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ABSTRACT

In this thesis | consider the messianic forerunner concept within “Q” (which I take to be a
source used by all three of the synoptic authors). | argue that at least five units in Q (3:2-
3+7-9+16b-17; 3:21-22; 7:18-20+22-23; 7:24-27; 7:28)* envisage John as a messianic
forerunner to the Messiah Jesus. The messianic forerunner concept is therefore quite
pervasive in Q and cannot be said to have originated with the evangelist Mark, as is
sometimes supposed.

Q attempts to deal with the historical fact that Jesus had not fulfilled Israel’s messianic
expectations. It did this by portraying Jesus as a rejected Messiah whose redemptive
mission had been thwarted by Israel’s unbelief. Jesus will ultimately redeem Israel but this
will take place at his second coming and that cannot take place until Israel repents.

I consider whether Q’s redactor(s) utilised any earlier sources. | find this not to have
been the case in Q’s Prologue (3:2-3+7-9+16b-17) or in Jesus’ Baptism by John (3:21-22).
Earlier source material can, however, be detected in 7:18-19+22-23; 7:24-27; and 7:28. |
consider whether any of this latter material derives from a rival “Baptist” source and
conclude that it does not. The question of whether the messianic forerunner concept had its
origins in Judaism prior to Jesus and his new movement can therefore not be established
by any of the Q units examined in this thesis.? What can be established, however, is that
the concept goes back to some of the earliest traditions of Jesus’ followers.

1 In this thesis | utilise the standard convention of citing Q references according to their Lukan versification.
A distinctively Matthean version of Q texts will be referred to as Q/Matt + Matthean versification.

2| have tried to avoid terms like “Christian(s)” or “Christianity” because they suggest a clear religious
differentiation between the followers of Jesus and the rest of Judaism. At the time when Q and its source
material were being composed, Jesus’ followers would not have seen themselves as anything other than Jews
(unless they were Gentiles, in which case, they might have seen themselves as “God fearers” rather than
Jews). | therefore typically use other terms to designate early “Christians” and “Christianity”: e.g. “Jesus’
(early) followers,” “Jesus traditions,” “the Jesus movement,” etc.
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CHAPTER ONE: Introduction

In this chapter I lay out the history of scholarship with regard to the messianic
forerunner concept and with regard to various related issues dealing with John the Baptist
and Jesus. After that | shall make a few prefatory remarks about Q, discuss my
methodology and aims for this thesis, and conclude with some reflections on two key

biblical texts relating to the messianic forerunner concept: Mal 3:1 and 4:5-6.

1.1. History of Scholarship

1.1.1. Challenges to the traditional understanding of Elijah’s role

Traditionally, Jews have believed that Elijah would act as the Messiah’s forerunner,
announcing his advent and preparing Israel for it. This belief is certainly attested in the
Bavli and later midrashim (e.g. b. ‘Erub. 43a—b; Pesig. R. 35.4; PRE 43). Whether it can
be traced back to the first century is more debatable, however. Mark 9:11 is usually
thought to attribute the belief to the Jewish scribes and it is expressly attributed to Trypho,
the Jewish interlocutor featured in Justin’s Dialogue (8.4; 49.1).

Until the end of the twentieth century, scholars had generally taken the above-
mentioned texts at face value and assumed that the Jewish conception of Elijah as the
Messiah’s forerunner went back at least to the first century, prior to the writing of Mark’s
Gospel. It was assumed that this Jewish belief was the whole reason that in the NT
Gospels John the Baptist is envisaged as an Elijah-like figure and as a forerunner to Jesus.
Among those scholars who held these views about the messianic forerunner concept
having its origins in Judaism prior to Jesus and his movement are such impressive scholars

as Jacob Klausner, Louis Ginzberg, Sigmund Mowinckel, George Foot Moore, and



Joachim Jeremias.’

In more recent decades, however, many scholars have questioned this older consensus.
In 1958 James A. T. Robinson* wrote a highly influential article suggesting that the
messianic forerunner concept originated with Jesus’ early followers. Robinson argued that
John would have understood Mal 4:5-6—the locus classicus for the messianic forerunner
concept—to speak of the coming of God, not the Messiah.® Robinson also pointed out that
while the statement of the scribes in Mark 9:11 (*Elijah must come first”) is usually taken
to mean that Elijah needed to come before the Messiah this interpretation is exegetically
questionable. He argued that in the context of Mark’s Gospel the word “first” (mpdtov)
would most naturally mean “before ‘the rising from the dead’”—that is, from a Jewish

perspective, “before the general resurrection at the last day.”®

Thus, for Robinson, this key
text says nothing about the messianic forerunner concept.

In 1981 Morris M. Faierstein’ reiterated and expanded upon Robinson’s earlier
article. He again stressed that Mal 4:5-6 mentions nothing about a Messiah: Elijah is
envisaged as a forerunner to “the great and terrible day of Yahweh.” He also stressed that
two of our oldest sources that are usually thought to teach the messianic forerunner

"8 rather than

concept—namely, Mark 9:11 and Justin, Dial. 8.4; 49.1—are of “Christian
Jewish provenance. Faierstein insisted that for this reason they should be used to
reconstruct first century Jewish beliefs. At the same time, he dismissed any

unquestionably Jewish texts that envisage Elijah as the Messiah’s forerunner because

these, he argued, are too late and possibly reflect Christian influence.® Finally, Faierstein

® E.g. Ginzberg, Sect, 209-56; idem, Legends, 4.233-35; Klausner, Idea, 451-57; Mowinckel, He That
Cometh; Moore, Judaism, 2.357-58; Jeremias, ““H\(g)iag,” 931.

* Robinson, “Detection,” 268-70.

® He was not the first. This seems to have now become the most common way of interpreting Mal 4:5-6. See,
e.g., Fitzmyer, Luke I-1X, 671-2; Nineham, St. Mark, 60.

® Robinson, “Detection,” 269.

" Faierstein, “Why,” 75-86, esp. 86.

® Faierstein’s term. See n. 2.

® Ohler (“Expectation,” 461-76) adopts similar scepticism. He dismisses b. Erub. 43a-b, for example,
because it “dates at the earliest from the third century and cannot be used in reconstructing first-century

10



dismissed a number of earlier Jewish texts that mention Elijah but do not clearly define his
role vis-a-vis the Messiah, arguing that these texts possibly envisage the prophet as
carrying out other roles besides that of the messianic forerunner.'® For example, he noted
that one very popular expectation was that Elijah would resolve difficult issues of ritual
and law.** Another was that he would restore the three vials containing Aaron’s rod, the
anointing oil, and water for purifying menstruous women.*2 Still another tradition held
that he would resurrect the dead.*®

If Robinson and Faierstein are correct about the messianic forerunner concept having

its origins in the Jesus movement, the implications would be far-reaching:

* One supposedly early and important theological connection between the Jesus
movement and Judaism would have to be characterised as the product of apologetics
and even disinformation since it would have been knowingly based on a false portrayal
of Jewish beliefs.

» Jesus’ historical relationship with and his evaluation of John (indeed, Jesus’
evaluation of himself) would be called into question.

e The historical reliability of the Gospel of Mark would be called into dispute, at
least insofar as it portrays Jewish beliefs.

* The Jesus movement’s interaction with and ability to influence later Jewish
messianic beliefs would have to be assessed much more positively; for Judaism’s
theological indebtedness to the Jesus movement, at least with respect to one very

important messianic concept, would have to be acknowledged.

ideas” (463-64). He also dismisses other texts since they are even later (464 n. 10; also idem, Elia, 27-29).
Both Faierstein and Ohler overlook or fail to comment on the important text in Seder ‘Olam Rab. 17.

10 See, e.g., 4Q521 2 iii 1-2; 4Q558; the synagogue blessing before the Haftarah; Sop. 19.9; b. Sabb. 118a; b.
Sukkah 52b; PRE 43. If Faierstein had discussed S. ‘Olam Rab. 17 he would have presumably dealt with it in
similar fashion.

! Ginzberg, Sect, 212 n. 14, cites eighteen references in rabbinic literature which envisage Elijah as coming
in the last days to help settle disputes over the law, apparently by virtue of his priestly authority: e.g. m. B.
Mesi‘a 1.8; 2.8; 3.4-5; m. Seqal. 2.5; b. Men. 45a.

12 Mekhilta, Vayassa 5.172.

3'm. Sotah 9:15

11



Despite these and perhaps other far-reaching implications of Faierstein’s article, the
responses to it have been surprisingly few, brief, and tepid. Dale C. Allison** responded
that “the great and terrible day of Yahweh” in Mal 4:5-6 was likely associated with the
Messiah’s advent and that because of this interpreters were able to infer that “Elijah the
prophet,” who was expected to arrive before that “day,” would act as a forerunner to the
Messiah.

Joseph A. Fitzmyer™ responded to Allison by complaining, somewhat pedantically,
that he had not produced any texts in which the phrase “the day of Yahweh” is used in
connection with an explicit reference to the Messiah’s advent. Fitzmyer also reiterated
Robinson’s earlier exegesis of Mark 9:11, claiming that the text has nothing to say about
the messianic forerunner concept.

Also responding to Robinson and Faierstein, and building on some of Allison’s
suggestions, was Chaim Milikowski.*® He noted that in rabbinic literature the messianic
future (what would eventually become known as rw»in nine, “the days of the Messiah”) is
generally seen as a period distinct from a1 n*anx, “the latter/end of days.” He also
noted, however, that this schematisation appears to have been a later theological
development. Earlier writings often correlate the Messiah’s advent with “the latter/end of
days” (cf. Gen 49:1+10; Num 24:14+17).}" In light of this fact, Milikowski proposed that
Mal 4:5-6 had originally been taken to mean that Elijah would come prior to this period.
Since the Messiah’s coming was correlated with this period interpreters would have
naturally inferred from Mal 4:5-6 that Elijah would act as a forerunner to the Messiah.

Thus far, Milikowski was essentially reiterating Allison’s earlier argument. But

Milikowski’s article took the argument further by observing that as Jewish eschatology

 Allison, “Elijah,” 256-58.
> Fitzmyer, “More About Elijah,” 295-96.
16 Milikowski, “Eliyahu,” 491-96; idem, “Trajectories,” 265-280.
7 In support of this point Milikowski (“Trajectories,” 268 n. 11, 274) cites 1 En. 90.16-38; T. Judah 24-25;
Pss. S0l.17.21-46; b. Hag. 14a; b. Sukk. 52a; b. Sabb. 118a. To his list one could add CD 6:11; 19:10a-
13+8:1b-3; 1QS 9:9-11; 1QSh 5:20-29; 1 En. 45.3-6; 4 Ezra 12.32-34; 4QFlor.

12



developed the Messiah’s reign was assigned its own distinct time period. It would no
longer be coeval with “the latter/end of days” but would be a prelude to this period.
Milikowski argued that in Seder Olam Rabbah 17 one can still see indications of both the

earlier and later conceptions about when the Messiah’s advent would occur:

In the second year of Ahaziah (King of Israel) Elijah was hidden away and is not seen until the
messiah comes. In the days of the messiah he will be seen and hidden away a second time and
will not be seen until Gog will arrive.*®

Elijah in this text is expected to appear twice—once at the time of the Messiah and again
at the battle of Gog. According to Milikowski, this two-fold advent is an attempt at
harmonising two originally disparate eschatological beliefs. Since older tradition equated
“the end of days” with the Messiah’s reign Elijah is envisioned here as having to appear
before the battle of Gog (cf. Ezek 38:16 where the phrase o> > nR is used). But since
later tradition expected the Messiah to appear prior to “the end of days” Elijah is
envisioned as having to appear at an earlier period as well.

Many other scholars have chimed in to this debate about the origins of the messianic
forerunner concept, often by agreeing, at least tacitly, with Robinson, Faierstein and
Fitzmyer.™ But few have added anything new to the debate. There are three exceptions,
however. John C. Poirier®® proposed that the much-disputed text in the Rule of the
Community (1QS) 9:11, which speaks of a “Prophet and the Messiahs of Aaron and
Israel,” referred, respectively, to the Moses-like prophet of Deut 18, Elijah, and the
Davidic Messiah. On this interpretation, Elijah is not a forerunner to the Messiah but a
(priestly) Messiah in his own right. Poirier’s view would be difficult to explain if the
Qumran community had been formed as a reaction to the Hasmonean establishment of a

priestly kingdom, especially since the Hasmoneans kings seem to have been associated

'8 Translation by Milikowski, “Trajectories,” 266.

9 Fitzmyer, “More About Elijah” 295-96; idem. Luke I-1X, 326-27; Collins, “Works,” 104; Adela Yarbro
Collins, Mark, 429-30; Xeravits, Protagonists, 110.

2 poirier, “Endtime Return,” 221-42.

13



with Elijah (e.g. Tg. Ps.-Jon. on Deut 33:11; 1 Macc 2:23-27). Robert Hayward?®
suggested that the well-known identification of Elijah with Phinehas was first made
because “someone believed that John Hyrcanus combined in himself the attributes of both
characters.”?? It may also be that John Hyrcanus needed a compelling response against
those who still favoured a Zadokite or Oniad family succession, which had evidently been
discontinued when the Hasmonean high priests assumed office. By identifying John
Hyrcanus with Phinehas/Elijah the whole controversy about Zadokite lineage could be
brushed aside since this Patriarch was himself the progenitor of Zadok.

Markus Ohler® and David Miller® tried to trace the earliest reception history of the
Elijah texts in Mal 3-4. Ohler argued that within Judaism the earliest expectations
concerning the eschatological Elijah envisage him as a forerunner to God. As texts
representative of this viewpoint he cited Mal 4:5-6 itself, along with Sir 48:10; LAB 48:1;
and Sib. Or. 2.187-89. The historical John the Baptist, Ohler argued, adopted this
viewpoint as well. While the Gospel traditions are correct in portraying John as an Elijah
figure they are wrong in portraying him as a forerunner to the Messiah rather than to God.
Jesus’ early followers transformed John into a forerunner to the Messiah/Jesus. They did
this in order “to rule out any rivalry between John and Jesus and to proclaim that any
important promise of the OT had been fulfilled.”?

Miller focused his attention on Sir 48:1, 10; 4Q521 iii; LXX Mal 3-4; and Luke-Acts,
arguing that while these texts agree in relating Elijah’s coming to “the broader context” of
Mal 3-4 they do so in different ways. Sirach identifies Elijah as the “messenger of the
covenant” in Mal 3:1b and envisages him as a figure of both purification and punishment.
4Q521 iii sees Elijah as a forerunner to God but otherwise has nothing to say about the

prophet because the focus is entirely on the eschatological activities of God. The

! Hayward, “Phinehas,” 22-34.

22 Hayward, “Phinehas,” 32.

2 Ohler, Elia, 1-30; idem, “Expectation,” 461-64.
# Miller, “Messenger,” 1-16.

2 Ohler, “Expectation,” 468.

14



Septuagint’s treatment of Mal 3-4 associates God with both purification and judgment
while associating Elijah with the restoration that is expected before the day of the Lord.
The evangelist Luke identifies “my messenger” in Mal 3:1a as Elijah and identifies Jesus
as the “Lord” in 3:1b. The evangelist associates Elijah with preparatory renewal and
envisages Jesus as the Messiah.

I am not convinced that any of the texts cited by Ohler or Miller demonstrate that
Elijah had been understood to be a forerunner to God rather than the Messiah. At least by
the first century C.E. it seems plausible that the texts in Mal 3-4 were being read with
messianic expectations, as I shall discuss below (—1.5.1.-1.5.1.1.). If that is so then Sir
48:10 could have been read this way as well, even in the Septuagint. LAB 48:1 mentions
nothing about an appearance of God. The mention of Elijah here concerns his
identification as Phinehas, not what his eschatological role will be. Also, LAB (Biblical
Antiquities) has been characterised by Hayward as having a political ideology similar to
that of John Hyrcanus.?® This may help to explain why the book mentions nothing about a
Messiah. Under the Hasmoneans the priestly Elijah was evidently given special
prominence and it is probable that speculations about a Davidic king were downplayed or
suppressed as these would have threatened the political establishment. In Chapter Four |
argue that the Elijah reference in 4Q521 iii is by no means incompatible with notion that
he acts as the Messiah’s forerunner (—4.5.2.1.2.). Elijah’s role in the Sibylline Oracles is
quite unique. In 2.187-89 he is described not as a figure who forestalls or prepares Israel
for judgment (as in Mal 4:5-6 and Sir 40.10) but as one who reveals “three signs as life
perishes.”?” No Messiah is mentioned here. But just prior to this pericope, in lines 177-
183, we are told that “the master ... will certainly come” and the expected figure in this

case is almost certainly Jesus, given the intertextuality of these lines with Matt 24:45-51,

% Hayward, “Phinehas,” 28. Note especially the book’s strongly anti-Samaritan outlook. This probably
suggests that its author was using traditions that were sympathetic to the politics of John Hyrcanus, given
this man’s well known conquest of many Samaritan cities and especially his destruction of the Samaritan
temple on Mt. Gerizim (see Josephus, Ant. 13. 255-57, 275-83; cf. also War 1.62ff.).

2T All translations of Sib. Or. by John J. Collins in OTP.
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25:1-13; and Luke 12:42-46. Indeed, the coming of “Christ” is expressly narrated in lines

238-244, shortly after the Elijah pericope:

When Sabaoth Adonai, who thunders on high, dissolves fate and raises the dead, and takes his
seat on a heavenly throne, and establishes a great pillar, Christ, imperishable himself, will
come in glory on a cloud toward the imperishable one with the blameless angels. He will sit on
the right of the Great One, judging at the tribunal the life of pious men and the way of impious
men.

As it stands, this text is obviously “Christian” but it may contain earlier Jewish elements.
The prophetic vision in Dan 7:13-14 was understood by some Jewish interpreters as
referring to the Messiah’s advent (—Appendix E.4). In any case, the Elijah pericope in
187-195 itself contains an allusion to Mark 13:17 par. Its reference to three eschatological
signs is also paralleled in a passage in the Didache (16.6). Hence, it is by no means
obvious whether Sibylline Oracles can reliably tell us anything about a distinctively
Jewish view concerning the eschatological Elijah.

Aside from 1QS 9:11, a few more texts from Qumran have been published over the
last few decades that have influenced scholarly discussions about the role of the
eschatological Elijah in pre-Christian Judaism. M. de Jonge and A. S. van der Woude
interpreted the awan figure in 11QMelchizedek as a kind of prophetic Messiah. This
notion was then embraced by Florentino Garcia Martinez, Paul J. Kobelski, John J.
Collins, Géza Xeravits, and others who have often identified this prophetic Messiah as
“the eschatological prophet,” recalling the prophecy in Deut 18 and/or the anointed figure
in Isa 61:1 who is often interpreted as a prophet rather than a king.? | myself have argued
elsewhere against this approach to 11QMelch, suggesting that the two o™ wan in Isa 52:7
were interpreted by the author of this sectarian work as two distinct Messiahs, one royal

and the other priestly, in accord with other sectarian works.? Collins has claimed support

%8 De Jonge and van der Woude, “11Q Melchizedek,” 307; van der Woude, “Melchisedek,” 354-73 (367);
Garcia Martinez, “Two Messianic Figures,” 30-36; Kobelski, Melchizedek, 61; Xeravits, Protagonists, 74,
218-19.

2 Flowers, “11QMelchizedek,” 194-227.

16



for the notion of a prophetic Messiah in other works besides 11QMelch, however. He
proposed that “his Messiah” in 4Q521 ii 1 be seen as an anointed prophet, either the
eschatological Elijah or Moses. Collins argued that the historical Jesus too, with his
frequent allusions to Isa 61, appears to have seen himself as the eschatological Elijah and
hence as a strictly prophetic (non-royal) Messiah, at least at an early phase of his
ministry.® I shall respond to Collins’ arguments in Chapter Four (—4.5.1.1-2) where |

argue that “his Messiah” in 4Q521 is best seen as a royal figure.

Faierstein’s article piqued my interest in the messianic forerunner concept. | had
initially planned to investigate the possible Jewish origins of the concept and thus to
respond to him more directly. But I eventually realized that in order to explore the origins
of this idea | would first need to sort out its place in sources stemming from the early Jesus
movement. Faierstein seemed to trace the concept back to the evangelist Mark. Others

have done that as well.*!

Fitzmyer took things a step further, suggesting that the concept
was not even attested in the Gospel of Mark. This apparently left him to conclude that
Matthew invented it (cf. Matt 11:7-14). Fitzmyer never actually said when he thought the
concept was first introduced though. He may have even seen Justin in the mid-second
century as its innovator. The present thesis attempts to resolve this debate, asking whether
the concept can already be detected in Q or even in its earlier source material. It also seeks
to establish the religious circle from which this material stemmed. Many scholars think
that Q utilised “Baptist” sources (—1.1.2.2.). If that is so, these sources could conceivably
bring us back a little closer to what the historical John himself believed on the matter of

the messianic forerunner concept, or at least to what John’s early followers believed about

the concept. On the other hand, if the sources derive from the Jesus movement they will

%0 E g. Collins, “Herald,” 225-40; idem, Scepter, 229-234. Collins considered the possibility that Jesus began
to think of himself as the royal Messiah later in life but was more convinced that Jesus’ followers had been
the ones responsible for portraying him in this way.

%1 E.g. Jacobson, First Gospel, 115-116; Goodacre, “First Intertextual Reading,” 81-82. Goodacre is perhaps
forced to accept this view, in part, because he denies the existence of Q.
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not necessarily help us to ascertain anything about a Jewish perspective on the messianic

forerunner concept that pre-dates Jesus or his followers.

1.1.2. John the Baptist, Elijah, and the messianic forerunner concept

For obvious reasons, since | am looking at the messianic forerunner concept from the
standpoint of Q and its sources my thesis will have a great deal to say about John the
Baptist, especially with respect to his self-conception, preaching, baptismal ministry,
movement, and relationship with Jesus. A vast amount has been written about these
matters so in the present survey I shall have to be very selective and only mention the
views of a few prominent scholars or those who have written things that seem most

significant and relevant to my own concerns.

1.1.2.1. How the historical John and Jesus viewed themselves and their missions

Traditionally, within the various branches of Christianity the messianic forerunner
concept has been understood in a rather distinct way. The historical John the Baptist has
been identified as the Elijah figure of the book of Malachi and Jesus of Nazareth as the
Messiah. Many scholars have questioned whether these ideas originated with the historical

John, the historical Jesus, or Jesus’ early followers.

One common view among modern interpreters, as represented by Charles H. H.

Scobie®? and Robert Webb*?, comports very well with this traditional perspective. Scobie

%2 Scobie, Baptist.
% Webb, Baptizer.
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and Webb accepted that the historical John envisaged himself as the eschatological Elijah.
They also accepted that he at least considered the possibility that Jesus might be “the
Coming One” about whom he had prophesied. Scobie’s view was that John anticipated the
Messiah who would punish the wicked (baptise with fire) and bless the righteous (baptise
with spirit). Webb’s view was that John never had a clear conception about who exactly
this “Coming One” would be, whether the Messiah, an angelic figure, or someone else; he

conceived of this figure only in vague terms as “God’s agent.”*

John H. Hughes and Markus Ohler may be taken as representatives of those who
have thought that the historical John believed himself to be a forerunner to God rather than
the Messiah.*® The latter notion they regarded as a “Christian” reshaping of what the

historical John had himself believed.

According to Albert Schweitzer,* the historical John saw himself not as a forerunner
to the Messiah or to God but to Elijah. He expected Elijah, upon his arrival, to act as a
forerunner to the Messiah; but John did not envisage himself as Elijah. It was the historical
Jesus who first identified the Baptist as Elijah. Jesus saw himself as the coming Son of
man. James A. T. Robinson,* who is followed to some extent by Joseph A. Fitzmyer,*®
also argued that the historical John had expected Elijah rather than God or the Messiah.
The historical Jesus maintained inconsistent views about John. Early in his ministry Jesus
conceived of himself as the eschatological Elijah (cf. Mark 6:14-16; 8:27-28). But he later

changed his mind, identifying John as Elijah (Mark 9:11-13) and himself as the Messiah.**

% Webb, Baptizer, 287-88; also Tuckett, History, 125; Meier, Marginal Jew, 2.34-35, 40.

% Hughes “Forerunner of God,” 191-218; Meier, Marginal Jew, 2.32; Loisy, Birth, 64-67; Ohler,
“Expectation,” 468-73; Bretscher, “Sandals,” 81-87 (— Appendix K); Catchpole, Quest, 68; Kédsemann,
“Disciples,” 142; Knox, “Prophet,” 23-24; and many others. Cf. Robinson, “Detection,” 269-70.

% Schweitzer, Quest, 373-76.

% Robinson, “Detection,” 263-81.

% Fitzmyer, Luke I-1X, 472, 666-67.

¥ Robinson’s view has been embraced, with some modification, by other scholars as well. Cf., e.g., Hammer,
“Elijah and Jesus,” 207-218; Brown, “Three Quotations,” 297-98; Collins, Scepter, 233.
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Like Schweitzer, Raymond E. Brown*® and Joan E. Taylor*! thought that the historical
John never viewed himself as Elijah but as a prophetic herald of Elijah. Thus, when John
posed the question in Q 7:18-20 (assuming one can even accept that the story here is
historical) he was not asking whether Jesus were the Messiah, but whether he were Elijah.
As with Schweitzer and Robinson, Brown and Taylor thought that the historical Jesus was
the first to identify John as Elijah (cf. Q 7:24-27). Taylor, however, disagreed with both
Schweitzer and Robinson in that she thought Jesus regarded himself merely as a prophetic

co-worker with John, not as Elijah redivivus or the Messiah.

John P. Meier** found tension between what he identified as two distinct streams of
tradition about the historical Jesus. On the one hand, Jesus seems to have viewed himself
as Elijah or as an Elijah-like figure;* on the other hand, from a remarkably early time in
his ministry he must have either seen himself (or at least his followers must have seen him)
as a Davidide. Meier was unsure how to reconcile these two presentations but suggested
that during his early ministry Jesus viewed himself as Elijah and later came to see himself
as the Davidic Messiah. Meier’s views therefore ended up quite similar to Robinson’s,

even if the two scholars argued their respective views quite differently.

Two Jewish scholars, Robert Alan Hammer** and Géza Vermes,* emphasised the
many parallels between Jesus and the historical Elijah. Like Elijah, Jesus is said to have
healed a widow’s son (cp. Luke 7:11-17 with 1 Kgs 17:17-24 and 2 Kgs 4:18-38). He is
also said to have performed a food miracle similar to Elijah’s (cp. Mark 6:31-44 par. and
8:1-10 par. with 2 Kgs 4:42-44). In Mark’s Gospel members of the public are even said to
have regarded Jesus as Elijah (cf. Mark 6:15; 8:27-28). And in Luke’s Gospel Jesus

himself draws comparisons between his miracle workings and those that had been

“ Brown, “Three Quotations,” 297-98.
*! Joan Taylor, Immerser, 288-93.

*2 Meier, “Elijah-like Prophet,” 145-183.
** Meier, Marginal Jew, 3.655-57.

* Hammer, “Elijah and Jesus,” 207-218.
> Vermes, Jew, 70.
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performed by Elijah and Elisha (Luke 4:25-27; cf. 1 Kgs 17:9; 2 Kgs 5:14). Furthermore,
Jesus is said to have surrounded himself with disciples, similar to Elijah and Elisha (cf. 2
Kgs 2:3; 2 Kgs 4:1, 38; 5:22; 6:1; 9:1). His authoritative pronouncements concerning
halakhic law and purity can be seen as fulfilling Elijah’s expected role in settling disputed
issues of legal interpretation and purity (cf. Mark 7:1-22; 10:1-12; 12:13-37). Hammer,
like Robinson and Meier, argued that Jesus initially saw himself as the eschatological
Elijah but later as the Messiah. Vermes did not think that Jesus initially saw himself as an
eschatological figure at all. He pointed out that two other pious Jews from around the turn
of the era, Honi the Circle Drawer (1% century B.C.) and Hanina ben Dosa (mid to late 1*
century C.E.), are likewise remembered as having performed miracles and behaved in
ways reminiscent of Elijah; also, both men were compared with Elijah.*® During a
drought, Honi is said to have prayed until it rained (m. Ta‘an. 3:8; Josephus, Ant. 14.22-
24). The story is told in such a way as to evoke the biblical story about Elijah who also
prayed successfully for rain (1 Kgs 17:1; 18:1, 42-45). Hanina is likewise said to have
exerted control over the weather through his prayer. Walking home one day in a
downpour, Hanina prayed that the rain would stop until he entered his dwelling; and so it
was (b. Ta‘an. 24b; b. Yoma 53b). Hanina is also said to have prayed in a style similar to
that of Elijah, with his head between his knees (cp. b. Ber. 34b with 1 Kgs 18:42).
According to the talmudic sage Rab (ca. 175-247 C.E.), king Ahab was a prototype for the
wicked; the prototype for the righteous, on the other hand, was not Elijah—as we might
have expected here—but Hanina (b. Ber.61b). Vermes proposed that originally Jesus had
been seen as an Elijah-like figure because of his “charismatic” miracle-working abilities,
not because he was regarded as the eschatological Elijah of the book of Malachi. It was

only later that Jesus’ ministry was characterised in eschatological terms.*’

6 \Vermes, Jew, 53, 58.
" \Vermes, Jew, 70-71.
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Joel Marcus”® proposed that the historical Jesus saw himself as the protégé of John,
whom Jesus identified as the eschatological Elijah. As his protégé, Jesus saw himself not

as the Messiah or merely as John’s prophetic co-worker but as the eschatological Elisha.

Steve Mason®® argued that John’s message and ministry were apocalyptic in character.
He did not prophesy about the Messiah or about a baptism in the Holy Spirit. He expected

only judgment but offered baptism as a means of escaping this.

According to Bruce Chilton, the historical John never conceived of himself as a
prophet. The portrayal of him in that way, most notably in Q 7:27 where he is envisaged as
the Elijah-like forerunner of Mal 3:1, is “tendentious, and applied in the service of an

exaltation of Jesus’ status.”>

Armed with the newly discovered manuscripts from Qumran, William H. Brownlee™

proposed that the historical John had once been a member of the “Essene” sect at Qumran.
He pointed out that both John the Baptist (see Mark 1:3 par.) and the author of the
Community Rule from Qumran (see 1QS 8:14; 9:19) cite Isa 40:3 as programmatic for
their respective movements. He also proposed that the short anecdote in Luke 1:80 be
taken to mean that John had been orphaned and raised by Essenes.* Similar hypotheses
about John’s association with the Essenes have also been proposed by J. A. T. Robinson,
A. S. Geyser, Otto Betz, and James H. Charlesworth.>® Other scholars such as William
LaSor and Joan E. Taylor argued that John had no affiliations with the Essenes/Qumran

sectarians. They pointed out, among other things, that Josephus, in his discussion of John

“8 Marcus, “John the Baptist and Jesus,” 179-97, esp. 188-189. Cf. also the comments by Allison
(Constructing, 268-69) and the earlier articles by Bostock (“New Elijah,” 39-41) and Brodie (“New Elijah,”
39-42).

* Mason, “Tyranny,” 163-180.

%0 Chilton, “John the Purifier,” 249; idem, “John the Baptist,” 27.

> Brownlee, “Baptist, 33-53.

°2 Josephus (War 2.8.2.) claims that the Essenes would often adopt orphans and raise them as members of
their religious communities.

>3 Robinson, “Baptism,” 11-27; Geyser, “Youth,” 70-75; Betz, “Essene,” 18-25; Charlesworth, “Baptizer,”
356-67.
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(Ant. 18.116-119), does not identify him as an Essene. Moreover, John is not said to have
worn linen garments, as was required of all Essenes/members of the Qumran sect.>* Most
notably, John does not seem to have been part of a larger, closely knit religious

community at all, but was somewhat aloof and individualistic.

In the present thesis | shall be focusing on historical matters only insofar as they relate
to the interpretation of Q and its sources. Interpreting ancient texts is, of course,
impossible without some prior presuppositions about history. The presuppositions one
adopts with respect to the historical John will likely impact how one interprets texts that
speak of the man. For Hughes and Ohler, John can be understood in light of what they take
to have been a widespread Jewish belief in Second Temple Judaism about Elijah acting as
a forerunner to God himself. Yet the textual evidence this belief, as I have already
commented upon to some extent, is very slight and disputable. The key texts dealing with
the eschatological Elijah are Mal 3:1 and 4:5-6. | discuss below that even without any
influence from the NT Gospel traditions these two texts might well have given rise to the

messianic forerunner idea (—1.5.1.-1.5.1.1.).

The notion that John envisaged himself as a forerunner to Elijah is biblically and
conceptually difficult as this would have no obvious basis in Scripture and would make
John a forerunner to yet another forerunner. Moreover, this view has often been arrived at
through a dubious interpretation of John’s preaching which | shall address in Excursus A.2.
Robinson’s argument for Jesus’ changing views about himself and John are
methodologically problematic for several reasons, most notably because they do not take
into consideration how the Gospel writers redacted their sources (—5.6.). Taylor’s
historical approach is unsound because it attempts to psychoanalyse Jesus and often

resorts to rather dubious interpretations of texts (Appendix E.2.).

> See Magness, Archaeology, 193-202.
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The apparent contradiction between traditions that envisage Jesus as both an Elijah
figure and as the Davidic Messiah can, perhaps, be resolved by recognising that whenever
Jesus is associated with Elijah this is always with the historical rather than the
eschatological figure. Associations in the NT Gospel traditions between these two men
likely had something to do with their similar wonder-working abilities. In Appendix E.2 |

explore further the issue of Jesus’ associations with Elijah in Q.

Unless one can show that within Second Temple Judaism the eschatological Elijah was
expected to act as a forerunner to Elisha there is reason to doubt that this is how the
historical Jesus viewed himself. My own suspicion is that Jesus’ Elisha associations in the

NT Gospel traditions can be explained in much the same way as his Elijah associations.

Mason’s interpretation of John as a doomsday prophet cannot be sustained, at least not
on the basis of what we know about the man from Q and the NT Gospels. Q 3:16e almost
certainly contained a reference to a baptism in God’s Spirit (—2.2.5.4.) and this must have
anticipated a coming blessing rather than punishment (—2.2.6.). Also, Q 3:17 envisions

“the Coming One” as someone who would redeem and not just punish (—2.2.8.2.).

In Excursus B | argue, against Chilton, that the interpretation given to Mal 3:1 at Q
7:27 is not so obviously the work of someone connected with the Jesus movement. The
bringing together of this text with Exod 23:20 was more likely based on traditional Jewish
exegesis and even the messianic interpretation of Mal 3:1 may have predated Jesus

(—1.5.1.-1.5.1.1..).

If one views John as either a member or former member of the Essenes/Qumran

community this will likely affect how one handles traditions dealing with the man and his
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ministry. Given the apparent eschatological interests of the Qumran community,>” for
example, one could plausibly see influences on John’s own eschatological outlook and
even his messianic beliefs, at least if we are considering John in light of NT Gospel
traditions where | shall be arguing that he is envisaged an apocalyptic prophet and a herald
to the coming Messiah.>® Again, if one supposes that John had been expelled from the
Essene/Qumran community this might help to explain why he conducted his ministry “in
the wilderness” and perhaps even why he subsisted on a diet of locusts and wild honey (cf.
Josephus, War 1.243). There are certainly differences between John and the Qumran
sectarians. But these should not, in my judgment, cause us to overlook the quite striking
similarities. We know that Josephus lived for a time as an Essene (Life 10-11). Perhaps

John did something similar.

1.1.2.2. Questions about Baptist sectarians and Baptist sources

A major assumption behind much of the scholarly literature dealing with the historical
John and the origins of the Jesus movement is that John’s movement continued to exist for
several decades after his death and that its members became polemically engaged with
Jesus and/or members of his movement. This rival Baptist sect hypothesis certainly pre-
dates Wilhelm Baldensperger®’ but he was one of its most influential proponents.®
According to Baldensperger, the Gospel of John—especially its prologue—was composed

as a polemic against rival Baptists. These Baptists regarded John as the Messiah, Jesus’

%5 Cf. the many eschatologically oriented and messianic texts in Qumran sectarian literature: e.g. CD 2:1, 12;
14:18-19; 19:10-11; 20:1; 1QS 9:11; 1QSa 2:11-22; 4Q285 5 3-4; 1QSh 4:24-26; 5:20-29; 4Q 171 8 3 18-21;
4Q174 11-13; 4Q175; 4Q252 5 1-4.

% | discuss an important Qumran text in relation to John’s baptism in 3.5.4.

> Baldensperger, Prolog. Many of the ideas in Baldensperger’s book were already being argued in
Michaelis’ Introduction, 3.285-87 (available online at
https://archive.org/stream/introductiontone31mich#page/284/mode/2up).

%8 He is still followed by a number of scholars: e.g. Brown, Introduction, 155; Lincoln, John, 101.
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superior, and “the light,” among other things. John’s superiority to Jesus was implicit, they
argued, in the fact that he had preceded Jesus temporally and had even baptised him. The
Fourth Evangelist, in responding to these Baptists, asserted that the actual Messiah was
Jesus. He was “the true light” who had pre-existed (hence was, in fact, temporally prior to
John). John’s baptism did not indicate Jesus’ inferiority to John; rather, it was only a
means of identifying Jesus as the Messiah. By administering this rite John acted as a

humble witness to the much greater Jesus.

Rudolf Bultmann®® saw John’s Prologue as an earlier “Gnostic” hymn that the Fourth
Evangelist adapted to fit with his own christological views. The hymn was originally
composed in rival Baptist circles where John had been worshipped as the Messiah and the

pre-existent Word made flesh, through whom all things were made.

Walter Wink rightly questioned the methodologies underlying Baldensperger’s and
Bultmann’s historical approaches, asking whether it is really legitimate to reconstruct the
beliefs of a hypothetical Baptist sect simply “by reversing every denial and restriction
placed on John in the Fourth Gospel.”®® Nevertheless, Wink did not abandon the basic
premise about a rival Baptist sect existing for decades after John’s death. He even
accepted that the Fourth Evangelist wrote his Gospel, at least in part, in order to counter
some of the claims being made by members of this sect. Against Baldensperger and
Bultmann, however, Wink argued that the evangelist was not so much concerned with
subordinating John to Jesus, whether for reasons of polemic or for the sake of advancing a
higher christology. Any such subordination that can be identified in the Fourth Gospel “is
itself subordinated to the Evangelist’s desire to portray John as the ideal witness to

Christ...”®

% Bultmann, John, 17-18, 48-52; cf. also idem, “Prologue,” 27-46 and Patterson, “Prologue,” 323-332.
% Wink, Baptist, 102. Like Wink and others, | shall be using “Fourth Gospel” rather than “John” in order not
to confuse the evangelist or his gospel with John the Baptist.
%1 Wink, Baptist, 105 (emphasis original).
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Luke 1 has proven to be fertile grounds for speculations about Baptist source
material.?> Many scholars have found in this chapter what they think are the components
of a “pre-Christian” birth narrative about John (which Luke then used as a model for
creating his own birth narrative about Jesus).®® Others have found evidence of Baptist
material but not that of a rival sect. H. L. MacNeill,** for example, argued that chapters
contain a synthesis of beliefs from the movements of both John and Jesus, and reflect the
historical reality that these two movements at one time co-existed and were amicably
connected. It was only later that they would have a falling out over the relative status of
John and Jesus because Jesus’ followers emphasised their master’s superiority and
messiahship. Walter Wink® rejected the idea of a pre-Lukan nativity story about John
but still accepted the notion that Luke used some pre-existing “Baptist traditions” when
composing the opening chapter of his Gospel. Raymond Brown® was even more
sceptical. He found no clear trace of Baptist source material having been used in the birth
narratives in Luke 1-2. These narratives, he argued, are predominantly Lukan
compositions but also contain some “Jewish Christian” material (e.g., the Magnificat and

the Benedictus).

With respect to Luke 1 the arguments made by Brown about Lukan style and concerns
are very difficult to dismiss. Whether earlier source material was used in certain sections
such as the Magnificat or the Benedictus hymns does not seem implausible but I remain
sceptical that this material can be assigned to a specific group of impoverished “Jewish-

Christians” living in Jerusalem or that it can be very precisely dated. Given that the

%2 See, e.g., Winter, “Cultural Background,” 159-167; “Proto-Source,” 184-199; Vélter, “Apocalypse,” 224-
69; Dibelius, Taufer, 75; idem, Dibelius, “Jungfrauensohn,” 1-78, esp. 8; Bultmann, Geschichte, 320-21;
Scobie, Baptist, 50-51; Bammel, “The Baptist,” 95-128; Sint, “Eschatologie,” 55-163, esp. 55-56; Ernst,
Taufer, 116-20; Catchpole, Quest, 60-78; Jesus People, 19-29. For a listing of various opinions on the
matter, see Ernst, Taufer, 115 nn. 4-5; Brown, Birth, 244-50.

% E.g. Vielhauer, “Benedictus,” 28-46; Catchpole, Resurrection People, 111-116; idem,, Jesus People, 19-
25.

® MacNeill, “Sitz,” 249-312.

% Wink, Baptist, 59-60.

% Brown, Birth, 346-55 (for a general discussion about the Magnificat and the Benedictus), 357-65 (for the
Magnificat), 377-78, 381 (for the Benedictus)]. Brown (Birth, 286-329) thinks that the Annunciation of Jesus’

Birth was traditional and that Luke used it as a model for composing the Annunciation of John’s Birth.
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material can be explained as either stemming from Luke’s own hand or from some other
member of the Jesus movement it seems unnecessary and speculative to posit anything

here about Luke’s use of rival Baptist sources.

I interact in more detail with this rival Baptist sect hypothesis at various points in my
thesis and also offer a general critique of it in Appendix B. The hypothesis has impacted
scholarship in ways particularly relevant to my own thesis. Scholars have often argued or
(more often) assumed that rival Baptist sources were used by the authors/redactors of Q.%
David R. Catchpole®® has been a relatively recent proponent of this viewpoint and | have
focused quite a bit on his arguments in my thesis. He argued that Q’s redactors utilised
material from a rival Baptist source (“pre-Q”). This source had presented John as a
prophet who operated independently of Jesus and foretold the advent of God rather than
the Messiah (Q 3:7-9+16b+e-17). It even declared him the greatest man to have ever lived
(Q 7:28a). The redactors of Q, being followers of Jesus, found this material objectionable.
Hence, although they utilised this material they also redacted it in order to make it fit
better with their own views about Jesus. In so doing, they made a special effort at
subordinating John to Jesus. They did this by portraying John as a (mere) forerunner to
Jesus (Q 7:27) and Jesus as someone who will be far superior to John in the kingdom of

God (7:28h).

John Kloppenborg,®® in many of his reconstructions and proposed redactional
stratifications of Q material, likewise assumed the existence of a rival Baptist sect and
accordingly identified various sayings or portions of sayings in Q Baptist in origin. He felt
that this Baptist material had been appropriated and modified by Q’s redactors in order to

convert or polemicize against their Baptist rivals.

%7 Aside from the names mentioned in n. 62, see also Vélter, “Apocalypse,” 244-69; Todd, “Logia,” 173-175;
Bowen, “Baptist,” 90-106. In fact, most of the critical commentators of the NT Gospels could probably be
mentioned here.

% Catchpole, Quest, 60-78; Jesus People, 1-52.

% Kloppenborg, Formation, 102-110.
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Clare K. Rothschild™ has taken this question of Baptist source material to new
extremes, arguing that in its pre-Q form the traditions used by the Q redactors were
entirely Baptist. That is, all the sayings and other traditions now ascribed to Jesus in Q
were once ascribed to or written about John. Rothschild also argued that Baptist material
turns up at many other points in the Gospel traditions. Because her monograph is so

relevant to my own thesis | have discussed it at greater length in Appendix F.

In this thesis I analyse the units in Q most frequently suspected of containing Baptist
source material: 3:7-9; 3:16b-17; 7:18-20+22-23; 7:24-28. | am not of the opinion that in
any of these selections the Q redactor(s) were, in fact, utilising such material, certainly not
from a rival Baptist group. While I am convinced that Q’s redactors used source material |
believe that in every case it can be most readily associated with the Jesus movement. |
argue this position on the basis of detailed textual analysis throughout the thesis and shall
not repeat myself here. | can add, however, that the general hypothesis about rival Baptist
sources in Q seems to me implausible on its face. Why would a Q redactor use material
from a source that portrays John and Jesus in ways that were christological problematic?
Could he not have used material from other sources that were not so problematic? If it be
supposed that alternative sources were simply unavailable this only raises further
questions. For if the Q redactor(s) were so willing to modify severely the existing
traditions about John, could they not have simply invented their own sayings and stories

about John and Jesus? Why not simply discard these rival Baptist traditions altogether?

Those who advocate for rival Baptist material in Q are forced, at this point, to posit a
complex and highly speculative history. They theorize that John’s and Jesus’ followers
were at one time very closely connected and on good terms with each other. At that time
Jesus’ followers had great esteem for John. Because of their increased devotion to Jesus,

however, they eventually felt it necessary to subordinate John to Jesus. This caused a rift

" Rothschild, Baptist Traditions.
29



between Jesus’ and John’s followers. The conflict left Jesus’ followers with traditions
about John that were now christologically problematic. Rather than dispensing with these
traditions they edited them and, in so doing, re-cast Jesus as John’s superior. Their
purpose in doing this was to polemicize against Baptist sectarians or perhaps to convince

them to join the Jesus movement.

This complicated historical reconstruction is, as | said, highly speculative. Even the
more basic hypothesis about an on-going Baptist movement in the decades after John’s
death rests on dubious evidence. | briefly consider much of this evidence in Appendix B.
But perhaps an argument about its general implausibility can be raised here. For when
other religious leaders in the first century were slain their followers are known to have
quickly disbanded (Acts 5:36-38). Is it not most likely, therefore, that John’s movement
would have similarly disbanded shortly after his death? Consider Josephus’ comment in

Ant. 18.118:

And when others gathered together [around John] (for they were also excited to the utmost by
listening to [his] teachings), Herod, because he feared that his great persuasiveness with the
people might lead to some kind of strife (for they seemed as if they would do everything which
he counselled), thought it more preferable, before anything radically innovative happened as a
result of him, to execute [John], taking action first, rather than when the upheaval happened to
perceive too late, having already fallen into trouble.

The implication here is that by killing John Herod had effectively quelled John’s
movement. It is true that Jesus’ followers continued as an organised group after his death.
But this was obviously because they believed he was the Messiah and had risen from the
dead (e.g. Rom 1:1-4; Mark 8:31; 9:31; 10:34; Luke 24:26). We have no early evidence
either that John was seen as the Messiah or that he was thought to have risen from the

dead.”* Given the apparent ties between John and Jesus, and between their respective

™ This notwithstanding certain evidence to the contrary that is sometimes cited. The messianic reference in
the Benedictus to “a horn of salvation in the house of his servant David” (Luke 1:69) clearly refers not to
John but to Jesus and the term #jysipev likely even adumbrates Jesus’ resurrection. Luke 3:15 is Lukan
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movements, it seems plausible that after John’s death many of his disciples joined ranks
with Jesus or his movement (cf. John 1:35-42; Acts 2; 19:1-7). Of course, since John
appears to have baptised a great number of people there would have doubtless been many
who continued to identify as John’s “disciples” for years after his death. The story in Acts
19:1-7 can arguably be read in this way. But this is quite different from saying that John’s
disciples continued as an organised group for decades after his death, that they had set
themselves up in opposition to Jesus’ disciples, or that they were in the business of

creating new traditions about John for circulation within their group.

1.1.2.3. John’s historical relationship with Jesus

Morton S. Enslin’® proposed that the historical John and Jesus had never even met.
Their supposed acquaintance and comradery in the Gospels are completely fictitious. Jesus’
early followers felt it important to associate their master with the Baptist for two main
reasons: (1) by claiming that John and Jesus had been closely allied they would have a
powerful rhetorical tool for combatting rival Baptist sectarians; (2) by presenting John as

Jesus’ Elijah-like forerunner they were able to answer the scribal objection against Jesus

messianic status (Mark 9:11).

Enslin’s views were obviously based in large part on what | am calling the rival
Baptist hypothesis, about which | have serious doubts. But even without rejecting this
hypothesis most scholars have rejected Enslin’s cynical and highly sceptical views. They

accept that John knew Jesus and that the two were associates in ministry, at least for a time.

redaction and simply sets the stage for John’s Q prophecy about the Coming One, which Luke interpreted
messianically. The references in the Clementine Recognitions (1.54, 60) are too late and speak of fictitious
groups engaging in fanciful exegesis of the NT Gospels.

"2 Enslin, “John and Jesus,” 1-18.
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The following points are generally embraced in recent studies on the historical Jesus or
John: Jesus was baptised by John, joined John in a baptismal ministry of unspecified
duration, and embarked on his own ministry after John’s death.” There has been fairly
wide scholarly disagreement, however, about how exactly the historical John regarded
Jesus. | have already mentioned some of this disagreement in 1.1.2.1. Certain Gospel
traditions—especially in the First and Fourth Gospels—suggest that John acknowledged
him as the Messiah at his baptism. In the Fourth Gospel, John is even said, shortly after
Jesus’ baptism, to have encouraged others to follow Jesus rather than himself. But many

see this portrayal as christologically motivated and therefore historically inaccurate.

John P. Meier began his study on the historical John by trying to understand the man
as much as possible without any reference to Jesus. He concluded that John was a highly
regarded prophet in his own right and, as such, operated quite independently of Jesus.
Nevertheless, he could not accept Enslin’s view that John and Jesus never knew or
interacted with one another. John had been the leader of a successful religious movement
and proclaimed something about a coming eschatological figure. But he had no clear
thoughts with regard to this figure, “whether it would be God, an angel like Michael, a
heavenly Melchizedek, or a more earthly Messiah, Elijah figure, or generic prophet of the
end time.”"* Tragically, after his imprisonment, with his inevitable execution looming,
John was faced with the possibility that his prophecies would go entirely unfulfilled. He
therefore sent envoys to Jesus from his prison cell asking whether Jesus were “the Coming
One.” Jesus had obviously not carried out the role that John envisioned, particularly with
respect to the execution of divine judgment. Thus, for John even to ask this question

implies that he was desperately looking for a way to vindicate his prophecies.

"® E.g. Innitzer, Taufer; Dibelius, Taufer; Bernoulli, Taufer; Case, Jesus, esp. ch. 5; Goguel, Life, 96;
Thomas, mouvement; Kraeling, Baptist; Schlatter, Taufer; Steinmann, Baptist; Robinson, Twelve, 11-27, 28-
52, 61-66; Farmer, “John the Baptist,” 955-62; Schitz, Taufer; Reumann, “Quest,” 181-199; Scobie, Baptist;
Becker, Taufer; Webb, Baptizer; Meier, Marginal Jew 2.19-182, esp. 123-130.

™ Meier, Marginal Jew, 2.132.
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Some of the arguments in my thesis will have a direct bearing on Meier’s historical
analysis here. | understand John’s preaching in Q 3:16b-17 to be the work of a Q redactor
rather than the ipsissima verba of John, as Meier seems to think. As a redactional creation
the words are meant to have a literary and christological function, linking John’s prophecy
about “the Coming One” to other texts in Q that use the same phrase with reference to
Jesus (7:19, 20; 13:35) or refer to Jesus at his second coming (e.g. 12:39-40, 49, 51, 53).
The apparent incongruity between John’s preaching and the accomplishments of Jesus
during his first advent is therefore deliberate. It raises the question as to why Jesus had not
fulfilled all of John’s prophecies, a question that will be answered in 13:34-35 where Jesus
indicts Israel for its rejection and murder of God’s representatives and declares that she

will not see Jesus until she accepts him as the Messiah (—Excursus A).

According to Paul Hollenbach,” the historical Jesus came to John as a penitent,
seeking forgiveness for having oppressed the poor. He stayed for a time with John,
adopting many of his religious teachings and practices. At some point he began a similar
type of ministry, working in close association with John. But Jesus soon discovered that he
could exorcise and heal people. He therefore broke ranks with John, no longer preaching
about repentance and condemning deeds of social injustice but focusing his efforts on

healing people, especially the socially marginalized.

Meier severely criticised Hollenbach, among other things, for his “many unlikely and
convoluted interpretations of individual texts,” his uncritical use of Gospel material in
order to create a chronology for the life of Jesus, and his presumed knowledge concerning
developments in Jesus’ thinking.”® For Meier, there is little in the way of chronology that
can be constructed about the individual events in Jesus life beyond his baptism, which
occurred at the outset of his ministry, and the events just prior to his death. It is also an

argument from silence, Meier noted, to say that Jesus ceased baptising and thereby broke

" Hollenbach, “Conversion,” 196-219; “Baptist,” 887-99.
"® Meier, Marginal Jew, 2.124-127.
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ranks with John. According to Meier’s historical reconstruction, Jesus had been a disciple
of John and continued in his movement for a time. He then struck out on his own (after
John’s imprisonment?) in order to found a new kind of religious movement, one that
continued to baptise but focused on things like Jesus’ distinctive interpretation of the Law,

his expectations of a coming kingdom, etc.

Many historical studies on John and Jesus have been based on alleged dissimilarities
between these two men.”” Dale C. Allison,”® however, argued that these dissimilarities are
often founded on meagre or non-existent evidence. In the extremely limited source
material available to us, what stand out far more are the continuities: both John and Jesus
opposed purely nominal Judaism and used similar imagery in their speeches. Jesus was
baptised by John, appropriated many of his teachings, and appears to have identified

himself as John’s “Coming One.”

Bruce Chilton™ argued that John died around 21 C.E., long before Jesus
embarked on his own ministry. The Gospel traditions are therefore anachronistic when
they portray John and Jesus as engaging in coterminous or immediately successive
ministries. The latter idea, according to Chilton, was invented by Jesus’ followers. By
presenting John as Elijah and as Jesus’ prophetic herald who foretold and even publicly
acknowledged Jesus as the object of his prophecies, Jesus’ followers were able to furnish
their claims about Jesus with greater credibility. Chilton’s argument, however, is highly
conjectural. He dismissed the Gospels, preferring a chronology that he constructed purely
on the basis of Josephus’ account. But in order to do this he had to read much more into
that account than is actually stated. The issue here concerns the date of John’s death.
Chilton argues for a very early date of “around 21 CE.” He arrives at this date largely on

the basis of Ant. 18.110-111 where Josephus suggests that Herod Antipas and Herodias

""E.g. Theissen and Merz, Historical Jesus, 208-11.
"8 Allison, “Continuity,” 6-27; idem, Constructing, 204-220.
™ Chilton, “John the Purifier,” 267-67; idem, “John the Baptist,” 39-44.
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were married shortly after the former had returned from Rome. Josephus does not say
when exactly this visit took place and nothing he does say about it really helps us to put it
in a precise historical context. Chilton, however, conjectured a visit just before 19 C.E.,
that is, just before Antipas established the city of Tiberias. He inferred this visit from
Josephus’ remarks about the tetrarch’s advancement within the inner circle of Tiberias’
friendship in Ant. 18.36. Such advancement, according to Chilton, is unlikely to have
occurred without a prior visit to Rome. Chilton then assumes that John’s rebuke and

execution occurred shortly thereafter.

It is perhaps not unreasonable to assume that John’s rebuke and execution occurred
shortly after the marriage. But exactly when the marriage took place is extremely difficult
to determine. Unlike Chilton, Christiane Saulnier® hypothesised a visit to Rome
sometime between 21 and 23 C.E., when Jews were expelled from the city (Ant. 18.81-84).
This is no less conjectural than Chilton’s proposed visit, of course, since Josephus
mentions nothing about an intervention by Agrippa or anyone else on behalf of these
expelled Jews. But at least Saulnier’s suggestion can be reconciled with the Gospel
traditions which uniformly portray John and Jesus as associates in ministry. It seems
unnecessarily cynical to characterise this portrayal, as Chilton does, as an apologetically
motivated fabrication. In order for such a historical revision to be apologetically useful
one would have to suppose that the nearly ten year gap between John’s death and Jesus’
ministry had been all but forgotten by the time Q and other Jesus traditions were being
composed and in the places where they were being composed (for Q this would seem to be
ca. 40-60 C.E., Galilee, —1.2.). I find that unlikely. Josephus’ narrative about Antipas’
divorce, the death of John, and the military defeat at Nabataea (Ant. 18.113-119) is
undoubtedly compressed. Nevertheless, if the defeat had really been popularly associated

with John’s death, as Josephus claims, this is probably because the two events were known

8 saulnier, “Herode,” 367-368.
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to have occurred in a somewhat rapid succession. John’s death is usually dated to ca. 29-
31 C.E. but can, perhaps, be dated to 27 or 28.8* The military defeat can be dated to ca.
29.82 With such a short period of time between John’s execution and this latter defeat it is
easy to explain a popularly held opinion that these two events had been causally related. It
would be difficult to explain such an opinion if these events had occurred about a decade

apart.

Arland Jacobson was less concerned with matters of historicity but his views at least
imply a certain historical development with respect to how John and Jesus were
understood. He argued that in Q John is not presented as a forerunner to Jesus. That idea
will not actually turn up until Mark’s and Matthew’s Gospels.®® In Q, John is still seen as
only a preacher and a prophet who prepares the way for “the Lord,” that is, God.%*
(Jacobson apparently thinks this is how the historical John viewed himself.) The
composite quote of Exod 23:20a and Mal 3:1a at Q 7:27 is often thought to cast John as a
forerunner to Jesus. But it is not uttered before or at the beginning of Jesus’ ministry (Q 3).
Rather, it is uttered after his ministry has been underway for some time (Q 7). This implies
that John’s role as a prophetic “forerunner” did not conclude with the appearance of Jesus.
In Mark’s Gospel, by contrast, John is portrayed as a forerunner to Jesus and the latter
“eclipses John in importance”; but not so in Q where he and Jesus are envisaged as peers,

the two being engaged in a kind of joint ministry.

I find Jacobson’s reasoning here unconvincing and shall interact with him in more

detail in Chapter Five (—5.5.).

Francis Gerald Downing asked why Q places John at the beginning of its

composition. In trying to answer this question Downing searched for another genre of

8 S0 Saulnier, “Herode,” 375.

8 Saulnier, “Herode,” 375.

8 Jacobson, First Gospel, 81, 115-116.

8 Jacobson locates the quote from Isa 40:3 at the beginning of Q (= Q 3:3).
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literature that could be appropriately compared with Q’s. He considered Jewish Wisdom
collections, Jewish prophetic works, the Epistle of James, and the Gospel of Thomas.
None of these, according to Downing, is really analogous with Q. The Greek Lives of the
Philosophers, however, seem very similar to Q. In these works it is quite standard to have
an eminent philosopher being brought into contact with his predecessor. This was

especially the case in portraits of Cynic philosophers:

Thus Antisthenes is brought into contact with Socrates, Diogenes with Antisthenes, and so on.
Twice when Dio expands just a few chreiai of Diogenes into a biographical character-sketch
he begins in this way, and so does Lucian in his account of Demonax. This start tells us

something of the philosopher’s character as well as placing him in the succession and

affording a form of ‘legitimation’.®®

For Downing, then, John’s function in Q is to associate Jesus with an impressive

philosophical predecessor.

Downing’s explanation here downplays the more obvious biblical basis for John and
Jesus being brought into contact with one another. Jesus does not come into contact with
John in order to learn from him, at least not in Q. Rather, John is envisaged as the
eschatological Elijah of Mal 3:1. He is portrayed as preparing Israel for and foretelling the
advent of the Messiah (Jesus). In so doing he is thought to have fulfilled biblical prophecy
(—1.5.1.-1.5.1.1.). This, plausibly, also explains why Jesus is said to have been baptised

by John (—3.5.4.).

As | have already mentioned, issues of historicity are not so much a concern to me in
the present thesis. But they are not irrelevant. One’s understanding of the historical

relation between John and Jesus will likely impact how one interprets Q, especially on the

® Downing, Cynics and Christian Origins, 120.
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matter of whether Q’s redactor(s) utilised Baptist sources. If, for example, one believes
that John and Jesus had been close historical associates and that John had even affirmed
Jesus’ ministry in some public way then one will probably find it less plausible that a rival
Baptist sect had emerged shortly after John’s death, setting itself up against Jesus and his
early followers. And if one doubts the existence of such a rival Baptist sect one will

probably be less inclined to see hints of Baptist rivalry in Q.

1.1.2.4. John’s baptism

Several scholars, including Wilhelm Brandt, Joseph Thomas, Ernst Lohmeyer,
Charles H. H. Scobie, Walter Wink, Robert Webb, and Sean Freyne, have tried to
understand the historical John’s baptism within the context of a wider protest movement
against the temple and priesthood.® According to these scholars, many Jews at around the
turn of the era, had rejected the temple cultus altogether and were proposing alternative

strategies for obtaining forgiveness and purity. John’s baptism was one such strategy.

Maurice Goguel, Jean Steinmann, and Robert Webb understood John’s baptism

was meant to initiate a person into John’s religious group or movement.®’

Several scholars have tried to tie John more specifically to the sect at Qumran, as |
mentioned earlier (—1.1.2.1.). His baptism can therefore be understood against the

backdrop of Qumran literature, perhaps as an initiation of a purification ritual.

Joan E. Taylor®® rejected the notion that John had ever been an Essene or Qumran

sectarian. She saw John’s ministry as fitting into a more general social movement that was

% Brandt, Baptismen; Thomas, movement; Lohmeyer, Urchristentum, 87; Scobie, Baptist, 102-110; Wink,
Baptist, 108; Webb, Baptizer, 192-93; Freyne, Jesus Movement, 134-139.
8 Goguel, Life, 98; Steinmann, Baptist, 5; Webb, Baptizer, 364.
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preoccupied with purity ablutions. According to Taylor, John believed strongly in ritual
purity. This, in theory, was obtainable by means of immersions, but could only actually be
experienced if one first achieved inner (moral) purification by means of repentance and
pious works. Jesus also practiced immersions for the sake of ritual purity.®® Bruce
Chilton® likewise rejected John’s alleged Qumran associations and understood his
baptism simply as a means of attaining ritual purity. For both Taylor and Chilton, John’s
baptism was not a once-for-all or initiatory rite into a religious movement as Goguel and
Webb had maintained and, at least for Chilton, had nothing to do with conversion. It was
entirely repeatable, just as all other Jewish ablutions were. A question therefore arises as
to what made John stand out so much from the crowd of other immersers, such that he
could be identified simply as “the Baptist.” According to Taylor, John’s teachings about
baptism are what set him apart; for he claimed that ritual ablutions were only effective if
one first repented and produced acts of piety.” Chilton, by contrast, dismissed as
historically useless the canonical Gospels’ portrayal of John as a preacher of repentance.
All that really set John apart from other immersers (such as the Qumranites or Bannus,
under whom Josephus studied for three years) were his ability to draw large crowds, his
public (non-solitary) life, and his interest in convincing others to join with him in
performing repeated baptisms for the sake of ritual purity. According to Chilton, John’s
interest in baptising is the only sure things we can know about the man. Nothing about his
preaching and way of life can still be recovered with any certainty. What we have in the
Gospel traditions has been manifestly pressed, by Jesus’ early followers, into the service

of their own christological and catechetical needs.

8 Joan Taylor, Immerser, 15-100; idem, “Essenes,” 256-85.

8 see esp. Taylor and Adinolfi, “Baptist,” 247-84.

% Chilton, Judaic Approaches, 1-37; idem, “John the Purifier,” 247-67.
%! Joan Taylor, Immerser, 86.
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H. H. Rowley® argued that John’s baptism is best understood as a reinterpretation of
Jewish proselyte baptism. Similar views have been advocated by Joachim Jeremias,

Thomas Torrence, and Lawrence Schiffman.®®

According to Steve Mason,* John derived the idea for his baptism not from Jewish
ablutions or proselyte baptism but from a conception or expectation of divine judgment as

a kind of baptism in fire (cf. 1 En. 90.26; 1QH® 11:27-32; Rev 20:10; Sib. Or. 4.162-178).

Adela Yarbro Collins® argued that there are just two pieces of background
information needed in order to understand the origins of John’s baptism: (1) Levitical
ablutions and (2) the “prophetic apocalyptic tradition,” which occasionally employs

imagery of ablution when speaking of the eschaton (e.g. Isa 1:16-17; Ezek 36:25-28).

In Appendix A | explore the possible antecedents and background to the historical
John’s baptism as well as its meaning. | argue that it should not be seen as a purification
ritual and probably not as a re-envisioning of Jewish proselyte baptism either. | suggest
that John drew his inspiration for baptism from various prophetic texts that spoke of an
eschatological outpouring of God’s Spirit. So understood, the ritual was likely meant to
symbolise that the baptisand had experienced what we today might call an inner
conversion which was to be evidenced by the person’s repentance and adherence to God’s
commandments. Whether John enjoined baptism as an initiation rite for membership in his
movement seems unlikely, unless we are to understand that movement in a rather abstract
sense. After all, John does not appear to have required baptisands to join a distinct
religious community or adhere to a formal rule. He probably did not see his baptism as a
protest against the temple or priesthood, or as an alternative to the temple cultus. If John

had been known as someone who taught against the temple or the priesthood it is unlikely

% Rowley, “Proselyte Baptism,” 313-34, esp. 330-34.

% Jeremias, Infant Baptism, 24-37; Schiffman, Who Was a Jew? 25-30; Torrence, “Proselyte Baptism,” 150-
154; idem, “Origins of Baptism,” 158-171. —Appendix A for further discussion.

% Mason, “Tyranny,” 170-173.

% Adela Yarbro Collins, “Christian Baptism,” 35-36; idem, Mark, 138-140.
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that Josephus, a priest, would have spoken so positively about the man (Ant. 18.116-119).
Jesus most likely baptised (cf. Matt 28:19-20; John 3:22; cf. also 1:25; 1 Cor 1:12-15)%
and so did his disciples (e.g. Acts 2:37-42). This is most readily explained as a practice
they appropriated from John. Yet early Gospel traditions portray Jesus as teaching in the
temple, participating in its cultus, and advocating that people do the same (Matt 17:24-25;
26:55; 1:44; Mark 12:35; Luke 2:22-24, 41-51). Jesus’ early followers likewise appear to
have continued to participate in the temple cultus (Acts 2:46; 21:17-26). Hence, at least
within the early Jesus movement baptism does not seem to have been regarded as an

alternative to the temple cultus.

1.2. Prefatory remarks on Q

In this thesis | am concerned with the messianic forerunner concept as it is understood
and exploited in Q and its sources. A lot could be said about both Q and its sources. But
here a few brief comments shall have to suffice. More in-depth discussions can be found

in the standard works.%’

With respect to Q’s versification, | follow the standard convention of quoting it
according to the Lukan chapters and verses. Thus, Q 7:27 = Luke 7:27||Matt 11:10. This
protocol is followed only for the sake of convenience. It is not meant to suggest that
Luke’s ordering is necessarily closer than Matthew’s to the original order of Q. For the
ordering of various units in Q | have devoted a separate section in each chapter called

“Location in Q.”

% See, again, Taylor and Adinolfi, “Baptist,” 247-84.

%" Scholars favouring the Q hypothesis include: Tuckett, Revival; idem, History; Stein, Synoptic Problem:
Fleddermann, Mark and Q; idem, Q; Kloppenborg, Formation; idem, Parallels; idem, Excavating Q; idem,
“Dispensing,” 210-36; Foster, “Dispense with Q?,” 313-37. Those opposed include: Farmer, Synoptic
Problem; Sanders and Davies, Synoptic Gospels, 49-119; Dungan, “Abridgement,” 51-97; Goulder, “Test,”
218-34; idem, Luke; Goodacre, Case Against Q; Goodacre and Perrin (eds.), Questioning Q.

41



Numerous questions have been raised about the nature of “Q”: e.g. its original
language, date of composition, provenance, literary unity, genre, extent, redactional
history, etc. Many have also expressed scepticism about whether it is really possible to
reconstruct Q, given the fact that it can only accessed it indirectly through the synoptic

authors who have clearly redacted it in ways that cannot always be determined.

I cannot discuss all of these questions in detail here but suffice it to say a few things.
First, though, a comment with regard to definition. When I refer to “Q” I shall be speaking
of the source that was jointly used by the Gospel writers known as Matthew and Luke (and
often Mark). I am assuming here, perhaps without good reason, that the synoptic authors
were using a version of Q that was more or less identical. If | refer to traditions that
existed prior to Q, I shall use the term “pre-Q.” Various putative redactions of Q shall be

referred to as Q*, Q?, etc.

The version of Q that can be extracted from the synoptic Gospels obviously comes
down to us in Greek. But some have posited that this version was originally written in
Aramaic.®® The presence of Semitisms might be taken as support for this idea but these
could alternatively be interpreted as “Septuagintalisms” or as Semiticised Greek. The
present thesis makes no assumptions about an Aramaic (or Hebrew) Q. Nevertheless,
Semitisms are taken as helpful in certain reconstructions of Q because as a general rule |
think it more likely that an evangelist writing for a Greek-speaking audience would have
removed Semitisms (in favour of a more prosaic wording) rather than inserted them (in
favour of a Septuagintalized or Semitised rewrite). This is not an iron-clad rule, however,

so | shall employ it with caution.®®

| take Q to have been a largely (if not entirely) written document. Several substantial

agreements between Matthew and Luke would suggest this. And various redactional

% See the discussion by Robinson in James M. Robinson, et al., CritEd, xxx-xxxiii.
% See the discussion on this subject in Sanders, Tendencies, 190-255.
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manipulations of Q by the evangelists is probably most explicable if one assumes that they

were working with a written document and not simply an oral tradition.

If the two-source hypothesis (2SH) is sound, it would entail that Q was composed
prior to the Gospels of Matthew and Luke. And if Mark used Q this would mean that Q
also predated that Gospel. In this thesis | am taking Markan dependence on Q as a working
hypothesis (—3.1.). But one need not accept this premise in order to conclude that Q is
earlier. Even those who reject Mark’s dependence on Q generally regard Q as more

primitive than Mark, at least in its earlier redactions.'®

Q’s general primitivity can
perhaps also be inferred from the form of its traditions. It consists largely of sayings and
chreia rather than of lengthy narratives and discourses such as we find in the canonical
Gospels. Earliest traditions would have presumably been preserved in short sayings and
chreia since these could be more easily memorised and transmitted. Any source material

utilised by the Q redactor(s) would have obviously pre-dated Q itself although there is no

way to determine their precise date.

Q is usually seen as being of Galilean provenance.'® This is suggested mainly by Q’s
geographical references (e.g. Q/Luke 3:3; 4:1, 16; 7:1-10; 10:13-15), its negative attitude
toward “Jerusalem” (Q 11:49-51; 13:34-35), its religious references (Q 11:39, 41, 42), and
the apparent primitivity of its sayings, given that the Jesus movement is usually thought to

have begun in Galilee.'%?

There are indications that Q was a united composition, at least in chapters 3-7, which
are the main focus of this thesis. This can be discerned from several of its features: its

recurring terms and themes; its distinctive theology/christology; its arrangement of the

10 See, e.g., Allison, Jesus Tradition, 49-54, esp. 54: “a date in the 40s or 50s seems feasible”; Kloppenborg,

Excavating Q, 80-87, esp. 87: “A date in the late 50s or very early 60s is certainly possible.” But

Kloppenborg assigns other parts of Q (e.g. 4:1-13; 11:43c; 16:17) to a date “slightly after the evens of 70

CE.”

101 See, e.g., Tuckett, History, 102-103; Kloppenborg, Excavating Q, 171-75.

192 On Galilee as the birthplace of the Jesus movement, cf. Mark 1:14, 16, 28, 39; 3:7; 14:28, 70; 15:41; 16:7;

Matt 4:12-15; Luke 23:5-6; John 1:43; 4:3; 7:1, 41, 52; 21:2; Acts 1:11; 2:7; 9:31; 10:37; 13:31; b. Ber. 28b.
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material; its inclusion of similar types of sayings/stories, etc. Many of these features shall

be explored in the present thesis.

There has been much discussion about the genre of Q. In one highly influential study,
James M. Robinson proposed that Q be classified as a “Sayings of the Wise” composition
or, more simply, as a “Sayings Gospel.”*%® Robinson’s thesis was taken up and elaborated
upon by John Kloppenborg in his book The Formation of Q. Subsequent critiques,
however, have demonstrated (or at least argued very convincingly) that Q was not merely
a collection of sayings but a kind of narrative, complete with characters, an implied
passage of time, and a change in story. That is to say, Q contained all the usual

components of a plot.***

Other criticisms of Robinson and Kloppenborg have revolved
around the fact that wisdom is by no means Q’s most unifying theme (even in its allegedly
most primitive stratum) and that since wisdom and apocalyptic were not always easily

distinguishable genres it is probably unhelpful to differentiate redactional strata within Q

along these lines.'®

The extent of Q is often determined minimalistically by accepting only those passages
attested in Matthew and Luke. But it is a priori likely that one or both of these evangelists
omitted some material from Q. When using Mark’s Gospel, Matthew often abbreviates
(e.g. Matt 17:14-21||Mark 9:14-29) and even omits material (e.g. Mark 9:38-40) while
Luke omits a large swathe of material (e.g. the “Great Omission” of Mark 6:47-8:27a).
There is no obvious reason to assume that Matthew and Luke would have privileged Q and
preserved it more consistently. More likely, one evangelist has omitted some material
from Q that the other has independently preserved.'® For that matter, if material is

attested in the triple tradition or in Mark and only Matthew or Luke this would not

103 Robinson, “Gattung,” 71-113.
104 See esp. Fleddermann, “Plot,” 43-69. Kloppenborg’s article “Wasteland” has actually contributed to this
newer evaluation on Q’s genre, as | shall discuss a bit more in the next chapter.
105 See, e.g., the critiques by Sato, “Prophetie,” 389-404; idem, “Wisdom Statements,” 139-58; Tuckett,
History, 337-54; Allison, Intertextual, 172-175; Adela Yarbro Collins, “Review,” 720-22.
106 E g. Luke 13:32; Matt 11:28-30; 12:33-37; 13:24-30; 18:21-22.
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necessarily mean that the material has been derived from Mark and not Q. If Mark used Q
then agreements between Mark and both Matthew and Luke or agreements between Mark
and just one of these Gospels may be because Mark was using Q and the other evangelist(s)

was/were doing so as well.

On the matter of whether Q can be reconstructed, it is true that this source can only be
accessed indirectly through the synoptic Gospels. Because of this there are many places
where the text of Q is indeed difficult if not impossible to establish. But in many or
perhaps even most places the situation is not so bleak. Often the verbal agreement between
Matthew and Luke is quite extensive, such that very little even needs to be reconstructed.
Other times redactional adjustments of a particular evangelist can be identified by taking
into account the writing styles and interests of both Matthew and Luke (tendencies that

may be discerned, in part, by looking at how they redact Mark).

The redaction history of Q is, of course, highly disputable and one might be reasonably
sceptical about how much can actually be determined about this. Among others, Schulz,
Polag, Kloppenborg, Jacobson, and Allison find indications that the version of Q used by
Matthew and Luke had already been redacted several times, with each layer of redaction
having its own distinctive characteristics and tendencies. Yet these scholars disagree
widely about which material is traditional and which is to be assigned to the various
proposed redactional strata.*®’ In the present thesis I shall be very interested in examining
any supposed instances of Q’s redactional history. But no theory of stratification is

adopted as a presupposition.

197 See the overview of different theories in Fleddermann, Q, 31-36.
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1.3. Methodology and aims

I am taking as a working hypothesis the Two-Source Hypothesis (2SH), according to
the model of Fleddermann, which sees Mark as also being dependent on Q. I shall also
interact with a few alternative views along the way, however. In order to analyse both Q
and its sources I shall employ the usual methods of text-, redaction-, source-, tradition-,
narrative-, and genre-criticism. | shall begin my analysis of each portion of Q by
attempting to establish a most primitive “text.” This shall be done, first, by citing the
material as it has been preserved in the Gospels of Matthew and Luke (and sometimes
Mark), placing them side-by-side and then subjecting them to comparative analysis,
utilizing the critical methods just mentioned. Only after | have established a most

primitive Q text shall I ask whether Q had made use of any source material.

The primary aim of this thesis is to analyse and articulate how the messianic
forerunner concept was understood and exploited in both “Q” and its putative sources. My
interest in Q and its sources stems from the fact that these are our earliest Christian
sources dealing with the messianic forerunner concept. Such shall be my contention, at
any rate. And if I am correct about that, then the messianic forerunner concept obviously
cannot be seen as a Markan invention, as some have supposed. If the concept was already
at work in Q, as I shall attempt to show, then it obviously was not invented by Mark, as
some have asserted. My interest in Q’s sources stems as well from the fact that much of
the scholarly discussion about Q (and about early Christianity in general) has revolved
around suppositions of a Baptist movement existing for several decades after John’s death
and setting itself in opposition to Jesus and/or his followers. Regrettably, this issue is
highly complex so it is often difficult to get lost in the maze of data and scholarly debate.
My contention, however, shall be that Q shows no obvious signs of having utilized rival
Baptist material. There is no doubt that Q’s redactor(s) utilized earlier source material. But

I will maintain that this material was of Christian rather than Baptist provenance.
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108 A few studies have also

Numerous studies have been produced on John the Baptist.
been produced on eschatological beliefs concerning Elijah, although these have almost all
been quite brief.*® To my knowledge there has never been a thorough study on the
messianic forerunner concept. The present thesis is an initial and partial attempt at
addressing that desideratum. | hope to show that this concept was not only present within

early Christianity but was a central christological theme. Without recognizing this fact one

is bound to draw faulty exegetical conclusions on a whole range of texts.

To demonstrate that the messianic forerunner concept indeed had a place in Q and/or
its source material | shall have to demonstrate three things: 1) John was regarded as an
Elijah figure; 2) John was regarded as Jesus’ forerunner; and 3) Jesus was regarded as the
Messiah. These points are all disputed but I believe they can all three be demonstrated

quite conclusively.

This thesis is not meant to be a study on the historical John the Baptist per se. But it
will hopefully contribute something to that area of research indirectly by examining the
earliest sources scholars use for reconstructing the historical John. Many earlier studies on
the historical John have been methodologically flawed because they have not approached
the relevant material from a source critical perspective but have taken a more holistic
approach, amalgamating material from several different sources in order to construct a
single image of John.™° Other studies now seem unsatisfying because they relied too
heavily on the so-called “criteria of authenticity,” principles which are now being largely

abandoned. '

198 See the above survey. A good listing of studies can be found in Rothschild, Baptist Traditions, 1 n. 2.
109 See again the above survey.

119 See, in particular, many of the older studies. Wink (Baptist, x) remarked that while research on the
historical Jesus has had its “messengers of defeat,” research on the historical John has found none.

1L E g. Meier, Marginal Jew, 2.19-182; Webb, “Relationship,” 179-229. For a critique of the criteria of
authenticity, see the collection of essays in Keith and Le Donne (eds.), Demise. I, of course, disagree with
Goodacre’s article in this volume.
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The present thesis takes a different approach. It relies most heavily on source-critical
analysis, attempting to unravel early tradition and redaction within Q. It does not naively
assume—uwithout any further reflection—that the material being analysed, which is drawn
from the Gospel traditions, is coherent or has come down to us in its original context.
Rather, it asks whether the material had some earlier (pre-Q) form, who might have
authored or transmitted it, what it originally meant, how it has been redacted into the form

used by the evangelists, and whether this might have altered its original meaning.

A final note about historicity. Ultimately, confidence in any historical figure will
depend not on how well a given proposition matches up with some list of abstract criteria,
but on how much one thinks he or she can trust the historical sources from whence the
proposition has been derived. And that kind of trust will depend partly on how much one
can and does actually know about those sources and partly on how much his or her
presuppositions allow the person to trust them. The latter issue is not one I can address in
this thesis. But the former is. By employing the standard methods of critical analysis
(mentioned above) we shall be able to know more about our sources dealing with the
historical figures of John and Jesus (e.g. their extent, provenance, date, etc.). This will
“prepare the way” for me to delve into matters of historicity, perhaps as a follow-up to the

present thesis.

1.4. Overview of this thesis

The present thesis attempts to establish the earliest Christian views on the messianic
forerunner concept by looking at Q and any sources that may have been used by Q’s
redactor(s). Chapter Two deals with Q’s Prologue (3:2-3+7-9+16b-17), Chapter Three
with Jesus’ Baptism by John (Q 3:21-22), Chapter Four with John’s Question and Jesus’

Reply (Q 7:18-20+22-23), and Chapter Five with Jesus’ Encomium On John (Q 7:24-28).
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Each chapter will contain a reconstructed Q text, arguments for it, redactional and source-
critical analysis, a consideration as to the material’s location in Q, and a commentary. A
concluding chapter will attempt to assess and summarize the analysis of these four

chapters.

1.5. John/Elijah as “the forerunner” to the Messiah: origins of the concept in the

Jewish Bible

In Western Christianity John is most commonly known as “the Baptist” (6 Bomtionc),
an epithet he is given by the synoptic writers and by Josephus (Ant. 18.116). In Eastern
Christianity he is more commonly known as “the forerunner” (6 Tp6dpopoc). In scripture,
this latter epithet is never actually applied to John (or to Elijah). In fact, the only person to
whom this epithet is ever applied in the New Testament is Jesus (Heb 6:20). Nevertheless,
the idea that John acted as a forerunner to the Messiah (Jesus) can be found in a number of
biblical passages. Many of these shall be discussed throughout the course of this thesis.

But a few others are worth mentioning here.

The ninth century B.C.E. prophet Elijah was portrayed in the Bible as a “forerunner”
to the Israelite king Ahab. We are told that “he ran ahead of Ahab” (28X *19% y/étpeyev
gunpocbev Ayaop) as the king was riding in his chariot to Jezreel (1 Kgs 18:46). In Luke
1:17, the angel tells John the Baptist’s father Zechariah that his yet-unborn son “will go
before him” (zpogkevoeton évimov adtod), that is, before “the Lord” Jesus.™? Similarly,
in Luke 1:76, Zechariah proclaims that his son will “go before the Lord” (zpomopedon ...
Evomiov Kupiov). Again, in Acts 13:24-25 we are told that “before his [Jesus’] coming”

(mpod mpocmmov Tii¢ €ic6d0v avtod) John the Baptist “was finishing his course/race”

12 For a compelling narrative-based argument that Luke was indeed speaking of Jesus here and not God, see
Rindos, He of Whom.
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(émAqpov ... Tov dpopov). Outside of the New Testament, we already find Justin in the

mid-second century referring to John with the title, 6 Tpoghevoic. ™

In the present thesis the terms “forerunner” and “messianic forerunner” shall be used
to speak of an Elijah-like figure who not only precedes the Messiah chronologically but
also acts as the Messiah’s herald (= 6 mapackevaotig) and prepares God’s people for the
Messiah’s coming (= 6 mapaockevaotig, to use a non-biblical term). Further clarification

about these ideas shall be largely the subject of all that follows.

1.5.1. Two key biblical passages (Mal 3:1; 4:5-6)

Of key importance for the development of the messianic forerunner concept in early
Christianity are the following two biblical passages from Mal 3:1 and 4:5-6.*** I quote

here from the Hebrew and the Septuagint:

Mal 3:1 ORYM Mow o1 la 1a idov &yd ££amooTEAA® TOV dyyeAdv pov
°195 717770) Kol EmPAEYETOL OGOV TPO TPOCDTOV OV
195°7779R X120 oRno1 b b xai é€aipvng fi&et €l TOV vaov £avtod
MR KOPLOG
Q°Wpan onR-IYR OV VuEig (nteite
N7 ROM Kol 0 dyyelog Tiig dtabnKng
Q%51 ANR™IWR Ov DuEig BéAeTe
MIRIX T K K230 100V Epyetan A&yel KOPLOG TOVTOKPAUT®P
la Behold, | send my messenger. 1la Behold, | am sending my messenger.
And he shall prepare a way before me. And he shall look to the way before me.
b And suddenly he will come to his temple: b And suddenly he will come to his temple:
the Lord the Lord,
whom you are seeking, whom you seek,
even'® the Messenger of the Covenant, even®’ the Messenger of the Covenant,
whom you desire. whom you desire.

¢ Behold, he is coming, says Yahweh of hosts. ¢ Behold, he is coming, says the Lord Almighty.

13 Justin, Dial. 50: "Hoofag odv mepi tiig Todvou mpeedoeng obtag mposine + Isa 39:8+40:1-17.

14 Unless otherwise indicated, | use the English versification in this thesis. The MT and the LXX number
the second passage differently, as indicated in the chart here.

115 The parallel structure here implies that 117&71 and n>1277 7897 are one and the same figure. Hence, the waw
is best construed epexegetically (“even,” “that is”) rather than as a simple additive (“and”). The same can be
said with respect to kai in the LXX.
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Mal 4:5-6 X237 7POR DX 022 MW oIk M 4:5 4:5 xai 1000 €y® GmooTEAA® VULV

(MT: 3:23- Hlav tov Ocofitnv
;422";;))( RIT TNT M QP K12 "5 Tpiv EMOEV Huépav kupiov THY
UeyOANV Kol Empoviy
0°1275Y MaR=? UM 6 6 ¢ amoxaTacTNOEL KOPdioy TOTPOC
aMAR—7Y 0°12 2N TPOG viov kol kapdiov avOpmTov
01 PIRATNR N7 RIAR™ID POg 1OV mAnciov avtod pun EA0w

kol matdém Ty yijv aponv

4:5 Behold, | send to you Elijah the prophet 4:5 And behold, | am sending to you Elijah the
Tishbite
before the great and terrible day of Yahweh before the great and splendid day of the Lord
comes. comes,
6 And he will turn the heart of the fathers upon 6 who shall restore the heart of the father to the
the sons and the heart of the sons upon the son, and the heart of a man to his neighbour,
fathers, lest | come and smite the land utterly.

lest | come and smite the land with a curse.

Mal 3:1 and 4:5-6 provided the basis in Second Temple Judaism for the expectation of
Elijah’s eschatological return. Malachi himself (or whoever wrote Mal 4:5-6) probably
inferred this idea, in part, from the fact that Elijah had never died but was taken to heaven
in fiery chariots (2 Kgs 2:1-18). The present study will explore how this concept of
Elijah’s return was understood within our earliest sources dealing with John the Baptist,
namely, Q and its sources. It will be argued that John the Baptist here is regarded as an
Elijah-like figure; and that this belief was derived, in part, from a certain reading of Mal
3:1. Furthermore, it will be argued that John’s Elijah-like role is always understood in

relation to Jesus; and that Q and its sources envisage Jesus as the Messiah.

Since neither Mal 3:1 nor 4:5-6 mentions anything explicitly about a Messiah many
have been perplexed as to how these two biblical texts could have given rise to the
messianic forerunner concept. Part of what shall be argued in this study is that these two
texts were not read in isolation but, first of all, in connection with one another and,
secondly, in connection with other biblical passages/theological ideas. Thus, while Mal
3:1 and 4:5-6 may have been the key texts that gave rise to the messianic forerunner

concept, neither text provided the sole basis for this concept.
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1.5.1.1. The exegetical connections between Mal 3:1 and 4:5-6

I cannot at present explore all the exegetical underpinnings of the messianic forerunner
concept. But a few things should at least be mentioned about the above-mentioned texts
from the book of Malachi. It has often been suggested that *>x%» in 3:1a was meant by the
author as a kind of self-reference. In other words, “Malachi” (cf. 1:1) saw himself as the
prophet whom Yahweh had entrusted with preparing the way for “the Lord”/*the
messenger of the covenant.”*'® This interpretation is plausible but for our purposes the
author’s original intent is of little relevance. Jewish interpreters living more than four
centuries after the author would certainly not have still understood the term >ox%n in 3:1a
to speak of the ancient prophet Malachi. After all, that biblical prophet was not
remembered as having prepared the way for 17xi/n>72 8% to enter his temple. For first
century interpreters, Mal 3:1a could only have been regarded as a prediction about the

future. *ox%n here was seen as an eschatological figure, not someone from the ancient past.

The first person pronominal suffix makes *2x%» in Mal 3:1a equivalent to mi> x%», an

epithet that occurs frequently in the Hebrew Bible, sometimes in reference to angels*"’,

sometimes to prophets**®

and, at least in one case, to priests (Mal 2:7). It is conceivable
that first century Jewish interpreters would have identified *>x%» in Mal 3:1a with any one
of these three figures. The second and third options seem the most likely, however. Early
followers of Jesus and other Jews from later periods (probably ones from earlier periods

too) read Mal 3:1a in connection with Mal 4:5-6. This allowed them to see *ax%» as “the

prophet Elijah”:

*Q 7:26-27 John the Baptist is referred to as the greatest “prophet” (= “the prophet

Elijah” of Mal 4:5?) and is then identified with the “messenger” of

U6 E g. Elliger, “Maleachi,” 43-48; Vriezen, Grace, 132.
YWE g. Gen 16:7; 22:11, 2 Kgs 19:35 par.; Isa 63:9; Zech 1:11-14; cf. also Tob 12.22.
U8 E 9.2 Chr 36:15, 16; Isa 44:26; Hag 1:13; cf. Isa 42:19.
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Mal 3:1a.

