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Abstract

Douglas Carl Mohrmann

Semantic Collisions at the Intertextual Crossroads:
A Diachronic and Synchronic Study of Romans 9:30-10:13

submitted for the degree of
Doctor of Philosophy
University of Durham, Department of Theology

2001

This thesis examines Romans 9:30-10:13 with a concentration on Paul’s citations of
the Old Testament. A critical review of the theory of intertextuality, including a critique
of its application by Richard Hays, begins an adaptation of the theory for a
methodology which is labelled herein as Intertextual Semantics. Intertextual Semantics
describes the meaning of the text through its points of continuity between itself and its
source, but also its discontinuity and the processes which have contributed to their
lexical, syntactical, discursive, rhetorical, and cultural differencés. Transformative
factors may be evident from a synchronic perspective, but when considering Paul’s
historical position in relation to Judaism and Israelite religion, a diachronic perspective
is also valuable. The thesis devotes considerable space to the history of the texts which
Paul quotes in Romans 9:30-10:13. It contributes new readings of Isaiah 28:16,
Leviticus 18:5, and Deuteronomy 30:12-14 in their respective literary and historical
contexts. From such ‘original’ contexts to other allusions or quotations in the Old
Testament or in non-canonical Second Temple Jewish literature or in other New
Testament writings, these intertexts are followed and described as part of this
diachronic analysis. Disrupting or colliding with the continuity of meaning across
changes of time, languages, and cultures are the exigencies facing each new generation.
In the synchronic analysis, and in response to the relative neglect that Romans 10
suffers in relation to chs. 9 and 11, this study demonstrates that concerted attention to
Romans 10 pays dividends for inquiries into the coherence, purpose, and function of
chs.9-11 as well as for important topics such as Paul’s conception of his own ministry,

comparisons of Pauline religion with historical Israelite religion, and rhetoric in this

letter.
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INTRODUCTION

Rom 9:30-10:13 is often characterized as a difficult text. Within these verses
composed by the apostle Paul, numerous allusions to Scripture, important theological
themes, and historical allusions are squeezed. Once questions of epistolary significance ‘
(as part of chs.9-11) are added to the complications of this passage, the words of Rom
10 are more often quickly glossed than given detailed analysis, especially in comparison
to the quantity of effort spent on chs.9 or 11. Edith M. Humphrey prefaced her recent
article on Rom 9:30-10:21 with the same observation.' This is the more remarkable
since attitudes towards Rom 9-11 have markedly changed during the latter half of the
twentieth century. Scholars have increasingly acknowledged that these chapters should
be viewed not just as integral to, but as climactic for Paul’s argument.” This study hopes
to demonstrate that coﬁcerted attention to its message does pay dividends for inquiries
into the coherence, purpose, and function of the three chapters as well as for important
topics such as intertextuality in the NT, Paul’s conception of his own ministry,
comparisons of Pauline religion with historical Israelite religion, and rhetoric in Paul’s
letter.

The manifold dimensions of these verses mean there are several viable
approaches into both the text and current scholarly discussions thereof. An instructive
way forward is to highlight briefly what a careful reading could engage. A significant
feature of this passage’s exegetical problems are the unusual density of references to the
OT which will therefore be given special attention. Thereafter the discussion will move
on to the chief methodological approach in this thesis, namely intertextuality. It is
preferable to proceed directly into methodology before a brief survey of scholarly
works devoted to Rom 10 (see Chapter 1 below), because while the intertextual nature
of these verses is obvious and while ‘intertextuality’ as a term is proffered among many
discussions today, misconceptions about ‘intertextuality’ abound. Among the myriad

Biblical scholars who now invoke this word, few interact critically with its theoretical

'Humphrey 1999:131.

%Stendahl’s 1976:4,28,85 work, has been an important catalyst in this change of perspective. His views on
Paul and Rom 9-11 were first published as Stendahl 1963:199-215. Stendahl goes too far when he calls Rom 1-8 a
“preface’ to the chs.9-11 (1967:29). . -,;'{{:«\.
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basis and goals. Therefore, space will be given to delve into its theory. This will be done
in such a way as to make it both practical as a method and relevant to the issues of
reading Romans. It will thus become clear why this study has been structured with a

diachronic and synchronic look at the OT citations in Rom 9:30-10:13.%

Significant Exegetical Issues

Romans 9-11

William Campbell has championed the view that the occasion of Paul’s letter is
discernible within the content of chs.9-11.* Whether one follows his conclusions that
they reflect tensions with “anti-judaism” and “anti-nomianism” in the churches of Rome
or not, his work has raised the necessity of asking: Why has Paul written Rom 9-11,
and why ch.10 specifically, to the Romans at this particular time? Although it is well
known that Paul began and ended the letter by expressing his desire to meet the
Romans (1:9-15; 15:23), the work makes few clear expressions of that desire. Paul also
discloses his interest to use the Roman church(es) as a springboard for missions
westward into Spain (15:24-29). This objective likewise seems neglected in the letter.
Nonetheless, it will be argued that Rom 10 anchors the book’s theological issues to
Paul’s practical objectives in a subtle but powerful manner. One hint for such a

inference arises from the strategic appearance of ebaryyeAifw in only three places: 1:15,

10:15, and 15:20.

