic imagery used to describe the Messiah as a shepherd.

Although no direct Zechariah influence can be claimed for this first instance of shepherding
imagery in Matthew, there is evidence that the messianic language of Branch-’AvaToAr) may undergird the
important narrative of Mt 2 (see thesis section above on the Infancy Narrative). Zech 6.12 must not be
ruled out here, especially since the theme of the Messiah building the temple appears in the trial of Jesus
(Mt 27.59-63 (see on Jesus and the Temple Charge below). In his article, “Ezekiel 34 and the Narrative
Strategy of the Shepherd and Sheep Metaphor in Matthew,” CBQ 55 (1993), 698-708, John Paul Heil
contends that Ezek 34 influences and guides all of Matthew’s shepherding material. Heil’s proposal is
problematic in the first instance, for Mt’s citation from Mic 5 and 2 Sam 5 betrays no influence from
Ezek 34.23.
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“Have mercy on us, Son of David,” and their eyes are opened. The summary passage of
Mt 9.35 (essentially a repeat of 4.23) is followed by Matthew’s first use of shepherd
(ToLpuny):

Seeing the crowds, he was moved with compassion for them, for they were mangled
and exposed, like sheep without a shepherd. --Mt 9.36

The emphasis on healing as a manifestation of Jesus’ compassionate shepherding is
supported primarily by Zechariah 10.2 MT/LXX. *

Reports of individual healings and healing summaries continue in Chapters 12-20
(12.9-13, 22-23; 14.14, 35-36; 15.21-28; 17.14-18; 19.1-2; 20-29-34). > Among these
healing accounts, “Son of David” terminology is used three more times: (1) after Jesus heals
the man who could neither see nor speak, the amazed people asked, “Can this be the Son of
David?” (Mt 12.22-23); (2) when a Canaanite woman approaches Jesus to heal her
daughter, she cries, “Have mercy on me, O Lord, Son of David” (15.22); and (3) when
Jesus leaves Jericho, the two blind men by the road cry out, “Have mercy on us, Son of

David.....Lord, have mercy on us, Son of David” (20.30, 31). On all these occasions,

*See earlier thesis section on Jesus’” Ministry in Galilee, in which Mt 9.36/Zech 10.2 is proposed
as a central text on Jesus as healing shepherd in the body of the First Gospel. Against those who prefer
Ezek 34.5-6 (over Zech 10.2 MT/LXX) as the source for Mt’s expression “sheep without a shepherd” (e.g.,
Martin, “Image of Shepherd,” 275, 298 et passim; Heil, “Shepherd and Sheep,” 701 et passim), note that
the wording and imagery in Ezek 34 are much farther from “sheep without a shepherd” than most of the
other OT possibilities ( Ezek 34.5-8 emphasizes that the sheep are “scattered” and have become “food for
all the wild animals” and “shepherds” is in the plural). Ezek 34.4, 11-12 and Jer 23.1-5; 50.6(27.6), which
include expressions like “seek the lost,” may influence the “lost sheep of the house of Israel” in Mt 10.6,
15.24 and the parable of the “lost sheep” in Mt 18.12-14, but they have no major influence on the
description of the sheep in Mt 9.36 or the healing shepherd motif.

’In Matthew, most healings are indicated by 8cpamieiw or, less often, idopar (8.8, 13; [13.15/
Isa 6.10]; 15.28). On occasion, neither verb is used: e.g., the blind men’s “eyes were opened” (9.30) or
they “received their sight” (20.34); the leper “was cleansed” (8.3), and the hemorrhaging woman was
“made well,” (cu){w , 9.21-22). It is interesting to note that the three Isaiah fulfillment citations in this
section, either directly or indirectly, support Jesus’ healing ministry (Mt 8.16-17; 12.15-21; 13.14-15
[Ldoopar, Cf. Mk 4.12]). In LXX, 6epameiw never appears for in; idopar (Zech 11.16; Is 6.10; 53.5;
61.1) does not appear in Ezek; taots (Zech 10.2) does not appear in Ezek 34.
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“Son of David” is used with reference to healing.®

Matthew’s account of Jesus’ entry into Jerusalem immediately follows Jesus’
healing of the blind men. The Zech 9.9 citation in Mt 21.5 recalls and underscores the royal
Son of David imagery. As Jesus rides the donkey from the Mount of Olives into the holy
city, the pilgrim crowds around him shout, “Hosanna to the Son of David! Blessed is he
who comes in the name of the Lord....” (Mt 21.9). In accordance with Matthew’s carefully
reformulated fulfillment quotation, “Say to the daughter of Zion, ‘Behold your king is
coming to you’” (Mt 21.5; cf. Isa 62.11/Zech 9.9), this is the proclamation of the ascent of
their kingly Messiah to the inhabitants of Jerusalem. The appropriate welcoming response
is not given. ’

Nevertheless, Jesus makes his way to the temple (Mt 21.12), where the blind and
lame are brought to him, and he heals them.® In perfect praise, children cry out, “Hosanna
to the Son of David!”? Jesus’ roles of Royal Shepherd-king and Healing Shepherd

intersect in the temple at Jerusalem. The chief priests and scribes are indignant over the

®Kim Paffenroth, “Anointed and Healing Son of David,” 552, observes that a “reference to David
(or his son) could be used to evoke a number of different associations”: the greatest king of Israel; a
charismatic and authoritative leader; a humbled penitent; a great poet of the Psalms; one capable of
predicting the future like a prophet — only this last “would carry any association of healing abilities.”
As to a possible reference to Solomon, Paffenroth eliminates that by virtue of the fact that Matthew
“deliberately redacts his material to present Jesus more as a healer than as an exorcist.”

"Verseput, “Davidic Messiah,” 113-14.

¥Ibid., 114. In contrast to the other synoptics, the Matthean narrative “makes a seamless transition
to what follows so that the whole of 21:1-17 may be perceived as a single episode.” I would add to
Verseput’s remarks here that the transition is from the image of Jesus as royal shepherd-king to healing
shepherd, under the influence of the Zech 9.9 citation. I do agree with Verseput’s comment, “There is no
attempt upon Matthew’s part to distance Jesus from the Davidic hope.” As David was king, prophet and
shepherd, so was the greater David, according to Matthew.

°Kim Paffenroth, “Anointed and Healing Son of David,” 550, rightly notes that Mt omits all
reference to Jesus teaching in the temple in 21.12-17 (¢f. Mk 11.17||Lk 19.47), in order to transform Jesus’
time in the temple (Mt 21.14- 16) into the “climax of Jesus’ healing ministry.”
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healings and the children’s praises to the Son of David (Mt 21.14-16). '

Matthew’s second use of the term shepherd (ToLpvjv) occurs in the judgment scene
of Mt 25.31-46. The Son of Man will be seated on his throne, with all the angels about
him, and the nations will have been gathered before him; he will separate them as a
shepherd separates sheep from goats. In the space of three verses, the figure of the judge --
who functions as a shepherd --is called Son of Man, King, and by implication, Son of God
[=son of “my Father,” 25.34]. The influence of Zechariah upon the apocalyptic discourse
of Mt 24 and upon the related scene in 25.3 1 have been presented elsewhere in this
thesis."" Ezekiel 34.17;, where God promises to “judge between sheep and sheep, rams
and he-goats,” may also be influential here.'?.

Matthew’s third and final use of oLy occurs in Jesus’ citation of Zech 13.7 in
Mt 26.31, “Strike the shepherd and the sheep of the flock will scatter.” There can be no
doubt that the portrayal of Jesus as a shepherd is influenced here by Zechariah, nor is there

any doubt that Mt 26.31 (and Mk 14.27) mean to say that Jesus refers to himself as the

“Some themes from the Infancy Narrative re-emerge when Jesus enters the city and temple: as
with Herod, the whole city was troubled (éTapdx6n, 2.3), so now the whole city is shaken as if by an
earthquake (éoeiofm, 21.10). The chief priests and scribes, aware of scriptures anticipating his birth in
Bethlehem, did not leave Jerusalem to seek the newborn “king of the Jews,” (2.1-6); the same type of group
opposes Jesus when he comes to Jerusalem (21.14-16).

"See thesis section above on Apocalyptic Imagery in Mt 24 - 25. For Mt 24.27, 30-31, 36-44,
and 25.31, I propose Zechariah influence from Zech 2.6 (10); 9.14; 12.10 and 14.4-5, 6-7. Especially
for Mt 25.3 14, the holy ones are the angels of the Son of Man who will “gather his elect” in Mt 24.31/
Zech 14.5.

2In my opinion, this is the clearest place where Matthew may have written with Ezek 34 in mind;
but see also Zech 10.3 MT, where God says, “My anger is hot against the shepherds, and 1 will punish the
rams/he-goats.” I disagree with Heil’s proposal, “Shepherd and Sheep,” 708, that Ezek 34 guides and
unifies the shepherd metaphor in Matthew. The fact that Mt does not quote from Ezek 34 in places where
it might be expected, i.e., Mt 2.6, seems to refute Heil’s claim. Although he attributes the major influence
on shepherd and sheep imagery in Mt 1-20, including the healing shepherd, to Ezek 34, Martin, “Image of
Shepherd,” 298, does credit Deut-Zech (9.9; 9.11; 12.10; 13.7; 14.5) for influencing the portrayal of the
shepherd figure in the Passion Narrative.
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shepherd who knows his own death is imminent. Jesus the shepherd is also a prophet: he
both interprets and applies the prophecy of Zech 13.7 to himself. "

Matthew’s portrayal of Jesus as a prophet-shepherd like Zechariah has been
demonstrated in the use of Zech 11.4-14 in the betrayal story of Mt 26.14-16; 27.3-10."
Zechariah the prophet has also figured in Mt 23.35: this conflated figure, identified as
“son of Berechiah” (Zech 1.1), was murdered in the temple by the leaders of Israel;"
his blood shed there is required of the “present generation,” according to Matthew’s Jesus.
That his blood shed in the temple was defiling, even to the present generation, must be
inferred from the context of Mt 23. 29-36; the blood money paid out for the betrayal of
Jesus was also defiling (Mt 27.4-6); when Jesus the prophet-shepherd died, the curtain of
the temple split from top to bottom (27.51).'¢

With the aid of shepherding imagery from Zechariah, Matthew has portrayed Jesus

as the multivalent “Son of David” -- the Royal Messiah (Zech 9.9), the healing shepherd

BHeil, “Shepherd and Sheep,” 706-7, attempts to tie verbs from Ezek 34.12-13 (¢£dfw, cwdtw,
elodw) to the use of (mpodEw) in Mk 14.28||Mt 26.32, all of which backs up the shepherd “regathering and
bringing [the sheep] back to Galilee....” Again, Heil is claiming the influence of Ezek 34 (he says it
supplies readers with all concepts and images of the shepherd metaphor) upon Matthew’s use of shepherd
and sheep imagery in which the direct influence of a Zechariah passage (13.7) is well established. Nothing
in Ezek 34 can be construed to affect the image of God striking his (good) shepherd. See thesis section on
The Stricken Shepherd (Mt 26.31/Zech 13.7) for evidence which refutes both the concept of mpod-yw and
the scattering-gathering metaphor as major shepherding motifs in Matthew.

“This is the object of study in thesis chapter above, where the Meyers commentary is cited in
support of the unique position of Zechariah, the only prophet commissioned by God to become a shepherd,
also despised by some of his flock.

15Zech 12.10 reports that another figure (who may have been a prophet) was killed by the
inhabitants of Jerusalem. Mt 24.30 uses some of Zech 12.10 “all the tribes of the earth will see him,” (cf.
Rev 1.7); Jn 19.37 recalls the “piercing” aspect of Zech 12.10. If this murder, over whom the inhabitants of
Jerusalem mourn, has any influence on Matthew, it is tangential and not direct. However, the murder of the
conflated Zechariah figure is very important in Matthew. See thesis sections above on Mt 23, 24 and 26-27.