*Mark 1:2, 6 the prophecy of Mal 3:1a is applied to John the Baptist and then John’s
attire is described in language evocative of Elijah’s attire (cf. 2 Kgs

1:8).

* Luke 1:17, 76 Zechariah is told that John the Baptist “will go before him”/“will
proceed before the Lord” (= Mal 3:1) “in the spirit and power of
Elijah ... to turn the hearts of the fathers to their children” (= Mal 4:5-

6).

*Tg.Ps.-Jon. at  Moses says, “O Yhwh, send now your message by the hand of Phinehas
Exod 4:13 [= Elijah], who is worthy to be sent at the end of days”™*° (~ Mal 4:5).
At Num 25:12 this same targum identifies Phinehas-Elijah (= Mal 4:5)

as 0*p X7, “the messenger of the covenant” (= Mal 3:1b).

* Exod. Rab. 32.9  “... He [God] who protected the fathers will protect the children” (= Mal

4:6) by sending his Tx%n (= Mal 3:1a).

* Pirge R. El. 29 “the messenger of the covenant” (= Mal 3:1b) is expressly identified as

“Elijah” (= Mal 4:5).

Nor was it only the ancients who could see a connection between Mal 3:1 and 4:5-6.
Modern interpreters do so as well, counting the latter passage as an editorial expansion of

and commentary on 3:1.° Note the parallels between the two texts:
* The figures in both of these texts are introduced with the same phrase, n%¥ 17, “behold, I am
sending ...”

« Both texts anticipate a coming divine judgment (cf. 3:2-5; 4:1-3, 6).**

19 somy ;102 RAPNWHY MAT OAPD T2 TMMRY N7 AW
120 E g. Miller, “Messenger,” 6; Teeple, Prophet, 4.
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* “My messenger” and “Elijah the prophet” are both presented as figures having preparatory
roles: the former prepares the way for the coming “Lord”/“messenger of the covenant”; the
latter turns the hearts of fathers and children back towards one another before “the great and

terrible day of Yahweh.”

Thus, by seeing Mal 3:1 and 4:5-6 as related texts, many interpreters—both ancient and
modern—have found reason to identify “the prophet Elijah” in 4.5 as “my messenger” in
3:1a and/or “the messenger of the covenant” in 3:1b. It is plausible that some Jewish

interpreters living around the time of Jesus had arrived at the same interpretation.

121 See also the parallelism in the LXX: i80d £y® $&omootédho (3:1); 180D £y6 dmootédhw (4:5).
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CHAPTER TWO: Prologue (Q 3:2-3+7b-9+16b-17)

2.1. The beginning of Q (Q 3:2-3)

Matt 3

1 Ev 8¢ toig fuépaig Exeivaig
napayiveral Todvvng 6
BomTiotig KNpYGomV &V T
£pNuo tiic Tovdaiog

2 [xai] Aéyov, Metavogite:
fyywev yap 1 Pacireio TV
0VPOVAV.

3a ovtog yap dotv O pndeic S
"Hooiov Tod mpogntov
Aéyovtoc,

11:10 odtdc EoTIv mEpt 0D

3b dwvr BodvTog &v TR EpH®:
‘Etodoate tv 660v

Koupiov, evbeiog moteite TOG
Tpifovg avTod.

5 161¢ £Eemopeveto TPOG adTOV
‘Tepocoivpa kol TacO 1)
‘Tovdaia kol Tdoa 1) TEPIY®POG
10D Topdavov,

Mark 1

2a Kabaog yéypomtar v 16 Hoailg 6
TPOPHTY,

3 pwvn Podvtog &v Tij EpriU,
‘Etoyboate v 060V kvpiov, evbeiog
TolEite T0g TPifouvg avtod,

4 éyévero Toavvng [0] PartiCwv &v i
£PNU® Kal KNpHoowV PATTIGHA
petavoiog ig dpectv ApopTIOV.

5 kai é&emopeheTo TPOG AVTOV TAGO. 1|
‘Tovdaia ydpa kai ot Tepocoivpitan
mavteg, kai EfantiCovto KT avTod £V
1@ Topdavn motapud £E0LOA0YOVIEVOL
TOG QpOPTiOG aOTAOV.

2.1.1. Proposed reconstruction:

Luke 3
1 Ev £re1 8¢ mevtekaudekdto tiig
nyepoviag TiPepiov Kaicapog,
Nyepovevovtog Iovtiov ITiAdtov
¢ Tovdaiag, Kol TETPAaPyOVVTOC
g T'adihaiog ‘Hpddov, Oidinmov
5¢ T0D AdeAPOD aTOD
teTpaapyodvtog e Trovpaiog kol
Tpoywvitdog ydpag, kol Avcaviov
T APAnviig tetpaapyodvtog,
2 éml apyepémg Avva kai Kaidea,
€yévero prjna 0o ént Tmavvny tov
Zayopiov viov gv T EpNUo.
4a o¢ yéypamtal &v BiPAwm Adywv
"Hoaiov Tob mpogntov,

4b v Bodvtoc £v Thi EpNU®,
‘Etoyboate v 060V kupiov,
gv0siag motelte tag Tpifovg avTov:
5 maca eapayE mAnpwbnioeTon Kol
7y dpog kol fouvog
Tanevmbnoetal, Kol Eotat o
oKkold ig evBeilav Kol ai Tpayeion
€lg 0000g Aelag

3 kai fA0ev &ic micay [thyv]
nepiywpov tod Topdavov
Knpvocov Bartiopa petavoiog €ig
Goeov apapTidv

2 Ev 6¢ 1oic uépaig éxeivoug £yéveto Todvvng év i) Epnuw 3 knpboowv Panticuo petavoiog eig
Gpeotv auopTIAV. Kol ££emopebeTo TPOg adToV Ao 1 Tovdaia ydpa Kai ol Tepocdivpiton TavTES
Kol oo 1 tepiympog tod Topddvov.

2 Now in those days John was in the wilderness, 3 preaching a baptism of repentance for the
remission of sins. And there went out to him all the Judean country, and all the Jerusalemites, and

all the surrounding region of the Jordan.

122

122 English translations of the Bible and Old Testament Apocrypha are usually based on the RSV, as are
most other quotations from the biblical works and the Old Testament Apocrypha, although modifications are
sometimes made in order to bring out a more literal, or an alternative, or simply a better sense.

55



2.1.2. Establishing the text

The opening of Q is highly disputed. The above reconstruction is based, in part, on two

minor agreements between Matthew and Luke against Mark: '

1. Both indicate something as to the time of John’s appearance (Matt: &v 6¢ taic
nuéparg ékeivang; Luke: 'Ev &tet 8¢ mevtekadekdaro tiig nyepoviog Tifepiov
Kaicapog, etc.).

2. Both contain the words ndca 1 mepiywpog 100 Topddvov.

Rather than seeing these agreements as evidence of Matthew and Luke having used Q,
some argue that these evangelists have independently redacted Mark in ways that are
ostensibly similar.*** This explanation might be reasonable if the first agreement were all
that needed to be explained.'?® But the second agreement is too substantial and fits with
other thematic interests in Q, as I shall now explain.

John Kloppenborg argues that the phrase ndca 1 wepiywpog 100 Topddvov is

intertextually related to the Sodom and Gomorrah story in the book of Genesis:*?°

LXX Gen 13:10 And Lot, lifting up his eyes, saw all the region round about the Jordan
(mdcav v Tepiyopov tod Topdavov), that all was watered—before God had overthrown
Sodom and Gomorrah—Ilike the orchard of God and like the land of Egypt until one came to
Zoar. 11 And Lot chose for himself all the region round about the Jordan (racov trv
nepiywpov 1od Topddvov) ... 12 So then Abram settled in the land of Canaan, but Lot settled
in a city of the regions round about (¢v nolel tdv meprympwv) and tented in Sodom.

123 Others would add to this list the fact that both evangelists omit the conflated quote of Exod 23:20+Mal
3:1a, and the fact that Matthew and Luke both put the scripture quote after the remark about John rather than
before (cf. Mark 1:3-4). But these agreements will be alternatively explained elsewhere (—5.5.). For further
discussion of the minor agreements between Matthew and Luke, see Catchpole, Quest, 60-78; idem,
“Beginning,” 217-18; Lambrecht, “Mark 1.1-15,” 363-64; Kloppenborg, “Wasteland,” 145-160; see also the
references in the next note.
124 Devisch, Quelle-hypothese, 402-21; Neirynck, “Minor Agreements,” 67-72; idem, “First Synoptic
Pericope,” 53-56; idem, “Appearance,” 41-74; Kloppenborg, Parallels, 6 (where a fuller bibliography is
given of those who accept or reject an original beginning of Q at 3:2-4); Fleddermann, Q, 210-13.
125 See Fleddermann, Q, 211; Neirynck, “First Synoptic Pericope,” 53-56.
126 K loppenborg, “Wasteland,” 145-160, esp. 151-152.
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Similar but abbreviated forms of this geographical description will occur twice more in the
Sodom and Gomorrah story. In Gen 19:17 Lot and his family are commanded: “Do not
look back behind you, nor remain in all the region round about (év ndon 1} TepryOP®);
flee safely into the mountain, lest you be swept away.” And in v. 28 we read that Lot
“gazed upon the face of Sodom and Gomorrah and upon the face of the land of the region
round about (g meprydpov); and he looked, and behold, the flame of the land was going
up like a vapour of a furnace.” It is true that the term mepiympog occurs in many other
contexts that have nothing to do with Sodom and Gomorrah, both in the Septuagint and
the NT.*?” And in 2 Chron 4:17 the longer phrase 1| mepiympog Tod Topdévov occurs in a
context that has nothing to do with Sodom and Gomorrah. Nevertheless, the double
occurrence of the complete phrase at Gen 13:10, 11, and the occurrences of other
shortened forms of the phrase at Gen 13:12; 19:17, 28, furnish Kloppenborg with a strong
basis for thinking that when the complete phrase occurs at Matt 3:5||Luke 3:3 itisa
literary device meant to recall the Sodom and Gomorrah story. The allusion would not
have been random. It would have fit nicely into the present Q unit where John warns of
impending fiery judgment, reminiscent of the Sodom and Gomorrah story. Compare, for

example, the following:

Q 3:7 tig vméder&ev LAV ELYETY GO TG Gen 19:17 oplwv o®dle v ceavtod Yoy
peArovong opyfig

Q 3:9 név ovv dévSpov R molodV KapTOV Gen 19:24 xai koprog ERpeev €nt Xodopa kol
KOAOV EKKOmTETON KOd €1¢ Op ParAetar. 16 Topoppa Ogiov kai Thp mapd Kupiov £k TOD
a0TOC VUAG Pomtioet &v mvedpaTt Ayl Kol ovpavod 28 kai idov avéPavey PAOE TG VTG
opi-17 10 3¢ Gyvpov KataKadoEL TPl woel dtuic Kapivov

GoPEoT.

An allusion to the Sodom and Gomorrah story at the opening of Q would have also linked

up nicely with Q 10:12 and Q/Luke 17:28-30 where this story will again be recalled.*?

127°E g. Deut 3:4; 34:3; 2 Chron 16:4; 2 Esd 13.9, 12, 14, 16, 17, 18; Mark 1:28; Luke 8:37.
128 |n this connection it may also be relevant that Abraham—that is, the brother of Lot—is mentioned in Q’s
Prologue (3:8) and elsewhere (13:28).
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The other minor agreement between Matthew and Luke, as | mentioned, is in their use
of a time reference to introduce the pericope about John. Matthew’s temporal indicator év
Toic Nuépag Ekeivaig is the better alternative here. Mark, who omits Q 3:7-9, apparently
relocated this temporal marker and used it to introduce Jesus (Mark 1:9). Luke, in
accordance with his historical style, sought to add some historical specificity to what was
originally a vague temporal phrase. The phrase may have been vague but it was not
pointless since it gave the story a more biblical character.'?

In the above discussion | have identified two minor agreements between Matthew and
Luke against Mark. | have also argued that ndoa 1 Tepiywpog tod Topdavov is meant as an
allusion to the Sodom and Gomorrah story and that the allusion would have linked up with
other sayings in Q. I conclude from all this that Q contained some kind of introductory
statement about John’s ministry that segued into his preaching in Q 3:7-9+16b-17. That
such a statement occurred in Q is intrinsically probable since it would have helped to
contextualize John’s preaching in vv. 7-9+16b-17. Consider some of the alternative
reconstructions of Q’s opening. Some think that Q opened with only the words Adyot t0d
'Incod or something similar.**® This reconstruction is not based on any agreements
between Matthew and Luke but on a presumed analogy between Q and the Gospel of
Thomas which opens with: “These are the [secret] words which ... the living Jesus spoke
... Q is often thought to have been of the same genre as the Gospel of Thomas, a genre
that Robinson labels as Adyot copawv, “Sayings of the Wise.”**! There are excellent
reasons, however, not to define Q’s genre in this way or to see the Gospel of Thomas as a

132

key for defining Q’s genre.™ Moreover, it would be peculiar if Q had begun with,

129 By 1aic fuépoug éxsivang occurs 34 times in the Septuagint and 9 times in the Apocrypha (e.g. Gen 6:4;
Exod 2:11; Judg 18:1; 2 Sam 16:23; 2 Kgs 20:1; Joel 4:1 [ET: 3:1]; Dan 10:2). Permutations also occur such
as év taic Nuépong tavtaig and €v toig uépaig + name/pronoun in genitive (e.g. Zech 8:9; Pss. Sol. 17.32).
Cf. also Jer 33:15 in the MT: “In those days and at that time (X33 ny21 o33 2°»22) | will cause a righteous
Branch to spring forth for David.”

130 Polag, Fragmenta Q, 28; Robinson, “Incipit,” 9-33; Robinson, et al., CritEd, 2-3; Mack, Lost Gospel, 73.
131 See further Robinson, “Gattung,” in Robinson and Koester (eds.), Trajectories, 71-113.

132 See Tuckett, History, 330-54; idem, “Q and Thomas,” 346-60; Horsley and Draper, Whoever, 75-82;
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“[These are] the words of Jesus,” since the first quote that follows is not from Jesus but
from John! Fleddermann proposes that Q opened with einev Twévvnc and calls this “a
brief narrative introduction.”*** The two words hardly constitute a proper “narrative,”
however. Fleddermann evidently feels the need to characterize the words in this way
because he realizes that Q is elsewhere quite concerned with developing a narrative.*** But
a narrative structure is precisely what Q’s introduction would lack if Fleddermann’s
reconstruction is to be accepted.

If the Baptist was introduced, and if Q began, with 3.7-9, 16-17 alone, then that introduction

and beginning was abrupt indeed. The readers, whether Q community members or we

ourselves, start to bristle with questions: Who is this John? What is this baptism? What is the

basis of the call to repentance? Where are “these stones” out of which God could produce
children of Abraham?**

Fleddermann thinks that Q’s compositional structure rules out a more elaborate

136

introduction to Q.~* On his analysis the various units of Q were chiastically arranged as

follows:
A. John’s Preaching (Q 3:7-9+16b-17).
B. Jesus’ Temptation (4:2b+9-12+5-8+13)
C. The Sermon (6:20-23+29-31+27-28+35c+32-33+36+37a+38¢c+41-49)
B'. Centurion’s Servant (7:1-3+6-9)
A'. John’s Question (7:18-20+22-28+31-35)
According to Fleddermann, the introduction to John that we are proposing would have
disturbed this chiastic structure.
Fleddermann’s argument here rests on several disputable points. First, note that the
material in his A" encompasses three distinct units: 7:18-20+22-23; vv. 22-23; vv. 31-35.

These cannot all be classed under the broad heading of “John’s Question.” By forcing the

units under this heading Fleddermann has made the material seem more symmetrical than

Allison, Intertextual, 172-175; Kelber, “Verbal Art,” 26-31; Fleddermann, Q, 100-110; idem, “Plot,” 43-69.
133 Fleddermann, Q, 224.
134 See especially Fleddermann, “Plot,” 43-69. Also idem, Q, 110-119, 124-128, and passim.
135 Catchpole, “Beginning,” 206.
138 Fleddermann, Q, 209-213.
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it actually is. Second, Fleddermann’s alleged chiastic structure is questionable because it
requires us to think that no other material had been included in Q other than the units listed
by Fleddermann. We shall argue later that the account of Jesus’ Baptism (Q 3:21-22) was
also part of Q. It could be argued as well—albeit with less certitude—that the Cleansing of
the Leper in Mark 1:40-45 par. was part of Q.**" Other candidates for Q material that
would have been located between Q’s Prologue and 7:35 include two Lukan Sondergut
stories: Jesus’ Preaching at Nazareth (Luke 4:16-30) and the Healing of the Widow’s Son
at Nain (Luke 7:11-16).'%® If any of these units were part of Q Fleddermann’s chiasm
would not stand. Third, the identification of chiastic structure is often a rather subjective
enterprise. Scholars can easily imagine chiasms into existence where none was ever
intended by the author. But another literary structure is still detectable here, namely, the
inclusio between A and A'. On my analysis, 3:2-3+7-9+16b-17 would have formed a
coherent Prologue to Q which had John the Baptist as its unifying character. John is also
the unifying character in the three units at 7:18-20+21-22, 24-28, and 31-35. Q’s inclusio
would not be disturbed at all if 3:2-3 were included.

If Mark used material from Q’s Prologue, it is possible that the description of John’s
attire and diet in Mark 1:6 was also derived from Q. But this is dubious. The material is
omitted by Luke. And while Matthew does include it (Matt 3:4) he has re-ordered it. This
reordering reflects a perceived awkwardness in the Markan order, which flows more

naturally if we proceed directly from Mark 1:5 to 1:7. Thus, Q’s original narrative

37 See Sloan, “Q as a Narrative Gospel,” 14-15. The evidence for this would consist of minor agreements
between Matthew and Luke against Mark. idov, kopie, omission of cmhayyvicOeic, ev60¢ (rather than
€00émg). Matthew places the story between two Q units and against the order of Mark’s narrative. Matthew
and Luke both have the leper approach Jesus with an act of reverence: “coming to worship him” (Matt)
“falling on his face” (Luke). The Markan text, by contrast, probably said nothing about what the leper did
when he approached. X L ® f 565 al read kai yovuretdv but the phrase is missing from B D W al. If Q did
contain the story an interesting thematic connection could be drawn between the Cleansing of the Leper and
the phrase Aempoi kabopilovtar in Q 7:22. This thematic connection with 7:22 would be matched by other
phrases in this logion that likewise evoke earlier stories in Q: wtwyoi gdayyeAiilovron = the Sermon in 6:20ff,;
vekpol €ygipovtor = the Centurion’s Servant in 7:1-10.

38 For Luke 4:16-30 as part of Q, see Schiirmann, “Nazareth-Pericope,” 187-205; idem, “Bericht,” 242-58;
Tuckett, Q, 226-235. For Luke 7:11-16 as part of Q, see Sloan, “Q as a Narrative Gospel.”
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sequence appears to have been disrupted whenever some redactor, presumably Mark,
inserted Mark 1:6.%*°

Thus far, we have been able to reconstruct Q’s introduction as containing two
elements: ndca 1 mepiympog Tob Topddvov and év taig nuépaig Exelvang. But Q must have
contained more material than this. Catchpole and Lambrecht reconstruct the opening of Q

as follows:4°

Catchpole Lambrecht**
Todvvng 6 Pantilov NAOev gig micoy TV Todvyng 8& R0y gic Thv Epnuov, knpHGcmV
nepiyowpov 10d Topdavov knpdoowv Banticpo  Particua petavoiog: Kabmg yéypamtol &v
petavoiag &ig dpeostv apapTI®dY, Kadmg 1 Hoolg t@ mpoentn: emvi Podvtog &v Tij
véypomtal &v T Hoaig T® Tpopntn: eovi épnue- ‘Etopudoate v 660v kupiov, gvubeiog
Bodvtoc &v ti) épfum: ‘Etowdoare v 000V moteite T0¢ Tpifovg avtod. Kai éEemopeveto
Kupiov, ev0siog moeite tag Tpifovg adTod. TPOG avTOV TGO 1) TEPTYpPOog ToD Topdavov,
gleyev 8¢ Toig dyloig Epyopévolg €t TO Kol €Bantilovro v’ avTod &v @ Topddvn
Banticua... TOTOU®D.

Catchpole and Lambrecht both accept that we are dealing here with a Mark-Q overlap.
This allows them to base their reconstructions on more than just the minor agreements
between Matthew and Luke. | also accept that there is a Mark-Q overlap here. So beyond
the two elements that have already been reconstructed, we shall also have to consider

following elements as possibly deriving from Q:

1. John’s location év tf] épnuw for his preaching (Matt, Mark, Luke)
2. A quote from Isa 40:3 (Mark; omitted by Matthew and Luke)

3. knpvoowv (Matt, Mark, Luke)

4. Bamtiopo petavoiog i doeowv apaptidv (Mark, Luke)

5. maoa 1 Tovdaia yopa (Mark) = ndoa 1 Tovdaio (Matt)

6. ol Tepocoivuiton mavteg (Mark) = Tepocorvpa (Matt)

139 50 Catchpole, “Beginning,” 217.
10 ambrecht, “Mark 1.1-15” 363-64.
1| have converted Lambrecht’s English translation to Greek here for purposes of comparison.
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= Regarding #2, | do not believe that the quote from Isa 40:3 was originally found in Q’s
Prologue but at Q 7:27. That issue shall have to be discussed elsewhere, however (—5.5.).
= One could see #’s 1 and 3 as deriving from Mark rather than Q. But if we are dealing
here with a Mark-Q overlap they could have just as easily been derived from Q.

= Regarding #3, some verb must have been used to describe what John was doing. So
knpvoowv is the only real option. It is also reasonable to think that év tfj épnum derives
from Q. Q 7:24-25 speaks of people having gone out &ig v &pnuov to see John and this
unit is plausibly meant to hearken back on the present unit in Q 3.

= Regarding #4, Matthew’s account is unique in stating the actual words of John’s
preaching (“Repent, for the kingdom of heaven is at hand””), whereas Mark and Luke only
state that he preached “a baptism of repentance for the remission of sins.” If Matthew had
still been using Q at this point he might have chosen to omit the phrase €ig dpeotv
apoptidv in order to link the forgiveness exclusively with the redemptive death of Jesus
(cf. Matt 20:28; 26:28).

= With respect to #’s 5 and 6, it should be noted that in Q 3:7b John is clearly addressing a
group of people.** A prior reference to “all the country of Judea” and “all the
Jerusalemites” would have identified this otherwise non-descript audience (assuming
Matthew’s moAlov¢ tov Dapicaiov kol Zaddovkaiov ktA. and Luke’s 6yAot are both
redactional — 2.3.2.1). | have argued above that the phrase ndca 1 Tepiympog Tod
‘Topdavov derives from Q. It would have been rather awkward, however, to say that “all
the surrounding region of the Jordan went out (¢emopeveto)” to be baptized; for John was
presumably baptizing in the Jordan River. On this basis Catchpole concludes that Luke
preserves the original wording of Q since he uses the phrase “all the region of the Jordan”

to describe the location of John’s ministry rather than the region from which the people

142 Cf. Kloppenborg, “Wasteland,” 149: “...John’s question ‘Who warned you to flee?’ presupposes
precisely what Luke 3:7a envisages: a group of persons coming out to John (cf. Q 7:24).” Kloppenborg,
however, is not arguing here for how to reconstruct Q 3:2-3. Rather, he is arguing that Q 3:7a originally read
"EAeyev OyAotg, in accord with Luke’s wording. Against this judgment, see Fleddermann, “Beginning,” 154
and my discussion below on Q 3:7a (—2.2.2.2.).
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had come.'*® Again, Kloppenborg argues that Matthew’s version is secondary because it
anticipates Mark 3:7-8 (|| Matt 4:25) where Jesus is said to have had followers from wépav
10® Topdévov.** Against Catchpole and Kloppenborg, however, it seems better to think
that Luke took a more geographically awkward statement and transformed it into
something more intelligible. He has evidently tampered with Q at other points in this unit
for similar reasons. Luke obviously knew that John had baptized in the Jordan River (cf.
Luke 4:1). If he used Q’s wdoa 1 mepiywpog tod Topdavov in order to locate John he
would have likely found no further reason to preserve the other geographical references.
Omitting them would have removed another difficulty because “all the country of Judea
and all the Jerusalemites” is redundant and “all the Jerusalemites” is stylistically
awkward.*> Matthew approached Q’s awkward geographical statements somewhat
differently. He has preserved all of the statements but has reordered them and changed
“the Jerusalemites” to “Jerusalem.” The changes may seem minor but they are not
insignificant. The kai before ndca 1 Tovdaio can now be understood adverbially—*“even
all Judea”—which removes the redundancy. | would argue, therefore, that in the cases of
#’s 4-6 Mark has preserved Q’s original readings.

In light of the above considerations, | depart from Lambrecht’s and Catchpole’s
reconstructions at many points. | do not include the Isaiah quote but I do include
Matthew’s temporal indicator év taic nuépaig ékeivarg. With Catchpole, | also include eig
aopeowv apaptidv and not just Barticpo petavoiog (Lambrecht). Against Catchpole, | see
1N mepiywpog tod Topdavov as the place from which the people were coming, not the

location of John’s baptismal ministry. Finally, unlike both Catchpole and Lambrecht |

143 catchpole, “Beginning,” 217-18.

144 30 Kloppenborg, “Wasteland,” 150: “In 3:5 it would seem that Matthew wishes to suggest that people
who ‘came out’ to John were those who would later follow Jesus. This means, however, that he is using ‘the
region of the Jordan’ in a much broader sense than normal.” So too Fleddermann, Q, 212: “The sequence
Jerusalem, Judea, and the Jordan region appears also in Matt 4:25 (par. Mark 3,7-8), so Matthew assimilates
the coming of the people to John (Matt 3:5-6) to the coming to Jesus (Matt 4:25) as part of his redactional
intention to parallel the two.”

5 o1 Tepocorvpitan (pl. of Ieposorvpitnc) is hapax in LXX and NT. But it does occur elsewhere in 4 Macc
(4:22; 18:5) and very often in Josephus (passim in Ant. and Life).
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include kai é€emopeveto Tpoc avTov Thoa 1) Tovdaia ydpa Kol oi Tepocorvpitar Tavtec.

2.2. John’s Preaching (Q 3:7b-9+16-17)

Matt 3:7 Tdmv 6¢ mtoAlolg TV Dapioaiony Kol
Yaddov-Kainv Epyopévous €t 10 PATTICHO 0DTOD
gimev adToic,

Tevvipoto dvav, tic dmédei&ev DIV UYETY And
Tiig perhovong opyig;

8 momoate oV Kapmov &0V Tiig petavoiog

9 kai un d6&Ente Aéyew év avtoig, [atépa Exopey
Tov ABpadp. Aéyw yap Dpiv 6t dOvartor 6 Beog Ek
TV ABov TovTeV &yeipat Tékva T APpadipL.

10 110n 8¢ 1 a&ivn Tpog v pilav TdV dEvopmv
KeTTo wdv oV 8EvSpov | ooy Kopmodv KaAdY
EkKOTTETOL KO €1G TOp PhAreTOL.

Matt 3:11

gym pév oudc ortilm v

Luke 3:16 dnexpivoto Aéymv
niow o Todvng,
‘Eyo pév dott BartiCom dudc

Luke 3:7 "Edeysv oDV T0IC £KTOPEVOUEVOLS DYAOIC
BomticHfvor vn” adTod,

Tevvipata Edvdv, Tic Vmédel&ev DUV EVYETY Ao
tiig pedrovong opyig;

8 momoate 0OV Kapmovg dfiovg Ti¢ petovoiog

Kol pun Gpéncbe Aéyewv év €avtolg, [atépa Eyopey
oV ABpadp. A&y yap vuiv 6t ddvarot 6 0edg £k

TV MOV To0TOV €yeipat Tékva T ARpadyL.

9 910 6¢ Kol 1 a&ivn mpog v pilav TdvV dévopwv

KeiTon: oy 0OV 84vEpov R To1odV KapIOV KOAOV

éxkontetat Kol eig mdp PaAreTat.

Mark 1:7 xoi ékfpuccev Aéywv,

see v. 8 below

Bdat ig petdvoray,
0 6¢ dmicm pov Epyouevog

>

ioyvpdtepdc Lo £0TLY,

e < >

o0TOC VUAC Barticel £v TveduoTt

o0TOC VUGG Pantioet &v mveduoTt

4 e

Epyetar ¢ O ioyvpoTEPHS OV,

Epyetat 0 ioyvpdtepdc pov onicm
uov,

8 &ym éBanTica Vb Hdatt,

ayio ko mopi
12 00 10 ooV &v Tij yepi avTod
Kol dtakaBoplel Ty GA@vo avtod
Kol cuvaEet TOV GlTtov avToD £ig
TNV amobnknv, 10 8¢ dyvpov
Katakavoel Tupl AcPEST.

2.2.1. Proposed reconstruction*®:

ayio kol Topi
17 o0 10 ooV &v Tij yepi avTod
Sdrakabdpat TV Ghmva adTod Kol
GUVOYAYEY TOV GlTOV €lg TNV
amonknv awtod, 10 8¢ dyvpov
Katakavoel Tupl GoPEoT.

avto¢ 8¢ Panticet VUG &v
TvedpoTt ayio.

John 1:26 dnekpifn avroig 6 Twdavvng

Myov, Eyo BartiCe €v ot pécog Hudv

£otnKev Ov DElG ovk oidarte, 27 6 dnicw

pov épy6uevog, 00 ovk siul [¢ye] dEtog tva

népov 10D Topdavov, dmov v 6 Tadvvng
BamtiCov.

33 'E¢’ 6v av id1¢ 10 mvedua kotafoivov
Kod pévov én’ avtov, odTog EoTIV 6
Bantilwv &v mvedpott ayie.

Acts 1:5 61t Todvvng pev éBanticev Hdatt
Vuelc 8¢ év mveduatt Burticbnoecbe dyim

0V petd ToAag TadTag NUEPOS.
Acts 11:16 Twdvyng pév éBdntioev
Ddati, Vueic 8¢ Banticboeode v Tvevpatt

ayim.

Q 3:7 8®v 8¢ morlodg TV Papisainv épyouévong émi o PanTIGHo avTod elnev avTOiC:
yevhpoTa &dvav, tic VédetEey Vv QuYET md Ti peAlodong dpyiic; 8a moncate odv

146 Except in the many places where | reconstruct the text differently (as in the case of Q 3:2-5), quotations
from “Q” utilize the Greek text of CritEd (eds. Robinson, et al.).
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Kapmov GEov g petavoiag b kai ur d6&Ente Aéyewv &v £avtoic motépoa Eyousy TOv APpady. C
AEy® yop LIV 6T dhvaTon O Be0g €k TV AMBoV TovTeV €yeipan Tékva T@ APpadpt. 9 71om 6 1
a&tvn pog TV pilav tdv §évpav keTton mdv 0OV EvEpov Ui To1odv KapmdV KaAdV
gkkomteTon Kol gi¢ mop Pailetar. 16b éyd pev dudc Pantim v Héati: € 6 8¢ omicw pov
gpOUEVOG ioYVPOTEPOS oL dotiv—d 0D 0VK il ikavog Mot Tov ipdvia TV HTOSNUATOV
aOTod—€ avTdC VUdC Poamticet &v mvedpatt dyim kol mopi- 17 od 10 wrvov &v i yepi adtod
Kol drakafdpat Ty GAova avTod Kol cLVAEEL TOV Gitov gig TNV dmodnKny avTod, T0 8¢ dyvpov
KOTOKOVGEL TUPL AOPECT.

Q 3:7 But seeing many of the Pharisees coming against (i.e. opposing) his baptism, he said to
them: b “Offspring of vipers! Who warned you to flee from the coming wrath? 8a Therefore
make the fruit worthy of repentance b and do not think to say within yourselves, “We have
Abraham [as] a father.” For | say to you that God is able of these stones to raise up children to
Abraham. 9 But the axe already lies at the root of the trees. Therefore every tree that does not
produce good fruit is cut down and cast into the fire. 16b “I baptise you in water; ¢ but the
Coming One [following] behind me is mightier than I—d whose latchet of whose sandals | am
not worthy to untie—e he will baptise you in the [Holy] Spirit and in fire—17 whose

winnowing shovel is in his hand and he will purge his threshing floor and gather the wheat into
his granary; but the chaff he will burn in unquenchable fire.”

2.2.2. Establishing the text

2.2.2.1. Mark’s omission of this material

In Q 3:7-9 we find remarkable agreement between Matthew and Luke against Mark
(where the verses have no parallel at all). Among scholars who accept the 2SH none seem
to doubt that we are dealing here with Q material.**" We shall see that in v. 16 Matthew
and Luke once more agree with each other against Mark but they also agree in some ways
with Mark. This suggests that we are still dealing with a Mark-Q overlap in Q’s Prologue
(—2.1.2)).

If Mark was using Q at this point why does he omit Q 3:7-9? To answer this it should
be noted that Mark also omits the clause kai wopi in Q 3:16e and everything in v. 17. Mark
seems to have removed all the elements in John’s preaching that anticipate coming

judgment. This cannot be because Mark rejected the notion of coming judgment altogether

7 Kloppenborg (Parallels, 10) states that “most” accept it as part of Q but cites none that does not.
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(cf. Mark 13:24-27; 14:62). Rather, Mark probably picked up on a certain difficulty in Q’s
narrative. As John’s message reads in Matthew and Luke (= Q), it sounds as if the Coming
One will execute judgment immediately. Mark probably wanted to avoid giving his readers
this impression since Jesus had obviously not executed judgment immediately. In the
synoptic tradition Jesus’ so-called “earthly ministry” is never characterized by fiery
judgment (cf. Luke 9:51-55). And even in Q, despite the prediction about the Coming One
bringing fiery judgment and Q’s obvious identification of Jesus as this figure, Jesus only
fulfils, at his first coming, a role as preacher and healer (cf. Q 7:22) whereas his role as a
fiery judge is reserved for his second coming (e.g. Q 12:39-40, 42-46; 17:23-24, 28-30;
19:12-26). Mark’s Gospel accepts this understanding of Jesus’ two comings but is more
obvious in delineating Jesus’ roles during his first and second comings. In Mark’s Gospel
there is no doubt that Jesus fulfils John’s prophecies immediately. Without any theme of
judgment Jesus can fulfil everything at his first coming. And this he does. In 2:17 Jesus
declares that he came as a physician, seeking to heal “the sick” and in 10:45 he identifies
himself as a humble minister who came to give his life as a ransom for others. The verb
M\Oov (aor. tense of Epyopar) in these two sayings can be read as hearkening back on
John’s earlier preaching at 1:7 (8pyeton 6 ioyvpdTEPOG Hov dTicm pov). Thus, Mark
appears to have omitted everything in Q’s Prologue that spoke of coming judgment in
order to portray Jesus as having fulfilled John’s prophecies during his earthly ministry and
to avoid the possible implication that Jesus would execute judgment immediately and not

at his second coming.

2.2.2.2. How the material was introduced in Q’s narrative, and other minor issues

Were John’s words introduced with some kind of circumstantial clause in Q 3:7a?
Several minor agreements between Matthew and Luke against Mark occur here,

suggesting that such a clause did exist in Q: John spoke (ginev/éreyevIMK: kai Ekppvocev
66



Aéywv) to crowds (moAdovg T@v Papioaiony kai Xaddovkaimv/dylolg) coming
(épyouévoug/éxmopevpévoung) to be baptized (€xti 10 Banticpo avtod/PanticOijvar v’
avToD).

There are also significant differences between Matthew and Luke. While the
evangelists agree in having John address a group of people they differ in their precise
identification of this group. Matthew has “many of the Pharisees and Sadducees” coming
against/to (éxi) his baptism. Luke describes an undifferentiated “crowd” of “many” who
were “coming out to be baptized by him.” Again, Matthew seems to envisage an audience
of hostile religious leaders coming out to judge or harass John while Luke describes a
crowd of willing participants.

Given these differences, any reconstruction of Q at this point will be difficult. Matthew
uses the phrase “Pharisees and Sadducees” five times (also 16:1, 6, 11, 12). At least some
of these times the phrase is Matthean. The parallel to 16:1 at Mark 8:11 mentions only the
Pharisees so Matthew has added “Sadducees.” The other occurrences of “Pharisees and
Sadducees” in Matthew likewise do not correspond with their parallels in Mark. It is
possible therefore that the phrase at Matt 3:7 is also Matthean. But Luke’s &ylot also looks
to be redactional.**® So perhaps at Q 3:7a the audience was not identified at all and the two
evangelists have both done so coincidentally.** This conclusion would comport with
Mark’s Gospel where we are told only that John “was preaching, saying...” On the other
hand, the Pharisees are mentioned elsewhere in Q (e.g. 11:39, 42). Tuckett suggests that Q
3:7a mentioned the Pharisees and that Matthew added kai Zaddovkaimv, as he did at Matt
16:1 (||Mark 8:11). Tuckett also points to the themes of coming judgment as evidence that

John was addressing a hostile audience. He points as well to Q/Luke 7:29-30 as support

148 S0, again, Fleddermann, “Beginning,” 154 n. 11, where he compares the following texts in Luke and
Mark: Luke 4:42 with Mark 1:37; Luke 5:15 with Mark 1:45; Luke 5:29 with Mark 2:15; Luke 6:19 with
Mark 3:10; Luke 9:11 with Mark 6:33; Luke 9:18 with Mark 8:29.

%9 50 Fleddermann, “Beginning,” 154; Davies and Allison, Matthew 1.303 n. 36; Neirynck, “Minor
Agreements,” 71.
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for Q’s polemic about the Pharisees having rejected John’s baptism.* Tuckett’s

reasoning here is convincing and | have accepted it as a basis for my own reconstruction.

2.2.3. Issues of tradition and redaction: original unity of vv. 7-9

Many commentators regard the saying in v. 8bc about stones being raised as children
to Abraham as intrusive, disrupting the fruit imagery in vv. 8a and 9.*** Schiirmann
suggested that a Q redactor conflated two originally independent sayings. According to
Schiirmann the saying in v. 8bc was more primitive, having its origins in an early mission
conducted by Jesus’ followers amidst hostile Jews who rejected baptism altogether. Verses
7-8a+9, on the other hand, originated in a later context in which baptisands were feeling
overly confident about the saving power of baptism.

Jacobson, by contrast, sees v. 8 as a “redactional addition” to the saying.*** There is
probably better warrant for this proposal since v. 8b-c can be easily seen as an intrusion
into an already-existing chreia (i.e. vv. 7-8a+9). Jacobson agrees with Schirmann,
however, in thinking that John’s rhetoric in vv. 7-8a+9 was directed at “Christians” who
were coming to be baptized unworthily. “John,” here, is warning this group that baptism
“is no substitute for good works as evidence of repentance.”**?

Tuckett rejects both Schirmann’s and Jacobson’s proposals, seeing the verses as an
original unity.™* He argues that throughout vv. 7-9 the rhetoric is directed at a similarly
hostile audience, not one that is hostile (v. 8bc) and another that is accepting (vv. 7-8a+9)

as Schirmann argues. In fact, Tuckett argues that if any part of John’s harsh rhetoric had

been directed against persons who were accepting baptism, his notably harsh rhetoric

150 Tuckett, Q, 115-116. For Luke 7:29-30 as deriving from Q, see Tuckett, Revival, 148-151.

151 E.g. Schiirmann, Lukasevangelium, 182; Linnemann, “Taufer,” in Ebeling, Festschrift, 228-29; Jacobson,
First Gospel, 82-83; Hoffmann, Studien, 27; Davies and Allison, Matthew, 1.307; Uro, “Movement,” 244,
151 Jacobson, First Gospel, 82-83.

152 Jacobson, First Gospel, 82-83.

153 Jacobson, First Gospel, 82.

4 Tuckett, History, 110-114.
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“would imply rejection of the whole principle of baptism as such.”**® This would be
without parallel in the Gospel tradition and NT where baptism is always affirmed and
where even John’s baptism is at least always viewed positively (albeit as something
merely preparatory to something else). There is no need, therefore, to pit the sayings in vv.
7-8a+9 and v. 8b against one another and to postulate that they originated in different
situations (Schirmann) or for quite different reasons (Jacobson). They can both be taken
as warnings of judgment against those who were not accepting of John’s message/baptism.
Underlying most of the discussion about the traditional or redactional origins of Q 3:7-
9+16b-17 is a view that for several decades after John’s death his followers had continued
as an organised movement and that their views were often quite different from and even
antithetical to those of Jesus’ followers. | shall henceforth refer to this as the “rival Baptist
sect” hypothesis.**® Taking this hypothesis as a presupposition, interpreters often note that
John’s preaching in Q 3:7-9+16b-17 contains nothing characteristic or distinctive of the
early Jesus movement and conclude on this basis that the material was derived from an

earlier Baptist source:

[Wi1hat is perhaps most striking about the basic proclamation of John in Matt 3:7-10 [ = Q
3:7-9] is that, while eschatological and even slightly apocalyptic, it lacks all specifically
Christian character and makes not even a glancing reference to Jesus or to any human mediator
of God’s final judgment. Taken by itself, Matt 3:7-10 seems to say that it is God himself who
lays the ax to the root of the tree and presumably throws the bad tree into the fire. The only
human involved is John, who does not wield the ax but simply reveals its ominous presence
and offers a way to avoid it. Read in isolation, Matt 3:7-10 provides a good argument for those
who claim that John saw himself as the forerunner of God alone, just as in the pre-Christian
period Judaism generally thought of Elijah as the forerunner of God alone, and not of some
human messiah. Whether or not John presented himself as the returning Elijah, the eschatology
of 3:7-10, without Christianity or its Christ, fits in perfectly with the independent Baptist, who
felt no need to define himself by his relation to Jesus of Nazareth. Hence there is no serious
reason to doubt the substantial authenticity of these verses.’

The quote from Meier cited here is typical of the kinds of arguments advanced for the

155 Tuckett, History, 111.

156 | offer a general critique of this hypothesis in Appendix B.
7 Meier, Marginal Jew, 2.32.
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Baptist provenance of Q 3:7-9. How well do these arguments actually hold? Meier points
out that Q 3:7-9 mentions nothing about Jesus but God only. This is true but it does not
mean that John is being portrayed as “the forerunner of God alone,” as Meier imagines.
One can only arrive at that interpretation if the verses are read in conjunction with vv. 16-
17, not “in isolation” as Meier claims to do. The language in vv. 7-9 is typical of prophetic
speech and anticipates coming judgment, not a coming figure (whether God or anyone
else).'*® So if this material is read “in isolation” it would only indicate that John
prophesied of coming judgment.

Meier’s claim that vv. 7-9 “lacks all specifically Christian character” is also quite
disputable. The comment about God raising up children to Abraham “from these stones”
in v. 8bc could be taken as an adumbration of the Gentile mission. Kloppenborg urges that
v. 8bc is simply a “prophetic hyperbole” and as such implies nothing about the Gentile
mission.**® Perhaps a fully-fledged Gentile mission is too much to read into v. 8bc. But a
least some adumbration here of Gentile salvation is not unreasonable and would cohere
nicely with other positive statements about Gentiles in Q which can be read as indicators
that Gentiles were to be included in God’s redemptive plan.*®® Hence vv. 7-9 need not be
seen as deriving from a rival Baptist or otherwise “pre-Christian” source.

The fact that Jesus is not referenced in vv. 7-9 is not significant since Jesus has not yet
been introduced in Q’s narrative. The fact that “no human mediator of God’s final
judgment” is mentioned might be more significant if the saying were not so laden with
metaphors and if these verses were not followed immediately by vv. 16b-17 where such a
human mediator is referenced (—2.2.8.3.).

Risto Uro argues that John’s message in Q 3:7-9+16b-17 is mostly of “Christian”

158 Cf. Zeph 1-2:3.

9 Kloppenborg, Formation, 104.

160 Cf. 7:1-10; 10:13-15; 11:31-32; 13:28-29; 14:15-24. See further Meyer, “Gentile Mission,” 405-417;
Bird, Gentile Mission, 58-121.
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provenance.'®! He regards vv. 16b-17 as wholly Christian and vv. 7-9 as a composite, with
vv. 8bc being a Christian interpolation into more primitive Baptist source material.
Precious little remains, then, that Uro can attribute to his putative Baptist source. And not
even the small bit of material in vv. 7-8a+9 seems obviously of Baptist provenance in my
judgment. The only supposed Baptist indicators would be the fact that John is mentioned
and that no christological claims about Jesus are made—nhardly sufficient grounds for a
hypothesis about Baptist material being used here.

If the portrayal of John in vv. 7-9 does not seem characteristic of the Jesus movement
this can be attributed to the author’s interest in casting John as a typical prophetic figure,
ideas for which he would have drawn from scripture rather than Jesus traditions. |
mentioned how v. 8bc potentially fits with Q’s perspective on Gentiles. It should also be
noted that the portrayal of John here as an agent of repentance coheres nicely with Q’s
conception of John as Elijah (—2.2.8.4.). I remain unconvinced therefore that any of the

material in vv. 7-9 is of Baptist provenance.

2.2.4. Was Luke 3:10-14 part of Q?

I do not regard Luke 3:10-14 as part of Q but have relegated the discussion here to

Appendix |.

2.2.5. Establishing the text of 3:16b-17

Given its parallel in Mark 1:8, some doubt can be raised about whether the baptism

saying at 3:16 really derives from Q. The alternative would be that Matthew and Luke

simply derived the saying from Mark. But this alternative is implausible for several

181 Uro, “Movement,” 231-55.
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reasons.®® The saying in Q 3:17 clearly derives from Q since it is absent in Mark. With its
hanging pronoun od this saying requires a subject from the preceding verse. Verse 17
therefore “must have stood in Q.”*®3 There are also several minor agreements between

Matthew and Luke against Mark which further suggest 3:16 was derived from Q:

Matthew and Luke Mark
put the clause about the coming mighty puts the saying about the coming figure’s
figure’s sandals between the saying sandals before that one contrasting John'
contrasting John’s baptism and that of the and the coming figure’s baptism.

coming figure
use the present tense of BantiCm with respect  uses an aorist of Bantilw
to John’s baptism
place vuag before the verb when the coming  places vudg after the verb
baptism is being described
use pév ... o€ construction
use &v mvebpott ayio Kol mopi uses év vevpott ayiom

We are clearly dealing here with a Q saying. This saying’s appearance in Mark’s Gospel is
best attributed to Mark’s use of Q. That is to say, the Mark-Q overlap that was noted at

3:2-3 resumes here. %

Mark has omitted kai opi in v. 16e and the whole of v. 17 for the
same reason he omitted vv. 7-9, namely, because he did not wish to imply that Jesus, at his

first coming, would execute judgment on humanity (—2.3.2.1.).

2.2.5.1. 0 ¢pyopevog, 6 icyvpoétepog, and 6 icyvpotepPOg pov oty

The next textual issue that needs to be resolved concerns the key phrase or title that

John applies to his expected figure:

* Luke’s version of Q 3:16c uses ¢ ioyvpdtepog (a substantive adjective) and the finite
verb Epyetar: Epyeton 0& 0 ioyvpoTEPOS Hov. This agrees in large measure with Mark

1:7: Epyeton 0 ioyvpdTEPOG Hov dmicw pov. Luke’s and Mark’s use of a finite verb also

162 Tuckett, History, 109 n. 5; Laufen, Doppeliiberlieferungen, 93.
163 Bultmann, History, 168.
16450, e.g., Fleddermann, Mark and Q, 31-39; Catchpole, “Beginning,” 213-221.
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coheres nicely with other sayings in Q: 7:34 (éAAv0ev 6 viog Tod avOpamov); 12:39 (6
KAErNG Epyetar); 12:40 (6 viog tod GvBpwmov Epyxetan); 12:43 (6 KOPLog avTOD
EMOGDV); 12:46 (1&gt 0 kvplog Tod dovAov Ekeivov); also, Luke’s and Mark’s version of
Q 3:16 matches quite well with another version of the saying in John 1:30 (6énico pov
gpyetat avip).

» Matthew’s version of the saying, by contrast, uses the substantive participle 6
Epyopevog and ioyvpotepog as a predicate adjective: 0 dnicm pov EpyopeVoC
ioyvpdtepdC pov oty (Matt 3:11). This agrees with Q 7:19, 20 and 13:35 where the
same substantive participle is used with reference to Jesus/the Son of man. It also

agrees with Acts 19:4 (tov épyouevov pet’ avtov) and John 1:15 and 27 (6 omicw pov

EPYOMEVOQ).

The nearly verbatim agreement between Luke and Mark might seem most readily
attributable to the former’s use of the latter. Matthew’s version could then be taken to
preserve the original wording of Q. But Luke has been using Q up to this point and it is
therefore likely that he is using it here as well. What makes the Q text so difficult to
establish here is the fact that Mark appears to have been using Q. If that is so one could
just as well argue that he and Luke followed Q while Matthew harmonized Q 3:16 with Q
7:19, 20.*%°

This difficult issue can be best resolved by examining Q at the compositional level. As
many commentators have noted, the term 6 £pyouevog reappears elsewhere in Q and

functions as a leitmotif:*°®

(1) John prophesies about 6 £pyouevog (3:16¢);

165 As noted by Dunderberg, “Beginning,” 503. . Dunderberg himself does not accept that there is a Mark-Q
overlap here. Lambrecht, “Mark 1.1-15,” 363-66, 372-75.

166 E 9. Hoffmann, Studien, 177; Robinson, “Sayings Gospel,” 362-66; Fleddermann, “Plot,” 46-48; Allison,
Jesus Tradition, 6-7.
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(2) John asks if Jesus is 0 épyopevog (7:19);

It is only if we reconstruct Q 3:16c¢ to read ¢ 6¢ dmicw pov Epyduevog that this leitmotif
will be discernible. In fact, Q’s compositional strategy here extends beyond this rather
simple repetition of a term. Much of the material intervening between these two references
to 0 £pyouevog appears to have been carefully organized as well. Note that at 7:19, when
John asks if Jesus is 0 €pyouevog, Jesus replies in v. 22 by pointing him back to certain
actions he had performed earlier in Q:

vekpoi gyeipovtat ~ Healing of the Centurion’s Servant (7:1-10).
nToyol evayyerilovron = the Sermon in 6:20ff. (cf. esp. oi mtwyot in v. 20).

The term 6 épydpevoc will occur one last time in Q at 13:35.%°” Here Jesus applies the
term to himself. In Q, this saying likely stood near the opening of a section which itself
began and ended with eschatological material (13:24-22:30).*%® Reappearing here within
this eschatological section, 6 £pyouevog would have helped to frame this entire section in

light of Q’s Prologue where the phrase had appeared:

As in the Days of Noah [and Lot] (17:26-29+30) =~ ndoa 1 nepiympog tob Topddvov (3:3)

Redefinition of God’s people (13:29-30) ~ God to raise up children to Abraham (3:8b-C)
References to the coming Son of man (11:30; ~ 0 OTo® POV EPYOUEVOS IoYLPOTEPOG LLOV
12:40, 43, 46; [14:21]; 17:24, 26, 30) gotv (3:16C)

If Q’s John had used the finite verb £pyetar at Q 3:16¢, much of this nicely developing

plot and thematic artifice would be undercut. It seems fairly certain, therefore, that the

version of Q known to the synoptic writers attested 6 &pyopevoc at 3:16, not Epyerar.*®
How, then, is ioyvpotepdc pov in this saying to be explained? One possibility is that

the words were introduced by Mark and then assimilated into Matthew’s and Luke’s

167 Cp. what follows with the comments of Uro, “Movement,” 242-43.

168 See Fleddermann, Q, 116-119.

169 Contra Meier (Marginal Jew, 2.79 n. 76, 199 n. 90) who thinks Matthew manufactured the connection
with 7:19 by interjecting the term 6 épyduevog here. See also Ernst, Taufer, 50.
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Gospels.*™ John 1:27 is often cited in support of this view since the Fourth Evangelist
omits ioyvpdtepog from his version of Q 3:16¢. But as Fledderman explains, ioyvpotepdc
nov €otv needed to drop out at John 1:27 because the evangelist prefaced the phrase with
the words: péocog dudv Eotnkev Ov HLELG ovk oidate. It would have been difficult to
portray the Baptist as prophesying about someone “mightier” than himself while at the
same time declaring that this figure was presently standing among the crowds
unrecognized.'™ There are other reasons too for doubting that John 1:27 preserves a more
primitive version of the saying at Q 3:16c. The Fourth Gospel was written much later than
Q after all and was plausibly dependent on the synoptic Gospels.}”? An original version of
Q 3:16¢ that omitted ioyvpotepodg pov also seems implausible because it would mean that
Matthew and Luke, acting independently of one another, used Q as their main source and
then combed back through Mark’s Gospel, picked out this individual element, and
incorporated it into their respective gospels. Such a procedure might not be inconceivable
but it would be rather coincidental.

The words ioyvpdtepdc pov éotiv anticipate the saying about the sandals in v. 16d.
This seems like positive evidence for the words being originally in Q. Indeed, if they were
not originally in Q one would have to posit a rather complicated theory as to how the
saying evolved into the various forms attested in the triple tradition. Kloppenborg,*’ for
example, proposes that at some pre-Q and pre-“Christian” stage the saying had simply

read:

C 0 0¢ Omicm pov Epyduevog e vudg Pamticet &v mveduatt ayim kol wopl

17050, e.g., Jacobson, First Gospel, 84-85.

! Fleddermann, Mark and Q, 33 n. 31; see also idem, Q, 223; Uro, “Movement,” 235-36.

172 See, e.g., Neirynck, “Synoptics”; idem, “Moody Smith”; idem, “Recent Commentaries”; Dvorak,
“Relationship,” 201-213; but cf. North, Journey, 94-112. See Dwight Moody Smith (John) for a discussion
of various views on John’s relationship with the synoptics. More disputable, but also worth considering, are
the views of Brodie, Quest. Brodie posits that the Fourth Gospel was familiar with all three synoptics as well
as Acts and Ephesians.

173 50, e.g., Kloppenborg, “City and Wasteland,” 148-149.
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Subsequently, v. 16d was inserted:

C 6 8¢ omicm pov £pyduevoc d ob odk il ikavdg ADcot TOV ipdvta TdY HrodnuaTOY avTod €
VUaG Ponticet &v mvedpott ayio Kol mopi

This edit left the clause in v. 16c to stand as an incomplete thought. To remedy this, the
same redactor inserted avtog at the beginning of 16e to function as a “resumptive
pronoun,” completing the thought of 16c. Finally, when Matthew and Luke composed
their gospels, they inserted ioyvpotepog pov oty from Mark’s Gospel and thus produced
the more elaborate versions of the saying found in Matthew and Luke.

A more parsimonious and perfectly reasonable proposal would be that all three
synoptic writers derived 6 ioyvpotepog pov oty from Q in the first place. Mark shows no
special interest in subordinating John to Jesus elsewhere in his Gospel. And aside from 1:7
the adjective ioyvpdc only occurs in Mark’s Gospel at 3:27. Indeed, in this case the saying
is most likely taken over by Mark from Q 11:21-22.*"* "Ioyvpoc here is used not of Jesus
but of Satan. Yet the person binding this “strong man” would presumably be a stronger
man (= ¢ ioyvupotepoc), that is, Jesus.'” The saying at Q 11:22 is therefore best seen as an

anaphoric statement, hearkening back on the earlier use of 6 ioyvpotepog at Q 3:16¢.

2.2.5.2. 6mioc® pov

Luke’s version of Q 3:16 omits the words ornicw pov while Matthew’s, Mark’s, and
John’s versions attest the phrase. The phrase could be seen as secondary, given how it
encumbers the saying and given the possibility that Matthew and John have simply
conflated Q with Mark. But there are better reasons for regarding it as original to Q. Most
notable of these is its multiple attestation. Even Luke appears to have known the phrase,

despite the fact that he omits it in Luke 3:16; for in Acts 13:25 and 19:4 he uses pet’ éué

174 See Fleddermann, Q, 484-88. In Mark 2:17 the cognate ioyvoc is used but not in any reference to Jesus
(implicit or otherwise).
17> Allison, Constructing, 278.
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in the place of onticw pov.

A good explanation can be offered as to why Luke omitted the phrase at Luke 3:16 and
used the alternative pet’ éué at Acts 13:25 and 19:4. Kendrick Grobel argues that omicw
nov would have been most naturally understood not as a temporal phrase (“after me with
respect to time™) but a spatial one (“after me with respect to my location”).*”® On John’s
lips the phrase would have therefore conjured up an image of the Coming One following
behind John as a disciple would have followed behind his master. Luke’s awareness of this
idiom is evident from Luke 9:23 and 14:27. In Q, the idiom was probably intended to be
ironic: “Although the Coming One will be my own disciple, | will not be worthy to
perform for him even the most demeaning of tasks.” Luke might not have caught the
irony, or he might have simply found the imagery or the idea of Jesus following behind
John as one of his followers/disciples unacceptable.

The arguments favouring omicw pov as original to Q thus clearly outweigh those that
can be raised against it. In light of this, it is surprising that certain commentators do not

consider the phrase to have been part of Q.*"”

2.2.5.3. 0 Ymodnpata pactacor (Matt 3:11) or Aboar Tov ipdvre TOV LTOINUATOV

avtod (Luke 3:16)?

In discussing this particular issue it will be helpful to lay out the five different versions

of this saying attested in the New Testament:

Matt 3:11 o0 ok eipl ikovoc té Vmodnpota PooTthout

Mark 1:7 o0 ovK &ipi ikavog kOyog ADGOL TOV iHdvTo T@V Vmodnudtmv adtod

Luke 3:16 o0 ovk eipl ikavog ADoar TOV ipdvio @V Vmodnudtov odtod

John 1:27 o0 ovk &ipi &yd dEogiva Moo odtod TOV iudvio Tod VmodHueToc

Acts 13:25  4AL'i8od Epyetor pet’ €ueé o ovk sl dEo¢ 1O VmOMUA THV TOdMY Adoar

176 Grobel, “After Me,” 397-401. He is followed by Taylor, Mark, 156-157; Laufen, Doppeliiberlieferungen,
113-114; Fleddermann, Q, 219; Wink, John the Baptist, 55; Fitzmyer, Luke I-1X, 472-73.
YTE g. Schulz, Q, 368; Arens, 7j0ov-Sayings, 289.
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Despite their differences, the general agreement here between the Gospels of Mark, Luke,
and John, as well as Acts, over against Matthew, is striking. Acts 13:25 appears to be a
loosely worded paraphrase of Luke 3:16 (cf. pet’ éué, d&log, tdv moddv). John’s version
may be dependent on Luke’s or Mark’s version, assuming the Fourth Evangelist was
familiar with either of these Gospels.*"

I have judged Matthew’s version to be secondary as it looks to be a simplification of
one of the other bulky and cumbersome versions.” The use of &&wog in Acts and John is

best seen as a later adjustment.*®°

Acts and John were both written in the late first century
so there is also reason to doubt that they would have preserved the most primitive
wording. Indeed, a&tog was more commonly used in the New Testament so ikavog, its less
fashionable synonym, was probably just replaced by the later evangelists. The original Q
version appears to have had John saying that he was not worthy (ixavdc) to loosen
(probably aor. infin. Aboau) the strap (tov ipavta) of [his] sandals (t@v vVTodnudToV
[adToD]). The pronoun avtod might not have been used*®* but this is somewhat
inconsequential for our purposes. Even without it, the sandals would have certainly been

understood to be the Coming One’s, not John’s.*®?

2.2.5.4. &v vevpaTy, &v avedpatt ayie, &v wopi, or év avedpatt ayi@ kol wopi?

Did the original version of Q have John speak of the Coming One baptising “with the
Spirit” only (a conjectural reconstruction), “with the Holy Spirit” (= Mark, John), “with
fire” only (conjectural), or “with the Holy Spirit and fire” (= Matt, Luke)?

A reconstruction of év mvevpart here is usually dismissed as problematic since it is

% See n. 172.

179 50 Schiirmann, Lukasevangelium, 1.173 n. 79; Fleddermann, “Coming One,” 379; idem, Q, 219-20. Ctr.
CritEd, 14-15: ta vmodnudzo Pactdoar. This reconstruction can be argued on the basis of an analogous
phrase at Q 10:4, which probably read: un pactdélete ... VmodMuata.

180 Fleddermann, Q, 220.

181 See Fleddermann, Q, 220.

182 This despite the arguments of Bretscher, “Sandals,” 81-87 (—Appendix K).
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purely conjectural, not being attested in any extant version of the saying, despite the fact
that the saying occurs six times in the NT: Matt 3:11; Mark 1:8; Luke 3:16; John 1:33;
Acts 1:5; 11:15. But while this may seem like good reason to reject the reconstruction it is
not in itself sufficient. At Mark 1:8; John 1:33; Acts 1:5; and 11:15 we do at least have the
clause év mvevpott ayim being used without the additional kai wopi. And one could argue
with some justification that ayie at Luke 3:16 is secondary.'® It is at least theoretically
possible, then, that in an early version of this saying John’s baptism £v datt had been
contrasted with the Coming One’s baptism &v nvebpatt. This reconstruction would have
the advantage of being structurally balanced. It faces another problem, however, because it
does not offer us very good options for explaining how the different versions of the saying
originated.

Many commentators consider the phrase (t0) Tvedua (t0) dylov to have been
characteristic of the early Jesus movement and on this basis have questioned whether it is
original at Q 3:16.%% The phrase here is often regarded as a Markan element that Matthew
and Luke brought over into their own versions of the Q saying. Underlying this
reconstruction, however, is a tacit assumption that the material being used here in Q was
taken from a Baptist source. The logic goes something like this: a saying derived from a
Baptist source would surely not have used an expression so at home in the Jesus
movement! Such a source would have likely reflected the original teachings of John who
we all know anticipated a coming judgment only, not an outpouring of God’s “Holy
Spirit.” 1 am obviously not convinced by this kind of reasoning. | argue throughout this

thesis and in Appendix E that Q’s redactor(s) do not utilize Baptist sources, either in the

183 30, e.g., Todd, “Logia,” 174; Barrett, Holy Spirit, 124-125. While dyie here occurs in nearly all witnesses
it is omitted in a few minuscules (63 64) and in Clement of Alexandria (Eclogue 25), Tertullian (Bapt. 10),
and Augustine (Harm. Gos. 2.12.26). The patristic authorities are quite compelling here. In my own
reconstruction therefore I have placed the term in brackets.

184 Manson, Sayings, 40-41; Schulz, Q, 368; Dibelius, Taufer, 56; Thyen, “BAIITIEMA,” 98 n. 6, 101 n. 25;
Hoffmann, Studien, 18, 28-31; Luz, Matthew 1-7, n. 37; Catchpole, Quest, 11; cf. Bultmann, History, 246.
Avyio is often viewed as an element introduced by a Q redactor: e.g. Jacobson, First Gospel, 84; Taylor,
Mark, 157; Kleinknecht et al., “mvedpa,” 399.
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present saying or anywhere else.'® Arguments here about what the historical John could
or could not have said actually confuse what was historical with what was original to Q.
Whether the historical John ever really spoke of “the Holy Spirit” is, when reconstructing
Q, something of a moot point because the John of Q may well be a projection of what
Jesus’ followers wanted him to be.

I think it can be quite confidently deduced that mvebpatt was present in Q 3:16e. It
occurs in all six versions of this saying in the NT. Also, it is probably too coincidental to
imagine that Matthew and Luke, while writing independently of one another, extracted
this one element from Mark’s Gospel and inserted it into their narratives without
alteration.® Nothing else would suggest that either Matthew or Luke were using Mark
here. The two evangelists (or at least Matthew) therefore seem to have derived ayio from
Q. I believe that Mark did so as well. A reference here to “the Holy Spirit” would have
cohered with other sayings in Q: 3:22; 12:10, 12(?), and possibly 11:20 (assuming the
original Q phrase here is &v Tvevpatt Ocod rather than Luke’s &v Saxtoie 0e0d™®). It
would have cohered well with other NT writings too.*®® The Holy Spirit was obviously an
important theological concept/experience in the early Jesus movement. Why, then should
we be so sceptical about its originality at 3:16?

If Mark used Q, as | take to be the case, he likely omitted the fire reference for the

same reason that he omitted references to coming judgment in Q 3:7-9, 17 (—2.2.2.1.).

2.2.6. Issues of tradition and redaction in 3:16b-17

In my attempt to reconstruct the text of Q | have already touched upon a few of the

issues surrounding the tradition and redaction in the verses. In this section I am no longer

185 | address this issue with respect to the present saying in 2.2.6. and its subsections.

186 See Scobie, Baptist, 70-73.

187 See the compelling argument by Fleddermann (Q, 483-84) in support of év mvedpott god here.
Fledderman (Mark and Q, 37) had previously argued that év mvedpott 6g0b was not in Q.

'8 Rom 6:3; 1 Cor 12, 14; Heb 2:4; 6:4; 1 John 3:24; Jude 19-20; etc.
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concerned with establishing the text of Q—at least in the form known to Matthew and
Luke—but shall probe instead into whether the Q redactor(s) utilized any “pre-Q”
tradition or whether the “original Q”” composition was subsequently redacted.

Earlier I mentioned that certain commentators think év avevpatt ayiep in Q 3:16¢ is
attributable to Matthew’s and Luke’s mutual use of Mark rather than their use of Q. These
commentators think that Q spoke only of a baptism év mvpi. Other commentators do not
necessarily deny that év mvevpott or v Tvevpatt ayio was present in Q, at least at some
stage in its redactional development. But they think this phrase, either in part or the whole,
was inserted by one of Q’s later redactors (e.g. Q% Q?, etc.). Jacobson, for example,
argues that at Q’s earliest stage the saying expressed a simple contrast between John’s
baptism “in water” and the Coming One’s singular baptism *“in spirit/wind and fire.” The
two baptisms stood in contrast: John’s was understood to be redemptive and the Coming
One’s was expected to deal “exclusively with judgment.”*®® This view is problematic.
First, the term ayi appears in every version of the saying and this hardly accords with
reading mvedpo here as a metaphor for judgment. Second, the word that Q uses elsewhere
for “wind” is not mvedpa but dvepog (6:48, 49; 7:24). Third, it is difficult not to see a
parallelism being drawn between the Coming One’s expected actions mentioned in v. 16e
and those in v. 17. In v. 17 this figure’s ministry is characterized in terms that are both
salvific (“he will gather the wheat into the granary”) and judgmental (“the chaff he will
burn with unquenchable fire”). This dual ministry would correspond nicely with v. 16 only
if the Coming One’s baptism “in the [Holy] Spirit” were taken as a positive blessing for
the righteous and the baptism “in fire” had referred to a negative punishment for the
wicked (or, perhaps if the saying referred to a single baptism—one “with the [Holy] Spirit
and fire”—which would have positive results for the righteous and negative ones for the

wicked). A positive aspect to the saying in v. 16e is also implied because

189 Jacobson, First Gospel, 84.
81



there is no indication ... that those addressed will escape the future ‘baptism’ completely. If
that were the case, we would expect something like ‘I baptize you with water so that he who is
coming will not baptize you...’. Thus it seems unlikely that the predicted baptism is one which
is wholly destructive for everyone.™®

Others think a primitive version of the saying—either at the pre-Q stage or the earliest
stage of Q—had John speaking only of an expected figure baptizing “with fire.”*** This
would have created a clear antithetical parallelism between John’s and the expected

figure’s respective baptisms:

I shall come to the issue of whether the saying originally contained 16cd in a moment. For
now, my focus shall be on whether John’s baptism év hdat was, at some stage of its
transmission, contrasted with a coming baptism év mopi.

The biggest problem with the above reconstruction is that it is purely conjectural, not
being attested in any extant version of the saying. As such, its only positive “evidence” is
its poetic symmetry. | explained earlier why this is not a firm enough critical basis for
establishing an original “Q” text, given the agreement between Matthew and Luke, and
their unlikely derivation of &v nvevpott ayio from Mark (—2.3.5.5.). Moreover, since
symmetry is by no means a mark of primitivity (after all, most texts are composed with no
concern for symmetry) this argument, by itself, cannot sufficiently establish a “pre-Q” text
either. Indeed, one could argue that originally another kind of symmetry was at play in the
composer’s mind. | just mentioned that the description in v. 17 about what the Coming
One will do—that is, bring both salvation and condemnation—would have corresponded
nicely with v. 16 if only the baptism with the Holy Spirit could be understood as a positive

blessing and the baptism with fire could be understood as a punishment. Risto Uro regards

190 Tuckett, History, 122.

91 Hoffmann, Studien, 31-33; Kloppenborg, Formation, 104; Catchpole, Quest, 71-72; Adela Yarbro
Collins, Mark, 146; Fledderman, Mark and Q, 37; but Fleddermann now (idem, Q, 230-31 n. 70) accepts
that év mvedpott ayio kai Topi was part of Q.
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Kol Topi as an insertion made by one of Q’s late redactors and thinks that Mark actually
preserves a more primitive version of the saying, which the evangelist derived from a pre-
Q source.’® As Uro sees it, the portrayal of John as an apocalyptic preacher in Q 3:7-
9+16b-17 conforms to a late redactional stratum in Q, the same stratum in which a great
deal of other apocalyptic material was inserted.*®® The Q redactor borrowed the fire
imagery from v. 9 and introduced it into v. 16e in order to bring the baptism saying in v.
16b+e together with John’s fiery preaching in vv. 7-9.*** The redactor also added the
saying inv. 17, which employs yet another fire metaphor. On Uro’s analysis, the baptism
saying in v. 16b+e was also of “Christian” rather than Baptist provenance (even before kot
nupi was added by another Q redactor). This saying, which contrasted John’s baptism “in
water” with Jesus’ baptism “in the [Holy] Spirit,” reflected a perceived need among Jesus’
followers—former Baptist members such as they were—to define themselves over against
their mother movement: while John baptised with water, Jesus did not baptize at all but
was a charismatic miracle worker and his followers are now the recipients of the Spirit
through “Christian baptism.”

There are several problems with Uro’s redactional analysis here. First, it would only
hold up if Mark had been unfamiliar with Q, at least the version of Q used by Matthew and
Luke. After all, these evangelists both attest kai mvpi so if Mark derived the saying from Q
his omission of this element would have to be attributed to Mark’s redaction of Q rather
than Matthew and Luke independently choosing to insert a phrase that did not exist in
Q. Second, there is good reason to think that the historical Jesus had engaged in a water
baptism ministry.**® If that is correct, it is difficult to see what a Q redactor would have

hoped to achieve by contrasting John-the-baptizer with Jesus-the-charismatic (who did not

92 Uro, “Movement,”247-52.

193 The stratum would correspond to Kloppenborg’s “Q
discussion below (— 2.3.5.2).

% Uro, “Movement,”246, 248-49.

1% See Fleddermann, “Mark and Q,” 37-38; idem, Q, 222.

19 See further France, “Jesus the Baptist,” 103-125; Joan Taylor, Immerser, 294-99; Taylor and Adinolfi.
“Baptist,” 247-84; Meier, Marginal Jew, 2.118-130. —

On this supposed redactional stratum, see the
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baptize). Third, | suggested earlier that Mark’s redactional agenda prompted him to omit
all of the apocalyptic elements in Q 3:7-9+16b-17 because he did not want to give his
readers the impression that John expected Jesus to usher in the day of judgment at his first
coming (—2.2.2.1.). Fourth, if a single redactor had been responsible for inserting é&v wopi
in v. 16b in order to link it with v. 9 and for creating the saying in v. 17 we should
probably have expected the fire metaphor to be employed more consistently. That
metaphor in v. 16 is admittedly vague. But in v. 9 the metaphor is of a barren tree being
burned whereas the one in v. 17 is of wheat chaff being burned.

John Meier also regards kai wopi as a secondary insertion but makes his case much

differently than Uro.*®’

Meier notes that two references to this saying—found in Acts 1:5
and 11:16—omit the fire reference. He argues that with Luke’s special interest in the story
about the “tongues of fire” descending on Jesus’ early followers (Acts 2), the evangelist
would have had excellent reason to include a reference to fire in Acts 1:5 and 11:16, had
he been simply reflecting back on the Q saying he quoted back in Luke 3:16. This suggests
that in Acts 1:5 and 11:16 he was not composing things ad lib, hearkening back on his
earlier reference, but was scrupulously following another source which omitted xai wopi.
Meier also appeals to Acts 13:25. This version of the saying mentions nothing about the
coming baptism but it agrees with John 1:27, against the synoptics, in its use of G&tog
instead of ikavog. Meier takes this as further evidence that Luke (like John) had access to
another source besides just Mark or Q.

Meier’s theory about independent source material here is unconvincing. The Fourth
Evangelist was arguably familiar with Mark.**® If so, he would have been familiar with
Mark’s version of the saying which omits the fire reference. John’s knowledge of Q would

also explain how he knew about the sandals saying. The word &&tog is an obvious

synonym for ikavog and so its occurrence in both Acts 13:25 and John 1:27 is probably

Y97 Meier, Marginal Jew, 2.36-37. Cf. also Ellis, Luke, 90; Laufen, Doppeliiberlieferungen, 107-108.
1% See n. 224 above.
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just coincidental and can be explained in the way we suggested earlier (— 2.3.5.4.).
Luke’s omission of kai wopi in Acts 1:5 and 11:16 can be attributed either to influence
from Mark 1:8 or to Luke’s desire to simplify the saying (he might have expected his
readers to recall the saying in its fuller form, which he had already cited at Luke 3:16).
Regarding Meier’s other point about the story in Acts 2, it should be noted that in the book
of Acts baptism in the Holy Spirit is only accompanied by tongues of fire on one
occasion—during Pentecost. The other recorded instances only describe persons being
filled with the Holy Spirit, sometimes with accompanying signs such as the ability to
speak boldly, prophesy, or speak in tongues (e.g. Acts 4:31; 9:17-18; 10:46; 13:9-11,
19:6). For Luke, then, baptism in the Spirit was not inextricably associated with “fire.”
Hence, there seems no good reason to think the evangelist was accessing a more primitive

version of John’s saying about the coming baptism, either at Acts 1:5 or 11:16.
2.2.6.1. The complicated case of Q 3:16
2.2.6.1.1. A few influential theories: Laufen, Catchpole, Kloppenborg, and Tuckett

To proceed with my discussion on tradition and redaction in Q 3:16b-17 I shall now
have to sort through some of the theories that have been proposed with respect to v. 16.
Many commentators observe that the saying here would read more smoothly if 16cd

were omitted:

16b S’YO) usv uuag Bamté;m &v 1)60m c e—é&eme@—pteﬁ—epxeﬁ&veﬁsa@&peme@ueﬁ—eﬁﬁ—d

e avTOg VIS Panticet &v

mvedpaTt Ayl Kol mopli-

16¢d, with its emphasis on John’s inferiority vis-a-vis the Coming One, seems disruptive
to the basic contrast being drawn between John’s and the Coming One’s baptisms in

16b+e. Q 3:16 is therefore frequently judged to have been either the conflation of two
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originally independent sayings (b+e and cd) or an interpolation of new material (cd) into
an earlier saying (b+e).*®
Rudolf Laufen adopts the first of these options, positing the existence of two originally

independent sayings:

1) Epyetar (6) ioyvpoTepdS (LoD Omicm 1ov) ob odk sipd ikovog ADcot TOV iUAvVTa TV
vrodnudTev avtod (drodnuata Baoctdoat)

2) &yo PamtiCo &v Bdaty, 6 8¢ Epyduevoc Pamtioet év mvedpatt dryinm?®

The primary evidence for this view would seem to be, first, that the material in 16¢cd
disrupts 16b+e and, secondly, that Q and Mark—which Laufen takes to have been
composed independently of one another—present the material in two quite different
ways—NMark as two separate sayings and Q as just one long saying. Against Laufen, it
could also be argued that since Q’s version is quite cluttered by the material in 16cd it is
the lectio difficilior and thus more primitive than Mark’s version. In his effort to create a
more prosaic narrative, Mark plausibly took a structurally complex saying and
transformed it into two simpler ones. Tuckett observes that the sandals saying “scarcely
makes sense without something additional to say what precisely the figure whose sandals
John is unworthy to untie/carry will do.”**

Commentators more often regard Q 3:16cd as a secondary interpolation into a more
primitive saying. Catchpole points out that with the exception of 3:16cd (which he calls
“16¢”) all the material in Q 3:7-9+16b+e-17 “is coherent with the view that John looks for

the coming of God” rather than Jesus.?*? He takes this as evidence that in its earliest form

this block was derived from “pre-Q” traditions about John which had its origins with a

199 Others who see 16cd as disruptive, aside from the commentators discussed below, include: For others
who see v. 16d as a “Christian” redaction, see Hoffmann, Studien, 32-33; Merklein, “Umkehrpredigt,” 32;
Schenk, Synopse, 19; Jacobson, “Wisdom Christology,” 33-35; idem, First Gospel, 83-85; Ernst, Taufer, 50.
20| aufen, Doppel-iiberlieferungen, 116-117.
201 Tyckett, “Mark and Q,” 170.
202 Catchpole, Quest, 68.
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rival Baptist group. Members of this group held views that were incompatible with the
christological views of Jesus’ followers. For example, they held that John (rather than
Jesus) was the greatest man ever to have lived (Q 7:28a) and that he had foretold the
advent of God rather than Jesus/the Messiah, held that John (rather than the
Messiah/Jesus). Catchpole therefore thinks that 16cd is distinctive within Q’s Prologue
and is therefore best seen as the product of a Q redactor who wanted to redefine John’s
role and downgrade his status in relation to Jesus’. With the interpolation of 16cd this
redactor achieved these goals by casting John as Jesus’ prophetic herald rather than as the
independent prophet that he was.?*® The same redactional hand is detectable at 7:27, where
John is similarly cast as Jesus’ forerunner, and at 28b, where Jesus (6 pikpotepog) is
presented as “greater” (ueiCwv) than John. According to Catchpole, the material in Q 3:7-
9+16b+e-17, in its pre-Q form, envisaged John as an independent prophet who warned
about the advent of God.

Not all who regard 3:16cd as an interpolation take it to have been the work of a Q
redactor. Kloppenborg is impressed with the fact that 16cd is multiply attested in the
Gospel traditions (Q 3:16; Mark 1:7; John 1:27; Acts 13:25) and concludes from this that
the interpolation pre-dated Q.?** But this reasoning is dubious because it assumes that the
synoptic writers, the Fourth Gospel, and the saying in Acts represent independent

traditions.?®

My own view is that these sources are all interdependent (though perhaps not
in the same way or to the same extent). If that is correct then Kloppenborg’s appeal to
multiple attestation must be deemed indeterminate in establishing the saying’s original
wording in Q.

A more compelling argument against Catchpole and others who assign 16cd to a

redactional stage of Q is offered by Tuckett. He points out that if a Q redactor had indeed

been interested in downgrading John vis-a-vis Jesus we should not expect his literary

203 Catchpole, Quest, 67-68; idem, “Beginning,” 206.
2% K loppenborg, Formation, 104-105.
205 K loppenborg is similarly criticized by Tuckett, “Mark and Q,” 169-170.
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footprint on Q to have been so negligible and ineffective.?*® However extensively redacted
Q may be in the version that comes down to us through Matthew and Luke, its portrayal of
John remains overwhelmingly positive. Q’s Prologue features him as its central character
and as a divinely inspired prophet (3:2-3+7-9+16b-17). It reaffirms his prophecies
elsewhere, making Jesus’ own legitimacy dependent on them (7:18-22, 24-27). Jesus’
prophecies about impending judgment and a coming figure (in this case the Son of man)
are patterned on John’s earlier prophecies (cf. 12:40, 43, 46, 49; 19:23). Q portrays John
and Jesus as co-workers and ambassadors of divine wisdom, both men having been sent
out to minister to “this generation” and be rejected by it (7:31-35). Moreover, the unit in
7:29-35 (which immediately followed 7:28) presents John and Jesus as fellow ministers,
with no suggestion that John’s ministry was any less significant than Jesus’. So at best,
Catchpole will have to concede that Q’s redactors had no systematic or rhetorically
effective strategy for downgrading John in relation to Jesus. But the implications of
Tuckett’s reasons surely imply more than just this. If the material in 16¢d was indeed
inserted in order to downgrade John Q’s redactors are unlikely to have been the ones
responsible for it. Such an apologetically motivated interpolation would have needed to
pre-date the composition of Q itself.

In a pre-Q Sitz im Leben, the saying at Q 3:16b+e-17 would have most likely
circulated independently of 3:7-9. The fire metaphors in v. 9 and v. 17 are quite different.
Also, there is no logical flow of thought between vv. 7-9 and vv. 16b+e-17. Removed
from its present Q context, Tuckett thinks that an insertion of 16cd would have likely
transformed the original 16b+e into a much more negative statement about John. He
surmises that this interpolation was made at a time shortly after the lives and ministries of
John and Jesus (when John’s and Jesus’ disciples were allegedly still on good terms) and

prior to the composition of Q (when tensions were allegedly high between John’s and

28 Tyckett, “Mark and Q,” 171-172; idem, History, 119-120.
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Jesus’ disciples).?”’

Though they are quite different in their approaches, Catchpole, Kloppenborg, and
Tuckett all agree on one thing: the existence of a rival Baptist sect or movement in the
decades following John’s death. Their reconstructions of the earliest version of Q 3:16 are
all premised on this idea. If the evidence for such a sect/community turns out to be
unfounded then so must these (and many other) commentators’ speculations about pre-Q
tradition and redaction. | find no such evidence and have chosen to address this whole
rival Baptist sect hypothesis, in more general terms, in Appendix B. But for now, | shall
have to remain focused on the original content of the saying at Q 3:16 and ask whether this

indicates anything about a rival Baptist sect/community.

2.2.6.1.2. The supposedly disruptive character of Q 3:16cd

Those who regard Q 3:16cd as an interpolation see it as a redactor’s attempt at
redefining John’s role in relation to Jesus (casting him as a subordinate forerunner rather
than an independent prophet in his own right).?®® But Tuckett’s argument—that an
interpolation of this apologetic character would have needed to occur at some point prior
to the composition of Q—is compelling. Hence, there would seem to be only two viable
possibilities for how we can regard 16c¢d: it was either (1) a pre-Q interpolation or (2) an
original part of the saying in vv. 16b-17.

By deleting 16cd one can certainly make this saying flow more smoothly. But
smoothness is often a poor indicator of originality or primitivity. | suggested earlier that
Mark’s interest in producing a more prosaic narrative prompted him to splice one complex
saying—i.e. Q 3:16—into two smoothly flowing ones. So the smoothness of Mark’s

wording in Mark 1:7-8 is actually better taken as evidence of redactional tampering, not

27 Tyckett, History, 119-120.
2% Such is the interpretation advanced by Catchpole, Kloppenborg, and Tuckett, as we have seen. Other
commentators could be listed here as well.
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originality/primitivity. In the same way, the fact that modern scholars are able to create a
smoother saying at 3:16 by excising certain material is no obvious proof that their
conjectured reconstruction is actually original/more primitive.

At issue here is not whether the saying can be simplified or transformed into
something more aesthetically pleasing (by modern aesthetic standards) but whether its
author might have wanted to compose a saying with a slightly more complex line of
thought or with a different type of structure than certain commentators are unable to
recognize. Q 3:16bcde does, in fact, have a detectable chiastic structure:

A gym pév Huac Partilo &v Hoatt

B 6 8¢ dmicm pov £pyouevog ioyupdTePOC oL £6Tiv 00 0VK il ikavog Ao Tov ipdva

~ e ‘ 5 ~209
TV VTOOMUATOV AVTOD
A’ a0TOg DuaG Pomtioet £v mvedpott ayie Kol mopi

There is much evidence to suggest that ancient authors often aspired to create such chiastic
structures in their writings.?*® In fact, there is at least one other saying in Q that compares
nicely to the present one. As Fleddermann points out, the God and Mammon saying at Q
16:13 “has a similar structure with a second sentence inserted between the two halves of a
parallel sentence.”?™ It is unwarranted, then, to claim that 16cd is structurally disruptive.

The material in 16¢d is also thought by some commentators to be thematically
disruptive both within 16bcde and within the broader composition of Q. The material here
portrays John as subordinate to Jesus whereas Q elsewhere portrays him as a prophet in his
own right (3:7-9), as Jesus’ peer/equal (7:31-35), and even as Jesus’ superior (7:28a). It is
true that in its present form 3:16 parallels 7:27 insofar as both texts portray John as a
prophetic forerunner to Jesus.?'? But 7:27 is also seen by some commentators as

contextually and thematically intrusive within the larger block at Q 7:24-28a which is

2% One could also arrange 3:16 chiastically by making B into two shorter statements (B and B'), the latter
beginning with a pronoun answering to 6 épydpevoc.

219 5ee Welch, Chiasmus.

21 Fleddermann, Q, 232.

212 |n 7:27 this is expressly stated. In 3:16 it is implied since John’s acknowledgement of inferiority and his
discipleship language envision a human rather than a divine or even an angelic being. See further the
discussion below. The most obvious human being here would, of course, be Jesus.
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otherwise focused on John’s greatness, not his subordinate role vis-a-vis Jesus.

While John is admittedly subordinate to Jesus in 3:16¢d and 7:27, his role is far from
humble. He is cast as the eschatological Elijah and as the fulfilment of biblical prophecy. |
shall have to discuss 7:27 a bit later (—5.3.1.). For now, suffice it to say that the verse is
not at all intrusive. It actually emphasizes John’s greatness as a prophet, which is precisely
the thrust of vv. 24-26.

Within the larger composition of Q, 3:16cd and 7:27 are not unique in the way they
cast John as Jesus’ forerunner. That role is presupposed in the arrangement of material in
Q’s Prologue. Q’s redactor(s) chose to speak of John’s ministry and preaching as well as
John’s Baptism of Jesus in the Prologue. This precedes all the other material about Jesus’
teachings and ministry. The arrangement, in effect, underscores the fact that John was
acting as Jesus’ forerunner (—2.3.8). John’s forerunner role is likely also presupposed in
16:16.2*2 Within the general composition of Q, then, 3:16cd does not seem thematically
disruptive.

Nor does it seem thematically disruptive within In 3:16b-17 itself.?** John’s inferior
status vis-a-vis the Coming One here would still be implied even if one were to remove
16c¢d. It would be implied, first, in the contrast drawn between the Coming One’s baptism
“with the Holy Spirit and fire” and John’s baptism “with water” and, second, in the
Coming One’s expected roles in 3:17, which are cosmic in scope and as such clearly
surpass John’s roles of preacher, baptizer, and prophetic herald. Tuckett comments that for
Q’s redactors 16¢d was not taken as a negative evaluation of John but “as a statement
primarily seeking to underline the importance of the status of Jesus.”%** But this is just to
admit that while 16cd was, at least as Tuckett supposes, inserted for the express purpose of

downgrading John this purpose was entirely lost on Q’s redactors who adopted the saying

213 | was regrettably unable to discuss this important text in the present thesis.
214 Contra Tuckett, History, 119: “...the clear qualitative distinction drawn between John and the coming

figure in the “sandals’ saying does seem rather extraneous in the context of John’s and perhaps fits better
within a context of later rivalry between (followers of) Jesus and John.”
213 Tyckett, “Mark and Q,” 172; idem, History, 119.
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unmodified. If Q’s redactors were able to miss the point of 16cd then that point must not
have been very obvious or well known among Jesus’ followers. That being the case, one
wonders why Tuckett feels so convinced that 16cd was, in fact, really designed to
downgrade John in the first place, that is, to bring him down from the more elevated
position he enjoyed in earlier Baptist tradition.

From neither a structural nor a thematic standpoint, then, can it be said that 16cd is
disruptive. It is integral to the saying’s chiastic structure; and its portrayal of John as
someone who admitted his inferiority to the Coming One coheres thematically with the
larger composition of Q and with 3:16b+e and 17. These observations suggest that 16cd

was not an interpolation but was an element within the saying from the very beginning.

2.2.6.1.3. Q 3:16b-17 examined as an independent saying: could it have once

circulated independently or without 16cd?

Conjectures about the redaction history of Q 3:16 often depend largely on what sort of
figure commentators believe that “John” had been anticipating, whether they are thinking
of the historical John, pre-Q’s John, or Q’s John.

3:16b-17 might be viewed as a pre-Q tradition if it could be shown to be intelligible
apart from its wider Q context. In order for the saying to have once stood on its own the
long sentence in 3:16 would have needed more than just an implied subject for the verb
Bomticer or the undefined pronoun avtog. Without an antecedent to these words the saying
would have been intolerably vague. Had the author (whether John or someone speaking in
his name) been referring to God, as is sometimes argued, he would have surely wanted to

clarify this, perhaps by using the word “God,”'® by putting the verbs in the so-called

218 The reference to God in v. 8 occurs in a dependent clause and is a simple passing reference. As such, it
could not have functioned as the antecedent of the pronoun or subject of the verb Bonticet in v. 16d. And if
the saying in v. 16b+e-17 once circulated independently it must have been intelligible without reference to v.
8.
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“divine passive,” or by supplying some other surrogate for “God.” Similarly, if the author
had been referring to a person other than God (e.g. the Messiah, Elijah, an angel) he would
have surely used a proper name or a surrogate. In Q 3:16 there is no reference to “God,”
no title, no proper name, and the verbs are in the active voice. However, 6 £pyopevog in
16ca might have stood as a surrogate for God, the Messiah, or some other person. Thus, if
we are going to posit that the saying in 3:16b+e-17 once circulated independently, o
gpyopevog in 16ca will have to be retained. And since this independent saying would have
circulated independently of its present Q context we shall also have to assume that 6
gpyopevog did not function as a literary device (as it so clearly does in Q) but as a
recognizable title, or at least as a “pregnant” expression that could call to mind a specific
person; otherwise the saying would have still been too vague. For commentators like
Bultmann, Catchpole, and Kloppenborg it could only have referred to God. But the
philological evidence, which | outline in Appendix I, is capable of supporting at least two
other interpretations, namely, that it referred to Elijah or the Messiah.