Intertextual Issues

Another, much more common comment about these chapters could be
represented by Hans Hiibner’s statement, “in dem Israel-Abschnitt Kap. 9-11 in so
dichter Folge alttestamentliche Zitate wie nirgends sonst in den Briefen des Paulus”.’
Intriguingly, the density of allusions and quotations is greatest in ch.10. A quick review

of those references will help set the stage for this introduction.

3Hereafter, “Rom 10” will represent 9:30-10:21.
*Campbell 1972, 1981, 1991.
SHiibner 1984:13.
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Table 1 - Quotations and Allusions in Rom 10

Romans 9:30ff Isaiah 51:11F (allusion) no Introductory Formula (IF)

Romans 9:32b Isaiah 8:14 (a) no IF

9:33 Isaiah 28:16 (quotation)  kaBwg YEYPATTOL
Isaiah 8:14 (a)

10:4 Gen 15:6; Hab 2:4 (a) no IF

10:5 Lev 18:5 (q) MowioTig ypdder

10:6 Deut 9:4 () 1 EX Tlotewg dikotooOyn AEYEL
Deut 30:12 (¢)

10:7 Deut 30:13 (q) fi (AEyEL)

10:8 Deut 30:14 (q) T AéyelL

10:11 Isaiah 28:16 (q) AEYeEL 1 Ypodmy

10:13 Joel 2:32 (q) no IF (yap)

10:15 Isaiah 52:7 (q) KoOwg YEYPATTOL

10:16 Isaiah 53:1 (q) "Hodliog AEyeL

10:18 Psalm 19:4 (q) no IF (LEVOUVYE)

10:19 Deut 32:21 (q) Maoiong AEyer

10:20 Isaiah 65:1 (q) "Hooliog AmotoAUQ Kol AEYEL

10:21 Isaiah 65:2 (q) AgyeL (mpdg tov’ Iopami)

Certain observations can be made immediately from this tabulation. First, this cluster of
quotations draws on the three major groups of the Jewish Canon (the Torah, Prophets,
and Writings).® Only four other quotation clusters in the NT share this trait: Rom 11:1-
10; 15:1-12; 2Cor 6:14-18; and Jn 19:17-37.7 Secondly, in eight of the passages Paul
has employed very unusual introductory formulae, using more dramatic present tense
verbs. In vv.5,16,19, and 20-21, Paul uses a personal subject in the formulae; moreover,
vv.6-8 introduce an unusual figure of speech in f &x rnictewg dikanocOvm as the
speaker of the Deuteronomy quotations. This technique of using personal subjects in
the present tense is used rarely in the NT.® Thirdly, despite the number of citations in
Rom 10, they are interwoven with Paul’s argument, even between continuous verses

from the OT. The closest analogy to this form of intertextuality among the NT epistles

®Badenas 1985:90-2.
’Cf. Dunn 1988:2.520.
8See Table 2, p.181 below, for a complete listing.
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is in Rom 9, although a less extensive example can be found in Gal 3:1-20 and perhaps
Rom 15:7-13. This may be contrasted with a list format in Rom 3:9-20; and Heb 1:1-
14.° How can these unusual qualities be accounted for in Paul’s rhetorical strategies?

In addition, other well known intertextual problems in this text often resist an
easy resolution. First, can Isa 8 and 28 be reconciled in this text with their original
contexts? How do they work together as part of Paul’s argument which reaches back to
9:31: Ioponhr O& Siwdkwv vépov Sikatoovvng €1g vopov obkx EdBacev? Second, does
intertextuality as a literary theory help shed any light on the puzzling vépov
dikaoovvme? Third, what should be made of the alleged antithetical role played by
citations from the Torah in 10:5 and 10:6-8? Does the 3¢ solidify the contrast between
vv.5 and 6ff? Paul’s choice of words to introduce Deut 30, which seem to be taken
from Deut 9:4, the editorializing between the OT verses, and the &AL (v.8) only add
to the enigma. Fourth, how do vv.5-8 work together to explain, as Paul implies it
should be quite clear, his intentions in 7toUt’ &octw 1O prpa THg TioTeEwg b

knpvooopev? These and other such issues this study will attempt to address.