'*The thirty pieces of silver are blood money to both Judas and the chief priests and elders; the
guilt of Jesus’ innocent blood must be seen to cling to the temple, where Judas throws the coins (27.5), as
well as to all the people involved in the betrayal, trial, and death of Jesus.
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(Zech 10.2), and the rejected and martyred prophet-shepherd (Zech 11.4-14; 13.7) who

saves his people from their sins by his “blood of the covenant” (Zech 9.11).
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CHAPTER TEN
Jesus and the Temple Charge
Rebuilding the Temple
[Matthew 26.60-61/Zechariah 6.12]

In Jesus’ trial scene, both Matthew and Mark record the (false) testimony against

Jesus, with reference to the destruction and rebuilding of the temple:'

voTepor &€ mpooerBovTES B0
elmay: outos édn’

Slvapal kaTalvoal Tov vadv
TOU B0

Kal 8Ld TpLGV Mpepy
olkoBoptioal. --Mt 26.60b-61

Finally two came forward
and said, “This man said,

‘I am able to destroy the temple
of God,

and to build (it)

within three days.’”

kal Twes avaoTdvres ébevBopapTipow kat’
alTob AéyovTes OTL NUELS Nikoloapey avTov
AéyovTos OTL

€y KATaAUow TOV vaov

TOUTOV TOV XELPOTOLNTOV

Kal 8La TPLHY MepdY AoV dxeLpoToinTov
olkoSopnow. --Mk 14.57-58

And some stood up and testified falsely against
him, saying, “We have heard him

saying,

‘I will destroy this temple

made with hands,

and within three days [ will build another,

not made with hands.””

In both gospels, Jesus is silent when the high priest asks him to answer this charge

(Mt 26.62-63a || Mk 14.60-61a); in both gospels, the high priest apparently equates the

accusation about the temple with a claim to be the Messiah:

Kal O dpxLepels elmev aiTd
€€opkilw oe kaTta Tol Beov
TOU {QvTos va Wulv eitms €l

ob €l O XpLoTOS 6 1dS TOb Beod.

--Mt 26.63b

And the high priest said to him,

TAAY O dpxLepets éTmpuiTa aUTov Kal Aéyel alTd-

ov €l 6 XpLoTéS 6 Ulds Tob evhoynToU;
--Mk 14.61b

Again the high priest asked him and said to him,

“I put you under oath: in the name
of the living God, tell us if

you are the Messiah, the Son of God.” “Are you the Messiah, the Son of the Blessed?”

'Neither Luke nor John mentions such a charge in their trial narratives, but in the temple cleansing
scene at the beginning of the Johannine Jesus’ ministry, John records Jesus saying, “Destroy this temple,
and in three days I will raise it up” (Jn 2.19). There are some differences between the trial accounts of
Mt and MK, but the focus here is on the accusation about the temple and the implications drawn from it.
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Two questions arise in connection with this gospel tradition: (1) which passages in
the gospel(s) illuminate Jesus’ attitude toward the temple, specifically with regard to the
temple charge? and (2) is there any early Jewish tradition about the Messiah building and/or
destroying the temple? > This second question is pertinent to both Mark and Matthew
studies; therefore, it might be well to begin there before seeking to analyze where the two
gospels differ.

Only a few biblical texts have led to interpretations that link the Messiah with
building the temple. One which figures large in early Jewish interpretation is 2 Sam 7,
the oracle of Nathan, in which God promises to raise up David’s offspring who will build
a house for God’s name; in return, God will establish his house and throne forever. God
promises to be father to him, as he will be son to God. The midrash on this biblical passage,
found in Qumran cave 4 and known as 4QFlorilegium [4Q174], is illustrative. It reads
Nathan's oracle as an eschatological prophecy. After citing 2 Sam 7.12-14, the
interpretation is given:

And <<YHWH de[clares] to you that he will build you a house. I will raise up your seed
after you and establish the throne of his kingdom [forev]er. I will be a father to him and
he will be a son to me.>> This (refers to the) <<branch of David>>, who will arise with
the Interpreter of the law who [will rise up] in Zi[on in] the last days, as it is written....>

2With respect to Mark’s trial narrative, this last question has been investigated by Donald H. Juel.
His work appears in two forms: (1) his Ph. D. Dissertation from Yale University, 1973 (“The Messiah and
the Temple. A Study of Jesus’ Trial before the Sanhedrin in the Gospel of Mark,” in facsimile from
University Microfilms: Ann Arbor, 1984); and (2) Messiah and Temple. The Trial of Jesus in the Gospel
of Mark (SBLDS 31; (Missoula: Scholars Press, 1977). Citations here will be according to the Dissertation
pagination. The present study will deal with Mark only insofar as it helps to establish Zech 6.12 influence
on the temple charge.

>Translation of lines 10-12 of 4Q174 taken from Garcia Martinez, DSS Translated (2™ ed.), 136.
Juel, 264-76, also cites 4QFlor. His work is also interested in the earlier part of 4QFlor, on Ex 15.17-18
because of Mark’s temple “made with hands,” etc. 4Q174 is somewhat ambiguous about who will build the
eschatological temple; Juel, 275, suggests that it probably reflects the Qumran tendency to downplay the
Davidic Messiah’s role. Even so, the midrash preserves the messianic interpretation by identifying the
offspring of David as the Branch. Juel also notes that 4QFlor preserves the father-son imagery without
. comment.
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The Branch of David is well-established as a designation for the Davidic Messiah.*
Zech 6.12 is the only biblical text which explicitly states that the Branch will build
the temple:’
T DYTTIR TI MAXY YRIOE TY MRy WNTT --Zech 6.12 MT

.CIBou davnip, CAvaTtoln) Gvopa avT®, kai umokdtTwler almol dvaTelel,
Kol olkoBounoel TOV olkov Kupiou... --Zech 6.12 LXX

Behold the man, whose name is Branch/Rising, and he will branch out in his place/rise up from below,
and he will build the temple/house of the Lord.

The Targums provide some support for this concept, by interpreting the figure who builds

the temple to be the Messiah:

...Behold, the man whose name is Anointed will be revealed, and he shall be raised up, 6
and shall build the temple of the Lord. He shall build the temple of the Lord and he
shall assume majesty and shall sit and rule upon his throne... --Tg. Zech. 6.12-13a’

And he will build the sanctuary which was profaned for our sins.... --Tg. Isa. 53.5%
The Targums do not say anything about the Messiah tearing down the existing temple, nor
do any of the scriptures of Israel. At most, the evidence from Qumran and the Targums

shows that, for some interpretive communities, the Messiah could have been expected to

*See coverage of this topic above in the Infancy Narrative section; note #39 gives reference to
three other Qumran works which also refer to the Davidic Branch in eschatological terms (4Q161, 4Q252;
4Q285). The same thesis section recognizes the connection between Is 11.1-10, Jer 23.5, and the messianic
associations with the Branch in Zech 3.8; 6.12.

*Infancy Narrative thesis section examines Zech 6.12 influence on Mt 2.1-2; see notes #37-38 for
textual notes.

®This phrase “and he shall be raised up,” seems close to the LXX, “and he shall rise...” as well as
to the MT , “and he shall branch out....”

Zech 3.8 refers to God’s “servant, the Branch (MT)/’AvaToXrj (LXX),” and Tg. Zech. 3.8 reads,
“For behold, I will bring my servant the anointed One, and he shall be revealed.”

®English translation from Bruce D. Chilton, The Isaiah Targum (vol. 11 of The Aramaic Bible:
The Targums (ed. Kevin Cathcart, Michael Maherr and Martin McNamara; Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1987),
104. The complexities of the Targum of Isaiah 53 are outside the scope of this study; however, this is one of
the few places where the tenet that the Messiah is to build the future sanctuary occurs.
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build the eschatological temple. This is most strongly supported by Zech 6.12 MT and
LXX.?

Before the question of Matthew’s divergence from Mark can be answered, a brief
look at one scholar’s work on the temple charge in Mark will be helpful. The method and

focus of Donald Juel’s thesis on Mk 14.58 can be summarized as follows:

In the Gospel, and particularly in the passion story, Mark employs a “double-level narrative”
style in order to explore the “real” meaning of the text at a sub-surface level, where only the
reader (and not the characters in the story) can understand the meaning of Jesus’ trial and death.

A study of the temple charge in view of the taunts (which are repetitions of the trial accusations)
at the foot of Jesus’ cross suggests that Mark intended the charge to be understood (on a literary
level) as frue in some sense, i.e., that it is not simply false testimony. The charge is part of a
Markan preoccupation with the temple that begins in chapter 11 and culminates, at the moment
of Jesus’ death, in the tearing of the temple veil (15:58), which vindicates Jesus as Messiah.
Thus Mark ties the (pending?) destruction of the temple with the theme of Jesus’ rejection by
the Jewish leaders, and he relates both to Jesus’ death and resurrection by means of the charge
in 14:58. The “truth” of the charge is that the Christian community is the successor to the

temple establishment. The temple charge points to Jesus as the Messiah who will build the
eschatological temple - again at a level of meaning accessible only to the reader. . 10

For the study of the temple charge in Matthew, Juel is most helpful with his concept
of a double-level narrative style which allows the informed gospel reader to find a true
meaning beneath the surface of the text, that is, to be able to ascertain that the false
testimony may not be completely false, even if the false witnesses had false information and
false motives. However, one cannot confirm that Juel’s conclusions about the meaning for
Mark hold for Matthew’s understanding of the temple charge and its significance. For,
although Matthew generally follows the Markan order in sections dealing with the temple,

he does make some significant changes. For example, Matthew consolidates the account of

For Rabbinic references to Zech 6.12, see Juel, 303-4; his comment that, “potential traditions
according to which the Messiah would build the eschatological temple have been actualized in the
community from which this comment derives,” is apt. Especially after the destruction of the Jerusalem
temple, texts like Zech 6.12 would be even more susceptible of an eschatological interpretation.

1%See Juel’s Dissertation, especially 78-82, for his literary approach to the Markan trial.
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Jesus cursing the fig tree, in place of Mark’s sandwich around the temple “cleansing”
(Mt 21.18-22; cf. Mk 11.12-14, 20-25); Matthew also omits reference to Gentiles in the
“house of prayer” statement (Mt 21.13; cf. Mk 11.17)."" In Mt 24.1-4, Jesus leaves the
temple complex for the last time; in Mk 13.1-4, after the prediction that one stone would
not be left standing on another, the Mount of Olives is still located in relation to the temple.
Both Mark and Matthew use tepdv in the prediction of the destruction of the
temple, and both use vads in the temple charge, the taunt and the rending of the temple
curtain.'””> Matthew uses vads in two other scenes that spark a highly-charged atmosphere
into which the trial scene and its focus on the temple is projected: (1) in Mt 23.35, Jesus
warns that “this generation,” is responsible for “all righteous blood shed on earth,
from...Abel to...Zechariah...murdered between the sanctuary (vadés) and the altar
(BuoraoTpLov);” and (2) in 27.4-5, Judas throws the thirty pieces of silver, money paid
to him for Jesus’ innocent blood, into the sanctuary (els Tov vaov). The sanctuary, once
polluted with the righteous blood of Zechariah slain in the temple, has now become defiled
with the innocent blood of Jesus."
At the textual level, Matthew’s trial account appears to simplify Mark’s version of

the temple-building expectations of the Messiah."* Matthew’s version of the temple charge

""Moreover, Mark’s Jesus teaches in the temple (11.17-19), when Matthew’s Jesus is healing and
receiving children’s praises (21.14-17).