On its own, then, 3:16b-17 would have been quite vague. As such, one wonders why it

would have been preserved as an independent saying in the first place.

2.2.6.1.4. 1s John’s description of the Coming One in 3:16b-17 irreconcilable with the

portrayal of Jesus in Q?

Commentators often claim that John’s prophecy about the Coming One in Q 3:16b-17
bears little resemblance to the recorded life of Jesus. From this they infer that the saying

had its origins in Baptist circles rather than in the Jesus movement:

The prediction of the coming apocalyptic figure—either God himself or some supra-human
(angelic?) figure—is arguably of Baptist provenance since the title 6 £pyopevog is not
obviously Christian and since the description of that figure accords so poorly with the activity
of Jesus.?’

217 Kloppenborg, Formation, 104. See also Dunn, Spirit, 61.
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When Kloppenborg speaks here of “the activity of Jesus” here he is presumably referring
to his so-called “earthly ministry.” Kloppenborg’s reasoning therefore fails to take into
consideration the fact that Q sets up a two-stage fulfilment of John’s prophecies (see
Excursus A). We need not inquire, simply, whether John’s prophecies about the Coming
One correspond to the activity of the earthly Jesus but the returning Jesus as well.

Before | proceed with this inquiry | would like to point out that in 3:16b-17 we are
dealing with metaphorical language. In fact, much of John’s preaching in Q’s Prologue is

laden with metaphors:

i he calls his audience “offspring of vipers”;
il he urges his audience to “make the fruit worthy of repentance”;
iii he speaks of God’s ability to raise up “stones” as children to Abraham;
iv he warns, “the axe already lies at the root of the trees” and “every tree therefore
that does not bear good fruit is cut down and thrown into the fire”;
v he speaks of being unworthy to “untie” the Coming One’s “sandals”;
vi he says that the Coming One will baptize
(a) with the Holy Spirit and
(b) with fire;
vii he adds that this figure’s “winnowing fork is in his hand” and he will
(a) clear away his threshing floor,
(b) gather the wheat into the granary, and

(c) burn the chaff with unquenchable fire.

Metaphors can, of course, be ambiguous. And that is certainly the case in vv. 16b-17,
which we are specifically concerned with here.

Earlier | argued that v. 16 included the phrase év nvevpott ayim kai wopi. But can the
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Jesus of Q be understood, either in his first or second coming, as one who baptizes “in the
Holy Spirit and fire”? In the commentary section below I argue that two different baptisms
are envisioned in this saying: the baptism in the Holy Spirit refers to an eschatological
outpouring of God’s Spirit; the baptism in fire refers to a punishment against the wicked
(—2.2.8.2)).

Taking these metaphors each in turn, let us first ask whether Q associates Jesus with
the outpouring of the Spirit. That would seem so. In Jesus’ Baptism by John—which |
argue derives from Q (—3.2.1.)—the Spirit descends on Jesus (Q 3:22). We also find
displays of the Spirit in Jesus’ earthly life (Q 11:20(?); 12:10, 12(?)). Less evidence can be
cited from Q showing that he conveyed the Spirit on others. Nevertheless, his own Spirit-
endued powers are manifest in his disciples when they heal the sick (10:9). There is also a
theoretical basis for “the Q community” to have believed in an outpouring of God’s Spirit.
In other writings of the New Testament, Jesus’ early followers clearly associate the
outpouring of God’s Spirit with Jesus’ ascension into heaven (Acts 2; 1 Cor 12-14; Eph
4:7-14, etc.). While Q, outside of 3:16, does not speak of an outpouring of God’s Spirit, it
does take for granted Jesus’ ascension.?*® There is at least a theoretical basis, then, for the
Q redactor(s) to have associated this event with his/their expectations about the outpouring
of God’s Spirit.

In v. 17 John’s language presumes an understanding of the multi-step harvesting
process, according to which grain is cut and gathered, threshed (struck repeatedly with a
flail in order to release the grain), winnowed (with the grain being thrown up into the air in
order to separate the chaff), and stored. The remaining chaff is then gathered up and
burned. Only part of this complex process is envisioned in John’s preaching. The words o

70 TTTOOV £V TH] Xl avTod dtakabdpar trv dAwvao avtod are commonly interpreted as

218 O clearly presupposes Jesus’ death by crucifixion (14:27; cf. 11:49-51; 13:34-35) and yet expects him to

return as the Son of man (12:39-40, 42-46; 17:23-24, 26-30; 19:12-26). These two premises imply belief in
an ascension.
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referring to the act of winnowing.?*® But Robert Webb points out that the Greek word for
winnowing is not Stakofaipo but Aikpdm and Swoneipo or its synonym Saokopmile.??
He also notes that the word for “winnowing fork™ is not wtoov but 8piva&. The former
term refers to the winnowing shovel which, according to Webb, “was used to heap up the
grain before the winnowing as well as to gather the wheat and straw into piles after the
winnowing was completed.”?** Webb emphasizes the latter function here. Finally, he
notes that in John’s preaching the Coming One is not expected to purge the grain but the
threshing floor (1| éAwva). The purging therefore refers to the end of the harvesting
process, after the winnowing is complete and when the grain and chaff are being removed
from the threshing floor. Webb concludes that in John’s understanding the Coming One
would not be engaged in the winnowing process at all. The winnowing is performed by
John himself. The Coming One will simply remove the wheat and chaff from off the
threshing floor, placing the former in the granary and tossing the latter into the fire.

With these general remarks about the metaphorical language in v. 17 let us continue
our inquiry as to whether John’s preaching about the Coming One can be seen as having
any fulfilment in the person of Jesus.

I shall focus first on John’s fire metaphor. Another fire metaphor had been used in v.
16e where John speaks of a baptism “in fire and the Holy Spirit.” Can Q’s Jesus be
understood as someone who baptizes with fire or who burns the chaff with unquenchable
fire? The fire metaphors in both of these verses should be interpreted similarly, that is, as

222

referring to the eschatological judgment.““ As such, they cannot be understood as having

219E g. Davies and Allison, Matthew, 1.318-19.

220 \\ebb, Baptizer, 296. For the discussion that follows about Webb’s interpretation of Q 3:17, see ibid.,
295-300.

221 \Webb, Baptizer, 297.

222 For fire being used with respect to the eschatological judgment, cf. 1QH 11:27-31; 14:17-19; 1QS 2:7-8,

15-17; 4:11-14; Jub. 9.15; 1 En. 10.6; 54.1-6; 90.24-25; 91.7-9; 100.9; 102.1; Pss. Sol. 15.4-5; Sib. Or. 3.53-
54; 4.159-161; 4 Macc. 9.9; 12.12; T. Jud. 25.3; T. Zeb. 10.3; 4 Ezra 7.36-38; 13.4, 10-11; 2 Bar. 44.15;
48.39; 59.2; 3 Bar. (Greek rec.) 4.16; Mark 9:43-48 par.; 2 Thess 1:8; 2 Pet 2:4-9; Rev 14:10-11; 20:9-15.
Luke may associate John’s prophecy about the baptism “in fire and the Holy Spirit” with the experience
recorded in Acts 2 where “tongues like fire” (yYA@ooor mcel Tupdc) are said to have descended and rested
upon the heads of those who were filled with the Spirit. But Webb (Baptizer, 272-73) points out that the
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any meaningful fulfilment in Jesus’ first coming. In fact, some commentators have
suggested that the earthly Jesus rejected John’s eschatological vision, opting for a more
gracious and accepting vision. This interpretation is untenable, however. Jesus may not
execute fiery judgment during his earthly ministry but he does not deny or distance
himself from John’s message of coming judgment either. Sending out his disciples, he
tells them to bestow upon any who receive them a blessing of peace (i.e. assurance against
God’s judgment); he then adds that any who reject their message should be shown the
tokens of coming fiery wrath: “Shake off the dust of your feet. | tell you, it shall be more
tolerable on that day for Sodom than for that city” (10:5-12). Thus, Bethsaida and
Chorazin—cities where Jesus (or perhaps only his disciples) had performed miracles but
where the people evidently did not repent—are denounced with the same kind of threats
used by John (Q 10:13-15). A similarly ominous threat is made in 11:49-51. So with
Jesus’ emphasis on coming judgment he can hardly be seen as having jettisoned John’s
earlier expectations of fiery wrath in favour of a more gracious message of acceptance and
forgiveness. John’s and Jesus’ expectations in Q are essentially the same. Jesus still
anticipates fiery judgment as John did. Indeed, he expects to fulfil John’s prophecies about
this judgment in his own person when he comes a second time. This is evident from
several sayings in which he speaks of his second coming as a time of exacting judgment
(17:23-24, 26-30; 19:12-26). In 17:26-27 he compares his coming to the time when God
sent a flood upon the world. In 17:28-29 he compares it to the time when God sent fire on
the cities of Sodom and Gomorrah.??® These stories of Noah and the Ark and the Judgment
of Sodom and Gomorrah are doubtless invoked as archetypes of the final judgment.?*

Thus, we can safely understand John’s prophecies about fiery judgment as having their

terms yA@ooot and @oei do not make the link explicit. He also notes that just prior to this experience, when
John’s prophecy is recalled at Acts 1:5, no reference to fire is made. At any rate, even if it Luke associated
the fire in John’s baptism prophecy with the outpouring of God’s Spirit this would tell us nothing about how
the metaphor was intended in Q.

228 17:28-29 occurs only in Luke but should be counted as part of Q since the Sodom and Gomorrah story
seems to be a major theme in Q. See Kloppenborg, Parallels, 66, 192, 194; idem, “Wasteland,” 145-160. For
a contrary view, see Fleddermann, Q, 823-24.

24 E 9. Q 10:12; 2 Pet 2:5-10a; Jude 7.
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expected fulfilment at the second coming of Jesus.

I turn now to consider some of the other metaphors mentioned in v. 17. | noted earlier
that commentators often characterize John as a preacher of coming judgment and overlook
or underemphasize any anticipations in his message about restoration and salvation
(—2.2.8.2.). Indeed, the burning of the chaff, that is, the ultimate punishment of the
wicked, should itself be understood as a redemptive act since it is executed, at least in part,
in order to liberate of the righteous from their oppressors. But there is more about
redemption in John’s message than just this. His prophecy about the Coming One
baptizing with the Holy Spirit anticipates a blessed experience for the righteous.?> And
the whole reason John was enjoining repentance and baptism in the first place was because
he believed that people could still repent and escape the coming punishment. Thus, he
declares that the Coming One would not only “burn the chaff with unquenchable fire” but
also “cleanse his threshing floor” and *“gather the wheat into his granary” (v. 17).

Can any of John’s positive metaphors here about restoration and salvation be construed
as having some fulfilment in the earthly life of Jesus? I believe so. Presumably, any
gathering of the wheat would need to occur before the burning of the chaff, not only
because John mentions it first but also because this would have been the natural order of
things. The imagery about burning the chaff refers, as I explained earlier, to the final
judgment. It is therefore set to occur in the future. But the imagery about the storing of
grain in the granary can perhaps be understood as having an earlier, if only partial and
proleptic, fulfilment in Jesus’ earthly ministry of healing and evangelizing (cf. esp. Q 6;
7:22; 10:3-9). The “granary” is doubtless meant as a metaphor for the kingdom of God.
During his earthly ministry Jesus is surely engaged in bringing people into this kingdom
(cf. 10:2-9; 11:14-15+17-20).

I believe that in Q Jesus can also be seen as a kind of separator of wheat from chaff.

225 |_uke, in Acts 2, sees baptism in the Holy Spirit as a “firstfruits” of ultimate redemption. Paul, similarly,
refers to it as a “guarantee” (appafcdv) of one’s redemption (2 Cor 1:22; 5:5; Eph 1:14). In Q the Spirit is
elsewhere associated with blessing (Q/Luke 12:12; Q/Matt 11:28).
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Webb is probably correct that the cleansing of the threshing floor refers to the final stages
of the harvesting process, not the winnowing. But we should not, for this reason, infer that
in this prophecy the Coming One is not expected to have any role in separating the wheat
from the chaff. By purging his threshing floor—that is, by removing the wheat and chaff
from it—and by placing the one in the granary and the other in the fire, he too would be
effecting a separation. The question is whether this act of separating can be associated
with Jesus’ earthly ministry or only with his second coming. Webb apparently thinks the
metaphor applies only to the final judgment (hence, Jesus’ second coming). He claims that
the purging of the threshing floor, the placing the wheat into the granary, and the burning
of the chaff with fire, refer to “essentially the same action.” As support of this
interpretation it might be noted that the evangelist Matthew frequently envisions Jesus’
second coming as a time when the elect will be separated from the reprobate (Matt 13:24-
30, 36-43, 47-49; 25:32). Nevertheless, | do not think that in Q 3:17 we are compelled to
think only in terms of Jesus’ second coming. Jesus’ ultimate act of separating will, of
course, occur at his second coming, as in Matthew’s Gospel (cf. Q 12:42-46; 13:28-29;
17:26-30, 34-35). But his earthly ministry can be seen as the commencement of this
process of separating. This comes through in several sayings in Q. Jesus declares,
“Whoever is not with me is against me; and whoever is not gathering (grain) with me
scatters” (Q 11:23). Here he divides humanity in two, based on whether or not they are
“gathering with” him or not. The verb cuvayw plausibly hearkens back on the words of
John’s prophecy in Q 3:17 since it is used in connection with a similar agricultural
metaphor. Again, Jesus says that he came to bring a sword to divide even family members
against one another (12:49-51+53). Other Q texts likewise emphasize that Jesus’ person
and message would cause people to react in one way or another and that this would mark
them as being either elect or reprobate. He tacitly acknowledges that some would be
scandalized but pronounces a blessing on those who are not (7:23). He declares that “This

generation,” that is, the non-elect, rejects both John and Jesus; “but wisdom is vindicated
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by her children,” that is, the elect??® (Q 7:29-35).

There are only two real difficulties in fitting John’s prophecies into Q’s two-advent
scheme: (1) John mentions nothing about the expected figure coming twice; (2) John
envisions the judgment as something that will take place imminently, presumably when
the expected figure appears for the first time. These difficulties are not insurmountable.
Two advents may be implied in the double metaphors: baptism with the Holy Spirit and
fire; the gathering of wheat and the burning of chaff. We should also keep in mind that for
the Q redactor(s) the lapse of time between John and themselves was not great (< 30
years?). John’s threats of imminent judgment in Q 3:7-9+16b-17 would not have
necessarily seemed so off the mark therefore, so long as the redactors did not expect Jesus
to return at some point in the distant future.

In Q, then, Jesus can be seen as fulfilling all of John’s prophecies in Q 3:16b-17,
baptizing in the Holy Spirit and fire, and purging his threshing floor by separating the
wheat from the chaff and by placing the former in the granary and the latter in the fire. He
fulfils these prophecies at different times. The elements in John’s prophecy anticipating
punishment will be fulfilled entirely at his second coming. The elements anticipating
blessing and salvation can be seen as partially or proleptically fulfilled at Jesus’ first
coming and ultimately fulfilled at his second. All of this argues against seeing John’s

prophecies here as deriving from a Baptist source.

2.2.6.1.5. The literary dependence of 3:16b-17 on the rest of Q

Another reason for seeing Q 3:16b-17 as having its origins in the Jesus movement
rather than a Baptist one is the fact that John’s language and imagery cohere literarily with
Q’s broader composition. | have already suggested that this saying shares certain verbal

links with other parts of Q (cf. the terms cuvaywm, Tvedbpott dyim, and wdp) and that it

228 For this interpretation, see Tuckett, Revival, 148-151.
100



shares certain thematic links with other parts of Q as well (cf. its anticipation of coming
judgment, its metaphor of gathering grain into the granary ~ evangelizing and healing; and
of purging of the threshing floor = separation of one part of humanity from another). But
the most notable literary link between this saying and the rest of Q is found in the term o6
gpyopevoc. It occurs for the first time in Q at 3:16 and here it serves to introduce the
leitmotif of “Jesus-as-the-Coming-One.” This theme will resurface at 7:19, 20 and 13:35
(—2.2.5.1.). Additional links with these sayings about “the Coming One” can probably
also be found in other Q sayings where the verb £pyopon is used in the indicative mood;
for Jesus uses this verb both when referring to his first (7:34; 12:49, 51, 53, Luke
4:16(Q?)) and his second (12:39, 40, 43, 46; 19:13, 15, 23) coming.

John’s prophecy about 6 épyduevog, like the leitmotif of Jesus-the-Coming-One, was
likely the work of a Q redactor/Jesus follower. As I explained above, the prophecy is far
too vague to have ever circulated independently (—2.2.6.1.3.). The only real way that we
can understand who or what sort of eschatological figure John was anticipating is by
reading the prophecy in light of Q’s broader narrative, especially Jesus’ Baptism by John,
John’s Question and Jesus’ Reply, and the saying of Jesus in 13:35. Moreover, there are
three occurrences of 6 £pyopevog in Q—3:16; 7:19-20; 13:35—and | would suggest that
the one spoken by Jesus in 13:35 gave rise to the others. The messianic exegesis
undergirding this saying is plausibly traditional, reflecting an earlier Jewish (not Baptist)
exegesis of Ps 118:26, according to which the term 6 £pyopevog was taken as a reference
to the Messiah (—Excursus A). It seems far less likely that this saying was composed by
one of Jesus’ followers in order to promote a new interpretation of the vaguely worded
prophecy about “the Coming One” in Q 3:16 which had been circulating among a group of
Baptists and which they thought referred to someone other than Jesus. The order of
composition, in my opinion, was the exact opposite: the vaguely worded prophecy by John
was written up by a follower of Jesus who wanted to anticipate and evoke one of Jesus’

sayings, which he was planning to quote a bit later at 13:35.
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2.2.6.1.6. Concluding remarks about tradition and redaction in Q 3

The above discussion concerning tradition and redaction has been lengthy and
complicated. It will probably be helpful therefore to summarize some of what has been
argued.

Verses 7-9 should not be seen as a composite of two discrete sayings—one in vv. 7-
8a+9 and another in v. 8b. The material in both of these divisions is thematically similar in
that it harshly rebukes those who have rejected John’s message/baptism. There is no
reason to think that two different audiences are being addressed or that vv. 7-8a+9 and v.
8b originated in two different Sitze im Leben.

Verse 17 cannot be easily separated from v. 16b+e, it being syntactically connected to
v. 17. It must have originated either at the same time as v. 16 or subsequently.

The matter of 16cd was more complicated. | have argued that 16cd was an original
part of the saying. This material is unlikely to have been added by Q’s original
composer/redactor or by its later redactors in order to downgrade John; for in that case we
would not expect Q to have remained so positive and laudatory in its overall portrayal and
estimate of John.

In order to imagine that this material had, at some pre-Q stage, circulated within a
community of rival Baptists, one would have to remove it from its present literary context
in Q and further purge it of any elements that seem too characteristic of the Jesus
movement. The result of this procedure, not surprisingly, would be to render the material
less markedly characteristic of the Jesus movement and, hence, more compatible with a
rival Baptist sect hypothesis. But the procedure is seriously dubious for several reasons.

First, it is largely circular. One has to assume certain things about what sort of man
John was and what sort of things he was capable of saying in order to recognize which

elements are the work of a Jesus follower and which are “Baptist.” Outside of the New
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Testament Gospel traditions we really know nothing about John’s or his followers’
eschatological views. So identifying which elements stem from the Jesus movement and
which from a hypothetical Baptist movement is difficult, if not impossible. The John of Q
appears to anticipate a human figure. One can only alter this portrayal of John, at least in
Q 3, by unjustifiably removing any elements in 16cd that conflict with this picture.

Second, the redactional theories that attempt to purge from Q 3:2-3+7-9+16b-17 any
elements that derive from the Jesus movement lead to some very implausible results.
Removing v. 16cd from 16b+e leaves nothing but an implied subject and an ambiguous
pronoun to function as the subject of BantiCw. Even if we retain 6 épyouevog there is no
obvious reason to think that the saying had originally referred to God rather than a human
Messiah. The remainder of 16cd is not necessarily out of place with 16b+e. It coheres both
structurally and thematically, as we have seen. The material in vv. 16b-17 may therefore
be regarded as an original unity.

Third, when commentators whittle down the supposed Baptist content in Q 3 they are
often left with such little material that one wonders how they can actually recognize that it
was derived from a Baptist source, or, for that matter, why Jesus’ followers even bothered

to seize upon these tiny bits of tradition.

2.2.7. Location in Q

Q 3:7-9+16b-17 is often thought to be the opening of Q. | have argued, however, that
Q 3:2-3 preceded 3:7-9+16b-17. On this reconstruction, 3:2-3+7-9+16b-17 would have
constituted a coherent narrative prologue in Q.

Locating of these verses at the beginning of Q can be justified on the basis that
Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John all place material from this block at the beginning of their
Gospels. Also, locating this material at the beginning of Q would have made good sense

from a compositional standpoint since a brief description of John’s baptism ministry (vv.
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2-3) and his preaching about the Coming One (vv. 16-17) would have provided an obvious
starting point for a narration about Jesus’ own baptism (vv. 21-22), which, as shall be

argued below, was also part of Q (—3.2.1.). More basically, Q’s Prologue, while focused

on the ministry and preaching of John the Baptist, would have helped set the stage for the

main character in Q to enter—Jesus, whom Q identified as “the Coming One” whom John
had anticipated (—2.2.5.1., 4.5., Excursus A).

Q’s arrangement of the material has implications for our study about the forerunner
concept in the early Jesus movement. Risto Uro rightly asks the question: “Why was a
collection of Jesus’ sayings introduced by a collection of John’s sayings?”?*’ But his
answer is unsatisfying. He points out that this material helps to lay out some of Q’s main
themes, especially that of “the Coming One.” That may be correct but it does not explain
why Q began with material dealing with John. I would suggest that for Q John was
thought to have had a specific role vis-a-vis Jesus and that this role was very much
christological. | have already noted how John’s prophecy about the Coming One in 3:16
nicely parallels Jesus’ remark in 7:27, where John is implicitly identified as Jesus’ Elijah-
like forerunner. This conception of John seems to be at work in Q’s Prologue as well. By
opening with John’s message and ministry, Q is portraying John as a prophet who
prepared God’s people for and announced to them the coming of Jesus.??® This portrayal
of John vis-a-vis Jesus can really only be understood on the assumption that Q’s
redactor(s) regarded Jesus as a key figure in redemptive history. One of the central points

of this thesis will be to show that in Q Jesus is regarded as the Davidic Messiah (—

Excursus A, 3.5.3-4., 4.5.2., Appendices E and ).

227 Uro, “Movement,” 239.

228 | disagree with Jacobson (First Gospel, 80-81) who sees Q’s portrayal of John as being quite distinct
from Mark’s. In Q, John is not simply a preacher and prophet who prepares the way for Yahweh, as
Jacobson thinks. Q’s arrangement of the material and its identification of Jesus as “the Coming One” imply
that John was preparing Israel for Jesus. Against Jacobson, the fact that the quote from Mal 3:1 occurs later
in Q (i.e. at Q 7:27) than it does in Mark hardly changes the fact that John is being portrayed at the
beginning of Q as Jesus’ prophetic forerunner. Indeed, the Malachi quote at 7:27 only reinforces this
portrayal.
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2.2.8. Commentary

2.2.8.1. General

In Q 3:7-9 John seems to be confronting a notion that any Jew, by virtue of his/her
genealogical tie to Abraham, was bound to inherit God’s promises, regardless of personal
piety.?? John insists that God accepts no one solely on the basis of physical descent.?*
God could just as easily raise up stones as children to Abraham if he so willed it. Thus,
even Jews are required to produce “fruit worthy of repentance” or else they will be
“thrown into the fire” (vv. 7-9).

This “fruit” involves more than just baptism.?* In Luke’s Gospel Q 3:7-9 is
immediately followed by a narrative in which several groups of people from John’s
audience approach him, asking: “What should we do?” John responds to each group with
advice about how persons might conduct themselves more piously (Luke 3:10-14). So
Luke, at least, clearly understood John to have been urging acts of piety beyond the mere
reception of baptism. It is possible, of course, that Luke misunderstood John’s message.
But this is unlikely. John (at least the John of Q) is undoubtedly modelling his message on
the biblical prophets’ who frequently emphasized inward reform and moral conduct over
religious ritual (cf. Isa 1; 58; Jer 4:4; 9:25; Mic 6:6-8). Q itself adopts a similar perspective
(cf. 11:39+41-42). The same fruit metaphor used at Q 3:8a+9 will be taken up in Jesus’
preaching at Q 6:43-45 where it can hardly refer to baptism. So for John (at least the John
of Q), while baptism was certainly important, it was hardly all that he was urging on

behalf of his audience when he spoke about the need for “fruit.” The fact that he links this

229 Cp. the teaching attributed to Resh Lakish (200-275 C.E.) that “the fire of Gehinnom has no power over
the sinners in Israel” (b. Hag. 27a).

%0 Cp. Paul’s argument in Rom 2 against Jews who prided themselves in circumcision.

281 Contra Tuckett, History, 114.
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fruit with “repentance” indicates that he was talking about turning from sin and adhering
to God’s commandments.?*? For John, baptism was probably seen as an outward symbol

of one’s reformed life and religious commitment (—Appendix A.3). Thus, if part of his
audience was rejecting baptism, as | have argued above (—2.2.3), he perhaps took this as

evidence that they were unrepentant. But baptism itself should not be equated with the
“fruit worthy of repentance.”

The nearness of God’s judgment is implied, first, by the urgent command “to flee from
the coming wrath” (v. 7); second, by the metaphor of the axe being laid “already (1j6n) at
the root of the trees” (v. 9). In Q, John’s prophecies about coming judgment can only be
understood with reference to Jesus’ second coming, when he returns as the Son of man
and inaugurates the final judgment (cf. Q 12:39-40, 42-46; 17:24, 26-30). This cannot be
said to accord with John’s preaching about imminent judgment. In fact, other sayings like
The Son of Man Comes as a Thief (12:39-40), The Faithful and Unfaithful Servant (12:42-
46), and The Entrusted Money (19:12-13+15-24+26) tacitly recognize that Jesus’ second
coming has been delayed. This discrepancy between John’s preaching about imminent
judgment and the sayings about Jesus’ delayed return should not be taken as evidence that
Q has brought together two irreconcilable traditions. | argued above that the preaching of
John in Q’s Prologue is best seen as a composition of the Q redactor (—2.2.3.). Hence, the
discrepancy here should not be seen as accidental but as purposeful. There is a theological
point that the Q redactor is trying to make. According to Q, by rejecting its Messiah Israel

had effectively delayed its own redemption.

282 On this definition of repentance in the teachings of John and Jesus see Crossley, “Repentance,” 138-142.
Crossley thinks that although the Gospels prefer the terms petavoém (or petévota) a better translation for the
Semitic term used by the historical John and Jesus (i.e. 230/2w) would have been émictpéem since this
implied a change of action and not simply a change of mind.
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2.2.8.2. John prophecies of coming punishment and redemption

The nature of the coming judgment anticipated by John is often characterized by
interpreters in wholly negative terms?*®: God will take the barren trees, cut them down,
and cast them into the fire (v. 9); he will baptize them “with fire” (v. 16d); and once he has
winnowed his threshing floor he will burn the chaff “with unquenchable fire” (v.

17). These threatening comments certainly stand out in John’s preaching. But one should
not overlook the other expressions of hope and coming redemption. “Fruit of repentance”
is offered as a means of escaping God’s wrath. Whatever one makes of the Coming One’s

baptism with fire, his baptism with the Holy Spirit can hardly refer to a destructive or

otherwise negative experience (—2.2.6.). Most likely it refers to the eschatological

outpouring of God’s Spirit, often spoken of with the metaphor of water being poured out
onto Israel (Ezek 39:29; Joel 2:28-29). This outpouring is referred to in Acts 2:14-21 (cf.
also Eph 4:8). Finally, the gathering of wheat into the granary speaks of a coming
deliverance. John’s message therefore contains both threats of doom and implicit
assurances of salvation.

John appears to anticipate that the Coming One will enact two distinct baptisms.?**
Unlike the baptism with the Holy Spirit, the Coming One’s baptism with fire is best
regarded as a punishment against the wicked, not a blessing for the righteous. The other
references to fire in this unit are unmistakable metaphors of judgment. But some
commentators argue that the fiery baptism will have a two-fold effect, punishing the

wicked but also purging the righteous.?®> Evidence for such a “baptism in fire” is supposed

33 As noted by Webb, Baptizer, 289-95. He notes Becker (see his Taufer, 25, 38-39) as an example of how
interpreters often characterize John only as a prophet of doom. Jacobson (First Gospel, 85) might be cited as
another example. Cf. also Meier, Marginal Jew, 2.132, 133: John’s message was “centered ... on fiery
threats and imminent doom.”

2% Contra some commentators (e.g. Dunn, “Spirit-and-Fire Baptism,” 84-85; Marshall, Luke, 147; Nolland,
Luke, 1.152), nothing in the syntax of John’s prophecy implies that only one baptism is expected. See Wehb,
Baptizer, 289-95.
% Kraeling, Baptist, 116; Scobie, Baptist, 68.
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to be found in texts like the Apocalypse of Peter 6, the Testament of Isaac 5.21-25, and the
Sibylline Oracles 2.252-54 where both the righteous and the wicked are made to pass
through a fiery river (cf. also Dan 7:10; 4 Ezra 13.10). Daniel Frayer-Griggs has recently
tried to defend this interpretation of John’s fiery baptism by proposing that Mark 9:49, in
its original Semitic form, read: “For everyone will be baptized with fire.”?* If Frayer-
Griggs’ retroversion is correct, this saying would have likely recalled John’s earlier
prophecy in Q 3:16 and would have made the fiery baptism something that “everyone”—
i.e. the righteous and the wicked—needed to endure. The retroversion is based on a
supposed confusion between the Aramaic verb %2n (“to spice, season”) and 7av (“to
immerse, bathe for purification”), which “may have occurred at the oral stage”; or, the
confusion may have been translational since 22y ordinarily meant, “to immerse, bathe for
purification,” but could also mean, “to season.” Frayer-Griggs points out that in its present
Greek form (mdig yap mopi aAicOfoeton) the saying is notoriously ambiguous, especially if
one assumes it once circulated as a free-floating logion.

While this retroversion of Mark 9:49 is quite intriguing and even persuasive, it would
not necessarily support Frayer-Griggs’ interpretation of the fiery baptism in Q 3:16. If the
retroversion is correct, we would no longer need to assume that the saying had circulated
independently because it would now cohere nicely with Mark 9:43-48, providing an
appropriate conclusion to those verses.?*” The term “everyone” would, in this case, be
understood to mean “everyone in Gehenna.” So if the saying is meant to recall John’s
prophecy at Q 3:16 it would only illustrate that Jesus interpreted the fiery baptism as a
punishment for the wicked. It would not necessarily tell us anything about whether the

phrase év nvevpatt ayico was part of the saying or that Jesus had interpreted it too as a

% Daniel Frayer-Griggs, “Baptized in Fire,” 254-85. Frayer-Griggs is reviving a proposal originally
espoused by Baarda, “Mark 1X.49,” 318-21.

27 Indeed, it seems unlikely that even the retroverted saying could have ever stood on its own. Without some
kind of further contextualization, it would still have been notoriously ambiguous. Frayer-Griggs can only
make sense of it by assuming hearers would have associated the saying with Q 3:16. But he would have no
grounds for making that assumption if the saying originally stood as a free-floating logion.
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punishment for the wicked. | have found no good reason to dismiss év mvebpott ayim as a
later insertion (—2.2.5.4.). I have also argued above that such a baptism would have most
likely anticipated the eschatological outpouring of God’s Spirit, a blessing for the
righteous but not a punishment for the wicked. Moreover, a purgative interpretation of the
baptism in fire would require us to read into the prophecy a metallurgical metaphor,
whereas the other fire metaphors in this unit are agrarian: the burning of fruitless trees in
v. 9 and the burning of chaff in v. 17.%%® Hence, it seems best to understand the saying
about a baptism in fire as a punishment against the wicked, not a purification or some
other kind of blessing for the righteous. The baptism with the Holy Spirit, on the other
hand, should be understood as a positive blessing for the righteous.

I conclude, then, that in v. 16 John’s baptism is contrasted not with one but two
baptisms: one for the righteous (v mvevpatt ayio) and another (év wopi) for the wicked.
The effects for the first group will be a positive blessing and those for the second will be

wholly negative.

2.2.8.3. John not a forerunner to God but to a human being

The material in Q 3:16¢cd poses obvious problems for interpreters like Bultmann,
Catchpole, and Kloppenborg who believe that the historical John anticipated the advent of
God rather than the Messiah. There would have been no reason for John to assert that God
“is mightier than 1.” God’s superior might would have been such an obvious and hence
would not have needed to be stated. In fact, to state it would have likely sounded
improper, if not audacious. One would also be hard-pressed arguing that the “sandals” and
“feet” in John’s prophecy would have been spoken with reference to God. While such
anthropomorphic imagery might not be unprecedented in biblical literature (cf. Ps

60:8||108:9) there is no suggestion that the present saying contains any such imagery. |

%8 50 Tuckett, History, 122.
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mentioned above that the phrase 6 dnicm pov Epyduevog conjures up the idea of

discipleship (—2.2.5.2.). This would have made John’s words entirely inappropriate if

they had been spoken them with reference to God. Furthermore, this phrase coheres with
v. 16d where the sandals saying dovetails nicely with a famous dictum regarding
discipleship by Rabbi Joshua ben Levi (fl. early 3" cent.): “all manner of service that a
slave must render his master a disciple must render to his teacher, except that of taking off
his shoe.”#* Thus, John can be most readily understood in Q 3:16 as saying that one of his
disciples—o6 omicw pov épyopevoc—would be (or is already) so mighty that he would be
unworthy to perform for him even the most degrading of tasks.

For several reasons, then, 16cd is not compatible with the supposition that John
anticipated the advent of God. It strongly implies that John was anticipating a human

being and a disciple of John.

2.2.8.4. Messianic forerunner idea in Q’s Prologue

In Q’s Prologue the messianic forerunner concept comes out in at least two ways.
First, John is cast here as an Elijah figure. Unlike Mark’s Gospel, Q does not describe
John’s clothing in ways reminiscent of Elijah (cf. Mark 1:6). Nevertheless, John’s message
of repentance is likely meant to evoke the memory of that ancient prophet. On Mt. Carmel
he had prayed, “Answer me, O Yahweh, answer me, that this people may know that you,
O Yahweh, are God, and you have turned their hearts back” (1 Kgs 18:37).%*° Through his
denunciations, the prophet also once prompted the Israelite king Ahab to repent (1 Kgs
21:17-29). According to the prophecy in Mal 4:5-6 the eschatological Elijah “will turn
(2wn/amoxataotioet) the hearts of fathers to their children and the hearts of children to

their fathers, lest I come and smite the land with a curse.” In the synoptic Gospels, John

291, Ketub. 96a. Also look up b. Qidd. 22b; b. Pes. 4a; Sifre on Num. 15.41; Plautus, Trin. 2.1; Eus., Eccl.
Hist. 4.15.30.
240 py1mx Dab=NR NAR INRYKal o EoTpeyac THY kapdiov Tod Aaod TovTov Oic.
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the Baptist, who is cast in the role of the eschatological Elijah, preaches “a baptism of
repentance (Bartiocpo petovoiog) for the forgiveness of sins” (Mark 1:4-5 par.; cf. also
Matt 21:31-32). Alluding to Mal 4:5-6, Luke’s Gospel says that John “will turn many of
the sons of Israel to the Lord their God (émotpéyet ért kOplov Tov Bov avtdv), and he
will go before him in the spirit and power of Elijah, to turn the hearts (émotpéyan
Kapdiog) of the fathers to the children, and the disobedient to the wisdom of the just, to
make ready for the Lord a people prepared” (Luke 1:16-17). In the book of Revelation the
“two witnesses” (presumably Moses and Elijah) prophesy for 1,260 days “dressed in
sackcloth,” the garb of repentance (Rev 11:3; cf. Jonah 3:5-8). In Pirge R. Eliezer, an
eighth century midrash, the tanna R. Yehuda is reputed to have said: “there will be no
repentance in Israel until Elijah of blessed memory comes, as it is said, Behold | will send
you Elijah ... and he shall turn the heart of the fathers, etc. (ch. 43; cf. also 47).

The second way Q’s Prologue interacts with the messianic forerunner concept is in its
record of John’s prophecies concerning “the Coming One” (vv. 16b-17). We have already
seen how the language used to describe this figure implies that he will be human. Later |
will argue that he is the (Davidic) Messiah. Q’s Prologue therefore seems to be working
with several of the crucial components of the messianic forerunner concept: Elijah, the

Messiah, and preparation of God’s people for the latter by means of repentance.

111



Excursus A: What is the significance of the term é épyopevog in Q?

Interpreters debate whether 6 épyxdpevog in the New Testament Gospel traditions is
best interpreted and translated as a title (“the Coming One”) or as a verbal phrase (“the
one who is coming”/“he who is coming”).?** The phrase itself could, in most contexts, be
used in a purely mundane sense.?*? But this mundane usage need not preclude it from
being a title in other contexts; for “it is surely a feature of all levels of human society that
words or phrases that are innocuous and vague in themselves carry overtones of meaning
and significance for those in particular groups.”* In Greek, many titles, in fact, consisted
of quite mundane terms or phrases (e.g. 1| mapbnvog, “the Virgin” (i.e. Athena); 6
Nyoéuevog, “the Leading One” (i.e. the Governor). The titular force of these terms or
phrases was only discernible from the context in which they occurred, whether it was a
particular literary context, a social context, or a conceptual context.?* These same rules
should be taken into account when we are considering potential messianic terms. For
example, the term “king of the Jews” could often be used in a purely mundane, political
sense (e.g. Josephus, Ant. 7.72). But when Pilate asked if Jesus ought to be called by this
term (Mark 15:2) the context makes it clear that he was asking whether Jesus were a
special kind of king—namely, the Messiah.

This observation should caution us against a line of reasoning taken by Robert Webb.
He points out that in each of the parallel accounts of the Triumphal Entry 6 épyxdpevog is
used in conjunction with other messianic terms and it is only by virtue of this fact that one

can recognize that 6 épyouevoc—that is, Jesus—is being portrayed as the Messiah:

1 Translations that understand it as a title include: NASB, NLT, Elberfelder (1905, 1993), Miinchener NT.
Those that understand it as a verbal phrase include: KJV (1611, 1769, 1982), ASV, NAB, NIV, RSV (1952,
1971, 1989), NJB, NET, Einheitstbersetzung, Lutherbibel (1545, 1984), Schlachter.

2 Eor example, Paul writes: “For if one comes (6 épxopevoc) preaching another Jesus...” (2 Cor 11:4).
2 Tyckett, “Inclusive Aspects,” 183. Tuckett is commenting here on 6 vidg 10D dvOpdmov but his words are

no less applicable to 6 £épyduevoc.
¥ Note here, again, Tuckett: “the study of semantics has taught us that we should rarely take any words in
complete isolation” (Tuckett, “Inclusive Aspects,” 184).
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“Matthew uses ‘Son of David’; Mark uses ‘kingdom of our father David’; Luke uses ‘the
king’, and John uses “the king of Israel.””?*> Webb concludes that, on its own, 6 &pxdpevoc
“is hardly a title as such.” But this reasoning is a non-sequitur. There was nothing to
prevent an author from using one title in conjunction with another. In Isa 43:3 Yahweh is
referred to as “your God, the Holy One of Israel, your Saviour.” Any of these terms could
have stood as titles. Similarly, in the New Testament we read, “Let the Christ, the King of
Israel, come down now from the cross” (Mark 15:32). Here, “king of Israel” is plausibly
used in apposition with “Christ” in order to specify what type of Messiah is meant. It
would be mistaken to infer that “Christ” is not a title simply because it is used in
connection with “king of Israel” or vice versa. In the same way, in the Triumphal Entry,
the fact that o £pyopevog is used in connection with messianic titles tells us nothing about
whether it was itself a messianic title. The other terms may simply help to specify what
type of “Coming One” was in view (e.g. not God or Elijah but the Messiah), much like
“king of Israel” helps to specify what sort of “Messiah” is in view in Mark 15:32.

The phrase’s absolute usage in Q 7:19, 20 would suggest that it could, at least in Q,
stand as a title, otherwise John’s question would have been extremely vague and otiose:
“Are you the one who is coming/going?” One could, however, take it here as a literary
device, it being inextricably linked, literarily, to its first occurrence at Q 3:16. In that case
John’s question at 7:19 could be read as: “Are you the Coming One whom I, John,
predicted?”?4®

Although I have chosen to translate 6 épyopevog as a title this decision is not crucial to
the present thesis. More crucial is whether the historical John or the writers of Q or the
canonical Gospels, when using this phrase, intended to evoke expectations of the coming
Messiah. If that could be established, the question about whether the phrase is a messianic

title would be somewhat moot, at least for the purposes of the present thesis where | am

% \Webb, Baptizer, 270 n. 16.
#8350, e.g., Uro, “Movement,” 240.
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attempting to elaborate on the messianic forerunner concept in Q, not on Q’s use or non-
use of messianic titles per se.

In the philological survey given in Appendix I, I show that in Hebrew, Greek, and
other languages, at least three eschatological figures were referred to with the verb “to
come” and related nouns or synonyms: God, Elijah, and the Messiah.?*’ This may,
perhaps, limit our options a bit. The survey is of uncertain value, however, since it spans a
wide range of texts that were written at different times and that possibly reflect widely
different views or views which may not reflect Q’s. We shall be better off seeking a
narrower contextualization. So in this Excursus | shall only attempt to understand how 6
gpyopevog is used within Q and early Jesus movement.

In the story of the Triumphal Entry (Mark 11:1-10||Matt 21:1-9||Luke 19:28-40||John
12:12-19) 6 £pyopevoc is used in a messianic context.**® Jesus is portrayed as riding into
the city on a donkey, just the sort of action an heir to the Davidic throne could be expected
to do at his coronation (cf. 2 Sam 18:9; 1 Kgs 1:33ff.). The action would have almost

certainly recalled a messianic prophecy in the book of Zechariah:

Zech 9:9 Rejoice greatly, O daughter of Zion! Shout aloud, O daughter of Jerusalem! Look,
your king comes (X122/€pyetan) to you; triumphant and victorious is he, humble and riding on a
donkey, on a colt the foal of a donkey.

The royal symbolism of Jesus’ actions here is amplified by the anecdote about members of
the crowd placing their garments on the ground before Jesus as he rode into the city (cf. 2
Kgs 9:13) and as they themselves chanted: “Hosanna! Blessed is he who comes (6
€pyouevoq) in the name of the Lord. Blessed is the kingdom of our father David that is
coming (1 épyouévn Paciiein). Hosanna in the highest!” (Mark 11:9-10). In the other

three Gospels the crowd’s chanting is even more overtly messianic:

Matt 21:9 Hosanna to the Son of Luke 19:38 Blessed is the King John 12:13 Hosanna! Blessed is
David! Blessed is he who comes in ~ who comes in the name of the he who comes in the name of the

27 \Webb adds other figures to his list: Michael/Melchizedek and the Son of man.
8 Scobie, Baptist, 65.
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the name of the Lord! Hosanna in Lord! Peace in heaven and glory in  Lord, even the King of Israel!
the highest! the highest!

From its use in the Triumphal Entry, then, we seem to have some indication that 6
gpyouevoc was understood by the Gospel writers to have messianic associations. They
connected the phrase with Ps 118:26 and Zech 9:9, which they read through a lens of
messianic expectation.?*®

Another example in the New Testament where 6 £pyouevog is used with messianic
suggestions is Heb 10:37. In Appendix 1.3 I discuss how the phrase here relies on a
messianic reading of Hab 2:3.

Turning our attention now to Q, it is obvious that 6 £épyouevog is never used, as some
have imagined, with reference to God or an angel. To reiterate some of the points made

earlier (—2.2.8.3.), in 3:16 John describes this figure as “mightier than 1,” a rather

pointless truism if he had been speaking with reference to God. John also declares himself
unworthy to untie the latchet of this figure’s sandals. Such anthropomorphic imagery is
unlikely to have been used with reference to God or an angel. This is particularly obvious
when one realizes that the imagery speaks ironically of the duties of a human disciple to
his master, John here being the master and the Coming One the disciple (—2.2.5.2.). The
phrase onicom pov, used with the verb &pyetou also suggests that the idea of discipleship is
at work in John’s description of the coming figure.

In 7:19 John asks if Jesus is 6 épyxduevog. John here is not wondering whether Jesus
might be God or an angel. Jesus was a human being after all. Hence, the Q redactor at
least must have understood o épydpevog as referring to a human figure. Thus, of the three
possibilities considered in Appendix | we are with either Elijah or the Messiah.?°

Joseph A. Fitzmyer opts for the first of these options.”* His interpretation seems to

rest on two observations:

9 Krause (“Unbinding,” 141-153) suggests that a third messianic text, Gen 49:11, is alluded to as well.
20 Since I equate “the Son of man” in Q with the Messiah (—Appendix E.4) I shall not consider this as a
third and separate option here.

1 Fitzmyer, Luke I-1X, 472, 664, 666-67.
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(1) John’s expectations of a coming figure fit well with Mal 3:1-2, where a certain
“messenger” figure is similarly characterized as “coming”:
DR W NI 1 ido £ym ££amooTéAA® TOV EyyeAdV pov,

197 T kad EmPréyeton O8OV TPd TPOSHTOL POV,

ORNDY RILTITN i dEaipvne fiZet eig TOV vady a0Tod KHPLOg, BV DElS
DOWRIR DERWN TINT e

DXDI] DAX™IYR N°27 IR L6 rveloc The Sur 5y BLEic 0é)ete:
-73TR2 MY MY 0K Kol O ayYEAOG TNG OL0N KNG, OV VUELG DEAETE

O 93997 NN 2 idov Epyeta, AEYEL KOPLOG TOVTOKPATMP.
M7 v oM 2 Kol Tig vmopevel uépay £icodov avTo,
0°0227 MM A¥n URD X2 1) Tic dmootoeTan £v Tif ontacio ovTod;
10T aDTOC EloTOPEVETOL (O THP YMVELTNPIOV KOl OC TOHO
TAVVOVTOV.

Regarding this messenger we are told, “he will come to his temple.” It is also asked,

“And who can abide the day of his coming?”

(2) John’s use of fiery imagery calls to mind not only the above text from Mal 3:2
(“For he is like a refiner’s fire) but also the association Elijah often has, in both
biblical and extra-biblical literature, with fire:
Sir 48:1 And Elijah arose, a prophet, like a fire (kai dvéotn Hhog Tpopritng dg nop), and
his word burned like a torch (kai 6 Adyog odtod Mg Aapmag €xaieto). ... 9 You who were
taken up by a whirlwind of fire (év Aailam mopoc), in a chariot with horses of fire (intwv
Topivov).
The first piece of evidence here would be more convincing if it could be established

that the verb £pyeton (= Mark 1:7; Luke 3:16) was indeed used at Q 3:16. It appears,

however, that 0 épyopevoc (= Matt 3:11) was the original Q wording (—2.2.5.1.).

Fitzmyer’s second piece of evidence is also weak inasmuch as Q consistently refers to
John’s Coming One with the term 6 £py6uevoc and refers to Jesus’ second coming with
the related verb &pyouat whereas the Septuagint translates xia at Mal 3:1-2 with three
different verbs: fiko, £pyouat, and eiomopevopar. Fitzmyer’s attempt to find an

intertextual link between John’s preaching and Mal 3:1-2 is also problematic because in
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the latter text the fire metaphor is metallurgical and speak of Israel’s purification. By
contrast, John’s fire metaphors are agricultural and speak not of purification but of
punishment. But Fitzmyer’s interpretation is faced with an even bigger problem. For while
Q identifies Jesus as o épyouevog (7:18-20+22; 13:35) it identifies John, not Jesus, as
Elijah (7:27). Fitzmyer tries to get around this problem by adopting Robinson’s historical

reasoning (—1.1.2.1.; 5.6.). Fitzmyer proposes that John (the historical one apparently)

had been expecting Elijah and was hoping that Jesus might be he (cf. Q 7:18-20). Jesus,
however, rejected this Elijah identity/role at 7:22 and 7:27. Commenting on 7:22,
Fitzmyer writes: “Jesus now makes it clear that he carries no ax or winnowing fan, cleans
no eschatological threshing floor, and burns no chaff. Instead, he cures, frees, resuscitates;
he cares for the blind, cripples, lepers, deaf, and even the dead; and he preaches God’s
good news to the poor.”?** Against Fitzmyer’s reasoning here, | have suggested above
that John’s metaphors in 3:17 can actually be interpreted as having their fulfilment in the
person of Jesus, so long as one keeps in view that his first coming is only a prelude to his
second (—2.2.6.1.4.). By healing and evangelizing, Jesus partially fulfils John’s metaphor
about gathering the grain into the granary. A more complete fulfilment of this metaphor as
well as the others will take place when Jesus returns as the Son of man. Q’s postponing of
the ultimate fulfilment of John’s prophecy is a central point behind 13:35, as | shall
explain in a moment.

In the commentary on Q 7:18-20+22-23 | argued that Jesus’ response to John’s

question indicates that he understood John to be asking: “Are you the Messiah?” (—

4.5.2.). I even suggested that in this unit’s pre-Q form John had asked whether Jesus
was 0 ypiotog but that a Q redactor replaced this term with 6 €pydpevog in order to create

a leitmotif about Jesus-the-Coming-One (—4.3). If either my interpretation of 7:22 or my

pre-Q reconstruction of 7:19, 20 is correct, it would lend further support to the idea that o

%2 Fitzmyer, Luke I-1X, 664.
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Epyopevoc was thought to have messianic associations.
I believe the last occurrence of 6 épyouevog in Q provides the key to understanding its
other occurrences at 3:16 and 7:19, 20, and the key to understanding Q’s theme about

Jesus-the-Coming-One:

Q 13:35a Behold, your house is forsaken. b And I tell you, you will not see me until you say,
“Blessed is he who comes in the name of the Lord!”

Here, the words gvAoynuévog 0 Epydpevog v ovopatt kvupiov, which Jesus applies to
himself, are derived from LXX Ps 118:26. Since the term o6 €pyopevog is so clearly
anaphoric, hearkening back on John’s earlier preaching in 3:16-17 and John’s question in
7:19, we can infer that the redactors of Q understood John’s earlier references to 6
gpyopevog as allusions to this same biblical text and not, for example, to Ps 96:12 or Mal
3:1-2. And this, in turn, is important to note because Psalm 118 was plausibly interpreted
in first century Judaism as a royal psalm about king David and, thus, by extension, about
the Davidic Messiah. According to James A. Sanders, Psalm 118 was recited at the annual
commemoration of the king during the Autumn equinoctial New Year’s festival.?>* The
recitation was apparently done antiphonally, with contemporary persons standing in for
various biblical characters. This ancient tradition is preserved (albeit in different forms) in

the following passages of the Bavli and the Targum on the Psalms:

b. Pes. 119a Tg. Ps. at
Ps 118:21 I will give thanks to you, for you have Ps 118:21 1 will give thanks in your presence, for you have
answered me was said by David; received my prayer, and become for me a redeemer.
22 The stone which the builders rejected is become 22 The child the builders abandoned was among the sons of
the chief corner-stone; by Jesse; Jesse; and he was worthy to be appointed king and ruler.
23 This is the Lord’s doing, by his brothers; 23 “This has come from the presence of Yahweh,” said the

builders; “it is wonderful before us,” said the sons of Jesse.
24 “This day Yahweh has made,” said the builders;

24 This is the day that the Lord has made by “let us rejoice and be glad in it,” said the sons of Jesse.
Samuel. 25 “If it please you, O Yahweh, redeem us now,” said the
25 We beseech You, O Lord, save now! was said by builders;

his brothers: “if it please you, O Yahweh, prosper us now,” said Jesse
We beseech you, O Lord, make us now to prosper! and his wife.

by David; 26 “Blessed is he who comes in the name of the word of
26 Blessed be he who comes in the name of the Yahweh,” said the builders;

23 ganders, “Hermenuetic,” 180. See further Mowinckel, Psalms, 1.118-21, 170, 180-81, 245; 2.30; Ellis,
Luke, 191.
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Lord, by Jesse; “they will bless you from the sanctuary of Yahweh,” said

We bless you out of the house of the Lord, by David.
Samuel; 27 “God, Yahweh, has given us light,” said the tribes of the
27 The Lord is God, and has given us light, by all of  house of Judah;
them; “bind the child for a festal sacrifice with chains until you
Order the festival procession with boughs, by sacrifice him, and sprinkle his blood on the horns of the
Samuel; altar,” said Samuel the prophet.

28 “You are my God, and | will give thanks in your
28 You are my God, and I will give thanks to you, presence;
by David; my God, | will praise you,” said David.
You are my God, | will exalt you, by all of them. 29 Samuel answered and said, “Sing praise, assembly of

Israel, give thanks in the presence of Yahweh, for he is
good, for his goodness is everlasting.”

To a lesser extent, the tradition also appears in the Midrash on Psalms, where vv. 15-16

and 24-29:

Midr. Ps. 118 814 The voice of rejoicing and salvation (Ps. 118:15). From inside the walls,
the men of Jerusalem will say, The voice of rejoicing and salvation. And from outside the
walls, the men of Judah will say, The right hand of the Lord does valiantly (ibid.). From
inside, the men of Jerusalem will say, The right hand of the Lord is exalted (ibid. 118:16); and
from outside, the men of Judah will say, The right hand of the Lord does valiantly (ibid.). ...

822 This is the day which the Lord has made (Ps. 118:24). After all the redemptions that
came to Israel, enslavement followed, but from now on no enslavement will follow, as is said
Sing unto the Lord; for he has done gloriously ... For great is the Holy One of Israel in the
midst of you (Isa. 12:5-6).

We beseech you, O Lord, save now! (Ps. 118:25). From inside, the men of Jerusalem will
say, Blessed be he that comes IN the name of the Lord (Ps. 118:26). And from outside, the men
of Judah will say, We bless you OUT of the house of the Lord (ibid.).

From inside, the men of Jerusalem will say, The Lord is God, and has given us light (ibid.
118:27).

From inside, the men of Jerusalem will say, You are my God, and | will give thanks unto
you (ibid. 118:28). And from outside, the men of Judah will say, You are my God, | will exalt
you (ibid.).

Then the men of Jerusalem and the men of Judah, together, opening their mouths in praise
of the Holy One, blessed be he, will say: O give thanks unto the Lord, for He is good, for his
mercy endures forever (ibid. 118:29).

The antiphony here is to be sung on the “day” of redemption (822). Sanders suggests that
this means parts of the psalm were to be recited “in the future, perhaps at Messiah’s
17254

arrival.

Note in both of these versions that the rejected “stone” in v. 20 is identified as David,

% Sanders, “Hermenuetic,” 181 n. 11; also Str.-B. 1.850 (the psalm is for “nach der messian.
Enderldsung.”). By contrast, Sanders claims the Talmudic and targumic versions are historicizing, that is,
they are telling us “who originally said or spoke the several parts of the psalms; the midrash.”
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and that the other characters mentioned (Jesse, David’s brothers, Nathan, Samuel) were
either family members or associates of David. Sanders argues that in its earliest tradition

the verses were assigned to the following persons:?*°

1-4 the people 15-16  all 26 priests

5-6 the king 17-19  the king 27a  people

8-9 the people 20 priests 27b  priests

10-13  the king 21 the king 28 the king and people
14 the king and people 22-25  the people 29 all

According to Sanders, the psalm would have been recited thrice annually in Jesus’ day: in
the Autumn during the Feasts of Tabernacles, in the Spring during Passover, and in the
Winter during Hanukkah.?® If that is so, the psalm and its royal associations would have
been very well known. The Gospel writers appear to have recognized all of this when they
cited vv. 25-26 of this psalm in the context of Jesus’ Triumphal Entry into Jerusalem.

Q probably did not have a Triumphal Entry since it lacks any such narrative at
13:35.%" It does quote here from Ps 118:26, however. If Ps 118 had, as Sanders argues
and as the Triumphal Entry in the canonical Gospels suggests, been interpreted
messianically it is not implausible that the quote from this psalm at Q 13:35 was meant to
evoke expectations of the royal Messiah. Several observations about this saying by Dale
Allison lend credence to this interpretation. He argues that Q 13:35 was an original unity
but that it set forth two distinct, yet interrelated, propositions. Verse 35a speaks of the
present consequence of Israel’s having rejected the Messiah: her house (Temple?) is
forsaken. Verse 35b is often understood negatively: “You will not see me until my return
and by then it will be too late.”?*® But this interpretation cannot make good sense of the
phrase: “Blessed is he who comes in the name of the Lord,” which is surely a reaction that

sees Jesus’ coming as a redemptive event, not a dreadful one (ctr. Rev 1:7). Other

% See esp. Sanders, “Hermenuetic,” 183-184.
26 sanders, “Hermenuetic,” 179-80. See m. Pes. 5.5 and 10.6; and b. Pes. 117a and 119a; b. Sukk. 45a and b.
‘Arak 10a.

T For a contrary view see Hultgren, Normative, 33-34.
8 E g., Manson, Sayings, 127-128.
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interpreters try to understand 13:35b in isolation from 35a, as if the two sayings originally
circulated independently. But Allison finds “such surgery” unnecessary.

According to Allison, v. 35a indicts Israel for rejecting Jesus, that is, her Messiah.
Verse 35D, then, lays out the consequence of this sin by effectively moving the day of
redemption to a later point in time, making it conditional upon Israel’s repentance, that is,
her acceptance of Jesus as the Messiah.?*®

The notion that redemption would be contingent upon repentance is, as Allison
observes, pervasive in both Jewish and Gentile writings connected with or unconnected
with the early Jesus movement, tracing back to the Old Testament and extending into the
New Testament and rabbinic literature: e.g. Isa 59:20; Hos 3:4; T. Dan 6.4; T. Zeb. 9.7-8;
T. Jud. 23.5. The redemption envisioned in these texts probably involved expectations of a
coming Messiah. Such sentiments are found in Sifre to Deuteronomy (41 (79b)) where we
read that if Israel were to keep Torah, God would immediately send Elijah, that is, the
Messiah’s forerunner. Again, in one Talmudic legend the prophet Elijah explains to R.
Joshua b. Levi that the Messiah will come on the day when Israel becomes obedient (b.
Sanh. 98a). Still other texts suggest a similar idea about how non-repentance or sin is
holding back the Messiah:

b. Nidd. 13b It is said in a baraita: ‘The proselytes and those who dally with little girls hold the

Messiah back (m>wn nx 0°20vn).

b. Sanh. 97b Rab [175-247 C.E.] said: All the predestined dates [for Messiah’s coming] have
passed, and the matter [now] depends only on repentance and good deeds.*®°

The idea that the Messiah’s appearance was being delayed by Israel’s non-repentance
also comes over into the early Jesus movement. In Rom 10-11, Paul speaks of how God’s
mercy toward the Gentiles would “provoke” (mapalniom) Israel such that she turns from
her unbelief (10:19; 11:11, 14). He then asks: “For if their rejection means the

reconciliation of the world, what will their acceptance mean but life from the dead?”

29 Allison, Jesus Tradition, 192-204.
%0 Cf, also b. ‘Abod. Zar. 8b-9a; Pirge R. El. 43 end.
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(11:15). The implication seems to be that the resurrection—and hence Jesus’ second

coming—will occur when Israel finally joins in with the Gentiles in accepting Jesus as the

Messiah. The same ideas undergird Peter’s remarks to his fellow Jews in the Temple:
Acts 3:19 Repent therefore, and turn again, that your sins may be blotted out, that times of
refreshing may come from the presence of the Lord, 20 and that he may send the Christ

appointed for you, Jesus, 21 whom heaven must receive until the time for establishing all that
God spoke by the mouth of his holy prophets from of old.

The notion that the Messiah would not come (or return) until Israel repented was
clearly a well-entrenched tradition, both in the early Jesus movement and wider Judaism.
This point bears heavily on the present thesis dealing with the messianic forerunner
concept in Q. If Allison’s interpretation is correct it would help to establish further Q’s
identification of Jesus as the (Davidic) Messiah. It would also help to explain why exactly
John is depicted as a preacher of repentance. As a forerunner to the Messiah he would
have been entrusted by God with the task of ensuring that Israel had repented. This comes
through in Q’s portrayal of John the Baptist’s preaching (Q 3:7-9).%*

Allison also notes a recurring formula in rabbinic tradition which nicely parallels the
wording of Q 13:35:

b. Sanh. 97a: Ze‘iri said in R. Hanina’s name: “The Son of David will not come until there are
no conceited men in Israel.”

b. Sanh. 98a: R. Hanina said: “The Son of David will not come until even the pettiest
kingdom ceases to hold power over Israel.”

b. Sanh. 98a: R. Simlai said in the name of R. Eleazar b. Simeon: “The Son of David will not
come until all judges and officers are gone from Israel.”

b. ‘Abod. Zar. 5a: R. Jose said: “The Son of David will not come until all the souls destined
for bodies are exhausted.”

b. Sanh. 98b: Rab said: “The Son of David will not come until the [Roman] power enfolds
Israel for nine months.”

Allison points out that these sayings follow the same basic structure:

%! T have discussed the conceptualization of Elijah as an agent of repentance earlier (—2.2.8.4.).
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a) statement about the messianic advent with adverbial particle of negation attached
(*The Son of David will not come”);

b) conditional particle (7v);

¢) condition to be met (in Israel) for fulfilment of the messianic advent (e.g. “no

conceited men in Israel”).?%

This is precisely the structure of Q 13:35, where Jesus says: a) “You will not see me [the
Messiah] b) until (£wc) you say, Blessed is he...”

I think Allison’s interpretation of 13:35 illumines profoundly Q’s theme about the
Coming One. Many commentators have acknowledged the importance of Jesus’ two-fold
coming in Q but few have attempted to explain why it sets up this two-coming scheme.
Paul Foster argues that it has pastoral significance since that it provides Jesus’ followers
with the comfort of future vindication while at the same time giving them a foretaste of the
kingdom through Jesus’ healing of the sick and his preaching to the poor.?®® This only
really explains how the two comings are exploited, though, not why two were needed in
the first place. From a historical standpoint, it was, of course, necessary for Jesus to come
a second time since he had not fulfilled all the prophecies concerning the Messiah. But this
would need to be explained theologically and not just in practical terms. Justin Martyr
asserts that the two-coming scheme was in God’s original plan and that this is evident
when Scripture speaks of the Messiah both as a suffering and as a glorious figure (Dial.
32-33, 52-54, 110-111). By contrast, for Q, Jesus’ second coming does not seem to have
been part of God’s original plan but was something of an ad hoc response to Israel’s non-
repentance and non-acceptance of her Messiah. Note the following saying:

Q 12:49 | came to cast fire upon the earth (ndp MAOov Bodeiv &ni v yijv); and how | wish it

were already kindled! 50 But | have a baptism to be baptized with; and how | am constrained
until it is accomplished!

%62 Allison, Jesus Tradition, 200.
263 Foster, “Pastoral Purpose,” 81-91.
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This saying only occurs in Luke’s Gospel but likely derives from Q.%* It can be
understood very well in light of the above interpretation of 13:35. Jesus is saying that he
came to bring Israel’s redemption (by inflicting punishment on her enemies) but was
unable to do so because Israel had rejected him. He therefore expects to undergo death as a
rejected Messiah (the 6¢ in v. 50 is adversative, and introduces an alternative idea). He
wishes it had gone the other way, however, as is evidenced by the phrase koi i 0élm &i
81 aviedn and the verb cuvéyopar, which implies here a feeling of distress.?®> Similar
frustration over Israel’s rejection of Jesus can be found in Luke 13:31-34 where he again
anticipates his death and laments over “Jerusalem” for her continued rejection of God’s
prophets. As with 12:49-50, this saying only occurs in Luke but likely derives from Q.%*
In this saying, which occurred in Q just before 13:35 (cf. Matt 23:37-39), Jesus expresses
once again his frustration with how his original purpose of redeeming Israel (“Jerusalem”
here is synecdochic) had been thwarted by her obstinacy and disobedience.

For Q, then, Jesus’ first coming was meant to bring redemption. But Israel rejected and
killed her Messiah. A backup plan was therefore been put in place: Jesus would have to

come a second time (this time as the Son of man) when Israel finally repents. John’s

prophecies have not fallen to the floor. They have only been delayed.

264 According to Jeremias (Sprache, 223), v. 49 exhibits no clear signs of Lukan redaction and ti 06\ i is
best seen as a non-Lukan Semitism. See Seper, “ANH®®H,” 147-153. One could also say that v. 50 is un-
Lukan in a sense because it portrays Jesus as emotionally affected, unlike many other places in the Gospel
where Luke eliminates Mark’s statements about Jesus’ emotions. See further Kloppenborg, Parallels, 142.
%65 Cf. 2 Kgs 14:26; Job 2:9; 3:24; 10:1; 4 Macc. 15:32; Wis 17:10; Luke 4:38; 8:37, 45; Acts 28:8;
Josephus, Ant. 5.358; 7.42, 153; Herodotus, Hist. 3.131; 6.12; Aeschylus, P.B.; Euripides, Heraclidae 634;
Diod. Sic., Library 11.38.3.

% |n Luke it is located in the midst of several other Q sayings: The Yeast (13:20-21), The Narrow Door
(13:24), 1 Never Knew You (13:25-27), Many Shall Come from the East and the West (13:28-29), The Last
Shall Be First (13:30), and The Lament Over Jerusalem (13:34-35). The indictment against “Jerusalem” here
also coheres thematically with the Lament Over Jerusalem (13:34-35).
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CHAPTER THREE: Jesus’ Baptism by John (Q 3:21-22)

Matt 3:13 Tote mopayivetor O
‘Incotg amo g 'aMAaiog Emi
Tov Topdavny mpog Tov
Todvvny tod Barticbijvar vr’
avToD.

16 Banticbeig 8¢ 6 'Incodg
€00vg avéPn ano tod HdaTog:
ovpavoi, kol eidev mvedpa Ogod
Kozooivov MOEl TEPIOTEPHY
£pyouevov En’ ovTOV-

17 kai idoV @wvr) €K TV
ovpaviV Aéyovsa- OVTOC 0TIy

6 vi6¢ LoV 6 dyomnToC, £V @
€000KNGA.

Luke 3:21 Eyéveto 8¢ év 10
BanTicOfvar Gravta TOV Aadv Kol
‘Incod BomticBévtog Kai

ovpavOV
22 ol xkatafiivor 16 mvedpa 1o dyov
CONOTIK® €101 DG mEPIOTEPHY €T’
avtdv, kol ovny £ odpavod
yevéoBar o €l 6 vidg pov 6
ayomntog, v ool e080KNGO.
V10G OV €l G- YD CNUEPOV YEYEVVIKO
og (D it; Ju (CL) Meth Hil Aug)

3.1. Proposed reconstruction

Mark 1:9 Kai éyéveto v
gketvoug taic Nuépong NABev
‘Incotg amd Nolapet tiig
ToMAaiog kol Banticbn &ic tov
‘Topdavny ¥1o Twdvvov.

10 kai €00V avoPaivav Ek ToD
Bd0tog £10ev oy1lopEvong Todg
00pOVOVG Kol TO TVEDLO DG
zmeploteptv katafoivoy gig
a0TOV-

11 xai ewvn éyéveto €k TV
oVpav@dV- X &l 6 ViOg Hov 6
ayomntdg, v ool £080KNGA.

21 xai &yéveto 0 Inoodc ano tiic ['aharaiog €mi tov Topddavny mpoc tov Todvvny tov

BomticHfvor KT avtod. kai BomticBéviog [e0OVG] avéPT Ao Tod Bdatog 22 Kai vedyOncav
ol ovpavoi kai £idev 10 Tvedpa katafoivoy O TEPIGTEPAY £m ADTOV. KO PmVT 8YEVETO €K TV
0Vpav®dV- 00TOC 86TV O VIO 1oV, [0 dyomnToc], &v @ edd6KMoa.

21 And Jesus came from Galilee to the Jordan, to John, to be baptised by him. 22 And being
baptised, [immediately] he came out of the water, and the heavens opened and he saw the
Spirit descending as a dove upon him. And there came a voice from heaven, “This is my Son,
[the beloved], in whom | have been well-pleased.”

3.2. Establishing the text

Establishing the text here will require two steps. First | shall provide a brief

justification as to why | think these verses should be included in Q. Second, I shall handle

additional uncertainties with regard to specific readings.
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3.2.1. Justification for including this pericope in Q

Although it is disputed, a very strong case can be made for Jesus’ Baptism by John
being present in Q.%’

First, there is no obvious evidence that either Matthew or Luke was using Mark.
Generally, the three synoptic accounts differ widely. Some agreement with Mark can, of
course, be accounted for on the assumption that Mark himself used Q or that Matthew or
Luke were at least familiar with Mark’s account, even if neither evangelist was using that

account directly. The following words and phrases deserve some further

explanation/comment:

e Matthew’s ano tijg l'oMAaiog. If he got this from Mark why would he omit
Noalopet?

e Luke’s éyévero. Did he and Mark both get this from Q?

e Matthew’s €00v¢. This is a well-known Markan trademark. So Matthew’s usage
may be a Markan reminiscence. Less likely but not impossible, it reflects an
element derived from Q itself.

e Matthew’s avépn ano tod Hoatoc. Luke, interested in compressing the account (see
below), plausibly omitted this as an unessential detail.

e Luke’s similarly worded quote from Ps 2. This can be seen as a coincidental
agreement with Mark, both evangelists conforming their texts more closely to Ps

2:7 by having the voice address Jesus directly.

Second, Matthew and Luke agree with one another in several instances against Mark.

This is usually what commentators appeal to as primary evidence for a baptism story in Q:

27 For scholars who either support or reject the unit’s inclusion in Q, see Kloppenborg, Q Parallels, 16.
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Matt/Luke Mark

* aor. pass. participle of Bomtilw * aor. pass. indicative of fantiC®

* use of the verb dvoiyw * use of the verb oyil®

* verb katapaive is placed before doei * verb katafaive is placed after o¢ neprotepdv
MEPLOTEPAV

* Spirit descends én’ adtOvV * Spirit descends &ic adtov

Some of these agreements against Mark may be coincidental or attributable to the
redactional habits of Matthew or Luke.?*® But the confluence of so many of them in such a
short passage would be difficult to account for in this way. Two of the agreements in
particular—avoiyewv and én’ avtév—are much more easily attributed to the evangelist’s
use of Q.

Fleddermann, who offers the most extensive and compelling argument for seeing these
minor agreements as redactional, notes that in the Septuagint and NT the preposition éni is
used more frequently than &ic in connection with Tvebpo and a verb of motion than
with gic.?®® This is certainly true in the Septuagint. But can one infer from this that
Matthew and Luke independently adjusted Mark’s Baptism account in order to make it
conform to some general biblical idiom? That would make for an impressive coincidence.
Could it not rather be that Mark has modified Q? Among Fleddermann’s list of biblical
examples, Isa 42:1 and 61:1 seem especially relevant to this question since the Baptism
account is intertextually related to these specific verses (—3.5.2.2., 3.5.2.3.) and Q makes
allusions to these texts elsewhere (6:20-21; 7:22; Luke 4:18-19 (Q?)). In light of this fact
might it not be that Matthew and Luke preserve the original Q wording and Mark has

altered it? Mark may well have been motivated to alter it in conformity with Greek or

%8 50 Neirynck, “Minor Agreements,” 65-67; Fleddermann, Q, 234-35; Kloppenborg, Formation, 84-5.
269 Fleddermann, Q, 235. Fleddermann cites as evidence: Judg 11:29; 14:6, 19; 15:14; 1 Kgdms 10:6, 10;
11:6; Joel 3:1, 2; Isa 11:1; 32:15; 42:1; 44:3; 61:1. We should certainly add here 1 Sam 16:13 where David
is anointed and “the Spirit of the Lord sprang upon him from that day forward” (épnAato Tvebpa kvpiov éni
Aad amo Tiig uEPag Ekeivng).
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theological idiom. Since the Septuagint is a translation, it is not always a good indicator of
how Greek was ordinarily spoken. Whenever it refers to the Spirit coming “upon” (éxi) a
person translating the Hebrew %y. But in the NT it is the preposition gic appears most often
in prepositional phrases involving to mvebuo and a verb of motion (e.g. Luke 11:24; Gal
4:6; 1 Thess 4:8; Rev 5:6). [1pdg is used as well (e.g. John 16:7). Such usage is no doubt
theologically informed. Apparently, in the thought world of Jesus’ early followers, a
nvevpo (whether God’s Spirit or an evil spirit) could enter inside and not simply rest upon
an individual. In NT writings, persons are often said to become “filled” with the Spirit,?"
once again suggesting that the Spirit was inside of them.?’* Again, when an unclean
nvevpa is exorcized, the terms &&épyopon®’? and éxpéirm?™ are used. This language
implies, again, that the Tvevpa had dwelt inside the person (ék being an antonym for both
év and &ic). That Mark in the present text is reflecting this same linguistic tradition is
suggested by his own use of €ig at 5:13; 9:25 and by his non-use of éxi elsewhere. It is
plausible therefore that Mark has redacted Q here, substituting ic for Q’s éxi.

Again, Fleddermann argues that Mark’s use of oyiCm is “unusual”” and that avoiyw is
“the normal verb in the OT” that is used to describe the opening of the heavens.™* For
Fleddermann, it was Matthew’s and Luke’s awareness of this idiom that independently
motivated them to adjust Mark in the same way. But one could more plausibly argue that
Mark has redacted Q here. By using oyiCm Mark has paralleled Jesus’ baptism with the
tearing of the temple curtain in 15:38: 10 katanétacpo tod vood £oyicOn eig dVo am’
dvwdey Eng kT’

Also relevant to the question of whether Q contained an account of Jesus’ baptism is

Matthew’s unique wording of the bat q6l, which differs from that found in Mark’s and

270 | uke 1:15, 41, 67; Acts 2:4; 4:8, 31; 5:3; 9:17; 13:9, 52; Eph 5:18.

"' Rom 8:9; 1 Cor 3:16; 6:19; 2 Cor 6:16; Eph 2:21.

272 11:24; Mark 1:26; 5:13; 9:25; Luke 8:2; Acts 8:7; 16:18.

2B E 9. Q 11:15-20; Mark 1:34, 39; 6:13; 7:26; 9:18; Matt 8:16; Luke 9:49; 13:32.

2™ Fleddermann, Q, 235, citing as evidence Isa 64:1 [63:14LXX]; Ezek 1:1; cp. Gen 7:1; Mal 3:10; Isa
24:18; 3 Macc 6.18.

2> Several commentators have recognized the parallelism: e.g. France, Mark, 74, 77.
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Luke’s Gospels:

Matt Mark/Luke
Ob1¢ £6Ttv 6 IGG LoV 6 AYUmMNTOC, &V @ 0dOKNGA. TV €1 6 VIOC Pov O dyamnTdg, &v 6ol EDSOKNGA.

(cp. John 1:34: Obt6¢ dotv 6 viog Tod Beod)

In Mark’s and Luke’s versions, the words are directed at Jesus alone (though it might be
imagined that the words were audible to others, especially in Luke’s version). In
Matthew’s version, the words are directed at someone other than Jesus, either the crowds
or John. The difference in wording is sometimes attributed to Matthew’s christological or
narratival concerns. Meier, for example, proposes that Matthew saw no reason to have
Jesus being told at this point in his life that he is God’s Son, given what had already been

narrated about his divine sonship in the birth account of Matt 1-2.2"

Another possibility—
one that seems to be rarely considered—is that Matthew has preserved the original
wording of Q.2”" In fact, it is Mark’s and Luke’s phrasing that most likely betrays
christological concerns since it conforms more exactly to the wording of Ps 2:7: vid¢ pov
&l 60.

Michael Goulder tries to explain the minor agreements between Matthew and Luke
against Mark in terms of Lukan dependence on Matthew. Aside from the general
arguments one could make about Matthew and Luke being independent of one another

Goulder’s explanation of the minor agreements in the present passage is problematic for at

least two reasons:

a. Despite the fact that Luke’s account is very brief there are several minor agreements

between Luke and Mark against Matthew:

276 Meier, Marginal Jew, 188 n. 25.
21" This is accepted as the original Q reading by Harnack, Spriiche, 216-19 [ET: Sayings, 310-14]; Streeter,
Four Gospels, 143, 188, 276, 291; Polag, Fragmenta Q, 30-31.
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(1) éyévero (v. 21 = Mark 1:9)

(2) ¢ (v. 22 =Mark 1:10 # ®cei in Matt 3:16)

(3) ey ... yevéaBau (v. 22 = Mark 1:11 [eovrv €yéveto] # 1000 pmvr| in Matt 3:17)
(4) oV &l 6 vidg pov O dyomnTg, &v ool eddoKkMGa (v. 22 = Mark 1:11 # 0016¢ 80TV O

V10C Hov O dyomnTog, &v ool €0doKkNoa in Matt 3:17).

If Luke was using Matthew, how is it that we have all these agreements with Mark?
Goulder dismisses (1) as “part of [Luke’s] normal LXX formula for introducing any major
new departure, &yéveto [8&] év 1@ + inf.”?® The other three agreements (2-4) he describes
as “reminiscences” of Mark’s Gospel, which Luke has preserved out of familiarity with
Mark. With respect to (4) Goulder also points to the well-known textual variant in Luke

3:22:

* oV &1 6 VIO oV O GyamnTog, £v oot eddoknoa: B & A B et al.
« VIO pov €] 60, &yd ofipepov yeyévwnkd og: D it'®-4 justin (Clement) Methodius; Hilary

et al.

Goulder only mentions this “Western” variant as one possible way of handling Luke’s
agreement with Matthew here. If it were original there would obviously be no actual
agreement with Mark for him to explain. The argument is weak, however. In fact, some
scholars who accept this variant reading attribute it to Q, precisely the conclusion Goulder
would like to avoid. Goulder himself inclines toward the first reading and this is indeed

the generally accepted one.?”

b. Matthew’s conversation between Jesus and John (Matt 3:13-15) is not found in Luke’s

Gospel. Goulder suggests that this is because Luke “is keeping the Baptist in the

278 Goulder, Luke, 281.
2% See, e.g., Metzger, Textual Commentary, 112-113.
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background,” having “already sent him to prison.” This explanation begs the question
somewhat; for one would then need to ask why Luke decided to send John to prison
prior to his conversation with Jesus and indeed prior to Jesus’ baptism. Furthermore, it
is hardly obvious that Luke actually intended the reader to think that John was in
prison when Jesus was being baptized. No known ancient reader inferred this from
Luke’s narrative. The passive voice does not imply that John was absent whenever
Jesus was baptized, any more than the passive phrase &v t® BomticOnvot implies that
John was absent whenever “all the people” were baptized. Goulder also points out that
Luke had already included a conversation between Mary and Elizabeth that parallels
the one between John and Jesus in Matt 3:13-15. In that conversation Elizabeth
remarks: “How is it that my Lord’s mother should come to me?” Goulder apparently
thinks that Luke invented this conversation on the back of Matt 3:13-15. This seems
rather unlikely, however. Any parallels that can be drawn between the two stories are
superficial at best. But even if Luke had patterned the Elizabeth-Mary conversation on
the John-Jesus conversation this would not have precluded him from including the

latter conversation when relating the story of Jesus’ baptism.

A third reason for accepting Jesus’ Baptism by John as part of Q is its allusions to Isa
42 and 61:1 (see below). An allusion to Isa 61:1 is made in Q 6:20-21 and another to both
Isa 42 and 61:1 is made in Q 7:22.?%° The baptism pericope therefore coheres with Q’s use
of scripture elsewhere.

Fourth, from a compositional standpoint it seems highly abrupt for Q’s Prologue in
3:2-3+7-9+16b-17 to have been immediately followed by the Temptation story in 4:1-13.
Without some kind of transition story to connect John with Jesus the two narratives would

have seemed unrelated.?®* By contrast, if the story of Jesus’ Baptism by John had

%0 On these see below —4.5.2.
%81 This remains so, despite the efforts of Fleddermann (Q, 235) to suggest otherwise.
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immediately followed Q’s Prologue the narrative would have transitioned quite naturally

from the Prologue to the Temptation. The Prologue would have provided a perfect set-up

for the story about Jesus’ Baptism: in 3:7 we are told that John was baptizing (Matt: 10

Bantiopa; Luke: BantioOnvar); in 3:16 another reference is made to John’s baptism (Eya

uev Boott PamtiCm vuac). And the Baptism provides a nice setup for the Temptation,

which seems to presuppose and require it, as we shall now see.

Fifth, there are two elements in the Temptation that seem to refer back, anaphorically,

to the story of Jesus’ Baptism by John:

a)

b)

The mention that “Jesus was led by the Spirit (tod mvevpatog) into the desert” in Q 4:1
plausibly recalls the descent of the Spirit upon Jesus at his baptism. That the reference
to “the Spirit” in 4:1 indeed recalls a Baptism story in Q (and is not simply the story
that Matthew and Luke would have known from Mark’s Gospel) is further suggested

by a minor agreement here between Matthew and Luke against Mark:

Matt 4:1 &vnybn gig v Luke 4:1 fjyeto &v 1@ Mark 1:12 106 mvedpa
gpnuov VIO Tod TVELATOG TVeEDHOTL &V Tf} £pYH avToV EKPaAdet gig TV Epnuov

The root verb éyw occurs in Matthew and Luke. Mark may have modified this to
gxPardrer for dramatic effect or because this is the usual verb he associates with

spiritual force.?*

In the Temptation story, two of Satan’s temptations are introduced with the words, &i
viog &l Tod Beod (Q 4:3, 9). These words plausibly recall the acknowledgment of Jesus
as God’s Son, as this is mentioned in the baptism story. Kloppenborg rejects this line

of reasoning, claiming: “The title “‘Son of God’ in Q 4 does not require an explanatory

%82 Cf, Mark 1:34, 39; 3:15, 22, 23; 6:13; 7:26; 9:18, 28, 38. There are also some noteworthy verbal
agreements between Mark’s Temptation and LXX Exod 23:29: ékBéilo, Epnuog, and Onpia.
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narrative any more than does the title ‘Son of Man’...”?*® That may be the case but the
anaphoric reference likely serves another purpose by creating an interlocking narrative
by means of a catchword and plot development. Kloppenborg also thinks that Jesus’
Baptism by John is out of keeping with the broader christology of Q, claiming that
Jesus is not presented in Q as the Davidic Messiah, which is precisely the implication
of this pericope (—3.5.4.).%* It might be added that this pericope would not fit in very
well with Kloppenborg’s ideas about Q’s genre either since he holds that Q was a
“sayings gospel,” with its closest analogue not in any of the narrative-oriented
canonical gospels but in the Gospel of Thomas.?** Yet Q 3-7 undoubtedly contains
several other features that would characterize it as a narrative.?*® If Q contained Jesus’
Baptism by John this would cohere nicely with and help to expand its narrative

structure.

Fleddermann offers two structural arguments against Jesus’ Baptism being included in

1. He claims to have identified in Q 3-7 several “chiastic ring compositions,” according
to which “the central Sermon [is] flanked by two rings that center on christology, an
inner ring [is] made up of Jesus’ Temptations and the Centurion’s Servant and an outer

ring [are] made up of John’s Preaching and John’s Question.”?*

A. John’s Preaching
B. Temptation

%83 K loppenborg, Parallels, 16.

%4 For Kloppenborg’s view on the christology of Q, see his “Wisdom Christology,” 129-147.

%5 K loppenborg, Formation, 263-316.

%6 |n his book Formation, Kloppenborg acknowledged that Q exhibits certain “logical and qualitative
progressions” but insisted that it “lacks a unifying narrative format” (pp. 94-95). | would disagree with him
about this, at least in Q 3-7. He has more recently argued for a basic narrative introduction to the material
about John in Q 3:2-3 (—2.1.2.). This introduction adds further support, however, to the idea that Q can be
properly characterized as a narrative.

7 Fleddermann, Q, 235. See similarly Allison, Jesus Tradition, 8-11.
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C. Sermon
B'. Centurion’s Servant
A'. John’s Question

For Fleddermannn, a Baptism “would disturb this ring composition.”

I have already noted that this structural analysis is rendered uncertain because
other units—such as the Cleansing of the Leper (Luke 5:12-16 par.) or the Raising of
the Widow’s Son at Nain (Luke 7:11-17)—might have been located just before the
Centurion’s Servant. Were either of these to be included in our analysis, the structure

would balance itself out:

A. John’s Preaching
B. Baptism
C. Temptation
D. Sermon
C'. Leper Cleansed/Widow’s Son
B'. Centurion’s Servant
A'. John’s Question

With a little bit of creative thinking, | could probably come up with ways to make the
B+B' units and the C+C' units seem parallel within this schematization. For example,
while B and C are narratives about Jesus’ spiritual formation for ministry, C' and B' are
narratives about his active ministry. The Sermon, meanwhile, is not a narrative but a
representative collection of his teachings. The chiastic structure would therefore
remain intact. Including either the Cleansing of the Leper or the Raising of the
Widow’s Son would also help anticipate Jesus’ statement in 7:22 about how lepers are
being cleansed and the dead are being raised. On the other hand, this proposed
structure (as well as Fleddermann’s) would be undermined if one were to include
Jesus’ Preaching at Nazareth (Luke 4:16-30),?%® which would have to be located after
the Temptation and probably before the Sermon. In the final analysis, arguments

supporting an elaborate chiastic structure here are too subjective. They are also highly

%88 For an argument in favour of Luke 4:16-30 being in Q, see Tuckett, History, 226-37.
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uncertain, depending on an exact knowledge of the extent of Q. Since other material
may have been included in Q beyond what Fleddermann allows in this section, his
argument cannot be relied upon.

One need not rely on uncertain arguments about the chiastic arrangement of the
units in Q 3-7) in order to identify some structural artifice. A basic narrative plot
clearly develops around Jesus as “the Coming One.” Jesus’ answer in 7:22 not only
presupposes John’s prophecy in 3:16b-17 but also Jesus’ activities in the Sermon (e.g.
evangelizing the poor), raising the dead (Centurion’s Servant, or possibly the Widow’s
Son of Nain and (less possibly), the Cleansing of the Leper). An inclusio can also be
detected when John’s Preaching about the Coming One is recalled in John’s Question.
Had Jesus’ Baptism by John been in Q it would not have disturbed any of this

structural artifice.

2. Fleddermann points to certain catchwords that occur in all five of his supposed units in
Q 3-7.% But many of these terms are quite common and as such are likely
coincidental (e.g. Aéym, 0e0¢, mo€w, &yw). Others only link up with one or two of the
other units, which makes them no different from the Baptism since it too contains
catchwords found in other sections: Boantilw (3:21 = 3:7, 16); t0 mvedua 1o dyov (3:22
~ 3:16; [4:18]); viog (3:22 = 4:3, 9); ovpavog (3:21 = 6:23). Fleddermann’s catchword

argument is therefore unpersuasive.

The fact that Matthew’s account differs so much from Mark’s is a further indication

that he is using Q rather than Mark:

1) Whereas Mark reads xoi &yéveto év éxeivaug toic Auépong nAOev, Matthew reads

10tE MOpayiveTal.

89 Fleddermann, Q, 224-25, 235.
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2)

3)

4)

5)

Matthew omits Mark’s aro Noalapet.

Matthew uses an infinitive absolute to say that Jesus was baptized by John whereas
Mark employs a more simple parataxis: koi éBanticOn...0mo Todvvov.

Matthew also omits that Jesus was baptized &ig tov Topdavov (although he does
have Jesus come to John who was “at the Jordan” (éxnt tov Topddvny)).

Matthew (and Luke) uses BanticOfjvan (inf.) whereas Mark uses éfantion

(indic.).

In sum, there are several compelling reasons for thinking that Q contained the short

narrative about Jesus’ baptism.