Theological Issues

There are numerous theological issues which could dominate the discussion of
these verses: faith, righteousness, the law, and Christology, to name a few. Certainly,
this study will look at these, but a thorough treatment will not be possible. Furthermore,
Paul’s argument in chs.9-11 considers the fate of the Jews in light of God’s promises.
To a certain extent in ch.9 hope for Israel grows ever bleaker; nonetheless, by the end
of ch.11 Paul writes with enthusiasm for their future. Between these two poles stands
ch.10. Another pertinent query would be, therefore, to investigate the role ch.10 plays
in these salvific tensions. Finally, another theological concern grows out of the role of
Jesus Christ in the passage, since Paul has positioned him as the subject of OT texts that
originally referred to God alone.

These various introductory comments reinforce the earlier assertion that
intertextual issues are intermingled to a significant degree with exegetical, theological,

and epistolary interests in Rom 9:30-10:13.

The Gospels and Acts make comparisons difficult. E.g., Mark 12, through both the voices of Jesus and his
challengers, cites eight different passages from five separate books (four from the Torah). Acts has four examples
(chs. 2,3,7,13) all of which arise in sermons, and, intriguingly, Paul’s sermon compares most closely to Rom 10
with citations from six passages from four separate books.
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Semantics of Intertextuality

Richard Hays and Echoes of Intertextuality

It was the seminal work of Richard Hays, entitled Echoes of Scripture in the
Letters of Paul, that is largely responsible for introducing the literary critical theory of
intertextuality to Pauline studies, so it is by way of discussing his work that an entrance

into the articulation of the present methodology is gained. "

Moving past old questions, categories, and technical analyses

One of the chief aims of Hays’s book was to push the discussion of Paul’s use
of the OT past the stage of hunting up literary sources and beyond technical analyses of
Vorlage or textual criticism that marked previous studies and yet had still left several
peculiar texts in an enigma, including Rom 10:5-8."" He also (properly) eschewed the
labels of midrash and pesher, which were gaining a fashionable status,'? as inadequate
heuristic categories for understanding Paul’s use of Scripture, arguing instead that they
more often than not halted the exegetical enterprise."

In place of these categories and goals, Hays proposed an approach to the
subject with the guidance of the theory of intertextuality. Hays rightfully acknowledges
that Julia Kristeva, who coined the term,'* has been influential in defining
intertextuality. He adds that for her “all discourse... is necessarily intertextual in the
sense that its conditions of intelligibility are given by and in relation to a previously
given body of discourse”.”” His characterization of Kristeva’s theory is easily

misunderstood, bordering on trivializing it.'® This statement is important for him,

1°Hays 1989. Hays has written an abstract of the book in 1993:42-46. This book features several critiques of
his book along with a lengthy response by Hays 1993:70-96.

”Hays 1989:5-10,17. Such a description is clearly a broad yet helpful generalization; see Michel 1929; Ellis
1957; Koch, 1986; and more recently Stanley 1992.

1z E.g., Ellis, 1957 (chapter 3); Longenecker 1975; Juel 1988.

BHays 1989:10-14, ‘Midrash’ will also be avoided here for reasons which will become clear in this
discussion and because it has been understood in radically varying ways not only in Pauline studies but also in
studies of Jewish Midrashim proper. Numerous scholars have attempted to define this term, but see esp. the

insightful work of Boyarin 1990:viii,117-129.
1Gee the discussion of Kristeva below.

Hays 1989:15.

"*This summary of Kristeva is too succinct. When this is combined with his very limited implementation of
the theory, it leaves Hays open to misunderstandings, just as the articles by Craig Evans, Jack Sanders, William
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however, because his arguments take up its final phrase to carve out an even narrower

framework for his project:

I propose instead to discuss the phenomenon of intertextuality in Paul’s letters in a more
limited sense, focusing on his actual citations of and allusions to specific texts. This
approach is both possible and fruitful because Paul repeatedly situates his discourse
within the symbolic field created by a single great textual precursor: Israel’s Scripture.'”