2See Mt 21.2||Mk 13.2; Mt 26.62||Mk 14.58; Mt 27.40||Mk 15.29; Mt 27.51||Mk 15.38. These
are the only places Mark uses vads, but Mt uses it elsewhere, which may point to a different nuance in
meaning,.

“In 2 Chr 24.20-22, it is the courtyard of the temple where Zechariah/Azariah was slain, but
Mt chooses to use the term vads instead of ai\r) oikov kupLou.

Of course, both gospels have the “three days” in common, which already calls to mind the
resurrection and its interpretive possibilities. The Markan “made with/without hands” language invites a
more spiritualized range of interpretations, e.g. a community could become the new temple, similar to some
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omits the “made with/without hands” imagery, perhaps to shift the focus away from the
tradition that God would build the temple, or it could be that Matthew was aware of
“Markan redaction”of the tradition.'> Matthew’s wording in the taunt at the cross is nearly
identical to Mark’s:

You who would destroy the temple and build it in three days, save yourself!
[f you are the Son of God, come down from the cross. --Mt 27.40; cf. Mk 15.29-30 16

The other difference in wording between Matthew and Mark is the claim attributed
to Jesus by the “witnesses” — in Mark, Jesus is made to say, “l will destroy this
temple...and build another,” but in Matthew Jesus reputedly said, “1 am able to destroy
the temple of God and to build it.”"” One could derive from either gospel here the tradition
that the Messiah was the son of God and would build the (eschatological) temple. The
joint concepts of Messiah and temple both figure in the trial, for after the temple charge
is made the High Priest adjures Jesus to tell whether he is the Messiah, the Son of God
(Mt 27.63; cf. Mk 14.61, Son of the Blessed). At the death of Jesus, when the curtain of

the sanctuary (vads) is split in two from top to bottom, the reader understands that God

Qumran exegesis. But cf. Mt 16.16-18, and see discussion below.

*About Mt’s omission of the xe1pomoinrov/dxeLpomolnTov antithesis of Mk 14.58, see James
D. G. Dunn, “Matthew’s Awareness of Markan Redaction,” 1356.

*Matthew’s “if you are the Son of God” does not appear in Mark’s taunt scene. Before the
confession that Jesus is God’s Son in Mt 27.54, in contrast with Mk 15.37-39, more than Jesus’ death and
the rending of the temple curtain has occurred. See on Eschatological Signs at Jesus’ Crucifixion below.

"The basis for the charge of blasphemy in both Mark and Matthew, however, seems not to be
related to the focus of this thesis. Unless a claim to be Messiah (or Son of Man) was blasphemous in and
of itself, is the reader meant to understand Jesus’ supposed claim to be placing himself on a par with God,
i.e., able to destroy the temple? Yet on the surface of the text that is not the question the High Priest asks.
Of course, it is possible that either form of the charge about destroying the temple is the false part of the
testimony; however, it might at the same time be understood by the reader as ironic and prophetic (see
Juel’s diss., 319-20).
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has acted to vindicate Jesus.'®

Especially with Matthew, the femple of God is clearly central; he has removed any

modifiers that might deflect the reader’s attention. But what does the expression “temple

of God” signify for Matthew and his readers? Perhaps this is where it would be well to

apply Juel’s concept of a double-level narrative to Matthew’s temple charge. If one does

not assume that the findings for Matthew will necessarily match those for Mark, what

options are available on the level of deeper meaning? '

(1) Both parts of the charge are false: Jesus did not say he was able to destroy the temple of God;
nor did he say he would build it again in three days. Option (1) can be derived from the surface
level of the text. False witnesses bring false charges against Jesus and he is condemned in a
mockery of justice.

(2) The first part of the charge is false and the second is true: Jesus did not say he was able to
destroy the temple of God, but he did claim that he would build it (again) in three days.

Option (2) reflects popular contemporary exegesis (of both Mt and Mk); Jesus spoke figuratively,
and he would build the (new) temple in 3 days [either he would rise, or he would build his church
after the resurrection].

(3) The first part of the charge is true and the second is false: Jesus did say he was able to destroy
the temple of God, but he did not claim that he would build it again. Option (3), although
possibly a reversal of Mark’s true-false division of the temple charge, might function on the sub-
narrative level of Matthew. Readers of Mt might understand that because of the rejection of Jesus,
the temple had been destroyed [post 66-70 C.E.], a near-equivalent to his purported claim to be
able to destroy it, but they would not expect the Jerusalem temple to be re-built.

(4) Both parts of the charge are true: Jesus did claim that he was able to destroy the temple of God,
and to build it (again) in three days. Option (4) would see both halves of the charge to be true at
the deepest level: Jesus was endowed with godly power and could destroy and/or build the temple.

Taking into account the possibility of meanings under the surface of the text, Reading (4)

presents Matthew’s reader with some inner-gospel resonances to explore. In light of the

8Although neither iepév nor vads appears, Jesus in Mt 23.38 has lamented that his rejection by

Jerusalem will leave their house desolate; this is most certainly a reference to the temple, and the rending
of the sanctuary veil could engender fulfillment of this prophecy. In Matthew’s trial account, the terms
Messiah, Son of God, and Son of Man appear, as does a belief that the Messiah was expected to be a
prophet (27.67).

"None of this analysis is a claim about what happened historically; rather, it is an attempt to make

use of a double-level narrative style to discern what Matthew’s readers may have read under the text.
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expectation of Zech 6.12 (that the Messiah would build the temple), Matthew’s reader

might recall Jesus’ passion predictions as the source of the “three days” imagery (Mt 16.21;

17.23; 20.19) in the accusation. Immediately following Peter’s confession of Jesus as

“the Messiah, the Son of the living God,” Matthew’s Jesus replies, ““...My father in heaven

[has revealed this to you]” (16.16-17). This is followed by Jesus’ promise, “I will build

my church” (16.18). This is very much like the claim in Zech 6.12 that the messianic figure

(the Branch/”” AvaToAn}) will build the temple of the Lord. In Mt 26.61, Jesus is reported to

have said, “I am able to destroy the temple of God, and to build it again within three days,”
dlvapar kaTaboal TOV vady Tolt feol kai SLd TpLOY fpepv, oikodoptioat.

This may be compared with Jesus’ claim, as recorded by Matthew, and with Zechariah’s

“messianic prophecy”:

olkoBopnow pov TV ékkAnoLav --Mt 16.18
olkoBopnoeL Tov oikov Kupiou --Zech 6.12

At the level of allusive references, one might hear in the charge that Jesus said he would
build the temple in three days (or that he was able to do so) the parallel expression that
Jesus said he would build his church, which is verbally similar to the Zechariah promise.?
In sum, one is left with something like a midrash on 2 Sam 7 and Zech 6.12
informing Matthew’s trial narrative at a deep level, with the bulk of influence coming from
Zech 6.12 -- the Messiah will build the (eschatological) temple. It appears that the imagery
from Zechariah 6.12 has been split between the Infancy Narrative’s use of the messianic

“name” (Branch-’AvaToln) at a deep level, and the Passion Narrative’s use of the

%Using Schaefer’s terminology (see Methodology in thesis introduction), we can see thematic
parallelism and verbal parallelism here: ‘He will build’/ ‘I will build’/ ‘He said he was able to build;” these
in turn could be equated as a claim to be the Messiah. In addition, the ‘three days’ seems to come in from
the passion predictions (--three days then transfers to the related building motif), which would come from
the sub-text of the reader’s knowledge that Jesus rose from the dead after three days.
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messianic expectation that the Branch-’AvaToAr will build the temple, in relation to the
temple charge made at Jesus’ trial. These two possible uses of Zechariah 6.12, both

exerting their influence at very deep subtextual narrative levels also reinforce each other.
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CHAPTER ELEVEN
Jesus’ Crucifixion
The Eschatological Signs
[Matthew 27.51-53/Zechariah 14.4-5]

Both Matthew and Mark report that, following three hours of darkness at the
crucifixion, the veil of the temple was torn in two from top to bottom when Jesus died
(Mt 27.51|[Mk 15.38)." Only Matthew adds a sequence of complementary events to the
splitting of the curtain: the earth quaked; rocks were split; tombs were opened; many bodies
of the holy dead were raised: they left their tombs and went into the holy city (after Jesus
was raised) and they appeared to many (Mt 27.51b-53).> Although Mt 27.51-53 nowhere
suggests a fulfillment motif, its apocalyptic and eschatological terminology invites the
reader to look for scriptural allusions.’

Two texts most often nominated for having influence on Mt 27.51-53 are
Ezek 37.12-13 and Zech 14.4-5.* The pertinent parts of these three Greek texts are as

follows:

Kai ’L80i) TO KaTaTré'raoua TOU vaof) M am’ &vw@ev Eu)s' Kd'ru) els &vo
Kai 1y eoeto_@n kal al méTpai_é gay, Kol T4 € L(l aveuxfnoav
Kal ToAAa omuaTa TGV KeKotunuevu)v gxtg;v n*yep&noav kal éEedBévTes éx
TV yvnueia ueTa v &yepow aiTod elofidov els v dyiay ToAw
év TOAAOL --Mt 27.51-53

Other than Mt’s addition of iSou and the reversed word order of Mk, the two are identical. Lk

23.44-46 also reports the darkness, but reports the tearing of the temple curtain just before Jesus breathes
his last.

Davies & Allison III, 628, note parataxis, divine passives, parallelism, plus catchwords and
repetitive vocabulary in this text, all in service of the theophanic and eschatological meaning of the
crucifixion.

3Descamps, “Rédaction et Christologie de 1a Passion,” 405, interprets Jesus’ death in Matthew
as a messianic victory, and notes, “L’allusion aux saints est une sorte de variante sur le théme de
I’accomplissement de ’Ecriture dans le destin de Jésus....”

“The LXX of the parts of Ezek 37.12-13 and Zech 14.4a, 5b here are very like MT, so only the
Greek will feature in this study, except for ©°¢1p. (See ch 4 above on the Matthean apocalypse, where

Mt 25.31 and Zech 14.5bMT/LXX, and 7g. Zech. 14.5b are presented). Underlined and italicized parts
are of most interest here.
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8La TOUTO npod)n’revoov K'(lL eimév Tdde )\eya K'upLog "[Bov éyw avov_xm v;;uw
Ta uzmga’ra Kat avafm vpas €K TGV uu]ua'rw vuwv Kai €lodéw vpas ELS‘ ™My

ynv TOU Iopan)\ kal yvmoeoee OTL éyw GL}LL KUpLos év_ TG dvoifal pe Tovs Tddous
UVUGY TOU arayayely pe ék Tov Tddwy TOV Aady pou. -Ez37.12-13

KAl OTHOOVTAL OL TIOBES auTol €v T nuépa exeivy €Tl TO 6pos TOV EXALGV
TO KaTévarTi lepovoalny €€ avatoldy: kal oxLofioeTal 10 dpos TOV EAALGY,

TO HULOU aUTOV...KAL TO LoV aviTol ... (év Tdis Mpépals ToU gelopol
év Nuépats Ofiov Baoiéws lovda-)
Kkai nEer kipLos 6 Beds Pov kal TAVTES ol dylol peT’ avTol. --Zech 14.4a, 5b

In its original context, Zech 14.1-5 probably lends a “military nuance” to the
expression “holy ones” (3"0TR), yet a more usual military expression like “heavenly hosts”
or “armies” might have been expected here.” The natural reading for 2% in Zech 14.5b

MT is “heavenly beings” (angels), yet the flexibility of the Greek ayiot (“holy ones”) in
Zech 14.5b LXX leaves the way open for Matthew to be equally flexible and to use
“angels” — the more literal sense of the MT — in Mt 25.31 and to reserve “holy ones,”

that is, “saints” for use in Mt 27.52.°

The main point of contact between Mt 27.51-53 and Ezek 37.12-13 is God’s
promise to open the monuments of the exiles (and to lead them from their graves into the
land of Israel).” Zech 14.4-5 mentions an earthquake near Jerusalem and uses oxi{®» with
reference to the Mount of Olives.being split in half. God does not merely appear on the

Mount of Olives (14.4a), but he comes into Jerusalem with all his holy ones (14.5b).2

SFor this reason Meyers II, 430, suggests that a “sacral nuance” may be discerned in Zech 14.5
(when the battle ends); thus the “holy ones™ who are angels may serve in a “purifying role.”