3.2.2. Additional uncertainties with regard to specific readings

Having dealt with why I think Q contained the story of Jesus’ baptism I shall now try

to establish particular textual readings within this story. In the above reconstruction | have

mainly followed Matthew. Luke appears to have compressed and modified his version

quite extensively. His reason for doing so was likely two-fold. First, he needed to trim

back his narrative, having inserted a large amount of extra (redactional) material into it:

A historical note (vv. 1-2);

An extended quote from Isa 40 (vv. 5-6);

John’s answers to the people, tax collectors, and soldiers (vv. 10-14);

A note about the crowds questioning whether John might be the Messiah (v. 15);
John’s imprisonment by Herod (which is actually a compressed version of Mark
6:17-30 but which nonetheless intrudes into Luke’s narrative prior to the baptism

story).
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Second, Luke’s interposing of the Markan reminiscence about John’s imprisonment (cf.
Mark 6:17-30) has required Luke to make a harsh transition back to Q, probably
prompting him to displace and modify some of the material in Q, which he had been using
up to this point in his narrative. Taking up my working hypothesis that all three of the
synoptic writers were familiar with Q, I would propose that Matthew, like Luke, is not
using Mark but Q here while Mark has also used Q but has modified it more substantially
than Matthew.

If indeed Luke has severely compressed the Baptism as | have suggested and Mark (or
Matthew) has extensively modified it, any reconstruction of the original text of Q shall
have to be only tentatively proposed.

Since éyéveto occurs in both Mark and Luke it should be preferred to Matthew’s
napayivetal, which is likely MattR since he evidently prefers it to éyéverto at 3:13 (diff.
Mark 1:9) and uses it to introduce Jesus at 2:1. Mark’s év éxeivaug taig nuépaig may have
been brought over from 3:2. Mark’s nA0ev seems to be required. It is not attested in
Matthew because he used mapayiveton while Luke, by compressing the material, has
omitted Jesus’ journey from Galilee altogether and so had no need for fA0ev.

Matthew has evidently added the story about John’s discussion with Jesus in Matt
3:14-15. Mark and Luke, if they had known it, would not have omitted it, given its
obvious apologetic and christological value (more on this below).

Matthew’s €000¢ (v. 16) looks suspiciously Markan (cf. Mark 1:10), but may be a
Markan reminiscence. Luke’s kol mpocevyopévou is redactional. Mark’s oyilopévoug is
also redactional (cf. Mark 15:38). Matthew’s plural oi ovpavot (cf. also Mark) is more
Semitic in style whereas Luke’s version is more in accord with Greek (and Lukan) idiom;
| take that to mean Luke’s is less original.

I have chosen Mark’s 10 mvedua as the original Q reading. Aside from the present
verse and the Q overlap at 1:12, Mark always refers to God’s Spirit as “holy” (1:8; 3:29;

12:36; 13:11). Matthew altered Q’s 0 mvedpa to the more biblical mveduo Ogod (e.g. Gen
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1:2; 1 Sam 10:10; Ezek 11:24) and Luke to his patently redactional “the Holy Spirit.” The
simpler Markan reading matches up with 4:1, thus strengthening its anaphoric significance
there and helping to clarify that it is not an evil spirit but God’s Spirit that drove Jesus into
the wilderness.

Matthew’s pleonastic épydpevov may be redactional since it is not attested in Mark or
Luke.

'O dyanmtog may be a Markan interpolation that has influenced and so turned up in
Matthew and Luke’s versions. The term also shows up in the quote from Ps 2:7 in the
Transfiguration (Mark 9:7) and this is followed by Matthew in his version of the story
(Matt 17:5; but cf. Luke 9:35) so Mark’s Transfiguration may have influenced him here in
the Baptism. The term is also used in Mark’s Parable of the Wicked Husbandmen (Mark
12:6). | have therefore placed it in brackets in my reconstruction of the Baptism pericope.
Matthew’s wording of the bath q6l is preferable since it differs from Mark and Luke and
since the wording of those two evangelists can be explained as an attempt to conform the

text more closely to Ps 2:7 where the vidg is addressed in direct speech.

3.3. Location in Q

If Jesus’ Baptism by John was indeed part of Q, it must have immediately followed the
material in 3:2-3+7-9+16b-17. All four Gospels begin with a brief description of John’s
baptism ministry, a mention of his prophecies about the Coming One, and then either
narrate (Matt, Mark, Luke) or presuppose (John) the baptism of Jesus by John.

Given its placement immediately before Jesus’ Baptism, the description of John’s
baptism ministry and preaching in 3:7-9+16b-17 was clearly not told for its own sake, as if
John’s ministry and preaching were important in and of themselves. Rather, John’s
baptism, ministry, and preaching serve a narrative function by helping to set the stage for

Jesus’ baptism and ministry. The present baptism pericope itself led into another short
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narrative about Jesus’ temptation by Satan (4:1-12) and that then led into the Sermon

(4:16-30; 6:20ff.).

3.4. Issues of tradition and redaction

Although I am treating Jesus’ Baptism by John in a separate chapter, from a
compositional standpoint it must have always been one of a piece with the Prologue and
the Temptation. These three sections are too intertwined to justify a hypothesis that they
had once circulated independently of one another.”® | argued above that the Prologue
(with the possible exception of 3:7-9) was the work of someone within the Jesus
movement. Jesus’ Baptism by John and the Temptation must therefore be attributed to that

Same Composer.

3.5. Commentary

3.5.1. A private vision?

It is often supposed that in Mark’s Gospel the vision of the dove and the bat gél, which
are seen and heard during Jesus’ baptism, were only experienced privately by Jesus (cf.

291 Mark’s version of Jesus’ baptism contrasts with the other Gospels in

E10EV...oV El...).
these respects. In Matthew’s version the voice speaks either to John or the crowd: o0tog
€otv 0 Vidg pov O ayommtog (Matt 3:17). Mark’s version also contrasts with Luke’s,
which seems to present the dove and heavenly voice as objective phenomena (Luke 3:22),

and with the Fourth Gospel’s, in which the dove’s descent and a heavenly voice are said to

have been witnessed by John (cf. John 1:32-34). One explanation for these differences is

20 gee the discussion above (—3.2.1.) for anaphoric terms that link Jesus’ Baptism by John with the
Temptation, and for the way the Prologue sets the stage for Jesus’ appearance and baptism.
21 E g. Joan Taylor, Immerser, 265-66; Bovon, Luke 1, 28; Lane, Mark, 58; Catchpole, Quest, 11-12.
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that the later Gospel writers were trying to make Jesus’ miracles more impressive by
describing them as public theophanies (Matt, Luke) or at least as events that were not only
perceived subjectively by Jesus.?*? I am not convinced. If Mark was using an earlier story
that he found in Q then Matthew’s version of the bat qol may well be the more primitive
one (—3.2.1.; 3.2.2.). In that case, Mark could be seen as having adjusted the quote
himself for at least two reasons: (1) because a public declaration by God of Jesus’ sonship
would have undermined the so-called “messianic secret,” a well-known Markan theme (cf.
Mark 1:43-45; 4:1; 8:29-30, etc.);**® (2) because the adjustment makes the words conform

more closely to Ps 2:7 (on which, see below).

3.5.2. Intertextual links

The Baptism is thought to contain intertextual links with several biblical passages.

3.5.2.1. Gen 22

'O ayamntog (“the beloved one”) may hearken back to the story of Isaac’s binding—the
Agedah—in Gen 22 where Isaac is referred to three times by the Hebrew term 717> (wv. 2,
12, 16).%** In each case, this term is translated in the Septuagint as 6 Gyazmtoc. This
intertextual link is dubious, however, since Q does not seem interested in an Ageda based
christology elsewhere (contr. Rom 8:32; Heb 11:17; 1 John 4:9-10). Moreover, 6

ayommtog is more likely to have been derived from another text, as I shall now explain.

%2 50, e.g., Joan Taylor, Immerser, 265.
293 g4 Lambrecht, “John the Baptist,” 368. For the classic study on the “messianic secret,” see
Wrede, Secret). Another worthwhile study on the topic is by Raisanen, Secret.
%% See further Stegner, “Baptism,” 36-46; Daly, “Soteriological,” 45-75, esp. 68-71. The Agedah allusion is
disputed by Davies and Chilton, “Agedah,” 514-46.
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3.5.2.2. 1sa42:1

The words v @ edd6knca are often thought to derive from Isa 42:1: “Here is my
servant... [in whom] my soul delights (*w/51 fn¥a), upon whom I have put my Spirit ( >An3
1oy °m).” This intertextual link is often disputed, however. Q and Mark show likely
familiarity with the Septuagint in some of their other quotes from the book of Isaiah.?*®
Yet the words spoken by the bat qol differ considerably from LXX Isa 42:1, which reads:
“Israel is my chosen; my soul has accepted him” (Iopank 6 €kAektog pov Tpocedéato
adTOV 1 Yuym pov). None of this matches verbally with év @ gdd6xnca. To be sure, the
verb m¥7 is occasionally translated in the Septuagint with ebdoxéw.?*® But this is by no
means the standard translation in the Septuagint; for of its fifty-seven occurrences in the
MT the Septuagint translates it with evdoxém only seven times.

These objections might seem compelling at first glance. But they are outweighed by
other evidence. In Luke’s version of the Transfiguration—which also features a bat qol

declaring something quite similar to what we have in the Baptism—there is a more

obvious intertextual link with LXX Isa 42:1: 00t6¢ éoTtv 6 viog pov 6 ékdedeyuévoc. And

even more significantly, when Matthew quotes from Isa 42:1, he uses the phrase 6
ayoanntog pov and the verb gvdoxéw:
Matt 12:18 {000 6 maic pov &v NPETIea, 0 AyamnTdg Hov €ig OV e030KNCEV 1] WLy Hov- Oncm
TO TvedUA LoV &’ aDToV, Kol Kpioty Toig E0vectv dmayyehel.

Furthermore, Bruce Chilton has pointed to several possible intertextual links between the
Baptism and Tg. Isa. 42:1, as well as two other related texts in the book of Isaiah:**’

42:1 Behold my servant, ... my chosen in whom my Memra has been pleased ( >°n2
o 2 °vnRT); Lwill put my Holy Spirit upon him (o339 wWp m7 Pox).

41:8-9 And you, Israel my servant, Jacob in you | have been pleased (72 *n°yanx7). ... |

2% Q 7:22; 6:20-21; Mark 1:3; 7:6-7.

2% Gen 33:10; Lev 26:34, 41; 1 Chr 29:3; 2 Chr 10:7; Eccl 9:7; Job 14:6.

27 Chilton, Galilean Rabbi, 128-130. Translations here are based on Chilton’s but with slight modification
for a more literal rendering.
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have said to you, My servant, | have been pleased with you (72 *n°y1nx) and will
not cast you off.

43:10 ... and my servant the Messiah in whom | have been pleased (7°2 *n°ynx7).

Chilton links these texts with Jesus’ Baptism by John on the following grounds:

(1) the servant is explicitly identified as the Messiah (in 43:10).
(2) m2°yanxin 43:10 (cf. also 72 *n*ynx in 41:8-9 and 42:1) corresponds nicely with gig dv

€0O0KNGEV 1 YLy LOV.

Joel Marcus adds:

(3) the reference to the impartation of the Spirit.?®

Thus, Jesus’ Baptism by John appears to contain an allusion to Isa 42:1.

3.5.2.3. Isa61:1

Jesus’ Baptism by John seems to allude to Isa 61:1 as well. We are told that when
Jesus came up from the river “he saw the Spirit descending upon him like a dove” (16
nvedpo Kotofaivov mg meprotepay En’ (Mark: eig) avtov. Shortly after this in Mark’s
Gospel, Jesus begins “preaching the gospel of God (knpvcocwv 10 £dayyéliov Tod OeoD),
saying, “Repent and believe in the gospel” (petavoeite Kai TOTELETE &V TM ELOYYEM®D)
(vv. 14-15).%°° The language and sequence here compares nicely with Isa 61:1 where the

anointed figure declares,

The Spirit of the Lord Yahweh is upon VY MR MY mvedpo kupiov £ ué

me because he has anointed me IR M AW 1 0 glvekev Epiody e

to preach the good news to the poor ooy W% edayyelicacHan Trmyoic

to proclaim the year of Yahweh’s favour, X% n-1i%1 77 keAéoon EVianTov KUPIoL dEKTOV

and the day of vengeance of our God; 0¥ ORI WTORY kol fuépav avTomodocenc,

to comfort all who mourn; 92-0m7 O°7a8  mapakaAEéco mhvTag TOg
nevbodvrog

2% Marcus, Way, 53.
%9 See Adela Yarbro Collins (Mark, 149) for other possible intertextual links with Isa 61:1-2.
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In Q Jesus’ Baptism by John is similarly followed, after the Temptation, by Jesus’ Sermon

(Q 6), which opens with an allusion to Isa 61:1-2:

Q 6:20 Moxdapiot oi Ttwyoi, 6T VueTéPa Eotiv N Pactreio Tod Beod. 21 ... pokdplot
ot mevhodvreg, L avTol TapakAinOnoeche.

For Q, Isa 61:1-2 was clearly an important text.®

This allusion to Isa 61:1 in Jesus’ Baptism by John has serious implications for the
present study. The speaker attests that Yahweh has anointed him. This fact, along with the
fact that Jesus’ baptism takes place at the very outset of his ministry (shortly before his
inaugural Sermon) implies that his baptism has been interpreted as a kind of anointing

ceremony: Jesus became the Messiah at his baptism.*%*

3.5.2.4.Ps 2:7

It is generally acknowledged that the bat gdl in Mark 1:11 par. also contains a partial
quote from Ps 2:7. In this psalm text the Davidic “Messiah” (r°wn) declares Yahweh’s

decree:

He said to me, “You are my son, today | have begotten you.”

The words in the Septuagint read very similarly to what we have in Q. Some
commentators, however, dismisses this biblical reference on the basis of minor differences

in word order:3%

%00 \While most Q scholars acknowledge this fact, they rarely discuss Jesus’ Baptism by John or recognize
how this pericope’s intertexts with Isa 61:1 cohere with other sections of Q. See, e.g. Tuckett (“Isaiah in Q,”
51-64), who does not think that Jesus’ Baptism by John was in Q and therefore does not bother to mention
its intertexts with Isa 61:1.
%1 50, e.g., Adela Yarbro Collins, “Messiah as Son of God,” 22 (she is commenting, however, on the story
in Mark’s Gospel). See also Allison’s relevant remarks: “Jewish kings were not born but made. They
ascended the throne only when they received anointing” (Constructing, 289).
%2 E 9. Dalman, Words, 276-80; Bousset, Kyrios Christos, 97-98; Jeremias, Abba, 191-198; Zimmerli and
Jeremias, “naic 0god,” 701-4; Cullmann, Christology, 66; Gnilka, Markus, 1.50.
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vidG pov &1 60 (LXX Ps 2:7)

oV &1 0 vidg pHov (Mark 1:11 || Luke 3:22)

0016¢ doTv 6 viog pov  (Matt 3:17)

These commentators usually try to explain the use of viog here as an early alteration of
noic, which had originally stood in the text because this is the term used in Isa 42:1. But
this is purely speculative. It also fails to recognize that Gospel stories and sayings are
often laden with intertexts. Early tradents of the Jesus movements apparently wanted to
pack as much scripture into these stories and sayings as possible. Hence, it is a false
dilemma to think that we have only one of two options here: either Isa 42:1 or Ps 2:7.
Taylor emphasizes that 6 dyanntog does not occur in Ps 2. She also rejects the notion that
this term alludes to Gen 22 and that this term or the phrase év @ £086xnca has any
connection to Isa 42:1.%% She contends that there is, in fact, “no clear biblical parallel” to
the words of the bat g6l at Mark 1:11 par.>*

Taylor does not think Jesus’ Baptism by John reflects any interest in portraying Jesus
as the Davidic Messiah either. It merely confirms his status as a prophet and pious man.
She argues this on the basis of alleged intertextual links with biblical passages dealing
with God’s prophets. She compares the portrayal of Jesus here with Dan 9:20-21 where
the prophet is portrayed as being in a state of prayer (“confessing my own sins and the sins
of my people Israel”) and seeing a “vision” (xR /6pacic/ontacia). Again, she notes that
Daniel sees the angel Gabriel coming to him “in swift flight” and thinks this is reminiscent
of the dove in Jesus’ heavenly vision. In Dan 9:23 the angel describes Daniel as “beloved”
(m7nn), and Taylor finds this to be reminiscent of the term 6 dyomntog uttered in the
Baptism. Again, Taylor cites Dan 10:5-11, a passage where Daniel is standing on the bank
of the Tigris—like Jesus on the bank of the Jordan—when an angel declares to him:

“Daniel, you are a beloved man (m7»n w°r); comprehend the words that I will tell you.”

%% joan Taylor, Immerser, 268 n. 19.
%4 Joan Taylor, Immerser, 267.
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Finally, Taylor points to Jer 11:15 where the term >7° (“my beloved”) occurs.** She
claims this can be interpreted as referring not to Judah/Israel (which is how all
commentators understand it as far as | am aware) but to the prophet Jeremiah. She
apparently thinks this because the term is masculine rather than feminine (as in 12:7 w1
m77°]). She notes that the targum Ps.-Jon. translates the Hebrew >717 (“*my beloved”) as
n1p 2°an (“a beloved one before me”) and suggests that the term would best describe a
prophet rather than Israel.

As for the phrase oV &l 6 vidg pov, I have already noted that Taylor finds no
connection here with Ps 2:7. She thinks the divine sonship ascribed to Jesus is not related
to his messianic status but is more egalitarian, pointing out that in texts from both Judaism

and the early Jesus movement all the righteous could be referred to as God’s children:

Hos 11:1 When Israel was a child (qvi/vfmioc), I loved him, and out of Egypt I called my son
(12/1d1 Tékva oTod).

Wis 2:13 He professes to have knowledge of God, and names himself a child of the Lord
(maida kupiov £avtov ovoudler)... 16 We are considered by him as something base, and he
avoids our ways as unclean; he calls the last end of the righteous happy, and brags that God is
his father (dhalovedetor Tatépa Oeov).

4Q504 frg. 1-2 iii 5 you have established us as your sons (o°12) in the sight of all the peoples.
For you called 6 [I]srael “my son, my first-born” (>32 >152) and have corrected us as one
corrects 7 his son (112).

Matt 5:9 Blessed are the peacemakers, for they shall be called sons of God (vioi Heod
KAnOnocovrat).

Rom 8:14 For all who are led by the Spirit of God are sons of God (00701 gictv vioi HgoD).

In view of passages such as these Taylor writes:

Therefore, the statement, “You are my beloved son in whom | am satisfied” may mean that at
the moment of his baptism Jesus heard a heavenly voice accounting him righteous, like a

parent acknowledging the good behavior of a child. The statement does not necessarily imply
that he was the King-Messiah. The statement may be wholly appropriate to the experience of

%% joan Taylor, Immerser, 272.
%% The LXX here speaks not of God’s son but of Israel’s children: & tékva adtod. Contrast Matt 2:15 (tov
vi6v pov) which matches the received Hebrew text.
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someone who had repented and undertaken to be righteous.*”’

It seems ironic that Taylor would dismiss the direct quote from Ps 2:7 and the apparent
allusion to Isa 42:1 due to slight differences in word order and verbal correspondence with
the Septuagint only to argue for what is, in effect, a far more generalized smattering of
allusions from the Hebrew Bible, in texts where the language and concepts are much
further removed from Mark 1:11 par. than LXX Ps 2:7 or even LXX Isa 42:1. The Greek
word used in Dan 9 and 10 for “vision” (6pacic/ ®: omtacio) does not actually occur in
Jesus’ Baptism by John at all, a fact that has led commentators to debate whether a
(subjective) vision or a theophany is being described.**® The Old Greek version’s
rendering of m7nn (“beloved”) in Dan 10:11, 19, is not dyoanmtdg but dvOpmmog Eleevog
(*a man pitied”) while Theodotion’s rendering is avnp émbodv (“a man of desires”). It
IS true that the prophet Daniel is said to be “beloved.” But this appears not to be a
distinctly prophetic epithet. Taylor’s appeal to Jer 11:15 is unconvincing. Neither the
Hebrew nor the Aramaic of this text can be cited as support for her claim that the prophet
Jeremiah is being referred to here. For one thing, the Hebrew may be corrupt, given that
the Septuagint and Syriac both use feminine equivalents, linking the term to Israel. But
even if it is not corrupt the context makes it plain, in the Hebrew and in all its translations,
that the term is being used with reference to Israel. Moreover, Jack R. Lundbom notes that
the masculine > is also used of Israel in Isa 5:1 and adds that there are numerous gender
shifts in 11:14-17 and that similar shifts occur in 2:2, 27a.%°

The other parallels Taylor mentions are quite superficial, the differences standing out
far more than the similarities. In the Baptism, for example, it is the Holy Spirit, appearing
in the form of a dove, that lands on Jesus in order to indicate God’s favour; Jesus is not
visited by an angel who comes to disclose the meaning of an eschatological vision.

Whereas Daniel confesses the sins of his nation, Jesus simply prays. The Tigris is a

%7 Taylor, Immerser, 269.
%% See Marcus, Way, 56-58.
%9 |_undbom, Jeremiah 1-20, 629.
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symbol of bondage and punishment whereas the Jordan is a symbol of deliverance and
blessing. And so forth.

While Mark 1:11 and Ps 2:7 may differ in terms of word order this fact is of no great
significance. Word order in Greek does not typically change the meaning of a sentence
and biblical texts were often recalled through memory. Moreover, | posited earlier that
Matthew’s o0t6¢ &otv 6 vidg pov represents the original Q. This would have been an
allusion to Ps 2:7 rather than a direct quote. Preserving the original word order of the
psalm would therefore not have been as important for the Q redactor. While 6 dyamntog
does not occur in Ps 2 this phrase can be explained as an intertext with Isa 42:1 or (less
likely) the Agedah in Gen 22 (—3.5.2.1-2). Taylor’s argument that Ps 2:7 is not alluded to
because it does ot use ¢ ayanntog fails to appreciate the phenomenon in the early Jesus
movement and elsewhere of combining two or more biblical texts in a single “quote.”
Psalm 2 is quoted from or alluded to in several other places in the NT outside of Jesus’
Baptism by John.?* This shows that early followers of Jesus thought the chapter was very
important for their understanding of Jesus. I think we are on very good footing, therefore,
if we find in Jesus’ Baptism by John a quote from Ps 2:7.

Adela Yarbro Collins suggests with regard to Jesus’ Baptism by John that since the
guote from Ps 2:7 is given alongside an allusion to Isa 42:1 (see above) that the latter
allusion somehow overrides or obscures the royal (and military) associations within the
psalm and presents Jesus as a purely prophetic Messiah. But this reasoning is question-
begging and non-sequitur because the allegedly prophetic figure of Isa 42 was, in fact,
quite often interpreted as the Davidic Messiah (—4.5.2.). The militaristic elements in the
psalm are not a problem either. Jesus’ followers were still able to identify him as the
Davidic Messiah despite the fact that he had not been a conquering military figure. His
kingdom and rule were understood spiritually. Any militaristic or violent role was thought

to be reserved for his second coming.

310 Acts 4:25-26; 13:33; Heb 1:5; 5:5-6; Rev 2:26-27; 12:5; 19:15.
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3.5.25.Gen 1:2

In Gen 1:2 the Spirit of God is described as hovering (nor1n) over the primeval waters.
This may help us explain how the Spirit is portrayed as a dove in Jesus’ Baptism by

John.®* Note the following text from the Babylonian Talmud:

b. Hag. 15a Our Rabbis taught: Once R. Joshua b. Hanania was standing on a step on the
Temple Mount, and Ben Zoma saw him and did not stand up before him. So [R. Joshua] said
to him: Whence and whither, Ben Zoma? He replied: | was gazing between the upper and
lower waters, and there is only a bare three fingers’ [breadth] between them, for it is said: And
the Spirit of God hovered over the face of the waters—Ilike a dove which hovers over her
young without touching [them] (7732 H¥ nynanw 71170 NYAI AKY).

Here the Spirit of God in Gen 1:2 is explicitly compared to a dove. There is another
relevant allusion to Gen 1:2 in 4Q521 where we are told, in an eschatological context “and
his Spirit will hover upon the poor” (qnana yma omawia %3) (2 i 5). The combined use of
m~n of and a7 here make the influence of Gen 1:2 unmistakable. The meaning is not
altogether clear, however. Plausibly, the text suggests that in the last days God would
restore the world to its original state at creation.*'? But for our purposes it is of more
significance to note that in 4Q521 the act of bestowing the Spirit in the end of days
appears to be connected in some way with the Messiah’s appearance, which is mentioned
only a few lines earlier: “[for the heav]ens and the earth will listen to his anointed one
(mwn)...” (2 i 1). In this respect there is also a very intriguing, albeit late, text in Gen.
Rab. 2.4 that interprets Gen 1:2 as an allusion to “the spirit of the Messiah” and adds a
reference to Isa 11:2. In view of 4Q521 it may be that the intertextual connection with Gen
1:2 in Jesus’ Baptism by John was meant to give Jesus’ baptism some additional messianic

significance.

311 50 Allison, Allusions, 9-14.
312 50 Allison, Allusions, 9-14.
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3.5.3. The significance of Jesus’ sonship

Taylor is not alone in denying that Jesus’ sonship was always understood within the
early Jesus movement as having messianic and royal implications. Tuckett, for example,
interprets the phrase viog Tob Ogod in the Temptation (Q 4:3, 9) in a “democratized”
sense.*'® On his reading vioc tod Beod implies nothing about Jesus’ unique relationship
with God or his identity as the Davidic Messiah.

I shall return a bit later to the Temptation story. But sticking for a moment to Jesus’
Baptism by John, I think that one would be hard-pressed arguing that its vision of the Holy
Spirit/dove descending on Jesus and the message of the bat g6l were not meant to set Jesus
apart in some way from the many others who were being baptized by John. Note the
following rabbinic story about Hillel:

t. Sota 13.3 The story is told that sages entered the house of Guryo in Jericho and heard an

echo saying, “There is here a man who is worthy of the Holy Spirit, but his generation is not

sufficiently righteous,” and they set their eyes on Hillel the elder. And when he died, they said
concerning him, “Oh the modest [man], the pious [man], disciple of Ezra.”*!*

The bat gdl in this story is not specifically addressed to Hillel but it is understood to have
been referring to him because of this man’s outstanding piety. In a similar way, since no
one else is said to have had a bat g6l address him or her during John’s baptism ministry
we should conclude that this miraculous voice was meant to mark Jesus as someone quite
unique. Indeed, the term ayomntdg is likely meant an equivalent for the Hebrew term 717
which is used in scripture to indicate a special, often unique, relation between a parent and
son.>™® The divine pronouncement €1 6 vVid¢ pov 6 dyamntdc, &v coi 0d6know therefore
cannot be understood here in a democratized sense in the way Tuckett understands viog

10D Ogod in the Temptation.

313 Tyckett, “Temptation,” 1.479-507, esp. 494-96.
%14 Trans. by Neusner, Rabbinic Traditions, 1.237-38. Parallels appear in y. Sota 9.13; b. Sota 48b; b. Sanh.
11a;y. ’Abod. Zar. 3.1; y. Hor. 3.5.

%1% This would be true even if the baptism account in Q contained no intertext with the Ageda story in Gen
22. Cf. also Judg 11:34; Prov 4:3; Jer 6:26; Amos 8:10; Zech 12:10.
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We can also find Jesus sonship being understood in a unique sense in Mark, our
earliest canonical Gospel. In 3:11 unclean spirits exclaim: oV &l 6 vid¢ 10D Ogod. The
definite article on vidg here, and the fact these demons apply the title to Jesus personally,
emphasize that the divine sonship was something that set Jesus apart from others and
imply that he had some kind of special (if not unique) authority about which the demons
were singly afraid. Jesus’ sonship sets him apart from others in Mark’s Transfiguration
story as well; for it links his supreme authority precisely to this idea. Note the words of the
bat q6l: “This is my beloved son—hear him.” In the story Peter had just proposed that
three tabernacles be built for Jesus, Elijah, and Moses. The bat qol therefore functions as a
corrective to Peter’s words. It says, in effect, that Jesus is not anyone’s equal, be it the
prophet Elijah or even the great legislator Moses himself. In the Transfiguration, Jesus’
sonship is not a democratized concept. Rather, it emphasizes his superior status.

It is true that in both the Jewish Bible and the NT as well as in several extra-biblical
writings we find instances in which Israel and the faithful are referred to as vioi eod. But
consider the following texts from the NT, which speak of the sonship of believers
generally, when they are juxtaposed with other texts in the very same books, which speak

of Jesus’ sonship specifically:

Gal 3:26 for in Christ Jesus you are all sons Gal 4:4 But when the time had fully come,
of God (vioi BeoD), through faith. God sent forth his Son, born of woman, born
under the law

Rom 8:14 For all who are led by the Spirit of Rom 8:29 For those whom he foreknew he
God are sons of God (vioi Be0D). also predestined to be conformed to the image
of his Son, in order that he might be the first-
born among many brethren.
Rom 8:32 He who did not spare his own Son
but gave him up for us all, will he not also
give us all things with him?

John 1:12 But to all who received him, who John 1:18 No one has ever seen God; the

believed in his name, he gave power to only Son (6 povoyevng vi6¢), who is in the
become children of God (tékva Bgod) bosom of the Father, he has made him known.
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These texts illustrate that while Jesus’ early followers could and did refer to all the faithful
as God’s “sons,” this did not detract from their recognition that Jesus’ sonship was
somehow unique. The faithful were plainly not counted as God’s “sons” in the same sense
that Jesus was. The texts in the first column show that in one breath an author could speak
of the faithful as God’s “sons”/*children” and those in the second column show that in the
next breath the same author could speak of God’s singular “Son,” without any confusion
as to who he was referring to or not referring to. In this respect, it is probably significant
that we have no early example of an individual follower of Jesus being referred to as o
v10¢ oD Oe0D. At least in the preserved texts of the early Jesus movement, sonship with
God for the faithful is always spoken of in collective terms.

Ps 2, which is quoted in the story of Jesus’ baptism, has often been described as an
enthronement psalm, recited either at the king’s accession (when he would have been
anointed) or at an annual enthronement festival (when his accession was re-enacted or
commemorated).®*® In this connection, note how “my son” (*32/vid¢ pov) in v. 7 is also
referred to as “his anointed” (y"wn/tod ypiotod avtod) in v. 2 and as “my king”
(o9n/Bactiedc) in v. 6. The figure in view here is no mere prophet and certainly not just a
pious individual. He is a royal figure whose authority is said to be universal (vv. 8-9). This
should probably help us to appreciate how the psalm is being used in Jesus’ Baptism by
John. Indeed, it is plainly understood as having royal messianic implications in other texts
of the NT.*" John Collins argues as well that the psalm was widely understood in Second
Temple times to refer to the Davidic Messiah.*!® This interpretation is probably most
evident from Pss. Sol. 17 but is also present in 1 En. 48.10 and 4 Ezra 13, and the

319
l.

interpretation persists into Rabbinic Judaism as wel Among the Dead Sea Scrolls,

%18 See Collins and Adela Yarbro Collins, Son of God, 10-15; Gessmann, Messias, 9; Hamilton, Royal Body,
60-61; Kraus, Psalms 1-59, 7.

31T E g. Acts 4:25-28:; 13:33; Heb 1:5; 5:5; Rev 2:26-27; 12:5; 19:15. Note the connections drawn to Jesus’
position of rulership and his subjugation of “the kings of the earth.”
318 Collins, “Psalm 2,” 49-66.

19 Sukk. 52a; Gen. Rab. 44.8; PRE 28.1; Midr. Ps. 2. See Str.-B., 3.675-77; Rashi: “Our rabbis expounded
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2.3%0 And several scholars have

4Q174 likely contained a messianic interpretation of Ps
argued that in 4Q246 the mysterious figure referred to as “Son of God” (7% >7 712) and
“Son of the Most High” (1°%¥ 13) is none other than the Davidic Messiah.*** If correct, Ps
2 would have played a clear role in influencing the author’s choice of titles here.

Older scholarship tended to view the “Son of God” concept or title, insofar as it is
applied to Jesus in the NT, as primarily understood against a “Hellenistic” background
rather than a “Palestinian” and “traditionally Jewish” one. As such, it was not so much
Jewish messianism that helped to define notions of Jesus’ divine sonship but Greek
mythology and Greek religious personality cults of the so-called “divine man” (8&ioc
aviip).*# In the Greek pantheon, Zeus was known as “Father of gods and of men” (e.g.
Homer, 1l. 1.544; Hesiod, Theog. 47) because he sired the gods Apollo, Aphrodite,
Persephone, Hephaestus, and several “heroes” such as Perseus, Dionysus, and Heracles.

Apollo was likewise said to have sired famous figures such as Orpheus, Hector, Plato,

Asclepius, and Alexander the Great. Divine sonship was claimed by various kings too,

the subject of this psalm as king/messiah.” For Rashi’s own exegesis, see Signer, “Rashi’s Exegesis,” 273-
78.

%20 This is disputed by Steudel (“Psalm 2,” 189-197) and Mason (“Psalm 2,” 67-82). Both Steudel and
Mason think it was interpreted collectively. But they can only infer this from the way the author seems to
identify ymwn in Ps 2:2 with x> »na (i 19). See also Brooke, Exegesis, 148-149. Brooke (Exegesis, 147)
proposes that the opening lines of Ps 2 are being quoted as an incipit for the entire psalm. This would imply
that in the continuing lines the author provided commentary on the remaining verses of this psalm.
Regrettably, since the current fragment breaks off after line 19 and the remaining fragments are too poorly
preserved, most of that putative commentary has been lost. It seems reasonable, however, to conjecture that
if indeed the author went on to comment on vv. 6-7 that he would have interpreted the “son” as the Davidic
Messiah because this is how he interpreted the “son” in 2 Sam 7:14 (see line 11). Indeed, in 1 ii 7 the words
1177RY 8w [> can be plausibly restored as oXw[> mown or ARy YR ewn. In Heb 1:5 we also find 2 Sam
7:14 and Ps 2:7 being similarly interpreted in light of each other, an unlikely coincidence. Brooke (New
Testament, 75-77) suggests that both the authors of 4Q174 and Hebrews “were acquainted with a tradition
whereby 2 Samuel 7 and Psalm 2 belong together ... [and] refer to the kingly Messiah” (77). See further,
Collins, “Interpretation of Ps 2,” 51-53.

%21 See, e.g., Collins, “Son of God Text,” 65-82; idem, Scepter, 171-190; Collins and Yarbro Collins, Son of
God, 65-73; Stokl Ben Ezra, “Messianic Figures,” 515-544, esp. 524; Zimmerman, Messianische Texte, 162;
idem, “4Q246,” 175-190; Xeravits, Protagonists, 88-89; Brooke, “Kingship,” 435-55 (445-49); Evans,
“*Son’ Texts,” 141-143. For a non-messianic interpretation of 4Q246, see Steudel, “Collective
Expectations,” 508-525. See also the survey of interpretations and critiques given by Fitzmyer, “Aramaic
‘Son of God’ Text,” Bib 74 (1993), 163-78 [also idem, Christian Origins, 55-61]; Collins, Scepter, 173-185.
%22 See the discussions by Bultmann (Theology, 1.128-133), Bousset (Kyrios Christos, 91-98), and Hahn
(Titles, 279-99).
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most notably, Alexander the Great, the Ptolemies, and many Seleucid kings. When used
politically, as a legitimization of royal claims, the divine sonship concept seems to derive
ultimately from Egyptian kingship ideology in which the Pharaoh was seen as the Son of
Osiris or (Amun-)Re. The connection with Egyptian ideology is most obvious in the East.
But the ideology also worked its way West-ward. The Roman emperors, beginning with
Augustus, began to assume the title “son of god” (divi filius) too, although here the
legitimation of Roman emperors did not rest on one’s relationship with a traditional deity
(Jupiter, Mars, etc.) but with a divinized Caesar (especially Julius or Augustus).
Significantly, divi filius was translated into Greek as 8god vidg. Thus, it is possible that
conceptions of Jesus’ sonship had their origins in either Hellenistic mythology with its
legends about the divine lineage of gods and heroes or in Hellenistic and Roman political
ideology, with its concerns about claims to royal authority and legitimacy.

But is it really necessary to look to the pagan world in order to understand Jesus’
sonship? Jesus and the early writers of the NT would have undoubtedly been aware of
certain biblical texts that speak of the Davidic Messiah as God’s “Son.” Ps 2 was one such
text. Another was 2 Sam 7:14: “I shall be his father, and he will be my son (287 =778 "%
127 “9-m Xamy).” Here David’s “seed” is declared to be Yahweh’s own “son.” Similarly, in
LXX Ps 109:3 (MT 110:3) we read of a certain divinely established ruler, concerning
whom the Lord declares: “I have begotten you from the womb before the morning” (éx
YaoTpOg TPO Emopopov EEgyévvnoda og). The Hebrew Vorlage of the Septuagint here was
likely more primitive than that of the Masoretic text which appears to be corrupt.*?®
Again, in Ps 89 the Davidic king calls upon God, saying, “You are my Father” (v. 26) and
God refers to the king as his =23, “firstborn” (v. 27) and mwn, “anointed”/“Messiah” (vv.
39, 52). We have already seen that Ps 2 was interpreted messianically by Jesus’ early

followers and other Jews living around the turn of the era. The same can be said of 2 Sam

323 gee the discussion in Adela Yarbro Collins and Collins, Son of God, 15-19.
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7, Ps 110 (LXX 109), and Ps 89.%%

We are thus faced—if | may put the matter somewhat simplistically—with two
possibilities for the origin and meaning of 6 viog tod Oeod in the earliest stage of the Jesus
movement. Are we better off understanding the expression in light of Greek and Roman
traditions or in light of biblical/Jewish ones? Adela Yarbro Collins thinks that to frame the
question in this way is to create a false dilemma.>? In the earliest Gospel traditions,
notions of Jesus’ sonship may well have been derived from Jewish tradition and may well
have been understood by Jewish and Judaized (my term not hers) audiences in terms of
this tradition. But in some cases the Gospel writers seem, in the way they tell their stories
about Jesus, to present his sonship in ways that are evocative of traditions involving
“workers of miracles, philosophers and other wise men, inspired individuals, and
benefactors” known from Greek and Roman traditions. Such a presentation would have
resonated with readers who were of a non-Jewish background and were therefore less
familiar with Jewish scripture and tradition.

On the surface, Adela Yarbro Collins’ thesis seems plausible enough; for theology can
often draw from a range of influences. However, | find many of her alleged parallels
between Son of God passages in Mark’s Gospel and non-Jewish accounts of various
divine or quasi-divine figures strained and unconvincing. For example, she compares
Jesus’ baptism with stories about the fable writer Aesop and the poet Archilochus because
both men are said to have been supernaturally gifted with speaking/writing abilities after
having experienced “an extraordinary experience.”*?® Parallels such as this seem overly

general. Indeed, neither Aesop nor Archilochus is said to have been the son of a god.

324 9 sam 7:13-14: 4Q174; Heb 1:5. Ps 110: 11QMelch; Mark 12:35-37; Gen. Rab. 85.9; Num. Rab. 18.23;
Midr. Ps. 2 § 9; 18 §29;. Ps 89: cf. 4Q369; and cf. the phrase 7°wn niapy from Ps 89:51 which is used in m.
Sota 9.15; Song Rab. 2.13; b. Sanh. 97a. The Qumran texts cited here have been discussed in numerous
articles and monographs. But for 4Q174, see Allegro, DJD 5:53-57 and 67-74; idem, “Further Messianic
References,” 176-177; Brook, Exegesis; Xeravits, King, 55-57. For 11QMelch, see Garcia Martinez, et al.,
DJD 23: 221-241; Flowers, “11QMelchizedek.” For 4Q369, see Attridge and Strugnell, DJD 13:353-362;
Xeravits, King, 89-94; Evans, “Son Texts”; idem, “Note.”

%25 Adela Yarbro Collins, “Greeks and Romans,” 85-100; also idem, Mark, 147.

%26 Adela Yarbro Collins, “Greeks and Romans,” 88.
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Additionally, Collins” argument seems to ignore or downplay the distinctively Jewish
elements in the story of Jesus’ Baptism by John (John’s baptism itself, quotes and
allusions to Jewish scripture, the bat qol, the Spirit). Again, Collins suggests that for some
readers Mark 3:7-13 would have recalled stories about the philosopher and miracle worker
Empedocles (5" cent. B.C.E.) who is said to have performed healings among large crowds

of people and once declared:

An immortal god, mortal no more, | go about honoured by all. ... They follow me in their
thousands, asking where lies the road to profit, some desiring prophecies, while others ask to
hear the word of healing for every kind of illness, long transfixed by harsh pains.**’

It seems unlikely that when reading/hearing Mark 3:7-13 Mark’s readers would have
called to mind the somewhat obscure character of Empedocles, or much less the singular
text Collins cites, especially when Empedocles is not actually said in this or any other
preserved text to have been the son of a god. Again, Collins thinks Mark’s pagan readers
might have associated Jesus’ healings with those performed by Aesclepius, whom Hesiod
and Pindar claim to have been a son of Apollo.®?® But Aesclepius was a healing god whom
people would consult at various shrines, not a man who walked the earth performing
healings. The parallel is therefore tenuous at best. It is even more dubious that when
Mark’s readers heard the demoniac cry, “What have I to do with you, Jesus, Son of the
Most High God?” (Mark 5:7) they would have inferred a filial relationship between Jesus
and Zeus, as Yarbro Collins seems to suggest.®* It is true that Zeus was referred to as (6)
Vyiotog in several Zeus cults throughout Greece and the ancient Near East. But Mark’s
Gospel clearly identifies Jesus as the Son of the Jewish God, who was also commonly
referred to by Jews of the first century and beyond as “the Most High” in accord with

biblical usage of this expression.**°

%27 Adela Yarbro Collins, “Greeks and Romans,” 89.

28 Adela Yarbro Collins, “Greeks and Romans,” 89-90.

%29 yarbro Collins, “Greeks and Romans,” 90.

%0 |n Greek translations of the Jewish Bible, the Hebrew term 115y is rendered as tyiotoc (e.g. Gen 14:18-
22; Num 24:16; Deut 32:8; 2 Sam 24:14; Ps passim; Dan passim). The title is widely used frequently in the
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My last objection leads me to a more fundamental criticism of Collins’ article from
2000. I would suggest that she posits the wrong kind of audience for Mark’s Gospels. The
Gospel’s use of quite subtle intertexts from the Jewish scriptures, explicit quotes and
allusions to these scriptures, along with its mention of various Jewish customs—most of
which would have been lost on someone wholly unacquainted with Jewish scripture and
tradition—indicate that the evangelist was not writing for people who were only vaguely
familiar with Judaism or familiar only with pagan stories about Zeus, Aesop, and the like.
In fact, Collins’ hypothetical pagan Greek audience—so blithely unfamiliar as it
supposedly was about the Jewish God, Jewish scripture, Jewish tradition, and indeed about
the Jesus movement itself—is probably unlikely to have even existed in the latter half of
the first century C.E., at least in any place where Mark can be thought to have written his
Gospel.

This is not to deny that at times the evangelist plays to his non-Jewish readers. For
example, Collins is quite right about the centurion’s acclamation in Mark 15:39: aAn6dg
00t0g O &vOpwmog vidg O=od fv. For readers not particularly versed in Jewish tradition
(and probably also for those who were), this expression on the lips of a Roman centurion
would have plausibly evoked notions of the imperial cult, especially when Mark uses this
title in connection with a solar eclipse.®*! Virgil and Plutarch describe Julius Caesar’s

death as having been similarly attended by a darkening of the sun:

... the Sun shall give you signs: ... He expressed mercy for Rome when Caesar was killed; he
hid his shining head in gloom and the impious age feared eternal night.**

For throughout the whole year the sun rose pale, and it had no radiance; and the heat which
came from it was weak and effete, so that the air lay heavy, due to the feebleness of the
warmth which entered it. The fruits, half-ripe and imperfect, faded and decayed because of the
chill of the atmosphere.**

Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha (esp. Sir, 4 Ezra, 1 En.). See further Bertram, “Byictog,” 8.602-20.

%1 See further, Bligh, “Huios Theou,” 51-53; Johnson, “Key,” 3-32; idem, “Confession,” 406-413; Kim,
“Anarthrous,” 221-41; Adela Yarbro Collins, “Greeks and Romans,” 93-97.

%2 \irgil, Georg. 1.463-68; trans. from Cartlidge and Dungan, Documents, 163.

%3 plutarch, Caesar, 69.3-5; trans. from Cartlidge and Dungan, Documents, 164.
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In fact, we are probably dealing here with another kind of false dilemma if we are
thinking in terms of Jewish-versus-pagan origins and influences on the Son of God title;
for the biblical texts that portray the Davidic king as God’s “son” were themselves
probably influenced by Egyptian royal ideology.*** As such, these texts would have shared
a similar “pagan” origin as did the traditions influencing many of the Greek kings (e.g.
Alexander the Great and the Ptolemies). The Jewish-or-pagan dichotomy would therefore
not hold, at least not ultimately.

Thankfully, for our purposes, the murky origins of the divine sonship concept are not
especially important. More important is whether or not concept was understood in Second
Temple Judaism to have messianic implications and whether these implications had been
appropriated within the earliest Jesus movement. We have already seen how divine
sonship had been associated with the Davidic Messiah in Second Temple Judaism and
beyond. The same is true in many early writings of the NT. Mark’s Gospel refers to Jesus
several times as God’s “Son” but two texts are especially helpful in establishing the title’s
perceived messianic import. The first is in 1:1 where 'Incod ypiotod stands in apposition
with viod 6goD, suggesting that the Second Evangelist understood the latter as a messianic
title. The text here is uncertain, however.** Another important text is found at 14:61,

where Jesus stands trial before the Sanhedrin and the high priest asks: “Are you the Christ,

%34 See, for example, the discussion by John Collins in Adela Yarbro Collins and Collins, Son of God, 1-19.
%35 The textual evidence is as follows:

xpLotod viod Beod xpLotod viod 10D Beod YPLoTOD
"B D LT W 2427 Diatessaron® A A K P f*** 33 180 205 565 X* © 28 12211 sa™ syr* cop*™™
Irenaeus™ Severian 579 700 892 1241 1424 2542 M arm geo' Irenaeus® "

1844 it vg syr™ " cop™™° goth  Epiphanius (om. moov ypiotov)
arm eth geo? Iren™® Origen™  Origen®"™ Asterius Serapion
Ambrose Jerome Augustine Cyril-Jerusalem Basil Severian
Hesychius Victorinus-Pettau
Titus-Bostra Jerome®®
The general consensus is that viod (tod) Beod was not original to Mark but a later addition. See Adela
Yarbro Collins, “Mark 1:1,” 111-127; Ehrman, “Text of Mark,” 19-31; idem, Orthodox Corruption, 72-75;
Head, “Mark 1.1,” 621-29. Reasons for seeing the words as an interpolation include: 1) it is unlikely that
such an conspicuous omission would occur and be transmitted at the very beginning of a work; 2) the shorter
reading is strongly supported by x* @ et al.; 3) the longer reading is easily seen as a theologically motivated
insertion into the text. On the other hand, it is not impossible that viod (to0) 6o has dropped out by
parablepsis: XPIXTOYYIOY®EQY. The longer reading also has the strongest and most diverse external
support.
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the Son of the Blessed?” The phrase viog tob evdoyntod is, of course, a pious surrogate
for 6 viog Tod Beov. Since, it stands here in apposition with 6 ypiotdc, this indicates that it
is functioning as a messianic title.

The following early texts of the NT also indicate that Jesus’ sonship was understood to

have messianic implications:

Matt 16:16 Simon Peter replied, “You are the Christ, the Son of the living God.”

Matt 26:63 ...l adjure you by the living God, tell us if you are the Christ, the Son of God.”

Luke 1:32-35 He will be great, and will be called the Son of the Most High; and the Lord God
will give to him the throne of his father David, 33 and he will reign over the house of Jacob for
ever; and of his kingdom there will be no end.” 34 And Mary said to the angel, “How shall this
be, since | have no husband?” 35 And the angel said to her, “The Holy Spirit will come upon
you, and the power of the Most High will overshadow you; therefore the child to be born will
be called holy, the Son of God.

Luke 4:41 And demons also came out of many, crying, “You are the Son of God!” But he
rebuked them, and would not allow them to speak, because they knew that he was the Christ.

Luke 22:67-71 “If you are the Christ, tell us.” But he said to them, “If I tell you, you will not
believe; 68 and if | ask you, you will not answer. 69 But from now on the Son of man shall be
seated at the right hand of the power of God.” 70 And they all said, “Are you the Son of God,
then?” And he said to them, “You say that I am.” 71 And they said, “What further testimony
do we need? We have heard it ourselves from his own lips.”

John 1:49 Nathanael answered him, “Rabbi, you are the Son of God! You are the King of
Israel!”

John 11:27 She said to him, “Yes, Lord; | believe that you are the Christ, the Son of God, he
who is coming into the world.”

John 20:31 but these are written that you may believe that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God,
and that believing you may have life in his name.

Acts 9:20 And in the synagogues immediately he proclaimed Jesus, saying, “He is the Son of
God” [i.e. the Messiah].

Rom 1:3-4 the gospel concerning his Son, who was descended from David according to the
flesh 4 and designated Son of God in power according to the Spirit of holiness by his
resurrection from the dead, Jesus Christ our Lord...

me; and the life I now live in the flesh I live by faith in the Son of God, who loved me and
gave himself for me.
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1 John 2:22 Who is the liar but he who denies that Jesus is the Christ? This is the Antichrist,
he who denies the Father and the Son.

In the above texts, terms like “Son” and “Son of God” are used, either in close association
or in apposition with “Christ,” “King of Israel,” or some other messianic title, phrase, or
context. This suggests that [0] viog [tod 6eov] was recognized by Jesus’ early followers as
a messianic title (although doubtless more than just this).

Thus far | have demonstrated that Q’s story of Jesus’ baptism as well as many other
texts indicate that Jesus’ sonship was understood within the earliest Jesus movement to
have messianic implications. But one could object that the Baptism was not present in Q
and the other early writings cited cannot be used to interpret the other “son” references in
Q. I find this kind of sceptical response a bit unreasonable. But for the sake of the
argument let us consider two other places in Q where Jesus is referred to as God’s “Son.”

In the Temptation narrative of Q 4:1-12 the Devil twice introduces his temptations
with the phrase: “If you are the Son of God...” (vv. 3, 9). As was mentioned above,
Tuckett argues against seeing viog tod 0god here as implying anything unique about Jesus’
relationship with the Father or his messianic status. He points out that Q elsewhere refers
to all of the faithful as God’s sons/children (cf. Q 6:35; 11:13) and that God is presented as
their “Father” (6:35, 36; 11:2, 9-13; 11:13; 12:30). He also notes that the key phrase, since
it lacks the article, could alternatively be translated “a son of God.” Finally, he argues that
Jesus’ three temptations are “paradigmatic.” By this he means that Jesus’ temptations were
not meant to sound uniquely directed at Jesus.>*® The Devil tempted him with precisely
the sorts of things that other “Q Christians” would have been tempted with: needs of
bodily sustenance, expectations of signs from God, and earthly prestige/position. Jesus’
victory over temptations therefore provided a model for others to follow. By following it

they too would be able to overcome the Devil and in so doing vindicate their divine

%8 A paradigmatic interpretation of the temptations was earlier suggested by Bultmann (Tradition, 256) as
well as Schottroff and Stegemann (Jesus, 70-75). Aside from the criticisms offered below, see those of
Kloppenborg (Formation, 250-53).
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sonship.**

Tuckett is certainly correct that Jesus’ victory over the Devil is meant to stand as a
model for other “Q Christians” as they similarly underwent various temptations in life. He
is probably also correct that the temptations Jesus underwent reflected at least some of the
distinctive concerns of these “Q Christians.” But none of this necessarily implies that viog
toD Oeod is used in the story as a general term for the faithful or that the Temptation has
no messianic implications. For one thing, despite any wider social concerns of the Q
community that might be reflected in the story, Jesus’ temptation comes off as a highly
unique, supernatural event. Other followers of Jesus could have hardly expected to endure
the same sort of dramatic confrontation with the Devil as Jesus does. The Devil comes to
Jesus in person and does so with the specific goal of questioning and discrediting his
status as viog tod 0eob. We have no parallel stories in which the sonship of Jesus’ early
followers is being questioned by the Devil, nor do we find teachings about how to

confront the Devil when he questions the believer’s sonship.**

More importantly, |
suggested earlier that viog tod 0=od in the Temptation story is anaphoric, hearkening back
on the “Son” reference in the Baptism where it is derived from Ps 2:7. If that is correct,
this would have clear messianic implications with respect to the “Son” reference in the
Temptation. In order to deny the messianic significance of viog tod 6god in the
Temptation, then, one would probably have to deny that Q featured Jesus’ Baptism by
John. In fact, the Temptation itself may contain an allusion to this same royal psalm. In his
third temptation, the Devil shows Jesus “all the kingdoms of the world and their splendor”

and says: “All these | will give you, if you will fall down and worship me” (Q 4:5-7). The

Devil is obviously making false promises here. Scripture teaches that the kingdoms of the

%37 Tuckett, “Temptation,” 479-507.

%38 K loppenborg (Foundation, 252-53) cites the Sayings of the Desert Fathers as evidence that “equally
fantastic (and contrived) stories are told of various Jewish and Christian heroes.” But this work is late (ca. 5"
century C.E.) and the temptations of various saints were likely patterned on Jesus’ own desert temptations.

In fact, the whole movement within the Jesus movement involving desert asceticism seems to have taken its
primary inspiration from the Temptation in the Gospels.
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earth belong to God and that it is he who gives them to whomsoever he wills.** But while
this general teaching of scripture and Jesus’ quotation from Deut 6:13 (or 10:20) may be
enough to help the reader recognize the Devil’s offer as disingenuous and audacious, the
words of this temptation will seem all the more poignant if read in connection with Ps 2:8
where God declares to his “Son”: “Ask of me, and | will make the nations your heritage,
and the ends of the earth your possession.” Regardless of whether there is an allusion here
to Ps 2, though, the third temptation is hardly generalizable in the way Tuckett proposes.
“Q Christians”—and Jesus’ early followers in general—were mostly comprised of lower
class and “low birth” individuals with little or no political connections and little or no

hope of ever attaining political power.3*

Moreover, it is hard to imagine a “Q Christian”
ever being tempted to worship the Devil. Tuckett tries to get around this latter problem by
arguing that the third temptation speaks from an exaggerated “black and white” viewpoint,
in a way comparable to other passages in Q (cf. esp. 11:23; 16:13). But the third
temptation is quite specific in what it asks Jesus to do and there is no obvious reason to
think that “Q Christians” would have allegorized this temptation in the way Tuckett
proposes, namely, by equating sins of “neutrality” and “apathy” with Devil worship. More
likely, the third temptation is specifically directed at Jesus because of his unique status as
the Son of God and thus the presumptive king in the kingdom of God. The Devil would, in
this case, be offering him an alternative rulership position within his kingdom. The
diabolical strategy would be quite intelligible within Q. Note that in 11:18 Jesus implies
that his exorcism ministry had done severe damage to the “kingdom” of “Beelzebul” (=

the Devil). In light of this saying, it is plausible to see the Devil in the Temptation as

singling out Jesus for attack because of the unique threat that he—as viog tod 0eod (= the

%39 Cf. 2 Chron 20:6; Ps 47:8; Jer 27:5-6; Dan 2:21; 4:17, 25, 32-35.
%40 See 1 Cor 1:26-29 and the several references to “the poor” in Q 6:20; 7:22; 14:21. Kloppenborg

(Formation, 251) suggests that the Q community was mostly of the “middle classes.” This is probably a
largely a semantic issue. In the ancient world poor people were not necessarily destitute. And the Jesus
movement seems to have encouraged a mixing of classes, thus allowing tax collectors and businessmen to
associate with poorer “brethren.” This hardly implies that Jesus’ followers in the Q community were mostly
affluent.
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Davidic King/Messiah)—posed to “Beelzebul, the dpywv of the demons” (= the Devil)
and his “kingdom.”

Q contains yet another reference to Jesus as God’s “Son” at 10:22: “All things have
been delivered to me by my Father; and no one knows who the Son is except the Father, or
who the Father is except the Son and any one to whom the Son chooses to reveal him.” In
this saying Jesus’ sonship is sui generis, with absolutely no parallel in the lives of the
general faithful. One might even say that the “high christology” expressed here is
comparable to that found in the Fourth Gospel.*** Because of this, many assign the saying
to a late redactional stratum in Q.**? This decision is based largely on a priori assumptions
and otherwise disputable arguments about the late development of high christology in the
early Jesus movement.*** The saying could have just as easily been incorporated into Q at
its earliest redactional stage.®**

I conclude, then, that in Q (as in the canonical Gospels, Paul’s epistles, and other early
writings connected with the Jesus movement) Jesus’ sonship with God is seen as highly
unique. While other believers/followers of Jesus were also counted as “sons” (and
“daughters”) of God, their filial relationship was seen as qualitatively and perhaps even
ontologically different than Jesus’ sonship. Jesus’ sonship was also understood in a
messianic sense. This is true in Q and not just other NT writings. Conceptualizations
regarding Jesus’ sonship doubtless became more elaborate over time, taking in many
different theological implications. But one cannot exclude from Q any notion that Jesus’

divine sonship implied something unique about his relationship with God or that it implied

- Cf. John 1:18; 3:35; 5:19-27; 10:15; 13:3; 14:9; 17:2, 25; 1 John 2:23; 5:20. See further Denaux, “Mt
11,27/Lk 10,22,” 163-99.

¥2 E g. Kloppenborg, Formation, 247, 319-20; Jacobson, Q, 149-151.

3 For the view that high christologies developed very early in the Jesus movement, see Hurtado, Lord
Jesus; idem, One God; and Fletcher-Louis, Jesus Monotheism. The argument about 10:22 being an original
part of Q has less to do with the structural integrity of 10:21-22. See Fleddermann, Q, 451 for an argument
that vv. 21-22 are structurally coherent. | am not convinced, however, and think the sayings were probably
detached. The sayings might have been brought together via catchwords.

4 |t coheres with Jesus’ Baptism by John where a heavenly voice declares Jesus to be God’s “beloved Son.”
It also coheres with the Temptation where Satan targets Jesus specifically, it appears, because of the unique
threat that God’s “Son” posed to his kingdom. It also coheres with 7:29-35 where the recipients of divine
wisdom are those who embrace the message of Jesus (and John, who had announced the coming of Jesus).
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something about his (royal) messianic status.

3.5.4. The messianic significance of John’s baptism in the early Jesus movement

The discussion above has established that within the early Jesus movement Jesus’ filial
relation with God implied something about his unique status and authority, and, at least in
many texts, his identity as the Davidic Messiah. This latter idea is particularly apparent
whenever his sonship is understood in connection with Ps 2, as it is in Jesus’ Baptism by
John (see Q 3:22; Mark 1:11 par.), the Temptation (see Q 4:5-7), the Transfiguration (see
Mark 9:7), and the High Priest’s question at Jesus’ trial before the Sanhedrin (see Mark
14:61). Indeed, | have argued that other intertextual links in the Baptism—namely, Isa
42:1 and probably Isa 61:1 and Gen 1:2—help to underscore Jesus’ messianic identity.

The emphasis on Jesus’ messianic status in Q’s story of Jesus’ baptism is a key for
helping us understand how Jesus’ early followers interpreted John’s baptism. As noted
earlier, Ps 2 had probably been composed as an enthronement psalm. If the psalm had
been read in this way by the original author of Jesus’ Baptism by John, or if that author at
least thought that the psalm was written about the Messiah, this would mean that the
author understood Jesus’ baptism as a kind of anointing ritual. The same interpretation of
Jesus’ baptism can be found in Acts, where Luke appears to associate Jesus’ baptism with
his anointing:

Acts 10:36 You know the word which he sent to Israel, preaching good news of peace by

Jesus Christ (he is Lord of all), 37 the word which was proclaimed throughout all Judea,

beginning from Galilee after the baptism which John preached: 38 how God anointed Jesus of
Nazareth with the Holy Spirit and with power...

Some interpreters acknowledge that Luke here was associating Jesus’ baptism with his

anointing by God but understand the anointing as being strictly prophetic and not as
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having any royal suggestions.>** Several objections can be raised against this
interpretation. Luke’s own version of Jesus’ Baptism by John (Luke 3:22-23) features the
heavenly voice quoting from Ps 2:7. Since Ps 2 was a royal psalm and since Luke
understood it to have royal implications (cf. Acts 4:25-26), it is most natural to think that
the anointing he refers to in Acts 10:36-38 was royal. This, of course, assumes that Luke
either wrote the verses. If we are to suppose that the evangelist did not write them but
derived them from another source 1 still think it would be very difficult to interpret the
anointing as strictly prophetic or non-royal. Note, for example, Peter’s statement that Jesus
is “Lord of all” (v. 36). This is hardly a prophetic title. Again, Jesus is said to be “the one
ordained by God to be judge of the living and the dead” (v. 42). This too suggests that a
royal anointing is in view; for in first century Judaism broadly speaking and the Jesus
movement more narrowly the Davidic Messiah was often expected to fulfil a judicial role,

in accord with messianic texts like Isa 9:6-7 and 11:1-5.%

One final suggestion that Jesus’
baptism was understood by Jesus’ early followers to have been an anointing ceremony is
the fact that in all the Gospel traditions Jesus’ messianic mission commences with his
baptism.**’

Why would Jesus’ baptism have been interpreted as a royal anointing ceremony? It
obviously had not been an “official” ceremony. It was not been pre-planned or
institutionally sanctioned. Also, Jesus had been one of many other persons who had been
baptized by John. Obviously, none of those other people whom John baptized could also
claim to be the Davidic Messiah. Jesus’ baptism can only be taken as an anointing

ceremony if seen from the divine perspective. That is precisely how it has been narrated.

We are told that the Spirit descended on Jesus at just the moment of his baptism.

5 E g. Dunn, Acts, 143.
%6 Cf. 1 En. 45.2-3; 49.4; 55.4; 61.8; 62; 69.26-29; 4 Ezra 13; Q/Matt 19:28; Mark 14:62 par.

7 \When exactly Jesus’ public ministry began is not easy to tell from a strictly historical standpoint. If the
Fourth Gospel is taken into account, Jesus may have ministered in conjunction with John for a time before
embarking on a completely independent Galilean ministry. Even so, in the Fourth Gospel Jesus’ baptism
occurs prior to his joint ministry with John. Also, John’s ministry loses its vigour just as Jesus’ ministry
commences.
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Messianic phrases from lIsa 42:1 and probably 61:1 and Gen 1:2 are also worked into the
narrative. And then a voice from heaven declares: “You are my beloved Son; with you |
am well pleased.”

I can only think of two reasons for why Jesus’ baptism might have been interpreted as
an anointing ceremony. The first is that John had been identified as the eschatological
Elijah and among Elijah’s expected roles was that of the Messiah’s anointer. Evidence for
the latter belief can be found in Justin’s Dialogue with Trypho, in the words of a Jewish
interlocutor named Trypho who claims that the Messiah would remain hidden until Elijah
comes to anoint him.**® Justin presumably understood John to have fulfilled this Elijianic
role when he baptized Jesus, although he does not state his own beliefs with regard to this
ISsue.

Further evidence for this belief about Elijah’s role in anointing the Messiah can also be
found in the Fourth Gospel.®* This may not be apparent at first glance because in John
1:21 the Baptist explicitly denies that he is Elijah and this is often taken as a repudiation of
the teaching about John’s Elijah identity in Q and the synoptic tradition (Q 7:27; Mark
9:11-13||Matt 17:9-13; Luke 1:17, 76).%*° But one should be careful not to read too much
into John 1:21. In 3:28 John declares: “You yourselves bear me witness, that I said, | am
not the Christ, but I have been sent before him.” Mal 3:1a is most likely alluded to here.>**
Thus, the Fourth Evangelist plainly envisaged John as a messianic forerunner to Jesus and
appears to accept that he fulfilled the prophecy about Elijah in Mal 3:1a (—1.6.1.). Again,
the Fourth Evangelist seems to portray John as an Elijah figure at 5:35 where he describes
the man as “a burning and shining lamp” (6 A0yvoc 6 kadpevog kol eaivev). Dodd sees

this as an echo of Sir 48:1 (avéot HAag mpopnng dg mdp, Kai 6 AOYog ovTod MG AT

%48 Justin, Dial. 8.4: “But Christ—if he has indeed been born, and exists anywhere—is unknown, and does

not even know himself (dyvootdg éo11, kai 006 avTdg T® E0vToOV EmicTatal), and has no power

until Elijah comes to anoint him, and make him manifest to all (pavepov maot moon).” Cf. also 49.1; 110.2.

9 Since Justin does not appear to have known the Fourth Gospel it can be taken as an independent witness

to this belief concerning Elijah’s role in anointing the Messiah.

%0 E 9. Trumbower, “Malachi,” 39; Wink, Baptist, 89.

%1 pace Webb (Baptizer, 76 n. 85) who claims the allusion is to Isa 40:3. See Snodgrass, “Streams,” 33.
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ékaicto) where Elijah is described.

Perhaps John’s remark at 1:21 can be understood as a denial of strict identity. The
Fourth Evangelist likely wanted to avoid having John bear witness to himself (cf. John
5:31; 8:13; also 7:18; 16:13); hence, he portrayed the Baptist as over-literalizing the
question put to him and then answering it in the negative. However one deals with 1:21,
however, it does not seem that the Fourth Evangelist had any doubt that John could be
identified with Elijah in some sense. And in view of this, it is quite remarkable that in the
Fourth Gospel the Baptist plays precisely the Elijianic role, as mentioned by Trypho, of
disclosing the Messiah to Israel. He accomplishes this by means of baptism: “I myself did
not know him; but for this | came baptizing with water, that he might be revealed to
Israel” (John 1:31).%3

There is another piece of evidence in the Fourth Gospel that John’s baptism ministry
was recognized as having some possible messianic implications. We are told that “the
priests and Levites from Jerusalem” ask John whether he were the Christ, Elijah, or the
Prophet (John 1:19-24). After he responds in the negative to each of these questions, they
ask: “Then why are you baptizing, if you are neither the Christ, nor Elijah, nor the
prophet?” (John 1:25). This retort presumes that baptism was something that only the
Messiah, Elijah, and the Prophet should be doing. Why exactly the Messiah and the
Prophet would have been expected to baptize is not clear. But the mention here about
Elijah, at least, matches up with the statement by the Baptist in 1:31 and the remark by
Trypho in Justin’s Dialogue 8.4.

Second, John’s baptism might have been interpreted as an anointing ritual for the
Messiah because of the mode by which John had administered it. We are never expressly
told how exactly John administered baptism but several pieces of evidence are highly

suggestive. The term BantiCo (“to dip,” “immerse”) indicates that it involved dipping or

%2 Dodd, Historical Tradition, 266.
%3 50 too Dodd, Historical Tradition, 266.
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immersing the person.®* But it likely involved pouring or sprinkling as well. John
plausibly found justification for his baptism ministry in scripture. If so, the following texts
are the best candidates:

Joel 2:28 And it shall come to pass afterward, that | will pour out (71aw%) my Spirit on all

flesh... 29 Even upon the menservants and maidservants in those days, | will pour out my
spirit.

Isa 32:15 until the Spirit is poured (77¥°) upon us from on high...

Isa 44:3 For | will pour water (22-px¥) on the thirsty land, and streams on the dry ground; |
will pour (Pxx) my Spirit upon your descendants, and my blessing on your offspring.

Ezek 36:25 | will sprinkle clean water upon you (2> nw oo 02°%y *npan), and you shall be
clean from all your uncleannesses, and from all your idols I will cleanse you. 26 A new heart |
will give you, and a new spirit I will put within you; and I will take out of your flesh the heart

of stone and give you a heart of flesh. 27 And I will put my spirit within you, and cause you to
walk in my statutes and be careful to observe my ordinances.

Ezek 39:29 and I will not hide my face any more from them, when | pour out (>n25%) my
Spirit upon the house of Israel, says the Lord Yahweh.

Texts like these, which anticipate the outpouring of God’s Spirit in the last days, are likely
to have influenced John to take up a baptism ministry, especially if he saw himself as
carrying out an eschatologically significant agenda. But notice what kinds of terms are
used in these texts: 7w, 77w (nif.), px°, and o1 (pual). Similarly, note the language used in

the following text from Qumran:

1QS 4.20 Then God will refine (112°), with his truth, all man’s deeds, and will purify for
himself the structure of man (2 *131 12 pp1), ripping out all spirit of injustice from the
innermost part 21 of his flesh (»awa *naonn 79w M3 913 ana®), and cleansing him with the spirit
of holiness (wmp mna 117v?) from every wicked deed. He will sprinkle over him the spirit of
truth like lustral water (5773 °n5 naR M 1%y ™) [in order to cleanse him] from all the
abhorrences of deceit and (from) the defilement 22 of the unclean spirit (771 12 2anm).

This passage is often mentioned in discussions about John’s baptism.**> As in John’s

baptism a connection is drawn here between moral and ritual cleansing. | only wish to

%430, e.g., LSJ, s.v. azriCw 1: “dip, plunge.”
%3 E.g. Webb, Baptizer, 156-157; Joan Taylor, Immerser, 140; Adela Yarbro Collins, “The Origin of
Christian Baptism,” 30.
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point out that God effects cleansing/purification by a sprinkling (an [hiph.]) of the spirit of
truth over a person. The mode of administration is also compared to the ritual regarding
“lustral water”**° (cf. Num 19, esp. vv. 18, 19, 21). Similarly, in the book of Acts, Jesus’
promise that “you will be baptized (PanticOnoece) with the Holy Spirit” (1:4-5) is
fulfilled when Jesus’ disciples are “filled with the Holy Spirit” (v. 4). Peter explains this as
the fulfilment of Joel 2:28-32, a text that speaks of a day when God declares: “I will pour
out (éxye®d) of my Spirit on all flesh” (Acts 2:17-18; cf. also 33; 10:45). A connection
between baptism of the early Jesus movement and pouring is also made in the following

text:

Titus 3:5 he saved us, ... by the washing of regeneration and renewal in the Holy Spirit (510
AoVTPOD TOALYYEVESTIOG KOl AVOKOVACEMG TVEDOTOG Gyiov), 6 which he poured out upon us
(oD €Eéyeev 9’ fudc) richly through Jesus Christ our Saviour, 7 so that we might be justified
by his grace and become heirs in hope of eternal life.

For Jesus’ early followers, then, baptism in the Spirit was often referred to as the pouring
out or sprinkling of the Spirit. This terminology of pouring and sprinkling is unlikely to
have been so closely correlated with the baptism in the Spirit if the mode by which water
baptism was administered did not also involve pouring or sprinkling. Regarding early

“Christian” baptism, Joan E. Taylor writes:

Archaeology confirms that early baptisteries had fonts that were too shallow to be used for
complete immersion. The house-church at Dura Europos in Mesopotamia, also dated ca. 230,
contains a font that would have permitted the person to kneel within it, while water was poured
over his or her head. In the Lateran baptistery at Rome, a jet of water would have gushed into
the font, so that the person could be immersed by standing in the flow. In the case of such a
pouring type of baptism, one is necessarily “immersed” by someone who actually does the
pouring of the water over the body. Indeed, in early Christian art John the Baptist is depicted
as baptizing Jesus in the Jordan by pouring water over his head.**’

From all this, it is reasonable to infer that John’s “baptism” had been administered not

simply by immersing or dipping persons into the water. It may have involved that but it

%8 |_jt. “the waters of impurity.”
%7 Joan Taylor, Immerser, 54. She references other articles in this paragraph: Pocknee, “Archaeology,” 309-
11; Sodini, “baptisteres,” 45-47; Joan Taylor, “Graffito,” 143-145.
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would have also involved pouring or sprinkling of water. The fact that Peter could cite
Joel 2:28-32 in the context of the “baptism” of the Holy Spirit suggests that Jesus’ early
followers continued to administer baptism in this manner. For our purposes, this mode of
administration is not a mere technicality. We will likely miss some important symbolism if
we think John’s baptism involved only immersion or dipping. The pouring of water would
have more easily evoked anointing rituals in which oil was poured out on the head of

priests and kings.**®

%8 Exod 29:7; Lev 8:12; 21:10; 1 Sam 10:1; 2 Kgs 9:6; Ps 23:5; 133:2; 4Q375 1 9.
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CHAPTER FOUR: John’s Question and Jesus’ Reply (Q 7:18-20+22-23)

....................

Ta £pya tod ypLotod avToD TEPL TAVIMOV TOVTAOV.

TEWYOS S TV LabnT@v avTod Kol TPooKaAeahpeVog 600 Tvag TdV padntdv
avtod 0 Todavvng

gimev oTd- 19 &mepyey mpog OV KHPLOV Aéymv:

oV &l O 8pYOpEVOC | BALOV TPOGOOKADEY,
20 mopoyevopevol 88 mpog avTov ol Svopeg elmo-
Toavvng 6 Bantiotng dméoteldey NUAS TPOG 6€

3 oV &l 0 8pyduevog A ETepov mPOGSOKMDUEY; Myov- oV €1 6 Epyduevoc fi BALOV TPoGSoKBUEY;
21 év éxeivn ti] Bpg €Beplmevoey mOAAOVG GO
VooV Kol LooTiyov Kol Tveupdtov Tovnpdv Kol
TVQAOTG TOAAOTG Exapicato BAEmEY

4 kol dmoxpisic 6 Tncodg einev avToic: 22 kai dmokpi9eic inev avtoic-

nopevBévteg amayyeilote Todvvn @ dxoveTe Kai nopevBévteg amayysilote Todvvn 6 €idete kal
BAénete: NKOVGOTE: TVEAOL AvafAémovaty, xwAol

5 tvelol avafiénovoty Kol ymAol TEpTaTOGLY, nepmarovov, Aempoi kabapilovror kol Koeol
Aempol kabopilovtor Kol kool dkovovsty, kai GKOVOVOLY, VEKpOL &yeipovtat, TTmyol

vekpol €ygipovton kol Ttmyol evayyeilovtal: gvayyehilovrat:

6 Kol pokdplog oty O¢ v Ut okovoaAoO év éuol. 23 Kol pakdplog €6ty O¢ v Ut okavoaAlsoT &v
éuot.

4.1. Proposed reconstruction:

Kai amyyeiiov Todavvn [ovtiév 1@ decpmtmpio] ol pabntoi avtod ta £pya tod Tncodc kai
TPOGKOAEGAPEVOC TIVAC TV padnTédv odtod 6 Tmdvvng Enepyey otd Aéyov- 19 ob &l 6
gpyouevog 7| Etepov mposdokduev; 20 mapayevopevol 8& mpdc adTdv ol dvdpeg etmav- Tmdvvng
0 PanTioTiC AméoTeley NUAS TPOC 68 Aéymv- XV €1 6 EpYOUEVOC T} BALOV TPOGSOoKGuEY; 22a
Kai dmokpOeic 6 ‘Inoodg elnev otoic: b mopevbévreg dmayysilote Twbévvn & dodete kai
PAémete: € TvPAOl AvafArémovoty Kol yoAol Tepimatodoty, Aempoi kabapiloviol Kai Kool
dxovovotv, vekpol éyeipovrar kol TTmyol evayyeliovtat: 23 kol HoKapldg 0TV 0g &0V Un|
okavoaMaOf] v éuoi.

Q 7:18 And his disciples declared to John [while he was in prison] the works of Jesus. And
having called some of his disciples, John sent to him, saying, 19 “Are you the Coming One or
shall we look for another?” 20 And when the men had come to him they said, “John the
Baptist has sent us to you, saying, ‘Are you the Coming One, or shall we look for another?’”
22a And having answered, Jesus said to them, b “Go, report to John what things you hear and
see: ¢ the blind regain their sight and the lame walk, lepers are cleansed and the deaf hear, the
dead are raised and the poor are evangelised; 23 and blessed is he who is not scandalised by
me.”
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4.2. Establishing the text

The present pericope in Q appeared in the form of a coherent chreia. Its opening
differs significantly in Matthew’s and Luke’s versions but a few significant verbal and
contextual agreements indicate that both evangelists were utilizing Q, not separately
manufacturing an introduction whole cloth. At the very least, the opening here must have
told of how John sent some of his disciples to ask Jesus whether he were “the Coming
One.” This much is evident from the strict verbal agreements between Matthew and Luke.

More difficult to reconstruct are what exactly John heard, the general circumstances
under which he had been asking his question and how exactly he referred to Jesus.
According to Matthew, John had heard about “the works of the Messiah” while he was in
prison. Luke, on the other hand, says John’s disciples had brought the news to him
“concerning these things” and mentions nothing about John being in prison. Again,
Matthew has John’s disciples speak (aor. indic.) simply “to him” while Luke has them
speaking (pres. ptc.) “to the Lord.”

Stephen Witetschek argues for the following “minimalist” reconstruction for the

opening of this chreia:

kol O Todvvng Tépyoc dia Tdv padntdv avtod einev adtd®™

Witetschek calls this “the safest and most controlled reconstruction.” It is certainly that;
for it relies mostly on what is common between Matthew and Luke. But he acknowledges
that to some Q specialists this reconstruction would likely seem inadequate since it
precludes the chreia from ever having stood on its own, so dependent as it would have

necessarily been on its broader Q context.>*® But Witetschek thinks this would only be a

%9 Witetschek, “What Did John Hear?,” 255.
%0 Witetschek, “What Did John Hear?,” 256. He proposes (258) that the antecedent for a1 is to be found
in the Healing of the Centurion’s Servant (7:1-10) where “Jesus” occurs in v. 9.
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problem if one were to conceive of Q as a collection of sayings or as a work otherwise
lacking in broader narrative (as, e.g., the Gospel of Thomas). If, in fact, the present chreia
had been composed as part of a broader narrative this minimalist reconstruction would
actually help to reinforce that structure:

The less narrative circumstance is left in the reconstruction of Q 7:18-23, the more is the

passage dependent on and integrated into the overarching literary framework of Q as a
whole.**

One can appreciate Witetschek’s line of reasoning here. In current discussions Q is
being increasingly recognized as a narrative composition.**? This is most evident in Q 3-7.
But this conception of Q as a narrative composition is by no means incompatible with the
notion that it was composed on the basis of smaller, independently circulating units. The
Gospel of Mark was composed in precisely this way with discrete units of tradition being
arranged by the evangelist and linked together by means of redactional framing in order to
create the broader narrative that now exists.>* Since the arrangement of the traditional
material was secondary so also was the resulting narrative.*** | believe Q was composed in
a similar way. This is a fundamental point of disagreement that I have with Witetschek’s
article. But beyond that, I am not convinced that a less “minimalist” reconstruction of the
present unit would cause any significant “narrative cohesion” to be “lost” as Witetschek
claims.®® Unless one takes 6 £pyopevog to be a well-known messianic title—in which
case no broader context would be required in order for the phrase to be understood—the
reference to John and his question about “the Coming One” remain clearly anaphoric of
John’s earlier preaching in 3:16b-17 and would actually require a connection with that

material if the present chreia is to be intelligible. Indeed, Jesus’ reply in v. 22, which

%1 Witetschek, “What Did John Hear?,” 259.

%2 Fleddermann, “Plot,” 43-69 (see 46-48 for discussion of the present unit); Sloan, “Q as a Narrative
Gospel”; Labahn, Gekommene, esp. 243-569; Witetschek, “What Did John Hear?,” 256-59.

%3 See the classic study by Schmidt, Rahmen.

%4 The smaller units themselves, of course, often contain brief narrative or perhaps even a more elaborate
narrative, as in the possible case of Mark’s passion narrative.

%5 Witetschek, “What Did John Hear?,” 260.
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contains a reference to Isa 61:1 (mtwyoi evayyeiilovrtar) and to several miraculous
healings, can only be fully appreciated in light of Q’s broader narrative in which Jesus has
been portrayed as preaching to “the poor” (6:20) and as having performed various healings
(7:1-10; Luke 5:12-13 (Q?); 7:11-18?). Q’s narrative structure, then, would not demand
the minimalist reconstruction offered by Witetschek. Whether one’s reconstruction is
minimalist or slightly more elaborate (as mine is) the narrative connections between this
chreia and other parts of Q would remain intact.

Luke may have omitted 6 Incodc in v. 22a since he elsewhere removes it as an

expressed subject.>®® In v. 22¢ Jesus’ deeds are given in pairs, forming a clear parallel

structure:
TVEAOL AvafAémovoty Kal YoAol TeEPITATODGY
Aempol kabapilovtan Kol KOOl dikovovoty
vekpol yeipovral Kol TTeyol evayyeAiloviot

That Luke has removed most of the kai’s here is suggested by the fact that he retains one
before kweoi. Matthew preserves all of them but appears to have inserted one before

vekpoi, disrupting the otherwise perfectly symmetrical structure.®®’

4.3. Issues of tradition and redaction

| maintain that the material dealing with John in Q 7:18-35 once consisted of four®®®
independent units (7:18-20+22-23, 24-27, 28, 29-35) and that these units all circulated
independently at the pre-Q stage. These points will be argued at length below with respect
to all but the last unit (which | have not addressed due to constraints of space). For now, it
is worth noting, simply, that they are all distinctive formally: a chreia/pronouncement

story (7:18-20+22); rhetorical questions followed by a clarifying biblical quote (vv. 24-

%% uke 4:24; 5:20; 6:17; 9:18, 28; 10:26; 18:27, 29, 40; 20:3, 25, 41; 21:5, 8; 22:25, 34, 67. See Neirynck,
Minor Agreements, 261-66.

%7 30 Fleddermann, Q, 357.

%8 Or possibly five if 16:16 originally stood within this block of tradition dealing with John and Jesus.
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27); a contrast saying (28); a brief anecdote followed by a parable and application (vv. 29-
35). The units were brought together, apparently, because they all (with the exception of v.
23) make reference to John the Baptist and explain something about his relationship to
Jesus.

Thomas Hieke notes that Q 7:22 omits an important motif found in Isa 42:7 and 61:1:
“to bring out the prisoners from the dungeon, from the prison those who sit in darkness”
(Isa 42:7) and *“to proclaim liberty to the captives, and the opening of the prison to those
who are bound” (Isa 61:1).%° He speculates that Q might have originally contained
something about this but that Matthew and Luke both deleted it because in their narratives
John was asking his question from prison. Hieke’s suggestion is thought provoking but
unprovable.

John’s Question and Jesus’ Reply is often thought to have been the creation of a
christologically minded Q redactor working at one of Q’s later stages of development.
Jacobson points to three pieces of evidence as support for this view: (1) the chreia’s
dependence on the Septuagint in v. 22; (2) its interest in miracles; (3) its subordination of
John to Jesus; and (4) its link with 3:16cd (which he also takes to be a redactional

intrusion into earlier material).®”

Another supposed indication that at least the framing
chreia (vv. 18-20+22ab) is secondary is (5) Jesus’ seemingly incongruous reply to the
question posed to him. With respect to this last point, John would have presumably been
asking Jesus if he were the fiery judgment figure about whom he prophesied in 3:16b-17.
But Jesus responds by listing his credentials as a miracle worker and preacher, ideas not
mentioned in 3:16b-17. Tuckett writes that “the best explanation [for the incongruous
nature of Jesus’ reply] is that the putting together of Jesus’ claims with John’s question is

a secondary composition of a later [Q] editor.”3"

%9 Hieke, “Compendium,” 181.
810 Jacobson, First Gospel, 112-114.

3 Tyckett, History, 126. In support of this line of reasoning he cites Bultmann, History, 23-24; Hoffmann,
Studien, 201; Catchpole, Quest, 239. For the supposed incongruity between John’s question and Jesus’ reply,
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Not all of Jacobson’s arguments need to be addressed here. | have already explained
why 3:16c¢d is best seen as an original unity with the rest of 3:16-17 and as part of a larger
composition made by one of Jesus’ early followers that encompassed Q 3:2-3+7-9+16b-
17+21-22+4:1-13 (—2.2.6.1.-2.2.6.1.6.). | shall return in a moment to the issue of John’s
supposed subordination in the present chreia. Thus, only two of Jacobson’s arguments (#’s
1, 2) as well as #5 shall be addressed here.

Against Jacobson’s two remaining arguments the following counterpoints can be

offered:

« Qs general use of the Septuagint is disputed.®’* But at 7:22c the language is

plausibly Septuagintal:

Q 7:22c Possible LXX quote/allusion Original Hebrew
""" TVQAGV PAEYOVTOL arxp oMWy 1sa29:18
s . L6 Noovtot OQOUALOL TVPA®D oY Py mnpen  Isa 35:5
TVQAOL AVOPAETOVCLY - a}/mxenc,o’ T oSpea uf)l fn(p ov ) WY e
i ol tvproi avaPréyarte idelv nikT? weag o Isa 42:18
... TOQLOIG AvaPAeyty nipTnRe ooR?  Isa 61:1
y®loi TepimoTodoty GAgTTon ¢ EAaPOG O YMAAG nes R 97 Isa 35:6
Aempoi kabapilovton —_—
- aKovoovtal v Tf] NUEPQ EKEIVT KOPOL Ry1g-oP2 wnyy  Isa 29:18
L Aoyovg Pipriov N9R™N27 2T
K®Qol dxovovoty - . s M Mot .
i 010 KOE®V AKovcoVTaL nmnen 0w Ry Isa 35:5
L. Ol KOQOL dKOoVoOTE wnw ownn I1sa42:18
vekpol €ygipovton GvooTHoOoVTOL Ol VEKPOL, Ton v 1sa 26:19
Kai £yepbnicovtar ol €v Toig pvnueiong TIMIPY °N72)
. , {7 dyaAMdboovTol Ttmyol annw...omy 1Y Isa 29:19
nToyol evayyerlovron . , . _
i.. evayyelMoacOo mTwyoig oy Twa?  Isa61:1

There are likely intertextual connections between most of the clauses in Q 7:22¢ and
various clauses in LXX lsaiah. For example, the first and sixth clauses almost certainly
derive from Isa 61:1 and the fourth clause probably derives from Isa 35:5. Indeed, the

d.373

MT contains no reference in Isa 61:1 to the blind being heale Yet none of the

phrases in Q matches a Septuagint text verbatim. In particular, the second clause is

see also Kraeling, John the Baptist, 129; Goguel, Life, 278ff.; Lohmeyer, Johannes der Taufer, 18;
Kloppenborg, Formation, 108; Joan Taylor, Immerser, 289-90; Meier, Marginal Jew, 2.133-134.
%72 See the note by F. Neirynck in Fleddermann’s Mark and Q, 269 n. 27.

373 At least in our extant mss. Whether the Hebrew did once contain o™ is another question. Note also Isa
42:18 as the possible intertext at Q 7:22c.
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quite far removed from LXX Isa 35:6. The parallel this saying has with 4Q521 (see the
discussion below) suggests that at least some of the intertextual links here originated
not in the Septuagint but in the Hebrew.

But even if we grant Jacobson’s premise of Q’s Septuagint usage here it by no
means follows that we can know anything about whether a Q redactor had been
responsible for creating or inserting the unit at a late stage of Q’s development.
Jacobson assigns Q 6:20-21 to the “formative stage” of Q’s redaction.*”* Yet here one
can identify an intertext with Isa 61:1-2, the same biblical text that undergirds Q
7:22.%" This suggests that 6:20-21 and 7:22 derive from the same redactional stratum.
The notion that Septuagint usage (or biblical references more generally) stem from a
late stage of Q’s redaction is not borne out by the evidence and often betrays a shallow
understanding of intertextuality. In fact, allusions or influence of biblical texts on Q is

trenchant and can hardly all be relegated to some imagined late stage of redaction.®™

e |t also seems dubious that the mention of miracles in Q 7:22c indicates that we are
dealing here with a late redactional expansion of Q. Jacobson claims that “the list of
miracles in Q 7:22 bears no relation to the rest of Q.”*"” But miracles are mentioned in
several other Q passages and it is not obvious that all of these can be assigned to later

redactional stages.®’

The phrase vekpoi €yeipovton in v. 22c likely hearkens back on
the healing in 7:1-10 (even if the servant was not said in Q to have actually died*"®)

and k®@ol akovovotv seems to anticipate the healing in 11:14-20. Moreover, the

%74 Jacobson, First Gospel, 99-101. Here Jacobson follows the proposals of Kloppenborg, “Formation,” 454;
idem, Formation, 317-22.

%75 For Isa 61 in Q 6:20-21, see Tuckett, History, 223-226; idem, “Isaiah in Q,” 55-57; Allison, Intertextual
Jesus, 104-107.

%76 See, e.g., Allison, Intertextual, 182-212.
377 Jacobson, First Gospel, 112.

378 7:1-10; 10:9; 11:14-20; 17:6; cf. also Luke 13:32 (Q?); Luke 5:12-16(Q?); Luke 7:11-17(Q?).

379 |_uke describes the servant before his healing as kaxdc &ov finelhov tekevtdv (7:2) whereas Matthew
says he had been cast into the house as a tapolvtikde, dewdc Pacaviiopevoc. In both accounts he would
have probably been understood to be at the brink of death.
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reference to evangelising the poor, while not a miracle, recalls the evangelistic Sermon
of Q 6. (Note, once more, the allusions to Isa 61:1 in Q 6:20-21.) The structural
interconnections between Q 7:22c and other parts of Q suggest that we are not dealing
in this material with multiple redactors, each with different agendas, but with one
redactor, or at most a group of redactors with indistinguishable literary and

christological agendas.