Indeed, his approach is fruitful even if he has restrained the fuller explanatory power of
the theory. This is true in part because he recognizes the “vocabulary and cadences of
Scripture—particularly the LXX—are imprinted deeply on Paul’s mind”,'® which in
itself sensitizes the reader for more nuanced inquiry of Paul’s use of the OT. By this
insight one realizes that portions from Scripture, small or large, simple or potent,
obvious or latent, are likely to pervade Paul’s writings. Hays plies intertextuality
primarily as a hearing aid for the more subtle echoes of Scripture. “Subtle” in this case
is not to say insignificant, because Hays realizes form and larger literary constructs may
be allusive themselves in ways that support extended portions of an author’s
composition.”” The development of his intertextual approach leans mostly on the
analyses of poetry by Thomas Green? and John Hollander.” Interestingly, Hays never
appears to ask whether their theorizing is wholly transportable from (modern or

9922 and

renaissance) poetry to (ancient) epistolary genre. Instead, he wields “metalepsis
“trope” rather freehandedly in his exegetical labors.”> Nonetheless, since allusions are
his targets, defining them is important and he offers seven guidelines for hearing and

evaluating this phenomenon: availability (of the source), volume (explicit verbal

Greene, and J. Christian Beker evince; see Evans 1993. Unfortunately, his responses to their questions overlook
this underlying problem (to be articulated more clearly below).

"Hays 1989:15. On the following page Hays acknowledges the potential for cultural influences on Paul
outside this corpus; he chooses, however, to ignore them.

BHays 1989:16.

"“This he maintains, for example, is the role of Job 13 in Philippians (Hays 1989:21-24) or Deut 32 for
Romans (1989:160-64).

DGreen 1982.
2'Hollander 1981.

ZHays 1989:20. He defines metalepsis: “Allusive echo functions to suggest to the reader that text B should
be understood in light of a broad interplay with text A, encompassing aspects of A beyond those explicitly
echoed...”. Continuing he states, “In the pages that follow, we will see that Paul’s echoes of Scripture bring the
trope of metalepsis into play”. Its explanatory power significantly advances, for exegetical purposes, upon C.H.
Dodd’s 1952 argument that the NT quotations of the OT point to the original context.

BHays is not so convincing with the application of these categories when applying his method to Rom 10
(1989:73ff). For, Hays believes, and rightly in certain situations, that Paul’s use of the OT is more interested in its
mythic (theological narrative) quality, not its history per se. Yet, it will be shown below that the historical
landscape of the OT is precisely an issue for Paul in Rom 9-11 and hence “metaphor” or “trope”, if apt descriptors
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correspondence), recurrence (within an author’s work), thematic coherence (the echo’s
illuminative power), historical plausibility, history of interpretation (the potential for
confirmation), and satisfaction (for the reader).”

While describing the methodological foundations of Hays’s book, a few
criticisms have been lodged already and more will follow, but the greater impression of
the work is one of admiration. He brings to the craft of studying Paul’s letters a
journeyman’s skill both in his artful writing and in his appraisal of other approaches to
the trade’s most difficult work. Perhaps most importantly, Hays has allowed Paul’s
creative employment of OT language the freedom to be appreciated without
constricting it with judgments regarding what he calls “theological legitimacy”, or, more
commonly, the categories of contextual (literal, faithful, etc.) versus non-contextual

(free, unfaithful, etc.)®

Recapturing the significance of Intertextuality

A Theory of Textuality

In view of the what we have described as Hays’s inadequate characterization of
intertextuality and his even narrower application of it, a brief return to the work of Julia
Kristeva will help to reorient the term.” ‘Intertextuality’ from its inception has
represented an expansive concept which stretches past the intersection of written texts
within their scheme of words, concepts or structures. Kristeva intended it to encompass
all texts, both oral and written, which arise from, comprise, create anew, and challenge
societies.”” It was in her article Séméiotiké (1969) she introduced the term
intertextuality along with her theory of the transformative quality of language. She

wrote: “any text is constructed as a mosaic of quotations; any text is the absorption and

of intertextuality, should not be used to preclude a genuine historical interest on Paul’s part—an interest less
frequently seen in poetry perhaps, but not so foreign to epistles.

YHis seven tests are of an uneven quality (Hays 1989:29-32): (4) thematic coherence, for one, must be
adapted for non-affirming intertextuality; see n.81 below.

SWhen these various labels are defined they thereby become analytical tools of evaluating the intertextual
phenomena found in the NT. Yet, are they helpful, illuminating or sufficient for the task? Certainly the answer is
yes—to some degree. Nevertheless, this study of Rom 10 will demonstrate how blunt and crude they are for the
ultimate task of interpretation. Cf. the frustrating use of “literalism” in Lim 1997: “Features of literalism are
indeed found in the Qumran pesharim and Pauline letters. Attention to the biblical text, however, is often
conflated with figurative, allegorical, or non-literal interpretation...” (p.65- italics added).

%Several introductions to intertextuality exist; see e.g., Jardine 1986:387-89, and for an excellent historical
overview by one of the leading theorists, see Barthes 1981:31-47.