®The ambiguity is inherent in the Hebrew word and in its Greek counterpart; see Matthean
apocalypse section, where the lexical citations are given in note #59.

"Donald Senior, “The Death of Jesus and the Resurrection of the Holy Ones (Mt 27:51-53),”
CBQ 38 (1976) 312-29, sees Ezek 37 as source; on p. 321, in support of Ezek influence, he note Ezek 37.7
reference to an earthquake, and Ezek 37.12 to resurrection.

8Perhaps the most insistent advocate of Zech 14.4-5 influence is Dale Allison, The End of the Ages
Has Come (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1985) 41-46; see also Davies & Allison III, 628-35; and Raymond E.
Brown, “Eschatological Events Accompanying the Death of Jesus, Especially the Raising of the Holy Ones
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Zechariah’s use of eschatological terminology (e.g., on that day--14.4) may support the
theological position that the Matthean Jesus’ death has significance with reference to last
things ° -- even the dead are raised.'’
Although Zech 14.4-5 has not been widely understood as a resurrection text, there
are indications that some early Jewish interpretive communities may have read it thus. The
first evidence comes from the Targums:

(At that time the Lord will take in his hand the great trumpet and will blow ten blasts

upon it to revive the dead.) And at that time, he shall reveal himself in his might upon

the mount of Olives which is before Jerusalem on the east, and the mount of Olives

shall be split in two to the east and to the west by a very great valley.... and you shall

flee just as you fled before the earthquake which came in the days of Uzziah....and the

Lord my God shall reveal himself and all his holy ones with him. --Tg. Zech. 14.4-5 n

When the dead rise, the Mount of Olives will be cleft, and_all Israel’s dead will come
up out of it, also the righteous who have died in captivity; they will come by way of a
subterranean passage and will emerge from beneath the Mount of Olives. —Tg. Cant. 8.5 2

The north panel of the synagogue at Dura-Europos portrays an affinity between
Ezekiel’s vision of resurrection (37.1-14) and the events on the Mount of Olives described

in Zech 14.4-5.12

from Their Tombs (Matt 27:51-53),” 59-61, 67, 72 (note 33), in Faith and the Future (ed. John P. Galvin;
New York: Paulist, 1994).

*Pace Ronald L. Troxel, “Matt 27.51-4 Reconsidered: Its Role in the Passion Narrative, Meaning
and Origin,” NTS (2002)30-47, who sees the sole aim of this passage to undergird Jesus’ identity as God’s
son; Troxel denies Zechariah influence and prefers I Enoch 93.6 as Mt’s source.

Compare with Mt 11.4, where “the dead are raised” is included among the works of the Messiah.

""The sentence in parentheses precedes Zech 14.4 in Codex Reuchlinianus; English trans. of
Tg. Zech. 14.4-5 from R. P. Gordon, in The Targum of the Minor Prophets, 223. [underlining for emphasis]
Also cf. Tg. Zech. 9.14: when the trumpet is blown, God reveals himself.

"Cited in Allison, End of the Ages, 43; see also Larry Gilbert Schneekloth, “The Targum of the
Song of Songs,” (Ph. D. diss., University of Wisconsin [Madison}, 1977), 268-69, 308.

"Dated mid-third century CE; as with the dating of the Targums and their traditions, we may
assume that the depiction in this panel testifies to traditional beliefs of some early Jewish faith communities
at least by the third century. For scholarly interpretations of this panel, see Rachel Wischnitzer-Bernstein,
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In the section of the panel which depicts the resurrection of the dead, the Mount of Olives
is indicated by the two olive trees on top of the mountain which has been split in two (the
only clear occurrence of such a cleft motif in the Bible is in Zech 14.4). It seems that the
artist has combined the resurrection from Ez 37 with the Mount of Olives being cleft at
the Lord’s coming in Zech 14.4. The fallen building on the slope of the mountain may
symbolize an earthquake; those resurrected may be the “holy ones” of Zech 14.5. One of
the figures in the panel may be the Davidic messiah.

The splitting of the Mount of Olives when the Lord’s feet stand upon it may
signify that an earthquake would happen simultaneously (Zech 14.4,5); this would be
congruent with the gospel account of rocks (and tombs) splitting open due to an
earthquake when Jesus died (Mt 27.51-2)." Presumably, any tombs to be opened
(Mt 27.52; by God, Ezek 37.12) would also be situated outside the city. The appearance
of the bodies of the saints (cWpaTa ToV...ayiwy) in the holy city may derive from the
appearance there of the holy ones (ot ayior) with the Lord in Zech 14.5. It is very
possible that Matthew 27.51b-53 borrows imagery from both Ezek 37 and Zech 14, in
his description of the eschatological events which accompanied the death of Jesus.

That Matthew knew and probably already has alluded to Zech 14.5b is demonstrated

with reference to the Son of Man appearing with all the angels (kal wdvTes ol dyyehot

“The Conception of the Resurrection in the Ezekiel Panel of the Dura Synagogue,” JBL 60 (1941), 43-55;
also John B. Curtis, “The Mount of Olives in Tradition,” HUCA4 28 (1957), 170-72. Both of these articles
include facsimilies of the panel in question. For rabbinic references to Zech 14.1-5 and related texts, see
M. C. Black, “The Rejected and Slain Messiah,” 142-50.

“This description is my compilation of interpretive suggestions taken from Allison, End of the
Ages, 43, from Curtis, “Mount of Olives,” 171, and from Wischnitzer-Bernstein, “Resurrection in Ezekiel
Panel,” 49-50.

1Mt 28.2 reports a great earthquake (ceLopds éyéveto péyas) occurred as an angel of the Lord
descended from heaven to roll away the stone from Jesus’ tomb. The most natural reading of the text
suggests that Jesus was already raised before this time, but he did not appear to the women until later in
the scene. Although the language here is not as difficult as 27.51-53 (the textual and theological question
about when the saints were raised relative to Jesus’ resurrection), the events are not narrated in strict
chronological order in 28.2, either.
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peT’ avTod) in Mt 25.31." Matthew’s preferred term for the “saints” is ol S(kaiot;
except for this scriptural allusion to ol dytor in Zech 14.5b, one would expect the “tombs
of the righteous (Mt 23.29)” to be opened or the “bodies or the righteous” to appear in
Mt 27.52.7

The flexible way that Matthew seems to have used Zech 14.5b is signaled by the
key Hebrew word 00 Tp (“holy persons™ or “heavenly beings™), and its equivalent
ayLoL(“holy ones,” as “saints” or “angels™). Matthew could certainly utilize the inherent
ambiguity in terminology to advantage, especially by using familiar eschatological imagery
as Zechariah 14 with reference to apocalyptic or eschatological events.'® In both Mt 25.31
and 27.51-53, imagery from Zech 14.4-5 has served his exegetical aims. There is no doubt
that Mt 25.31 refers to eschatological times; Matthew’s imagery in 27.51-53 strengthens
the impression that Matthew meant to attach eschatological meaning to Jesus’ death.

When Jesus died on the cross, the curtain of the temple was split in two from
top to bottom (Mt 27.51), a sign that the destruction of the temple would surely happen

(Mt 24.2-3; cf. 26.61; 27.40). Also associated with the time of Jesus’ death, the earth

'“See thesis section on Matthean apocalypse, note #59, which covers some textual issues of
Zech 14.5b MT/LXX, and Mt 25.31 textual variants (e.g., aytol for dyyelot). Also of special note are
the Mark 8.38 and Luke 9.26 parallels to Mt 16.27, which say that the Son of Man will come with/in the
glory of the holy angels -- Matthew uses either holy ones (27.52) or angels (16.27) but never writes Aoly
angels. When angels are present with the Son of Man, Mt usually refers to them as his angels; the
reference to all the angels in 25.31 supports Zech 14.5b influence on Matthew.

"By inserting “holy ones™ in place of a Matthean expression, “the righteous,” one is led to seek
the source of this allusion. Here an expected inner-gospel allusion gives way to an intertextual allusion,
which, in turn, produces a different kind of intra-gospel “key word” echo of Zech 14.5.

8Reference has been made above which demonstrates Matthew’s knowledge of Hebrew (Zech 9.9
in 21.5), and to his incorporation of textual variants in his exegesis (e.g., Zech 10.2 in 9.36; Zech 11.13 in
27.3-10). It is not necessary to argue that one or the other text, Mt 25.31 or 27.51-53, must be redactional
and the other not! The burden of proof in such a claim is to show that Matthew was unaware of such rich
textual possibilities; this may have been the case, but it seems more likely here that he had access to the
texts and was conscious of the Zech 14.5b textual tradition(s) at this point.
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quaked, tombs were split open and the saints were raised (Mt 27.51b-52), a sign that the
end of the age had begun (cf. Mt 24.3b). This was not the end, but the promise of the

resurrection and the future Parousia. "°

“In some ways, the report of Mt 27.51-53 seems to be an answer the disciples’ questions about the
timing of the destruction of the temple, of Jesus’ Parousia and the beginning of the end. The rending of the
curtain prefigures the temple’s complete destruction; the raising of saints prefigures the final resurrection;
and one is left to think about Jesus’ resurrection appearances in terms of the promise of his final Parousia.

(Is it possible that the events reported in Mt 27.52-3 also represent a proleptic appearance of the
Lord coming from the Mount of Olives with his holy ones into Jerusalem? Would such a reading affect the
significance of Jesus’ entry to Jerusalem in Mt 21.5/Zech 9.9? Is the reader meant to understand the raising
of the saints as partial fulfillment of Zech 14.4-57)
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CHAPTER TWELVE
Jesus on the Mount of Olives
The Shepherd King
[Matthew 21.1-11; 24.34 26.30-56/Zechariah 9.9; 13.7;14.4-5]

Two of Matthew’s most-recognized Zechariah citations come from the Passion
Narrative, the first in a “fulfillment citation” (Mt 21.5/Zech 9.9), and the second when Jesus
himself quotes the prophetic text (Mt 26.31/Zech 13.7). On both occasions Jesus and his
disciples are on the Mount of Olives — does this reflect more than a notation of their
geographic location? Before examining references to the Mount of Olives in the First
Gospel, it is necessary to consider its tradition-historical context.

The Mount of Olives

The Mount of Olives is rarely mentioned in the Old Testament. It is identified as the “ascent of

Olivet” in one Davidic text: in response to Absalom’s revolt, David the king wept as he went up the Ascent
of Olives, (T3 19002 19V T MT; kai Aawd dvéBaivev év Tf dvdBacel Tav élatdv dvaBaivov
kal kiatwr...L.XX), at the summit of which God was worshiped (2 Sam 15.30-32)." The only place in the
Jewish scriptures in which the Mount of Olives is named as such is Zechariah 14.4, where it is twice-
mentioned: (a) T W1 OV ; (b) O 7T; TO Spos TAV érardv.”