What is to be said, then, of #5, the alleged incongruity between John’s question and
Jesus’ response? It is not clear to me how this would point to a later redactional hand.
Presumably, a later redactor would have tried to smooth over any incongruity between
John’s message and Jesus’ actual life. Mark has done precisely this by omitting all the
elements in John’s preaching that warn of impending fiery judgment. Why would one of
Q’s later redactors compose a story that presents Jesus as the fulfilment of John’s
prophecies but which only points the reader back to things that were (supposedly) not
anticipated in John’s earlier preaching?

Tuckett appears to think that a Q redactor appropriated a piece of older tradition (i.e. v.
22c¢) and used this as a conclusion for a newly invented chreia. Several other scholars have
held this view at any rate. Bultmann, for example, thought the statement about miracles in
v. 22c was originally a free-standing dominical saying. It was “a picture of the final
blessedness which Jesus believes is now beginning.”**° John’s question in vv. 18-19, on
the other hand, and v. 22ab, were “a community product” that envisaged Jesus as declaring
his miracles to John in order to demonstrate his messianic credentials. The larger chreia of
vv. 18-23, then, was created to serve as an apologetic against rival Baptist sectarians who
regarded John as the Messiah. Others have held that vv. 22¢-23 were originally

independent but that the larger chreia (vv. 18-20+22ab) originated among persons who

%0 Bultmann, History, 23-24. Similar are: Fridrichsen, Miracles, 97-98; Schulz, Q, 193, 203; Klostermann,
Matthdusevangelium, 94-95; Fuller, Miracles, 47-48; Jeremias, Neutestamentliche Theologie I., 106-107.
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had embraced John’s preaching (perhaps former members of John’s movement) but were
now followers of the Jesus movement and wanted to reconcile John’s preaching with
Jesus” life and ministry.®

Any hypothesis that tries to disentangle vv. 22¢-23 from the rest of the chreia is faced
with the problem that without vv. 18-19 and 22ab the saying in v. 22c¢ lacks both context
and motive, two things it desperately needs in order for it to have once circulated
independently. For a context, one would have to supply, at the very least, some very brief
introductory statement like, “And Jesus said, the blind regain their sight...etc.” But a
statement like this is unlikely to have been made by Jesus without some special
prompting: one can hardly imagine a saying in which Jesus spontaneously bragged about
his healing and preaching abilities. Bultmann may have sensed this difficulty when he
proposed that the saying originally spoke of “final blessedness.” But that interpretation
fails to appreciate the messianic implications of the biblical texts Jesus cites in this saying,
which | shall elaborate upon in greater detail below.

At least in the version of Q known to Matthew and Luke, the saying at v. 22bc is
introduced with a note that Jesus told “them” to report to “John” what they had seen or
heard. Avtoig here needs an antecedent and the command that follows in 22b requires
some further contextualization about why exactly Jesus was telling John’s disciples to
inform their master about his healings and preaching. The larger chreia surely provides us
with both of these things as well as a plausible Sitz im Leben for the saying in v. 22¢-23.

Catchpole also tries to detach v. 22bc from the larger chreia in vv. 18-20+22a, but goes
about this in quite a different way. Like Bultmann, he claims that v. 22bc was used by a
“Christian” redactor to create the larger chreia. But unlike Bultmann, he recognizes that v.
22c is unlikely to have ever existed as a context-free, independent saying. He therefore
rejects the notion that v. 22c is a dominical saying and instead follows an argument

advanced by Anton Vogtle, suggesting that v. 22bc is a creative elaboration on the

%1 E g. Kraeling, Baptist, 129-130; Hoffmann, Studien, 214-15.
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traditional saying found at Q 10:22-23.3%2 For purposes of comparison, it will be helpful

here to cite these two texts side-by-side:

Q 7:22b TTopevbéveg dnayysilote Todvvn & Q 10:23 Maxkdprot oi d@OaApoi ol

dicovete Kol PAEmETE: C TVPAOL AvaPAéTOVoLY, Kol BAémovteg 0 PAémete. 24 Aéyw yap DUV
Y®AoL TEpTaTOdSY, Aepol kKobapifovrot kol koeol  OTt ToALol TpoeTitol Kol PactAelg

axovovotv, vekpol yeipovral, Kol TTmyol gnebouncav 10eiv 6 Vuelc PAémete Kai
gvayyeiifovror 23 Koi pokdplog E6Tv O¢ €0V [ ovK gidav, kai dxodoor & fioveTs Kol
okavoaMaOf] &v éuoi. 00K fjKovoav.

Catchpole admits that the list in Q 7:22bc, without its narrative framework, could not have
survived in isolation. Nevertheless, he thinks the correspondences between 7:22b-23 with
10:22-23 implies that before the composition of Q the list at 7:22bc “represented that
amplification and definition of the presently undefined ‘what you see’ and ‘what you hear’
[in Q 10:22-23].” In other words, at the pre-Q stage the tradition found in Q 10:22-23 was
used to create the chreia in 7:18-20+22-23. The chreia would serve the interests of
“Christian apologetic vis-a-vis the Baptist movement.”**®

Catchpole’s tradition-critical analysis here rests chiefly on the shared terms pAénete,
axovete, and poxapiloc. But this seems like a rather small foundation to build such an
elaborate hypothesis. Phraseology of “seeing and hearing” will be used again at 11:31-32.
It also occurs on the lips of Jesus in other Gospel traditions (Mark 4:12 par.; 8:18 par.;
John 5:37; 12:40) and turns up elsewhere in the NT as well (Acts 28:26; Rom 11:8; 15:21;

Jas 5:11). Indeed, it occurs in numerous texts of the Jewish Bible,***

most notably Isa 6:9,
which Jesus cites in all four Gospels and which might have been an important text for his
own self-understanding (it deals with Isaiah’s commissioning by God and the opposition
he would face from the people). Moreover, statements about seeing and hearing were

often made in order to express the notion of eyewitness experience.*®* As far as the

%2 Catchpole, Quest, 240; idem, “Beginning,” 206; Vogtle, “Wunder,” 240-42.

%3 Catchpole, Quest, 240.

%4 E.g. Exod 3:7-8; Deut 29:4; Isa 42:19; 42:20; Jer 5:21; Ezek 12:2; etc.

%85 Cf. Luke 2:20; John 3:32; 5:37; Acts 2:33; 19:26; 22:14-15; 2 Cor 12:6; Phil 4:9; 1 John 1:1, 3.
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macarism is concerned, the idea undergirding both 7:23 and 10:23-24, that those
witnessing Jesus’ miracles were blessed, reflects a Jewish conviction that the messianic
age would be most blessed.*® That this idea should be picked up in Q on more than one
occasion is not too surprising, given the messianism that so pervades Q (—2.2.8.3-4,;
3.5.2-5; 3.5.3-4; 4.5.2-4.5.2.2.1.). Macarisms are cited elsewhere in Q in connection with
messianic texts or in messianic contexts (6:20-22; 12:43; Q/Luke 11:27-28). The shared
terminology in Q 7:22c-23 and Q 10:23-24 is therefore probably just coincidental, both
texts invoking a well-worn trope about seeing—yprobably one quite characteristic of the
historical Jesus—and both texts invoking a tradition about blessedness related to the
messianic age. It is too speculative and unnecessary therefore to infer that the former text
was written up as an “amplification and definition” of the latter. Moreover, Catchpole fails
to interact with the many pieces of evidence suggesting that 7:18-20+22-23 preserves an
actual historical event.®®’

The strongest reason for doubting that John’s Question and Jesus’ Reply originally
circulated independently is the fact that it so manifestly hearkens back on John’s preaching
about the Coming One in 3:16 and anticipates several other sayings in the rest of Q which
portray Jesus as the fulfilment of John’s earlier prophecy (—2.2.5.1.). At least in Q, 0
épyopevog is undoubtedly a literary device. Indeed, this expression is so vague that apart
from Q’s broader context John’s question would have probably been unintelligible. Hence,
the present chreia looks to be the creation of a Q redactor. This would make it one of a
piece with Q’s Prologue where the term 6 €pyouevog occurs for the first time in Q. I am
not convinced that this is how the chreia here was produced, however.

For reasons just mentioned, John’s Question and Jesus’ Reply, in its present form, is

%8 4 Ezra 7.45; Pss. Sol. 17.44; 18.8; Pes. R. 37.7.164a; *Ag. Ber. 23.1.
%7 Matters of historicity are not the focus of this thesis but see Wink, “Jesus’ Reply,” 123-124; Webb, John
the Baptizer, 281-82; Meier, Marginal Jew, 2.130-137; “ Kimmel, “Antwort,” 2.177-200; idem, Promise,
109-111; Strobel, Untersuchungen, 268-72; Dunn, Jesus and Spirit, 56-60; Luz, Matthew 8-20, 131-132;
Davies and Allison, Matthew, 2.244-45. For arguments against its historicity, see Ernst, Taufer, 315-19;
Ohler, Elia, 55-57.
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unlikely to have ever circulated independently. However, the only thing preventing this
chreia from having once stood as a self-enclosed unit is the expression 6 épyopevoc. |
would like to suggest that while the chreia itself is traditional this expression was
secondary, having been added by the redactor whenever he incorporated the chreia into Q.
Nothing in this chreia actually requires the expression. If we remove and substitute it with
0 yprotdg the chreia actually becomes a lot more intelligible. As | shall explain later,
Jesus’ answer in vv. 22-23 is meant to cast him as the Messiah (—4.5.2.-4.5.2.2.). With
my proposed adjustment there would be no doubt as to the appropriateness of Jesus’ reply;
for John’s earlier preaching about 6 épyopevoc had mentioned nothing explicit about
miracles of healing or evangelizing. To be sure, | argued above that Jesus’ answer can be
understood as hearkening back on John’s earlier preaching (—2.2.6.1.4.). But that
connection is admittedly a bit strained and this probably suggests that it is not original
within Q. The alteration of ¢ ypiotdg to 0 £pyouevog would have presumably been made
by the Q redactor in order to create a leitmotif about Jesus as the Coming One. This would
have allowed the Q redactor to link the present unit with various other units and sayings in
his composition (—2.2.5.1.) while, at the same time, to provide the reader with a

theological explanation for Jesus’ two advents (—Excursus A).

4.3.1. Was v. 23 an originally independent saying?

Thus far, | have argued that 7:18-20+22 coheres very well: John asks if Jesus is the
Messiah (= “the Coming One”); Jesus responds by pointing to his messianic miracles,
implying that he is indeed the Messiah (—4.5.2). But it is less obvious how the saying in
v. 23 fits into this unit. One fairly common line of interpretation sees the offense here as
stemming from the fact that Jesus had not fulfilled John’s earlier prophecies. On this
interpretation, Jesus responds in vv. 22-23 by telling John, in effect, not to be put off by

his ministry of healing and preaching when he had expected him to act as a fiery judge.
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Thus understood, Jesus is seen in v. 23 as gently and subtly rebuking John for his
misunderstandings and doubts about Jesus.**® Wink understands the rebuke against John
more harshly: “John is therefore excluded from the kingdom of heaven, in spite of Jesus’
high regard for him, since he never attained faith in Jesus as the messiah.”*° A slight
variant on this interpretation sees v. 23 as directed not at John specifically but at anyone
who had found Jesus’” ministry of healing and evangelism somehow disappointing in view
of John’s earlier prophecy.*®

Neither of these interpretations is very satisfying. A rebuke against John would not
have been apologetically useful for Jesus’ early followers who were interested in claiming
John as one of their own and as a prophetic herald of Jesus. These people would have had
nothing to gain by presenting John as an outsider and a sceptic of Jesus—much less as
“excluded from the kingdom of heaven.” However gently or subtly Jesus’ words are
understood, if he were indeed rebuking John for “getting it wrong,” he would be casting
John as a false prophet! That would hardly accord with what we find elsewhere in Q and
in other early Jesus traditions which take John to have been a true prophet of God who
predicted the coming of Jesus.*** The second interpretation mentioned above is less
problematic than the first but still seems rather peculiar since it makes the offense reside in
Jesus’ healings and preaching, hardly the sorts of things we would expect anyone to find
offensive. One could emphasize that John’s offense resided not in Jesus’ healings and
evangelizing per se but in the fact that Jesus was not doing what John had predicted he
would do—that is, execute fiery judgment.®*? But John did not only prophesy about
coming judgment. He also expected “the Coming One” to “gather the wheat into his

granary” and Jesus’ reply in v. 22 can be understood as fulfilling that very prophecy in

%8 30, e.g., Meier, Marginal Jew, 135; Catchpole, Quest, 239.
%9 Wink, Baptist, 24. Wink would later change his view, seeing the pericope as based on a real historical
event: idem, “Jesus’ Reply,” 121-128.
0 Fitzmyer, Luke I-1X, 665; Tuckett, History, 127-128.
%1 On the argument that the Fourth Gospel polemicizes against John, see the critical review of Rishell,
“Baldensperger’s Theory.”
%2 This is at least Meier’s, Fitzmyer’s, and Tuckett’s view.
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part, as [ argued earlier (—2.2.6.1.3.). Indeed, to see Jesus’ reply as a possible cause of
John’s (or anyone’s) offense seems to miss Jesus’ point entirely. His deeds are exactly the
kind of evidence John would have been looking for if he had been wondering whether
Jesus were “the Coming One”/the Messiah.

I believe that v. 23 was an original part of John’s Question and Jesus’ Reply. I argue in
Excursus A that in Q the title/phrase 6 épyopevoc was derived from Ps 118:26. In v. 22 of
this psalm, only a few verses removed from v. 26, we read of a “stone” that is rejected by
the builders. This “stone” was interpreted as a reference to the Messiah by both Jesus’
followers and later Jews.** The reason for this can be plausibly surmised. As I explain in
Excursus A, Ps 118 appears to have taken on royal/Davidic associations. This would have
likely opened up the psalm to messianic interpretations. By utilizing an exegetical

1394

principle, known by the later rabbis as “gezera Sawah, interpreters were able to link v.

22 with other texts that were thought to speak of the Messiah under the “stone” cipher:

Ps 118:22 (LXX 117:22) The stone which the builders rejected (mn>7 o°3327 1087 128/Ai0ov OV
amedoxipacay ol oikodopodvreg) has become the head of the corner.

Isa 8:14 (MT): And he will become a Isa 8:14 (LXX): And if you trust in him, he

sanctuary, and a stone of offense (731 12%), and ~ will become your holy precinct, and you will

a rock of stumbling (>iwon =1x) to both houses  not encounter him as a stumbling caused by a

of Israel, a trap and a snare to the inhabitants  stone (ovy d¢ AiBov TpockdupaT) NOF as a

of Jerusalem. fall caused by a rock (ovde w¢ TéTpag
TTOUOTL). ..

Isa 28:16 Behold, | am laying in Zion for a foundation a stone (72%/AiBov), a tested stone, a
precious cornerstone, of a sure foundation: ‘He who believes will not be in haste.”3%®

%93 Mark 12:10 par.; 1 Pet 2:4-10. See also Str.-B. 1.875-77, who cite Rashi on Mic 5:1: “Out of you shall
come forth to me”; hence, the Messiah, the Son of David, is meant; as it says: “The stone which the builders
etc.”

%4 According to this principle one text could be interpreted in connection with another if they contained

identical (or at least similar) terms or phrases. See t. Sanh. 7.11; Sifra, introduction, end; ARN (A) 37; b. Yeb.
24a; b. Ker. 5a. This principle is said to have been endorsed by Hillel and Ishmael in the first century C.E.
(Gen. Rab. 92.7; b. Pes. 663, j. Pes. 6.1). Its use in the first century C.E. can scarcely be denied (contra
Solomon, “Talmudic Reasoning,” 24). It is utilised in the DSS (e.g. 11QMelch; 4QFlor [on use of the
principle in this text, see Slomovic, “Exegesis,” 5-10]) and the NT (e.g. Rom 15:9-12; Gal 3:6-14; Heb 4:3-
7; 1 Pet 2:6-8). For recent discussions of this principle, see Solomon (“Talmudic Reasoning,” 9-28, esp. 24)
and Wenkel (“Gezerah Shewah,” 62-68). A brief discussion can also be found in Chilton and Evans, “Jesus
and lIsrael’s Scriptures,” 288-89.

%% For a messianic interpretation of this verse, cf. Tg. Zech at 10:4 where 7135 (“cornerstone”) is interpreted
as a reference to the Messiah. Also Rom 9:32-33; 10:11; 1 Pet 2:6.
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Dan 2:35c ...But the stone (X128/0 Aibog) that struck the image became a great mountain and
filled the whole earth.**

Early followers of Jesus doubtless found it christologically compelling and apologetically
useful to identify Jesus as “the stone which the builders rejected” in Ps 118:22 or as “a
stone of offense” in Isa 8:14, given the fact that he had been so widely rejected by Jews of
his day (cf. Rom 9-11).%" 1sa 8:14 is quoted and applied to Jesus in both Rom 9:33 and 1
Pet 2:8. Jesus quotes Ps 118:22 in Mark 12:10 par., notably, in a hostile context shortly
before his crucifixion. Paul conflates Isa 8:14 with Isa 28:16, producing the following
reading:

Rom 9:33 ... “Behold, I am laying in Zion a stone that will make men stumble (AiBov

npockoupartog), a rock of offence (métpav oxavddrov); and he who believes in him will not be
put to shame.”

The phrase nétpav okovddrov does not match the language of LXX Isa 8:14 (which reads
nétpag ttopatt). Nevertheless, Paul’s translation is a perfectly good rendering of the
Hebrew %iwon 23x. This is significant because in the early Jesus movement Jesus is often
spoken of as a “scandal” and people are often said to have been “scandalized” by him (cf.
Mark 6:3 [||Matt 13:57]; Matt 15:12; 24:9-10). His crucifixion was, for many, the greatest
“scandal” of all (cf. Mark 14:27, 29 [||Matt 26:31-32]; 1 Cor 1:23; Gal 5:11). This
terminology was not chosen at random but was apparently derived from Isa 8:14. And this
verse was, in turn, linked verbally and thematically with Ps 118:22. Thus, when Jesus
answers John’s question about whether he is “the Coming One,” that is, the Messiah of Ps
118:26, he appropriately replies by citing his messianic deeds and then by invoking the

notion of the scandalous/rejected Messiah in Isa 8:14 and Ps 118:22. His reply might be

%% For the “stone” in this verse as a messianic reference, see Josephus, Ant. 10.206-210; Irenaeus, Haer.
3.21.7; 5.26.2; cf. Luke 20:18. See also the references in Ginzberg, Legends, 6.415 n. 80. E. F. Young
(“Stone Hewn,” 364-79) argues that the vision in Dan 2 was originally messianic in thrust. Most modern
commentators say otherwise. For example, Collins (Daniel, 304-310) argues for an originally angelic
interpretation of the “one like a son of man” figure.

%7 According to the Gospel tradition Jesus’ most intense persecution seem to have come from the religious
leaders, among whom were “the scribes.” In view of this, Strack and Billerbeck (Str.-B. 1.876) interestingly
point out that in rabbinic interpretation the term 112 (“builders™) was often applied to “scholars” ( >1°n%n
onon) (b. Shabb. 114a; b. Ber. 64a; Lam. Rab. 1,5 (87h); Tg. Ps. on 118:22-29).
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paraphrased thus: “Yes, | am the Coming One of Ps 118:26. Blessed are those who do not
find me, the Messiah, to be a stone of offense, as foretold in Isa 8:14, or a rejected stone,
as foretold in Ps 118:22. On this interpretation, Q 7:23 hangs together quite well with the
rest of Jesus’ reply in v. 22c, fitting appropriately with the messianic term 6 £pyopevog
and Jesus’ messianic deeds in v. 22c. However, since | have attributed o £pyopevog to the
Q redactor it follows that v. 23 must be so attributed as well.

For reasons already mentioned, the phrase 6¢ un okavooicOi év €poi should not be
read as directed at John specifically. If Jesus is portrayed here as invoking the concept of a

scandalous Messiah his words would be best understood generically.

4.4. Locationin Q

Matthew appears to have arranged much of the material in his Gospel around this Q
chreia. By the time the reader arrives at Matt 11:5 (= Q 7:22c) Jesus will have performed
all the miracles listed and evangelized as well. Luke may have arranged the material in his

Gospel similarly:

Q 7:22c Matt Luke

TVEAOL AvaPAémovcty 9:27-31. 7:21; cf. also 18:35-43.

koi yoioi mtepuatodoy  Cf. 9:1-8, where the verb Cf. 5:17-26, where the verb
nepuatém is used (v. 5) in the nepuratém is used (v. 23) in the
context of the healing of a context of the healing of a
naporvtikog (rather than a naporvtikos (rather than a
YOAOC). YOAOC).

Aempol kaBapilovton 8:1-4. 5:12-15.

Kol KOOl dikovovoty Cf. 9:32-33. Cf. 1:22.

vekpol yeipovral 8:5-13; 9:18-19+23-26. 7:11-18; cf. also 8:53-55.

Kol TTwyol Chh. 5-7; cf. 10:5-15. Ch. 6:17-49.

evayyeMlovtan

But the two evangelists, by borrowing some extra material from Mark, have really only
filled out a plot that was, to a lesser extent, present already in Q. John’s Question and

Jesus’ Reply must have also been located shortly after Jesus’ Inaugural Sermon (Q 6%%)

%8 0 6:12, 17, 20a-23, 27-33, 35¢, 36-37b, 38c, 39b-40, 41-42, 43-45, 46-49.
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and on the immediate heels of the Healing of the Centurion’s Son (7:1-10), or perhaps on
the heels of the Healing of the Widow’s Son at Nain (Luke 7:11-18) if this chreia derived
from Q. Jesus’ answer in v. 22 therefore either recapitulates or (in the case of the mute-
deaf speaking in 11:14) anticipates much of what is told in Q’s broader narrative:

TVEAOL AvafAémovoty _
Kal YwAol TePImaTODGY

Aempoi kobapilovron Cf. Luke 4:27(Q?)
Kol Kool dkovovoty 11:14 (éhddnoev 6 KOPOQ)
vekpoi gyeipovtat Healing of the Centurion’s

Servant (7:1-10) and
possibly the Healing of the
Widow’s Son at Nain
(Luke 7:11-18(Q?)).

Kod Troyol evayyedilovron  Inaugural Sermon (6:12ff.;
Luke 4:16-30(Q?))

According to Q’s “narrative,” a significant time interval and a successful opening phase of
Jesus’ ministry would have therefore been implied once the reader progressed from John’s
initial preaching in 3:7-9+16b-17 to the present chreia in 7:18-20+22-23. With the
material thus arranged, there would have been a good motivation for John to ask his
question (having learned about Jesus’ successful preaching and healing ministry) and for
Jesus to have answered the way he does (by recapitulating some of the healings and the
preaching that had been mentioned previously).

In Q, John’s Question and Jesus’ Reply was placed at the front of three other
traditional units: 7:24-27; 7:28; 7:29-35 (and possibly 16:16). This material is all
thematically related insofar as it deals with John and his relationship with Jesus. The effect
(if not the purpose) of this arrangement of material by the Q redactor was to suggest that
John and Jesus were engaged in a kind of joint ministry, with John acting as Jesus’
prophetic herald and Jesus acting as the Messiah. A theme of rejection also seems to
underlie much of the material. | have already noted how this theme is implicit in v. 23 and
shall deal with vv. 24-27 a bit later, in the commentary section. With regard to the other

material, vv. 29-30 (which | take to have been part of Q) clearly imply that “the Pharisees
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and the Torah experts” had rejected John’s preaching and baptism while “tax collectors
and harlots” had embraced it. Verses 31-35 continue this theme of rejection and
acceptance, framing it as both John’s and Jesus’ rejection by “this generation” and their

acceptance by the children of wisdom.

4.5. General commentary

Although John’s very direct question in this story is met with an equally indirect reply
by Jesus, there can be little doubt that his reply is meant to be taken in the affirmative. On
the other hand, there is much scholarly disagreement as to what exactly John was asking,

why Jesus responded the way he did, and what exactly Jesus was meaning to imply.

4.5.1. An incongruous reply?

| talked earlier about how Jesus’ reply is often thought to be incongruous with John’s
question | considered a few of the explanations for how this supposed incongruity was
produced and argued that these explanations are unconvincing. In fact, I am not convinced
that Jesus’ reply even deserves to be seen as incongruous.

Many interpreters argue that Jesus’ reply was meant to re-frame, correct, or reject
John’s eschatological expectations.**® John’s prophecies about the Coming One in 3:16b-
17, especially when read in conjunction with his other preaching in 3:7-9, seem to
anticipate a figure who would immediately execute divine wrath, punishing the wicked
with “unquenchable fire.” Jesus, by mentioning nothing about fiery judgment and by
pointing to his healings and preaching, was effectively challenging John’s conception of

who “the Coming One,” was supposed to be. He was not to be wrathful and punitive but

%9 _,3.4;3.4.1. Aside from the interpreters previously mentioned, see Kraeling, Baptist, 130; Dunn, Spirit,
61; Fitzmyer, Luke I-1X, 664, 667-68; Meier, Marginal Jew, 2.133-137. Cf. also Hoffman, Logienquelle,
215; Nolland, Luke 1-9, 331.
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gracious and accepting.

This interpretation is unpersuasive. In Q, John is consistently regarded as a divinely
inspired prophet. Indeed, John functions as Jesus’ prophetic forerunner and so Jesus’ own
legitimacy as the Coming One depends very much on the idea that John “got it right.” We
can only assume, therefore, that the composer/redactor(s) of Q did not mean to insinuate
that John’s prophecies had been off-point or mistaken and were now being corrected by
Jesus.

John’s mention of “the Coming One” recalls his earlier preaching in 3:16b-17. The
elements from that unit dealing with wrath and fiery judgment are obviously still in need
of fulfilment. But in Q that is expected to happen when Jesus comes a second time as the
Son of man (—Excursus A). Q’s presumed two-advent scheme needs to be borne in mind
therefore when interpreting John’s Question and Jesus’ Reply. If we do that, John’s
prophecy in 3:16b-17 and John’s Question and Jesus’ Reply will cohere quite well. The
latter unit helps to bring out the Coming One’s positive role in redemption. John had not
prophesied only that this figure would punish the wicked but that he would also redeem
God’s people. | suggested in chapter two that Jesus’ healings and preaching help to fulfil
his prophecy that the Coming One would gather the wheat into his granary (—2.2.6.1.4.).
Jesus’ healings would, according to this interpretation, be a means by which persons are
drawn into the kingdom (= the granary). In this respect the healings would serve the same
purpose as Jesus’ evangelizing. Note that a similar harvest metaphor occurs in Q 10:2
where Jesus sends his disciples out both to heal the sick and to proclaim God’s kingdom
(cf. v. 9). The disciples here are portrayed parabolically as participants in the Coming
One’s job of harvesting the grain. | also suggested that 7:23, which challenges the
hearer/reader not to be scandalized by Jesus, might fulfil this figure’s expected role in the
separating of the wheat from the chaff as they are removed from the threshing floor in
anticipation of the final judgment (—2.2.6.1.4.). But while some of John’s prophecies can

be seen as having their fulfilment (at least their partial fulfilment) in Jesus’ “earthly
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ministry,” others—most notably his burning of the chaff—are obviously left unfulfilled
and will not be fulfilled until Jesus’ second coming. These, however, are not forgotten by
Q’s redactors but will become the focus of later sayings that deal with Jesus’ second
coming (e.g. 12:39-40, 42, 46).

Jesus’ reply can also be seen as apposite rather than incongruous for another very
important reason. In the next section | shall discuss 4Q521, an important document from
Qumran. In this document several of the same deeds mentioned in Q 7:22c are somehow
associated with the Messiah. In light of Q 13:35, where Ps 118:26 is cited, John can be
understood to be asking, “Are you the Messiah?” And in light of 4Q521 Jesus’ reply can
be understood to be answering in the affirmative by listing his messianic credentials.
Properly understood, then, Jesus’ reply in Q 7:22-23 need not be seen as incongruous but
as quite apposite.

I admit that the interpretation proposed here is not immediately obvious. It may well
be that the connection between John’s early prophecy about the Coming One and the
present unit feels a bit forced. This need hardly imply that the Q redactors had utilized
Baptist material but in so doing had inadvertently left us with a glaring discrepancy
between John’s prophecies and their supposed fulfilment in the person of Jesus. Nor does
it seem reasonable to see Jesus here as challenging John to re-evaluate his eschatological
vision. Any disconnect between the prophecy in 3:16b-17 and the present unit can be
attributed to the fact that (on my analysis anyway) the present unit was originally
independent and was appropriated into Q secondarily by a Q redactor whenever he used it
in the composition of Q and when he adjusted 0 yp1o1d¢ to 6 £pyouevog, thereby linking

the unit artificially back to John’s earlier preaching in 3:16b-17 (—Appendix A).
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4.5.2. The messianic significance of Jesus’ reply

While some interpreters*® insist that the historical John had foretold the advent of
God or an angelic figure, there is no question that in Q “the Coming One” spoken of by
John is Jesus, not God or an angel. | argued above that the language in 3:16cd suggests
that John was expecting a human figure. In 7:19-20 that point is more than just suggested.
Obviously, if John had been expecting God or an angelic figure he would not have
bothered to ask Jesus—a human being—if he were “the Coming One.”*®* John’s question
was more specific than is usually recognized though. In Excursus A | argued that the term
“the Coming One” is derived from Ps 118:26 and that this text had been interpreted in Q
as referring to the Davidic Messiah.

The next thing to consider is Jesus’ reply to John in Q 7:22. One can only be fully
appreciate the significance of this reply if one recognizes what sort of figure John had
been prophesying about in 3:16b-17 and what sort of christology undergirds Q generally.
Indeed, these issues will have serious implications for how one understands what Q has to
say about the messianic forerunner concept. In this section I shall argue that Jesus’ reply in

Q 7:22 was meant to have messianic significance.

4.5.2.1. 4Q521: a key parallel to Q 7:22

Jesus’” answer to John in Q 7:22 must now be understood in light of 4Q521, the so-

called “Messianic Apocalypse.”*% This fragmented document has been dated to the first

quarter of the first century B.C.E., and is likely to have been a copy of an even earlier

40 E g. Ernst, Catchpole, Kloppenborg, Meier, Hughes, Ohler, et al.

“O1 1t would be implausible, of course, to suppose that John’s question presupposes that Jesus is himself God.
Trinitarian theologizing is simply not in the purview of Q’s narrative here.

%02 See Puech, “Apocalypse, 475-522; idem, Croyance, 2.627-92; idem, DJD 25, 1-38; Tabor and Wise,
“4Q521,” 149-162.
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193 A reference is made in 2 ii 1 to “his Messiah” (1wn).*** This is followed,

manuscript.
in lines 5-8 and 11-13, by two lists of what the author calls, “glorious deeds that have

never happened” (line 11). Among these are:

o freeing of prisoners (line 8; = Ps 146:7; cf. Isa 61:1),

e healing of the blind (line 8; = Ps 146:8; cf. Isa 35:5; 61:1),
e “straightening out the twis[ted]” (line 8; = Ps 146:8),

e healing of “the pierced,”

e raising of the dead,

e evangelizing of the poor (line 12; cf. Isa 61:1).

This list compares remarkably with the list Jesus gives of his own deeds in Q 7:22, among

which are:

e healing of the blind,
e healing of the lame,
e healing of the deaf,
e raising of the dead,

e evangelizing of the poor.

Most remarkably, 4Q521 and Q 7:22 allude to some of the same biblical texts (most

obviously, Isa 35:5; 61:1) and pair the raising of the dead with the evangelizing of the

%% See Puech, DJD 25, 5.

%04 The orthography here would also allow for the translation “his anointed ones” if we read yy*uwn?b rather
than imwn. A so-called “defective plural” here would have some support since (1) in other texts the plural
for mwn is also written defectively: e.g. CD 2:12 (]|6Q15 3 i 4); 6:1; (2) a plural here would match the plural
ow17p in line 2; (3) 4Q521 itself attests a plural form of mown in 9 8, which can be reconstructed as: 31 [
rmown (“the priest]hood and all his holy ones™). The strongest arguments against a plural reading are (1)
that the singular “his Messiah/anointed” is a biblicism, occurring 9 times in the Hebrew Bible; (2) a plural
reading would undermine the apparent parallel with Q 7:22 where Jesus appears to be speaking, as Matthew
puts it, of “the works of the Messiah” (sg.).
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poor. Q 7:22 and 4Q521 undoubtedly reflect a shared Jewish tradition.** The exact

character of this tradition is disputable, however.

4.5.2.1.1. The connection between “his Messiah” in line 1 and the eschatological signs

in lines 5-8 and 12-14

Due to its fragmented state, 4Q521 leaves us to ponder why it is concerned with
miracles and evangelizing, and what the connection was, if any, between “his Messiah” in
line 1 and the lists of deeds in lines 5-8 and 11-13. Puech argues that the vacat at the end
of line 3 in column ii marks the beginning of a new line of thought, thus making for a
disconnect between ywn in line 1 and the marvellous deeds in the lines that follow.**® But
Collins effectively counters that the allusions to Ps 146 in both sections imply a thematic
link.*’” Others have pointed out that the deeds in lines 5-8 and 11-13 are attributed not to
the Messiah in line 1 but to “the Lord” (°17X) (lines 5, 11). But Collins again counters that
the Lord could be imagined as performing these deeds indirectly, through the agency of
“his Messiah.”*°® One could, perhaps, imagine the Lord acting without an agent to heal the
blind or raise the dead (cf. the divine title in the Second Benediction: a>n»i1 7°nn). But it
would be quite unexpected to read of the Lord evangelizing the poor directly rather than

by means of an agent.*®® This is especially the case here since 7w2> 01w alludes to Isa 61:1

where the person doing the evangelizing is an anointed human. The same could be said

%05 50, e.g., Collins, “Works of the Messiah,” 107; Brooke, “MMT,” 76; Berger, Wahrheit, 100; Neirynck,
“Isaiah 61,” 58.
“% pyech, “Some Remarks,” 554 and notes 26-27.
“7 Collins, “Works,” 99; idem, “He Shall Not Judge,” 162.
“%8 Collins, “Works,” 99-102; idem, “Herald,” 234-36; idem, Scepter, 132-33; also Tabor and Wise,
“4Q521,” 157-158. On the concept of divine agency, note the important maxim in m. Ber. 5.5.; o7& W 1mbw
1nnd, “a man’s agent is like to himself.” For further reflections on this topic, particularly as it relates to
Jesus, see generally Hurtado (One God).
%09 Contra Puech (“Some Remarks,” 558) who appeals, rather unconvincingly, to the fact that in Pauline
theology God evangelized Abraham directly (Gal 3:8). Eve (Jewish Context, 192-196) argues, lamely, that
all of the deeds in 4Q521 are performed by God except the evangelization of the poor, which will be
performed by God’s agent. According to Eve, 4Q521 “is not a systematically constructed theological
treatise” and the author “was more concerned with inspiring his audience.”
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about the freeing of prisoners since this clause (20K 7°n») also links up intertextually
with Isa 61:1 (and not just Ps 146:7). The close proximity of lines 8-12 and line 1 is itself
suggestive of a connection between the “glorious deeds” and “his Messiah.” And the
anointed figure’s miraculous abilities are, in fact, expressly indicated in the statement that
“the heav]ens and the earth will listen to his Messiah” (1 wn? wnw» yaRy 20nw).
Furthermore, the deeds listed in lines 5-8 and 11-13 are so closely paralleled with those in
Q 7:22 that it would seem unreasonable not to read the two texts as dealing with identical
or closely related topics.*™ In Q 7:22 Jesus is answering John’s question about whether he
IS 0 épyouevog. Given the likely derivation of this title/phrase from Ps 118:26 and the
royal associations of Psalm 118 that obtained in Second Temple Judaism generally
speaking and the early Jesus movement more narrowly | have argued that John was, in
effect, asking Jesus: “Are you the Messiah?”*!* In his reply, the deeds Jesus mentions
have been culled primarily from the book of Isaiah and bring together several texts which
were thought to speak of the eschatological future, when the world would be free from
suffering.*'? This utopian situation would have likely been associated with the Messiah for
reasons that shall be given below. Thus, if 4Q521 is read in conjunction with John’s

Question and Jesus’ Reply the texts can be seen as mutually enriching, both being focused

19 The parallels between 4Q521 and Q 7:22 pose a particular problem for Kvalbein (“Wonders,” 92-93)
since he interprets the “glorious deeds” in the former work as purely metaphorical. He emphasizes that
4Q521 is considerably older than the Q text and claims that we are better off understanding the Qumran text
in light of how the biblical texts it cites were originally intended. This methodology is highly questionable
for two reasons: (1) the elapsed time between biblical texts influencing 4Q521 and the composition of
4Q521 is actually greater than the elapsed time between 4Q521 and Q; (2) one cannot assume out of hand
that the author of 4Q521 would have read biblical texts according to their authors’ original intent.

11| 'have also proposed, not gratuitously, that in the pre-Q form of Q 7:18-20+22, John’s question was, in
fact, “Are you 6 yp1o165?” (—4.3.).

12 See esp. Hieke, “Compendium,” 175-187. Kvalbein (“Wunder,” 111-125; idem, “Wonders,” 87-110)
argues that the healings in 4Q521 are metaphors for Israel’s spiritual renewal. But Hieke (“Compendium,”
178) questions this interpretation, asking: “How is an eschatological renewal worthwhile, if there are still
sick people, blind, deaf, lame?” Kvalbein’s interpretation seems methodologically unsound. He reasons
(“Wonders,” 90-91) that since terms like “the devout,” “the just,” “the poor,” etc. are used with reference to
the whole of Israel that other terms like “the blind,” “the dead,” “the badly wounded,” etc. must do so as
well and hence cannot refer to individual healings. But this fails to recognize that a collective group could
often be described by the characteristics of its individual members. Cf., e.g., Paul’s description of apostles in
2 Cor 4:8-13.
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on the idea of miraculous deeds being performed by the expected Messiah.**

4.5.2.1.2. A prophetic or royal Messiah?

There is another twist. Often interpreters have recognized a connection between “his
Messiah” and the “glorious deeds” in the lines that follow but have argued that we are
dealing here not with a Davidic Messiah but a prophetic one.* I believe this
interpretation is ill-founded. Collins suggests that the statement “the heav]ens and the
earth will listen to his Messiah [and all] that is in them will not turn away from the
precepts of the holy ones” is meant to recall Elijah’s famous command of the sky to
withhold or supply rain in 1 Kgs 17:1 (cf. also Sir 48:3; LAB 48.1; Rev 11:6).*** But the
language here is not derived from 1 Kgs 17:1 but from Ps 146:5-6. A number of texts
roughly contemporary with 4Q521 anticipate that the Davidic Messiah would speak with
special power and authority.**® This notion had been inferred from the messianic prophecy
in Isa 11:4: “and he shall smite the earth with the rod of his mouth, and with the breath of
his lips he shall slay the wicked.” Note especially Pss. Sol. 17.43, which appears to be a
midrash on Isa 11:2-5: “His words [shall be] like the words of the holy ones in the midst

of the sanctified peoples.”**” This compares nicely with a statement about “his anointed

3 | nterpreters often speak of how Jesus’ works imply “the eschatological kingdom events are occurring”
(Webb, Baptizer, 281) or something similar, but this is to miss the specifically messianic thrust of John’s
question and the implicit “Yes, | am the Messiah” in Jesus’ words.

H4E g., Collins, “Works,” 98-112; idem, “Herald,” 233-38. See also many of the authors in Appendix E.3. n.
78.

13 Collins, “Works,” 101-102; “Herald,” 235. Collins has been followed by others, e.g. Xeravits, King,
Priest, Prophet, 190.

6 E g. Pss. Sol. 17.24-25, 35, 36, 43; 4Q161 8 iii 18-22; 1QSb 5.24-25; 1 En.62.2; 69.29; 4 Ezra 12.31-34;
13.3-4, 8-11; Rev 19:15-16, 19-21; cf. also 4Q541 9.2.

A7 01 MoyoL adTod Mg Adyot dyimv &v péoe Aadv fywouévay. Hultgren (“4Q521,” 338) suggests that the
statement was based on the language of Ps 89. This psalm, which was doubtless interpreted messianically
from an early time, uses the term ow7p (vv. 6, 8 [ET: 5, 7]) and speaks of the messiah’s throne eternal and
comparable to the sun and moon (vv. 37-38 [ET: 36-37]). Hultgren speculates that such language gave rise
to a belief that the Messiah “would have an exalted position (perhaps in heaven), not unlike the angels
themselves.” But Ps 89 mentions nothing about the Messiah’s authoritative speech. For that we must look to
Isa 11.
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one/Messiah” in 4Q521 ii 1, particularly with the latter’s reference to the “holy ones”
(ow17p = Pss. Sol.: Gytov), that is, the angels.**® The term awa>, which derives from Isa
61:1 (or 52:7), is sometimes also taken as evidence that “his Messiah” in 4Q521 is a
prophetic rather than a royal figure, given the fact that prophets often proclaimed God’s
messages to the people. But "wa was not a technical term for prophetic speech (cf. Isa
40:9; 60:6; 68:11) and kings could certainly proclaim things about God too (cf. Ps 40:9-10
[MT: vv. 10-11]; 71:15, 17-18). Finally, some interpreters note that 4Q521 alludes to the
Elijah prophecy of Mal 4:5-6 in iii 1-2. This is taken as confirmation that “his Messiah” in
i 1 is Elijah.**® But a large amount of content between these two fragments has either
been destroyed or badly damaged. Because of that, it is impossible to know what the exact
connection was between “my Messiah” at the top of column ii and Elijah at the top of
column iii. It is possible that the latter was understood to have been the former’s
forerunner.*?°

Stephen Hultgren has recently argued that the Messiah figure in 4Q521 is indeed the
Davidic Messiah. He highlights several striking parallels between 4Q521 and the Second
Benediction of the Amida, which runs as follows:

You, O Lord, are mighty forever, you are the one who gives life to the dead, mighty to save,
who sustains the living in mercy, who gives life to the dead with abundant compassion, who

“8 The two texts are noted for comparison by Hultgren, “4Q521,” 337.

19 See esp. Collins, “Works of the Messiah,” 105.

%20 Cf. Puech, Croyance, 669-81; “Some Observations,” 559-61. There are about nineteen lines intervening
between the mention of the marvellous deeds in ii 13 and the allusion to Mal 4:6 in iii 1-2 and a very large
part of this intervening section is completely lost (see PI. 1 in DJD 25). The lines that are preserved seem to
speak of divine punishment against the wicked and vindication of the just (7 + 5 ii). Given the large lacuna
and our uncertainty about what was said in this section it is entirely possible that we are dealing in these two
columns with two distinct figures. In the DSS we find other instances where two or more distinct
eschatological figures are featured within the same document and sometimes the figures are even mentioned
in close proximity to one another (e.g. 11QMelch; 1QS 9:11; 1QSb; 4QTest; CD 12:23-13:1; 14:19 [//
40Q266 101 12]; 19:10-11; 20.1; 1QSa 2:11-15). Puech sees Elijah in column iii as a forerunner to the royal
Messiah. But without good reason, he, like Collins, identifies Elijah and the anointed figure in ii 1. Collins,
Scepter, 135-137) criticizes Puech’s interpretation of Elijah here as a forerunner to the Messiah, claiming it
is too speculative and uncertain, proposing instead that an allusion to Sir 48:10 is being made. But Collins’
reconstruction/interpretation seems no less dubious than Puech’s. The text is poorly preserved so any
proposed reading will be somewhat uncertain. Responding to Collins, Puech (“Some Remarks,” 559+n. 46)
writes: “it is impossible to restore here what Sira says (48:10) Ihkyn sbty ysr’lly‘qwb (see Isaiah 49:5) ... If it
were possible, we would have expected this reading at line 2 and not line 6.”
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supports those who fall, who heals the sick, who releases the captives, and who keeps his faith
with those who sleep in the dust. Who is like you, O Master of mighty deeds (m™23) and who
is comparable to you, O King, who kills and makes alive, and who makes salvation to sprout?
And faithful are you to make the dead to live. Blessed are you, O Lord, who gives life to the
dead.**

Hultgren notes the following parallels with 4Q521:

4Q521 Amida
God gives life to the 2112 iiailaVlal oenn[a] monn
dead
God releases the 218 20K NN 20K °nn
prisoners
God heals the pierced/ 2112 o°%%m RO °7m X9
slain
God raises those who 2ii 8 0°01]92 AP Q9971 M0
are bowed down Cf. Ps 145:14 where the following
(4Q521) and upholds synonymous parallelism occurs:
those that are weak 2290337997 MM 90
(Amida) 2910377237 9PN
Allusions to the 2107 ¥ 0°7°01 DR 725° >3 nnn,17°on
messianic hymnin 1 7Y M271 RO Cf. 1 Sam 2:9 ([»79n =p] 1770n) and 2:6
Sam 2:1-10 Cf. 1 Sam 2:8: xo»y  (7onn).
a°%n° 722,
Intertexts with Ps 146 passim 220K " NN

Cf. Ps 146:7; also Isa 61:1.
Hultgren posits that both 4Q521 and the Second Benediction of the Amida originated from
within a group of religious enthusiasts known as “the Hasidim” (“the devout ones”). As
support, he points to several verbal and theological parallels between these two works and
the Psalms of Solomon, which he also believes to have been of Hasidic provenance.
Collins, who argues that the anointed figure in 4Q521 is a prophetic/Elijianic Messiah,
argues in response that the origins of the Hasidim are too obscure and registers some
doubts as to whether the group ever even existed or (supposing that it did) whether it
continued as an organized group from the time it is first mentioned in 1 Maccabees (late

2" century B.C.E.) to the time when the Second Benediction of the Amida was

2! Hultgren, “4Q521,” 313-40. Cited from the Babylonian version. For the text, see Singer, Prayer Book,
44-45; or Scherman and Zlotowitz, Artscroll, 98-101; Dugmore, Influence, 114-125; Instone-Brewer,
“Eighteen Benedictions,” 25-44 (29-33). The Babylonian version has fewer parallels with 4Q521 than the
shorter Palestinian version. But Hultgren (“4Q521,” 314) points out that the Babylonian has its roots in
Palestine. See Flusser, “Amida,” 331-34 (333) (in Hebrew).
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composed.*?? He then appeals to Sir 48:3 and 11QMelch as “closer parallels” to 4Q521
and as confirmation that we are dealing in 4Q521 not with a Davidic but a prophetic
Messiah. Against Collins, it should be noted that Sir 48:3 does not identify Elijah as a
“Messiah.” As for 11QMelch, I have at length elsewhere that this document says nothing
about a non-royal Messiah. It mentions two o 7 wan (“heralds”) and identifies one of them
(and probably both) as a mwn (line 18). These figures therefore most naturally correspond
to the two Messiahs mentioned in other sectarian writings, one being royal and the other
priestly.**® While Hultgren certainly labours his point about the Hasidic origins of 4Q521,
the Amida, and the Psalms of Solomon, it is not actually crucial to his more basic
observations that 4Q521, the Amida, and Psalms of Solomon are verbally and exegetically
related. Whether these works all originated from within a well-defined group known as
“the Hasidim” is really only of secondary concern to us here. We are concerned with
trying to ascertain the type of messianism presupposed in 4Q521. For that, the verbal and
exegetical parallels between 4Q521, the Amida, and the Psalms of Solomon are highly
suggestive. They suggest that these works originated from within a common or at least a
similar milieu of eschatological beliefs. This must be acknowledged even if we cannot
label that milieu with the Hultgren’s attempted specificity. The messianism undergirding
in these compositions is therefore more likely to have been similar than markedly
different. The Psalms of Solomon and the Amida, of course, know of only one Messiah—
the Davidic (see esp. Pss. Sol. 17-18; the Fourteenth and Fifteenth Benedictions). Even in
the Second Benediction of the Amida belief in the Davidic Messiah is unmistakably

alluded to in the phrase “to make salvation sprout” (7w nongn).*2

%22 Collins, Scepter, 139. Hultgren (“4Q521,” 315-16) dates the Second Benediction, quite generally, to “the
Second Temple Period.” So too Kohler, Origins, 67; Liber, “Tefilla,” 335, 342-3, 354; Instone-Brewer,
“Eighteen Benedictions,” 25-44. Hultgren (“4Q521,” 321-22, 332-33) sees the messianic allusion in the
phrase 7w n¥n as a later addition, brought in during “the late Hasmonean period.”

“2% For the full argument, see Flowers, “11QMelchizedek.”

24 Hultgren, “4Q521,” 321. Cf. the cognate term n»x in Jer 23:5; 33:15; Zech 3:8; 6:12 and 77 i in
4Q174 1-21i11; 4Q161 frgs. 8-10 iii 18; 4Q252 v 3-4; 4Q285 v 2-3. Cf. also Sop. 19.9: “May Elijah the
prophet soon come to us; may the King Messiah cause to sprout forth (m>wni 721 nnx°) in our days the
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There is really no reason, then, to understand Q 7:22 as evidence of a strictly prophetic
christology in Q. The interpretation advanced above coheres with much of what was noted
earlier about Q’s royal christology, evident in its identification of Jesus as God’s “Son,” its
use of Isa 61:1, and its identification of Jesus as the Son of man figure in Dan 7:13-14. For

Q, Jesus was not simply a prophet; he was the Davidic Messiah.

4.5.2.2. A wonder-working Messiah?

Before the publication of 4Q521, interpreters regularly assumed that the list of deeds
in Q 7:22c had been drawn from Jesus’ own (allegedly) miraculous life. They concluded
accordingly that the saying reflected christological opinions that were unique to the early
Church. Kloppenborg, for example, wrote that the miracles “seem to be selected with
Jesus’ miracles in view, and the mention of the cleansing of lepers, which does not occur
in Isaiah, suggests that 7:22 is a post-Easter interpretation of Jesus’ deeds as evidence of
the presence of the kingdom.”** Again, interpreters regularly argued that the deeds
enumerated by Jesus in v. 22c were of no messianic significance. Writing in 1989, only

two years before the publication of 4Q521, Wink claimed that Jesus, in his reply to John,

does not make messianic claims. He neither asserts that he is or is not the one John expected.
The things he lists have no evidential value as proof of messiahship. They are signs of the
inbreaking of God’s reign, but they were not associated, so far as we know, with any messianic
expectations of the first century.*?

Again, Tuckett wrote that “the actions referred to in [Q 7:]22 are for the most part not

those associated with expectations of either a messianic or prophetic figure” and reflect a

427

“post-Easter” viewpoint.”™" Many other scholars writing in the twentieth century made

similar pronouncements, claiming that the deeds mentioned by Jesus had nothing really to

[happy] time like the years will be rebuilt.” In the Fifteenth Benediction a similar reference to the Messiah is
evident in the statement that God “makes the horn of salvation to sprout” (7> 17p mnxn).
*2% K loppenborg, Formation, 108.
28 \Wink, “Jesus’ Reply,” 125-126.
2T Tyckett, History, 127.
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do with Jewish messianic expectations and must therefore be regarded as a creation of the
later church.*?® With the publication of 4Q521 in 1991 these older judgments now seem
highly disputable. Jesus’ reply to John need no longer be seen as reflecting a “post-Easter”
perspective. And the notion that Jesus’ miracles and preaching might really be intelligible
within a Jewish context and have messianic significance need no longer be dismissed as
implausible. Jesus’ reply in Q 7:22c appears to reflect an exegetical tradition that pre-dates
Jesus and his movement and that deals with the sorts of deeds which would occur in the
messianic age or be performed by the Messiah. As such, the saying in Q 7:22c might
actually capture the voice of the historical Jesus. It is unlikely, in any case, to capture only
the voices of later redactors within the Jesus movement who were writing in Greek and
were unacquainted with Jewish messianic expectations.

The older scepticism as to the messianic significance of Jesus’ deeds in Q 7:22c is
perhaps easy to criticize in retrospect. But one cannot help but wonder how it became so
entrenched in the scholarly commentaries. Was this an example of “group think”? Even
before the publication of 4Q521 there were other texts suggesting a belief that the Messiah
would perform miracles. Among these, the Gospel traditions probably stand out most
conspicuously. Here, miracles are frequently demanded or expected of Jesus.**
Presumably, this is because his performance of miracles would somehow confirm him as
the Messiah (cf. Matt 11:2; John 2:23; 7:31).%*° With respect to his exorcisms, Edward P.
Meadors argues that these were meant to recall the anointed figure in Isa 61:1 who is sent

“to proclaim liberty to the captives,” a theme that is also connected with the messianic

8 50, e.g., Zeller, “Process,” 123 n. 32; Fitzmyer, Luke I-1X, 663. Even Luz (Matthew 1-8, 132 n. 20),
though publishing in 2001, overlooks or fails to interact with 4Q521 and states simply: “There are in
Judaism no particular concepts of ‘messianic deeds.” One did not expect the Messiah to perform miracles of
healing.”

29.Q 4:3, 9; 11:29; Mark 8:11-12 par.; Matt 12:38; Luke 11:16; John 2:18; 6:30.

%0 Contra Streeter (“Evolution,” 217-18) who contrasts Q’s lesser interest in miracles with Mark’s greater
interest, claiming that this corresponds to Mark’s interest in portraying Jesus not so much as the Messiah but
as the Son of God. Mark is clearly interested in portraying Jesus as the Messiah, however. Streeter is
drawing a false dichotomy here between Messiah and Son of God. In both Q and Mark the ideas seem
interchangeable.
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“Servant” of Isa 42 (v. 7)."*! As support for this interpretation, Meadors points to two
sectarian texts from Qumran that speak of the “captives”/“poor” being liberated from the
hand of “Belial”/“Satan” (11QMelch ii 4, 6; 4Q171 2:9-10). He might have also noted two
other texts. T. Dan 5.11 also understands Isa 42:7 or 61:1 as referring to a spiritual kind of
bondage: “he shall take from Beliar the captives, the souls of the saints; and he shall return
the hearts of the disobedient ones to the Lord.” Likewise, in the healing story at Luke
13:10-17 a woman’s healing is framed as release from Satanic bondage, possibly with
another subtle echo once again to Isa 42:7 or 61:1.* Jesus himself may characterize
demonic possession as a kind of bondage at Q 11:21-22||Mark 3:27. As was discussed
above, the anointed figure in Isa 61:1-3 is often interpreted as a prophetic figure. But if
Jesus’ exorcisms can indeed be understood in light of this biblical text it is perhaps
relevant to note that David was also an exorcist. Several times when Saul was afflicted by
“an evil spirit from Yahweh” David played on his harp and drove the spirits away (1 Sam
16:15-16, 23). Meadors notes that Solomon, David’s son, was also regarded as an exorcist,
although it is not clear how widespread this idea would have been in Judea and Galilee of
the first century C.E.

Aside from the Gospels and Q, several extra-biblical texts—many of which were noted
already by Strack and Billerbeck, Louis Ginzberg, and others—should be mentioned since

they envision the eschaton as a time of impressive wonders.*** These texts do not

! Meadors, ““Messianic’ Implications,” 262-63.

2 Cf. v. 16: tabtnv 8¢ Buyatépa APpodp ovoav, fiv E8noev 6 Totavig idod déka kai okTd £, 00K £8et
AOfvar 6o oD deopod TovTov i uépa T0d cafPdrtov. Cf. also vv. 11 and 12.

%8 See Str.-B 1.593-94; Ginzberg, Sect, 234-35. Texts relevant to the present discussion would include

4Q504 1-2ii 12; vi 10-16; Jub. 23.26-30; 4 Ezra 7.26-28, 51-54 [121-124]; 8.52-54; 2 Bar. 29; 73; b. Sanh.
91b (R. Lagish opposed [two verses to each other.] It is written, [I will gather them...] with the blind and the
lame etc... whilst it is also written, Then shall the lame man leap etc... How so? They shall rise with their
defects and then be healed”); Gen. Rab. 20.5 (“In the future all will be healed except the serpent and the
Gideonite.”); Eccl. Rab. 1.4 § 2 (“I raise them [from the grave] with their blemishes, so that people shall not
say, ‘Those He allowed to die are different from those He restored to life.” ‘I kill and | make alive, | wound,’
then | will heal them [after the resurrection].”); Tanh. 11.9 (“...whatever the Holy One has smitten in this
world is healed in the world to come. The blind are healed, as stated [in Isa 35:5]: THEN THE EYES OF THE
BLIND SHALL BE OPENED. The lame are also healed, as stated [in vs. 6]: THEN THE LAME SHALL LEAP LIKE A
HART. And the dumb shall be healed, as stated [ibid., cont.]: AND THE TONGUE OF THE DUMB SHALL SHOUT
FOR JOY. Everyone shall be healed, just as one goes [to the grave], so he comes <back>. If he goes blind, he
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explicitly state that the Messiah would perform the wonders. But since the Messiah was
expected to be a kind of redeemer figure he could have easily been paralleled with Moses
who performed several impressive miracles.*** Hence, it would only have been a short
leap from an expectation of eschatological miracles to a belief that the Messiah would
actually perform those miracles. Several of the so-called *“sign prophets” mentioned by
Josephus told their followers that they would perform impressive “signs.” Josephus refers
to these as onpeia éhevbepiag, “signs of liberation” (War 2.258-60 (259)) or, in a parallel
account, Tépata kai onpeia, “wonders and signs” (Ant. 20.168).* Regrettably, we know
very little about most of these figures.**® Yet some of them can doubtless be characterised
as would-be Messiahs and that their signs as attempts at establishing their messianic
credentials. One of these figures, referred to by Josephus as “an Egyptian false prophet”
(or simply “the Egyptian”), is said to have led 30,000 of his followers from the wilderness
to the Mount of Olives and was preparing to dispatch the Roman garrison and set himself
up as king, plausibly as the royal Messiah (War 2.261-63). It is therefore significant, at
least for our purposes, that when Josephus retells the story in Antiquities he adds that the
Egyptian had claimed the walls of Jerusalem would fall at his command (Ant. 20.169-
71).%¥" This, of course, recalls the miraculous sign in Josh 6. Another example of someone
with messianic aspirations who tried to (and in this case did) perform an eschatologically
significant “sign” is Simon bar Giora.**® This man made no pretence about having

prophetic abilities so there is no reason to restrict him to a prophet category. His ambitions

comes <back> blind, etc. ... So that the wicked of the world will not say: After they died would the Holy
One have healed them and later brought them <back>? It would seem that these are not the same ones [who
died], but others. The Holy One said: If so, let them rise just as they went [to the grave], and afterwards |
will heal them.”

434 Cf. the rabbinic saying: “As the first redeemer was, so shall the latter Redeemer be” (Eccl. Rab. 1.981;
Ruth Rab. 5.6). Note too the remark in Tanh., Toldot 17: “Just as in Egypt, | shall redeem you in the future
from subjugation to Edom (i.e. the Roman empire) and shall perform miracles for you, as it says, ‘As in the
days of your leaving Egypt, | shall display miracles.”” Cf. also Tg. Cant. at 4:5; 7:4.

“35 Cf. also & onpeio tiic swtnpiag, “signs of salvation” (War 6.285).

%% See the discussions in Barnett, “Sign Prophets,” 679-697; Horsley, “Popular Prophetic Movements,” 3-
27; Wehb, Baptizer, 333-46; Eve, “Jewish Context,” 296-325; Gray, Prophetic Figures, 114-158.

" The account in Antiquities probably captures something closer to what actually happened. See Eve,
Jewish Context, 299-302.

8 See Flowers, “11QMelchizedek,” 224-25.
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were strictly political. Thus, the following remark by Josephus is quite significant:

[Simon] was aspiring to despotic power and cherishing high ambitions; accordingly on hearing
of the death of Ananus, he withdrew to the hills (trv 6pswnv), where, by proclaiming liberty
for slaves and rewards for the free (mpoxnpv&ag dodroig pev élevbepiav yépag 8¢ EAevBéporg),

he gathered around him the villains from every quarter.**

In performing this action Simon was likely trying to cast himself as the messianic figure in

Isa 42:7 and 61:1.4°

4.5.2.2.1. Exegetical basis for the expectation of a miracle-working Messiah

Even without 4Q521, then, there would have been good reason to interpret Jesus’
miracles as a kind of messianic claim, given John’s question and other associations of the
Messiah or the eschaton with signs and wonders. But with the discovery of this
remarkable text (along with Q 7:22) we can now start to see how the idea of a miracle-
working Messiah came to be developed exegetically. Note that 4Q521 and Q 7:22c appear
to quote from or allude to Isa 29:18; 35:5; 42:18; 61:1-2. 4Q521 also alludes to Ps 146:6-
8. It is worth considering these biblical texts in further detail in order to see, from an
ancient exegetical standpoint, their interrelation and relevance to the topic of messianism.

Isa 29:18 declares that various healings will take place “on that day” (x313-01°2), a
theologically weighted expression that was often understood eschatologically and even
messianically in the first century C.E.*** Indeed, the phrase 377 oi*a occurs twice in Isa 11

(vv. 10, 11; also 12:1, 4), a chapter that was widely recognized as a prophecy about the

“*9 Josephus, War 4.508. See further, Flowers, “11QMelchizedek,” 224-5.
0 Josephus himself appears to have missed the biblical allusion. He states in 4.513 that Simon ultimately
had released the prisoners simply because he was planning an assault on Jerusalem.
“1 Cf. CD 19.10a-13 + 8.1b-3; 1 Cor 1:8; Eph 4:30; 1 Thess 5:2; Heb 10:25; 1 Pet 2:12; 2 Pet 3:10; Sim.
49.3-4; 4 Ezra 7.113; 12.34; cf. also b. Sukk. 52b; b. San. 98b-99a.
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Davidic Messiah.

Isa 35 declares that “the wilderness” (727%) will blossom (v. 1-2, 7) and that “the way
of holiness” (W7pa 777) (v. 8) will be opened only for “the redeemed” (2°73x3) to trod (V.
9). It declares as well that “the ransomed of Yahweh (717 °»179) shall return (132w?), and
come with singing unto Zion; everlasting joy shall be upon their heads; they shall obtain
joy and gladness, and sorrow and sighing shall flee away” (v. 10). This return of God’s
people is framed as a new exodus (v. 8), a theme evocative of 11:11-12:6. Many of the
other terms and ideas used in Isa 35 also link up verbally or conceptually with texts that
were likely interpreted eschatologically (e.g. Isa 40:3; 42:16; 43:19; 51). Hence, when the
chapter adds that the sick and infirm will be healed (vv. 5-6) it is understandable why
these healings too would have been connected with the eschaton and interpreted as
physical (rather than metaphorical) healings. Later texts interpret Isa 35:5-6 in precisely
this way. *

Ps 146 is thematically connected with Pss 146-150 and was likely read in conjunction
with them. Verses 6-8 are alluded to in the preserved portions of 4Q521. These verses link
up verbally with other chapters in Isaiah that I am presently discussing. 2>70K 2°nn
(“freeing of prisoners™) is a verbatim quote of Ps 146:7 but also links up verbally with Isa
61:1: mip=nps o082 (“and to the prisoners an opening of the opening/prison”). Again,
4Q521’s oy npw (“opening [the eyes] of the blind”) is clearly derived from Ps 146:7 but
links up with expressions in Isa 35:5 (27 °°y manpan 1) and 61:1 (7ip~nps). Ps 146 might
seem like a simple hymn praising God’s greatness and healing power. But when read in
connection with other verbally and thematically related texts found in Isaiah it could
apparently be taken as a kind of prophecy about the eschaton.

It is, of course, possible that while interpreters may have expected healings to take

place during the eschaton they would not have necessarily expected them to be performed

*2 Tanh. Wayyiggash (Genesis) 11.9; b. Sanh. 91b (cited in Str.-B. 1.594); Ecc. R. 1.4.2; cf. y. Kil. 9:4 (32b).
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by the Messiah.**® But this seems unlikely when we take into consideration how the above

texts were linked with Isa 42:7 and 61:1-3. Isa 42 begins with the words: “Behold my

servant, whom | uphold, my chosen, in whom my soul delights; | have put my Spirit upon

him.” The terms 72y and >7°172 were read as messianic expressions by many Jews of the

first century C.E. and beyond, including those within the Jesus movement. The reason for

this is not difficult to appreciate:

Let me begin here with the title, “my Chosen”: The term =2, “chosen” is applied
to David in several biblical and extrabiblical texts.* The title may derive from the
story in 1 Sam 16 where Samuel tells Jesse, with regard to David’s seven other
brothers, “Yahweh has not chosen these” (v. 10).

“My Servant”: The phrases *72y 717, 7729 717, and 772y are used repeatedly in
scripture with reference to king David (e.g. 1 Sam 20:8; 2 Sam 7:8; Ps 89:20 [MT:
v. 21]; 132:10). The “Servant” of Yahweh is mentioned several times throughout
the book of Isaiah in what modern scholars typically classify as “the Servant
Hymns” (Isa 42:1-4; 49:1-6; 50:4-9; 52:13-53:12). Ancient readers would probably
not have read these hymns as isolated units, of course, but within the larger
portions of text in which they were located. It is notable, therefore, that in 42:6
Yahweh declares, with respect to this “Servant”/“Chosen”: oy n>72% 718, “I have
given you for a covenant of the people.” This “light” language connects up not
only with 49:6 (o> 7R 7°An) but with 9:2 [MT: v. 1], which speaks of how the
people walking in darkness “have seen a great light ... upon them the light has
shined” (o7°%y A3 MK .27 R ax7). Again, the “covenant” language in 42:6 is

reminiscent of 61:8 (o7% nn2% 09w n*723), a text not far removed from v. 1 where

3 This is essentially the view of Kvalbein (“Wunder,” 111-125), although he interprets the miracles
metaphorically.

“4E.g. 2 Sam 6:21; 1 Kgs 8:16; 11:13; Ps 89:4, 21; 106:23; 2 Chron 6:6; Sir 47:22; 4Q504 1-2 iv 4-8. Cf.
esp. *n02 WX *72y N7 (1 Kgs 11:34); >729 1177 ... "1032 (Ps 89:3).
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an anointed figure is mentioned. The covenant language would have probably also
been evocative of the “new covenant” text of Jer 31:31-34 (7w/77 n°732) and perhaps
of the many biblical texts that associate David with an “eternal covenant” (2 Sam
7:13, 16; 1 Chron 17:11-14; Ps 89:29-30, 35-39). In this connection, ancient
exegetes might have also recalled Ezek 37:24-28: “David my servant shall be their
prince forever. | will make a covenant of peace with them:; it shall be an everlasting
covenant with them.” This text, written several centuries after David, would likely

have been read as a messianic prophecy in the first century C.E.

Also inv. 1, just after using these two highly evocative titles, Yahweh declares: “I have
put My Spirit upon him.” This language links the verse not only with 61:1, where an
anointed figure declares: “The Spirit of the Lord Yahweh is upon me,” but with Isa 11:2,
where we are told concerning the Davidic Messiah that “the Spirit of Yahweh shall rest
upon him.” Indeed, the saying here is verbally and conceptually reminiscent of David’s
own anointing, after which we are told that “the Spirit of Yahweh came upon David from
that day forward” (1 Sam 16:13). Thus, with so many messianically evocative terms and
ideas present in Isa 42 is it really so remarkable to imagine ancient interpreters taking v. 7
as a prophecy about the Messiah’s miracle working abilities? The phrases mmw o'y npo?
and 2 a8 "30nn &7 would have been easily associated with the phrase mip=nips 0°710872)
in Isa 61:1 where an anointed figure is declaring what Yahweh has sent him to do. The
phrases T¢/n "2 and o3 7k in v. 6 would have linked up nicely with another messianic
text at 9:1 [MT: v. 2]: 032y A3 MR DALY 7IN2 *2w° 2173 R IR Jwn2 0°37n0 oy, “The
people walking in darkness saw a great light; those dwelling in the land of darkness, on
them has light shined.”

I turn finally to Isa 61:1-3. Because of its own verbal and conceptual links with ch. 11
this portion of text would have likely been taken as a prophecy about the Messiah

(—Appendix E.3). Verse 1 speaks of an anointed figure/Messiah who would “evangelize
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the poor,” “bind up the broken-hearted” (2%-12%1% wan?), proclaim liberty to captives, and
the opening of the door/eyes (mp-rs) to them that are bound.” These deeds could have
easily been interpreted as physical healings, especially if the text was read in conjunction
with 29:18-19; 35:5; 42:18; and Ps 146:7-8.*° The chapter goes on to associate the
anointed figure’s actions with “the day of vengeance of our God” (372KX? o1 av) (v. 2),
language reminiscent of Isa 35:4 (X122 op3 072X 1737), a verse that is followed with: “Then
the eyes of the blind shall be opened, and the ears of the deaf unstopped; then shall the
lame man leap like a hart, and the tongue of the dumb sing for joy” (v. 5). In Isa 61 this
“day” will also be for “joy” (1iviy) and “salvation” (v¢'?) to God’s people (v. 10), and the
earth will flourish (v. 11).

With so many overlapping terms and themes in the above-mentioned portions of
scripture it is not difficult to appreciate how interpreters might have read them in
connection and used to extrapolate that the Messiah would evangelize “the poor,” release
prisoners, heal the sick, and raise the dead.

What Q 7:22 ought to show is that christology is not just about titles but about actions
as well. Older scholarship often missed this point when it tried to frame Jesus’ miracles
not against the backdrop of Jewish messianism but against so-called “divine men” like
Apollonius of Tyana and Alexander of Abonutichus**® or even “charismatic men” like
Honi the Circle Drawer and Hanina ben Dosa.**” As Sean Freyne emphasizes, “The
terminology used by the Evangelists for the deeds of Jesus removes them from the realm

of thaumaturgic activity, locating them rather in the sphere of God’s continual care for his

*® The Hebrew here is likely corrupt. mip-nips is a hapax in HB and DSS. 1Qlsa® writes it as one word:
mipnps. The LXX translates it as kai tuproic avapreywv (“recovery of sight to the blind”). This could imply
an alternative Hebrew Vorlage that spoke of a healing of the blind. Possibly the term o>y or some other
noun has dropped out from the extant Hebrew. Cf. Ps 146: 0°71v 15; Isa 35:5: 07 >3’y minpon; 42:7: nopp?
nw oory. Inall but one instance in the HB (Isa 42:20) the verb rps is used to speak of an opening of the
eyes. But the mention of “prisoners” in 61:1 complicates the text. Perhaps the verse had originally spoken of
a release of prisoners and an opening of the eyes of the blind but these two ideas were conflated through a
transcriptional error.

8 For a critique of the “divine man” interpretation of Jesus, see Holladay, Theios Aner; Blackburn, “Theioi
Andres,” 185-218; idem, Theios Anér.

“7 Contra Vermes, Jew, 58-82. See the critique of Vermes in Eve, Jewish Context, 272-95.
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people.”**® More precisely, we might say that Jesus’ terminology in Q locates his deeds in
the sphere of God’s redemptive plan, which is now being realized with the advent of his

Messiah.

4.5.3. Was this unit designed to cast John in a negative light?

Kloppenborg claims that John’s Question and Jesus’ Reply was created in order to
downgrade John. He writes: “John’s inferiority to Jesus is obvious. It is as if John is ‘on
the outside looking in,” seeking the fulfilment of his own prophecy rather than actively
engaging in the events of the kingdom.”**® Gundry even infers from the story that John, as
someone who doubted Jesus, was now seen as a “dangerous example not to be followed
by Christians who find themselves in similar straits.”**® Tuckett, on the other hand, thinks
that “any tendency to downgrade John is minimal” and finds the pericope quite positive in
its appreciation of John.**

I would agree with Tuckett that the story is not meant to indict John or cast him in a

negative way. If John had, at this point in Jesus’ ministry (at least in the Q redactor’s

“8 Freyne, Jesus Movement, 150. Freyne points to terms and ideas like “Spirit of God,” the metaphor of the
divided houses/kingdoms, “Son of David,” the authority of his word, Jesus’ concern with restoring the
stigmatized of society, etc. See also Eve, Jewish Context, for a recent attempt at contextualizing Jesus’
miracles within a Jewish milieu. Eve’s monograph first examines a wide array of texts dealing with miracles.
Only after having done that does he attempt to understand how they might help to contextualize Jesus’
miracles. This approach has its merits but its drawback is that it misses how the Gospels can often be
mutually enlightening of many of the texts surveyed (as, for example, in the case of 4Q521 and Q 7:22). In
his survey of texts and miracle working figures, Eve finds a few inexact analogues to Jesus, especially in
Josephus’ “sign prophets,” but he seems unable to contextualize Jesus’ miracles any further within a Jewish
context. Thus, he leaves the door open for further research into a possible pagan contextualization (p. 386).
Eve concludes that Jesus’ miracle-working is “distinctive,” that is, without any close analogues in Jewish
sources. But contextualizing Jesus’ miracle-working does not necessarily require that we find such
analogues. One can understand the significance of what he was doing by other means. Freyne, for example,
points to the terms and ideas Jesus associates with his miracles. And | myself have been considering how the
texts Jesus cites in connection with his miracles are likely to have been understood by Jewish interpreters of
the first century C.E.

9 Kloppenborg, Formation, 108. See also Catchpole, Quest, 240-41; Liihrmann, Redaktion, 26; Schultz, Q,
203; Jacobson, First Gospel, 114,

“0 Gundry, Matthew, 207.
! Tyckett, History, 127. Part of his reasoning here, however, assumes that the deeds listed in v. 22 had no

messianic associations.
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understanding), been arrested and imprisoned, this would explain why he is not portrayed
as “actively engaging in the events of the kingdom.” One could, of course, infer from
John’s question that he is open to the idea of Jesus being his superior, given what the
Baptist had said earlier about the Coming One’s superiority (3:16b-17). However, this
need not be seen as an attempt to challenge the opinions of John espoused by a rival
Baptist group. There is no obvious anti-John sentiment in the pericope and no obvious
attempt to devalue him as a prophet. His prophecy about the Coming One is recognized as
divinely inspired, implying that he was a true prophet. Additionally, the material
immediately following the present chreia (i.e., the material in vv. 24-28) identifies John as
the eschatological Elijah and eulogizes him as the greatest of all those born of women; the
material following that (i.e., in vv. 29-35) presents him as a co-minister with Jesus. The
literary effect of these three units is therefore quite positive in its portrayal of John. His
inferiority to Jesus is, of course, presumed throughout but this is consistent with how Q
presents John elsewhere.

Some commentators think that the concluding saying in v. 23 is particularly negative
about John and that it should be taken as a kind of soft rebuke against him or against a
rival Baptist movement. According to Meier, the saying is not to be construed generically
(“whoever”) but as specifically directed at John (“he/the person™). It is an appeal for John
not to be “put off” by his “shock” about how his earlier prophecies about judgment and
punishment had not materialized and because the eschatological drama was being fulfilled
quite differently than he had envisioned, namely, through Jesus’ “joyful ministry of
healing and comfort.”*? | explained above why this kind of interpretation does not
comport with Q’s portrayal of John as a true prophet and as one whose prophecies had
served to confirm Jesus’ own validity as the Messiah. | also explained how Jesus’ “earthly
ministry” might be seen as the partial fulfilment of John’s prophecies. There is no

indication of “shock” on John’s part in the present chreia. The fact that he would even ask

2 Meier, Marginal Jew, 2.135.
208



his question to Jesus suggests an implicit faith that is quite ready to accept Jesus as the
fulfilment of his expectations. Meier is also very far off the mark when he writes: “in this
apophthegm, the great scandal that could keep one from believing in Jesus is not his
rejection by Israel and its leaders, and certainly not his crucifixion, but rather his success.
The church’s kerygma of cross and resurrection has left no mark on this text.”*>* Is it not
somewhat absurd to think that Jesus’ success in performing miracles and evangelizing
could become an offence, even if the offended person were John?

Fleddermann also understands v. 23 as directed specifically at John. He thinks the

saying contrasts John’s lack of faith with the centurion’s faith in 7:1-10:

To set up the contrast the author of Q portrays both as responding to Jesus with profound
humility. John refers to the One Coming after him as one stronger, “the strap of whose sandal |
am not worthy (o0x eipi ikavoc) to untie” (Q 3,16), and the centurion addresses Jesus, “Lord, |
am not worthy (o¥k gipi ikavdc) that you enter my roof” (Q 7,6). The centurion, though, goes
on to express a profound faith that acknowledges Jesus’ unconditional authority (Q 7,7-8),
whereas John wonders whether Jesus is the Coming One or not (Q 7,19). Both have humility;
only the centurion goes over to faith; John remains outside of the kingdom (Q 7,28; 16,16). In
the NT scandal means unbelief, and Jesus’ negative beatitude constitutes an inverted woe,
“and blessed is the one who is not scandalized in me” (Q 7,23).***

I am not convinced that a contrast is being drawn in 7:18-20+22-23 between John and
the centurion of 7:1-10. The present unit uses neither ikovog, the supposed catchword in
3:16 and 7:1, nor miotig, the key term in the story about the centurion. Nor is it obvious
that in the early Jesus movement “scandal means unbelief.”**° But even if that were a
proper way to understand ockavooatioOij here one could not then infer that the saying in
7:23 was meant as an indictment of John’s unbelief. As was just noted, his question
already suggests an implicit faith. And while we never get to hear how John reacted to
Jesus’ remarks it is hardly conceivable that the reader was supposed to take away from the
story the notion that John remained doubtful about Jesus’ identity or that his lack of faith

excluded him from the kingdom. Given the way John is presented elsewhere in Q the

% Meier, Marginal Jew, 2. 136.
% Fleddermann, Q, 383.
5 Cf. Q 17:1-2; Matt 13:21; 15:12; 16:23; 17:27; 26:31, 33. See Luz, Matthew 8-20, 135.
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author could only have expected his readers to assume that John understood Jesus’ words
properly and embraced him as the Coming One/Messiah.

To speak of “an implicit threat” (Meier) or “an inverted woe” (Fleddermann) may be a
bit off-point. Jesus is pronouncing a benediction after all. If one accepts—as both Meier
and Fleddermann do—that the saying was an original unity with vv. 18-20+22 (a
disputable point, as we have seen) and if one accepts—as Meier and Fleddermann do—
that it was directed specifically at John (another disputable point, as we have seen) it
would have surely been spoken as a commendation or encouragement, not a rebuke or a
woe. The Q redactor(s) obviously would not have regarded John as a disbeliever or as the
object of an “inverted woe” rather than a proper blessing; for in that case we would not
expect the man to have remained such a venerated figure in the broader composition of Q.
Thus, it is better—assuming we are indeed to understand the words as directed at John—to
read the saying thus: “Blessed are you, John, for not feeling scandalized in me, despite the
fact that you have had to endure persecution and imprisonment on behalf of the kingdom.”

A more fundamental argument can be urged against Fleddermann, namely, that the
story in vv. 18-20+22 is unlikely to be a purely literary invention but records an actual
(historical) correspondence between John and Jesus, when John was in prison awaiting his
own execution.*® If Jesus’ benediction in v. 23 had also been spoken in such a context, it
would have surely been meant as an encouragement for John to persist in his faith, despite
his own challenging circumstances which might have otherwise led him to doubt.**’

Nor does Fleddermann seem correct in thinking that John is being presented in this
pericope or in the sayings at 7:28 and 16:16 as someone who is “outside of the kingdom.”
I shall deal with 7:28 a bit later but shall not be able to discuss 16:16 within the limits of

this thesis. Suffice it to say that neither of these sayings support the notion that John is

%56 For matters of historicity here, see the authors mentioned in n. 387.

**7 In saying this, | am not motivated by “modern psychologizing and historicizing concerns,” as
Fleddermann (Q, 378) suggests. There are reasons to think the chreia in Q 7:18-20+22(+237?) had its origins
in history and was not a purely literary invention. Proposing a reasonable Sitz im Leben such as the one
given here is therefore entirely appropriate.
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outside of the kingdom. Elsewhere in Q the role given to John, both as Jesus’ prophetic
forerunner (3:16; 7:24-27) and as a fellow messenger of divine wisdom sent to minister to
“this generation” (7:31-35), suggests that he is nothing other than a man of faith and that

he is of the same epoch as Jesus.

4.5.4. Conclusion to commentary

Commentators often speak of how Jesus refocuses John’s question, which was whether
Jesus were the Coming One by talking not about himself but about the time of salvation
being realized.“*® I think this profoundly misses the point of Jesus’ answer. He may speak
indirectly but he does nonetheless speak of himself here. The miracles and preaching are
his own, after all. And the pastiche of biblical texts that he references, in both v. 22c and v.
23, constitute a messianic claim.

Read in light of 4Q521, Q 7:22bc fits in very nicely into the larger chreia of 7:18-
20+22-23 because it presents John as asking if Jesus is “the Coming One” (that is, the
Messiah) and Jesus as pointing to his miracles and preaching as the fulfilment of texts
which had (apparently) been associated with the Messiah.

If the unit at Q 7:18-20+22-23 was not meant as a corrective to John’s mistaken
conception of the Coming One or as an apologetic against some rival Baptist movement
what was its function? Whether it circulated independently (without v. 23) or had been
incorporated into the larger context of Q, its purpose would have been the same: to portray

John as the forerunner of Jesus and Jesus as the expected Messiah.

8 E 9. Meier, Marginal Jew, 2.134-135; Luz, Matthew 8-20, 134.
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CHAPTER FIVE: Jesus’ encomium on John (Q 7:24-28)

Matt 11:7 Tobtwv 0& mopevouévav Np&ato 6
‘Incotg Aéyewv toig dyroig mepi Todvvov- ti
EENABarte gic v Epnuov Bedoacbar; kaAapov
VIO AVEROL caAgvopevov; 8 AAAL Tl EENAbate
i0€lv; dvOpmmov €v LaANKOIG UPLECUEVOV;
160V o1 Td podoKd POPODVTES €V TOTG 0TKOIG
1OV Bacléwv giotv. 9 dAAG T EENADate 10€iy;
TPOPNTNV; Val AEy® VUV, Kol TEPIGGOTEPOV
npogrTov. 10 00ToC 0TIV MEPL OV YEYpOMTOL:
100V €YD AmOoSTEAA® TOV AyyeEAOV LoV TTPO
TPOCHTOV GOV, OC KATACKEVAGEL TV 03OV
ooV Eunpoctév cov. 11 Apunyv Aéym DUiv- odk
Eyfyeptat £v YevvnToig yovaik®dv peilov
‘Todvvov tod Partictod: 0 08 IKPOTEPOG &V

1] Paciieiq T®V 0OpavdV peilov atod EoTiy.

5.1. Proposed reconstruction:

Luke 7:24 AneABovimv 8¢ TdV dyyélmv
Todvvov fipEato Aéyewv Tpog ToLG OyAovg TTepl
Todvvov- i €éEnABate gig v Epnuov Osdoacba;
KAAOUOV VIO AVELOL GOAELONEVOV; 25 ALY Ti
£ENABate 10elv; GvBpmmov év paAaKoig inatiolg
NUELEcUEVOVY; 100V ol v tpatioud EvodEm Kai
TPLOT VILapyovTeS €V 101G factreiolg giolv. 26
MG T EENABTE 10€TV; TPOPNTNV; Val AEY® VUiV,
KOl TEPIGGHTEPOV TPOPNTOV. 27 0VTOG 6TV TEPL
00 yéypamtat- 1500 AmocTEAA® TOV SyyEAOV LoV
PO TPOGMOTOV GOV, OG KOTOOKEVAGEL TNV 000V
60V EumpocBév Gov. 28 Aéym vpiv, pellov &v
yevwntoic yovarkdv*® Toavvov ovdeic éotv: 6
0¢ pkpdtepOg €v i) Paciieia Tod Beod peilwv
avToD €0TLV.

Q 7:24 toutwv 8¢ aneAboviav fp&ato 6 Incodg Aéyev toig dyroig tepl Todvvou- ti EENAate
gic v Epnuov Bedoachar; kKGlopuov Vo0 AvEUoV coievduevoy; 25 dAla ti EENABate 1dely;
GvOpomToV &V HaAaKoTg NUEIEGHEVOV; 100D 00 TO Lohakd POPODVTEG &V TOTG 0iKolg TMV
Boaciiémv gioiv. 26a aAla i eENADate 16€lv; mpoenTnv; b vai Aéym duiv, kal neplocodTEpOV
TPOQPHTOV. 278 00T 6TV TTEPL 0V Yéypamtal: b idod [[¢yd]] dmoctédhm Tov &yyeldv Lov Tpd
TPOGMITOV GOV, € O¢ KATAGKEVAGEL TNV 060V 60V EunpocBév cov. d v PodvTog &v Ti
EPNU®- EToludoate TNV 000V Kupiov, evbeiag moteite Tag Tpifovg avtod. 28a Auny Aéym Vpiv:
ovK &ynyeptar £v yevwnToig yovauk®dv peilov Todvvov- b 6 8¢ pukpdtepog év 1 Pacirieiq Tod

0gob peilov antod Eotiv.

Q 7:24a And when they had gone, Jesus began to speak to the crowds concerning John: b
“What did you go out into the wilderness to behold? A reed shaken by the wind? 25 What then
what did you go out to see? A person robed in soft clothing? Behold, those wearing soft
clothing are in kings’ houses. 26a What then did you go out to see? b A prophet? Yes, | tell
you: more than a prophet! 27a This is he of whom it has been written: b Behold, | am sending
my messenger before your face, ¢ who will prepare your way before you. d A voice crying in
the wilderness: Prepare the way of the Lord; make his paths straight. 28a Amen, | say to you:
among those born of women none is greater than John; b yet the lesser one is, in the kingdom
of God, [going to be] greater than he. among those born of women none is greater than John; b
yet in the kingdom of God the One Who is Less is greater than he.

*° The term mpooentic is inserted after yovawdv in A (D) © 3 A ¥ 28 180 205 700 892 1071 1241 M Byz
(E G H) Lect. it "™ (it%) vg syr**" bo™ arm geo (cf. also 892 1241 1342) Cyril*™; Ambrosiaster Ambrose.
Goulder (Luke, 389) argues that this reading is original and attests to Luke’s redaction of Matthew. But the
term is not found in B> x B L W = f* 157 579 syr*™ cop®® ™ bo™ Diatesseron Origen'® Didymus. It would be
difficult to explain why the term was omitted from so many authorities. On the other hand, it is easy to
imagine a copyist adding it for christological reasons. By having Jesus refer to John the greatest prophet ever
born, John is placed in a different category than Jesus (the Christ) and this helps to avoid the implication

here that John was greater than even Jesus.

212



5.2. Establishing the text

Because Matthew and Luke agree so well in this portion of Q the text is less disputed.
A few points are discussed, once more, in Appendix C.

In v. 28, Luke drops aunv in accordance with his usual style.*®® Luke probably also
altered o0k €yfypenton to ovdeic €éotiv. But he might not have done this simply because he
wanted to produce “better Greek.” He might have just wanted to make the clause conform

more closely with 28b:*%*

ueiov £V YEVVNTOIG YOVVOIKGV €otiv

0 WkpotEPOG  €v Tf Pactreig  ToD Begod ... €otiv
Luke appears to betray a reminiscence of Q’s original reading in Luke 7:16 where he says
that the crowds cried out: Tpoen g péyag Nyépdn v nuiv. Moreover, Matthew’s
éynypanton would provide a catchword link with v. 22, making it a plausible Q original,

462

given Q’s fondness for finding catchword connections.™ Tod Particod and tdv 0dpavdV

are characteristically Matthean.

%0 Cadbury, Style, 157-158.
*! Fleddermann, Q, 360.
%2 Fleddermann, Q, 360.
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Excursus B: The bringing together of Exod 23:20a and Mal 3:1a

Before proceeding with a discussion about the tradition/redaction and location of the
present unit in Q or its tradition-redaction history a few things are worth noting with
respect to the biblical quote in 7:27. This quote has several interesting features. While it
might seem, at first glance, to be a quote from a single biblical text it is actually the

conflation of two texts—Exod 23:20a and Mal 3:1a:

Q 7:27b (J|Mark 1:2a) Exod 23:20a LXX
100V GmooTéAA® TOV Gyyehdv Hov Tpo Kol 100V €yd AmocTéA® TOV dyyeAdv Lov
TPOGHOTOV GOV, PO TPOCHTOV GOV

Q 7:27c (||Mark 1:2b) Mal 3:1a LXX
0C KOTOOKEVAGEL TNV 000V 6oV EUnpocdéy Kol EMPAEWETOL 0OV TPO TPOTDTOV LoV

oov. [Mark omits &unpocBév cov]

The bringing together of these two texts (though not necessarily their conflation) can be
explained in light of ancient Jewish exegesis. As | noted earlier, one important exegetical
principle in late Second Temple and rabbinic Judaism, which came to be known as
“gezera Sawa,” allowed two or more passages with similar wording to be interpreted in
light of one another.*®®* When interpreters employed this principle they were not typically
concerned with the author’s original intent or a given text’s original context. That may
come as a surprise to modern interpreters who regard authorial intent and context as
crucial to any “proper interpretation.” Ancient Jewish interpreters approached texts with
very different presuppositions and agendas. They saw the scriptures as inspired by God.
Because of this, verbal agreements between two or more texts were not so easily dismissed
as coincidental. They were often seen as indications of the divine mind, clues for helping
the more biblically astute reader discern a meaning that the casual reader would never
detect. In the case of Exod 23:20a and Mal 3:1a, the authors’ original intentions and the

original literary contexts in which the texts occur were obviously very different. The

83 _,n. 394,
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former spoke about the angel in the wilderness who led Moses and the Israelites into the
promised land. The latter spoke about a prophetic messenger preparing the way before a
mysterious “Lord”/“messenger of the covenant” who will come to visit his temple. Yet
exegetes were able to see a connection between these two texts because their language was

so similar, both in the Hebrew and Septuagint Greek:

Exod 23:20a Mal 3:1a
072 TS 72197 IRDA mRW 0IR JIn 9199 777D ORPN N2V 110
Kol 100V €YD AmOSTEAL® TOV dryyelov 100V &y® €EamooTEAM® TOV dyyehdv Hov Kol
LOL PO TPOGHOTOV GOV EMPAEYETAL OO0V TPO TPOTHTOV LOV

In fact, the Gospel traditions are not unique in bringing these two texts together. An

undated midrash in Exodus Rabbah does so as well:

Exod. Rab. 32.9 God said to Moses: ‘Now also, He who guarded the fathers will protect the
children,” as it says, Behold, | send an angel (Exod 23:20). ... In the millennium, likewise,
when he will reveal himself, salvation will come to Israel, as it says, Behold | send my
messenger, and he shall clear the way before Me (Mal 3:1).