ZSee Still 1990:16-20 for commentary and overview; also see Kristeva 1986 with an introduction written by
Toril Moi, pp.1-22.
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transformation of another.””® There are two key points to take from this. First, as
Roland Barthes states, “epistemologically, the concept of the intertext is what brings to
the theory of the text the volume of sociality.”” Barthes has obviously abstracted the
concept of “intertext”, but specifically an “intertext™ is a particular semantic or semiotic
link which connects any source text to a new text within a culture’s universe of signs.
As these comments of Kristeva and Barthes indicate, intertextuality is far from being a
study of sources;* rather, it is more appropriately seen as a theory of textuality.’' It
describes the process of textuality. At this point it should be noted that Kristeva’s use
of “text” will be divided in this work between “oral traditions” and “written texts” to
avoid confusion.”” Written texts in ancient cultures also participated in cultural and
multimedia c:xchange,33 but their materiality has characteristics unto itself and,
therefore, written texts as a particular sign-system remain an important subset of

semiotics.>*

Accenting Transformation, Texts in Dialogue

Secondly, if intertextuality speaks of the connectedness which a text or tradition
shares, consciously or unconsciously,35 with its social context before composition, it
also implies a dialogue with that same context after composition. This is precisely why
Kristeva’s articulation of semiotics stresses a sign’s transformative nature.’® Kristeva’s
emphasis even ventures further, so that transformation for her carries political

undertones. Her praise for parody and carnivalesque language issues specifically from

B risteva 1986:37.
PBarthes 1981:39; italics added.

3K risteva herself decries the lack of appreciation for the significance of intertextuality, saying “this term
has often been understood in the banal sense of ‘study of sources’”; Kristeva 1984:60.

31Still 1990:24 records Michael Riffaterre’s conclusions that “intertextuality not only grounds textuality but
is the main, defining characteristic of (literary) reading”.

®E.g., in Voelz 1995:149-164.

3This echoes Joan Dewey’s call for the development of “a media model for the Gospel of Mark and early

Christianity in general. We need a better understanding of how oral and written media work together and in
opposition to each other in the early Christian mixed media situation”; see Dewey 1989:44.

*Ong’s work (1982) is a sustained contrast between the psychological and cultural features of oral-based
and textual-based traditions. In Chapter 5 below the analysis of Rom 9-11 will depend on recognizing how the two
have been uniquely blended, an approach which is appropriate since the Hellenistic era is one of transition
between orality and literacy. Kristeva 1986:74-88 unconvincingly tries to subordinate semiotics to linguistics.

3Kristeva’s theorizing deliberately incorporates the psychoanalysis of Freud and Lacan as a pursuit of
unconscious contributions to the social context; see Kristeva 1984, Still 1990:17-18 and Moi 1986:12-15.

%K risteva 1986:62-73; see esp. p.72.
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her Marxist and revolutionary values.”” Regardless of the (de)merits of this ideological
foundation, her observations highlight the potential for political subversiveness in the
transformation of intertextuality generally and for Paul’s use of the OT specifically.*® In
other words, as an author takes up a text and appropriates it to a new context, it
simultaneously enters into dialogue with its source. Kristeva insists that “dialogue” must
not be confused with “dialectic”, since Hegel (and Michael Bakhtin) were critical
intertexts for her; hence:

Dialogism replaces these concepts [Hegelian dialectics and Aristotelian causality] by
absorbing them within the concept of relation. It does not strive towards transcendence,
but rather harmony, all the while implying an idea of rupture (of opposition and
analogy) as a modality of transformation.”

One paradox of intertextuality comes from acknowledging that the harmony of the new
context has been achieved by producing interference between itself and the source
context through an appropriation of the intertext to a new syntagmatic (and perhaps
new cultural) niche. Intertextuality relates intimately, therefore, not only to formative

influences (source hunting), but also to rhetorical purpose and impact.

Intertextual complexity and Theological questions

This brief discussion creates numerous ripple effects for evaluating Hays and for
delineating the benefits of intertextuality as it relates to understanding the presence of
Scripture in Paul’s writings. First, the legitimacy of limiting “an exploration of the
intertextual echoes of Israel’s scripture in Paul” as Hays has done is appropriate if that
exploration is explained by and kept in context with the socio-linguistic environment of
the composition.*® Applying a Hellenistic diatribe amidst a citation of Scripture would
be one potential manifestation of a blending of cultural influences. Understanding the
formative influences and the rhetorical effects of the new text requires interpreting the
intertext in light of both. Secondly, it becomes clear that Paul’s hermeneutic could be
extremely complex. Jack Sanders understandably questioned Hays for his conclusion
that Paul’s hermeneutic was ecclesiological and not Christological.*' Sanders proposed

a theocentric hermeneutic instead, to which Hays counter-proposed with an

Moi 1986:2-3 and Still 1990:17.

*This also reflects her indebtedness to Michael Bakhtin (Kristeva 1986:35-6).
#Kristeva 1986:58.