And on that day his feet will stand on the Mount of Olives, opposite Jerusalem to the East,
and the Mount of Olives will be split (in half). --Zech 14.4

'Does this Davidic incident echo in Jesus’ agonizing prayer in Gethsemane? 2 Sam 15.30
refers to Tf| dvdBacel TOv élaidv, of which Lk 19.28-29 is reminiscent (kal eilmav TavTa émopeleTo
éumpoaBer dvaBaivwv eis’lepooolupa, kal éyéveTto ws Nyyloev els Bnddayn kal Brbaviav mpods T
6pos To kaiovpevor  Exaiov... (cf. Lk 19.37).

*Ezek 11.23 probably alludes to the Mount of Olives, even though it is not identified by name: in
the prophetic vision, the glory of the Lord, which had already left the Temple (Ezek 10.18), now went up
from the midst of the city (Jerusalem) and stood upon the mountain on the east side of the city. Other
possible references to the same location may include the following: 1 Kings 11.7, 2 Kings 23.13, Neh 8.15;
see the detailed article by John Briggs Curtis, “An Investigation of the Mount of Olives in the Judaeo-
Christian Tradition,” HUCA 28 (1957) 137-80, especially 139-42, for these suggested OT texts. Ezekiel
figures in rabbinic speculation: the glory of the Lord was said to rest on the Mount of Olives for three and a
half years waiting for Israel’s repentance. See the Articles in 4BD and IDB, on the “Mount of Olives,” for
other references including the belief that the ashes of the red heifer (Num 19) were to be prepared on the
Mount of Olives, and the belief that the resurrection of the faithful dead would occur when the Mount of
Olives was split. Also see comments elsewhere in thesis (eschatological signs at the crucifixion) on the
fresco at the synagogue at Dura Europas, which likely conflates Ezek 37.1-14 and Zech 14.4. (A possible
NT allusion to the Mount of Olives is Zech 4.7 in Mt 21.21, par.)
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The first part of Zechariah 14 describes the eschatological Day of the Lord, when he will come
forth from the Mount of Olives to do battle against the nations at Jerusalem; the resultant upheaval is
described in apocalyptic terms: the mountain will be split and the surrounding topography will be
dramatically altered. The next verse tells of the Lord coming, presumably to Jerusalem, with all his “holy
ones” (Zech 14.5).

The Mount of Olives does not feature much in “intertestamental” texts, but in the eschatological
vision of the 7. Naph. 5.1, the patriarch is reported to have seen a vision on the Mount of Olives: while
the sun and the moon stood still, Levi seized the sun and Judah grasped the moon.}

The Mount of Olives is mentioned twelve times in the New Testament, eleven in the Gospels and
once in Acts.* The Synoptics all record Jesus’ entry into Jerusalem from the Mount of Olives, ° but only
Matthew and Mark situate the apocalyptic discourse on the Mount of Olives.® The Synoptics all locate
Jesus’ arrest on the Mount of Olives.’

The Mount of Olives surfaces in Matthew where the first evangelist is following his
Markan source, as Jesus prepares to enter Jerusalem for the first time (Mt 21.1||Mk 11.1),
in what appears to be a deliberate enactment of Zechariah 9.9. Jesus’ careful planning of

the event includes his instruction for the disciples to tell anyone who asks them untying the

In 7. Naph. 5.3 a certain young man gives Levi twelve date palms. The Curtis article, op. cit.,
170, mentions that date palms were likely gathered from the Mount of Olives for Sukkah (Neh 8.15;
cf. Zech 14.16-19); he speculates that the origins of this usage may come from the cult of Nergal, who is
thought to have been worshiped on the Mount of Olives. Curtis, 139 et passim, also believes that this
worship may lie beneath the mention of the worship of God in 2 Sam 15.32. In T. Naph. 8.1 the visionary
claims to have seen what will happen in Israel in the last times; not surprisingly, Levi and Judah are
expected to play principal roles.

“‘Matthew and Mark refers to the Mount of Olives three times (Mt 21.1; 24.3; 26.30 / Mk 11.1;
13.3; 14.26); Luke four times (Lk 19.29, 37; 21.37; 22.39; cf. Lk 24.50,; Acts 1.12, which fixes Jesus’
ascension there); and John once (Jn 8.1; cf. 18.1-2).

SMt 21.1-11; Mk 11.1-11; Lk 19.28-44; cf. Jn 12.12-19. John expresses interest in the Zech 9.9
motif at the entry to Jerusalem, but he mentions neither Zech 13.7 nor the Mount of Olives in Passion texts.

Mt 24.3; Mk 13.3; cf. Lk 21.5-7. In his apocalyptic discourse, Luke eliminates Jesus’ move from
* the temple to Olivet and suppresses the Zechariah 13.7 quotation. Luke may be influenced by other parts
of Zech 14; e.g., in the lament over Jerusalem, Jesus predicts that the city will be surrounded, 19.41-44.
The Mount of Olives figures in his Ascension account, thus the potential influence of Zech 14.4 is
transferred to that event and not to Jesus’ passion or resurrection.

"Mt 26.30,; Mk 14.26,; Lk 22.39;. This assumes that Gethsemane (Mt 26.36, Mk 14.32) is on the
Mount of Olives. John’s account (18.1-2) places the arrest similarly, across the Kidron in a garden known
to the disciples.
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donkey(s),“The Lord needs it/them” (Mt 21.3; cf. Mk 11.3). Matthew adds the weight of
scripture to this narrative, in the fulfillment citation of Zech 9.9 (Mt 21.5), the first in a
series of Zechariah allusions, citations and echoes. C. H. Dodd called Zech 9-14 essentially
an “apocalypse of the Day of the Lord,” much of which is quoted or echoed in the New
Testament:®

It begins with the King entering Zion, meek and riding upon an ass, to bring peace and

to liberate the prisoners, and it ends with all the nations of the earth coming up to Jerusalem
to worship Jehovah their King -- in other words, with the proclamation of the universal
Kingdom of God. Between this beginning and this ending there is a complicated plot,

in which Israel, the ‘flock’ of God, passes through stages of rebellion against God and

the punishment it entails in the course of which the shepherd is smitten and the flock
scattered....

J. Nieuviarts is a scholar who reads the sequence of Zechariah references in
Matthew’s Passion Narrative very much in this way: the citation of Zech 9.9 is the first
in a series which includes Zech 12.10-14 (Mt 24.30); Zech 14.5 (Mt 25.31); Zech 11.12
(Mt 26.15); Zech 13.7 (Mt 26.31); and 11.13 (Mt 27.3-10).°

The second reference to the Mount of Olives occurs as Jesus leaves the temple
(in Matthew, for the last time); he sits on the Mount of Olives and instructs his disciples

on things relating to the destruction of the temple and pertaining to his Parousia (Mt 24.1-3;

C. H. Dodd, The Old Testament in the New, 13; see also Bruce, “Book of Zechariah and the
Passion Narrative,” 352, where he concludes, “If Jesus was the first to speak of His passion in terms of
Zechariah ix-xiv, the Evangelists follow His example...in finding other foreshadowings of His passion
there... These chapters present a pattern of revelation and response which the Evangelists recognize as
recurring in the story of Jesus.”

°J. Nieuviarts, L 'Entrée de Jésus a Jérusalem (Mt 21, 1-17). Messianisme et accomplissement des
Ecritures en Matthieu (Lectio Divina 176; Paris: Cerf, 1999). Nieuviarts, 61, writes “Dans ce cadre, le récit
de ’entrée de Jésus & Jérusalem, dans lequel apparait la premiére des citations de Zacharie, prend un relief
tout 3 fait particulier....Un coup d’ceil rapide sur la liste des passages de Zacharie montre que la citation de
Za 9,9 est I’ouverture d’une série concernant de fagons diverses la Passion.” This is in line with Lindars’
view, NT Apologetic, 111. Because of this sequence from Zechariah, Nieuviarts, 34-37, asserts that the
evangelist invests the Mount of Olives with the eschatological significance it derives from Zech 14, and that
Jesus’ entry into Jerusalem from the Mount of Olives is to be read as the “L’ Apparition du Seigneur.”
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cf, Mk 13.1-4).1°

The Mount of Olives is mentioned for the third time on the night Jesus is betrayed;
after supper, he and his band of disciples sing a hymn as they go to the Mount of Olives,
where Jesus cites Zech 13.7 — he will be struck and they will scatter, that very night
(Mt 26.30-32; Mk 14.26-28; cf. Lk 22.39). After his prayer vigil in Gethsemane (26.36),
Jesus is arrested; the entire sequence of events from the hymn-singing after supper to the
arrest presumably takes place on the Mount of Olives (26.47-56).

In both Matthew and Mark, each time Jesus is reported to be on the Mount of
Olives, the connection with Zechariah thematic material has been demonstrated by the
increased frequency of Zechariah echoes or allusions in these places -- Jesus’ entry into
Jerusalem, Jesus’ apocalyptic discourse, and Jesus’ quotation of Zech 13.7. Because
Matthew intensifies the importance of Zechariah by enhancing Mark’s implicit Zechariah
material, the importance of Zech 14.4 as a location of eschatological expectation may be
inferred."!

Another way to show the significance of such indirect allusions to Zech 14.4 comes
by way of an inadvertent external testimony from Flavius Josephus. Josephus, who did not
write as a messianic enthusiast, names the Mount of Olives twice with reference to an
Egyptian “false prophet.” This man took a crowd of Jewish followers to the wilderness
and led them to believe God would perform miracles (through him) so that they would

defeat the Romans in Jerusalem. According to one report, he promised that the walls

In Mk 13, the Mount of Olives is still identified with reference to the temple; this is not the case
in Mt 24.

"These connections have been explored in thesis chapters on Jesus’ entry into Jerusalem, the
Matthean Apocalypse, and the events from the Last supper to Jesus’ arrest.
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of Jerusalem would fall at his command, which would be issued from the Mount of Olives
(Ant. 20.8.167-72); in Josephus’ second account, this Egyptian’s attack on the Roman army
would begin from the Mount of Olives (War 2. 13. 258-63). Although his narrative does
not dwell on the potential “messianic” aspirations of such troublemakers, Josephus reveals
enough about several messianic pretenders that the undercurrents of the ferment and
apocalyptic fervor of those times cannot quite be suppressed. Josephus’ example of the
Egyptian alone provides enough evidence to show that, at least on occasion, attempts to
free Jerusalem from Roman occupation could lead to actions being staged from the Mount
of Olives."? It may not be stretching too far to suggest that those who were particularly
zealous for Jerusalem would recall both David’s time on Olivet and the promise that the
Lord himself would come against his enemies from the Mount of Olives.

These stories are reminiscent of Jesus’ warnings about “false prophets” and “false
messiahs” who would lead many astray (Mt 24.5, 11) and, more specifically, who would
“arise and show great signs and wonders, so as to lead astray...even the elect.””® The
Matthean Jesus speaks these words to the disciples as he sits on the Mount of Olives; he

urges them not to go out into the wilderness to follow such false leaders (Mt 24.23-26).

A full study of the connections between various types of messianic, prophetic, and zealous fervor
in first-century Palestine is outside the range of this thesis. For an exhaustive and convincing study of the
period, see Martin Hengel’s The Zealots; for a different perspective, see Richard A. Horsley, ““Like One of
the Prophets of Old’: Two Types of Popular Prophets at the Time of Jesus,” CBQ 47 (1985), 435-63; also
David Hill, “Jesus and Josephus’ ‘messianic prophets,”” in Text and Interpretation (ed. Ernest Best and R.
McL. Wilson; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1979), 143-54. The two examples from Josephus
here are given for their similarities with the apocalyptic discourse (Mt 24) and their specific reference to the
Mount of Olives.