Given that the language of Mal 3:1a and Exod 23:20a corresponds so closely in the
Hebrew, and given that these same verses are brought together in a rabbinic midrash, it is
reasonable to infer that the conflated quote in Q 7:27 relies on an earlier exegetical
tradition in which the two texts had been brought together in Hebrew by means as the
gezera $awa principle.*®* This tradition, if it was indeed based on the Hebrew text, must
have ultimately pre-dated Q (at least Q’s Greek version). But can we go farther and
conclude that we are dealing here with an exegetical tradition that pre-dates the Jesus
movement? Both the Hebrew and Septuagint of Mal 3:1a have the messenger preparing
“the way before me/my face” (°19%/npo mpocmdmov wov) while in Q’s (and Mark’s)
quotation the pronoun here is altered to the second person: “before your face” (npo
npocmmov cov). Many think this adjustment was christologically motivated since the

change of pronouns allows John to be cast as the forerunner to Jesus rather than to God.*®

%% S0 too Marcus, Way, 16.
“%% Most regard it as an invention of Jesus’ early followers: e.g. Farmer, “Baptist,” 957; Chilton, “John the
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But the adjustment might have just as easily resulted from the fact that Mal 3:1a is

conflated here with Exod 23:20a. In the latter text God says he will send his messenger

“before your face”:
MT LXX
2199 RO N9W 221X 717 1000 £y® AmOGTEMA® TOV &yyeAOV OV TTPO TPOCHTOV GOV

Unadjusted, the conflated quote at Q 7:27 would have read: “Behold, | send my messenger
before your face (Exod 23:20a) who will prepare a way before my face” (Mal 3:1). That
would have been stylistically awkward and conceptually unintelligible. Hence, it is
plausible that the pronoun in Mal 3:1a came to be adjusted to the second person for
purposes of literary and conceptual consistency, in order to match the pronoun in Exod
23:20a that had just been cited.*®® The adjustment could have certainly been exploited for
christological reasons, as we can see from both Q and Mark; but one need not assume that
christology is what prompted the adjustment in the first place. Hence, it is at least possible
that we are dealing here with an earlier Jewish exegetical tradition, not one that originated

with Jesus or his early followers.

5.3. Issues of tradition and redaction

If it may be conjectured that v. 24a originally contained 6 'Incodg as the expressed
subject of the sentence (—Appendix E) this would have allowed the larger chreia in vv.
24-27 to stand on its own in a pre-Q context. The introductory note about John’s
messengers departing could, in this case, be seen as a redactional transition supplied by a

Q composer/redactor who wanted to connect the unit with John’s Question and Jesus’

Purifier,” 249; Catchpole, Quest, 66-67; Nineham, Mark, 60. Hughes (“Forerunner of God”) traces it back to
Jesus himself.
%% S0 too Fleddermann, Mark and Q, 7-28. Such seemingly arbitrary adjustments to scripture in quotations
and allusions were quite common before the rabbinic era. Cf., e.g. Matt 2:6 (00daudc éhayiotn), NT &
Qumran examples.
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Reply. This traditio-historical hypothesis raises another problem, however, because the
only explicit mention of John in 7:24-27 is in v. 24a. This is problematic because if vv. 24-
27 were to have once circulated independently the material would have needed some note
of clarification as to who exactly Jesus was discussing. Hence, if the note in v. 24a about
John’s messengers departing has to be dismissed as a redactional transition the unit will be
too vague. It is possible that the verses are simply the creation of a Q redactor. But this is
an unnecessary conclusion. The problem here can be resolved if we conjecture that in its
pre-Q form, the chreia’s introduction contained a simple reference to John: “And Jesus
began to say to the crowds concerning John...” (6 8¢ Incodg fipEato Aéyewv Toig dyrolg
nept Tmavvov). This reconstruction, though quite minimal in its conjectures, allows the

unit to have once circulated independently.

5.3.1. Were 7:27 and 28b secondary redactions?

Many commentators think that vv. 27 and 28b are secondary.*®’ Verse 27 is often seen
as intrusive. Kloppenborg even goes so far as to suggest that the verse contradicts the
identification of John as nepiocdtepov mpoepnTov in v. 26: “While 7:24-26 declares that
John is greater than a prophet, 7:27 places him in the role of Elijah...”**® He therefore
proposes that vv. 24-26 originally stood alone. He thinks, however, that the enigmatic
character of v. 26b would have encouraged further explication and posits that a second Q
redactor did just this by inserting v. 28ab. Verse 27 was then inserted by another Q

redactor:

%7 Those who see v. 27 as secondary include Dibelius, Taufer, 12; Schulz, Q, 230; Polag, Christologie, 47,

158; Kloppenborg, Formation, 108; Sato, Prophetie, 35; Meier, Marginal Jew 2.141-142; Ernst, Taufer, 61
n. 94 (for a note on which scholars consider it secondary); Catchpole, “Beginning,” 207; Ohler, Elia, 66.
Those who see v. 27 as integral to vv. 24-26 include Marshall, Luke, 293; Tuckett, History, 133-134;
Fleddermann, Q, 381-84. Those who see 7:28b as a later interpolation, added to correct Jesus’ words in v. 27
(or vv. 24-26) include Dibelius, Taufer, 14; Wink, 24-25; Bultmann, History, 165; Schultz, Q, 233 and n.
376; Hoffmann, Studien, 219-20; Catchpole, “Beginning,” 208; idem, Quest, 65-66; Tuckett, History, 133.
“%8 K loppenborg, Formation, 108 n. 29; See also, Bultmann, History, 165; Klostermann,
Matthdusevangelium, 96-97; Hahn, Titles, 367-68; Schulz, Q, 230.
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Q 7:28 a, b does not comment on 7:27 as its position might suggest, but relates back to 7:26b.
It is connected to the cluster of sayings not because of any attraction to 7:27, but because of
the affinities of pcpotepog/peimv in 7:28 with teprocdtepov in 7:26b.%%

Catchpole also thinks v. 27 and v. 28b are secondary, but regards v. 28a as traditional.
Following the lead of Dibelius and others*’® he suggests that the highly laudatory remarks
about John expressed in 7:26 and 28a were seen as christologically problematic by Q’s
redactors. Verse 28a seemed especially so since it implies that John was greater than Jesus
himself! Catchpole claims that within this unit only v. 28a can be seen as defining and
completing v. 26.** Also—and most importantly for Catchpole—within vv. 24-28 only v.
28a can be regarded as the climax of vv. 24-26 since it alone “causes the graph of
assessment to rise, as it were, beyond vv. 24-26, whereas vv. 27 and 28b both cause it to
fall by insisting on John’s inferiority to someone else.”*’? Catchpole concludes that vv. 24-
26+28a are thematically and theologically coherent and that they constituted an original
unity at the pre-Q stage. He also thinks this unit “could not possibly be a Christian
construction.”*" As the verses originally stood, they would have posed a “serious problem
... for Christian theology...” and so could only have been derived from a Baptist source.*’
A proper “Christian” redactor must have subsequently inserted vv. 27 and 28b in order to
downgrade John and subordinate him to Jesus by relegating him to a position in
redemptive history as Jesus’ forerunner (v. 27) and by stating that Jesus (6 pikpdtepog) is
(going to be) greater than even John in the (future) kingdom of God (v. 28b). The latter
statement is analogous with 3:16¢ where “the Coming One” is described as “greater than
[John]” (ioyvpodtepog pov). Catchpole infers from this that 3:16¢ and 7:27 were inserted
by the same christologically minded Q redactor.

Against Kloppenborg, there is wide agreement that v. 26 could never have stood as the

%69 K loppenborg, Formation, 110.
9 n. 467.

47 Catchpole, Quest, 65.

472 Catchpole, Quest, 66.

473 Catchpole, Quest, 65

4% Catchpole, Quest, 69.
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original conclusion to vv. 24-26.%”> Something must have been said to clarify the
statement that John was nepiocotepov mpoentov. The question is therefore whether the
unit’s original conclusion was v. 27, 28a, or 28ab. Against Catchpole (and Kloppenborg),
v. 28 does not need to be tied back directly to v. 26b. It can and probably did originally
stand on its own prior to when it was appended to the unit in vv. 24-27 (—5.4.). It likely
found its present location in Q because of its mention of John the Baptist. Even if one
were to argue, as Kloppenborg does, that the statement about greatness in v. 28 hearkens
back on v. 26b this need hardly imply the sort of complex stratification theory he proposes
or the elaborate Baptist source theory at work in Catchpole’s reasoning. For one could
argue that the theme of John’s greatness is not disrupted but elaborated upon by v. 27.

Tuckett’s comments here are worth quoting at length:

V. 27 is unlikely to be a later modification of v. 28, if only because it comes first, and a
secondary comment is more likely to follow the tradition it is seeking to modify and comment
on. ... In fact, a strong case can be made out for v. 27 being the original conclusion to vv. 24-
26. Vv. 24-26 alone seem to be almost a torso and to cry out for some clarification and
conclusion. V. 26 ends with the double claim that it is indeed appropriate to think of John as a
prophet, but that John is also more than a prophet. To the question “Is John a prophet?’, the
answer seems to be yes and no: he is a prophet, but he is also more. At the very least, one
could say that such a claim is enigmatic! What does it mean to say that John is both a prophet
and more? At one level Q 7,27 provides a perfect answer. John is described as an Elijah
redivivus figure. He is then a prophetic figure in that he is an Elijah-figure; but he is also more
than just any prophet: for he is the inaugurator of the new age forecast by Malachi. Thus v. 27
provides a very good conclusion to vv. 24-26 and there is no need to drive too much of a
wedge between the two.*"®

Tuckett also argues that if v. 27 or v. 28b had been added to vv. 24-26 for the purpose of
subordinating John to Jesus, verses 31-35 would not have been left to stand as a literary
climax to the section; for in these verses “Jesus and John appear in tandem with no real
indication of inferiority of John.”*"” Dunderberg adds that if v. 27 were omitted the

thought progression from v. 26 to v. 28a would be unclear; for we would then have to

#7% 30, e.g., Schiirmann, Lukasevangelium, 417; Kloppenborg, Formation, 109-110; Catchpole, “Beginning,”
208-209; Tuckett, History, 133-134.

78 Tyckett, “Mark and Q,” 165-166; also idem, History, 133-34.

T Tuckett, History, 132.
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suppose that Jesus regarded John as “more than a prophet” (i.e. greater than other
prophets) because he was the greatest of those born of women, a rather tautological
statement.*™®

Nor is Kloppenborg correct in supposing that v. 27 contradicts the statement in v. 26
about John being “more than a prophet.” According to Kloppenborg, Jesus’ identification
of John as mepiocdtepov mpogntov places him outside the category of prophet. This is not
true. In v. 26 itself Jesus clearly affirms John’s identity as a prophet when he answers, vai,
“yes.” John was widely regarded as a prophet, both in Q and elsewhere (Q 16:16; Mark
11:32; cf. also Mark 3:5-6). John’s prophecy about the Coming One in 3:16b-17 is
obviously a central theme in Q. Hence, Jesus’ words in v. 26 cannot be construed as
implying that John was something other than a prophet. The words nepicodtepov
npoertov evidently mean that although John was a prophet he was something more than
just this.

In what respect, then, does Q envisage John as a prophet and yet something more than
just this? For Tuckett, it is John’s identity as “Elijah redivivus” and his role as “the
inaugurator of a new age.” His identification as Elijah redivivus would certainly make him
a prophet not something more. His supposed role as “the inaugurator of a new age” is not
actually stated in the Malachi prophecy and would likely detract from what Q itself
regards as Jesus’ role (cf. 6:20; 10:9; 11:20). It is therefore worth exploring some other
options as to how exactly John could be both a prophet and something more.

It is sometimes suggested that John was a miracle worker.*”® Indirect evidence for this
is thought to be found in the following texts:
Mark 6:14 (||[Matt 14:1) And King Herod heard [about the miracles performed by Jesus’

disciples]; for Jesus’ name had become known. Some said, “John the baptizer has been raised
from the dead; that is why these powers are at work in him.”

*® Dunderberg, “Beginning,” 508.
4% E g. Bultmann, History, 24.
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John 10:41 And many came to him; and they said, “John did no sign, but everything that John
said about this man was true.”

The first text could be taken to suggest that the comparison between Jesus and John was
drawn because the latter had also been a miracle worker. John 10:41, then, could be read
as an attempt at denying John’s miracle working abilities. This approach to these texts
seems dubious though. Mark 6:14 need only be taken to mean that John was seen by the
people (and at least tacitly by Herod Agrippa) as a divinely sanctioned prophet. As for
John 10:41, the interpretation | just mentioned would fit with the older views of Wilhelm
Baldensperger who regarded John’s Gospel as an apologetic against a rival Baptist sect.
Baldensperger read negative statements made by or about John in this Gospel (e.g. “He
was not the light,” “I am not the Christ,” “John did no sign”) as disavowals of positive
claims that Baptist sectarians were making about him.*®° Baldensperger’s book has been
severely criticized, however.*®! Walter Wink pointed out that most of the polemics in the
Fourth Gospel are not directed at John the Baptist or his followers but the Pharisees, with
any subordination of John the Baptist to Jesus being best attributed to the Fourth
Evangelist’s heightened christological interests or his interest in presenting John as an
ideal witness, not a concern with rebutting contrary claims made by a rival Baptist sect.*®?
The other Gospels and Josephus at least indirectly confirm the remark in John 10:41 by
mentioning nothing explicit about John having performed miracles. Luke and Josephus
portray him mostly as a preacher of virtue (Luke 3:10-14; Ant. 18.116-118). It seems best,
therefore, to understand John 10:41 at face value: John was not a miracle worker.
According to Mark’s Gospel, John denounced Herod and was martyred as a result
(6:17-29). Josephus explains John’s death somewhat differently but also presents it as a
martyrdom (Ant.18. 18.116-119). Was John considered “more than a prophet,” then,

because he suffered martyrdom? In fact, his death is probably alluded to in Q 11:49;

“80 Baldensperger, Prolog.
“®! See especially the reviews by Rishell, “Baldensperger’s Theory,” 38-49, and Rhees, 368-71.
82 \Wink, John the Baptist, 87-106.
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13:34; 16:16; and Q/Luke 13:33. But John was certainly not the first prophet to experience
martyrdom (1 Kgs 18:4; Neh 9:26; 2 Chron 36:15-16; Q 11:49; 13:34; Q/Luke 13:33,
etc.). So this cannot be what rendered him nepiocdtepov mpoenTov.

Manson tries to explain the enigmatic epithet in Q 7:26 by noting that John did not
merely prophesy but “actively prepared a people for the coming crisis” through preaching
and baptizing.“®® Other prophets also prepared (or at least tried to prepare) Israel for
coming crises through preaching, however. Hence, Manson’s only real distinction between
John and other prophets lies in the fact that he baptized people. But it is hard to believe
that this is what is at stake in the present saying. While in later “Christianity” baptism may
have been touted as a sacrament of the Church this can hardly be the perspective of Q,
which never even mentions baptism as a practice of Jesus or his followers. Thus,
Manson’s interpretation also seems inadequate.

On its own, the epithet mepiocdtepov TpoenTov could be taken in a number of ways.
Any guesses as to what it means will therefore have to be controlled by some broader
context. Its most immediate context would, of course, include v. 27. But for the sake of the
argument | shall bracket this verse and look for clues in other Q texts dealing with John
the Baptist’s role. Verse 28 declares that John is the greatest of those born of women but
does not explain why. Hence, it cannot be used to explain the epithet in v. 26. Verse 31
describes John as having lived an austere life of self-denial but this hardly explains why he
would be regarded as mepiocdtepov mpoenTov. In 3:16 and in John’s Question and Jesus’
Reply, John is portrayed as a prophetic forerunner to the Messiah Jesus. This is probably
how his role is envisaged in 16:16 as well (although the meaning here is highly disputed).
We are therefore driven back to v. 27 as the most obvious explanation for why John is
called mepiocotepov mpoentov in v. 26. John’s greatness is not really his own, inherently,
but derives from his relation with Jesus. In 3:16; 7:18-20+22-23; and 7:27 John is

portrayed as both a prophet and as someone who announced the coming of Jesus. The

“8 Manson, Sayings, 70.
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significance of the latter action rests, of course, in Q’s conception of Jesus. John did
something that no other prophet before him had done—prepare the way for the promised
Messiah.

According to the interpretation advanced here, 7:27 is not intrusive to vv. 24-26 but
integral since it explains what is meant by the ambiguous term nepiocOTEPOV TPOPNTOV.
The quote can therefore be seen as entirely apt and not as disrupting any logical
progression as one moves from v. 26 to v. 28a. But there is yet another reason for doubting
that v. 28a ever joined immediately with vv. 24-26; for the introductory words Aéy® duiv
in v. 26 are unlikely to have been repeated so quickly in v. 28: vai Aéy® vuiv, Koi
TEPLOGOTEPOV TPOPNHTOV. AEY® VUV, peilmv €v yevvnroic... Catchpole claims that the
second Aéym vuiv is redactional but this explanation is too facile, especially in light of the
other arguments | have now adduced for v. 27 being integral to the unit.

Catchpole is right to note the extremely laudatory tone of vv. 24-26 and 28a. The
regard for John expressed here is quite remarkable: John was greater than Samuel, Isaiah,
and even Moses! But it is hardly obvious, as Catchpole claims, that v. 27 causes “the
graph of assessment” on John to fall dramatically. Quite the contrary: the portrayal of John
as the fulfilment of Mal 3:1a helps to underscore his lofty status by casting him as the

eschatological Elijah and messianic forerunner.*%*

5.4. 7:28—a crux interpretum

Scholarly judgments about the original unity of vv. 24-27 often depend very much on
what one takes to be the relationship between these verses and v. 28. Several questions
need to be resolved therefore with respect to the latter verse. Was it originally an

independent saying? Was it an original unity or a composite, with v. 28b being a later

8% See Tuckett, History, 132: “v. 27 scarcely gives any indication of John’s inferiority.” Tuckett seems
inclined, however, to accept that v. 28b is a secondary redaction within Q and thinks it was added to bring
down the estimate of John (p. 133). More on v. 28 later.
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“Christian” redaction? Was v. 28a originally attached to v. 26 or to v. 27? At what point
was it attached to either verse and how did its new attachment affect its meaning? Who is
being referred to with the term o6 pikpotepog? Is this best read as a comparative or a
superlative? Is éotiv to be construed as a simple present tense verb or a “futuristic
present”?

These questions are all interrelated but let me begin with the one about how to
interpret o pikpdtepog. This can be taken either as a generic reference (“whoever is least”)
or as a circumlocutionary self-reference (“the one who is less [than John]”/“the Lesser
One”). Understood generically, the expression would refer to any of Jesus’ followers. In
support of this interpretation, note that Jesus’ followers are referred to as oi pukpoti at Q
17:2 as well as at Matt 10:42; 18:10, 14. In fact, the exact expression, 0 pkpdtepog,
occurs in Luke 9:48 where it is usually taken to have a generic sense. Furthermore, Jesus
often refers to his followers with terms that convey similar notions of lowliness/social
insignificance: viimot (Q 10:21); maideg (Mark 9:33-37 par.; 10:13-16), ntwyoi (Q 6:20);
goyatot (Q 13:30); 6 tamewvdv €avtév (Q 14:11), ete. But while all this evidence is strong,
a generic interpretation at Q 7:28 is not hereby established. Jesus has just declared John to
be greater than all who had ever been born. Such a statement would have naturally elicited
a question as to whether John were greater than Jesus himself; but if 6 pkpoétepog is
understood generically this question would be left unanswered.*®
From an early time, 6 pukpdtepoc in this saying was taken as a title for Jesus.**® Nor is

this interpretation implausible. In the Gospel traditions, Jesus often identifies himself very

%85 | cannot understand the objection to this line of reasoning by Davies and Allison (Matthew, 2.252) who
claim that “a strong statement about [Jesus’] own greatness is hardly expected” after v. 28a. It is absolutely
expected.

%85 Scholars who believe this saying excludes John from the kingdom include: Edwards, Theology, 97;
Schaénle, “Johannes,” 68-69; Vaage, Galilean Upstarts, 109; Ohler, Elia, 68-69; Wink, Baptist, 24.

“® Tertullian, Marc. 4.18.8 (CC 1.591); John Chrysostom, Hom. 37.2-3 in Matt. 11 (PG 57.421, 422);
Hilary, Comm. in Matt. 11.6 (PL 9.980-81); Jerome, Comm. in Matth. 2.11 (PL 26.74A). For these patristic
citations, see Michel, “uikpog,” TDNT 4.654 n. 27; Viviano, “Least,” 41-54 (44-47). For modern interpreters
who take the saying in this way, see Franz Dibelius, “Kleinere,” 190-192; idem, “Zwei Worte,” 190-192;
Cullmann, Christology, 24, 32; idem, Early Church, 180; Hoffmann, Studien, 220-24; Catchpole, Quest, 69;
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closely with his followers (cf. Q 10:16). Note that in texts like Mark 10:45 par. he
envisages himself as a humble minister and in Matt 11:29 as being “gentle and lowly in
heart.” His life and death are also seen as a model of humility in one early hymn (Phil 2:6-
11). Hence, there is no obvious difficulty in thinking that Jesus—whether the historical or
simply the Jesus of Q—referred to his followers as oi pkpoi but that he also referred to
himself as 6 pikpdtepoc.

| argued earlier that dnicm pov and the sandals imagery in Q 3:16b-17 help to
underscore the irony of how one of John’s own disciples would far surpass him in might
and worthiness. Such irony would only have been recognizable in a historical context
where John’s greatness was unguestioned while Jesus’ was not. A similarly ironic
statement is likely at play in Q 7:28. Here John is said to be the greatest of those born of
women Yyet Jesus is said to be (or expected to be) greater than him in the kingdom of God,
despite the latter’s present lowliness. Jesus probably saw himself as less than John in some
sense. This is at least how he is presented to us in Q. His perceived inferiority to John may
have had something to do with the fact that he had been John’s disciple, or because he had

been John’s junior (Luke 1-2),*’

or had been less well known than John during his
lifetime (cf. Mark 6:14). But he also believed (or is at least presented to us in Q as
believing) that his greatness would exceed John’s in “the kingdom of God.” Allison and
Davies object to this interpretation, saying that it would seem out of character for Jesus to
have made “a strong statement about his own greatness.”*® Yet it would not have been
unprecedented (cf. Q 10:22; Mark 12:37). Moreover, a circumlocutionary self-reference

here would be quite veiled and in that respect the saying would seem analogous to other

sayings in which Jesus opaquely attests his own greatness (cf. Q 11:22; 12:8-10; Q/Matt

Viviano, “Least,” 41-54.
87 30 Dibelius, “Zwei Worte,” 190-192.
8 Davies and Allison, Matthew, 2.252.
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19:28; Mark 2:28; Matt 26:64). Of special note here is the saying in Q 11:31-32 where |
take Jesus to be implicitly referring to himself as mAgiov Zohopdvoc and mAgiov Tova. *®

‘Eotiv may be either a true present tense verb or a futuristic present. A decision about
this will depend on whether “the kingdom of God” is taken to be a present or future
reality. Both notions are attested in Q.*° But it is perhaps better to assume a futuristic
sense at Q 7:28 since the kingdom is most often referred to that way in Q and since the
only other instance in Q where the phrase v 11 Bactieig tod Og0b occurs clearly speaks of
a future reality (13:28-29). For my own interpretation of 6 pupotepoc, which takes the
expression as a comparative and as a self-reference, the issue here does not seem
particularly crucial: whether £otiv is taken as a true present or a futuristic/prophetic
present, Jesus (“the Lesser One”) will have to be counted as greater than John (either in
the here-and-now or in the hereafter). But if one takes ¢ pikpdtepog in a generic sense and
as a superlative then a future sense of éotiv would effectively exclude John from the future
kingdom: “the very least person in the kingdom will be greater than John (who, by
implication, will not be in the kingdom).” It is unlikely that Jesus meant to exclude John
from the kingdom, however, since he elsewhere regards John as a fellow minister sent to
minister to “this generation” (cf. 7:31-35).%* | suspect that for those who understand 6
Hkpotepog generically the only way around this problem of John being excluded from the
future kingdom is to construe éotiv as having a purely present sense and to follow the
hard-fast distinction Manson makes between the present and future kingdom: “There is a
distinction between the Kingdom as it is revealed in the present age in Jesus and those
who follow Him, and the Kingdom as it is to be fully realised in the future.”*%? This

interpretation assumes that someone who is not a partaker of the kingdom’s present

“89 The neuter terms here are no argument against this interpretation. See Caragounis, Development of Greek,
237, 238. The fuller discussion includes pp. 235-40.
0 Future reality: 6:20; 11:2; 12:31(?); 13:18-21(?), 28-29; Q/Matt 22:29-30. Present reality: 10:9; 11:17-20;
17:20-21(Q?).
**! Indeed, one could argue that in Q 16:16 Jesus specifically places John in the kingdom epoch, although
this interpretation is disputable. See Davies and Allison, Matthew, 2.253-54.
%92 Manson, Sayings, 70.

226



manifestation will nonetheless be able to partake of its future manifestation. But is this
really a distinction we can find in Q? Q does certainly make a distinction between the
kingdom as it is presently revealed and the way it will be revealed in the future (13:18-21,
28-29). But one surely cannot expect to partake of the future kingdom if he has not
partaken of it in the present (cf. 19:12-13+15-24+26; 12:39-40, 42-46; 13:24-27). The best
approach, then, is to understand 6 pukpotepog not in a generic sense but as a self-reference.

In order for 6 pikpdtepog to be construed as a self-reference it would have to be
understood not as a superlative but as a true comparative. Ordinarily this would not be a
problem. The term is, after all, a comparative, at least in its form. But many argue that
comparatives with the -tepog ending were, by the first century C.E., falling out of use and
functioned instead as superlatives. ‘O pikpdtepog should, in that case, be translated as if it
were 0 éldyiotog. As support for this reading of Q 7:28, Blass-Debrunner’s well known
grammar is often cited (BDF 860, 244). But notice that the grammar includes éAdyiotoc in
its list of superlatives that are still retained in the New Testament (860). Moreover,
Fitzmyer points out that in our disputed text at Q 7:28 the dependent genitive peilov
indicates that we are dealing with genuine comparatives and not superlatives.*®® Thus, 6
mkpotePog can really only be construed as a true comparative.

As | mentioned earlier, Catchpole thinks that vv. 24-26+28a were drawn from a rival
Baptist source. He thinks v. 28a elevates John to the highest degree while v. 28b
downgrades him to a position less than Jesus (understanding o pkpotepog as a reference
to Jesus). If 6 pukpotepog can, as I myself have argued, be understood as a self-reference
the implication would certainly be that in v. 28b John is being assessed as someone less
than Jesus. But does this suggest that v. 28b is secondary? In fact, John’s inferiority to
Jesus is a central theme of Q. It certainly turns up in 3:16b-17. And his subordinate role as
forerunner is expressed in 7:18-20+22-23; 7:24-27; and probably 16:16. Catchpole tries to

isolate texts like 3:16c¢; 7:27, 28b and to see them all as christologically motivated

493 Eitzmyer, Luke I-1X, 675.
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interpolations into more primitive Baptist source material. But this approach is difficult to
justify. I explained above why 3:16c appears to have been integral to 3:16-17 and why
7:27 appears to have been integral to 7:24-26. Now | shall try to show why 7:28b should
not be seen as a later addition to 28a.

As we have seen, the identification of John as mepiocdtepov TpoerTov in v. 26
demands explication. Verse 28a does not supply that but v. 27 does. Verse 28a would
therefore not have needed to hang together with vv. 24-27. It seems more likely that all of
v. 28 (i.e. both a and b) was originally an independent saying. This is suggested by the

94 the fact that the saying is intelligible on its own, and

introductory formula Aéym Opiv,
the fact that vv. 24-27 do not require it. The original unity of v. 28 is suggested by its
antithetic parallel structure:

oVK £ynyepToL
&V YEVVITOIG YUVOUK®DV
ueilov Todavvov-
0 6¢ pKpOTEPOG
év 1) Pacireiq Tod OBeod
petlwv avtod éotv

It is hard to believe that this poetic structure was not original. Indeed, the cryptic nature of
v. 28b and Jesus’ oblique self-reference (if that is indeed what 6 pikpdtepog is) would
cohere with what we can discern about the historical Jesus’ speaking patterns. There are
compelling reasons, then, for doubting that v. 28b was a later interpolation. The best way
of handling v. 28 is to take it as a unity and as having originally circulated independently.
It was probably given its present location (between vv. 24-27 and vv. 29-35) by the

original Q redactor because of its mention of John.

494 Cp. Q 10:12; 12:22; 13:35(?); 18:19; 19:26(?); Q/Matt 11:22, 24; 19:28; Mark 3:28-29 par.; 9:1 par.;
11:23(?), 24(?); 14:18(?), 25(?); 18:29(?); Matt 6:25. On the other hand, A¢ym duiv occurs quite often not at
the beginning of a saying but somewhere within a larger unit—often at the end—and just before a climactic
saying: e.g., Q 7:9; 10:1-12; 12:37, 42-46, etc. In such cases, the formula can often convey a certain
solemnity upon what is about to be spoken and indicate that it is of special importance within the larger unit
of speech. Thus, the argument here is not definitive, by itself, in establishing that the saying was originally
independent.
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5.5. Location in Q

Both Matthew and Luke join Jesus’ Encomium on John (Q 7:24-28) to John’s
Question and Jesus Reply (Q 7:18-20+22-23). Additionally, both evangelists introduce
Jesus” Encomium on John with a note that Jesus only made his remarks about John after
his disciples had departed. It is clear, therefore, that in Q 7:24-28 followed immediately
after 7:18-20+22-23.

According to Jacobson, Q’s placement of the Exod-Mal quote at 7:27 implies that John
was not regarded as a forerunner to Jesus but to God. He notes that the quote is given
during Jesus’ ministry, indicating that John’s forerunner role still had validity even at that
point in Jesus’ life and hence did not come to an end with his appearance.*® Jacobson
contrasts Q with Mark’s Gospel, which places the same biblical quote in its Prologue,
clearly because John was regarded by the evangelist as a forerunner to Jesus (cf. Mark
9:11-13). Thus, John’s role is understood quite differently by Q and Mark.

Jacobson’s line of reasoning here is not very convincing. At least in Q the present unit
(i.e. 7:24-27) falls on the heels of John’s Question and Jesus’ Reply (Q 7:18-20+22-23).
Admittedly, the exact Sitz im Leben for this interaction between John and Jesus is difficult
to establish due to the disagreements between Matthew and Luke in the opening verse. But
in Matthew’s Gospel John is said to be in prison and hence no longer engaged in ministry.
And in Luke’s Gospel, John’s prior imprisonment is at least implicitly affirmed in Luke’s
broader narrative (cf. Luke 3:20). In both Matthew’s and Luke’s version of the story John
does not ask the question to Jesus in person but by means of his disciples. This too
suggests that John was, at this point, in prison. Moreover, the repeated é£nAbaze in 7:24-
26 of the present unit is in the aorist tense, suggesting that John’s ministry had, at this
point, come to an end. If we look beyond the present unit we can see that John’s role as

Jesus’ forerunner has already been implied in Q’s Prologue itself, which featured John as

%% Jacobson, First Gospel, 115.
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preparing Israel for “the Coming One” (3:16-17), and in 7:18-20+22-23 where Jesus was
identified as this anticipated figure. Again, John’s Baptism of Jesus (which | take to have
been part of Q) is apparently understood as a kind of anointing ceremony, with John acting
the part of Elijah by anointing the Messiah (—3.5.4.).If John’s role is understood
differently in 7:24-27(+28?) then the unit will not cohere with those other units.

There is another issue here that is more difficult to resolve. | argued above that 7:24-27
was an original unity. Verse 27, that is, the conflated quote of Exod 23:20a and Mal 3:1a,
is evidently not a secondary redactional intrusion since it occurs after v. 26b in both
Matthew and Luke and since it explains the ambiguous saying in v. 26b. Curiously,
though, the same highly distinctive biblical conflation of Exod 23:20a and Mal 3:1a (even
down to the latter text’s alterations of émpAéyeton to kKataokevdoel and pov to Gov) turns
up in Mark’s Gospel and there it does not appear in the same context as it does in Q; for
Mark’s Gospel contains no equivalent of John’s Encomium on John. Rather, this conflated
biblical quote occurs in Mark’s Prologue. How can this be explained?

The first thing to notice about Mark’s Prologue is that it contains several overlaps with
Q, suggesting that the evangelist made extensive use of Q at this point (—2.1.2., 2.2.1.,,
2.2.5.1-4.).°® This observation, along with the distinctiveness of the conflated quote,
provide good rationale for thinking the evangelist derived this quote from Q. He may have
simply lifted the conflated quote from its original context at Q 7:27 and joined it together
for the first time with Isa 40:3 in his prologue. But while the first point here may be
granted, it is unlikely that Mark was the first to join Exod 23:20a, Mal 3:1a, and Isa 40:3. |
suggested above that Exod 23:20a and Mal 3:1a had already been brought together before
the composition of Q, possibly within Judaism prior to Jesus or his movement, by means
of the exegetical principle known as gezera Sawa (—Excursus B). This same principle was
doubtless what allowed these two texts to be brought together with Isa 40:3 as well. Note

the verbal correspondence between all the three biblical texts:

% Fleddermann, Mark and Q, 28, 31.
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Exod 23:20
137 901X RO mOWIR IR02DY 1172 7MWY 1102 Kol 1800 £Y® AmooTEAA® TOV EyyeAOV Hov Tpod
NI WR 2PN TPOGHTOV GOV iva PLAGEN o€ &V T 00 OTWS

Mal 3:1
ORI MY NI A aidob &ym EEamootéMm TOV dyyelhOv Lov

QWP ONR™IWR 1IN 12770R K12 aRND1 ¢ € kad E€aipvng figet €ig TOV vaov £avtod Kip1ag Ov
Vel (nteite
%01 aNR™WR N2 IRYM d - d kad 6 Syyelog tiig dtabnkng Ov vueic Oéhete
MRX T MR R2TGTE e 1000 EpyeTan AEyel KOPLOC TAVTOKPATMP
Isa 40:3

WIPR?  Kupiou evbeiog motgite Tag Tpifovg Tod Bod NudY

The following links are especially noteworthy:

* The word for “way” (7717/086¢) occurs in all three texts. This is not
inconsequential. The term or idea appears to have had important theological
significance for at least two religious communities in the first century. For the Qumran
sectarians 777 was used with reference to their own religious group or its teachings
(1QS 8:10, 13-14; cf. also 9:19-21). For Jesus’ early followers this same term’s Greek
equivalent was used as a virtual name for their group.*®’

» “Behold I am sending my/your messenger before you/me” occurs in both Exod
23:20a and Mal 3:1a.

* 717 + the verb n1o occurs in both Mal 3:1 and Isa 40:3. (NB: the verbs here do not
agree in the Septuagint: EmPpAéyetal vs. £T01UAGOTE.)

* InMal 3:1 and Isa 40:3, preparation is to be made in view of the coming “Lord.”
Although the Hebrew words differ (17877 # m17°) they agree in the Septuagint (k0p1og).
Also, the gere*®® reading for mi in Isa 40:3 would have been *37x. Thus, at least when
the two texts were read the term *®dondy in 1sa 40:3 would have allowed for a verbal

connection with #a-’adon in Mal 3:1c.

T Acts 9:2; 19:9, 23; 22:4; 24:14, 22; cf. also 13:10; 16:17; 18:25-26.
“% | .e. what was read as opposed to what was written.
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The verbal and conceptual links between these three texts are striking. If Exod 23:20a and
Mal 3:1a had been brought together by means of the gezera Sawa principle even before the
composition of Q or Mark’s Gospel, it is prima facie likely that Isa 40:3 had been brought
together in with these two texts at that time as well. And since Mark appears to have been
using Q in his own prologue, this is all the more reason to suspect that he quarried all
three of these texts from Q (rather than from Q and his own exegetically savvy mind).

What is most difficult to determine is not why the Exod-Mal conflation and Isa 40:3
were brought together in Mark’s Prologue but why Isa 40:3 alone appears in Matthew and
Luke’s prologues while the Exod-Mal conflate appears in these two evangelists’ respective
versions of Jesus’ Encomium on John (Matt 11:7-11||Luke 7:24-28). The use of Isa 40:3 in
the prologues of Mark (1:3), Matthew (3:3), Luke (3:4-6), and even John (1:23) is quite
impressive and has led many to think that Q had cited the biblical text in its own prologue
and that Mark simply derived it from there.**® But one would then have to posit that in Q
the quote from Isa 40:3 had, for some reason, been dissociated from the Exod-Mal
conflate and that Mark, writing at a later period, brought them back together again. This
hypothesis seems rather complicated. Dunderberg suggests that Mark was using a non-Q
source for his biblical quotes at Mark 1:2-3 and that this source was also used by Matthew
and Luke.’® It seems unnecessary, however, to multiply sources here when another
hypothesis can adequately explain the data. | would propose that all three texts had
originally been cited together in Q, as a string of quotes in Jesus’ Encomium on John. For
whatever reason, Mark omitted this pericope from his Gospel. This allowed him to
dislodge all the quotes from their original location in Q and to use them at the beginning
of his own Gospel where he introduces John. Matthew and Luke, by contrast, chose to

include in their Gospels Jesus’ Encomium on John and for this reason could not follow

*%% 50 Schiirmann, Lukasevangelium, 1.160 n. 98; Allison and Davies, Matthew, 1.294; Lambrecht,
“Baptist,” 364; Catchpole, “Beginning,” 214, 218; Gnilka, Markus, 1.40-41; Jacobson, First Gospel, 80-81.
% Dunderberg, “Beginning,” 510-11.
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Mark’s lead in every way. They both followed him in quoting Isa 40:3 in their own
prologues, probably because this text—with its mention of “a voice” and *“the
wilderness”—seemed like a compelling way to introduce the Baptist preacher. Yet in
order to avoid repetition they did not also follow him in quoting the Exod-Mal conflate
text here. Rather, they kept it at its original location in Q—within Jesus” Encomium on
John—but omitted the quote from Isa 40:3 in that pericope. Thus, | conjecture that at Q

7:27 the string of biblical quotes originally ran as follows:

Q 7:27a o0tég éoTiv mepi ov yéypamtar b idov [[£ye]] dmootéAhm OV Eyyeddv pov Tpod
npoc®@mov cov (Exod 23:20a), € 6¢ katackevdoel TV 006V cov EunpocBév cov (Mal 3:1a)-
Qv Po®dvTog &v Tij EpNum: Totudcate TV 060V Kupiov, evbeiag moieite Tag Tpifovg anvTod
(Isa 40:3).

On this reconstruction, Mark would have simply lifted all the biblical material from its

original location in Q and used it to construct his prologue.

5.6. Commentary

In my discussion about the redaction history of this unit I have already had to exegete
most of the material. But it will be helpful here to recap a bit of what was said.

Jacobson, as | mentioned, infers from Q’s placement of the Exod-Mal quote on the lips
of Jesus during his own ministry (rather than in its prologue, where it appears in Mark’s
Gospel) that Q regarded John as a forerunner to God rather than to Jesus. I explained why
this reasoning is not cogent. But Jacobson also argues that John’s role as forerunner to
God in Q can be deduced from its very use of Isa 40:3: pwvn BodvTog v 1} EpHu®
gropaoate TV 000V kKupiov. For Jacobson, kOpilog here must have referred not to the
Messiah but to God (N.B. in the Hebrew the term is m:7).

I cannot respond to this argument in any detail here. Suffice it to say that Mark’s

Gospel is able to cite Isa 40:3 and to understand k¥ptog in this text as a reference to Jesus
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(Mark 1:2-11). This is not because the evangelist identified Jesus as God/Yahweh.
Admittedly, Mark is not Q. But it would not be unreasonable that Q’s understanding of
this biblical text was similar. The k0pog title was, after all, applied to Jesus from a very
early time (cf. Phil 2:9-11; 1 Cor 16:22; Mark 12:35-37). Q itself uses the title of Jesus in
6:46 and 12:42-46. Identifying Jesus as k0piog allowed Jesus’ early followers to apply a
number of biblical texts to him (e.g. Joel 2:32 [MT/LXX 3:5]; Ps 110:1).

The questions Jesus asks about John in 7:24-25 are probably not meant to have any
deep symbolic meaning in themselves (e.g. that John was nothing like a reed shaken by the
wind because he was strong willed and unbendable). They do, however, help to provide us
with some useful nuggets about how John was understood in Q. For example, we can see
here that John’s ministry in “the wilderness” (1| £pnpog) was not thought to have taken
place in a waterless desert. Lexically, the term could also refer to an uninhabited area (e.g.
Mark 6:31-32). Reeds grew near the Jordan River and this fact further coheres with John’s
baptism ministry.>®* Again, the contrast of John with kings dressed in soft and luxurious
clothing suggests that John had a distinctive dress, probably that of an ascetic (cf. Mark
1:6; Q 7:33). But while these questions may be of some use to us historically they only
really speak to John’s important role in redemptive history. The people did not go out to
see a reed blowing in the wind or to see a finely dressed aristocrat. They went out to see a
prophet. Jesus acknowledges that John was a prophet. But not even this term suffices.
John was “more than a prophet,” a term which, as was explained, presupposes John’s role
as forerunner to the Messiah.

Earlier | concluded, with some hesitation, that v. 28 was originally an independent
saying. Here | am concerned with what it would have meant in Q, that is, attached to the
unit in vv. 24-27. This is at least how it came down to Matthew and Luke and therefore

needs to be reckoned with as such. | have opted to understand 6 pikpotepog as a self-

% That &pnpoc could be used of area near the Jordan is demonstrated by Josephus’ use of the synonym
£pnuia at War 3.515. In this case, however, the synonym does suggest an arid, desert-like place. As the
Jordan extends into the Dead Sea the surrounding area can indeed be described as a desert.
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reference and €otiv as a futuristic present. If those decisions are right the saying would
have meant that while John is the greatest man to have ever lived, his greatness will be
surpassed by Jesus’ in the kingdom of God (taken as a future reality). Following on the
heels of v. 27 the saying in v. 28 would have effectively reiterated the main thrust of vv.
24-27: John had been great, but his greatness lay in his association with Jesus who is/will
be far greater.

James A. T. Robinson’s interpretation of Q 7:27 is highly idiosyncratic but worth
mentioning if only because it brings together so many hermeneutical blunders. He thinks
Jesus was putting a new twist on John’s prophecy about “the Coming One” in Q 3:16.
John was not expecting the Messiah but Elijah. Jesus’ statement in 7:27 therefore turns

John’s expectations upside down:

“This (obt0¢) is the one of whom it is written, “Behold, I send my messenger before thy face,
who shall prepare thy way before thee”” (Matt. xi. 10 = Luke vii. 27). In other words, John is
the messenger of Malachi, the coming mighty one. And, as if this were not enough, it is at
once followed, in Matthew, by another statement even more explicit: ‘And if you are prepared
to accept it, he is himself (a0v16¢ éotv) Elijah, the one who is to come’ (Matt. xi. 14). ... ‘Are
you the coming one?’, asks John of Jesus. ‘He is himself the coming one’, says Jesus of John;

‘all that this man said of another is true—but of himself!”>%

Robinson’s interpretation here can be challenged on several counts. First, from the
standpoint of syntax, the phrase avtog £éottv "EAMag in Matt 11:14 is probably not emphatic
(“He is himself Elijah”). The statement is more naturally taken to mean, “He is Elijah.”
Second, it is methodologically precarious to interpret a text in Q by appealing to another
R.503

text unique to Matthew’s Gospel, indeed, one that is almost certainly Matt

Furthermore, Robinson’s interpretation of this Matthean text is itself highly implausible.

*%2 Robinson, “Elijah,” 267.
°% The quote from Mal 3:1a at Q 7:27 appears to have prompted Matthew to interject the idea about John’s
identity as Elijah, which the evangelist himself derived from Mark’s Gospel (9:11-13||Matt 17:10-13).
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True, Jesus has just identified John as the “messenger”/Elijah figure of Mal 3:1a and 4:5,
but this does not mean he is also identifying John as “the Coming One.” If Jesus were
identifying John as “the Coming One”—and thus flipping John’s whole message on its
head—would he have chosen to convey this in such a grammatically ambiguous way?
Matthew himself did not even understand him in that way; for he elsewhere portrays Jesus
as “the Coming One” (Matt 3:11-17; 11:2-5; 21:9; 23:39).°® Thus, the phrase 6 pé\iov
gpyeocban in Matt 11:14 is best seen as an incidental use of a mundane Greek expression,
not a deliberate invocation of the title/phrase 6 épyopevog used in John’s earlier preaching.
Finally, it seems problematic to conclude, as Robinson does, that Jesus thought John had
misunderstood his own prophecy. Or, at the very least, it would be highly ironic: the man
whom Jesus was now designating as Elijah, his own prophetic herald, had gotten things

completely backwards—and this while speaking in his prophetic capacity!

The historical John was undoubtedly a great man in the social world in which Jesus
lived and operated. In v. 28 Jesus declares John the greatest man ever to have ever lived.
But the saying was not framed simply to praise John. John’s greatness is mentioned only
in order to emphasize Jesus’ greatness in the kingdom of God. It would not be
unreasonable to think that the reason Jesus’ greatness is expected to exceed even John’s in
the kingdom is because Jesus saw himself (or was at least seen by the Q redactor) as the
designated King. This inference would, at least, be consonant with Q’s use of such titles as
“Son of man” (—Appendix E.4) and “Son [of God]” (—3.5.3.), and its application of
Psalm 2 in Jesus’ Baptism by John (—3.5.2.4.). Indeed, Jesus’ royal prerogative is implied
in the ending of Q where he says that he will appoint his disciples to “sit on thrones
judging the twelve tribes of Israel” (22:30). Although the wording is different in both
Matthew’s and Luke’s versions of this saying, Jesus is clearly envisaged as a King,

presumably the supreme authority from which the twelve ruling disciples will derive their

%% Novakovic, Healer, 153.
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own.*® It would miss the point completely if we were to infer that Jesus’ royal authority
will be no different than his disciples. He will appoint for them positions of authority. He

will therefore be their superior.

%% Matt 19:28: étav kaion 6 vidg oD GvOpdmov &mi Hpdvov S6ENG abTod.
Luke 22:28: xabmg 5160et6 pot 6 matnp pov Pacireiov.
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CHAPTER SIX: CONCLUSIONS

6.1. Q’s Prologue (3:2-3+7-9+16b-17)

I argued that John is portrayed in Q’s Prologue as Jesus’ prophetic forerunner. This
comes through, first of all, in Q’s arrangement of the material, since it locates material
dealing with John’s baptism ministry and his prophecy about “the Coming One” at the
very beginning of the composition. Literarily, the arrangement allows for John to be seen
as preceding and anticipating Jesus’ arrival. In 3:7b-9 John preaches a message of
repentance, thereby recalling the person of Elijah. His use of the phrase/title 6 £pyouevog
in 3:16 introduces a leitmotif in Q. As 13:35b indicates, the title/phrase was derived from
Ps 118:26. The terminology at 3:16 should therefore be seen as “messianic” and as
anticipating the coming of Jesus. Although John’s preaching in 3:16b-17 is imbued with
several metaphors that are difficult to interpret, these can all be understood as having their
fulfilment in the person of Jesus. In other early writings connected with the Jesus
movement Jesus’ inaugurates the eschatological outpouring of the Spirit at his ascension.
Q most likely presupposes this idea when it portrays John as announcing that “the Coming
One” will baptize in the Holy Spirit. The baptism in fire is something altogether different.
It is punitive and will not be fulfilled until Jesus’ second coming when he returns as the
Son of man. The metaphors in v. 17, as in v. 16, are both redemptive and punitive. Jesus
can be understood to fulfil them at both his first and second coming. He begins, during his
“earthly ministry,” to gather the “wheat” (the elect) into his “granary” (the kingdom of
God) through his healing and preaching ministry. At his second coming he will fulfil the
other metaphor about the burning of the chaff. This metaphor is concerned with the same
event as the fiery baptism in v. 16e, namely, the destruction of the wicked, which will take

place at the eschaton.
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I have found no evidence of Baptist source material in Q’s Prologue. It is true that
3:7b-9 contains nothing that is clearly distinctive of the early Jesus movement; but it is not
unambiguously Baptist either. The material may, however, adumbrate the Gentile mission
of the early Jesus movement in its reference to “stones” being raised up “as children to
Abraham” in the place of Jews. Furthermore, unless one can demonstrate that Q used
Baptist material elsewhere there is no good reason to posit that it used such a small excerpt
here.

Verse 16c¢d is often seen as an intrusion into a more primitive saying (i.e. v. 16b+e).
But this is difficult to maintain because the saying requires ¢ £pyopevoc in 16ca as its
subject and with that term the saying coheres literarily with an important theme in Q:
Jesus-the Coming One/Messiah. The subordination of John in 3:16cd cannot be taken as
evidence that one of Jesus’ early followers had tampered with earlier Baptist material in
3:16b+e. 16cd actually coheres with 16b+e insofar as the latter text contrasts John’s
humble baptism in water and the coming figure’s baptism in the Holy Spirit and fire.

Since no Baptist or pre-Q sources could be detected in Q’s Prologue and since the
section links up thematically and narrativally with other sections or sayings in Q it is best
to regard the Prologue as the work of a Jesus follower. Certainly nothing can be discerned
here about the beliefs of a rival Baptist sect. It is often supposed that the historical John
had anticipated the arrival of God. But none of the material in Q 3 necessary implies that
John was anticipating the advent of God. Verses 7-9 mention nothing about a coming
figure (whether God or anyone else). Verses 16b-17 can only be taken as referring to God,
if one removes 16cd where it is so clearly implied that the figure is a human being. Yet
even without 16cd the saying would not have actually suggested that John was expecting
the advent of God, given that 16b+e contains no specific name, title, or phrase to indicate
who exactly John was anticipating. And even if one were to retain o £pyopevog from 16co
this would do little to suggest that John was anticipating God. Removed from its present Q

context as well as the other material in 16cd (i.e. all the material besides 6 £pyouevog) the
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saying would then have just been ambiguous. True, it would then be “coherent with the
view that John looks for the coming of God,” as Catchpole observes. But it would have
been no less coherent with the view that John looks for the coming of Elijah or the

Messiah.

6.2. Jesus’ Baptism by John (3:22-23)

Although it is a disputed whether Q contained Jesus’ Baptism by John, the arguments
for its inclusion seem sufficiently compelling. This story relates to the messianic
forerunner concept in several ways. First, it effectively identifies Jesus as “the Coming
One” whom the Baptist had just anticipated in his preaching. Second, it casts Jesus as the
royal Messiah by narrating his baptism with biblical echoes from Isa 42:1; 61:1; Ps 2:7;
and Gen 1:2. The significance of John’s baptism is much disputed; but | have suggested
that it too can be best understood in view of the messianic forerunner concept. John was
engaged in this ministry of baptism, first, to prepare Israel for the coming Messiah.
Repentance was demanded if one were to participate in John’s baptism and repentance is
precisely what needed to occur prior to the Messiah’s advent. John may have also baptized
in order to reveal the Messiah to Israel. Jesus’ baptism is characterized in early writings
connected with the Jesus movement as a kind of anointing ceremony. Even in Q the idea is
likely presupposed since Jesus’ baptism is told using intertexts from Isa 61:1 and since the
event occurs at the outset of his ministry. If baptism was administered, among Jesus’ early
followers, through the pouring of water this may have recalled the pouring of oil on the
head of newly anointed kings.

I have found no evidence that Jesus’ Baptism by John ever existed apart from Q’s
Prologue or the Temptation that immediately follows it. The three pericopes seem
inextricably linked. They are therefore best seen as constituting a unified composition

made by someone involved in the early Jesus movement.
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6.3. John’s Question and Jesus’ Reply (7:18-20+22-23)

The messianic forerunner concept surfaces again in this unit. Here Jesus implicitly
identifies himself as 6 épyouevog, which I have understood to be a messianic title/phrase
derived from Ps 118:26 (as at Q 13:35). Indeed, his response in 7:22 is best seen as
messianic in thrust since it frames his ministry in terms of several texts from lIsaiah which
were likely associated with the Messiah.

The material used here is unlikely to have been composed by a Q redactor. It was
plausibly based on a real historical event. It is also somewhat difficult to explain in light of
John’s earlier prophecy about the Coming One in 3:16b-17, which is better seen as a
redactional creation. The only piece of evidence that could point to this unit as being
redactional rather than traditional is its use of the title/phrase o0 épyxdopevoc. I have proposed
that while the bulk of this unit is traditional this title/phrase and v. 23 are not. They were
added by the Q redactor in order to link the unit back to John’s earlier preaching about the
Coming One in 3:16 and to Jesus’ saying in 13:35 (which also influenced the redactor
when he composed 3:16), as well as other traditional sayings in Q that use the verb
gpyeto/qAOov. Probably in the pre-Q form of this unit John had asked Jesus something
different: “Are you the Messiah.” This would explain why Jesus responded as he did, by
evoking a pastiche of what appear to have been regarded as messianic texts. It would also
explain any lack of connection between this unit and John’s earlier preaching
(notwithstanding my attempt at making sense of the passage within the broader
composition of Q).

I have reconstructed the pre-Q version of John’s Question and Jesus’ Reply as follows:

Q 7:18 kai amyyethov Toavvy [6vtt &v 1@ decumtnpie] ol pobntal odtod ta Epyo 10D

’Incoug KOl TPOGKOUAEGAUEVOS TIVAG TMV HodNT®@Y atod O Twdavvng Emspyev adTd Ksyoav 19

oV &1 0 P11 1) ETepov TPocdokdpey; 20 Tapayevopevol 88 Tpog oTov ol Bvdpeg elmay-
Todvvng 6 Bantiotig dméotethley IS TPOC 6& Aéymv: 6V €1 6 ¥P1oTHg §| BALOV TPOGOOKMBEY;
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22a kol dmokpideic simev avtoic- b mopevBévieg dmaryyeilote Todvvn 6 dxovete koi PAénete: €
TVPAOL Avafrénovcty kal yoAol Teptatodoty, Aempol kabapilovTol Kol Kmeoi dKkovovasty,
vekpol yeipovrarl kal Ttmyol evayyelilovtar: 23 kol pokaplog oty OG av U okavOaAlcoT)
&v €uot.

Q 7:18 And his disciples declared to John [while he was in prison] the works of Jesus. And
having called some of his disciples, John sent to him, saying, 19 “Are you the Messiah or shall
we look for another?” 20 And when the men had come to him, they said, “John the Baptist has
sent us to you, saying, ‘Are you the Messiah, or shall we look for another?”” 22a And having
answered, he said to them, b “Go and report to John what things you hear and see: c the blind
regain their sight and the lame walk, lepers are cleansed and the deaf hear, the dead are raised
and the poor are evangelised.”

6.4. Jesus’ Encomium on John (Q 7:24-28)

The messianic forerunner concept comes through here in Jesus’ characterization of
John as “more than a prophet,” which I have taken to mean “a prophet who acted as the
Messiah’s forerunner.” Jesus identifies John as the Elijah figure of Mal 3:1a. In carrying
out his Elijah role John prepared the way for Jesus. This important redemptive task would
be trivialized if Jesus himself had simply been regarded by the Q redactor as a prophet. By
defining John’s role in this way, then, Jesus is also implying something about himself,
namely, that he is the Messiah.

With Dunderberg and Tuckett | have argued that 7:27 coheres quite well with v. 26b
and provides a much needed conclusion to the unit. Verse 28 does not link up with v. 26b
as some have argued and hence did not originally follow it immediately. Also, there are
good reasons for thinking that v. 28 once circulated independently.

I have reconstructed the pre-Q version of 7:24-27 thus:

Q 7:24 6 6¢ 'Incodvg fip&ato Aéyev Toig dyroic Tepl Todvvou: i EENAbarte gic v Epnuov

Oedoacbot; kKGAapov VIO GvERoL caievduevov; 25 dAla Ti EENADate 10€lv; GvBpwmov &v

LOA0KOTG HLPLEGUEVOV; 100D 0V TO. Lohakd POpodVTEG &V TOIG 01Kko1g TAV Paciiéwmy gioiv. 26a

AL T 8ENADate 18TV, mpoetnVv; b vai Aéym VUiV, kol TEpIeGdTEPOV TPOPHTOV. 278 0VTOHC

gotv mepi o0 yéypamtor: b idod [[yd]] dmoctéihm TOV &yyehdV LoV TTPO TPOGHOTOV GOV, C OC

KOTOGKEVAGEL TV 000V 60V EUpoctéy cov. d v PodvTog v Tf] EpUE- ETOUACATE THV

000V KVpiov, eVbeiag moteite TaC TPifovg anTod.
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Q 7:24 And Jesus began to speak to the crowds about John: “What did you go out into the
wilderness to behold? A reed shaken by the wind? 25 What then did you go out to see? A
person clothed in soft clothing? Behold, those wearing soft clothing are in kings’ houses. 26a
What then did you go out to see? b A prophet? Yes, I tell you: more than a prophet! 27a This
is he of whom it has been written: b Behold, | am sending my messenger before your face, ¢
who will prepare your way before you. d A voice crying in the wilderness: Prepare the way of
the Lord, make his paths straight.”

Nothing in this pre-Q source suggests that it is of Baptist provenance. Nor does it seem to
have been written up as a polemic against rival Baptist sectarians. John’s prophesies are
affirmed, not rejected or re-defined. The unit is the work of one of Jesus’ early followers.

Although I have discussed the saying at Q 7:28 under the same heading as 7:24-27 it
really ought to have had its own heading since it most likely circulated independently and
deserves to be interpreted separately. It is an original unity which stood in exactly the way
it now does in Q:

Q 7:28a Aunv Aéym dpiv- oK ynyeptal &v yevwntolg yovauk®dv peilov Todvvov- b 6 8¢

uikpdTePog €v T Pactreiq Tod Oeod peilov adtod £oTiv.

Q 7:28a Amen, | say to you: among those born of women none is greater than John; b yet the
lesser one, in the kingdom of God, is [going to be] greater than he.

I have argued that the messianic forerunner concept is assumed (rather than explicitly
stated) in this saying. John’s greatness is not inherently his own. It derives from the fact

that he acted as the forerunner of Jesus (= 6 pkpotEPOQ).

6.5. Implications for the synoptic problem

Aside from its obvious bearing on the origins of the messianic forerunner concept, this
thesis also has implications for how the Q hypothesis is best formulated. | have taken
Fleddermann’s arguments for Mark’s dependence on Q as a working hypothesis and have
found it to be tremendously explanatory. It has helped to reconstruct several Q texts in

ways that cohere with Q’s vocabulary and style, theology, and narrative plot. It has also
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helped to fill in some missing pieces in the Matthean and Lukan versions. For example, it
has helped to construct a plausible beginning to Q. Other reconstructions have proposed
that Q began with John’s preaching in 3:7-9. But this is highly abrupt and does not explain
anything to the reader about what exactly John was doing. I have also suggested some
reasons as to why Mark’s version differs from Q. For example, with respect to the saying
about the Coming One in Q 3:16 Mark appears to have taken a rather complex saying and
spliced it in two. This made the saying more prosaic. He also omitted all the fire
references in order to avoid the implication that John’s prophecies would be fulfilled

immediately.

6.6. What, then, about Faierstein?

As I noted in the Introduction, Morris Faierstein claimed that the earliest texts that
mention the messianic forerunner concept are the Gospel of Mark and Justin’s Dialogue
with Trypho. In the present thesis | have argued that the concept can also be found in Q,
which pre-dates Mark’s Gospel. Q was not a Jewish work, of course, and Faierstein was
really just arguing that the messianic forerunner concept originated within the Jesus
movement. So even if | am correct what exactly has this proven with respect to
Faierstein’s article? Perhaps not a lot. It has simply pushed the concept back a bit further
to one of our earliest records of the Jesus movement. Indeed, | have argued that John’s
Question and Jesus’ Reply (Q 7:18-20+22) and Jesus’ Encomium on John (Q 7:24-27),
two units which clearly presume the messianic forerunner concept, originally circulated

independently and therefore pre-dated even Q.
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Appendixes for Messianic Forerunner Thesis

Appendix A: antecedents/background to the historical John’s baptism and its

meaning

Scholars have often pondered the origins of John’s baptism (—1.1.2.4.). Two theories seem
to have gained the widest acceptance. One sees it as an extension of the older Levitical purity
lustrations, the other as a kind of re-envisioning of Jewish proselyte baptism. Both of these views

are problematic in some ways but instructive in others.

1. Levitical purity laws

Archaeological and documentary evidence indicate that in the first century C.E. immersion pools
(migva’ot) were quite commonplace.* Many Jews were apparently immersing themselves in
these pools before eating, after visiting the market, after coming into contact with a Gentile, etc.
Although these ablutions had not been specifically prescribed in the law of Moses they were
likely patterned on and extrapolated from the Levitical purity laws.? Given the popularity of
these ablutions and their formal similarity with John’s baptism, many scholars have concluded

that the latter was simply a variation on the former (—1.1.2.4.). Indeed, Josephus declares in no

! See, e.g., Reich, “Miqveh Debate,” 52-53; idem, “Ritual Baths,” 50-55; Magness, Archaeology, 134-162.

2 Joan Taylor (Immerser, 59) conveniently lists the types of situations that called for immersions in the Mosaic law:
Having a contagious skin disease (Lev 14:8-9); having a genital discharge (Lev 15:13); touching a corpse (Lev 22:4-
6; Num 31:23-24); having a seminal emission (Lev 15:16; Deut 23:11); eating an animal that has not died a natural
death or had been savaged (Lev 17:15); touching a man or woman with a bodily discharge or coming into contact
with anything closely associated with them (Lev 15). It is also possible that immersions were required for coming in
contact with or eating an unclean animal (Lev 11:24-28, 31, 39; cf. v. 40).
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uncertain terms that John’s baptism had been “for a purification of the body”
(9" ayveiq Tod ocopartog) (Ant. 18.117).

Several counterpoints can be offered to this view. First of all, Josephus’ description is not
corroborated by the Gospel accounts which characterise John’s baptism as a “baptism of
repentance for the remission of sins” (Q 3:3; Mark 1:4). His baptism could not have been “for a
purification of the body” and at the same time “for the remission of sins” because “[t]here is
nothing morally sinful about being impure.”® Furthermore, Josephus “doth protest too much,
methinks.” His description reads almost like a response to the “Christian” view that baptism was
“for the forgiveness of sins” (Acts 2:38; cf. also 22:16; Titus 3:5; 1 Pet 3:21). Compare

Josephus’ description of John’s preaching with Q’s with Mark’s:

Josephus, Ant. 18.117 Mark 1:4 (cf. also Q 3:2-3)
[John taught that] baptism would certainly John the baptiser appeared in the wilderness,

appear acceptable to him [i.e. God] if they were  preaching a baptism of repentance for the

using [it] not in supplication for certain sins (ury  forgiveness of sins (knpbvccwv Barticuo

i Tvav apoptddnv Taportnost ypouévov) but  petavoiag sic ooty ApopTIGV).

for purification of the body, because the soul had

% Joan Taylor, Immerser, 58. Taylor (88-100) tries to address this problem by dissociating John’s message of
repentance from his baptism. But while Josephus does not connect John’s baptism and preaching, in Q and Mark his
baptism seems inextricably tied to his preaching about repentance. This is evident not only in the phrase Barticpo
petavoiag ig dpeowv apaptidv (which Taylor tries to reinterpret by hypothesising about an Aramaic original of the
saying) but in the fact that John’s baptism ritual included a confession of sins (Mark 1:5). Adela Yarbro Collins
(Mark, 139) tries to link purity ablutions in the Levitical law with sin. But neither of the examples she cites from the
Hebrew Bible (sexual intercourse and cleansing from leprosy) support her point. She adds that the LXX translates
awk (“reparation offering”) as minpuélea (“trespass-offering”). There was undoubtedly a symbolic connection
made between ritual impurity and sinfulness. But it seems altogether likely that the two things were distinguished
from an early time as the issue would have arisen quite often in the life of any Jew who was trying to adhere to the
moral and ritual purity laws of the Mosaic code. It is difficult to imagine, for example, that a pious Jew would have
felt the need to confess his sin every time he had sex with his wife.
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already been cleansed before by righteousness.

I would suggest that Josephus here is trying to correct what he took to be a misunderstanding of
John’s baptism.* But his own explanation is not necessarily more historical.

Immersions performed for the sake of ritual purity were necessarily repeated whenever a
person contracted a new uncleanness. Yet there is no evidence, even in Josephus’ account, that
John’s baptism was repeatable. | say this not simply because we are never told that it was
repeatable. Two pieces of positive evidence suggest that this was the case as well: (i) John’s
baptisms were not self-administered but were performed by John:® (ii) John conducted his
ministry in “the wilderness” (i.e. a place that was physically removed from any major population
centres). These two points make it unlikely that John’s baptism was repeatable. For if it were, we
would have to imagine individuals making treks back out to the wilderness area near the Jordan
(or wherever John happened to be) every time they contracted some new impurity. Few would

have had the time or devotion to follow such an arduous protocol.

* Joan Taylor (Immerser, 88) agrees that Josephus is trying to correct a misunderstanding but she sees him as pitting
John’s baptism against immersions that were being performed “as part of a process of pleading forgiveness” (cf. T.
Levi 2.3 [ms e]; Sib. Or. 4.162-70; Apoc. Mos. 29.6-13). In other words, she thinks Josephus was correcting a
misguided Jewish view that immersions could be used in some way to effect inner/moral change. The texts she cites,
however, are not apposite because Josephus’ argument seems to be that John’s baptism would only be efficacious if
performed after inner/moral change had taken place. “Christian” baptism is a more likely target of Josephus’ rhetoric
because it was often (mis)understood to effect forgiveness ex opere operato, that is, independently of human action
(cf. Acts 22:16; Barn. 11.11; Justin, Dial. 14; Theophilus, Autol. 2.16).

5 Cf. his name, “the Baptiser” (6 PantiCmv) (Mark 1:4; 6:14, 24) as well as the statements that the crowd “was
baptised by him” (épantiCovto v’ adtod) and that Jesus was “baptized ... by John” (£Bamticdn ... ¥70 Twdvvov)
(Mark 1:9). Joan Taylor (Immerser, 51-52) suggests alternative translations of éBoanticn vno Tmdvvou (e.g. “he
underwent baptism by/under/through John’s authority”) and cites a variant at Luke 3:7 (D it: “baptised in his
presence”) as support for her idea that John did not physically touch the persons he was baptising. But the passive
verb + O70 gen. is surely best taken to mean “X was acted upon by Y.” The variant at Luke 3:7 is not incompatible
with the notion that John made physical contact with the baptisands. John was certainly present, in any case, during
the baptisms and this is my main point here.
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Another reason to doubt that John’s baptism was concerned with ritual purity is its distinctive
character. This is something that is suggested both by John’s notoriety and by his title “the
Baptist/Baptiser,” which is used in both the NT Gospel traditions and Josephus. Given the fact
that in the first century C.E. a great number of lustrations were being performed for the sake of
ritual purity it is difficult to see how John could have distinguished himself if this were all he had
offered people.® Joan Taylor suggests that John’s baptism was regarded as distinctive because
John taught that its ritual efficacy was contingent on a prior moral reform.” But this is
unpersuasive because other writings from around the turn of the era adopt identical (or at least
very similar) perspectives with regard to ritual lustrations.® Taylor also points to a tradition of
naked baptisms in the Jesus movement as evidence of an earlier concern for ritual purity.® But
this tradition, which also involved the putting on of a white garment after the person emerged
from the water, was more likely introduced for its symbolic value. In Paul’s letters, death is
described as a putting off of the old body/life and a putting on of a new (1 Cor 15:53-54; 2 Cor
5:1-5). And Paul understands baptism as a symbol of the believer’s death to the flesh and
resurrection to new life in Christ (Rom 6:1-14). Cyril of Jerusalem explains the tradition of

naked baptism in light of this Pauline teaching.™®

® The distinctiveness of John’s baptism may be presumed both by his apparent notoriety and by his sobriquet “the
Baptist/Baptiser,” which occurs in both the NT Gospels and Josephus.

" Taylor, Immerser, 86, 92, 94, 98, 99-100.

8 E.g. 1QS 3.4-9; 4:19-22; Matt 23:25-26; Philo, Unchangeable 7-9; Spec. Laws 1.191; cf. also Sib. Or. 4.162-170.
Taylor herself (Immerser, 76-88) cites most of these texts as parallels for understanding John’s baptism and seems to
admit that in view of these texts John’s baptism would “possibly not” have been recognised as distinctive (see esp.
p. 86).

® Joan Taylor, Immerser, 54. For the tradition, see Didasc. Apost. 16 (3:12): Cyril of Jerusalem, Catech. 20.2.

10 “|mmediately, then, upon entering, you removed your tunics. This was a figure of ‘the stripping off of the old man
with his deeds’” (Catech. 20.2).
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2. Proselyte baptism

John’s baptism has also been seen as a re-envisioning of Jewish proselyte baptism.*! In order
for a Gentile to become part of the Jewish fold he was expected to undergo circumcision and an
immersion in water; he also needed to offer a sacrifice in the temple. Scholars disagree, however,
as to when exactly proselyte baptism came to be practiced.*? In ancient Israel circumcision alone
seems to have sufficed if someone wished to become a member of the Israelite society (cf. Exod
12:48; Jdt 14:10; Josephus, Ant. 13.257-58, 318-19). Immersion may have been added at some
point because Gentiles came to be regarded as ceremonially unclean. That notion, at least, traces
back at least to the first century C.E.*® The earliest undisputed reference to it is in b. Yeb. 46a-
47b and Ger. 60b (2.5) (cf. also Sifre Num. 15:14), where a rabbinic dispute is recorded that
might well date back to around the turn of the first century C.E.'* Other texts have also been
cited as evidence that proselyte baptism was being practiced in the first century C.E. but these
are difficult to date and/or interpret.™ There is a notable silence about the practice in works like

Philo, Josephus, and the Pseudepigrapha.*®

1 Jeremias, Infant Baptism, 24-37; Pusey, “Proselyte Baptism,” 141-145; Rowley, “Proselyte Baptism,” 313-34;
Gavin, Jewish Antecedents, 26-58; Torrence, “Proselyte Baptism,” 150-154.

12 Arguing for an early date of this tradition are Jeremias (Infant Baptism, 24-37) and Feldman (Jew and Gentile,
288-341). Arguing for a later date are Smith (“Proselyte Baptism,” 13-32) and Webb (Baptizer, 122-130). For other
treatments of the subject, see Schiirer et al., History 3.173-174; Zeitlin, “Baptism,” 78-79; Beasley-Murray,
Baptism, 18-31; Scobie, Baptist, 95-102; Cohen, “Proselyte Baptism,” 278-92.

13 Cf. Acts 10:28; John 18:28; Josephus, War 2.150; Ant. 14.285; 18.93-94; m. Tehar. 7:6;t. Yoma 4:20; t. Pes. 7:13.
But see b. Pes. 92a, where R. Yohanan (ca. 250-290) is said to have taught that prior to a proselyte’s conversion he
is not subject to purity laws. This text is often cited as evidence of differing views about Gentile uncleanness. But
the text could also mean simply that since Gentiles are in a constant state of uncleanness they could not contract
further uncleanness (cf. m. Neg. 3.1; b. Naz. 61b). So Joan Taylor, Immerser, 66-67.

' The discussion involves R. Eliezer ben Hyrcanus and R. Joshua ben Hananiah, two second generation tannaim.

1> Epictetus, Diss., 2.9.19-21; Sib. Or. 4.162-170; T. Levi 14.6 (NB: the key words, kofapilovteg adtic kadapiopd
mapavou®, are not found in some mss and this is apparently why they are not rendered in the OTP translation by
Kee. See de Jonge, Testaments, 42.

16 See Webb, Baptizer, 127-128.
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Let us assume, here, for the sake of the argument, that proselyte baptism had indeed been
practiced in John’s day. An obvious problem remains that John was not concerned with
proselytes, that is, with Gentiles converting to Judaism. His implied audience in Q 3:7-9 are
“sons of Abraham,” that is, Jews. This is confirmed by Josephus who says that John
preached toic Tovdaioig, “to the Jews” (Ant. 18.117).

Perhaps this is not an insuperable problem. If John indeed patterned his own baptism in some
way on Jewish proselyte baptism this could be taken to mean that for John any unbaptised Jew
was a de facto Gentile.*” Such a view might seem a bit extreme. But John’s harsh rhetoric in Q
3:7-9 could be viewed similarly, especially the phrase “generation of vipers” and his warning
about not relying on physical ties to Abraham.*® One could also compare John here with the
Qumran sectarians who appear to have regarded any Jew outside of their own community as a
reprobate (cf. 1QS 5:11-13). From such a perspective, anyone entering the community would be

seen as a virtual proselyte and the act would have doubtless required an immersion.*

17 S0, e.g., Flemington, Doctrine, 14-15.

8| myself argued above, however, that John’s rhetoric here is directed at the Pharisees, not the Jews in general.

19 See Torrence, “Origins,” 169-170; Webb, Baptizer, 159-162. Adela Yarbro Collins (“Christian Baptism,” 31-32)
disputes whether the Qumran sectarians had an initiatory immersion for new members. Webb, however, infers one
on the basis of indirect evidence. The sectarians regarded non-members as ceremonially impure (e.g. 1QS 3:4-6).
Thus, in order to join the community, one would have needed to go from being in a continual state of impurity to
one of general purity. That change in a person’s state would have presumably required an immersion since this is
how all ritual purification was achieved at Qumran. That particular immersion may have resembled other ordinary
immersions practiced by regular sectarian members, but the fact that it could effect such an important change in the
person’s condition—removing him from a state of uncleanness and non-membership and putting him into a state of
cleanness and membership—implies that it was regarded as something quite unique and unrepeatable (unless,
perhaps, the person withdrew from the sect and had to be readmitted).
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3. Prophecies about an eschatological outpouring of God’s Spirit

As was argued in 3.5.4., | think it most likely, at least in view of the limited information
available to us, that the historical John took his inspiration for baptism from biblical prophecies
about the eschatological renewal of Israel and the outpouring of God’s Spirit, ideas that were
expressed using water imagery (Isa 4:1-6; Ezek 36:25-27; 39:29; Joel 2:28-29; Zech 12:10; 3:18;
Zech 13:1; 14:8). If that is correct, his baptism can hardly be seen as a mere bodily purification.
The above texts are not about that but about inner renewal. Its purpose, then, from John’s
standpoint, would have perhaps been three-fold: (1) to signify the need for spiritual renewal in
Israel; (2) to identify (at least objectively) members of the renewed/restored Israel; (2) to
anticipate, in symbolic form, the eschatological outpouring of God’s Spirit.

This interpretation of John’s baptism has three advantages. First, it coheres very well with
John’s preaching as it is recorded both in the NT Gospel traditions and in Josephus. Second, it
coheres with the fact that John is often identified as or associated with the eschatological Elijah;
for the latter was expected to “restore” Israel (cf. Sir 48:10) and this could be understood in
moral/spiritual terms but probably not ceremonial ones. Third, it fits well with the historical links
between John and Jesus as well as their respective movements. After all, if Jesus and his
movement appropriated baptism from John we would expect at least some of John’s original
ideas—especially the most prominent ones—about the ritual to have been retained by Jesus and
his followers. Given the historical link between John and Jesus as well as the shared practice of
baptism by both John and Jesus’ followers, it is a priori unlikely that John’s baptism was

something wholly different from so-called “Christian baptism.”
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The interpretation | am advocating here does not deny the possible historical antecedents to
John’s baptism in the Levitical purity laws or even proselyte baptism (which I do suspect was
around in John’s day). Those practices undoubtedly provided some of the background and
inspiration for John’s new ritual. But neither of these practices really gets to the heart of what
John was doing in my opinion. If his baptism had been merely another application of the
Levitical laws it would not have set John apart from the many other contemporaries who
advocated ritual ablutions and would not explain why it was unrepeatable. If his baptism had
been the re-envisioning of proselyte baptism this would not really explain the eschatological

dimension to John’s preaching.

4. An anointing for the Messiah

I also maintain that John’s baptism functioned to anoint Jesus as the Messiah (—3.5.4. [#1]).
But in this case the argument is based only on how John’s baptism has been presented to us in Q
and other early writings of the Jesus movement. Whether the historical John regarded his
baptism in this way is more suspect since it serves an obvious christological purpose, but even
this is not impossible, given the eschatological and messianic dimensions of John’s preaching, at
least as we have it preserved in Q and the NT Gospels and given the likelihood that even outside

of the Jesus movement Elijah was expected to reveal the Messiah to Israel.
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Appendix B: Alleged Baptist source material in Q generally examined

According to many commentators, the John of Q is often envisaged in ways that are different
from and even incongruous with the ways that Jesus’ early followers envisaged him. For
example, he (supposedly) anticipates the coming of God rather than of Jesus (3:7-9, 16b+e). He
has to ask whether Jesus is “the Coming One” (7:18-20), something that does not fit very well
with the canonical Gospels, which portray Jesus as the Coming One and John as cognizant of
Jesus’ messianic status (Matt 3:13-15; Mark 11:27-33 par.; Luke 1:41-44; John 1:29-34; 3:25-
36). Again, in Q 7:28a John is said to be the greatest man ever to have been born, which is
precisely what Jesus’ early followers believed about Jesus.

Appealing to the so-called “criterion of dissimilarity,”%

many commentators cite these
differences between Q’s John and the one portrayed in the NT Gospels as evidence that at least
some Q material has been drawn from a Baptist source.?! On this view, the redactor(s) of Q
made use of this source but redacted it at various points in order to make it more amenable with
their own views. By identifying redactional elements within this putative Baptist source material,
modern critics think they can recover what this material originally said.

Although I am not so much concerned in this thesis with historical issues | am deeply
concerned with identifying and analysing any early sources used by the redactors of Q. At

several points in the main body of this thesis | consider supposed instances in which Q used

Baptist source material. In every case | have found good reasons for doubting this possibility. |

% On the criterion, see Meier, Marginal Jew, 1.171-172; Sanders and Davies, Synoptic Gospels, 316-17.
2L E g. Ernst, Taufer, 55; Webb, Baptizer, 267-69; Meier, Marginal Jew, 2.32; and many other scholars interact with
throughout this thesis.
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would suggest here that the Baptist source hypothesis is poorly founded because it rests on the

Baptist sect hypothesis, which is itself poorly founded.

1. Supposed evidence of an ongoing Baptist sect

Evidence of an ongoing Baptist sect can supposedly be found in:

(1) References made to “the disciples of John” in the Gospels (Q 7:19; Mark 2:18; Luke
11:1; John 3:25).

These are often thought to reflect ongoing debates between Jesus’ and John’s followers
that took place in the decades after their respective leaders’ deaths. Goguel adopts this
viewpoint, arguing that references in the Gospels to “the disciples of John” instead of “John

and his disciples” imply that John himself was already dead.?

(2) The stories of Apollos in Acts 18:24-28 and of certain “disciples” at Ephesus in Acts
19:1-7.
These stories are thought to demonstrate the continuance of John’s movement many years

after his death.

(3) Various passages in the Fourth Gospel that are thought to contain anti-Baptist rhetoric.

This rhetoric is thought to betray ongoing tensions between Jesus’ and John’s disciples.

%2 Goguel, Jean-Baptiste, 45.
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(4) Passages in the Pseudo-Clementine literature that speak of “hemerobaptists” (“morning
bathers”) and connect them back to the arch-heretic Simon Magus who was himself, we are
told, a disciple of John the Baptist (Hom. 2.23-24; Rec. 1.54-60; 2.8). Members of this

heresy, we are told, identified John as their Messiah.

Against this evidence the following points can be made:

(1) References to “the disciples of John” in the Gospels are all set within the Sitze im Leben
of Jesus’ so-called earthly ministry.

One cannot simply assume that these references are in no way reminiscent of historical
circumstances in Jesus’ ministry and therefore reflect only later Sitze im Leben in which

Jesus’ followers were polemically engaged with an ongoing Baptist sect. As Hughes writes:

Certainly we know that an unspecified number of John’s disciples remained loyally on hand to
entomb their master’s corpse (Mark vi 29; Matt. xiv 12). But the critical issue here is not if John’s
followers remained committed loyally to Johannite views after his death, but for how long this

commitment lasted.?

John’s disciples undoubtedly continued as a group for a short time after John’s death. What is
unclear is for how long. One could make the argument that with John’s death his movement
quickly lost steam and began to evaporate. The high conversion rates within the early Jesus
movement (cf. Acts 2) can be plausibly seen as a result of John’s disciples joining up with

the Jesus movement.

% Hughes, “Forerunner of God”, 214.
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(2) The stories in Acts 18 and 19 are much less supportive of the Baptist sect hypothesis than
is often imagined.?* In Acts 18 Priscilla and Aquila encounter Apollos at Ephesus as a lone
preacher , not the member of a larger Baptist movement. The narrator describes him as
someone who “spoke and taught accurately the things concerning Jesus (ta mept tod ‘Incob),
though he knew only the baptism of John” (v. 25). This hardly sounds like someone involved
in a rival Baptist movement.

The group in Acts 19, whom Paul encounters at Ephesus, is numbered at “about twelve.”
They are described as “disciples” (v. 1). This could mean that they identified as John’s
disciples but it could also mean that they were latent or de facto Jesus followers (perhaps
because they had embraced John’s message in ways that were amenable to the beliefs of
others in the Jesus movement).? Neither Apollos nor the “disciples” in Acts 19 are described
as members of a larger, organised group; nor are they described as hostile to Jesus’ disciples

Oor message.

(3) The passages in the Fourth Gospel are of even more dubious relevance in establishing the
existence of an ongoing rival Baptist movement. Much of the supposed anti-Baptist polemic
here does not need to be explained by positing the existence of such a movement. It is better
explained as simply reflecting the evangelist’s high christology. The Fourth Evangelist seeks
to exalt Jesus and portray John as his ideal witness. He is not interested in denigrating John

or polemicizing against members of a later Baptist movement.?®

 For an excellent article on Acts 19:1-7 see Paroschi, “Acts 19:1-7,” 73-100.
> Commentators often note that padntic is frequently used in Acts as a term for Jesus’ followers (e.g. 6:1, 7; 9:1,

10, 19, 26; 11:29; 13:52; 14:20, 21, 22, 28, etc.).
% See Wink, Baptist, 87-106. Wink does not deny the existence of an on-going Baptist sect. But he leaves such little
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(4) The Pseudo-Clementine literature is too late and too tendentious to be of any historical
value. It likely offers a purely fictional explanation for the origins of the “hemerobaptists.”
There were undoubtedly Jewish groups in Samaria and elsewhere who immersed themselves
each morning before prayer. Perhaps there were even some Christian groups who adopted a
similar practice. Heresiologists of the early Church would have naturally associated the
immersions of these groups with John the Baptist. Thus, they likely created legends about
their supposed founder Simon Magus’ relationship with John in order to help explain their
existence. The fact that these groups were associated with Samaria would have provided
grounds for associating them with Simon Magus. Indeed, the Fourth Gospel tells us that John

conducted part of his ministry in Samaria (John 3:23).

2. Supposed evidence of Baptist source material

Texts thought to contain Baptist source material include the following:

e Q3:7-9;

 Q3:16-17;

» Q7:24-26+28a;

e Certain sections of Luke 1.

This evidence too is highly suspect:

evidence on which to base this hypothesis that one wonders why he did not abandon it altogether.
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» For those hoping to unearth Baptist material, Q 3:7-9 is probably the least problematic of
the texts listed here. The passage is brief, christologically innocuous, and able to stand on its
own. But this evidence only shows that the verses might have been derived from a Baptist
source. That should not be taken as a foregone conclusion, however. Other evidence suggests
that these verses reflect the interests and ideas of the early Jesus movement (—2.2.3.). Their
Baptist provenance should therefore be held in abeyance until it can be established that other
material in Q is more definitely of Baptist provenance.

* Q3:16b-17 is difficult to see as Baptist source material for reasons that have already been
discussed at length (—2.2.6.-2.2.6.1.6). Many commentators regard 16cd as secondary. By
removing this section they claim to have recovered an earlier Baptist saying. It is unlikely
that 16cd can be assigned to a late redactional stage of Q since it is attested in multiple
sources (Matt, Mark, Luke, John, Acts). It is also unlikely to be a pre-Q redaction since it
appears to be integral to the saying, forming a crucial part of its chiastic structure and
cohering thematically with the rest of the saying and with other parts of Q. Indeed, its
reference to “the Coming One” introduces an important leitmotif in Q: Jesus-the-Coming-
One. The phrase/title “the Coming One” was apparently derived from Ps 118:26 since that is
clearly the intertext at Q 13:35 where Jesus uses the title/phrase with reference to himself
(—Excursus A). Hence, its use at Q 3:16 is most easily attributed to a Q redactor who
wanted, first, to have John anticipate Jesus coming to him for baptism in Q 3:22-23 and,
second, to have Jesus use the key expression with reference to himself at Q 13:35. Nor is it
possible to excise “the Coming One” as an interpolation added by a follower of Jesus and
attribute all the rest of the saying to John or one of his followers since this element provides

the saying with a much-needed subject for the verb and pronouns that follow. The entire
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saying should therefore be regarded as stemming from someone in the Jesus movement. Q’s
Prologue (3:2-3, 7-9, 16b-17, 22-23), where this saying occurs, seems to have formed part of
a larger composition that had been put together by a/the Q redactor. This composition also
included, at least, 3:22-23 and 4:1-13.

o Q7:24-26+28a is no less problematic for those hoping to find Baptist source material in
Q. Contrary to what some commentators have claimed, v. 28a cannot be regarded as the
original conclusion to vv. 24-26. Verse 27, which presents John as Jesus’ prophetic
forerunner, is the most likely conclusion of these verses since it explicates the enigmatic
TePLoGOTEPOV TPOoPNTOL IN V. 26 (—5.3.). This makes it unlikely that the unit was derived
from a Baptist source, at least if we are thinking here of a source produced by a rival group;
for such a source would not have presented John as the prophetic forerunner of Jesus.
Meanwhile, v. 28 (and not just 28a) probably circulated independently (—5.4.). But even if it
was the original climactic ending to vv. 24-27, it was hardly derived from a rival Baptist
source since it portrays John as having a lower status in the kingdom of God vis-a-vis Jesus
(or Jesus’ followers, depending on how one understands 6 pkpotepog).

» Afull treatment of alleged Baptist tradition in Luke 1 would require an extended
discussion beyond what | can provide in this short appendix. | would simply refer the reader
to Raymond Brown’s masterful treatment of this subject. He has convincingly argued that the
material in this chapter was either composed by Luke himself or—as in the case of the
Benedictus and Benedictus hymns—derived from an early “Jewish-Christian” community.*’
* A more basic objection might be raised against the Baptist source hypothesis as well. For

it is not clear why Jesus’ early followers would have needed to utilise Baptist sources in

2" Brown, Birth, 377-78, 381; see also 346-55 for a more general discussion about sources in Luke’s Magnificat and
Benedictus hymns.
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order to gain information about John, particularly if those sources were out of keeping with
their own christological views. At least some of Jesus’ early followers—and perhaps a great
number of them—were apparently former disciples of the Baptist, including a few of Jesus’
own immediate disciples (cf. John 1:35-42; Acts 18:24-28; 19:1-7). Why, then, would early
members of the Jesus movement have wanted to or needed to rely on rival Baptist sources
when searching for information about John? Is it not more reasonable to suppose that Jesus’
early followers would have either got their information about John from others in their own
movement who knew John? Or, if that seems implausible, would they not, at least, have
utilised sources that were so antithetical to their own christological views?