“Cf. the criticism of Hays in Stowers 1994:331n13.

“'Sanders 1993:53.
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“ecclesiotelic” hermeneutic.*® Is the discussion enhanced by these exclusive categories?
Most likely the complexity of data will propel such discussions into an endless pattern
of qualification, counter-argument, and retreat. Craig Evans also questioned Hays about
Paul’s hermeneutic. Evans believes a continuity between Paul and the prophets of
classical Israel demonstrates that Paul used a prophetic criticism or a biblical
hermeneutic.* On this point Hays also concedes.** Yet, does this label not conceal a
static view of prophecy not only for classical Israel but also between then and Paul’s
era? Is a prophetic or biblical hermeneutic culturally and historically independent?
Evans also pushes Hays to describe more precisely the intertextual process in texts such
as Rom 10:7, which appear to reflect not simply a use of the OT, but a use of a
contemporary tradition of the OT.* There is no conflict between intertextuality as a
theory and this conclusion. It appears that this need for clarity results from needlessly
restricting the definition of allusion and the scope of investigation such as Hays has
done. The traditional theological questions raised by J.C. Beker arise for similar reasons
when he struggles to see how “an intertextual method [is] able to maintain ... the
confluence of coherence and contingency.”® Unfortunately, this dimension of
intertextuality has remained under-emphasized by Hays despite the fact that it was
conceived by Kristeva at its very core for such questions. Again, this is a matter of
clarity and emphasis, because Hays clearly understands intertextuality as shown by his

acknowledgment:

Such an undertaking could straightway drive the interpreter into a historical mode of
research... It is for this reason that some of the best investigations of intertextual
phenomena have taken a strong historical turn (indeed, this approach might be described
as the most important contemporary alternative to deconstructionist criticism).*’

These questions, therefore, are implicitly calling first for a wider definition of the
theory, and secondly for the need to move the discussion of intertextuality past theory
into a practicable method. This requires moving beyond Kristeva towards what could be

called intertextual semantics.

“Hays 1993:77.
BEvans 1993:51.
“Hays 1993:71.
“Evans 1993:50.
“Beker 1993:65.
“"Hays 1989:18.
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Defending an Historical Approach to Intertextuality

Before that latter task may be engaged, one more matter merits attention.
William Green claims Hays’s “book employs a minimalist notion of intertextuality”.*®
The real touchstone of this fault, Green alleges, is that Hays ignored the philosophical
consequences of intertextuality which concern the “inherent instability of all texts”.
Green applies intertextuality in this article “to undercut the notions of an autonomous
author or a self-contained text... to underscore... the fluidity of textual meaning”.*
Indeed intertextuality is complicit partly in these conclusions, for if a text consciously
and unconsciously (re)combines any variety of cultural scripts, then meaning is not
simply a function of writing but also of reading. The potential for a sophisticated reader
to recognize intertexts that an author used unwittingly reveals the insufficiency of
authorial intent as the sole gauge or reservoir of meaning. Many critics, and Green joins
these ranks apparently, fallaciously demand that intertextuality focus, therefore, only on
the reading process as the basis of meaning. This yields an ahistorical perspective of
literature which asserts the interests of deconstructionism over the study of
intertextuality. Hans-Peter Mai notes this when he remarks, “intertextuality often serves
as a synonym for deconstruction or poststructuralism”.’® George Aichele and Gary A.
Phillips also show a sympathy with this view.”' They reject strict historical perspectives
as out-moded historicism, only so they can insist that intertextuality demands inquiring
about and disclosing and applying our intertextual ideologies.*> To these initial points
(the inquiring and disclosing) one cannot raise objections. However, when they then
conclude that this demands an application of our ideology to readings, they distort,
disfigure and distend necessary inferences. This may be a possible trajectory of

Kristeva’s logic, but not the sole one.”

®BGreen 1993:59.
“Green 1993:63.
*Mai 1991:31.

> Aichele 1995:7-18.

2Cf, however, this important rejoinder to an ahistorical bias in literary approaches. Ong 1982:169,
concludes “the work of deconstructionists and other textualists mentioned above [principally Derrida, but also
Barthes, Foucault and others] derives its appeal in part from historically unreflective, uncritical literacy....
Without textualism, orality cannot even be identified; without orality, textualism is rather opaque and playing
with it can be a form of occultism, elaborate obfuscation—which can be endlessly titillating, even at those times
when it is not especially informative.”

3Even Barthes 1981:43 admits this: “This methodological principle does not necessarily oblige us to reject
the results of the canonical sciences of the work (history, sociology, etc.) but it leads us to use them partially,
freely, and above all relatively. Thus, textual analysis will not in the least impugn the information provided by
literary history or general history....”