See Graham Stanton, “Jesus of Nazareth: A Magician and a False Prophet Who Deceived God’s
People?,” in Jesus of Nazareth: Lord and Christ (ed. Joel B. Green and Max Turner; Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1994), especially 169-73, 177-78. Here Stanton approaches the testimony of Josephus from an
angle complementary to this study; in addition, he derives evidence from the gospels that Jesus was accused
of being a “magician and a false prophet.” Beginning from different perspective on this topic, Stanton’s
study also confirms the kinds of overlapping vocabulary I observe between Josephus and the gospels.
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In comparing Josephus’ accounts of pretenders and their attempted uprisings with
Jesus’ warnings about false prophets and messiahs in Mt 24, one sees overlaps in their

concepts and vocabulary: they include, for example, yevSompodriTns, Anoris, dmaTdw/
TAavdw, €pepia, onueia.

The term Ayjomis is particularly interesting in this connection, for the charge
Jesus makes against the temple, when he goes directly there from the Mount of Olives
(Mt 21.10-13)" is that they have made it into a cave of brigands, omiAatov AnoTav
(Mt 21.13 par). When Jesus is arrested on the Mount of Olives, he asks the arresting
crowds, “Have you come out as against a brigand?” (ws énl Anomiv, Mt 26.55). Lastly,
Jesus is crucified between two brigands: Téte oTavpolvtar ov atryp 0o A\noTai, els ék
BeELow Kkal els €€ etwvipwy, (Mt 27.38 par)."”

In summary, each of these accounts when Jesus begins, stays, or returns to the
Mount of Olives, incorporates allusions to, or echoes of, Zechariah. By means of the
citation, Matthew’s Jesus is portrayed as having planned to enact the prophecy of Zech 9.9
in his entry into Jerusalem. Before the apocalyptic discourse, the Matthean Jesus has left
the temple behind; when he sits to teach on the Mount of Olives, he uses theophanic and
apocalyptic imagery from Zechariah to describe the Parousia and makes use of Zech 14.4-5

to describe the judgment.'® After the Last Supper, where “blood of the covenant™ imagery

“In the Markan narrative, Jesus goes in, looks around, and leaves the temple; in Matthew the
temple act follows his entrance into the city amid shouts of “Hosanna to the Son of David.”

*The references to AnoTijs in Matthew are mentioned in ch.4 above; see discussion and footnotes
#28-#31.

"*This thesis has noted that Matthew might reflect some of Zechariah’s concern about false
prophecy (see note #10 in ch 2). In the apocalyptic discourse, Mt uses other Zech imagery not shared with
Mark (trumpet, tribes mourn, etc.). Also cf. Ezek. 10.18, 11.23, when the glory of the Lord left Jerusalem
and stood upon the mountain.... in Mt Jesus left the temple and went (decisively) to the Mount of Olives.
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is used, they move to the Mount of Olives, where Jesus tells his disciples that Zech 13.7
refers to his imminent death. The eschatological signs set into motion at Jesus’ crucifixion
(earthquakes, rocks and graves splitting, and “holy ones” appearing in Jerusalem) come at
the end of this long sequence of Zechariah echoes. The cumulative references to Zechariah
reinforce the impression that the setting of the Mount of Olives is important because of its
prophetic-apocalyptic context in Zechariah 14. As Matthew has portrayed Jesus the
Messiah as the humble Davidic King of Zechariah 9.9, so also he had made him to be the

Lord of Zechariah 14.4-5, who is coming to Jerusalem from the Mount of Olives.
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CONCLUSION
Matthew’s Use of Zechariah

In this thesis I have concentrated my study upon explicit and implicit uses
of Zechariah traditions in the First Gospel. A survey of the kinds of Zechariah traditions
used in Matthew yields a rich variety. There are two well-known direct quotations
of Zechariah in Matthew: in the first instance, Zech 9.9 is prefaced by a “fulfillment
formula” (Mt 21.5); in the second instance, the Matthean Jesus himself quotes Zech 13.7
(Mt 26.31). By means of Zech 9.9, Jesus is identified by tﬁe evangelist as the royal
shepherd-king, who comes to Jerusalem; his entry to the city, itself a prophetic enactment
(of seismic proportion), is followed immediately by a dramatic prophetic action in the
temple. By means of the citation of Zech 13.7, Jesus is made to identify himself as a
prophet-shepherd; he interprets the scriptures with reference to his own impending violent
death. Both of these Zechariah-inspired events take place on the Mount of Olives
(see Zech 14.4), and they form a kind of inclusio around Jesus’ ministry in Jerusalem; the
remaining time Jesus spends in Gethsemane is recorded as a struggle in prayer until Judas
betrays him to the arresting party from the chief priests and elders.

In addition to these explicit citations, there are numerous allusions and echoes of
Zechariah traditions in Matthew. It is not surprising that many of these traditions are found
in the Jerusalem ministry and Passion Narrative at the end of the gospel. Some of the
Zechariah influences are solitary or dominant, and others are in clusters, that is, in tandem
with other biblical traditions. Zech 13.7 stands alone in Mt 26.31 (Mk 14.27). Zech 9.9 is
the dominant influence in Mt 21.5 (with Isa 62.11). Allusions to Zechariah traditions are
clustered in the apocalyptic discourse of Mt 24-25: Zech 2.6(10); 9.14; 12.10/Dan 7.13;

9.14; 14.4-7, together with “stock” apocalyptic imagery. Zech 14.4-5 figures in
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combination with Ezekiel 37 imagery in Mt 27.51-53.

If there is influence from Zech 14.21 in Mt 21.12-16, it stands in the shadow of
Jer 7.11 and Isa 56.7. The mysterious reference to Zechariah in Mt 23.35 is related to the
biblical prophet and his opening words (cf. 2 Chr 24), but there may also be an echo of
Jeremiah in the substructure of the text (cf. Jer 26; and other prophets who died violently).
In contrast, Jeremiah does figure prominently in combination with both an allusion to, and a
citation from, Zech 11.11-13 (Mt 26.14-16; 27.3-10); here the expression “thirty pieces of
silver” is an example of “key word” inner-biblical exegesis by Matthew. Jesus’ reference to
his “blood of the covenant™ is most likely derived from Zech 9.11(cf. Exod 24.6-8) in
Mt 26.28 (cf. Mk 14.24).

There seems to be another use of “thematic parallelism” in the echo of Zech 6.12
in the charge against Jesus at his trial; this same Zechariah text figures in the Infancy
Narrative, with the ’Avatoli-Branch imagery for the Messiah (Mt 2.1-6, 23). The
Emmanuel and salvation imagery of Mt 1.18-25 may reflect themes from Zech 8 as well as
from Isaiah 7: thematic resonance with several sections of Zech 8 suggests it may have
contributed to part of the foundation upon which the Infancy Narrative is based. The
possibility that Matthew may have known both Hebrew and Greek traditions of Zech 10.2
strengthens the possibility that this Zechariah tradition contributes to his portrayal of Jesus’
compassionate healing ministry.

How do these sorts of Zechariah traditions relate to Matthew’s use of his sources?
Is there a discernible pattern in how Matthew uses the Zechariah materials? From the
cases studied in this thesis, a pattern has emerged wherein it can be argued that Matthew

has added Zechariah traditions to, or enhanced those he found already in, many of his
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sources. With reference to Mark, Matthew retains the Zech 13.7 quotation and seems to
place his emphasis in the expressions he adds to the Markan form of the citation. Also with
Mark, Matthew inserts the Zech 9.9 citation, making explicit what was implicit in Mark,
and molding the citation to underscore the conviction that Jesus was mpats; only in
Matthew’s Gospel does Jesus refer to himself as wpaiis, another indication that Zechariah
9.9 is at work beneath the surface of the description of Jesus as Messiah; this influence on
the demands of, and invitation to, discipleship has also been noted (Mt 5.5; 11.25-30).

To the apocalyptic imagery in Mk 13 Matthew adds definite Zechariah imagery,
particularly in the combination of Zech 12.10 with Dan 7.13, but there are subtle Zechariah
echoes here as well (e.g., the trumpet). Matthew adds more bold imagery to his Markan
source in the case of Judas® betrayal of Jesus; where in Mark the officials and Judas agree
on some form of payment, Matthew draws on the imagery of the prophet-shepherd whose
ministry is despised: the ring of the thirty pieces of silver on the floor of the temple echoes
throughout the betrayal and crucifixion scenes. The shift of Jesus’ compassion for the
“sheep without a shepherd” from a teaching (so Mark) to a healing context is perhaps more
subtle, and the shift of allusion from Ezek 34 to Zech 10.2 is also subtle, although I have
argued here that Matthew was certainly capable of using the variants known in both Greek
and Hebrew traditions in his theological exegesis.

The prime example of Matthew’s use of Q-materials with reference to Zechariah
comes in the shift of the “woes” to the scribes and Pharisees (from a meal setting in Luke)
to the temple, which makes the imagery of the Zechariah blood shed there (2 Chr 24) more
vivid. I have argued that the conflation of this character with Zechariah, son of Barachiah,

is best explained by Matthew’s deliberate theological purpose. Zechariah is the only
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prophet in the Jewish scriptures who is called by God to be a “shepherd,” and the shepherd
imagery from Zechariah figures prominently in Matthean exegesis. In this instance, the
violent death of “Zechariah” in the temple, comes to its full horror when Jesus alludes to his
own righteous blood being shed; although his blood is not literally spilled there, the guilt of
the blood-money paid for his innocent blood leaves a stain in the temple. When Jesus tells
his disciples that his death (and their falling away) is the fulfillment of Zech 13.7, the
resonance with the death of the shepherd in Zechariah (and of “Zechariah™) is remarkable.

The presence of Zechariah tradition has also been discerned in Matthew’s own
material; although we cannot know how this came to be, we see it in the substructures of
the Infancy Narrative with the messianic language that welds Isaiah, Jeremiah and Zechariah
Branch-’AvaToAr imagery together in a variety of ways. The combination of Zech 12.10
with Dan 7.13 seems most likely to be a Matthean insertion into his Markan source.

Although this thesis has not explored every possible allusion to Zechariah in the
First Gospel, it has sought to look at the most significant “candidates.” These have been
representative of the variety of ways in which the Zechariah tradition operates in Matthew.
With reference to the scope of this study, the fact that the entire Gospel of Matthew was
examined in light of the whole book of Zechariah has allowed me to make observations that
might otherwise have been missed.

For example, the Matthean transfer of “sheep without a shepherd” to the healing
context of Mt 9.36, and the provocative use of Zech 10.2 (in place of a higher-profile
prophetic text), allows one to glimpse, however briefly, a part of the structure which
undergirds Matthew’s presentation ‘of Jesus’ healing ministry in Galilee. In the narrative

section of Matthew 3-20, the Son of David language is subsumed under the ministry of
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the healing shepherd (also supported by Isaiah fulfillment citations). Matthew’s double
reference to two blind men calling out to the Son of David to heal them (9.27; 20.29-31)
is reinforced by the healing of a blind and mute person (12.22) immediately after a mini-
healing summary (12.15) and an Isaiah citation (12.16-21/Isa 42.1-4), all of which sparks
the query, “Can this be the Son of David?” (12.22). The double healing in 9.27-31 comes
just before the healing summary of 9.35-36. When the two blind men on the road from
Jericho call out to the Son of David for mercy, his compassionate response is to heal them.

The next scene is the entry into Jerusalem; in Matthew 21.1-16, where the “seamless
transition” between healing Son of David and Royal Son of David is woven. Jesus heals the
blind men (20.29-31); he enters the city as king (21.1-9), to the shouts of “Hosanna to the
Son of David!” As the prophet from Nazareth (the Davidic Branch, cf. Mt 2.23/ Zech 6.12)
he enters the temple (21.10-13); after the prophetic act, the blind and lame come to him in
the temple and he heals them, causing the children’s praises, “Hosanna to the Son of
David!” to echo in the temple.