» Often those who argue for the presence of Baptist material in Q and the Gospels claim
that this material has been used but altered by Jesus’ followers so as to portray John as Jesus’
inferior and prophetic herald. The purpose behind this alteration, we are told, was to
convince Baptists to the Jesus movement. But this explanation seems implausible. Baptist
members would have presumably known the truth about who their master was and what he
taught; or, barring that, they would have surely been able to learn about these matters from
their fellow Baptist members, whose views would have obviously differed. The supposedly
tactic used by the Q redactor(s), then, could have scarcely been an effective one. It would
have been like a group of Evangelical Christians trying to convert Mormons by publishing a
book with excerpts from the Book of Mormon which had been deceptively altered in order to
make Joseph Smith declare that Mormonism is a false religion. What Mormon would take

such a book seriously? What Evangelical would adopt such a pointless tactic?
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Appendix C: Additional notes on the establishing of various Q texts

The discussions here are meant to supplement those in the body of this thesis under the
heading “Establishing the Q text.” | have relegated these discussions to an appendix because they
did not seem obviously germane to the messianic forerunner concept. Nevertheless, since the
reader may be unsure at certain points as to how I arrived at my reconstructions I have decided

not to omit the discussions entirely.

1. Q’s Prologue (Q 3:2-3+7-9+16b-17)

Q3:7-9

Aside from what | discussed in 2.2.2.2, the differences between Matthew and Luke in Q 3:7-
9 are rather slight. Matthew’s singular kapmov in v. 8 is more likely original. It reflects Semitic
style, whereas Luke’s plural term plausibly anticipates the three examples of ethical conduct in
Luke 3:10-14. The phrase koapmovg a&iovg tig petavoiog also looks suspiciously Lukan since it
matches &Ew tiic petavoiag £pyo at Acts 26:20.%

Adénte Aéyewv in Matt 3:9 is stylistically awkward, so Luke’s dp&ncbe Aéyewv in Luke 3:8b is

probably a redactional polishing.

% S0 Fleddermann, “Beginning”, 156.
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Q 3:16b-17

Unlike 3:7-9, 3:16-17 has several fairly substantive issues that need to be resolved in order to
establish the most primitive Q text. Most of these I have discussed in sections 2.2.2.-2.2.2.2. and
2.2.5.-2.2.5.4. The introductory note in Luke 3:16a is not paralleled in Matthew’s Gospel. Luke
had to add this because of the intervening material in Luke 3:10-15, especially the comment
about the crowd’s musings in v. 15, which demanded a change of subject prior to vv. 16b-17.

Matthew’s eic petavouav is likely redactional since it fits with a Matthean redactional theme
(cf. Matt 3:2; 4:17) and repeats a term already used in Q 3:8a. It also detracts from the
parallelism that would otherwise exist between Q 3:16b and 16e. Luke, who is himself quite fond
of repentance, would probably not have omitted the phrase if it had been in his source. And
Mark’s version does not have it either.

I cannot decide between Luke’s infinitives diaxaOdpar ... cuvayayeiv and Matthew’s xai +
futures but the meaning would be unaffected whichever option one chooses.

Avtod would have either modified tov oitov (Matt) or v arnobnknv (Luke). Fleddermann
argues that Matthew adjusted the pronoun in order to allegorise the wheat and make it conform
to his parable of the Wheat and the Weeds (Matt 13:24-30+36-43).%° His argument seems as

good as any.

2. John’s Question and Jesus’ Reply (Q 7:18-20+22-23)

Matthew and Luke agree in saying that it was after John had learned of Jesus’ works that he

posed his question to Jesus, so Q may be presumed to have said something about this as well.

 Fleddermann, Q, 220.
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The exact wording here is extremely difficult to establish, however. Matthew’s version is notably
terse. It has likely been compressed. One of Matthew’s tendencies, when he is working with
material in Mark’s Gospel, is to abbreviate passages, especially if they contain redundant or
ostensibly extraneous elements.® The present unit would have provided Matthew with sufficient
motivation to follow this redactional programme here if it had looked anything like Luke’s
version, which is clumsy, repetitive, and verbose. | have therefore opted to follow Luke’s
wording in most respects. Matthew and Luke agree that John’s question had been prompted by
John’s having heard about Jesus’ miraculous works and preaching but Matthew does not specify
who gave John the information. In Luke’s version John’s disciples are the informants. Luke’s
version also differs with Matthew’s in not expressly stating that John had been in prison at this
time. This may be because in Luke’s Gospel this had been previously noted (Luke 3:20) and the
evangelist deemed it unnecessary to reiterate that detail. | have retained the Matthean note partly
for this reason and partly because it fits the scene so well since it helps to explain why John was
communicating with Jesus through a delegation.*! Meier adds that Matthew had more reason
than Luke to retain Q’s reference to John’s imprisonment here because he, unlike Luke, had only
made a passing reference to it in Matt 4:12 and in this case the Markan term napado6n was also
a bit ambiguous since it could mean “handed over” or “betrayed” and since we are not told what
became of John thereafter. Meier thinks as well that Matthew prefers the term puioxn over
Seopmtplov, the latter being a hapax legommenon in his Gospel.*? | find myself mostly

convinced that Q contained some reference here to John’s imprisonment but | have placed it in

% For instances of Matthean compression of Mark, see Matt 8:28-34; 9:15, 20-22; 14:34-36; 17:14-21, etc.).

31 Cf. Mark 2:18 where the third person verb could be taken to include “the disciples of John.” If that is a correct
way to read the syntax would this anecdote also assume John’s imprisonment? Or are these disciples members of an
ongoing Baptist group which had continued to exist after John’s death? | think the first option is more likely.

%2 Meier, Marginal Jew, 2.132, 198 n. 89,
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brackets in my reconstruction in order to indicate my uncertainty about how exactly the clause
should be reconstructed.

Matthew’s ta €pya 100 ypiotod would hardly have been omitted by Luke and substituted
with the vague ndvtov tovtmv. Yet ndvtov is rather characteristic of Lukan redaction and a
comparable Lukan phrase—anryyeihav tavto mavro—occurs at Luke 24:9 (diff. Mark 16:8).
Luke’s mavtov toutwv obviously links the present chreia with the two healings that occurred in
his narrative just prior to vv. 1-10 and 11-17. But some such link probably existed in Q, given
how the preceding material has been arranged in order to prompt John’s question in the first
place and to provide Jesus with the narrative background for his reply in v. 22. An exact textual
reconstruction here may be impossible but the gist is clear: John was told about Jesus’
impressive works. Luke’s tavtov tobtov may be an amplification, meant to include not just
Jesus’ works (as in Matthew) but his words as well (cf. ebayyeriCovton in v. 22¢). Matthew’s td
gpya yprotod may have therefore originally read tda &pya Incod. This reconstruction, while
conjectural, has two advantages: (1) it provides John with an express motivation for his quotation
(beyond the merely implicit motivation that might have otherwise been deducible from Q’s
general narrative up to this point); (2) it would provide avt@ in v. 18 with a much-needed
antecedent (tracing the antecedent all the way back to v. 9, as Witetschek does, is unconvincing).
Fleddermann thinks Matthew derived ta &€pya from Matt 11:19 (where a6 tév Epyov is clearly
Matthean).* But the evangelist might have just as easily derived the latter phrase from the
former, which he found in Q. Matthew nowhere else uses £pya. in connection with Jesus’ works.

I would maintain that at 11:2 he got the term from Q.

* Fleddermann, Q, 354.
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The reference to two disciples may be a Lukan redaction since it is likely meant to introduce
the Mosaic law’s stipulation that “only on the evidence of two witnesses ... shall a charge be
sustained” (Deut 19:15).%

[1pog 1oV kOplov Aéywv is obviously a Lukan redaction (cf. Luke 7:13; 10:1, 41; 17:5; 19:8,
etc.). Matthew’s avt® is preferable. The tense and mood of Aéyw are not critical but I have stuck
with Luke in using a present participle rather than Matthew’s aorist indicative.

Matthew’s &tepov agrees with Luke 7:19, 20 in many important Lukan mss.* But this
agreement is usually attributed to a scribal assimilation of Luke’s text to Matthew’s.
Fleddermann suggests that Luke originally wrote gAAov because he was influenced by the term
in the immediately preceding pericope (7:8).*® This explanation seems as good as any.

Aside from the note that the disciples had been sent by John the material in vv. 19-21 is
usually discarded in toto as a Lukan redaction. But this is unnecessarily reductive. It must be
emphasised again that Matthew often compresses material in his Markan source, especially if it
is repetitive or clumsy.*” There seems no obvious reason for Luke to have added the extra
material in vv. 19-20 if it were not already present in Q.* | have therefore taken most of this as

original to Q. Verse 21, however, should be dropped as redactional.®® Luke elsewhere uses the

% See Fleddermann, Q, 356. Cf. Acts 23:23.
% Verse 19: &tepov & B L R W = W 28 33 982 1241 1424 pc | dihov AD © 13 9t

Verse 20: &gpov x D L W E W ! 33 892 1241 pc | éhov B AB @ 2 M
% Fleddermann, Q, 355.
%7 See n. 30 above.
% Contra Fleddermann (Q, 356) who refers to “Luke’s tendency to duplicate Q.” As examples of this tendency he
cites Luke 6:24-26; 9:61; 10:7, 8, 10, 11; 15:8-10. These texts are not analogous to Q 7:20, however, because they
are expansions, not duplications (assuming here that all of these verses are, in fact, Lukan, and do not derive from
Q). Nolland (Luke 1-9:20, 329) points as well to Luke 19:34 and 15:18-19, 21 as illustrations of Lukan repetition. In
19:34 Luke’s 6 xk0proc avtod ypeiav éxet replaces Mark’s kaboc sinev 6 Tnoodc. The repetition is minimal,
however, and allows Luke to re-introduce his own favourite title for Jesus. As for Luke 15:18-19, 21, the wording is
indeed repetitive but the parable containing it might not be Lukan and this one example cannot, in any case,
establish a genuine Lukan tendency.
¥ Kiimmel, Promise, 109 n. 15.
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phrase, “In that hour,”*® and the whole verse is a blatant set-up for v. 22 (this is a technique Luke
employs elsewhere in his writings: e.g. Luke 3:15; 20:1). Moreover, v. 21 is unnecessary to the
narrative: it would only make explicit the fact that the miracles and preaching in v. 22 had been
performed by Jesus and not someone else—a rather obvious point.

Verses 22-23 contain fewer issues. In v. 22b Matthew and Luke disagree in the tense and
order of the two last verbs: dxovete kai PAénete (Matt) vs. eidete kol ikovcate (Luke). Since the
sequence see and hear occurs at Q 10:23-24 (where Matthew and Luke agree) that may have also
the original sequence here. The verbs were probably written in the present tense. Luke clearly
dislikes historical presents. He regularly adjusts them in the Markan material and may be

suspected of having done that here too.

3. Jesus’ Encomium on John (Q 7:24-28)

In v. 24 Matthew’s less explicit tovtwv is likely more original than Luke’s ayyélov t@dv
‘Tméavvov, which would probably not have been deleted by Matthew if it had existed in Q. Luke
elsewhere uses dyyeioc with anépyopar (Luke 1:38; 2:15; 7:24; Acts 10:7) or agpiotnu (Acts
12:10) so Matthew’s mopevopévav is perhaps also the more likely original Q reading (although
the meaning would be the same if areA@ovtwv were original). Matthew’s 'Incovg is arguably
from Q as well. Luke may have omitted it because it was no longer needed with the unit joined
as it is to John’s Question and Jesus” Answer. Luke shows a tendency to omit 6 'Incotg
clsewhere as well, as I mentioned earlier (—5.2.).

"Eyw in v. 26 was likely added by Matthew in order to make the quote conform to LXX Exod

23:20a and Mal 3:1a, both of which utilise the pleonastic pronoun.

40| uke 7:21; 10:21; 12:12; Acts 22:13.
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Luke’s differences with Matthew in v. 25 are all either characteristically Lukan (évo6&w,
orapyovrec) or explicable as Lukan redaction (ipatiow).*

The quote from Exod 23:20a in Q 7:27 agrees with the Septuagint (the agreement is almost
verbatim) but the quote from Mal 3:1a differs in several ways. The most significant difference is
in Q’s use of the verb katackevacet (“make ready”, “prepare”).*? This is actually a decent,
although idiomatic, rendering of the pi’el form of 1115 (738), which can be rendered into English
as, “clear away”, “make clear.”*® The Septuagint’s émpréyeton (“look upon,” “consider,” “have
regard for”) appears to presume a gal reading (:119), which can be rendered, “turn to look
upon”/“have regard for” (e.g. 1 Sam 13:17; 2 Sam 9:8; Ps 25:16). One possible explanation for
Q’s (and Mark’s) departure from the Septuagint is that a Q redactor wanted to bring the
translation into closer agreement with what he took to be the meaning of the Hebrew, having
constructed 1710 as a pi’el. Note, for example, that the two later Greek translations of Aquila and
Symmachus, both of which tried to bring the Greek into closer agreement with the Hebrew, used
the related term armookevdoetl, apparently adopting a pi’el reading. Theodotion did not like
gmPréyerou either and opted for étowdoet, a synonym of mapa/katackevdoet.* Fleddermann,
however, proposes that a Q redactor adjusted the verbs not out of the concern for a supposed
Hebrew reading but “because the Septuagintal verb would not work in the context of John’s
Question [in Q 7:19].”* John was not someone who merely “looked upon” or “had regard for”

the way before Jesus; he prepared that way, by encouraging repentance/baptism, and by acting

* See Fleddermann, Q, 358-59.

“2 For this meaning of kotackevalo see LSJ, s.v. 1.3

* See Gen 24:31; Isa 57:14; 62:10.

* For kataokevdlo and étowdlm as synonyms, cf. Luke 1:17: étowpdoat kupio Aadv koteokevacpévov. For
napockevalm and étowdlw as synonyms (meaning, “get ready”, “prepare”), see LSJ, s.v. napoackevalo, I.1; s.v.
towdlom, 1.1. Amookevdlom (A', Z') meant something like “clear away” (LSJ, s.v. 1.1) but the secondary meaning of
preparation would not have been absent from its use in Mal 3:1 since that is the whole thrust of the passage. For
readings from Theodotion, Symmachus, Aquila, see Ziegler, Duodecim Prophetae, ad loc.

*® Fleddermann, Mark and Q, 26-27.
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as Jesus’ forerunner (—2.2.8.1-4.). Again, Fleddermann claims that scripture quotations in Q
always follow the Septuagint (or Theodotion) and that the present verse is the only possible place
where the Greek has been adjusted to conform more closely to the Hebrew, and here the
adjustment would have only been made with respect to an individual word.*® Fledderman’s claim
about Q’s consistent use of the Septuagint is perhaps overstated*’ but at least generally true.
Hence, one can probably best explain this rather idiosyncratic adjustment of Mal 3:1a not as a
redactor’s attempt at bringing the translation into closer agreement with the Hebrew, but “as a
free adaptation of the Greek text of the OT”, as Fleddermann proposes. *®

Fleddermann attributes all the other differences between LXX Mal 3:1a and Q’s quotation of

it to the Q redactor as well:

Most of these changes assimilate the Malachi text to Exodus and adapt it to the context in Q. The
relative [6¢] improves the syntax following the Greek tendency to subordinate in more elegant prose.
The article with 636v and the substitution of &unpocbev for Tpod mpocmdmov are stylistic variations
demanded by the combination of the two texts. The redactor uses trv 656v cov to balance tov

yyerov pov and to avoid repeating mpod Tpocdmov cov.*

These proposals all seem reasonable enough (I discussed the adjustment of pov to cov in
Excursus B). For Q’s citation of Mal 3:1a, one need not posit a familiarity with the Hebrew text.
The changes appear to have been based on stylistic and conceptual concerns about the Greek

(Septuagint) text.

*® See Fleddermann, Mark and Q, 27 n. 10 for a complete listing of OT quotes in Q.

*" In the case of the Temptation narrative (Q 4:4, 8, 10-11, 12), for example, it is less clear that the LXX is being
used. See Tuckett, “Temptation,” 483-85. Nor is it obvious that the scripture allusions in 7:22 are dependent on the
LXX (—4.3.).

*® Fleddermann, Mark and Q, 27.

* Fleddermann, Mark and Q, 26-27.
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Appendix D: Charts to illustrate how John’s coming figure in Q 3:16b-17

might have been understood

In this chart | provide a few quotes in order to illustrate the ideas at the top of the column. Then I provide
a number of additional references, citing only the book with chapter and verse humbers. References to
“Webb” are to his book John the Baptiser. | have omitted several of his references that did not seem
particularly apposite. The ones I have included from his lists seemed generally more so but many of these
are also of dubious relevance. Webb’s survey is even more problematic in that he restricts himself to
works written prior to 70 C.E. He no doubt did this for both practical and methodological reasons. But in
so doing I believe he omitted much relevant material. | have therefore occasionally included works dated
beyond 70 C.E. (e.g. 4 Ezra) and have tried to place in square brackets any references | myself have

added.

judge ()
Irestorer (b)
God “...the Lord’s mercy is upon those who fear
him with judgment—to separate between the
righteous and the sinner.” (Pss. Sol. 2.33-35)

For both (a) and (b) cf. God’s role in Israel’s
exile and restoration: e.g. Deut 29-31; Isa 29;
54; Jer 30-31; Neh 9; Dan 9; Bar 2, 4-5; Jub.
1; Pss. Sol 2; Sib. Or. 3.265-94; CD 1.3-8. For
(a), cf. Joel 2:1-11; Mal 4:1; 1 En. 90.26-27;
Pss. Sol. 8.26; Isa 13:1-16; Ezek 21:1-23; Sib.
Or. 3.295-572; Isa 24:1-23; 63:1-6; Joel 3:2-
21; Sir 36:1-10; 1 En. 1.3-10; Pss. Sol. 2.30-
35; 1QpHab 13.1-4. For (b), cf. Ezek 20:33-
38; Mal 3:5; 4:1-3; 1 En. 1.7-10; 5.4-10; CD
1.6-9; 1QMyst 1.5-7; Ezek 34:11-31; Joel
2:18-27; Bar 4:21-5:9; Jub. 1.15-18; Pss. Sol.
11.2-8; Sib. Or. 3.282-94; 1QM 1.4-14; Jer
31:34; Ezek 11:17-20; 36:25, 29; Jub. 1.23;
1QS 4.10-21; 1QH 6.6-10; Jer 31:31-34; Ezek
16:59-63; Bar 2:35; Sim.60.6; T. Mos. 12.13;
1QS 4.22-23; CD 3.12-20; Ezek 2:2-4; 60:5-
11; Zech 8:20-22.%°

“[he will] restore the tribes of Israel.” (Sir
48:10)

Elijah

“his dwelling will be light and his word
judgment, and he will judge Israel.” (Liv.
Proph. 21.3)

(a) Liv. Proph. 21.3

(b) Sir 48.10; cf. Mal 3:2-4 for Elijah(?) as
purifier.

0 \Webb, 222-23 nn. 8-14.
L \Webb, 224 n. 18.
52 \Webb, 224 n. 19.
53 Webb, 226 n. 30.

coming figure

“Behold, your God
will come with
vengeance, with
recompense of God.
He will come and
save you.” (Isa 35:4)

See Appendix 1.1. for
more references and
discussion;

Also Webb, 224 n.
17.

“Why do the scribes
say that Elijah must
come first?” (Mark
9:11)

Cf. Mal 3:2 (for
reference to a coming
figure who may have
been interpreted as
Elijah)

See Appendix 1.2.
for more references
and discussion.

mighty

“the mighty God.”
(Isa 10:21)

Isa 10:21; 33:13;

49:26; 62:8; 63:1, 15;

Jer 16:21; Ezek

20:33-34; Sir 36:3, 8;

1 En. 84.2; Pss. Sol.
2.29; Liv. Proph.
2.29; Liv. Proph.
2.12;1QS 10:16-17;
CD 2:5; 1QM 3:5-6;
12:9-10; 13:13-16;
18:11-14; 1QH 6:30;
4Q181 fr.12.%

“he will judge Israel
with sword and fire”

(Liv. Proph. 21.3 acc.

to some mss)

Cf. Mal 3:2-3 for fire
imagery used with
reference to a figure
who may have been
interpreted as Elijah.

will baptise with
the Spirit (a) and
fire (b)

“I will pour out my
spirit on all
flesh...Even upon
the menservants
and maidservants in
those days, I will
pour out my spirit.”
(Joel 2:28-29)

Ezek 36:26-27; Joel
2:28-29; Jub. 1.23;

1QS 4.21; Sib. Or.

2.196-282.%2

threshing-floor
imagery

“I have winnowed
them with a
winnowing fork in
the gates of the
land; | have
bereaved them, |
have destroyed my
people; they did
not turn from their
ways.”

Jer 15:7; 51:2, 33;
Nah 1:10; Mal 4:1;
Jer 13:24; Isa
5:24; 33:11; 47:14;
Joel 2:5; Wis
5:23.%

Cf. Mal 4:1

326



(Davidic)
Messiah

Son of
man

judge (a)

[restorer (b)
“Undergird him with the strength to
destroy the unrighteous rulers, to purge
Jerusalem from gentiles...to drive out
the sinners from the inheritance; to
smash the arrogance of sinners like a
potter’s jar...to destroy the unlawful
nations with the word of his mouth; at
his warning the nations will flee from
his presence; and he will condemn
sinners by the thoughts of their hearts.
He will gather a holy people whom he
will lead in righteousness; and he will
judge the tribes of the people...” (Pss.
Sol. 17.22-26)

(a) 1sa 9:7; 11:4; Jer 23:5-6; 33:15-16;
Zech 9:9-10; Pss. Sol. 17.22-27

(b) 1QSh 5.21-23.%

*...the wind made something like the
figure of a man ... [H]e sent forth from
his mouth something like a stream of
fire, and ... a flaming breath, ... and a
storm of sparks ... and [they] fell on
the onrushing multitude that was
prepared to fight, and burned up all of
them... (4 Ezra 13.2, 10, 11).

(a) Sim. 69.27-28; 38.3; 45.2-3; 49.4;
50.2; 55.4; 61.8.

(b) Cf. Sim. 48.4; 49.2; 4 Ezra 13.5

> Webb, 231-33 and n. 50.
% Webb, 233 n. 59.

% References to Isa 42:1; 61:1; 4 Ezra 13 are not listed by Webb. On 4 Ezra, see the discussion in Scobie, John the
Baptist, 63-73. This passage is not referenced by Webb because it dates to after 70 C.E., his arbitrary cut-off date for
sources examined.
> References from Webb, 247 and nn. 105-106 on the same page. | have omitted several references that do not seem
particularly apposite. | have included others that seemed dubiously apposite.
%8 Webb, 247-48 and n. 112. Note here that the references in 1 Enoch speak of the figure “arising” and “appearing”,
not “coming.”

coming figure

“Lo, your king
comes to you.”
(Zech 9:9)

Isa 11:1; Jer 30:21;
Mic 5:2; Zech 9:9;
CD 19:10-11; 1QS
9:11; 1QSa 2:12.

See Appendix 1.3.
for more references
and discussion.

“...with the clouds
of heaven there
came one like a son
of man, and he
came to the Ancient
of Days and was
presented before
him.” (Dan 7:13)

Dan 7.13; cf. Sim.
69.29; 38.2; 51.5;
52.9.%

mighty

May you be [...] with
the power (1x) of your
mouth.] With your
sceptre may you lay
waste the earth. With
the breath of your lips
25 may you kill the
wicked. May he give
[you a spirit of
coun]sel and of
everlasting fortitude
(@2 nma7)... For
God has raised you to
a scepter 28 for the
rulers be[fore you ...
all the na]tions will
serve you, and he will
make you strong
(7272») by his holy
name...

Isa 9:6; 11:2; Pss. Sol.
17.22, 36-40; 18.7;

Jub 31.18; 1QSbh 5:24-
25; poss. 1QH 3:10.%®

“For he is mighty in
all the secrets of
righteousness...and
his might [is] to all
generations. And in
him dwell the spirit of
understanding and the
spirit of insight and
the spirit of might.”
(Sim. 49.2-3)

Sim. 52.4; 49.2-3; cf.
also 69.29.

will baptise with the Spirit

(a) and fire (b)
“Behold my servant, whom |
uphold, my chosen, in whom
my soul delights; I have put
my Spirit upon him, he will
bring forth justice to the
nations.” (Isa 42:1)

threshing-
floor imagery
No examples

[“...he sent forth from his
mouth as it were a stream of
fire...and burned them all
up...” (4 Ezra 13.10-11)]

(a) Endowed with God’s
Spirit: cf. Isa 11:2; 32:1-8;
[42:1; 61:1]; Jer 3:15; 23:5;
Pss. Sol. 18.7; 1QSb 5:25.

(b) Unleashes fire:
cf. [4 Ezra 13.10-11] (cited
above).*®

“And the Elect One seated
him upon the throne of his
glory, and the spirit of
righteousness was poured
upon him, and the word of
his mouth will slay all the
sinners, and all the
unrighteous will perish from
his presence.” (Sim. 62.2)

Cf. Sim.48.9.

For the SM as a fiery judge,
see 4 Ezra 13.10-11, cited
under Davidic Messiah. Cf.
also Sim. 54.6.
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Appendix E: Alternative christologies for Q?

In this thesis I argue that Jesus is envisaged as the Davidic Messiah. Because this is a
disputable point the current appendix is devoted to alternative christologies.

Interestingly, the term ypiotog does not seem to have been used in Q. Some have inferred
from this that Q did not envisage Jesus as the/a Messiah.*® Yet this view is untenable. In the
main body of this thesis | have noted three pieces of evidence that Q did actually envisage Jesus
as the Davidic Messiah: (1) its identification of him as the God’s unique “Son” (—3.5.3.); (2) its
application of the title/phrase “the Coming One” to Jesus (—Excursus A); and (3) its portrayal of
Jesus as fulfilling various Isaianic prophecies relating to the eschaton and the Messiah (—4.5.2.).
In this appendix I shall add two more reasons for seeing Jesus in Q as the Davidic Messiah: (4)
Q’s identification of him as the anointed figure of Isa 61:1, and (5) its identification of him as the
Son of man figure of Dan 7:13-14. But more on those last two arguments a bit later.

Surprisingly, despite the rather compelling pieces of evidence that | have mentioned, few
commentators acknowledge that Q advocated a Davidic messiah. Here | shall discuss some of

the most noted and most viable alternatives to such a christology in Q.

1. Priestly Messiah: A priestly Messiah is sometimes mentioned as the possible object of John’s
prophecy about “the Coming One” in Q 3:16-17.%° But while this interpretation is occasionally
get mentioned, no modern interpreter, as far as | can tell, commits him/herself to it. Very little in
Q would lead us to see Jesus in Q as a priestly Messiah. Besides this, references to a priestly

Messiah in the extant works from around the turn of the era are relegated, for the most part, to

*° Borg, et al., Lost Gospel, 27-28; Mack, “Jewish Wisdom”, 214; idem, Lost Gospel, 4. Cf. also Tuckett, Q, 214;
Vaage, Galilean Upstarts, 90-91.
% E g. Webb, Baptizer, 335-37.
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the Qumran sectarian literature.®® If we were to exclude this literature, expectations of a priestly
Messiah would be very rarely attested in Second Temple or rabbinic Judaism.®? Furthermore,
this figure of the priestly Messiah is almost never referred to in isolation, as John refers to his
expected figure in Q 3:16 and 7:19.%% Rather, “the Messiah of Aaron” is mentioned in association
with “the Messiah of Israel”. Finally, if Q’s John were expecting a priestly figure we should
probably have expected him to indict the current priesthood or claim something about how the
present temple was polluted (cf. 4:9; but cf. also 11:49-51; 13:35a). Therefore, it seems unlikely
that John’s prophecies about “the Coming One” refer to a priestly Messiah (unless, perhaps, one
were to identify this priest with Elijah, but see below for why an Elijah christology in Q is also

problematic).

2. Elijah:®* In view of John’s preaching in Q 3:16 about “the Coming One” (6 &pyopevoc) it is
often noted that several ancient texts refer to Elijah as a coming figure (— Appendix 1.2). Among
these texts, the most notable is Mal 3:1-2, where “the messenger of the covenant” is expected to
come to his Temple and act as a refiner’s fire to purify “the sons of Levi.” Concerning this figure

we also read: “But who can endure the day of his coming ( ixia o¥>=n§ 22921 *n/kai tig dmopevel

1 E.g. CD 12:23-13:1; 14:19?; 19:10-11; 20:1; 1QS 9:11; cf. also CD 7:18-21; 1QM 5:1 with 2:1; 15:4; 16:13; 18:5;
19:11. The figure also appears in some pseudepigraphical works: Jub.31:12-20; T. Levi 18; T. Judah 21. The first
two of these are also attested at Qumran, suggesting an ideological link. So Collins (“Jesus and the Messiahs of
Israel”, 170): “The expectation of a priestly messiah was rooted in the priestly ideology of the sect. It does not
appear to have been widely shared by other Jews of the time.”

%2 The only non-Qumranic references to a priestly Messiah is in the Greek version of T.12 Patr., in T. Levi 18. The
T. 12. Patr. is now generally regarded as a Christian composition, however. To be sure, fragments of the T. Levi
have been discovered at Qumran but this fact only further suggests that expectations of a priestly Messiah were
largely relegated to the Qumran community.

% The one exception here is T. Levi 18.

% Cf. Robinson, “Detection”, 263-81; Fitzmyer, Luke I-1X, 472, 666-67; Kloppenborg, Excavating Q, 122-124;
Bovon, Luke 1, 268, 284; Joan Taylor, Immerser, 288-94 (in Q 7:19 John was asking whether Jesus were Elijah,
whom John was expecting, although Jesus viewed himself as only a prophet); Collins, Encounters, 169-178; Meier,
Marginal Jew, 3.655-57.
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nuépav gicddov avtod), and who can stand when he appears?” (Mal 3:2). Texts in the NT
Gospels, targum Pseudo-Jonathan, the Bavli, and a few medieval midrashim identify this figure

as “Elijah the prophet” in Mal 4:5 (—1.5.1.). Other works associated with the early Jesus
movement and broader Judaism speak of Elijah as a coming figure as well (— Appendix D and

1.2). The associations of John’s expected figure with fire in Q 3:16b-17 might also seem to
conjure up ideas of Elijah, the fiery prophet.®® Indeed, Jesus’ statement, “I have come (AA0ov) to
send fire on the earth” (Q 12:49), seems to recall the two occasions when Elijah called down fire
from heaven (1 Kgs 18:38; 2 Kgs 1:9-12). In THE REJECTION OF JESUS AT NAZARETH (Luke 4:16-
30), which is arguably from Q, Jesus compares himself to Elijah and Elisha. THE HEALING OF
THE WIDOW’S SON AT NAIN (Luke 7:11-16), the pericope which in Luke’s Gospel immediately
precedes the one we are presently discussing, may also derive from Q and it clearly portrays
Jesus as an Elijah-like figure. Finally, Jesus’ references in Q 7:22c to raising the dead and
healing lepers may recall the healing miracles performed by Elijah or Elisha (1 Kgs 17:8-24; 2
Kgs 4:8-37; 5:1-19; 6:17-20). Thus, it is possible that Q envisaged Jesus as Elijah reditus.®
Another possible Elijah connection in Q is the fact that Jesus appoints twelve disciples and
speaks of a time when they will be appointed to judge the twelve tribes of Israel (Q 22:28-30).
The latter saying envisions a restored Israel, which may presuppose the idea of Elijah restoring
the tribes of Israel as expressed in Sir 48:10: “you [Elijah] who are ready at the appointed time,
... to restore the tribes of Jacob.” But Jesus’ appointing of twelve disciples and his statement in

Q 22:28-30 may, alternatively, recall Isa 49:6, a text which was often interpreted, both in the

% Cf. Mal 3:2- 4; Sir 48:1; Vita Prophetae; 1 Kgs 18:30-40; 2 Kgs 1-16.
% | prefer the term reditus (“returned™) to redivivus (“reborn”) since Elijah never died but was taken to heaven.
Also, the prophecy in Mal 4:5-6 only speaks of Elijah returning, not being reborn.
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early Jesus movement and wider streams of Judaism, as a reference to the Messiah.®” The notion
in Q of a restored Israel is therefore ambiguous with respect to any Elijah associations. Given
what we have already seen about Q’s conception of Jesus as the Davidic Messiah it seems better
to understand Jesus here in the same way.

An Elijah christology in Q may be questioned on several grounds. First, whatever
associations with fire the historical Elijah might have had, the eschatological Elijah in Mal 4:5-6
is not expected to bring fiery punishment. His role is not punitive at all but reconciliatory: “he
will turn the hearts of fathers to their children and the hearts of children to their fathers, lest |
come and smite the land with a curse.” Second, with respect to Elijah’s role in bringing familial
reconciliation, Jesus draws a clear contrast between himself and the eschatological Elijah in Mal

4:5-6:

Q 12:51 Do you think that I have come to give peace on earth? No, I tell you, but rather division;
52 for henceforth in one house there will be five divided, three against two and two against three;
53 they will be divided, father against son and son against father, mother against daughter and
daughter against her mother, mother-in-law against her daughter-in-law and daughter-in-law against
her mother-in-law.%®

Third, Jesus contrasts himself with Elijah in another way:

1 Kings 19:19 And [Elijah] set out from there and Q 9:57 As they were going along the road, someone
found Elisha son of Shaphat, and he was plowing said to him, “I will follow you (dxolovbrcwm cot)
(mpotpia) with oxen—twelve yoke of oxen ahead of wherever you go.” 58 And Jesus said to him, “The
him, and he was with the twelve—and he came upon foxes have holes, and the birds of the air have nests;

him and threw his hairy mantle over him. 20 And but the Son of man has nowhere to lay his head.” 59
Elisha left the oxen and ran after Elijah (katédpapev To another he said, “Follow me” (dkoAoOBet pot). But
onic® Hhov) and said, “I will kiss my father and will ~ he said, “Let me first go and bury my father” (tov

®7 Luke 2:28-32; Acts 1:6-8; 26:23; Pss. Sol. 17.26-28; Sim. 48.4; 4 Ezra 13.39-50. Cf. also 1QM 5.1-2 where the
names of the twelve tribes are written on the staff of “the Prince.” On the other hand, Isa 49:6 is understood as
referring to Elijah in Tg. Ps.-Jon. at Deut 30:4.

%8 See the remarks of Manson, Sayings, 121; Robinson, “Elijah, John and Jesus”, 234; Allison, Constructing Jesus,
270.
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follow after you (kotapiiiom OV Tatépa Lov Kot natépa pov). 60 But he said to him, “Let the dead
axolovbnow omicw ocov),” and Elijah said, “Go back,  bury their dead.” 61 Another said likewise, “I will

for I am done with you” (dvaotpepe 611 nemoinkd follow you (dxoAovBnow cov); but let me first say
oot). 21 And he returned from behind him farewell to those at my home.” 62 Jesus said to him,
(dvéotpeyev ££6miobey avtod) and took the yoke of “No one who puts his hand to the plow (&potpov) and
oxen and slaughtered and boiled them with the looks to the things behind [him] (BAérwv gic Ta
equipment from the oxen and gave it to the people, omiow) is fit for the kingdom of God.”®

and they ate, and he arose and went after (§nopghn

onicw) Elijah and ministered to him.

The numerous intertextual links here indicate that the narrator meant to evoke ELIJAH’S CALLING
OF ELISHA.”® But note that whereas Elijah allows Elisha to return home to bid his family farewell
and even to enjoy a feast before taking up his new vocation, Jesus grants no such indulgences to
his would-be followers. The statement about putting one’s “hand to the plow” (épotpov) and
“looking back” (BAémwv eic ta dmicw) ™ is clearly allusive of Elisha’s having “returned from
behind him” (avéotpeyev £6micbev avtod) in order to slay and eat the oxen with which he “was
plowing” (Mpotpia). The allusions to the story about Elisha’s calling here are not meant to show
how Jesus is similar to Elijah but how he is different. There is also a fourth reason and most
compelling reason for rejecting an Elijah christology in Q, namely, the fact that in 7:27 Jesus
does not identify himself but John as Elijah (—5.6.). Indeed, even without 7:27 John’s role as
Elijah would be an important theme in Q; for we have seen that the whole point of Q’s

PROLOGUE, which features John as its central character and which presents him as announcing

% This is my own reconstruction. | follow mostly Luke’s text, but omit some of the more obvious Lukan elements.
Matthew seems to have compressed the unit, in accord with his usual tendency. See n. 30 above.

" Allison, Intertextual, 142-45. The subtle intertexts continue into vv. 61-62, suggesting that they are also from Q,
not a Lukan expansion. This, contra Fleddermann (Q, 395-96), who argues that Luke constructed the verses on the
basis of his own vocabulary, as well as other vocabulary he derived from vv. 57-60 and the LXX. Nor is he any
more convincing when he argues that the plough saying reflects a distinctively Lukan interest in perseverance. The
saying is not so much about perseverance per se, but about wholehearted commitment, which is precisely what is
expressed in vv. 57-60.

™ This statement is only found in Luke’s Gospel. But its intertextual links with the story of Elijah’s calling of
Elisha, and its literary coherence with vv. 57-60 (which also contain intertextual links with the Elisha story), suggest
that it was part of Q.
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Jesus’ coming, is to cast John as a prophetic forerunner to Jesus, the implication here being that
Jesus is the Messiah and John is Elijah (—2.2.7.; 2.2.8.4.). One would be hard-pressed
explaining how Q could have ever maintained a coherent christology if it had presented both
John and Jesus as Elijah reditus. Finally, an Elijah christology would raise a difficult historical
problem, at least for those who trace an Elijah self-consciousness back to the historical Jesus
himself. As Dale Allison asks: “Would Christians have turned John into Elijah if Jesus had
claimed that role for himself?”"2

Kloppenborg, who advocates for an Elijah christology in Q, tries to address the problem of
how John and Jesus can both be associated with Elijah. He talks of how “various expectations
associated with Elijah” allowed Q “to distribute these qualities between John and Jesus and thus
to negotiate the relationship between the two figures.””® As Kloppenborg sees it, John fulfils his
Elijah role by proclaiming repentance and by acting as “my messenger” in Mal 3:1a whereas
Jesus “emulates Elijah’s restorative ministry.” But against Kloppenborg, while it may be correct
to see Jesus’ ministry as ultimately restorative (cf. esp. 22:28+30) it can hardly be seen as
restorative in an Elijianic manner, given the saying in Q 12:51-53.

Joan Taylor, approaching the Q material from a primarily historical perspective rather than a
strictly source-critical or compositional one, tries to escape this same problem of Jesus and John
allegedly both being associated with Elijah.”* She thinks that in Q 7:19 John was not asking
whether Jesus were the Messiah but whether he were Elijah. Jesus, she suspects, knew that John
was still anticipating Elijah and this is why he responded to him as he did, that is, by drawing

attention to his own Elijah-like miracles (healing lepers and raising the dead). Jesus’ response

"2 Allison, Constructing, 269.

® Kloppenborg, Excavating Q, 123-124.

™ Joan Taylor, Immerser, 288-93. Her views here are similar to those of Schweitzer (Quest, 373-76) and Robinson
(“Elijah, John and Jesus”, 28-52).
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was somewhat duplicitous, however, since he did not actually view himself as Elijah. He viewed
John as Elijah and himself merely as a prophet and co-worker with John. Taylor’s approach here
is methodologically unsound because it attempts to psychoanalyze Jesus’ motives, something we
have no objective way of doing. If pressed, | suspect that Taylor would fall back on the notion
that much of the tradition preserved or redacted in Q is hopelessly incoherent.” But before
resorting to such a “council of despair”, let us see whether there are other approaches to the
present issue that can help us to arrive at a more coherent Q christology.

Before doing that, though, it must be acknowledged that while Q clearly rejects the notion
that Jesus is the eschatological Elijah who restores families and neighbours, it does, at the same
time, portray him as being like Elijah insofar as he is a miracle worker. Jesus’ associations with
Elijah seem evident enough in Q 7:22c and in the possible Q texts found in Luke 4:16-30 and
Luke 7:11-16. How might these texts fit into Q’s christology, given what we have seen in Q
9:57-62 and 12:51-53 where Jesus seems to distance himself from Elijah? Perhaps a distinction
needs to be drawn here between the eschatological and the historical Elijah.”® Q, without doubt,
envisages John as the former, at least in its prologue and 7:27. It envisages Jesus only as the
latter; or, to put the matter more precisely, it envisages him as someone who performed miracles
reminiscent of the historical Elijah’s miracles.

Against this line of interpretation, it might be asked why Q would envisage Jesus as an
Elijah-like figure at all, given how this only detracts from John’s associations with Elijah and
creates such a confusing portrayal of Jesus. Perhaps someone thought that in order for Jesus to

have a proper place in redemptive history he needed to be compared to some biblical figure. The

" See Joan Taylor, Immerser, 321-22.

"® My inspiration for this proposal comes from Miller (“Messenger”, 1-16) who attempts to resolve a similar Elijah
tension in the Gospel of Luke. Miller’s approach is different though. He draws a distinction between Elijah-typology
(which applies only to John) and Elijah-comparisons (which can apply to Jesus as well as John).
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Jewish Bible—at least if we can assume a first century proto-canon similar to the one affirmed
by Josephus in Ag. Ap. 1.38-40—features only four miracle workers: Moses, Elijah, Elisha, and
Isaiah. Of these, the last is only associated with one healing (Isa 38:1-8). Moses was not much of
a healer either, although he did heal Miriam of her leprosy and set up the bronze serpent that
allowed many Israelites to be healed of their snake bites (Num 21). He also performed various
miracles but none of these is comparable to Jesus’ miracles, all of which, in Q at least, are
healings. So if Jesus was known to have worked miracles—especially healings—the list of
possible biblical parallels would have been quite limited. It was probably inevitable, therefore,
that he would come to be compared to either Elijah or Elisha, given their fame in miracle-
working. Note, by way of comparison, that Honi the Circle Drawer and Hanina ben Dosa, both
of whom were famous miracle workers, were similarly associated with the historical (though not
the eschatological) Elijah.”” Note too that in at least one later Jewish tradition the messianic age
IS expected to resemble the miraculous days of Elijah (Pesiqg. 76a. 13 (Str.-B. 1.594) (c. 300).
What is perhaps more surprising is not the fact that in Q Jesus is compared with Elijah but that

his miracles do not also recall the person of Moses, as they do in the canonical Gospels.

3. The Eschatological Prophet/Prophet like Moses: " Interpreters often note Qs interest in Isa

61:1-3 and infer from this that Jesus is envisaged in Q as “the Eschatological Prophet” or a non-

" 1.1.2.3. (on Géza Vermes).

"8 E.g. Tuckett, History, 221-37; idem, “Isaiah in Q”, 54-55; Stuhlmacher, Das paulinische Evangelium, 1:218-19;
Hahn, Titles, 380; cf. also the historical sketches of Meier, Marginal Jew, 2.1039-49; Scot McKnight, “Jesus and
Prophetic Actions”, BBR 10.2 (2000), 197-232; Hooker, Signs; McKeating, “Prophet Jesus—2", 50-53; Fuller,
Foundations, 171; Cullmann, Christology, 36; Dunn, Spirit, 53-62, esp. 61; Goulder, “Anointed”, 66-74; Joan
Taylor, Immerser, 264-80; Betz, “Jesus’ Gospel”, 53-74; Bird, Are You the One?, 98-104. Often commentators
conflate the Eschatological Prophet with Elijah, making it difficult for those of us keeping score to know where
exactly they stand. For example, John Collins often characterises Jesus as Elijah(-like) but also as “the
Eschatological Prophet.” It is possible that Elijah was, indeed, seen by some at around the turn of the era, as one and
the same with the prophet like Moses in Deut 18 (cp. 1QS 9:11 with 4QTest). But at least in the Fourth Gospel the
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royal, strictly prophetic Messiah. The term “Eschatological Prophet” is not actually found in Isa
61:1, the Bible, or related literature. Nevertheless, this biblical verse is written in the first person
singular so commentators usually identify the speaker as a prophet, given that the author of the
entire book of Isaiah was apparently a self-styled prophet.” Having identified this figure as a
prophet, modern commentators often associate this biblical text with Deut 18:15 where Moses
declares: “Yahweh your God will raise up for you a prophet like me from among you, from your
brethren—him you shall heed” (cf. also v. 18).

Q itself never alludes to the prediction about a Moses-like prophet in Deut 18. Some would
argue, however, that it presents Jesus as a Moses-like figure.®® In THE TEMPTATION, Jesus is said
to have fasted for forty days in the wilderness and this can be seen as recalling Moses’ fast of
forty days and forty nights on Mt. Sinai. But while Matthew makes this express link to the
fasting of Moses (cf. Matt 4:2), Q itself does not (cf. Luke 4:2). Another possible association of
Jesus with Moses in THE TEMPTATION is when Satan asks Jesus to turn a stone into bread. This
could be seen as recalling the biblical story about the Israelites being fed with manna in the
wilderness. But in THE TEMPTATION the term pawv is not used, and in the manna story Moses is
not involved in performing the miracle anyway (he only hears, and presumably communicates to
Israel, what God himself was about to do). Furthermore, the manna is said to have come down
from heaven and this description of the event bears little resemblance to the devil’s demand that

Jesus turn a stone into bread.?* Some also understand the phrase, “by the finger of God” (Q/Luke

“priests and Levites” are said to recognise them as separate eschatological characters (John 1:19-21).

" E.g. Ellinger, “Tritojesaja”, 112-41; Mowinckel, He That Cometh, 226, 255; Westermann, Isaiah 40-66, 365-67;
Blenkinsopp, Isaiah 40-55, 222-23; Slotski, Isaiah, 526-29; Childs, Isaiah, 505; Gregory, “Postexilic Exile,” 480-
81. Cf. also the numerous citations from lIsaiah that are introduced in the NT with comments like “as Isaiah
says/said” (John 12:38 = Isa 53:1; Rom 10:20 = Isa 65:1); “spoken of by the prophet Isaiah when he said” (Matt 3:3
=lsa 9:1).

8 The argument is made most convincingly by Allison, Constructing, 270-74, 352-380.

8 On alleged associations with Moses in Q’s Temptation, see further, Teeple, Prophet, 75-77.

336



11:20), as an allusion to Exod 8:18-19. But the Matthean parallel reads “by the Spirit of God”
(Q/Matt 12:28) and this is likely the original Q reading.®* Matthew likes to cast Jesus as a hew
Moses so it is unlikely that he would have neglected an opportunity to do that here if his source
had read &v daxtOA® Ogo0d.

Thus far, | have found none of the most oft-cited evidence for a Mosaic christology in Q to
be convincing. But Dale Allison adds two other arguments that, to my mind, have a good deal of
force. He finds an allusion to the generation of Moses in Q’s repeated phrase 1 yevea avtn (7:31;
11:29-32, 50-51).%% The juxtaposition of 1 yeved oty with yeved movnpa at 11:29 seems all too
clear in this regard. But can we infer that behind this language lies a belief that Jesus is the
Prophet like Moses in Deut 18?7 Quite possibly. Allison suggests as well that Jesus’ SERMON in Q
6 is meant as a rewriting of Lev 19.% If that is correct, and Allison makes a very compelling case
that it is, the implication would certainly be that Jesus is envisaged in Q as a new Moses.

How would Q’s portrayal of Jesus as the prophet like Moses in Deut 18 correlate with its use
of Isa 61:1, a text that is applied to Jesus at least twice in Q? The Isaiah text speaks of a figure
who has been anointed by Yahweh. Modern scholars have often interpreted this figure as an
anointed prophet.®® The reception history of Isa 61:1-3, however, suggests nothing about ancient
interpreters identifying this figure with the prophet like Moses in Deut 18; nor does it indicate

that they ever envisaged this anointed figure as a non-royal, strictly prophetic Messiah.* For

8 See further the discussion in Fleddermann, Q, 483-84. For an alternative view, see Allison, Intertextual Jesus, 53-
57; idem, New Moses, 237-38.

8 Allison, Intertextual Jesus, 57-59; Constructing Jesus, 272. Note especially Deut 1:35: “Not one of these men of
this evil generation (7177 ¥ M77/LXX omits) shall see the good land which | swore to give to your fathers.” Other
relevant texts are Ps 78:8; 95:10 (LXX: 94:10).

8 Allison, Constructing Jesus, 352-386.

% _,n. 79 above.

% For the reception history of Isa 61, see James Sanders, “From Isaiah 61”, 46-69; Flowers, “11QMelchizedek”,
Appendix. | have also written a more extensive article (“Exit”) dealing with the reception history of both Isa 52:7
and 61:1-3 which I hope to publish in the near future. I argue that these texts were never understood as referring to a
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ancient interpreters, the verb nw» (“to anoint™), used in Isa 61:1, would have easily brought to
mind the cognate term rwn» (“anointed one”, “Messiah”). The most anticipated “Messiah” in
Jesus’ day would have doubtless been the Davidic Messiah.®” The New Testament writers
obviously believed that Jesus was the Davidic Messiah yet they seem to have found no difficulty
in identifying him as the prophet like Moses in Deut 18 (e.g. Mark 9:7 par.; Acts 3:22; 7:37,;
John 1:43-51; 6:14-15; Acts 3:17-19).% Similarly, Jewish works, at least from the rabbinic and
medieval periods, frequently seem to conflate the prophet like Moses with the Messiah.® The
two figures might have already been conflated in Q therefore. Nothing can be said with any
degree of confidence about Jews having ever expected a non-royal, strictly prophetic Messiah.*
Yet one can probably hazard a decent guess as to how the prophet like Moses in Deut 18 had
come to be associated with the Davidic Messiah. In several traditions from around the turn of the
era Moses was remembered as a king as well as a prophet.”* While the Qumran scrolls

sometimes refer to prophets as o rmwn» (“anointed ones™) this may have been because these

prophetic Messiah and that the whole notion of a strictly prophetic (non-royal) is a modern scholarly construct.

8 See Collins, Scepter, 52-78; idem, “What Was Distinctive?” 83: “the expectation of a Davidic messiah [at around
the turn of the era] was not a particularly sectarian idea, but was grounded in an exegetical tradition that was widely
known across sectarian lines.” Also, idem, “Messiahs of Israel”, 171: “the concept of a royal messiah was more
widespread than any other.”

8 For Jesus as the prophet like Moses, see especially Allison, New Moses, 96-106.

8 Tanh. ‘Eqeb 7b; Exod. Rab. 1.26; Ruth Rab. 5.6; Eccles. Rab. 1.28; Pesig. R. 15.10; Tg. Cant. at 4:5; 7:4; Tg.
Lam. on 2:22 (“The King Messiah” will proclaim liberty as Moses and Aaron did in Egypt).

% Contra the claims of many recent scholars who assert that this was an established belief in Second Temple
Judaism. See, e.g., de Jonge, “Anointed”, 141-142; Berger, “Problem”, 1-30; idem, “Messiastraditionen”, 1-44;
Harvey, Constraints, 120-53; van der Woude, “Melchisedek”, 367; Garcia Martinez, “Two Messianic Figures”, 30-
36 [also in Qumranica Minora, 13-32]; Poirier, “Endtime Return”, 226; de Jonge and van der Woude, “11Q
Melchizedek,” 307; Kobelski, Melchizedek, 61; Xeravits, Protagonists, 74, 218-19; Brooke, “MMT”, 72-90 (75-76);
Collins, “Herald,” 225-40; idem, “Works,” 98-112; idem, Scepter, 131-141, 229-34; idem, “Jesus, Messianism and
the Dead Sea Scrolls,” 113-119 Tuckett, Christology, 193-195; Catchpole, Jesus People, 214. Most of the authors
listed here invoke Isa 52:7 or 61:1 as primary evidence for a Prophet-Messiah concept in the early Jesus movement
and Judaism more generally.

%1 Cf. Ezekiel the Tragedian (in Eusebius, Praep. Ev. 9.28-29); Philo, Moses, 1.148-149, 158; Sib. Or. 1.435; Mek.
On Exod. 18:14; Tg. Ps.-Jon. On Deut 33:5; b. Zeb. 102a; Exod. Rab. 15.13; Midr. Ps. 1.2.
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prophets were also anointed priests.* In Jewish tradition priests and kings were anointed but
prophets were not.” Furthermore, there is no clear indication that the Qumran sectarians
themselves expected an individual Prophet-Messiah. In 1QS 9:11, the “Prophet [like Moses]” is
carefully differentiated from the royal and priestly Messiahs insofar as the term rm>wn is not
applied to him: 797K 58w Pwn 17°21 X2 7.

Because many modern interpreters regard the anointed figure in Isa 61:1 as a prophet they
often assume (often without any argument) that ancient interpreters could not have identified him
as the Davidic Messiah. But the prophet-or-Davidic-Messiah dichotomy is a false one. The
Davidic Messiah in Isa 11 is, like prophets, endowed with Yahweh’s Spirit (vv. 2-5; cp. Ezek
11:5: M nR= R R MR AT 10 0%y 93m1). And even more significantly, king David was
widely regarded, within Second Temple Judaism and early Christianity, as a prophet.** Ancient
interpreters familiar with this tradition would have had good rationale for expecting David’s
successor, “the root of Jesse” and “son of David”, to be similarly endowed with prophetic
abilities. Hence, there is no reason to suppose that Q’s interest in Isa 61:1-3 implies that Jesus
had been envisaged as a non-royal, strictly prophetic Messiah. The arguments offered in this

thesis for seeing Jesus in Q as a royal Messiah stand and should be taken as a presupposition for

% The priestly composition of the Qumran community is widely recognised. See, e.g., Kugler, “Priesthood”, 93-116;
Fabry, “Priests”, 243-62.

%1 Kgs 19:16 is often cited as counter evidence to this point. But nwnn here is likely influenced by the anointing of
Hazael and Jehu, two kings. When Elijah designates Elisha as his successor in vv. 19-21 the former does not
physically anoint the latter (ctr. 2 Kgs 9:6) but only places his mantle on him. The term nwi»n in v. 16 is therefore
best understood metaphorically and should be translated “appoint.” Ps 105:15 (]|1 Chron 16:22) is also sometimes
cited as evidence of prophetic anointing. But here “prophets” and “anointed ones” refer to the Patriarchs. Also, the
parallelism may not be synonymous but synthetic, in which case the verse could be taken to mean that some of the
Patriarchs were anointed as kings or priests while others were prophets; or, it could be taken to mean that some, like
David, were both kings and prophets (see below for more on David’s status as prophet). In other words, the
parallelism does not necessarily identify the offices.

% E.g. Josephus, Ant. 6.166 + 7.391; Pss. Sol. 17.43; 18.7-8; Mark 12:36; Acts 2:29-30; also Tg. Neb. at 2 Sam.
23:1-2, 11; Tg. 1 Chron. 22:7-8; 11QPs? xxvii 11; b. Sot.48b. For the biblical basis for this view, see 1 Sam 16:13;
23:1-2. Solomon was similarly remembered as a prophet: cf. Tg. 1 Kgs. 5:13 [ET 4:33); Tg. Ps. 72:1. See further,
Evans, Jesus and His Contemporaries, 447-48.
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any further considerations about how the Q redactor(s) understood the anointed figure in Isa

61:1.

4. Son of man:® The Son of man concept has been extensively debated.® It is doubtful that a
consensus will ever be reached as to how the expression, in its original Aramaic or Hebrew,
would have been most naturally understood in Judea and Galilee of the first century C.E.,
whether the historical Jesus ever actually used the expression, or, if he did, what he personally
meant by it. I am not so much concerned here with the historical Jesus, however, but with Q.
Some have suggested that the so-called “eschatological the Son of man” sayings, preserved

in Q and elsewhere, originally referred to someone other than Jesus himself.*’

Many of these
sayings are at least capable of such an interpretation (e.g. Q 12:8; 17:24, 26; Q/Matt 19:28;
Q/Luke 12:8-9; Mark 8:38 (||Luke 9:26); 14:62); but none actually requires it and the evidence
points very much against it. The Gospel writers all take for granted that Jesus and the person he

refers to as o viog tod avOpmmov are one and the same person:

Q/Luke 6:22: “the Son of man” (]|Q/MattR 5:11: “me”).

% Most authors accept that Q attests some form of a “Son of man” christology. But among those who see it as very
central to Q’s christology are Lohmeyer, Das Urchristentum, 159; Hoffmann, Logionquelle, 200; Becker, Johannes
der Té&ufer, 35; Luz, Matthew 1-7 on 3:11-12; cf. Kraeling, Baptist, 57.

% Among the more influential works on the subject are probably Tédt, Son of Man; Vielhauer, Aufsatze; Frederick
Borsch, Son of Man; idem, Gnostic Son of Man; Casey, Son of Man; idem, Solution; Colpe, “6 viog t00 avOpmnov,’
400-77; Vermes, “Use”, 310-28; idem, Jew, 137-165; Perrin, Pilgrimage; Lindars, Son of Man; Caragounis, Son of
Man; Burkett, Son of Man; Adela Yarbro Collins and Collins, Son of God, 75-100; Adela Yarbro Collins, “Daniel
and Jesus”, 92-96; idem, “Origin of the Designation”, 391-407; Collins, “Son of Man”, 460-61; Hurtado and Owen
(eds.), Son of Man. For more extensive bibliography, see Arland Hultgren, Christology, 174-204; Burkett, Son of
Man, 126-161.

% See, e.g., Bultmann, Theology, 1.28-31; idem, History, 112, 122, 128, 151-152; Becker, Jesus of Nazareth, 200;
Yarbro Collins, “Origins of the Designation”, 391-408; Lindars, Son of Man; Tédt, Son of Man, Fuller, Christology;
etc.
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Q/Luke 12:8: “the Son of man” (]|Q/MattR 10:32: “I”).

Mark 8:27: “I” (||MattR 16:13: “the Son of man”).

Mark 8:31: “the Son of man must suffer”

Mark 8:31: “the Son of man” (||MattR 16:21: “he”).

Luke 22:69: “Judas, would you betray the Son of man with a kiss?”

John 3:13: “No man has ascended to heaven but he who descended from heaven, even the Son of

man...”

It is true that the evangelists often redact Son of man sayings in their sources precisely because
they are ambiguous and the evangelists are trying to clarify that the person being referred to is, in
fact, Jesus. Nevertheless, their redactions are purely literary in concern; there is no suggestion
that the evangelists were engaged in a debate with others as to the identity of “the Son of man.”
We find, in these redacted sayings, none of the usual marks of persons embroiled in a serious
debate. If the evangelists knew of a tradition that differentiated Jesus from the Son of man they
show no obvious interest in confronting it. And as far as Q is concerned, Allison poignantly
remarks: “if Jesus is 0 viog tod avOpdmov in Q 7:34; 9:58, this is sufficient cause to make that
identification elsewhere in Q, at least for any stage that included those sayings.”®®

The main reason for suspecting that Jesus’ Son of man sayings originally referred to someone
other than Jesus is the fact that Jesus speaks these sayings in the third person. But Son of man
sayings are not unique in this regard. Jesus also speaks of himself as “the Son” (Q 10:21-22;

Mark 13:32), “a prophet” (Mark 6:4; Luke 13:33), and “Master” (Matt 10:24-25). Hence, there is

no reason to assume that his Son of man sayings are something other than self-referential simply

% Allison, Constructing, 294 n. 307. But Allison’s further suggestion that Jesus referred to the Son of man in the
third person because he had in mind his “celestial twin”, which he considered his “true self”, is highly speculative
and unnecessary.
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because they are spoken in the third person. The exact reason for why Jesus spoke of himself in
the third person is not immediately obvious. But perhaps he did this for one or both of the
following reasons: (1) in order not to sound too pretentious when making significant claims
about himself (this explanation would apply not just to Son of man sayings but others also
spoken in the third person); and (2) in order to evoke the figure of Dan 7:13-14 (as we shall now
see).

One possible background for the Son of man expression, as it is used in Q, is the well known

passage in Dan 7:13-14 where the prophet refers to “[one] like a son of man” ( Wik 125/d¢ vidg

avOpmmov). In this passage the Son of man figure comes on (or with) the clouds, is brought
before the Ancient of Days, and is given “dominion, glory, and a kingdom.” Virtually all
scholars agree that this biblical text is alluded to in some of Jesus’ sayings found in Mark and the
other Gospels (e.g. Mark 13:26 par.; 14:62||Matt 26:64). But many insist that Q’s use of 6 viog
T0d vBpdmov was distinctive: it shows no connection with Dan 7.% Not all scholars accept this
view, however. Christopher Tuckett concedes that, “Q has no verbal or explicit reference to Dan.

7 (apart from the use of the phrase ‘SM” itself”*%

). Nevertheless, he argues that some Son of
man sayings in Q cohere with exegetical traditions found in other works (e.g. Sim. 61; 4 Ezra 13)
where the Danielic Son of man is envisaged as a representative of the suffering saints and as an
apocalyptic metaphor for their ultimate triumph over their persecutors at the final judgment.

Tuckett draws special attention to Q 22:30, claiming that this text effectively democratises the

Son of man concept as it is found elsewhere in Q.*** In this saying it is no longer the Son of man

% Casey, Son of Man, esp. 194; Vaage, “Son of Man”, here 126; Jacobson, “Apocalyptic”, 416; James M. Robinson,
“Son of Man”, 315-35, esp. 326-27.

190 Tuckett, “Inclusive Aspects”, 164-190.

191 Tuckett, “Inclusive Aspects”, 175-177.
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as an individual who executes judgment'%? but his twelve disciples (whom Tuckett apparently
takes as representatives of all the persecuted saints). Tuckett finds a similar theme of
representation in other texts which likewise connect the Danielic Son of man with his followers
(Q 6:22-23; 7:34; 9:58) and concludes that Son of man christology in Q “is not one that serves to
distinguish Jesus from all other human beings. Both as “earthly SM’ and as
‘eschatological/coming SM’, Jesus and his followers are seen to be united.”*%

Tuckett is undoubtedly correct that the themes of suffering, judgment, and representation,
which are implicit in many Q sayings, find their conceptual and exegetical background in Dan 7.
But I would maintain that he takes the theme of representation too far. In 22:30 Jesus’
individuality is not absorbed into the Twelve any more than the individuality of the Twelve is
absorbed into all believers. Jesus/the Son of man is still presented here an individual who
appoints his disciples to serve as judges. As such, he is necessarily still distinct from them and
still implicitly their superior since he bestows rulership or judicial authority upon them. To be a

representative of a group is not to be identical with it. There is an enormous difference between

being identified with and being identified as another.*® Tuckett himself admits that

in Q, as in 1 Enoch, the SM figure seems to be a single individual. Q gives no indication that the term
*‘SM” itself refers to anyone other than to Jesus (e.g. to a corporate group of Jesus and his followers).
Indeed, a saying like Q 12.8 effectively demands such an individual interpretation, since it is the
follower of Jesus (“whoever confesses me’) who is the object of the activity of the ‘SM” (‘the SM will
confess him/her’), and hence cannot be the subject as well. So too in 6.22, a corporate interpretation
seems equally unlikely. Jesus’ followers are persecuted for the sake of him as SM, not in any sense
for the sake of themselves!'®

192 As, e.g. in Q 12:40; 17:24, 26; cf. 12:8-9, 43-46; 19:12-26.

193 Tuckett, “Inclusive Aspects”, 176.

194 This is something that was driven home to me by my Ph.D. supervisor Todd Klutz since | would often refer,
inexactly, to John the Baptist as being identified with rather than as Elijah.

1% Tuckett, “Inclusive Aspects”, 179.
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These admissions, as far as | can see, undermine Tuckett’s other claim that Son of man
christology in Q “is not one that serves to distinguish Jesus from all other human beings.”
Throughout Q the Son of man is clearly distinct from and superior to his disciples. One could,
perhaps, argue that this is not by virtue of him being the Son of man. But that argument would
depend largely on whether one thinks the allusions to Dan 7 in Q were meant to have any
messianic connotations. If that is the case, it would be hard to argue that the Danielic allusions
did not serve to differentiate Jesus from his disciples and indeed the rest of humanity.

I would approach this matter somewhat differently than Tuckett. I agree with him that Q
often uses o viog Tod avOpdmov in contexts concerned with suffering and in this respect its usage
of the phrase coheres with other exegetical traditions that connect the Danielic Son of man figure
with the suffering saints mentioned in Dan 7:19-27. But | am not convinced that these traditions
also regard the Danielic Son of man figure as being so “united” with these suffering saints as to
be identical with them or to be their equal. Within these traditions the Son of man is, of course,
always united with the saints in some sense but he is also envisaged as being both superior to and
distinct from them, as I shall now demonstrate.

106

The Enochic Similitudes (first century C.E.™) introduce a “Son of man” figure with Danielic

imagery in ch. 46 and he becomes the main protagonist of the Second and Third Similitudes

1108

(chaps. 45-69).'%" In other texts the figure is alternatively referred to as “the Chosen One” ' and

1% On dating the Similitudes, see Charlesworth, “Composition Date”, 450-68; idem, “Date and Provenience”, in
Charlesworth and Bock, Parables, 37-57. Knibb, “Date,” 350; Tradition and Composition, 32. See also the articles
dealing with the topic in Boccaccini (ed.), Enoch, 415-96; Nickelsburg and VVanderKam, 1 Enoch 2, 58-63.

197 The “Son of man” terminology, at least in the extant Ethiopic text, is not consistent: walda sab’ (= viog
avOpomov: 46.2, 3, 4; 48.2; 60.10); walda be’esi (= viog Gvdpoc/avBpdmov: 62.5; 69.29h, 29¢; 71.14); walda
‘egwalda "emaheyaw (“son of the offspring of the mother of the living/Eve”: 62.7, 9, 14; 63.11; 69.26, 27; 70.1;
71.17). Nevertheless, according to Nickelsburg (1 Enoch 2, 114), “all three expressions can comfortably be
understood as translation variants of a common Greek vioc (tov) avBpmnov (“son of [the] man™), which would
likely reflect an earlier Aramaic wix 22 (bar ’ena$). Thus, most translations (appropriately) render the various terms
uniformly as “Son of man.” Casey (Solution, 93-94) notes that the Ethiopic translation of the Four Gospels
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“his Messiah.”*® He is clearly an individual Messiah.*'° The language of Dan 7 is also invoked
throughout chapters 47-51 and here the Son of man figure is certainly united in the cause of the
persecuted saints and executes judgment on their behalf. Nevertheless, both here and throughout
the Similitudes he remains distinct from them.*** Given his supernatural powers and prerogatives

he is also clearly their superior.**?

consistently translates 6 viog Tod avbpdnov as walda ‘egwalda ’emaheyaw. All this really proves is that the “Son of
man” phrase in 1 Enoch was not translated into Ethiopic on the basis of New Testament usage. Casey labors the
point that Son of man in the Similitudes is not a tittle. This may be the case but it would be a non-sequitur to infer
from this, as Casey seems to do, that the author of Similitudes had not interpreted the Son of man figure in Dan 7 as
the Messiah.

19%39.6; 40.5; 45.3, 4; 49.2, 4; 51.5a, 3; 52.6, 9; 53.6; 55.4; 61.5, 8, 10; 62.1.

109 48.10; 52.4; cf. also 62.2 where the verb “poured out” is plausibly an allusion to his anointing. For the various
titles given to the Son of man figure, see Nickelsburg and VVanderKam, 1 Enoch 2, 113-123; also VanderKam,
“Righteous One”, 169-191.

10 Aside from the explicit term “Messiah”, the term “the Chosen One” (cf. Isa 42:1) also functions as a messianic
title for this figure, as is evident from the intertext with Isa 11:2, 4 at 62.2; 49.3-4. The Son of man is made to sit on
a “glorious throne” and has subjects worshipping him like a (messianic) king (48.5). Indeed, the pervasive theme in
the Similitudes of the Son of man executing the final judgment (e.g. 51.3; 55.4; 61.8; 62.2; 69.29) is most plausibly a
kind of midrashic reflection on Isa 11:1-5. Apparently, Casey (Solution, 91-111) sees nothing exegetically
significant about the fact that the “Son of man” phrase is used in connection with various messianic titles and texts,
or that it is used in connection with other phrases and ideas found in Dan 7. But all of this can surely only imply that
the author of the Similitudes had interpreted the figure in Dan 7:13-14 as the Messiah.

' Cf. 48.2-7; 51.5a+2; 53.6; 62.7-8, 13-15; 69.26-29.

2 Cf. 48.5; 49.2-4; 51.3; 52.4-9; 55.4; 61.6-62. In 71:14 the identification of Enoch with “that Son of man” has
perplexed man interpreters. How could Enoch, a human being with a genealogical record (Gen 5:18-24), be identical
with the pre-existent (48.2, 8), heavenly figure of the Similitudes? Nothing is said of the latter figure’s earthly
existence. And aside from 71.14 the Similitudes always presumes a subject-object distinction between this figure and
Enoch (e.g. 46.1-6). Furthermore, in 70.1-2 Enoch is said to be raised “into the presence of that Son of man.” This
indicates unequivocally that the two figures are distinct. However, some (e.g. Casey, Son of Man, 105; idem,
Solution, 107-108; Olson, “Epilogue”, 27-38; idem, “Revisited”, 233-40) appeal to a variant reading in some mss
which omit baxabu (“into the presence of”). This variant reading could allow the verse to be translated: “the name of
that Son of man was raised while he was still alive to the Lord of Spirits.” While this variant would not conflict so
blatantly with 71.14 it would not indicate that Enoch and the Son of man figure were seen as identical either. If
71.14 was indeed original to the Similitudes it would mean that the patriarch Enoch had been identified as the
Messiah (see n. 110). Such a view might not be inconceivable but it would at least be without parallel in Second
Temple Judaism. In the final analysis, the best explanation for the unexpected remark in ch. 71.14 is probably that
ch. 71 is a later interpolation, added by an editor with views similar to those found in other Enochic traditions where
the patriarch Enoch is identified as Metatron, a heavenly angelic figure (e.g. 2 En. 22; 3 En.). On ch. 71 as a later
expansion, see the discussion in Nickelsburg, “Structure(s),” 43; Knibb, “Structure”, 63; Nickelsburg-VanderKam, 1
Enoch 2, 330-32; Collins, “Response”, 216-27, esp. 221-27. For further discussion of the Enoch-Metatron
identification and its possible roots in Second Temple Judaism, see Andrei A. Orlav, The Enoch-Metatron Tradition
(TUbingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2005).
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In 4 Ezra 13.1-13 the prophet Ezra sees a vision featuring a mysterious man-like figure who
IS, once more, readily associated with the Son of man figure in Dan 7. We are told that “a wind
arose from the sea and stirred up all its waves”; after “the wind made something like the figure of
a man™"® come up out of the heart of the sea” (vv. 2-3) and that this figure “flew with the clouds
of heaven” (v. 3). A good bit of the language and the ideas here are unmistakably derived from
Dan 7. The man-like figure is implicitly identified as the Davidic Messiah in v. 10 with language
derived from Isa 11:4. The peaceful people in 13.12-13 are implicitly the saints who have
suffered under the rule of the wicked (cf. v. 23). The man-like figure delivers them by defeating
the wicked. He is obviously united with them yet he is also distinct and superior to them.

The vision in 4 Ezra 13.1-13 might not have been composed by the author of 4 Ezra himself.
Michael E. Stone argues that it was an earlier composition that the author of 4 Ezra incorporated
into his work and interpreted in vv. 21-52.1* Thus, the interpretation can, perhaps, be taken as
another example of how the Danielic Son of man was interpreted in the first century C.E.** The
author’s familiarity with Dan 7 was already evident in 12.11. But now, after presenting the vision
in 13.1-13, he interprets the man-like figure from that vision as the Messiah. He had actually
prepared the reader for this interpretation in 12.31-34 when he described “the Messiah” as a pre-

existent being (cf. 13.26), as someone who would execute judgment against the wicked by means

3 The Latin text here omits the key clause here about the man-like figure due to homoioteleuton. See Syriac: “this
wind made something like the figure of a man ("éyk d®miitd d°barnasa) come up out of the heart of the sea” (RSV).
Casey (Solution, 112) puts more stock in the Latin (homo) and the Ethiopic (be’esi), and sees barndasa as a
translation not of viog avBpdmov but of GvOpwmoc, which would have corresponded to a7k in the original Hebrew.
But he fails to discuss or explain other intertextual links with Dan 7, both in the vision and the interpretation. These
links leave no doubt that the figure being described and commented upon has been constructed, at least in part, from
the vision of the “one like a son of man” in Dan 7:13-14,

114 See Michael E. Stone, Features of the Eschatology of 4 Ezra (HSS 35; Atlanta: Scholars, 1989), 123-125; idem,
“The Concept of the Messiah in IV Ezra”, Religions in Antiquity, Essays in Memory of E. R. Goodenough (ed.
Jacob Neusner; Leiden: Brill, 1968), 305-6; idem, “The Messiah in 4 Ezra”, Judaisms and Their Messiahs (ed. Jacob
Neusner; Cambridge: Cambridge University, 1987), 213; idem, Fourth Ezra 253.

115 50 too Collins, “Son of Man”, 461-63.
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of his powerful voice (cf. 13.33-38), and as someone who would save his dispersed remnant (cf.
13.39-50). In the interpretation itself, the man-like figure is referred to three times—at least in
the Latin and Syriac—as God’s “Son” (vv. 32, 37, 52; also in 7.28).*® This may be a messianic
title derived from Ps 2:7.1" Alternatively, it may just be a faulty translation of moic. In that case,
the term would likely have identified the man-like figure as the (m:°) 72y from the book of Isaiah
who restores the tribes of Israel (cf. Isa 49:6).**® This “servant” figure was identified as the
Messiah in other writings. Apropos of this, Ezra is told that the man-like figure he saw in the
vision “will himself deliver his [God’s] creation” (vv. 25-26), that is, the twelve tribes of Israel
(vv. 39-49). Here we can once more see a clear distinction between the man-like figure and the
suffering saints. He is certainly identified and united with them in one sense but remains distinct
from and superior to them in another.

As in the Similitudes and 4 Ezra, Q often refers to the Son of man figure in contexts dealing
with the final judgment (12:8-9, 39-40; 17:22-25, 26-30; Q/Matt 19:28). This, in itself, already
suggests that the phrase is being influenced by Dan 7:13-14 where we read of a viog avOpdmov
figure being similarly involved in or at least associated with the final judgment (cf. Dan 7:9-10,
22, 26). Contra Tuckett, I would suggest that, in addition to the Son of man phrase, there is a

verbal reference to Dan 7 whenever &pyopat is used in connection the phrase with 6 viog tod

U6 |_at: filius meus (lesus/Christus); Syr: (mwn) *13; Arab': widy "Imsyh, “my Son the Messiah” (7.28), gt’y, “my
flesh/offspring” (13.32, 37, 52; 14.9); Arab? qt’y (13.32, 37, 52 [ms B]). But ctr. Eth: masiheya, “the Messiah”
(7.28); q“el ‘éya masiheya, “my servant the Messiah” (7.29), and Arab?: ‘bdy, “my servant” (13.52; 14.9). Ctr. also
Georg, Arab®, Arm, Sah, all of which omit the “Son” reference in 7.28 while these authorities and Ar* omit it in
7.29. See the chart in Stone, Fourth Ezra, 208.

11750, e.g., Collins, “Son of Man”, 462-63; idem, “Psalm 2”, 61-62. See also Knibb and Coggins, Esdras, on 7.28.
Collins notes the rage of the heathen and the man-like figure’s perch upon “Mount Zion” in vv. 33-38.

18 See, e.g., Jeremias, “moic Oeod,” 682; Stone, Fourth Ezra, 207). The Latin and Syriac read “Son” but other
versions suggest that this may have translated the Greek word maig (“son/servant”) which had itself been the
translation of an earlier Hebrew 72y (“servant”).
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avOpomov (12:40; Q/Matt 24:27, 37, 39; cf. also 12:43, 46, 49; 19:23); for in Dan 7:13 this verb

is likewise associated with the son of man figure:

LXX:  «oi idob &nl 1@V vepeldv 10D 00pavod d¢ vidg avOpdToL fpyeTo

(O Kad 180D petd TV VEPEAGV ToD 0Dpavod (g Vidg BvOPOTOL £pyduevoc TV

The apparent conceptual and verbal links with Dan 7:13-14 in many of Q’s Son of man
sayings are relevant to our study of Q’s christology because—as we have already seen to some
extent in the above comments on the Similitudes and 4 Ezra—there were at least some Jews
living in the first century and beyond, and several early Christian authors, who identified this
Danielic figure as the Davidic Messiah.™ It is really not so surprising that a messianic
interpretation of the Danielic figure should have developed by the first century C.E. In the book
of Daniel this mysterious figure succeeds four other kings (Dan 7:17), and is granted universal
dominion. He is therefore a royal figure whose dominion parallels that of the Davidic Messiah in
Ps 2:1%

Dan 7:14 And to him was given dominion and Ps 2:7 1 will tell of the decree of Yahweh: He

glory and kingdom, that all peoples, nations, and  said to me, “You are my son, today | have
languages should serve him; his dominion is an begotten you. 8 Ask of me, and | will make the

119 See further Collins, “Son of Man”, 448-466; Horbury, “Messianic Associations,” 144-151. Aside from the
Similitudes and 4 Ezra, one could also argue that a messianic interpretation of the Danielic Son of man can be found
in Sib. Or. 5.414-33 (early 2™ cent. C.E.) and 4Q246 (1* cent. B.C.E.). On the former text, see Horbury, Jewish
Messianism, 84, 102-103. On the latter text, see Collins, “Son of God Text,” 69-73; idem, Son of God, 71-73;
Zimmermann, Messianische Texte, 164-168; Knibb, “Messianism in the Pseudepigrapha”, 174-77 [= idem, Essays,
316-19]; idem, “Eschatology”, 2.393-96 [= idem, Essays, 341-44]). In the synoptic Gospels Jesus is clearly
identified as the Danielic Son of man at Mark 13:26 par.; 14:62 (||Matt 26:64). The references to “the clouds of
heaven” make the Danielic allusion unmistakable. And in Mark 14:62 (||Matt 26:64), Jesus is answering a question
put to him as to whether he is “the Christ, the Son of the Blessed”, so it would appear that “the Son of man” has
been taken—either by Jesus himself or the evangelist—as a (quasi-)messianic title. For messianic interpretations of
Dan 7:13-14 in rabbinic literature, see b. Sanh. 98a; Num. Rab. 13.14; Agg. Ber. 14.3; 23.1.

120 ps 2 was widely understood as speaking of the Davidic Messiah. See Collins, “Psalm 2”, 49-66.
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everlasting dominion, shall not pass away, and nations your heritage, and the ends of the earth
his kingdom one shall not be destroyed. your possession.

The Danielic Son of man’s close association with the final judgment—which is emphasised in
the Similitudes, 4 Ezra, Q, and the canonical Gospels—could also have been linked quite easily

with the statement about the Davidic Messiah in Isa 11:3b-4a:

Dan 7:9 As | looked, thrones were placed and Isa 11:3 He shall not judge by what his eyes see,
one that was ancient of days took his seat; ... 10  decide by what his ears hear; 4 but with

A stream of fire issued and came forth from righteousness he shall judge the poor ( P72 oL
before him; a thousand thousands served him, o°97), and decide with equity for the meek of the

and ten thousand times ten thousand stood before  earth (yx=nv7 e na mam).
him; the court sat in judgment, and the books

were opened... 13 I saw in the night visions, and

behold, with the clouds of heaven there came one

like a son of man, and he came to the Ancient of

Days and was presented before him.

At least in Q, then, there is no warrant for drawing a hard-fast distinction between “the Son of
man” and the Davidic Messiah. The two were likely seen as identical.

Aside from the fact that 6 viog tod avbpdmov in Q shows literary and thematic connections
with Dan 7, a chapter that seems to have been understood by some in the first century in a
messianic sense, a messianic interpretation of 6 vioc tod avBpmmov in Q is likely implied by the
phrase, “the days of the Son of man” (17:26; cf. also v. 24). This phrase compares nicely with
“the days of the Messiah” (mwna nm°), a frequently occurring rabbinic expression.*?! In this case

“the Son of man” appears to have been used as an alternative for the title “the Messiah.”

121 E g. m. Ber. 1.5; b. Ber. 12b; 34b; b. Zeb. 118b; b. Ar. 13b (||Pesiq. R. 21.1); b. Shab. 63a; b. Pes. 68a; b. Sanh.
91b; 97a-b; 99a; cf. also 1 En. 61.5: “the day of the Chosen One” = the Messiah; 4 Ezra 13.52: “the time of his [the
Son’s] day.” See Klausner, Idea, 408-426.
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Appendix F: Critique of Clare K. Rothschild’s Baptist Traditions and Q

At many points in this thesis | have examined texts which one scholar or another has
identified as Baptist source material. Clare K. Rothschild has taken this approach to a new
extreme, arguing that in its most primitive form “Q” contained Baptist traditions exclusively.
That is to say, she proposes that all the sayings in Q that are now ascribed to Jesus were once
ascribed to John. She lays out her case for this remarkable hypothesis in the third chapter of her

monograph, Baptist Traditions and Q. As support, she points to three main pieces of evidence:

(1) double attribution or the attribution of certain sayings to John in Q, to Jesus elsewhere in the
Synoptics; (2) contradictions between Jesus’ sayings in and outside of Q; and (3) thematic continuity

between Q sayings and Baptist traditions...*?

The problems with Rothschild’s hypothesis are legion. Here | shall examine and offer criticisms

against the three basic arguments she has listed here, taking them each in turn.

1. Double attribution of sayings

As part of her first argument, Rothschild points out that certain sayings attributed to John in

Q are attributed to Jesus in the synoptic Gospels:

Attributed to John in Q Attributed to Jesus in the synoptics

122 Rothschild, Baptist Traditions, 83.
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Q 3:7 yevvnuato €n1dvdv, tic vmédei&ev LUV Matt 12:34 yevviuato €x1dvdv, Tdg dvvacbe dyada

QUYEWV AmO ThG peAlovong dpYTS; AOAETY TOVN POl BVTEG; €K YOp TOD TEPIOCEVUATOC TH|G
Kapdiag 10 oTOUa AOAET.

Matt 23:33 dpeig, yevvnuozo Eydvav, Tdc eOynTE

amo TG Kploewg Thi¢ YeEvvg;
Q 3:9 7dv ovV dEVSpoV | TOLODV KapTOV Matt 7:19 7wdv 6£vdpov ur molodv Kapmov KooV

KOAOV EKKOTTETOL KOl €1g TOp PAAAETOL. EKKOTTETOL KOl €1g TOp PAAAETOL.

Rothschild adds that Matt 23:33 falls within a larger section of 23:2-39 which contains much Q
material (= Q 11:39a, 42, 39b, 41, 43-44; 11:46b, 52, 47-48; 11:49-51; 13:34-35).'%% She
concludes that the sayings attributed to Jesus in Matt 7:19; 12:34 and 23:33 were, like Q 3:7, 9,
taken from Q. The Q redactors chose to attribute these sayings to Jesus even though they knew
they had previously been attributed to John.

Against Rothschild, there is no compelling reason to think that the three above-mentioned
texts from Matthew’s Gospel were derived from Q. The sayings only appear in Matthew’s
Gospel and are most easily regarded as Matthean redaction. Matthew was probably influenced by
the rhetorically powerful language of Q 3:7-9 and applied some of the language and ideas that he
found there to Jesus. Alternatively, the historical Jesus may have really been influenced by
John’s preaching and appropriated certain “Johannine” motifs into his own teaching.'**

Rothschild also observes that the introduction to THE LORD’S PRAYER in Luke’s Gospel has
the disciples asking Jesus: “Lord, teach us to pray, just as John also taught his disciples” (kabwmg

ke Todvvne £8idatev Tove podntac avtod) (Luke 11:1).*2 This saying is not actually part of the

123 Rothschild, Baptist Traditions, 86.
124 This is the explanation offered by Allison, “Continuity”, 6-27.
125 Rothschild, Baptist Traditions, 86-87.
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“double tradition” since it is not attested in Matthew’s Gospel. And in Luke’s Gospel it is spoken
by Jesus. Nevertheless, Rothschild proposes that in Q the prayer was originally attributed to
John. Matthew’s omitted the introductory material precisely for this reason whereas Luke chose
to alter it.

The obvious problem here is that neither Matthew nor Luke actually attribute the saying to
John. Nor is it even correct to claim, as Rothschild does, that the saying is unattributed in
Matthew’s Gospel; for the entire SERMON ON THE MOUNT is attributed to Jesus (cf. Matt 4:17;
5:1; 7:28). In composing this “sermon” Matthew and the Q redactor before him probably made
use of several independently circulating sayings but removed or adjusted redundant elements that
had once served to introduce these sayings (e.g. xai einev 6 Incodc). The omission of
superfluous elements such as these would have made Jesus’ “sermon” flow and cohere better.
Luke’s introduction does not suggest, as Rothschild contends, that the prayer had been originally
attributed to John. It simply portrays John as someone who had taught his disciples to pray (Luke

5:33).

2. Contradictions between Jesus’ sayings in and outside of Q

a. A feasting Jesus and a fasting John in the synoptics vs. a fasting Jesus in Q*%°

The synoptics Q
Jesus is known to feast (Mark 2:15-17 par.; Mark Jesus fasts and exhorts others to do the same (Q

2:18-22 par.; Matt 11:19; Luke 15:2; John 2:1-11).  4:2; 6:21a; 11:3; 12:22b-24, 29, 45-46). It is Jesus’

126 Rothschild, Baptist Traditions, 89-92.
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On the other hand, John is known to fast (Mark 1:6  opponents who are said to “eat and drink” (13:26-

|| Matt 3:4; Mark 2:18 par.). 27; 17:26-27, 28-29, 30).

Rothschild infers that the portrayal of Jesus in Q as someone who fasts is secondary. Originally,
the sayings in the Q column here were spoken about or attributed to John, not Jesus.

None of Rothschild’s examples in the Q column here is actually apposite to her argument.
(This is a recurring problem in her book.) The only example here in which Jesus is actually said
to fast is Q 4:2 and in this case the fasting is done on a single occasion at the outset of his
ministry. This hardly conflicts with the portrayal of a “feasting Jesus” such as we find in the
synoptics. Moreover, the sayings in Q 7:34 and Q/Matt 22:28, 30 cohere quite well with what we
find in the synoptics in that they characterise Jesus as someone who feasts rather than as
someone who fasts.

b. An urban Jesus and a rural John in the synoptics vs. a rural Jesus in Q**

The synoptics Q

Jesus ministers in urban centres like Galilee (Mark  Jesus waxes eloguently on life outside of cities (Q

1:39; Luke 4:44; Matt 4:23), Capernaum (Mark 9:58; 10:3, 4, 5-9; 12:22b-31, 33-34, 54-56; 14:27,;

1:21-22; Luke 4:31-32), Nazareth (Mark 6:1-6a; 15:4-5a, 7; 17:1-2, 23-24, 37). Jesus even

Luke 4:16-30; Matt 13:53-58), and Jerusalem (cf. pronounces judgments against Chorazin and

Matt 11:1). Bethsaida (10:13), as well as Capernaum (10:15).
Jesus also speaks negatively about certain “urban

establishments” like the avgora, (7:32; 11:43),

127 Rothschild, Baptist Traditions, 92-93.
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the law courts and prisons (12:58-59), and the

platei/a (10:10?; 13:26).

Rothschild alleges that this contradictory portrayal of Jesus in the synoptics and Q implies
that the sayings attributed to him in Q were originally attributed to John. But most of the texts
she cites in the Q column do not support her argument. The only exception here might be Q 9:58
(“Foxes have holes, and birds of the air have nests; but the Son of man has nowhere to lay his
head.”). Contra Rothschild, this saying need not be taken to imply that the speaker had lived a
purely itinerant and rural way of life. It only suggests that he had no home of his own. Nor is it
necessary to see Jesus’ remarks about “urban establishments” or his denunciations of certain
cities as a repudiation of city life as such. His comments are about people, not places. Moreover,
these sayings suggest a certain familiarity with city life on the part of the speaker and in that
respect do not suggest that he was a committed rustic. The pronouncements against Chorazin,
Bethsaida, and Capernaum suggest that the speaker had been personally rejected when visiting
these cities.'?

c. A Jesus with family associations in the synoptics vs. a Jesus detached from family in Q*#°

The synoptics Q
Jesus associates with family and some of his Jesus encourages the dismantling of familial ties

disciples are siblings (e.g. Luke 5:10; Mark 1:29- (e.0. Q 9:57-60; 12:53; 14:26-27; 17:33).

128 | this sense the 10:13-15 would be more appropriately attributed to Jesus than John. On Jesus’ evangelistic
travels into various cities, see Flowers, “Jesus’ ‘Journey’,” 158-185.
129 Rothschild, Baptist Traditions, 93-94.
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31; 3:21, 31-35; 6:3; John 19:26-27).

John, as Rothschild puts it, “leaves family and
other filial connections and exhorts others to do so
too (e.g. Mark 1:2-6; Luke 3:1-6; Matt 3:1-6; Matt

3:1-6).”

Rothschild suggests that the characterization of Jesus in Q here was originally that of John. But
the Jesus of the synoptics and the Jesus of Q are not really so far removed. | find it particularly
unconvincing that Rothschild cites Mark 3:31-35 par. as support for her view about the

synoptics portraying Jesus as someone who encouraged family associations:

Mark 3:31 And his mother and his brothers came; and standing outside they sent to him and called
him. 32 And a crowd was sitting about him; and they said to him, “Your mother and your brothers are
outside, asking for you.” 33 And he replied, “Who are my mother and my brothers?” 34 And looking
around on those who sat about him, he said, “Here are my mother and my brothers! 35 Whoever does

the will of God is my brother, and sister, and mother.”