11
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An appreciation of the sociological interconnections in language offers a bridge,
through intertextuality particularly, to another way if we pursue it with a careful
historical perspective. Intertextuality allows for the tracing of intricate human
signification; it depends upon the oral and written sign’s basis in particular cultural and
temporal situations;* it enables a description of the dynamic evolution of language.** A
focus on the sociological tension between (two or more) contexts which the intertext
initiates indeed allows us to observe its transforming force within history. An
intertextual reading reminds us of the very basis of language, a basis which is
historically and sociologically determined, bounded, and defined. Moreover, within the
knowledge that history is not invariant, there emerges a necessary corollary that reading
itself and, therefore, semantic boundaries are not flat either—either by force of literary
and rhetorical potential or by lack of historical/cultural homogeneity. Therefore, it is
reasonable to ask how an ancient author would read his own work, how ancient
readers would have read it, as well as or even instead of how we read it.** The neglect
of the author and his’her literary and social context perhaps runs apace with the
development of intertextuality and has fueled deconstructionism.”’ Nonetheless, by
insisting upon the validity of these observations and by insisting upon historical
questions a reader may begin to estrange his/her investigations from him/herself, if not
wholly then at least partially. It admits the reader of history into the process of inquiry
in order to disqualify oneself. This view of intertextuality rejects a totalitarian
solipsism,”® demands differentiation, and secks for ‘objectivity’ to emerge from
‘subjectivity’ through questions of significant, variant, historical, and bounded

predication.

*Halliday 1994 emphasizes the sociological aspects of grammar.

$5See Kristeva’s 1986:16,89-136 critique of Derrida. Ong 1982:164 puts deconstructionism as an intellectual
movement into a historical context and hence exposes a perspective on its usefulness, or impotence, for criticism
of an ancient text (such as Romans): “Semiotic structuralism and deconstructionism generally take no cognizance
at all of the various ways that texts can relate to their oral substratum. They specialize in texts marked by the late
typographic point of view developed in the Age of Romanticism....”

%Still 1990:30 states “we have claimed in this Introduction that all writers are first readers, and that all
writers are subject to influence...”.

"Barthes 1981:19ff contended for what he called the “death of the author”. Jacques Derrida, as Still
1990:231F explains, was highly influential on Barthes and Kristeva (Barthes’s student). Nevertheless, Kristeva’s
major work, Revolution in Poetic Language, is in a substantial way a critique of Derrida; see Moi 1986:15-19.

*Hays 1993:81.

12
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Moving Beyond Kristevian Intertextuality

Michael Riffaterre’s research in intertextuality has emphasized the dynamics of
the reading process and the relationship between the author and reader. Worton and

Still explain:

Riffaterre has taken pains to distinguish between intertextuality and intertext, since a
focusing on the latter would be simply another form of source criticism or literary
history—hence his insistence on the performative quality of syllepsis which does not
merely speak simultaneously in a literal and figurative way but which, by means of its
own ungrammaticality or textual strangeness, alerts the reader to the presence in the
text s/he is reading of an (almost hidden) foreign body, which is the trace of an
intertext.”

Syllepsis as applied to intertextuality is another way of saying the intertexts speak of
both source and new context. Riffaterre himself explains the dynamic:

These signposts are words and phrases indicating, on the one hand, a difficulty—an
obscure or incomplete utterance in the text-that only an intertext can remedy; and on
the other hand, point the way to where the solution must be sought. Such features,
lexical and phrasal, are distinguished from their context by their dual nature. They are
both the problem, when seen from the text, and the solution to that problem when their
other, intertextual side is revealed. They therefore belong equally in text and intertext,
linking the two, and signaling in each the presence of the mutually complementary
traits. Accordingly, I shall call them connectives. And in addition to identifying them, I
shall try to show that the connectives combine the sign systems of text and intertext into
new semiotic clusters, thereby freeing the text from its dependency on usage and
existing conventions, and subordinating its descriptive and narrative devices to a
signifying strategy unique to the text.”®

Hence, an initial trace of and pointer to a source text is the ungrammaticality of the new
text. One flagrant example of catachresis in Paul’s writings is his use of onéppa in Gal
3:16, pointing to Gen 12:7. This is not the only place where a wrinkle in Paul’s texts
occurs; and Riffaterre’s observations will be important for the analysis of Rom 10:6
below. Also, as Rom 9:33 speaks of trusting in a stumbling stone, obviously a
nonsensical picture, it also confirms this tendency.®’ Paul signaled this intertextual
moment not only by this ungrammaticality but also with a literary beacon, xaa¢
yéypourat, The difficult phrase in 9:31 which tells of Israel pursuing a “law of
righteousness™, is also probably an example of what Riffaterre calls “intertextual

still 1990226
“Riffaterre 1990:58.
®'See also Boyarin 1990:1231F for illustrations of this principle in Rabbinic Midrash.
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scrambling” as a trace of Isa 51 and Gen 15:6.°> The language of such intertexts has
been scrambled to the point that they distort the original texts and remain a difficult
textual problem until the source text(s) is located.