The combination of the royal shepherd of Zech 9.9 and the healing shepherd of
Zech 10.2 illuminates a possible christological connection between Matthew’s Infancy and
Passion Narratives in terms of the Son of David imagery. We have seen how the Son of
David is a royal messianic figure in the Infancy section of the gospel; we have also observed
that this motif reappears when the royal, humble king leaves the Mount of Olives to enter
Jerusalem and the temple (Zech 9.9). The way these Son of David motifs are connected
can be attributed to their juxtaposition in alternating scenes of Matthew 20.29-34, 21.1-9,
21.10-13, and 21.14-16. In a sense, then, a bridge is built by the healing (Davidic)

shepherd imagery of Jesus’ Galilean ministry (undergirded at the deep structural level by
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Mt 9.36/Zech 10.2) to span the Royal Son of David themes in the Infancy and Passion
Narratives .

Thus, with particular reference to the impact Zechariah traditions have on
Matthew’s Christology, the approach of this thesis permits me to make the following
observations. Zechariah tradition helps reinforce Matthew’s conviction that Jesus is a
Davidic Messiah. Moreover, it provides a basis for expanding the understanding of his
messiahship to include the prophetic. As part of the Son of David Christology of
Matthew’s Gospel, Jesus is portrayed as the shepherd-king, as the healing shepherd, and as
the prophet, who like Zechariah is called to be a shepherd. This composite Davidic
Shepherd enters the holy city, riding from the Mount of Olives on an ass, knowing that his
death, foretold by the prophet Zechariah, will be violent; yet this Shepherd cares for his
flock until the end, when he is struck down.

Finally, this thesis has opened up some ways forward which might be fruitful for
further study. Among more widely-ranging possibilities, two arise immediately with
respect to Matthew’s gospel. First, an exploration of the use of other “minor prophets”
in Matthew would be interesting; for example, Hosea 11.1, and Micah 5.1,3 already figure
in the fulfillment citations of the Infancy Narratives, and Micah 7.6 may be reflected in
Mt 10.21 -- perhaps there is more to learn about the influence of the Minor prophets
individually, or as a collection of Twelve. A second area of interest is to explore what
significance there is, if any, between the uses of “fulfillment citations” in the First Gospel

and the scriptural citations put on the lips of the Matthean Jesus.




252

APPENDIX - Possible Zechariah Influence in Matthew’s Gospel

ZECHARIAH ONE

1.1, 7 (& 9.11)

1.4¢

1.6 (& 2 Chr 24.21)
ZECHARIAH TWO
2.4

2.6 MT=2.10 LXX

2.7 LXX

(2.9); 12.10; 13.1, 7-9
2.10-11

2.10-11; 8.3; 14.6-7

213 LXX

2.14-17;9.9; 14.9, 21

ZECHARIAH THREE

3.4,

3.5; 14.6-21
3.7-8

3.8;6.12

3.8;9.9; 12.10; 13.7
3.8(9)

3.8-9;9.13, 16

Part One - in order of appearance in Zechariah

Mt 23.35 - confusion/conflation of Zechariahs
- killing prophets

Mt 23.344 - be not like your fathers

Mt 21.33, - prophet-servants beaten (Jer), stoned (Zech)

Mt 15.14 - uproot [without planting]

Mt 8.11-12 - Messianic banquet, east-west, 4 winds

Mt 24 31 [LXX- I will gather you]; ocwa€ - 4 winds

- composite (Deut 13.7; 30.4; Isa 27.13)

-Tg. Jn. - gathering King-Messiah, forerunner Elijah the great Priest
Mt 27.42 - Save yourselves (avaocw(eoBe)

Shepherd/Prophet/Pierced One

Mt 18.20 - I am in your midst (also recalls Ezek 43.7, Joel 2.27)

Mt 17.4 Transfiguration - tents

Mt 17 Transfiguration/ Mt 28 Resurrection
- let all flesh fear before the Lord, for he has risen up from his holy clouds

fusion of YHWH and Messiah

MT (angel) LXX (Lord) spoke to Joshua/Jesus - sins removed, clean clothes;
mitre on head.

Mt 17 - Transfiguration/Feast of Tabernacles
Joshua/Jesus will judge

Mt 2.23 [network of crypto-Davidic messianic passages]
- Nawpalos - 7% - X - "AvaTo)yj - Servant -Davidic Branch

Suffering Servant
Mt 1.21
Stone-Son metaphor for Son of David

-stone-son-jewel; 7 facets, wells, streams
-3 strands stone imagery intertwine in royal theology



ZECHARIAH FOUR

4.6-7

4.6-10; 8.1-17, 20-23

4.6-10; 12.10-12; 13.1;

14.8

4.7 (14); 6.13

ZECHARIAH FIVE
5.1-5

59

ZECHARIAH SIX
6.5

6.9¢

6.9-14

6.12

6.12-13

ZECHARIAH SEVEN
7.8-14

7.9

7.11

ZECHARIAH EIGHT
8.3

83,8

8.6

8.7

8.7, 11-13; 9.9, 16;
10.6; 12.7

Mt 17.20; by the Spirit, say to mountain, ‘Become a plain;’
- say to this mountain, ‘Be cast into the sea.’

rebuilding temple is work of the Holy Spirit; restored temple for
Jews and Gentiles

Mt 21.42 [and Tg. Ps. 118.22]
- foundation of new temple is youngest son of Jesse

Mt 21.5, Jesus went to High Priest to enact the kingly/priestly peaceful
understanding [Zech 4. 11-14 dual messianism of Qumran?]

Mt 5.34; flying scroll, cursed, one who swears [oath] falsely

Mt 13.41

(MT) LXX- (going to) the four winds of heaven; cf. Mt 24.31

Mt 27.28f -crown Joshua/Jesus;[||Jn 19.5, ‘behold the man’?]

Mt 10.41-42

Mt 22,23 - i8ou ampip *AvaTol)... TOV doTépa €v Tij anvaToAf

Mt 16.18 (17-19, 23); Tg. Zech. 6.12/ Tg. Isa. 53.5 Messiah builds temple/

Jesus - olkoSopiow pov Ty ékkinoiav
[see 4.7(14)] above

Mt 13 (cf. Isa 6)
Mt 23.23

[see note on Targum]

Mt. 16.18; renaming?

Mt 17.4 {also Zech 2.10-11; 14.6-9]

Mt 19.26 [+Gen 18.14; cf Job 4.22 and/or Job 10.13 LXX]
Mt 8.10-12, return from east and west

Mt 1.21; Zech vss. contain forms of oui{w
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8.11-13, 20-23 (Isa 7.14) Mt 1.23; forms of Immanuel

8.17

8.19

8.20-23

8.23

ZECHARIAH NINE

9.2-4
9.8

9.9

9.9 & Isa 62.10-12
9.9 & Psa 118.26
9.9; 14.1-5

9.9; 14.6-7

9.11

9.11 (& 1.1)

9.14
9.16 (Mic 5.2)
ZECHARIAH TEN

10.2

10.2 LXX

10.2; 13.2

10.3

Mt 5.33
Mt 6; Christians do not fast [temple cult?] no temple in New Jerusalem
Jewish-Gentile/Canaanite woman

Tent had acquired messianic significance?
-restoration; temple for Jews and Gentiles

Mt 11.21; woes

Mt 21.12; God encamps at house as guard?

Mt 5.5; 11.29; 21.5 - ipatis

Mt 21. 5-12; Jesus enters city as king, enters temple as prophet
-[also Mt 12.15-20] or {Mt 8.17; 9.25; 12.9-14, 18-20; 18.12]
savior comes bringing reward; restoration from exile

Mt 21.9; cf. 11.3 - 6 épxdpevos

| 2 Kgs 1.38-40, Jesus on Mt of Olives, where Messiah expected to appear
God is King in Zech 14.6-7; Messiah is king in Zech 9.9

Mt 23.35; 26.28; also 27.4, 6, 8, 19, 24-25; alua

|| Ex 24.8; liberation of exiles by blood (cf. Jer 31.31, 34)

Mt 26.28; God/Jesus re-sets covenant by blood (cf. Isa 53.4, 10, 12)
righteous/innocent blood; new covenant/Deut motif

-cf Heb 13.20

Mt 11.9; 21.26/ 21.11, 46 [InBap & Jesus both prophets]; 27.4; 26.38
-blood of the prophets (innocent/guilty)

Mt 24.31; blowing trumpet

Mt 1.21 (2.6) - savior/shepherd of “his people”

Mt 9.36, ‘like sheep without a shepherd’
- Mt 10.6-8; 12.30b; 14.14; 15.29-31

Mt 9.25, 27, 36; 12.11, 22-30; 15.21-28; 20.29-34; 21.1-17, etc
emphasis on healing in Jesus’ compassion for sheep without shepherd

- false prophets; Mt 7.15; 24.11, 24; cf. Mt 5.12

Mt 2.6? shepherd/judgment



ZECHARIAH ELEVEN
11.4

11.4,7

11.4-17

11.7-14

11.11-13

11.12

11.144

11.15

11.17

Zech 11-12
ZECHARIAH TWELVE
12.1, 12-14

12.7-13.1

12.8

12.10 (-14)

[+/- Dan 7.13-14]

[+Zech 13.7)

12.10-12; 13.1; 14
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Mt 25.32; may recall judgment on shepherd?

Zechariah only prophet called by God to become a shepherd of the flock
{Matthew’s Jesus as prophet-shepherd]

Mt 21.335 wicked tenants [flock rejects shepherd, etc]

Mt 26.14-16 bitter iron: leaders of Israel barter for betrayal of Messiah;
Prophet becomes shepherd of people doomed for destruction

Mt 27.3-10; 30 pieces silver

Mt 26.15, 31

Mt 25.327 judgment on shepherds
Mt 9.36

Mt 23 woes

good shepherd of Zech 11 is YHWH’s pierced representative in 12.10

Mt 24.30 [tribes of the earth]
Mt 16.18; Peter steward of new temple; keys to house of David, keys of kingdom
Mt 11.11 ‘little ones’ - least of these

Mt 17.5; LXX uses dyamnrds; povoyeviis to translate Trm;
ties Gen 22.2 to Mt 17.5 mountain context

Mt 24.28, 30

-word play: x&povTat...8bovra

Mt 26.64 [+Ps 110.1]

Mt 26.32; 28.7, 10, 17

-see also Targum Reuchliniansus Zech 12 [cf Sukkah 52a Josephite Messiah]

Mt 21.42 [+Tg. Ps. 118.22] foundation new temple; rejected son is
youngest son of Jesse

ZECHARIAH THIRTEEN

13.1

132
(&10.2)

Mt 1.21
Mt 21.42 [see above on 12.10]

Mt 10.1; 12.43; Zech 13.2 only occurrence of akdfapTov mvedua in LXX
-false prophets; Mt 7.15; 24.11, 24, cf. 5.12



256
13.7 (CD-B XIX.7b-9a; also Zech 11.11) - Mt 18.14 ‘little ones’
Mt 9.36|[Jn 16.32
Mt 26.31||Mk 14.27)Jn 16.32; Isa 53.6, 10; Jn 10 shepherd discourse

-Mt inserts ‘of the flock’ (cf. Zech 11.11MT)

Mt 26.56; 28.7
13.7 (+12.10) Mt 24.30; 26.32, 64; 28.7, 10
13.8-9 Mt 26.32
13.9 Mt 3.11-12; eschatological symbolism of JnBap and Q; fire and purification
ZECHARIAH FOURTEEN

14.1,4,6,8,9, 13,20 Mt 24; ‘on that day’ = eschatological Day of YHWH
(cf12.3,4,6,89,11,13.1,2,4)