Rothschild claims that in this passage Jesus “simply redefines the community of his followers as
mothers, brothers and sisters, reinforcing his commitment to them and to family structures in
general.”**® But if he is redefining the family can he really be seen as encouraging family
associations?

No more convincing is the way Rothschild handles the following texts in the synoptics:

130 Rothschild, Baptist Traditions, 94 n. 46. Emphasis original.
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Mark 1:20 And immediately he called them; and they left their father Zebedee in the boat with the

hired servants, and followed him.

Mark 6:4 And Jesus said to them, “A prophet is not without honour, except in his own country, and

among his own kin, and in his own house.”

Rothschild dismisses the problem posed by the former verse. While James and John abandon
their father Jesus does not seek to dismantle the family altogether. Rather, he seeks to preserve it
to some extent by choosing two brothers. Rothschild also dismisses Mark 6:4 but does not

attempt to explain why it has no bearing on this issue of Jesus’ attitude toward family.*

d. In Matthew’s Gospel Jesus allows divorce in the case of pornei ,a but in Q he allows no

exceptions at all**

Matthew’s Gospel Q
Matt 5:31 “It was also said, “Whoever divorces Q 16:18 Every one who divorces his wife and
his wife, let him give her a certificate of divorce.”  marries another commits adultery, and he who
32 But | say to you that every one who divorces marries a woman divorced from her husband

his wife, except on the ground of unchastity, commits adultery. (cf. also Mark 10:11-12)

makes her an adulteress; and whoever marries a
divorced woman commits adultery.”
Matt 19:6 “So they are no longer two but one

flesh. What therefore God has joined together, let

31 Rothschild, Baptist Traditions, 94 n. 46.
132 Rothschild, Baptist Traditions, 94.
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not man put asunder.” 7 They said to him, “Why
then did Moses command one to give a certificate
of divorce, and to put her away?” 8 He said to
them, “For your hardness of heart Moses allowed
you to divorce your wives, but from the beginning
it was not so. 9 And | say to you: whoever

divorces his wife, except for unchastity, and

marries another, commits adultery.”

Rothschild suggests that this contradiction results from the fact that Q 16:18 was originally a
Baptist saying whereas Jesus’ teaching on divorce, which is faithfully preserved in Matt 5:31 and
19:6, differed slightly from John’s.

A more plausible explanation here is that Matthew’s version of this saying is redactional. The
evangelist has inserted the exception clause into the saying because he did not understand Jesus’

statement, which he knew from both Q and Mark, as an absolute prohibition against divorce.

e. Jesus’ willingness to display miracles in the synoptics vs. Jesus’ polemic against those

who seek signs in Q***

According to Rothschild, the Jesus of Q is quite averse to performing miracles. Note
especially Q 11:29: “This generation is an evil generation; it seeks a sign, but no sign shall be
given to it except the sign of Jonah.” This saying is difficult to reconcile with the miracle-

working Jesus in the four Gospels. It would fit better, according to Rothschild, with the portrait

133 Rothschild, Baptist Traditions, 94-97.
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of John. For in Q, the Gospels, and Josephus the Baptist is not said to have worked any miracles
(cf. esp. John 10:41)."** Again, if THE TEMPTATION in Q was originally a story about John rather
than Jesus this would help explain why Jesus refuses to perform any miracles (4:2-4, 9-12). It
would not fit with Jesus’ reputation as a miracle worker.

It is interesting to see how Rothschild deals with other stories and sayings in Q which do, in
fact, envisage Jesus as a miracle worker. She struggles with how to deal with the healing story of
centurion’s child/servant in Q 7:1-10. If this story had originally been about the Baptist would it
not, on Rothschild’s hypothesis, suggest John was a miracle worker? Rothschild quite
unconvincingly dismisses the story, claiming it to be “noteworthy for its lack of the
marvellous.”*** She also dismisses Luke 11:14 (“Now he was casting out a demon that was
dumb; when the demon had gone out, the dumb man spoke, and the people marvelled”) on
similar grounds, even though the story ends with the words, “And the crowds marvelled.”
Rothschild also has to reckon with 10:9 where Jesus commands his disciples to “heal the sick” in
the cities and villages where they are sent. Again, in 7:22 Jesus points to several of his miracles:
“the blind receive their sight, the lame walk, lepers are cleansed, and the deaf hear, the dead are
raised up.” In the end, Rothschild is forced to admit that “John performed some healings,

miracles, or exorcisms”13®

and that this is why miracles are occasionally mentioned in Q. But in
making this admission she undermines her argument since she can no longer offer a clear basis
for attributing anti-miracle sayings to John rather than to Jesus. If a miracle-working John could

polemicize against miracles then a miracle-working Jesus could do so as well.

134 Q 3:7-9+16-17; Luke 3:10-14; John 10:41; Josephus, Ant. 18.116-118.
135 Rothschild, Baptist Traditions, 95.
138 Rothschild, Baptist Traditions, 95 n. 52.
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3. Thematic continuity between Q sayings and Baptist traditions™*’

Rothschild also points to Q’s thematic unity as evidence that it was originally a Baptist work:

“Despite the paucity of evidence in the NT about John, all of the major themes of Q can be

connected to his few traditions.” Rothschild cites the following texts as illustrations of this

phenomenon:

Announcement of a coming kingdom

Eschatological warnings

Pronouncement of punishment on this
generation and its leaders

Rejection of traditional family structures

The rigors of an itinerant wilderness
lifestyle

Warnings of persecution

Wisdom sayings

“The Lot cycle”

6:20; 7:28; 10:9; 11:2b, 20, 52; 12:31; 13:18; 16:16;
17:20-21; cf. Matt 3:2
3:7-9; 3:16b-17

7:31; 11:29, 30, 31, 32, 50, 51; cf. Matt 3:7

9:59-60; 12:49, 51, 53; 14:26; cf. Luke 1:80

9:58; 10:4; 12:22b-31, 33-34; 14:27; 16:13; cf. Mark
1:6||Matt 3:4

6:22-23; 12:4-5, 8-12; 17:33; Mark 6:17-29 par.

3:9, 11, 13, 14, 18; cf. Luke 3:10-14, 18

3:2b-3a; 10:12; 17:28-30

Rothschild also points to several thematic images found in Q in connection with John which also

turn up elsewhere in Q:

37 Rothschild, Baptist Traditions, 98-100.
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The theme appears in The same theme appears

connection with John elsewhere in Q
wheat/chaff 3:17 10:2
snakes 3.7 1112
trees 3:9 6:43-45
fire 3:17 12:49
children 3:8 7:32,35; 10:21; 44:13; 13:34
stones and rocks 3:8 4:34%; 104

According to Rothschild, the fact that these themes all turn up in connection with John suggests
that Q was once entirely about John.

Rothschild’s argument here is a bit difficult to follow and does not seem to follow logically
in any case. A Q redactor might well have wanted to employ certain themes in his work. In
arranging the traditional material at his disposal and in composing some things of his own he
would likely have repeated some of these themes or connected them. None of this demonstrates
or even suggests that Q was originally a Baptist work.

With respect to the second chart, | have crossed out the texts in the second column that do
not seem apposite because the images in these texts are used in rather different contexts or with
different meanings than those that occur in the first column. Of the examples that remain, the
theme of fruit bearing trees in 6:43-45 may indeed echo the words of John in 3:9. But this hardly
suggests that the saying in 6:43-45 was originally attributed to John. One could just as well argue
that the historical Jesus appropriated one of the themes in John’s preaching or that the person
who composed Q 3:9 liked this imagery and put it on the lips of both John and Jesus. The same

things could be said of the “children” theme in 7:35; 10:21; and 13:34. From a historical point of
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view, if Jesus had indeed been one of John’s disciples we would only expect for some of the
themes and message of John to turn up in Jesus’ preaching. From a redaction-critical standpoint,
it would be unsurprising for a redactor to repeat some of his favourite themes throughout Q.

Q 10:2 and 12:49 deserve separate treatment here:

Q 10:2 And he said to them, “The harvest is plentiful, but the labourers are few; pray therefore the

Lord of the harvest to send out labourers into his harvest.”

Q 12:49 *“I came to cast fire upon the earth; and would that it were already kindled!”

These sayings connect with John’s earlier preaching but not in the way Rothschild suggests. That
is, they do not suggest that the sayings were all originally attributed to John. | would maintain
that in both sayings Jesus is best seen as the fulfilment of John’s prophecy about the Coming One
in 3:16b-17. In 3:17 John had spoken of how this figure would “gather the wheat into the
granary.” In 10:2 Jesus is portrayed as doing this very thing by sending out his disciples to reap a
harvest of souls for the kingdom of God. Similarly, in 12:49 Jesus is portrayed as acknowledging
his role as the Coming One, claiming that he came (qA0ov) to cast fire on the earth. This recalls
John’s prophecy about the Coming One in 3:16-17 where this figure is expected to baptise in fire
and burn the chaff with unquenchable fire. Thus, while 3:16b-17 seems to link up quite well
thematically with both 10:2 and 12:49 the thematic link only makes sense literarily within Q if

the latter two sayings are attributed to Jesus.
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4. Matthean Sondergut

Having laid out her three main lines of reasoning for why she thinks that Q originally
contained only Baptist material, Rothschild adds one more.*® She claims to find several verbal

and thematic links to the Baptist in the uniquely Matthean material and proposes it derives from

Q.

a. Matt 6:16-18

Matt 6:16 And when you fast, do not look dismal, like the hypocrites, for they disfigure their faces
that their fasting may be seen by men. Truly, I say to you, they have received their reward. 17 But
when you fast, anoint your head and wash your face, 18 that your fasting may not be seen by men but

by your Father who is in secret; and your Father who sees in secret will reward you.

Rothschild’s comments about this saying are similar to what I discussed under #2a. She claims
that it conflicts with the characterization of the Jesus in the synoptic Gospels as someone who
feasts and does not fast. She thinks it would fit better with what we know about John since he
and his disciples are known to have fasted (Q 7:33; Mark 2:18-20 par.). She therefore concludes
that Matt 6:16-18 was originally attributed to John and stems from Q.

In my opinion, Rothschild’s claims about Matt 6:16-18 being so incongruous with the
characterization of Jesus in Q 7:33-34; Mark 2:18-20 par. is overstated. There is nothing in Q or
the synoptic Gospels to suggest that Jesus rejected fasting altogether. In THE TEMPTATION Jesus

fasts for forty days (Q 4:1-13). Rothschild’s proposal that this story was originally about John is

138 Rothschild, Baptist Traditions, 101-122.
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gratuitous and has been dealt with above. One should also bear in mind that the story in Mark

2:18-20 par. ends:

Mark 2:20 The days will come, when the bridegroom is taken away from them, and then they will

fast in that day.”

This saying seems to offer an explanation for why the historical Jesus and his disciples were not
known for their fasting practices during his earthly ministry. At that time, Jesus and his disciples’
eating habits reflected the idea that the Messiah’s advent would be a time of joy.** Fasting
would have been inappropriate because that was something people did to express grief or to beg
God for answers to prayer. The saying does not teach that fasting is unnecessary, however. Quite
the opposite; for it portrays him as saying that his disciples would fast after he is “taken away.”
Thus, Mark 2:19-20 cannot be properly cited as evidence that Jesus rejected fasting or that he
would never have taught his disciples to engage in the practice.

Rothschild also cites the Gos. Thom. 6 and 104 as evidence that Jesus was in principle

opposed to fasting:

Gos. Thom. 6 His [Jesus’] disciples asked him and said: “How shall we fast, and how shall we pray,
and how shall we give alms, and what shall we observe when we eat?” Jesus said, “Do not lie, and

what you hate do not do! For all things will be full of truth before heaven. For nothing is hidden that

139 Jesus’ saying in Mark 2:19-20 expresses a principle similar to that underlying the so-called messianic banquet:
1QSa 2.11-12, 18-21; 1QSbh 3.2; 1 En. 60.24; 62.12-16; 2 Bar. 29.1-8; 4 Ezra 6.49-52; 5 Ezra 2.33-41; T. Jacob
7.23-24; Matt 22:1-14; 25:10; 26:29; Luke 14:15; Rev 19:9. For a discussion of this idea, see Priest, “Messianic
Banquet,” 222-238; Meadors, “‘Messianic’ Implications”, 253-77.
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will not be made manifest. Blessed is he who does not do these things. For all things will be made

manifest to the Father who is in the heavens.'*°

Gos. Thom. 104 They said [to him]: “Come, let us pray today and fast.” Jesus said: “What then is the

sin that I have done, or in what have | been overcome? But when the bridegroom comes out [departs]

from the bridal chamber, then let them fast and pray.”**

These sayings are not actually relevant to the present discussion. They are clearly secondary
to the synoptic Gospels and were likely composed at some point in the second century, long after
the composition of Q.*> Gos. Thom. 6 seems to be a synthesis of ideas from several Matthean
texts: Matt 6:1-18 (teachings on almsgiving, prayer, and fasting), 5:33-37 (teaching on
oaths/truth-telling), 7:12 (THE GOLDEN RULE), 10:26 (NOTHING HIDDEN THAT WILL NOT BE
MADE MANIFEST), and perhaps THE BEATITUDES. Gos. Thom. 104 is likely a late reflection on
Mark 2:19-20, with its reference to “the bridegroom,” but expanded now to include certain
“Gnostic” notions about “the bridal chamber.”

Rothschild relies heavily on Betz’s thesis that THE SERMON ON THE MOUNT in Matthew’s

Matty 143 Betz’s argument that THE

Gospel was derived from a version of Q (which he designates Q
SERMON ON THE MOUNT derives from Q is based largely on its (supposed) lack of christological
reflection as well as its lack of reflection on Jesus’ salvific death and resurrection. Moreover, it

exhibits a certain “tension” with other parts of Matthew’s Gospel such as the sermon’s negative

attitude toward Gentiles and, by implication, toward the Gentile mission (6:32; ctr. 28:28:19).

140 Greek text can be found in Aland, Synopsis, 85. ET used here is by Betz, Sermon, 336.

Y NTApo, 1.129 (ET here by Beate Blatz).

142 See Tuckett, “Thomas,” 132-157; Gathercole, Composition; idem, “Rejoinder”; Goodacre, Thomas.
143 See further Betz, Sermon, 42-44.
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Dale Allison has responded to many of Betz’s arguments.*** He points out, for example, that
Matt 10:5-6 also opposes a Gentile mission (cf. also 15:26), which suggests that the theme may
actually be Matthean. Again, he points out that there are other large sections of Matthew’s
Gospel that are similarly lacking in christological reflection or say nothing about Jesus’ death or
resurrection. Rothschild does not adequately address Allison’s criticisms. She simply proposes
that the evangelist Matthew incorporated material from Q into his sermon without any attempt to
reshape or modify it.**> She then claims that much of the material in THE SERMON ON THE
MOUNT appears to derive from Q because it has a “Baptist Tendenz” and because “most of Q’s
distinguishing characteristics are shared by the [SERMON ON THE MounT].”**®

Rothschild’s argumentation here open to serious criticism. For one thing, she hardly
establishes that THE SERMON ON THE MOUNT was derived from Q. Most scholars see it as a
Matthean construction, put together largely on the basis of sayings from Q but rearranged
according to his own predilections and with several redactions mixed in. But even if one were to
grant that it derives from Q, the “Baptist Tendenz” that she identifies in this sermon is far from
obvious. She makes a great deal of Matt 6:16-18, for example. But as | have already mentioned,

this text is not necessarily incompatible with the characterization of Jesus elsewhere in Q and the

synoptics.

144 See Allison, “Review,” 136-137.
145 Rothschild, Baptist Traditions, 104.
146 Rothschild, Baptist Traditions, 104.
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b. Matt 6:1-18

Rothschild next considers the larger collection of material in Matt 6:1-18, a portion of THE
SERMON ON THE MOUNT that deals with almsgiving, prayer, and fasting.'*” She points out that
some of the terminology in these verses (esp. tapeiov and vrokprrai) are also found in Q.**® She
also argues that certain themes in the sermon link up with “Baptist traditions” elsewhere. For
example, its critique of public worship in Matt 6:6 fits well with John’s wilderness ministry; its
admonition to “go into your storage room” fits better with a rural setting since a tapeiov would
have been found mostly in “houses in rural areas where harvesting took place.”** She then
makes a further connection with John’s preaching in Q 3:17 where a harvesting metaphor is
used. Again, she contends that the term “hypocrites,” which occurs in 6:2, 5, and 16 also occurs
in other Q sayings at Matt 23:13, 15, 23, 25, 27, and 29. This terminology, she claims, is quite
condemnatory and in this sense links up with the general tenor of John’s preaching in Q 3:7-
9+16b-17. She finds it particularly significant that in Q/Matt 23:29, where the term “hypocrites”
is used (diff. Q/Luke 11:47), this is followed, in v. 33, by the phrase “snakes, generation of
vipers!” That very same phrase occurs on the lips of John in Q 3:7a.

Much of Rothschild argumentation here is quite tenuous. For example, commentators

typically attribute the term “hypocrites” in Matthew’s Gospel to MattR. The same is true for the

Y7 Rothschild, Baptist Traditions, 104-111.

148 She reconstructs Q 17:23-24 to contain tapeiov, as in Matt 24:26, and assigns Luke 12:3, 24 to Q.

%9 Rothschild infers far too much about the meaning and significance of toyueiov. The Septuagint most often uses
the term to translate 277 (“room”) and in these cases frequently refers to a bed chamber (cf., e.g., Gen 43:30; Exod
8:3 [HT: 7:28]; Judg 15:1; 2 Sam 13:10; 1 Kgs 1:15; 2 Kgs 6:12; Ecc 10:20; Song 1:4; 3:4; 8:2). To be sure, it is
also used to translate oox, “storehouse (for grain)” (Deut 28:8; Prov 3:10) and i, “granary” (Ps 144:13/LXX:
143:13). But this usage is rare. Nor was this term used only of chambers located in rural places (cf., e.g., 1 Kgs
20:30; 2 Kgs 9:1-2; Song 1:4). It referred simply to a private chamber. Whether the chamber was suitable for storing
grain or whether it was the sort that one typically found in rural homes can only be discerned from the wider context
where the term is used. And in the context of Matt 6:16 the emphasis is simply on the chamber’s private location.
Nothing is suggested about it being located in a rural or urban home or whether it might have been a bed chamber or
something more suitable for the storing of grain. It would seem odd, however, to encourage people to pray in a place
where grain is ordinarily stored.
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phrase “snakes, generation of vipers!” in Matt 23:29. But even if she is correct in attributing this
terminology and phrase to Q and even if it be granted that Matt 6:1-18 derives from Q (I myself
am not opposed to this idea) she has hardly demonstrated that the material was once attributed to
John rather than Jesus. For instance, her claim that John is more likely than Jesus to have
denounced public acts of piety is quite baseless. Why should we believe this? Because John
ministered in a “wilderness” setting? That is a non-sequitur, especially if John expected most of
those who were baptized to return to their homes in the cities as is implied in Luke 3:10-14.
Moreover, there is no evidence that John (whether we are thinking here of the historical one or
the one presented to us in the NT Gospel traditions) taught that pious deeds were to be performed
in private. The very opposite is suggested by Q 7:33 and Mark 2:18 par. where John’s and his
disciples’ fasting habits are presumed to have been public knowledge. Likewise, Luke 11:1
suggests that John’s disciples prayed publicly. It is true that Jesus conducted much of his
ministry (not all of it by any means) in urban areas and is often portrayed as performing miracles
publicly. But when Rothschild suggests that Jesus’ public evangelism and working of miracles
somehow conflict with the teachings in Matt 6:1-18 about pious acts being performed in private

she is making a rather specious argument.

c. Matt 7:13-23%°

Rothschild turns next to the “eschatological warnings” found in Matt 7:13-23. This saying
presents the way of salvation as something arduous and difficult. Rothschild therefore pits the
saying against another in Matt 11:28 which makes the way of salvation seem easy and un-

burdensome:

150 Rothschild, Baptist Traditions, 111-113.
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Matt 7:13 Enter by the narrow gate; for the gate is  Matt 11:28 Come to me, all who labor and are
wide and the way is spacious, that leads to heavy laden, and I will give you rest. 29 Take my

destruction, and those who enter by it are many. 14  yoke upon you, and learn from me; for 1 am gentle

For the gate is strait and the way is narrow, that and lowly in heart, and you will find rest for your
leads to life, and those who find it are few. souls. 30 For my yoke is easy, and my burden is
light.

According to Rothschild, the contradictory perspectives given in these two sayings results from
the fact that the first one derives from Q and was originally attributed to John whereas Matt
11:28 reflects the authentic teachings of Jesus. She even argues that THE WIDE AND NARROW
GATES logion had originally been directed against Jesus and his movement.

Rothschild also finds anti-Jesus polemic in Matt 7:15 where Jesus warns against “false
prophets who come to you in sheep’s clothing.” She thinks this too was originally spoken by
John against. Since Jesus was “an urban dwelling prophet” he would have possibly worn “a
mantle or pelt of sheep.” Hence, the imagery of “sheep’s clothing” may be a subtle reference to
Jesus’ attire. Rothschild thinks the “wolves” in this saying are “a metaphor for urban lives of
predatory voracity and gluttony,” things that John abhorred but which Jesus embraced.*

Rothschild similarly interprets Matt 7:22 as a statement that had been originally spoken by

John against Jesus and his movement:

Matt 7:22 On that day many will say to me, “Lord, Lord, did we not prophesy in your name, and cast

out demons in your name, and do many mighty works in your name?”

151 Rothschild, Baptist Traditions, 111.
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As support for her interpretation Rothschild notes that Jesus performed all these miracles.

The interpretations Rothschild proposes with respect to the above-mentioned texts cannot be
taken seriously as they are riddled with exegetical and logical fallacies. Suffice it to address only
a few of them here.

The supposed contradiction between Matt 7:13-14 and 11:28-30 seems to have much to do
with how the former is translated. Jesus refers to the way leading to life as mAateia and
evpvympog. Rothschild translates these, with the RSV, as “wide” and “easy.” Actually, both
terms convey the idea of broadness. Hence, | have translated them above as “wide” and
“spacious” (cf. KJV: “wide ... broad”). Likewise, | have taken oteviy and teBAwupévn as
functional synonyms, translating them as “strait” and “narrow” (= KJV). Rothschild translates
them, again with the RSV, as “narrow” and “hard.” This is not a mere quibbling over terms
because the term “easy” also occurs in many English translations of Matt 11:30 (KJV, RSV,
NASB, NIV, etc.). To a biblically literate English speaker, then, Rothschild’s translation makes
the two sayings sound more contradictory than they actually are; for in the latter Matt 11:30 the
Greek term is éhagpov. At any rate, there is no need to see these two sayings as contradictory.
Many Christians today would probably speak of the Christian life as being both difficult and
strenuous, on the one hand, but liberating, restful, and joyous on the other. The apostle Paul, in
certain contexts, could speak of how he had endured the distresses of persecution, physical
injury, tribulation, and other strivings (1 Cor 4:11-13; 2 Cor 4:8-11). In other contexts he could
speak of the freedom and peace one has in Christ (Rom 5:1; 2 Cor 3:17; Gal 5:1, 22-23; Phil

4:7). These are not contradictory views. They simply reflect differences in perspective.
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The “false prophets” in Matt 7:15 are very implausibly identified by Rothschild as Jesus’
disciples. There is no reason to think that the wolves in sheep’s clothing refer to a city-dwelling
Jesus who dressed in wool. Nor is there any reason to think that “wolves” is a metaphor for
urbanites. Rothschild’s whole line of reasoning here is purely imaginative and gratuitous.

Rothschild’s interpretation of Matt 7:22 is even more baseless and unreasonable. If the
saying had originally been spoken by John against Jesus we would have to conclude that John
saw himself as the judge of humanity. Also, we would have to conclude that in the saying Jesus
is portrayed as standing before John on the day of judgment and declaring that he had performed
miracles in John’s name with John responding: “I never knew you!” Can such an exegesis really
be taken seriously? One wonders how Rothschild managed to get this doozy past her editor at
Mohr Siebeck. There is no evidence that Jesus or anyone performed miracles in John’s name,
much less that anyone expected John to act as the final judge of humanity. The saying here
undoubtedly envisions Jesus as the judge of humanity and the miracles cited are those that had
been performed in Jesus’ name (cf. Mark 9:38-39; John 14:13-14; 16:23-26; Acts 3:6; 16:18,

etc.).

d. Matt 5:3-12, 25:31-46%

Rothschild suggests that an appropriate Sitz im Leben for THE BEATITUDES in Matt 5:3-12

would have been the ritual setting of John’s baptism. This, however, is another purely gratuitous

suggestion.

152 Rothschild, Baptist Traditions, 113-115.
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She further argues that THE PARABLE OF THE SHEEP AND THE GOATS in Matt 25:31-46

“includes seminal Baptist themes.” She lists these themes as follows:

Judgment

The kingdom

Reference to God as Father

Eternal punishment

Hunger/thirst

Strangers

Lack of clothing

Prison

Purification through good works as

opposed to nationality

Mat 25:31-46
vv. 31-46

v. 34

v. 34

wv. 41, 46

vv. 35, 37,42, 44
vv. 35, 38, 43, 44
vv. 36, 38, 43, 44
wv. 36, 39, 43, 44

vv. 33-40

Q

3:7-9

Matt 3:2

Luke 11:1-2

3:7

Matt 11:18; Mark 1:6 par.

3:8; Luke 3:10-14

Mark 1:6 par.

Mark 1:14; 6:17; Luke 3:20; Matt 14:3

3:8

Contra Rothschild, many of these themes are quite generic and could easily have been

associated with Jesus. The themes of judgment, eternal punishment, and the necessity of good

works can hardly be tied exclusively to John and his followers since these themes appear

frequently in other works of the Second Temple period and in many Jesus traditions beyond just

what we have in Q (e.g. Mark 10:21; 13; Rom 2). The kingdom theme is far more closely

associated with Jesus than John. Matt 3:2 is usually seen as redactional. Jesus is also well known

to have referred to God as Father (e.g. Mark 11:25; 13:32; 14:36). Rothschild’s appeal to Luke

11:1-2 assumes that THE LORD’S PRAYER was originally a Baptist prayer but we have seen why

this hypothesis is without merit. Themes of hunger/thirst, strangers, and lack of clothing are not
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obviously Baptist. The texts Rothschild cites from the parable are not apposite since John’s
hunger/thirst, social aloofness, and attire were adopted voluntarily, as an act of religious
devotion, whereas prisoners would have experienced these things involuntarily and would have
welcomed any assistance they could receive. While John was himself a prisoner this fact does
not provide a sound basis for positing that the parable originated in Baptist circles. Moreover,
Rothschild would have to explain how a follower of John would have understood the Son of
man/King in the parable. Was it John? Are we really to believe that John’s followers regarded
him as the future judge of humanity? There is no evidence for such beliefs. There is plenty of
evidence, on the other hand, that Jesus’ followers regarded him as the Son of man and mankind’s
future judge.

5. Lukan Sondergut™?

In her monograph Rothschild does not consider several Lukan Sondergut passages: e.g., the
promise of John’s birth (1:5-25), Mary’s visit to Elizabeth (1:39-56), the account of John’s birth
and early years (1:57-80), John’s ethical teaching (3:10-14), and the Lukan genealogy (Luke
3:23-38). This is because these passages are narratives or accounts about John rather than
sayings attributed to him; also, Rothschild thinks it unlikely that Matthew, who omitted very
little material from Mark, would have omitted or rejected all this material from Q if it had really

existed in Q.

At the same time, Rothschild does not believe that this material had its origins in
the Jesus movement (whether with Luke himself or some earlier Jesus tradition). Rather, she

thinks that Luke used another Baptist source besides Q:

153 Rothschild, Baptist Traditions, 115-122.
154 Rothschild, Baptist Traditions, 115.
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If in fact, the hypothesis is correct that Q existed as a source containing Baptist traditions exclusively,

it is likely other written Baptist sources existed alongside it.**

I find Rothschild’s suggestion here to be quite gratuitous. Nothing we have examined so far
has convinced me that Q was a Baptist source. There are also reasons for thinking that the Lukan

Sondergut material in question here originated in the Jesus movement, not a Baptist group.**°

The Lukan Sondergut passages that Rothschild ascribes to Q are Luke 1:68-79 and 12:50. Let us

consider these each in turn.

a. Luke 1:68-79

Rothschild suggests that the terms émokéntecOan (“to visit”) (Luke 1:68, 78) and £ysipewv
(“to raise up”) (v. 69) “possess significant lexical ties to Baptist traditions.” She argues this point
on the grounds that these same terms are juxtaposed in THE HEALING OF THE WIDOW’S SON AT
NAIN (Luke 7:11-16), which she also thinks was part of Q. Thus, after Jesus raises a child from

the dead we read: “Fear seized them all; and they glorified God, saying, ‘A great prophet has

155 Rothschild, Baptist Traditions, 117.

156 See, e.g., Brown (Birth, 346-55) for the alleged Baptist source material in Luke 1. —Appendix G for an argument
that Luke 3:10-14 was Lukan redaction. The genealogy in Luke 3:23-38 is unlikely to have been John’s originally.
Rothschild points to John’s priestly parentage and the fact that several names in the genealogy are associated with
priests: Heli (Eli), Eliakim, Judah, Simeon, Levi, Matthat, Eliezer, Mattathias, Levi, Matthat, Heli. But According to
Ilan (Lexicon) there is no evidence for distinctly priestly names in the first century C.E. Indeed, Judah, Simeon,

Levi, and Mattathias were among the most popular Jewish names in Palestine around the turn of the era and were
widely used by Jews outside the region as well. Moreover, the genealogy traces Jesus’ origins from Judah the
Patriarch through Zerubbabel in what is clearly a royal lineage. Thanks to Richard Bauckham for the reference to
Ilan here.
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arisen (nyépHn) among us!” and *God has visited (éneckéyaro) his people!”” (v. 16). Rothschild
points out that this story is evocative of another miracle story concerning Elijah in 1 Kgs 17:17-
24. She connects this with the fact that John is identified as Elijah in Q (7:27), Mark (1:6; 9:11-
13), and Matthew (11:13-14; 17:10-13). Moreover, in Luke 7:17 we read, “And this report
concerning him (mepi avtod) spread through the whole of Judea and all the surrounding
country.” Rothschild suggests that the pronoun here originally referred to John rather than Jesus.
She thinks this to be somehow confirmed by what follows in v. 18: “And the disciples of John
reported to him about all these things.”

Rothschild’s reasoning here seems confused and is probably not cogent. Does she think that
THE HEALING OF THE WIDOW’S SON AT NAIN was originally about John? If so, why do his
disciples need to inform him about the healing afterwards? Also, she assumes without much
argument that Zechariah’s words in Luke 1:68-75 were spoken about John. But unless one also
assumes that THE BENEDICTUS was derived from a Baptist source her argument has no
foundation. For the acclamation that God “has raised up a horn of salvation for us in the house of
his servant David” would have been most naturally understood by members of the Jesus
movement as a reference to Jesus. This is also how it is most naturally understood within Luke’s
writings generally where Jesus is often portrayed as a descendant of David/royal Messiah (e.g.
2:4; 18:38-39; Acts 4:25-28; 15:16) and has, in fact, already been presented that way in Luke’s
opening chapter (1:27, 32). Raymond Brown has offered a compelling case for seeing the

BENEDICTUS as a “Jewish-Christian” work.*®’

57 Brown, Birth, 377-78, 381.
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2. Luke 12:50

Rothschild argues that Luke 12:50 was also part of Q and referred to John’s baptism. | quote

the verse here along with its surrounding verses:

Luke 12:49 | came to cast fire upon the earth; and would that it were already kindled! 50 I have a
baptism to be baptised with; and how | am constrained until it is accomplished! 51 Do you think that |
have come to give peace on earth? No, | tell you, but rather division; 52 for henceforth in one house
there will be five divided, three against two and two against three; 53 they will be divided, father
against son and son against father, mother against daughter and daughter against her mother, mother-

in-law against her daughter-in-law and daughter-in-law against her mother-in-law.

A number of scholars who attempt to reconstruct Q accept that vv. 49, 51, and 53 were part of
Q.8 Rothschild offers several reasons of her own for thinking that v. 50 was part of Q. The
biggest objections to seeing v. 50 as a part of Q are that it is not attested in Matthew and can be
seen as a reworking of Mark 10:38, a Markan saying that is otherwise unattested in Luke’s
Gospel.

Even if one were to grant that the verse originally belonged to Q the question would remain
as to why it should be attributed to John rather than Jesus. Rothschild acknowledges two serious
difficulties in reading the saying in this way. First, the statement fantiopa 6¢ &yo PomticHivo
is presumably written in the passive voice. Why would John have spoken of having to be
baptised by someone? According to Rothschild, the statement should be translated actively: “I

have a baptism with which to baptise.” Her reasons for proposing this translation seem rather

158 See the list of scholars in Kloppenborg, Parallels, 142.
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transparent. In any case, they are not based on a good understanding of syntax or lexical usage of
the verb Bantiw. She argues that “in Hellenistic Greek the active and passive meanings of the
term BomtiCewv were somewhat blended.” She appeals here to Joan Taylor who observes that
Jewish immersions were almost never received passively; rather, “the person goes down into the
water and immerses himself or herself. No one pushes the person underwater.”**® Yet evidence
suggests that John’s baptism was performed differently than other Jewish baptisms (—n. 4
above). Taylor herself concedes that John “may well have held on” to the persons he was
baptising.*®

Another problem with thinking that v. 50 had originally been attributed John is the particle
8¢, which connects this saying with the saying in v. 49 where the speaker says that he came to
cast fire upon the earth. If v. 49 also derives from Q then it could not have been spoken by John
because it would then conflict with the Baptist’s own prophecy in 3:16b-17 where it is not John
but the Coming One who is expected to baptise with fire and burn the chaff with unquenchable
fire. By contrast, if the saying had originally been attributed to Jesus it would fit very well in the
wider context of Q where Jesus is envisaged as the fulfilment of John’s Coming One (—2.2.5.1,;
Excursus A). Rothschild seems to recognise the difficulty here and accepts that particOijvor may
be better understood as a passive. She proposes, however, that it could then be read as a “divine
passive.” She claims that as a divine passive it would function epexegetically and could be
translated: “I have a baptism for [many] to be baptised [by God].”*®* But this interpretation is
unnatural and unnecessary. The speaker is most naturally seen as the one who is to be baptised

not the one who administers it either directly or as God’s agent. The next statement, kai ©dg

159 Joan Taylor, Immerser, 50.

1%0 joan Taylor, Immerser, 51. However, she is ultimately agnostic about the matter, saying that he may well have
taken a hands-off approach (pp. 51-53).

161 Rothschild, Baptist Traditions, 121.
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ovvéyouat Emg 6tov telecOT) (“and how | am stressed until it is accomplished”) most naturally

anticipates Jesus’ death. As such, it finds a parallel in Mark 10:38.%%

General criticisms of Rothschild’s Baptist Traditions and Q

Methodologically, Rothschild’s work suffers from many defects, starting with her most basic
premises. In order to know whether a saying in Q had originally been attributed to John rather
than Jesus we would need some kind of control, preferably a collection of undisputed sayings of
the historical John with which to compare potential sayings of the man. Rothschild often appeals
to what she calls “Baptist traditions” and tries to match these with many portions of Q. But she
never actually lays out for us what these traditions are or how she knows they provide us with
accurate or serviceable information about the historical John. Apparently she includes in this
category of “Baptist traditions” a good deal of material that simply mentions something about
John or his disciples. But this is surely granting herself too much latitude since many traditions
that mention John are really more about Jesus than they are about John (e.g. 7:18-20+22-23,;
7:24-27; 7:28; 16:16; Mark 2:18-22; 11:27-33; Luke 7:11-17). John frequently appears in Q as a
foil for the author to indicate something about Jesus. The only sayings that are explicitly
attributed to John in the synoptic material are those found in Q 3:7-9+16b-17; Q 7:19-20; and
Mark 6:18. Other traditions that merely mention John or his disciples are quite limited in what
they tell us about him and his movement. Q 3:2-3; 7:24-27; and Mark 1:1-6 relate some

information about his wilderness location as well as his distinctive attire and diet. Q 7:18-20 tells

162 Rothschild (Baptist Traditions, 122) dismisses this parallel, claiming it cannot help to illumine Luke 12:50
because it reflects a Pauline understanding of baptism (cf. Rom 6:3-5). But how can we know this was a uniquely
Pauline understanding? Is it not just as possible that Paul was familiar with an earlier tradition similar to what we
have in Mark 10:38?
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us that he inquired as to whether Jesus were “the Coming One,” about whom he had prophesied.
Mark 2:18 indicates that John’s disciples fasted. Luke 11:1 indicates that John taught his
disciples to pray, although we are not told what or how. The story in Mark 6:14-29 indicates that
he denounced Herod Antipas for an “unlawful” marriage and that he was imprisoned and
executed as a consequence. Luke 1 tells us that John was a relative (cvyyevrg) of Jesus, that he
came from a priestly family, that his parents were righteous, and that he was born miraculously
when they were quite aged. Luke 3:10-14 tells us a little bit about the ethical advice John gave to
the people (generally), to tax collectors, and to soldiers. Josephus tells us that John was a
righteous man, that he encouraged people to come together in order to be baptised, and that he
taught them to behave piously toward God and justly toward one another. And that’s pretty much
it. Can this small amount of information really suffice in helping us to know what sort of
language, themes, or interests were distinctively John’s or his followers, such that we can
distinguish these from Jesus’ and his followers? That seems highly unlikely. And this procedure
of identifying distinctively Baptist material would be even more problematic if we accept that
Jesus had been a disciple of John or had at least been deeply influenced by him.

Moreover, it may well be that much of Rothschild’s so-called “Baptist traditions”—yperhaps
all of it—was actually composed by persons involved in the Jesus movement. This is precisely
my argument with respect to the material about John in Q’s PROLOGUE, which I attribute to the
same Q redactor who composed JESUS’ BAPTISM BY JOHN and THE TEMPTATION (—2.2.7.;
3.2.1.#5.). This redactor, | maintain, composed John’s prophecy about “the Coming One” in 3:16
in order to anticipate the arrival of Jesus in 3:22-23 and to anticipate the traditional Jesus saying
in 13:35 (—2.2.8.4.). This redactor would have likely been responsible for composing other parts

of Q as well and for deciding which traditions would be incorporated into his finished work.
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Hence, the vocabulary, themes, and interests peculiar to this redactor would have likely surfaced
at various points in Q. If I am correct about this one cannot appeal to the material about John in
Q’s PROLOGUE as a guide for establishing whether other sayings had originally been attributed to
John. Any parallels one might be able to draw between the John of Q’S PROLOGUE and other
parts of Q could just as well be attributed to the Q redactor responsible for composing that unit.

Many of Rothschild’s comparisons between “Baptist traditions” and other parts of Q are
quite superficial and are often based more on pseudo-parallels than meaningful or obvious ones.
For example, she observes that the Q sayings in Matt 23 which employ the word “hypocrites” are
quite condemnatory and in this respect cohere well with John’s condemnatory preaching in Q’s
ProLOGUE. ®® This superficial parallel does not even do proper justice to John’s preaching since
it contained redemptive and not exclusively condemnatory elements. Again, as | mentioned
earlier, Rothschild contrasts the teachings on “inconspicuous piety” in Matt 6:1-18 with Jesus’
“public performances of healing and exorcism.” But the pious acts mentioned in these verses are
almsgiving, prayer, and fasting, not healings and exorcisms.

Rothschild also makes a number of gratuitous assertions in her monograph. For example, in
discussing THE PARABLE OF THE FAITHFUL AND UNFAITHFUL SERVANTS (Q 12:42-46) she
proposes that “the theme of condemnation” in this parable and its advisory against eating and
drinking with those who, on account of their master’s delay, are getting drunk originally
reflected a Baptist polemic against Jesus’ followers. According to Rothschild Jesus’ followers
had adopted lax attitude about the eschaton after a certain period of time had passed and John’s
prophecies had still not been realised. This sort of imaginative readings of texts, while intriguing,
should really have no place in critical scholarship since it is probably impossible either to

confirm or even disconfirm and relies on numerous assumptions about a rival Baptist sect

163 E g. Rothschild, Baptist Traditions, 109.
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movement being afoot in the early decades of the Jesus movement. The “Master” in this parable
IS most reasonably taken as a reference to Jesus and the delay in his return refers to the delay in
Jesus’ second coming.

Several pieces of evidence suggest that Q was not a Baptist composition. Q 17:23-24 does
not seem particularly pro-Baptist since it discourages people from going out into the wilderness,
the very place where John conducted his ministry. Again, while JOHN’S QUESTION AND JESUS’
REPLY (Q 7:18-20+22-23) may feature John as one of its characters he is really just a foil who
appears in order that Jesus can make an important christological statement about himself in vv.
22-23 (—4.5.2.- 45.2.2.1.). It is hard to see how this unit could have stemmed from a Baptist
source therefore.*® The same must be said for the units in 7:24-27; 7:28; and 16:16. While these

sayings mention John the obvious emphasis is, again, on Jesus.'®

164 Nothwithstanding Rothschild’s (Baptist Traditions, 194-195) implausible exegesis of this unit (—4.5.2.).
185 In 7:28 | have interpreted 6 pucpdtepoc as a christological title (—5.4.).

380



Appendix G: Was Luke 3:10-14 part of Q?

Luke 3:10 And the multitudes asked him, “What then shall we do?” 11 And he answered them, “He who has
two coats, let him share with him who has none; and he who has food, let him do likewise.” 12 Tax collectors
also came to be baptized, and said to him, “Teacher, what shall we do?”13 And he said to them, “Collect no
more than is appointed you.”14 Soldiers also asked him, “And we, what shall we do?” And he said to them,

“Rob no one by violence or by false accusation, and be content with your wages.”

Luke 3:10 Kai émmpdtov adtdv oi dyhot Aéyovieg: Ti odv momompev;11 dmokpidsic 8¢ Eheysv avtoic O Eymv
&0 yrtdvog peTadoTm T® un ExovTl, kai O Exmv Ppduate dpoing moteite. 12 HA0ov 8¢ kol teAdvar Pomtichijvol
Kai lmoy Tpog avtov: Addokale, Tl momonpev; 136 8¢ einev mpog avtovg: Mndév mhéov mapd O
SdwateTaypévov VUiV Tpdocete. 14 Emnpdtov 6¢ adToV Kol oTpatevdpevol Aéyovieg Ti momowpey kol fUEls; Kol

gimev odtoic: Mndéva Stocsionte undé cvkopaviionts, kai dpkeicOe Toic Oywviolg DuMV.

The description of John’s interaction with “the crowds”, “tax collectors”, and “soldiers” can
be assigned to one of three different sources: (1) a non-Markan source (“L");*®® (2) Q; (3) Lukan
redaction.

Appeals to a non-Markan source seem overly speculative and unnecessary when they can be
easily explained either as stemming from Q or Luke’s own hand.

Whether the verses stem from Q or Luke, however, is extremely difficult to determine,
despite dogmatic claims made either side of this debate.'®” Not everything in the passage is
characteristically Lukan. Also, the reference to tax collectors would link up nicely with another

likely Q text in Luke 7:29-30.

1% From Q: Plummer, Gospel, 90; Schiirmann, Lukasevangelium, 169 and n. 53. From L: Fitzmyer, Luke I-I1X, 464.
167 Among those who see it as a Lukan composition are: Fleddermann, Q, 191; Hoffmann, Studien, 16; Goulder,
Luke, 274-75; Loisy, L’Evangile, 136.
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The weight of evidence, however, suggests that this is a Lukan composition. The thrice
repeated ti mromowpev is the same response that Luke puts on the crowds’ lips after Peter’s
Pentecost sermon (Acts 2:37). The presentation of three distinct groups seems to be a Lukan
contrivance. In THE PARABLE OF THE GOOD SAMARITAN a priest, a Levite, and a Samaritan are
the main actors (cf. 10:36). In THE PARABLE OF THE BARREN FIG TREE the husbandman
complains that he has come for three years seeking fruit but found none (13:7). During Jesus’
trial Pilate will ask the crowds three times why they wish for Jesus to be condemned (23:22).
Three different reactions to Jesus’ crucifixion—by the rulers, Jewish soldiers, and a thief—are
then mentioned (23:35, 36, 39). Luke’s version of ON FOLLOWING JEsus (Luke 9:57-62||Matt
8:18-22) also features three would-be disciples whereas Matthew’s version only features two
(although I myself would see Matthew here as truncating Q). Furthermore, the reference to tax
collectors finds a parallel in the person of Zacchaeus, another tax collector who features in a
parable that is unique to Luke’s Gospel (19:1-10). Indeed, as Goulder points out, John’s
command that the tax collectors not defraud (cuxopavtionte) sounds very similar to Zacchaeus’

claim that if he has defrauded (¢cvkopdvtnoa) anyone he will restore fourfold.*®®

188 Goulder, Luke, 275.
382



211

Appendix H: Was Q’s Prologue inserted during the “Q“” redactional phase?

Q scholars have proposed a number of different theories about redactional stratification in Q.
Among the more widely accepted is the one advanced by Kloppenborg. He argues that John’s
preaching of judgment belongs to a secondary stratum of Q’s development—“Q?.” He arrives at
this position by means of a highly complex form- and redaction-critical analysis, by which he

isolates and categorises Q sayings or chreia as having their own distinct interests and forms:

Q": “community-directed exhortations concerning self-definition and general comportment
toward the world, discipleship, and mission, and the prospect of persecution and death”.**®
Q% “prophetic sayings (often framed as chreiai) which announce the impending judgment of

this generation and which evince the Deuteronomistic understanding of history”.*”

The Q' stratum can be characterised more generally as “instructional” and “sapiential” since it
consists largely of uncontextualised aphoristic sayings which are not notably Jewish in character
and which some commentators have even characterised as “Cynic.”*"* By contrast, the “Q*”
stratum can be characterised generally as “prophetic.” It introduces larger units of chreiai as well

as biblical quotes and motifs. On this stratification hypothesis the sayings in 3:7-9+16b-17 would

fit much better with “Q?” than with the original “Q” stratum.

1%9 Kloppenborg, Formation, 454. Included here are: Q 6:20-49; 9:57-60 (61-627); 10:2-16; 11:2-4, 9-13; 12:2-12,
22b-34; 13:24; 14:26-27, 34-35; 17:33.

170 Kloppenborg, Formation, 454. Included here are: Q 3:7-9, 16-17; 7:1-10, 18-28; (16:16?), 31-35; 11:14-26, 29-
36, 39-52; 12:39-40, 42-46, 49, 51-53, 54-59; 17:23-37; 19:12-13, 15-26; 22:28-30.

11 Most notable proponents of this view are Crossan, Historical Jesus; Mack, Lost Gospel. F. Gerald Downing is
also a major proponent of the so-called “Cynic Jesus” and relies heavily on Kloppenborg’s theory of Q stratification
for this. But Downing has moved more in the direction of seeing Jesus first as a Jew and only secondly as someone
who had been heavily influenced by Cynic philosophy.

383



Although Kloppenborg’s stratification hypothesis has been highly influential it has also been

172
d.

severely criticise Most notably, much of his analysis relies on a presumed dichotomy

between “sapiential” and “prophetic” material. As many scholars have observed, this dichotomy
IS quite artificial, being based on modern conceptual distinctions rather than an ancient ones. A
rather large number of works from around the turn of the era contain both sapiential and
prophetic elements (e.g. Daniel, 4 Ezra, 1 Enoch, 1QS, Didache). It would be gratuitous to
explain these elements as indications of different redactors.*”® Allison nicely summarises many

of the problems in Kloppenborg’s hypothesis. | quote him here at length:

That the figure of Wisdom appears not in Kloppenborg’s sapiential stratum but in his prophetic layer
[Q 7:35 and 11:49] moves one to ask whether the dichotomy between wisdom and prophecy is not
artificial. ... That Kloppenborg must argue that the sayings in sapiential sections that reflect a
Deuteronomistic outlook (and so characterise the prophetic layer) are all interpolations*™ gives one
further cause for concern, as does the fact that the beatitudes in the inaugural sermon (Q 6:20-49), a
sermon which Kloppenborg labels “sapiential,” have “little of the sapiential content or formulation.”
Kloppenborg himself writes that “the first three [beatitudes] depend upon a logic of eschatological
reversal, while the last uses the motif of eschatological reward.”*”® Can one really then so neatly
distinguish sapiential complexes from prophetic complexes? Or is this a distinction more at home in
the world of modern scholars than in ancient Judaism. Q 11:31-32 compares Jesus with both

Solomon, a wise man, and Jonah, a prophet.*”

172 For criticisms, see Horsley, Whoever, 61-83; Ingolfsland, “Stratification,” 217-32; Tuckett, “Stratification,” 213-
22; Allison, Constructing, 118-125.

173 See further Collins, “Court Tales,” 218-34; idem, “Compatibility,” 165-186; J. Z. Smith, “Wisdom and
Apocalyptic,” 131-170; Nickelsburg, “Wisdom and Apocalypticism,” 715-32; Yarbro Collins, “Review,” 722.

174 6:23¢; 10:12-15, 21-24; 12:8-9, 10; 13:25-30, 34-35; 14:16-24.

175 Kloppenborg, Formation, 173.

176 Allison, Jesus Tradition, 5.
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Allison continues:

[T]here are literary patterns and editorial techniques that cut across [Klopenborg’s] proposed layers.
He assigns Q 6:20-23b to Ql; 3:16-17, 7:18-23, and 13:34-35 to QZ. It is true that 3:16-17; 7:18-23;
and 13:34-35 belong together. Whereas in 3:16-17 the Baptist prophesies a coming one, in 7:18-23
Jesus himself, by referring to the elements of his own ministry, indirectly claims (in answer to the
Baptist’s question) that he is this coming one. He supports this christological claim by alluding to
texts from Isaiah—35:5 (the blind see); 35:6 (the lame walk); 35:5 (the deaf hear); 26:19 (the dead are
raised); and 61:1 (the poor have good news preached to them). Finally, in 13:34-35 Jesus explicitly
says that he is the eschatological figure who will come and be blessed in the name of the Lord.
What needs to be noticed is that Q 7:18-23 alludes to this same text. “Blessed are the poor, for
yours is the kingdom of God” draws upon Isa 61:1; “Blessed are those who mourn, for you will be
comforted” takes up the language of Isa 61:2; and “Rejoice and be glad” recalls Isa 61:10. So the

development in Q regarding the subject of Jesus as the coming one evolves in stages:

» John prophesies one who is to come (3:16-17).

» Jesus implicitly associates himself with Isaiah 61 (6:20-23).

» Jesus, in answer to a question about the coming one, associates himself with Isaiah 61 and other
texts (7:18-23).

» Jesus calls himself “the one who comes” (13:35).

Surely this christological sequence is due to deliberate design, and it is natural to assign the four texts

to the same redactional stage.’”’

177 Allison, Jesus Tradition, 6-7.
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Appendix I: references to coming eschatological figures in Second Temple and

rabbinic literature

Who exactly is John referring to in Q 3:16 when he prophesies of 6 épyouevog, “the Coming
One”? Was he invoking some kind of known title, or would the expression at least have been
intelligible within the context of his eschatological preaching? In this appendix I survey a wide
range of texts from the Bible and related works of the Second Temple and rabbinic periods in
order to illustrate that the verb “to come” (or synonymous term) could be used with reference to

at least three different eschatological figures: God, Elijah, and the Messiah.

1. God as a coming figure

Several biblical texts refer to the “coming” of God or anticipate his “visitation”!":

Ps 96:12 The plains shall rejoice, and all things in them: then shall all the trees of the wood sing 13
before Yahweh; for he comes, for he comes to judge the earth (87 UBw% X2 2 X2 3 717 197/1po
TPOGMMTOV Kupiov, &1l Epyetan, 611 Epyeton kpivor trv yijv). He will judge the world with

righteousness, and the peoples with his truth.

Isa 26:21 For behold, Yahweh is coming forth (#aipnn Rg> mm/kdprog dmo tod dyiov Emdyet) out of

his place to punish the inhabitants of the earth for their iniquity...

178 For God as a coming figure, see references in Schnutenhaus, “Kommen,” 1-22.
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Isa 29:6 you will be visited by Yahweh of hosts (7p2n nix2x 77 ovn = napd Kvpiov caPamo
émokonn) with thunder and with earthquake and great noise, with whirlwind and tempest, and the

flame of a devouring fire (772X ¥R 232V/koi AOE mupoOg KateshHiovow).

Isa 35:4 Say to those who are of a fearful heart, “Be strong, fear not! Behold, your God will come
(322 o3 0oy M7 # kpiow avromodidwotv) with vengeance, with the recompense of God. He will

come and save you.”

Isa 40:10 Behold, the Lord Yahweh comes with might (X322 P72 M7 °378 7137 = 1600 K0P PETA
ioyvog Epyetar), and his arm rules for him; behold, his reward is with him, and his recompense before

him.

Isa 59:20 And a redeemer will come to Zion (%7 11X X2/MiEet Evekev Ziov O pvduevog), even to

those in Jacob who turn from transgression (2py»2 w9 *2w%3), says Yahweh.

Isa 63:1 Who is this that comes ( X2 71-n/tic odtog 6 mapayvopevoc) from Edom, in crimsoned
garments from Bozrah, he that is glorious in his apparel, marching in the greatness of his strength
(Y2 292 ny¥/obTeg dpaiog év otord] fia petd ioyvog)? “Itis I, announcing vindication, mighty to

save.”

Isa 66:15 For behold, Yahweh will come in fire (X122 wxa mm/kbplog ag op f&et), and his chariots

like the stormwind, to render his anger in fury, and his rebuke with flames of fire.

Mic 1:3 For behold, Yahweh is venturing out of his place (iniprn X% m1>/kvpilog Eékmopedetat €k T0D

témov avtod), and will descend (771°) and tread upon the high places of the earth.
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Zech 14:3 Then Yahweh will venture out (717 x¥V/kai é€ehedogtar kOprog) and fight against those
nations as when he fights on a day of battle. 4 On that day his feet shall stand on the Mount of Olives
which lies before Jerusalem on the east; and the Mount of Olives shall be split in two from east to
west by a very wide valley; so that one half of the Mount shall withdraw northward, and the other half
southward. 5 And the valley of my mountains shall be stopped up, for the valley of the mountains
shall touch the side of it; and you shall flee as you fled from the earthquake in the days of Uzziah king
of Judah. Then Yahweh your God will come, and all the holy ones with him: 2°¢* =52 *528 77 82

Tav/kai f€et kbplog 6 Bedc pov kai TavTEG ol drytol pet’ adTod).

1 En. 1.3 ...The Great Holy One will come forth from his dwelling (¢&eAevcetar), 4 and the eternal
God will tread from thence upon Mount Sinai. He will appear with his army, he will appear with his
mighty host from the heaven of heavens. ... 7 The earth will be wholly rent asunder, and everything
on the earth will perish, and there will be judgment on all. 8 With the righteous he will make peace,
and over the chosen there will be protection, and upon them will be mercy. ... 9 For he comes
(Epyeton) with the myriads of his holy ones (Ethiopic; T5od fA0sv kbpiog év ayiag popidcty

179) to execute judgment on all, and to destroy all the wicked, and to convict all humanity for

avToD
the wicked deeds that they have done, and the proud and hard words that wicked sinners spoke

against him.

1 En. 25.3-5 ... This high mountain that you saw, whose peak is like the throne of God, is the seat
where the Great Holy One, the Lord of glory, the King of eternity, will sit, when he descends to visit
the earth in goodness (6tav katafn émokéyactot v ynv an’ ayadm). 4 And (as for) this fragrant
tree, no flesh has the right to touch it until the great judgment, in which there will be vengeance on all

and a consummation forever. Then it will be given to the righteous and the pious 5 and its fruit will be

1 This is how the words are cited in Greek in the Epistle of Jude (14).
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food for the chosen. And it will be transplanted to the holy place, by the house of God, the King of

eternity.

1 En. 90.18 And | saw until the Lord of the sheep came to them and took in his hand the staff of his
wrath and struck the earth, and the earth was split, and all the beasts and all the birds of heaven fell
(away) from among those sheep and sank in the earth, and it covered over them. 19 And | saw until a
large sword was given to those sheep, and the sheep went out against all the wild beasts to kill them,

and all the beasts and the birds of heaven fled before them.

1 En. 91.7 ... the holy Lord will come forth in wrath and with a scourge, to execute judgment upon

the earth.

T. Mos. 10.3 For the Heavenly One will [arise] from his kingly throne. And he will go forth from his
holy habitation (et exiet de habitatione sancta) with indignation and wrath on behalf of his sons. ... 7
For God Most high will venture forth (quia exurgit summus deus), the Eternal One alone. In full view

will he come to work vengeance on the nations. Yea, all their idols will he destroy.

T. Mos. 12.13 For God, who has foreseen all things in the world, will go forth (exiuit ... deus), and

his covenant which was established, and by the oath which [...]**

1QS 3:18 ...until the moment of his visitation ('\n7ps 7311 7v).

1QS 4:19 God, in the mysteries of his knowledge and in the wisdom of his glory, has determined an

end to the existence of injustice; and in the appointed time 19 of the visitation (772 7¥1127) he will

obliterate it forever. Then truth shall rise up forever (in) the world...

180 The text breaks off here.
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CD 7.9 ...when God visits the earth (y7x7 & X 7293) in order to empty over them the punishment of

the wicked.

CD 8.2 They shall be visited (a7p197) for destruction at the hand of Belial. This is the day 3 when

God will make a visitation (5% 799> qwx o1n).

2. Elijah as a coming figure

In the New Testament Gospels Elijah is referred to as a coming figure:

Mark 9:11 And they asked him, “Why do the scribes say that first Elijah must come (éA0¢iv)?”
12 And he said to them, “Elijah does come (éA0v) first to restore all things; and how is it written of
the Son of man, that he should suffer many things and be treated with contempt? 13 But I tell you that

Elijah has come (¢éAAv0ev), and they did to him whatever they pleased, as it is written of him.”

Matt 11:14 and if you are willing to accept it, he is Elijah who is to come (avtdc Eotiv HAlag 6

HEAA @V Epyecbar).

There are also references in rabbinic sources to the “coming” of Elijah. The phrase is
stereotyped and occurs frequently: sm9y x2w 79, “until Elijah comes” (m. Metz. 2.8; B. M. 2.8;

3.4, 5; etc; also t. ‘Ed. 3.4d; b. Pes. 13a; b. Men. 63D, etc.
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3. The Messiah as a coming figure

Finally, there are several “messianic” texts in the Bible that refer to the Messiah as a “coming

one” or anticipate his “coming’:

In Gen 49:10 we encounter the difficult statement: 77w &22->2 73. The RSV renders this very
enigmatically: “until he comes to whom it belongs.” Alternatively, i>>% can be read as a
proper name: “until Shiloh comes”/“until he comes to Shiloh.” In LXX Gen 49:10 there is a
variant (Epiph 11 136 289) that reads: “until he comes for whom it is laid up” (§wg £av

£\ & amokeiton). ' The targums all interpret this text messianically:

Tg. Ong. on Gen. 49:10 The ruler shall never depart from the House of Judah, nor the scribe from his
children’s children for evermore, until the Messiah comes (xiwn °n*>7 7v ), to whom belongs the
kingdom, and him shall the nations obey. 11 He shall lead Israel round about his city; the people shall
build his Temple; the righteous shall be round about him; and they that carry out the Law shall be
with him in study. Let his raiment, be of fine purple, and his garment all woollen, crimson, and of
bright sparkling colors. 12 His mountains shall be red with his vineyards; his vats shall be dripping

with wine; his valleys shall be white with grain and with flocks of sheep.

Tg. Neof. on Gen. 49:10 Kings shall not cease from among those of the house of Judah and neither
(shall) scribes teaching the Law from his sons until the time King Messiah shall come ( °n>»7 =79
XMW Xd9n), to whom the kingship belongs; to him shall all the kingdoms be subject. 11 How
beautiful is King Messiah who is to arise (2171%) from among those of the house of Judah. He girds

his loins and goes forth to battle against those that hate him; and he kills kings with rulers, and makes

181 The received LXX text reads: ¢ v &A0n & dmokeipeva adtd (“until the things stored up for him come”).
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the mountains red from the blood of their slain and makes the valleys white from the fat of their
warriors. His garments are rolled in blood; he is like a presser of grapes. 12 How beautiful are the
eyes of King Messiah; more than pure wine, lest he see with them the revealing of nakedness or the
shedding of innocent blood. His teeth are purer than milk, lest he eat with them things that are stolen
or robbed. The mountains become red from his vines and the vats from wine; and the hills will

become white from the abundance of grain and flocks of sheep.

Ps.-Jon. on Gen 49:10 Kings and rulers shall not case from those of the house of Judah, nor scribes
teaching the Law from his descendants, until the time the King Messiah comes ( X2%1 °n» >7 a1 73
X°wn), the youngest of his sons, because of whom the people will pine away. 11 How beautiful is the
King Messiah who is to arise (21%) from among those of the house of Judah. He girds his loins and
comes down (n°na ) arranging battle lines aginst his enemies and slaying kings together with their
rulers; and there is no king or ruler who can withstand him. He makes the mountains red with the
blood of the slain; his garments are rolled in blood; he is like a presser of grapes. 12 How beautiful
are the eyes of the King Messiah, like pure wine, for they have not seen the uncovering of nakedness
or the shedding of innocent blood. His teeth are whiter than milk because he has not eaten what has
been robbed or taken by force. His mountains and his press will be red from wine, and his hills white
from the harvest and from the flocks.

LXX Num 24:7 foretells that “a man shall come forth (¢£cheboeton—TFut. of £&pyopon) s

from his [Jacob’s/Israel’s] seed and he shall rule (kvpievoet) over many nations, and his reign
shall be exalted beyond Gog, and his reign shall be increased.” This text would have been

most naturally connected with v. 17, the well-known messianic text where we read that “a

182 The Hebrew does not use the word “man” but says that “a root shall come forth (yn x¥2).” The Septuagint
translator of Isaiah may have already linked Isa 11:1 with Num 24:17 when he uses the term é&glevoetou to translate
Xy, See Horbury (Jewish Messianism, 50) for another possible link with Gen 49:10, another messianic text, on the
basis of the term dvapricetot.
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star shall arise (avatelel) out of Jacob and a man (&vOpwmog) shall shoot forth (dvactmoetar)

out of Israel.

LXX Isa 11:1 speaks of the Davidic Messiah’s advent in similar terms: “There shall come
forth (é&elevoetan) a shoot from the stump of Jesse, and a branch shall grow out of his

roots.”

In Acts 7:52 Stephen says that the fathers of those persecuting him had “killed those who
announced beforehand the coming of the Righteous One (tijg ékeboemg Tod dtkaiov), whom
you have now betrayed and murdered.” The Messiah is referred to here as the coming one

and the language likely hearkens back to Num 24:7 or Isa 11:1.

Royalty is very conspicuously tied with the verb x12/8pyopan at Zech 9:9 where we read:
“Rejoice greatly, O daughter of Zion! Shout aloud, O daughter of Jerusalem! Lo, your king
comes to you (77 Ri2> 7271 /6 Boaoideng cov Epyetai oot); triumphant and victorious is he,

humble and riding on an ass, on a colt the foal of an ass.”

The Hebrew of Hab 2:3 reads: X% 82> X273 ¥9=720 Anann>-oX 2120 X7 yp2 092) 79¥a? 19 7iv 9
o, “For still the vision awaits its time; it hastens to the end — it will not lie. If it seem slow,
wait for it; for it will surely come, it will not delay.” The 3ms pronoun here (translated
impersonally as “it”) is most naturally understood to refer to the “vision.” But ancient
interpreters could have construed it as a personal pronoun (“he”) and taken it as a reference

to the coming Messiah: “If he seem slow, wait for him; for he will surely come, he will not
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delay.'® Such a reading is possible in the Septuagint as well: “For there is a vision for an
appointed time, and it/he will rise up (dvoteAel) at the end and not in vain. If it/he should
tarry (éav votepron), wait for it/him (bropewov awtov); for coming it/he will come and not
delay (611 €pyopevog fi&et kai o0 ur| ypovion). In Heb 10:37 this text is cited with reference
to Jesus’ second coming: “For yet a little while, and the Coming One shall come and shall
not tarry (0 €pyopevog fi&et kai od ypovicet).” Also, Paul cites the very next verse, Hab 2:4
(“the just shall live by faith™), in order to show that justification is obtained by faith in Christ,
suggesting, once more, a messianic reading of the text in early Christianity (Rom 1:17; 3:11;
cf. Heb 10:38). Messianic readings are attested in later rabbinic texts as well.{check Str.B at

Heb 10:37}

As | explain in Excursus A, Ps 118 was recited antiphonally in Second Temple times.
Whatever its original meaning and purpose, by the first century C.E. it appears to have taken
on Davidic associations and would have likely been recited with hopes that Davidic kingship
would be restored through the coming of the Messiah. Q and all four of the NT Gospels cite
v. 26 (“Blessed be he who comes [x23/6 épyouevoc) in the name of Yahweh! We bless you
from the house of Yahweh/the Lord”) in a messianic context, as if it had foretold Jesus’

coming.

In Mal 3:1 we are told that “the Lord” will come suddenly to his temple. Most commentators

understand 337873 here as a reference to God. But as | explain in 1.5.1.2. it seems to be used in

183 It is unclear whether Habakkuk Pesher interprets the text messianically. The verse is clearly understood as
pertaining to “the last days.” But after citing the verse we only read as follows: “Its interpretation concerns the men
of truth, those who observe the Torah, whose hands do not grow slack in the service of the truth, when the last
period is drawn out for them, for all of God’s periods will come according to their fixed order, as he decreed for
them in the mysteries of his prudence” (1QpHab 7:10-14 trans. Horgan).
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apposition with nn2;7 %97 and this latter epithet, at least, would be difficult to read as a reference to
God. Kings were often referred to as "378/xvpilog pov and David is associated with God’s covenant in
Ps 89:28, 34, 39; Isa 42:6; 55:3; Jer 33:20-21. It is not implausible, therefore, that in the time of

Jesus 13787 and nag x%n in Mal 3:1 were read as references to the Messiah, not God. Support for
this is found in the early Jesus movement where the first term is apparently taken as a reference to
Jesus, the Messiah. In the targum Pseudo-Jonathan (on Exod 4:13), Exodus Rabbah (32.9), and Pirge
de Rabbi Eliezar (29) this “messenger of the covenant” is not understood as a reference to the
Messiah, however, but to the eschatological Elijah. Yet in these same works Elijah is apparently
envisioned as a forerunner not to God but to the Messiah (Tg. Ps.-Jon. on Deut 30:4 and Num 25:12;
PRE 43; cf. also 29; Exod. Rab. 32.9). Does this too suggest that 17x;71 here has been interpreted as a

reference to the Messiah?

In LXX Isa 40:3 we read of “a voice crying in the wilderness: ‘Prepare the way of the Lord’”
(Erowdoate v 660V Kvpiov, V. 3). A few verses later, in v. 10, the prophet declares: idov k0Optog
ueta ioyvog Epyxeton (“behold, the Lord comes with might”)—Ilanguage remarkably similar to John’s
in Q 3:16 (6 8¢ omicw pov £pyoduevos ioyvpdTEPOS oL éotv). Isa 40:3 is quoted in Mark 1:3 in what
appears to be a “Mark-Q overlap” (—5.5.). Here the evangelist understands xvpiov as a reference to

Jesus, for whom John the Baptist had prepared the way.

1QS 9:11 ...until the prophet comes and the Messiahs of Aaron and Israel ( 777K *rPwn) R°21 K12 7Y
5xw). Note the phrase %12 7y is applied to all three figures.'®* The “prophet” here is identified (in
4QTest, which seems to be a kind of proof-text for 1QS 9:11) as the prophet like Moses in Deut 18.
But could he have also been identified as Elijah (who was, in many ways, like Moses)? Or is the

Messiah of Aaron here to be identified as Elijah?

184 In this case the singular verb applies distributively to each of the three figures.
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4Q252 V 3 ...until there comes the Messiah of righteousness, the sprout 4 of David ( P77 mown 812 7Y
717 nng). Once again we encounter the phrase mowni(;7) ®12 7¥, which appears to have been a

stereotyped expression at Qumran, much like we saw earlier with ¥1ox x2w 7.

Mark 11:9 “Hosanna! Blessed is he who comes in the name of the Lord!” (edAoynuévog 6 €pyduevoc

€V OVOLOTL KLPIOD).

Matt 24:5 For many will come (éAevcovtar) in my name, saying, “l am the Christ,” and they will

lead many astray.

In the rabbinic literature there are numerous references to the Messiah’s “coming,” a small

sample of which includes the following:

b. Ber. 28b [Yohanan b. Zakai on his deathbed:] Prepare a throne for Hezekiah, the King of Judah,

who is coming (Xaw 777> 777 ¥ PPN XD 11°07)

j. Kil. 9.3 (Aramaic). After giving instructions for how he is to be buried R. Jeremiah [4™ cent.]

declared: “so, when the Messiah comes (xmwn &nx), | shall be ready.”

b. Sanh. 96b R. Nahman said to R. Isaac: “Have you heard when Bar Nafle will come (7% y>nw °n
99172 °nR NR)?” “Who is Bar Nafle?” he asked. “Messiah,” he answered. “Do you call Messiah Bar
Nafle?” “Even so,” he rejoined, “as it is written, in that day | will raise up 97a the tabernacle of David

that is fallen (n%913).” [Amos 9:11]
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b. Sanh. 97a It has been taught: R. Nehorai [ca. 135-170] said: In the generation in which the Son of
David comes (12 ®2 717 72w ™7), young men will insult the old, and old men will stand before the
young [to give them honour]; daughters will rise up against their mothers, and daughters-in-law

against their mothers-in-law.

b. Sanh. 97a It has been taught, R. Nehemiah said: In the generation in which the Son of David
comes (12 X2 717 12w M7) impudence will increase, esteem be perverted, the vine yield its fruit, yet
shall wine be dear, and the Kingdom will be converted to heresy with none to rebuke them. This
supports R. Isaac, who said: The son of David will not come until the whole world is converted to the

belief of the heretics.

b. Sanh. 97a The son of David will not come until (7v &2 717 12 1°X) denunciators are in abundance.

b. Sanh. 97a In the generation when the son of David comes (12 X2 717 jaw M7), the house of assembly

will be for harlots.

b. Sanh. 97a ...at the conclusion of the septennate the son of David will come ( 717 12 n°v 2w *X¥ M2
X2). R. Joseph [ca. 290-320] demurred: But so many septennates have passed, aye, and has he not

come! (XnX &1 12).

b. Sanh. 97a R. Hanina said: The Son of David will not come until (7¥ 82 717 32 X) a fish is sought

for an invalid and cannot be procured...

b. Sanh. 97a R. Hama b. Hanina said: The son of David will not come until (7¥ X2 717 12 X) even the

pettiest kingdom ceases [to have power] over Israel...
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b. Sanh. 97a Ze‘iri said in R. Hanina’s name: The son of David will not come until (7v X2 717 12 1°X)

there are no conceited men in Israel...

b. Sanh. 97a R. Simlai said in the name of R. Simeon: The son of David will not come until ( 71772 P&

7v X2) all judges and officers are gone from Israel...

The above survey illustrates that by itself the expression “the Coming One” (6 £pyouevog), when
used in an eschatological context, might have been ambiguous. It might have been used with
reference to any of the three figures mentioned above.

In Excursus A | consider how this expression is used specifically in Q and other early

writings associated with the Jesus movement.
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Appendix J: ioyvpotepog and cognates in the LXX and extra-biblical works

In this appendix | have assembled texts which use either the adjective ivscuro, j, its nominal
cognate m1vscu, J, or their translational equivalents, as references to God or the (Davidic)

Messiah:

1.) 1vscuro, j used of God

Deut 10:17 For the Lord your God, he is God of gods, and the Lord of lords, the great, and strong,
and terrible God, who does not accept persons, nor will he by any means accept a bribe:

Deut 10:17 o~ ga.r ku,rioj o qgeo.j u mw/n ou-toj geo.j tw/n gew/n
kai. ku,rioj tw/n kuri,wn o° geo.j o me,gaj kai. ivscuro.j kai. o

fobero,j o[stij ouv gauma,zel pro,swpon ouvdV ouv mh. la,bh] dw/ron

Josh 4:24 That all the nations of the earth might know, that the power of the Lord is mighty, and that
ye might worship the Lord our God in every work.

Josh 4:24 o[pwj gnw/sin pa,nta ta. e;qnh th/j gh/j o[ti h™ du,namij
tou/ kuri,ou ivscura, evstin kai. i[na u mei/j se,bhsge ku,rion

to.n geo.n u mw/n evn panti. cro,nw|

2 Sam 22:31 As for the Mighty One, his way is blameless: the word of the Lord is strong and tried in

the fire: he is a protector to all that put their trust in him.
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2Sam 22:31 o~ ivscuro,j a;mwmoj h™ o do.j auvtou/ to. r h/ma kuri,ou
krataio,n pepurwme,non u peraspisth,j evstin pa/sin toi/j

pepoiqgo,sin evpV auvtw/|

2 Sam 22:32 ti,jJ ivscuro.j plh.n kuri,ou kai. ti,jJ kti,sthj e;stai

plh.n tou/ geou/ h mw/n

2 Sam 22:32 Who is strong, but the Lord? and who will be a Creator except our God?

2 Sam 22:33 It is the Mighty One who strengthens me with might, and has prepared my way without
fault.
2Sam 22:33 o~ ivscuro.j o  krataiw/n me duna,mei kai. evxeti,naxen

a;mwmon th.n o do,n mou

2 Sam 22:48 The Lord who avenges me is strong, chastening the nations under me,
2 Sam 22:48 ivscuro.j ku,rioj o didou.j evkdikh,seij evmoi, paideu,wn

laou.j u poka,tw mou

2 Sam 23:5 For my house is not so with the Mighty One: for he has made an everlasting covenant
with me, ready, guarded at every time; for all my salvation and all my desire is, that the wicked
should not flourish.

2Sam 23:5 ouv ga.r ou[twj o~ oi=ko,j mou meta. ivscurou/ diagh,khn
ga.r aivw,nion e;geto, moi e toi,mhn evn panti. kairw/|
pefulagme,nhn o[ti pa/sa swthri,a mou kai. pa/n qge,lhma o[ti ouv

mh. blasth,sh] o~ para,nomoj
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1 Esd 6:14 And the house was built many years ago by a king of Israel who was great and strong, and
it was finished.

1Esd 6:13 kai. wv]kodo,mhto o~ oi=koj e;mprosgen evtw/n pleio,nwn
dia. basile,wj tou/ Israhl mega,lou kai. ivscurou/ kai.

evpetele,sqgh

Neh 1:5 And | said, Nay, | pray thee, O Lord God of heaven, the mighty, the great and terrible,
keeping thy covenant and mercy to them that love him, and to those that keep his commandments:
Neh 1:5 kai. ei=pa mh. dh, ku,rie o~ geo.j tou/ ouvranou/ o
ivscuro.j o- me,gaj kai. o fobero,j fula,sswn th.n diagh,khn kai.
to. e;leoj toi/j avgapw/sin auvto.n kai. toi/j fula,ssousin ta.j

evntola.j auvtou/

Neh 9:31 But thou in thy many mercies didst not appoint them to destruction, and didst not forsake
them; for thou art strong, and merciful, and pitiful.

Neh 9:31 kai. su. evn oivktirmoi/j sou toi/j polloi/j ouvk evpoi,bhsaj
auvtou.j sunte,leian kai. ouvk evgkate,lipej auvtou,j o[ti

ivscuro.j ei= kai. evleh,mwn kai. oivkti,rmwn

Neh 9:32 And now, O our God, the powerful, the great, the mighty, and the terrible, keeping thy
covenant and thy mercy,

Neh 9:32 kai. nu/n o~ geo.j h™ mw/n o~ ivscuro.j o me,gaj o
krataio.j kai. o~ fobero.j fula,sswn th.n diagh,khn sou kai. to.

e;leo,j sou
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2 Macc 1:24 The prayer was to this effect: "O Lord, Lord God, Creator of all things, who art awe-
inspiring and strong and just and merciful, who alone art King and art kind,
2 Macc 1:24 h=n de. h~ proseuch. to.n tro,pon e;cousa tou/ton ku,rie

ku,rie o° geo,j o pa,ntwn kti,sthj o fobero.j kai. ivscuro.j kai.

di,kaioj kai. evleh,mwn o~ mo,noj basileu.j kai. crhsto,j

Ps 7:11 God is a righteous judge, and strong, and patient, not inflicting vengeance every day.
Ps7:12 o~ geo.j krith.j di,kaioj kai. ivscuro.j kai. makro,qumoj mh.

ovrgh.n evpa,gwn kaqV e ka,sthn h me,ran

Job 22:13 And thou has said, What does the Mighty One know? does he judge in the dark?
Job 22:13 kai. ei=paj ti, e;gnw o~ ivscuro,j h= kata. tou/ gno,fou

krinei/

Job 33:29 Behold, all these things, the Mighty One works in a threefold manner with a man.

Job 33:29 ivdou. pa,nta tau/ta evrga/tai o  1ivscuro.j o dou.j trei/j

meta. avndro, j

Job 34:31 For there is one that says to the Mighty One, | have received blessings; | will not take a
pledge:

Job 34:31 o[ti pro.j to.n ivscuro.n o le,gwn ei;lhfa ouvk evnecura,sw

Job 36:22 Behold, the Mighty One shall prevail by his strength: for who is powerful as he is?
Job 36:22 ivdou. o~ 1ivscuro.j krataiw,seil evn ivscu,i auvtou/ ti,j

ga,r evstin katV auvto.n duna,sthj
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Job 36:26 Behold, the Mighty One is great, and we shall not know him: the number of his years is
even infinite.
Job 36:26 ivdou. o~ ivscuro.j polu,j kai. ouv gnwso,mega avrigmo.j

evtw/n auvtou/ kai. avpe,rantoj

Job 37:5 The Mighty One shall thunder wonderfully with his voice: for he has done great things
which we knew not;
Job 37:5 bronth,sei o ivscuro.j evn fwnh/] auvtou/ gauma,sia

evpoi,hsen ga.r mega,la a] ouvk h;|deimen

Job 37:10 And from the breath of the Mighty One he will send frost; and he guides the water in
whatever way he pleases.
Job 37:10 kai. avpo. pnoh/j ivscurou/ dw,sei pa,goj oivaki,zei de. to.

u[dwr w™j eva.n bou, Ihtai

Sir 15:18 For great is the wisdom of the Lord; he is mighty in power and sees everything;
Sir 15:18 o[ti pollh. h™ sofi,a tou/ kuri,ou ivscuro.j evn dunastei,a|

kai. ble,pwn ta. pa,nta

Philo, Spec. 1.307 Do you not see that the most important and greatest of all the powers

(me,gistal tw/n duna,mew,n) of the living God are his beneficent and his punishing power
(h[ te euverge,tij kai. kolasth,rioj)? And his beneficent power is called God (h™
me.n euverge,tij geo,]), since itis by means of this that he made and arranged the universe.

And the other, or punishing power, is called Lord (h™ de. e te,ra ku,rioj), onwhich his
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2)

sovereignty over the universe depends (kaqV h]n avnh/ptai tw/n o[lwn to.
kra,toj). And God is God, not only of men, but also of gods; and he is great (me ,gaj), being

truly mighty and truly powerful (w*n o;ntwj ivscuro.j kai. krataio,j). [Deut 10:17.]

1VScu, j and Hebrew equivalents used of the Davidic Messiah

And he will not weaken all his days, (relying) upon his God, for God made him powerful in the holy
spirit ... with strength and righteousness. And the blessing of the Lord will be with him in strength,
and he will not weaken; ... Then who will succeed against him, mighty in his actions and strong in

the fear of God?” (Pss. Sol. 17.36-40)

See also Isa 9:6, where the Septuagint does not use the term 1vscu, j but the Hebrew uses an

equivalent:

Isa 11:2 And the spirit of God shall rest on him, the spirit of wisdom and understanding, the spirit of

counsel and might (pneu/ma boulh/j kai. i1vscu,0j), the spirit of knowledge and

godliness.

Isa 9:6 For to us a child is born, to us a son is given; and the government will be upon his shoulder,
and his name will be called Wonderful Counselor, Mighty God (rABGI lag), Everlasting Father,

Prince of Peace.'®

185 The LXX reflects a rather different Vorlage here: “because a child was born for us, a son also given to us, whose
sovereignty was upon his shoulder, and he is named Messenger of Great Counsel, for | will bring peace upon the
rulers, peace and health to him.”
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There is also a relevant passage from the book of Jubilees which recounts Jacob’s blessing to his
son Judah. The biblical equivalent here is Gen 49:8-12, a passage widely understood to contain

messianic prophecy:

Jub 31:18 And to Judah he [Jacob] said: “May Yahweh give you might and strength to tread upon all
who hate you. Be a prince, you and one of your sons for the sons of Jacob; may your name and the
name of your son be one which travels and goes about in all the lands and cities. Then may the
nations fear before your face, and all the nations tremble, [and every nations trembles]. 19 And with
you will be the help of Jacob and with you will be found the salvation of Israel. 20 And on the day
when you sit on your righteous throne of honor, there will be great peace for all the seed of the

beloved’s sons...”

1QShb 4.24 May you be [...] with the power (hSk[yp] z<a[b) of your [mouth.] With your sceptre

may you lay waste the earth. With the breath of your lips 25 may you Kill the wicked. May he give
[you a spirit of coun]sel and of everlasting fortitude, a spirit of knowledge and of fear of God. May 26
justice be the belt of [your loins, and loyalt]y the belt of your hips. May he make your horns of iron

and your hoofs of bronze. For God has raised you to a sceptre 28 for the rulers be[fore you ... all the
na]tions will serve you, and he will make you strong (hkrb™gy) by his holy Name, 29 so that you

will be like a lifon ...] you’re the prey, with no-one to give it [back]...
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Appendix K: Critique of Paul G. Bretscher’s reconstruction of Q 3:16d

Paul G. Bretscher offers a rather novel reconstruction of Q 3:16d and a translation-based
argument for seeing John as a forerunner to God.*®® He claims that the sandals to which John
refers in his preaching were his own, not the Coming One’s. John’s original message can be

reconstructed to have read something like this:

But behold, there is someone coming after me, of whom | am not worthy to remove the sandals of my

feet.*

I am concerned here only with the second clause (= Q 3:16d). With this reconstruction Bretscher
thinks that John was alluding to Exod 3:5 or Josh 5:15 where Moses/Joshua is commanded to
remove his sandals because the ground on which he stood was holy.

There are multiple reasons as to why Bretscher’s reconstruction cannot be sustained:

(1) Mark’s, Luke’s, and John’s versions of this saying make it very clear that the sandals

were not John’s own but the Coming One’s:

Mark 1:7 o0 ook gipi ikavog koyog ADoon ToV ipdvto Tdv HTodnudtomv aTod:
Luke 3:16 o0 ovk ipi ikavog ADoot Tov ipdvta TV drodnuéToy ontod

John 1:27 o0 ovk &ipi [¢yo] dE1og tva Mdom odtod tov indvta Tod HTodHHaTog

18 Bretscher, “Whose Sandals”, 81-87.
187 Bretscher, “Whose Sandals”, 85. Bretscher’s reconstruction is only given in English!
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It is only the versions found in Matthew and Acts that do not explicitly state that the sandals

belonged to the Coming One:

Matt 3:11 ob ovk sipi ikavog té drodfuato Pootdoat

Acts 13:25 00 ovk eipi dEog 1O VmodNuo TV moddV Adoat

Here the pronoun is omitted. Bretscher takes this as evidence that the most primitive version
of this saying had John speaking of his own sandals. But this leaves unexplained how the
other versions of the saying originated. It is not difficult to imagine how the two sayings in
Matthew and Acts originated. If the evangelists understood the relative o0 as modifying the
sandal(s) they could have easily dispensed with the avtod as a redundant (pleonastic)
element within the saying.*®

Bretscher regards Matthew’s version as the most primitive. One of the reasons for this, he
says, is that “Matthew’s audience included disciples of John the Baptist, and these disciples
knew full well what their master had really said.”** This claim is gratuitous and question-
begging. It is impossible to know whether Matthew’s audience included disciples of John or,
for that matter, whether the other Gospels’ audiences did not; nor can we know what exactly
these disciples might have recalled about their master’s prophecy.

I have argued above that there are good reasons to regard Luke’s ADcat tov ipdvta tdv
vrodnudatmv avtod as the original Q wording of the saying (—2.2.5.3.). Matthew, | suggest,

reformulated the saying because it seemed clumsy and prolix.

188 Incidentally, the adto® in the other three versions is not redundant since it modifies t@v vmodnudrov whereas the
relative pronoun ob modifies a different word, dmodnuétwv: “whose latchet of his sandals...” This perhaps explains
why the avtod is only omitted in Matt 3:11 and Acts 13:25.

189 Bretscher, “Whose Sandals”, 86
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(2) Bretscher’s proposed reconstruction does not agree with any of the five versions of
John’s preaching (Matt 3:11; Mark 1:7; Luke 3:16; John 1:27; Acts 13:25) but is rather a
composite of Matt 3:11 and Acts 13:25. Bretscher offers no convincing criteria for why he
privileges these two versions and arbitrarily picks out elements from one or the other. His
only criteria seem to be that the two are shorter and that John’s words were originally meant
to recall Exod 3:5 and/or Josh 5:15 where the words voonpa, Adcat, and moddv occur
together.'® But these biblical allusions are quite dubious. The three words are all quite
common and it is not terribly surprising to find at least two biblical texts in which “sandals”
and “feet” are used in the same context. The term Avo is used in Luke 3:15; John 1:27; and
Acts 13:25. It therefore has decent support for being part of the original Q saying. But the
loosening being spoken of in Luke 3:15 and John 1:27 refers to the strap (tov ipdvza) on the
Coming One’s sandals, not the sandals themselves. Only in Acts does John speak of
loosening the Coming One’s sandals (o0 obk eipi &Eloc 10 VoSN TV TOd®Y Adoar)

and in this case the evangelist is most likely paraphrasing or abbreviating the saying which

unpersuasive. As | discuss elsewhere, John’s metaphor of unfastening the sandals of another
can thus be understood in light of a known custom; for the act of removing someone else’s
sandals was seen as too undignified task even for a disciple (—2.2.8.3.). This particular
metaphor becomes all the more apposite when it is recognised that the phrase ¢ o6micw pov

gpyouevog is also a metaphor concerned with discipleship.

190 Bretscher, “Whose Sandals”, 84-85
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(3) It would be nonsensical for John to have said, “I am unworthy to carry my sandals.”
Hence, Bretscher’s proposes that Baotalm can be understood in the sense of “wear.” But
none of the major lexicons mention this as a possible meaning. In my own search of the
Septuagint, the NT, and Josephus, | found numerous examples where it clearly means
“carry.”**! By contrast, | could only find one example where the term could possibly be
taken to mean “wear” (Acts 15:10) but even here this is debatable since a yoke could have
easily been viewed as carried rather than worn. Bretscher also points to Gal 6:17 and Luke
10:4 but the former text demands no special translation and the latter is simply imprecise
since it uses the verb in connection with several other items which are clearly carried and not

worn.

(4) Bretscher’s proposed translation would be more convincing, from a grammatical
standpoint, if the relative pronoun had not been o0 but &: “for whom | am not worthy to

remove [my] sandals.” The genitive is difficult to construe in the way Bretscher proposes.*®?
(5) The relative ov is, in Matt 3:11 and Acts 13:25, most naturally taken to modify “the
sandal(s)” (or “the latchet” in the other versions of the saying). This is evident from the

saying that immediately follows, where a similar structure is used:

3:11 oV 0VK ipi ikovog Td DodoTa whose sandals | am not worthy to untie

91 Mark 14:13; 7:14; Luke 10:4; 11:27; 14:27; John 10:31; 20:15; Acts 3:2; 21:35; Gal 6:5; Rev 17:7; Josephus,
Ant. 1.316; 3.210; 5.292; 6.171; 7.284; 7.287, 320, 393; 8.101, 258; 9.142, 254; 10.65, 145, 146; 12.250; 14.226;
Ag. Ap. 1.209. Bretscher (Whose Sandals,” 84) seems to have come up with the idea that Bactdle can mean “wear
by analogy with the German word tragen. It has no apparent basis in Classical Greek.

192 One would have to regard the relative pronoun as a “genitive of respect” but these are quite rare. See Wallace,
Greek Grammar, 127-128.
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Pactdoot

3:12 0D 10 Tvov &v T} YEPL avTod Kol whose winnowing shovel is in his hand and he

Sraxabapiel v dhova avtod will thoroughly purge his threshing floor

Bretscher claims that o can be taken as modifying icavog but this makes no sense

grammatically and is not reflected in Bretscher’s own translation.

For multiple reasons, then, Bretscher’s proposed reconstruction should really be dispensed

with once and for all.
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