14.1,4,5 -role of mountain (Mt of Olives) in Jewish eschatology

142 Mt 24.22; ‘rest’ will not be cut off/time cut short for elect survival
14.3-5 Mt 27.51-53

14.4 (a,b-5) Mt 16.27||Mt 25.31 ‘coming with angels’

Mt 17.21; say to this mountain, ‘move’

Mt 21.21; say to this mountain, ‘be cast into the sea’

Mt 23.37-39; Mt of Olives; Shekinah (Jesus’ presence in NT?) left temple

Mt 24.3; cf. Mt 26.30 & ||s

Mt 24.3, 6, 27, 37, 39

Mt 24.10; 26.30

Mt 24.16

Mt 25.31; Son of Man coming with ‘his angels’ - Lord God becomes Lord Jesus
Parousia ||s 1 Thess 3.13; 4.16

+Dan 7 strong allusion, further evidence for Day of YHWH in Matthew’s coming
Son of Man theme/language
14.5 Mt 25.32; shepherd term between King and Son of Man; cf Ezek 34.17
Mt 24.16; fleeing/mountains [1 Macc]; earthquake
14.6 Mt 29.29; sun darkened; no longer day/night; cf Joel
14.7 Mt 24.36; +Pss. Sol. 17.23
14.8 Mt 24.20; winter/summer; water
14.8-10 water flows from mountain, not temple; God here, not messiah
14.8-11 Zion enthronement; place where he would shepherd his people
14.9, 16-17 Mt 24.14; who are the nations? Who comes to Jerusalem - regathered remnant

or Gentile mission? How did Matthew read it?
Mt 25.34; God is king [Zech 14.16-17]; Messiah is king [Zech 9.9]



14.10

14.21

MATTHEW ONE
1.21

1.18-25
MATTHEW TWO

22

2.6

223

MATTHEW THREE
MATTHEW FOUR
MATTHEW FIVE
5.5

533

5.34

MATTHEW SIX
MATTHEW SEVEN
MATTHEW EIGHT

8.10-12

8.11-12
MATTHEW NINE

9.36
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Mt 17.20

Mt 21.12|Mk 11.154 (+Zech 14.20?)[|Jn 2.16; Canaanites/traders

Part Two - in order of appearance in Matthew

Zech 3.9; 13.1? Name [Jesus/Joshua]; will save from sins

-savior/Immanuel; Zech 8.7; 11-13, 20-23; 9.9, 16

possibly Zech 6.12, avaToAn
-also Mt 4.16

Zech 10.3; shepherd image, judgment
2 Sam 5.2; Mic 5.3LXX

Zech 3.8; 6.12; network of crypto-Davidic messianic passage
- Nalwpdios My X - dvaToAn

Zech 9.9; along with Mt 11.29; 21.5 - only use of pats in NT

Zech 8.17; forbidding oaths {cf. Ex 20.7; Lev 19.12; Num 30.3-15; Deut 23.21-
23; Wisd 14.48; best choice Pss Sol 14

Zech 5.3(1-5); flying scroll

Zech 8.7; return from east & west {in lists of OT refs: Isa 43.5; Bar 4.37; 5.5;
Pss Sol 11.2; 1 Dn 57.1; Deut 30.4LXX}

Zech 2.10; Messianic banquet; east-west, 4 winds

Zech 10.2 MT/LXX; like sheep without shepherd/healing
-included among other ‘sheep without shepherd’ OT texts
-some add Zech 11.16 +/or Zech 13.7; one sees Num 27.17;many see Ezek 34
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MATTHEW TEN
10.1 Zech 13.2; ‘unclean spirit’
10.6-8 Zech 10.2LXX; exorcism part of commission to go to lost sheep
10.41-42 Zech 6.9-147
MATTHEW ELEVEN
11.11 ‘least of”; cf. Zech 12.8
11.12-13 Zech 11.4 {source of Mt quote}
11.21 Zech 9.2-4; woes
11.29 Zech 9.9; see Mt 5.5; 21.5 mpals
-cf. 2 Cor 10.1; T Dan 6.9; Yoke of messiah: Pss Sol 7.9; 17.30
MATTHEW TWELVE
12.15-20 Jesus’ mpais demonstrated
12.30b Zech 10.2 - gather/scatter; technical shepherding terms; Mt 9.37
MATTHEW THIRTEEN
MATTHEW FOURTEEN
MATTHEW FIFTEEN
15.13 Zech 2.4; uproot (without plant; Jer 1.10; Jer in Sir 49.7)
MATTHEW SIXTEEN
Mt 16-18 Zech 12.7-13.1; Peter steward of new temple; Eliakim Isa 22.22; key to
house of David; keys to kingdom
16.18 Zech 6.12, possibly; Mt 16.17-19, 23 {cf Eph 2.20-22]
Peter is the 'stone’ (7); Jesus olkoBopriow pov THy ékkAnoiav
Zech 8.3; renaming an important event
16.27 Zech 14.5; Son of man coming with angels; 1 Thess 3.13
MATTHEW SEVENTEEN
17.4 Zech 2.10-11; Peter’s offer to build tents; Transfiguration/Tabernacles
-also Zech 8.3, 8; 14. 6-9
-+ Rev 21.3; Ezek 37.27. 43.7, 9; Zech 14?
17.5 Zech 12.10; LXX uses dyamnTos or povoyevns to translate MT m;
-ties Gen 22.2 to Mt 17.5 mountain context




17.20

17.21

MATTHEW EIGHTEEN

18.14

MATTHEW NINETEEN

19.26

MATTHEW TWENTY
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Zech 4.6-7; by the Spirit, say to mountain, ‘become a plain’
-say to this mountain, ‘be cast into the sea’

Zech 14.10?

Zech 14.4, say to this mountain, ‘move’

Zech 13.7, may recall ‘little ones’

Zech 8.6 (+Gen 18.14; cf Job 10.13 LXX)

MATTHEW TWENTY-ONE

21.1-5

21.12

21.21

21.42

Zech 9.9
Zech 14.21b; Canaanites/traders
Zech 14.4; say to this mountain, ‘be cast into the sea’

Zech 4.6-10; 7 facets, wells, streams; 3 strands of stone imagery intertwine
in royal theology

Zech 12.10-12 {Tg Pss 118.22} foundation new temple; Zech 13.1; 14
-rejected son is youngest son of Jesse, Son of David

MATTHEW TWENTY-TWO

MATTHEW TWENTY-THREE

Mt 23 woes

23.23

23.35

23.37-39

Zech 11.17; to worthless shepherd who deserts flock/Enochian woes
Zech 7.9; justice, mercy & faith

Zech 1.1, 7; confusion or conflation of the Zechariahs/killing prophets;

Zech 1.6; prophet as servant common in OT; Jeremiah beaten; Zechariah stoned
Zech 9.11; righteous blood, innocent blood; +Mt 27.19, 24-25; cf Jer 31.31-34
-also Mt 11.9; 21.11, 46 {John & Jesus also prophets}

Zech 14.4; Mount of Olives; Shekinah [=Jesus’ presence] left temple/house
desolate {cf. Ezek}

MATTHEW TWENTY-FOUR

Mt 24

243

Zech 14.1, 4 ‘on that day’ — Eschatological Day of YHWH;
Cf. Zech 12.3,4,6, 8,9,11; 13.1, 2,4

Zech 14.4a; cf. Mt 26.30 ||s
-suitble location for Parousia discourse; Mt of Olives




24.3,27,37,39
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-cf. Mt 24.10; 26.30; Jesus predicts ‘falling away,” cf. Mt 13.21

Zech 14.5; Parousia ||1 Thess 4.16; cf Mt 25.31
-the Lord God becomes the Lord Jesus

24.11 -false prophets arise; Zech 13.2-6
24.16 Zech 14.5; fleeing mountains; oeLopos
24.19-51 Zech 12.10-14 + Isa 13.19-22; 34.3; Dan 7.13-14; apocalyptic language
24.22 Zech 14.2; the ‘rest’ will not be cut off; time cut short; ‘elect’ survive
24.28 Zech 12.10; ‘you will see;” kapovTar, decde, &povtal
24.29 Zech 14.6; sun darkened; not day-not night; cf Joel
24.30 Zech 12.1, 12-14 +Dan 7.13-14; {cf Perrin pesher method & Mk}

Zech 12.10-12; Mt 26.64; 28.7, 10

Zech 12. 10, 12, 14 || Rev 1.7; Jn 19.37; echo of Mt 24.30 in 26.64
2431 Zech 2.6 MT/2.10 LXX; Isa 27.13; Deut 13.7; 30.4

-owat; four winds, Tg Jn gathering of King-Messiah;

forerunner Elijah, the great Priest

Zech 6.5

Zech 9.14; blowing the trumpet
24.36 Zech 14.7 + Pss Sol 17.23
MATTHEW TWENTY-FIVE
25.31 Zech 14.5; Son of Man coming with angels
25.324 Zech 11.4,; may recall judgment on shepherds

-term shepherd occurs between King and Son of Man; Zech 14.5. Ezek 34.17
25.34 God is King (Zech 14.16-17); Messiah is King (Zech 9.9)

MATTHEW TWENTY-SIX

26.14-16

26.15

26.24, 31

26.28

Zech 11.7-14; bitter irony; leaders of Israel barter for betrayal of Messiah;
prophet becomes shepherd of people doomed for destruction

Zech 11.12; contrast Mk 14.11

Zech 13.7; Son of Man goes as it is written of him; rejected prophet
-suffering righteous one in Psalms/Zech 13.7

Zech 9.11; also context of exiles||[Exod 24.7-8; Isa 53.12; Jer 31.31-34; Isa 42.6
-Jesus may quote; blood of eternal covenant; whole of Zech 9.11 is redemptive
in eschatological Heb 13.20

-also Mt 23.35; 27.4, 6, 8, 24-25; 27.25; ‘blood’[righteous/innocent]




26.30-35

26.31

26.32

26.56

26.61
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Zech 13.7; scandalized disciples; God will strike the shepherd
-Mt inserts “of the flock’ [from where?]

Zech 11.12

Zech 13.7; ‘it is written’

Jesus as shepherd; disciples/Israel sheep; cf. Mt 9.36; 25.32
Zech 13.8-9

Zech 13.7

Zech 6.11-12; adapts Mk 14.58; 15.29 Mt’s typological interest
-Ps 110.1; Dan 7.13
-may recall ‘you will see’; echo of Mt 24.30/Zech 12.10-14

MATTHEW TWENTY-SEVEN

27.3-10 Zech 11.11-13; Judas, Ahithophel [2 Sam 17.23; Mt 27.5]

27.47 Zech 11.13? Judas and Pilate enlisted under same rubric; guilty of Jesus’
innocent blood/innocent of Jesus’ blood; Tie Mt 1-2 dreams - Pilate’s wife, 27.19

27.4; 24-25 Zech 9.11 (+Zech 1.1; + Mt 11.9; 21.11, 46- ‘blood of prophets,” innocent/
guilty

27.9-10 Zech 11.12-13; 30 pes. Ag

27.28; Zech 6.11; crown Joshua/crown of thorns Jesus

27.40 Zech 6.12; adapts Mk 14.58; 15.29 (cf Mt 26.61)

27.51-52 Zech 14.4b-5

27.51-53 Zech 14.3-5; may recall earthquake
Zech 14.5; Saints’ bodies venture from tombs after Jesus’ resurrection

MATTHEW TWENTY-EIGHT

28.7, 10 recalls Mt 24.30 and Zech 12.10; xopovrat, &povrar, dboecde and

Zech 13.7; see Mt 28.17 iBovTtes and 26.32, 64 7?77
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