Riffaterre’s title “Compulsory reader response: the intertextual drive” depicts
how an author may control a reader’s response. There are two levels of reading, he
contends: the first is the heuristic stage, a flat reading of the text, and the second stage
is the hermeneutical reading.®® At this second stage the intertextuality is comprehended,
accounted for, and appreciated. The reader observes the signposts which coax them to
the next stage.**

There are other factors inherent in texts and in reading which contribute to the
‘compulsory reader response’. As Riffaterre states, the intertextual signals combine “the
sign systems of text and intertext into new semiotic clusters, thereby freeing the text
from its dependency on usage and existing conventions, and subordinating its
descriptive and narrative devices to a signifying strategy unique to the text.”® Such a
paradox! The reading process that frees the text, allowing for the intrusion of foreign
meanings and horizons, and thereby opening new potential to the text, also limits its
potential and frames its uniqueness.®® What Riffaterre does not say, because it is not
apropos to poetry as much as other genres not under consideration, is that authors
usually employ redundancy to hem in meaning through thematic traces, paraphrase, and
other forms of intratextuality. Intratextual connectives add semantic coherence, guiding
reader response. Moreover, reading is often compelled by what Riffaterre views as “the
urge to understand”. With regard to intertextuality specifically, readers

look to the intertext to fill out the text’s gaps, spell out its implications and find out
what rules of idiolectic grammar account for the text’s departures from logic, from
accepted usage (that is from the sociolect), from the cause-and-effect sequence of the
narrative, and from verisimilitude in the descriptive.”’

Therefore, there is a parallel in the way intratextuality and intertextuality work: the
contexts are the natural resource for the reader to tap when filling in ellipsis. The

elliptical sentence requires this; the unstated premise requires this; and the gap from an

“2Riffaterre 1977:197-206.

#Gtill 1990:25.

%plett 1991:16 describes three stages: detection of the alien element; verification of the ‘pre-text’; and
reintegration.

“Ibid.
%Still 1990:11 calls this the centrifugality and centripetality of intertextuality, following Bakhtin 1981:272.
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intertextual shift requires this of readers.

Towards a Methodology

Riffaterre characterizes the reader’s encounter with a text, or the role of
intertextuality after the composition and Hays characterizes allusion, which speaks to
the process of intertextuality before. Neither of these represent a practicable
methodology.®® Neither adequately addresses the sociologically dependent or
determined aspects of language. Stopping at the point when one may identify a text as
an allusion does not reveal thereby the semantic value or rhetorical function of the text
for the author or readers at that literary juncture at a particular time or place in history.
Therefore, when asking what Paul’s use of the OT means in Rom 10, the inquiry moves
beyond the scope of that category. What analytical machinery can be applied to the
discovery of an answer?”’

Heinrich F. Plett has asked a similar question and he complains that a lack of “a
comprehensible and teachable method of textual analysis” has left the theory of
intertextuality open to misunderstandings and diffuse applications. Yet, he also realizes
that

Systematic interest easily leads to narrow thinking, emphasis on terminology to batteries
of scholastic nomenclatures, largely devoid of content. This obstructs the dynamism of
intertextual sign processes. It is replaced by a static phenomenological accountancy.”

If every text is a mosaic of other texts or traditions, then theoretically at least the
tracing of an intertext diachronically faces the same problem as the etymological study
of a word: infinite regressions of meaning. Nonetheless, if the intertext does belong to a

culture’s sign-systems, then it does carry semantic value. Plett explains it thus:

If one considers it [the intertext] as sign—analogous to those procedures which text
linguistics employ to constitute their object—the intertext can be analyzed in a threefold
semiotic perspective...: syntactically, as based on relations between texts;
pragmatically, as the relation between sender/receiver and intertext; and semantically,
with respect to the referentiality of the intertext.”

His ensuing presentation of analytical processes are broad, clear, and helpful. The

S"Riffaterre 1990:57.
%L ongenecker 1999a:xvi. notes this of Hays as well.

“plett 1991:4.

™Mai 1991:30-59 vainly protests against the desire to apply intertextuality to literature on an exegetical
level as being somewhat antithetical to Kristeva’s own vision for the theory.

"Iplett 1991:6.
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general nature of his work can be adapted for the special character of biblical
intertextuality, so this discussion will thus hope to complement and improve upon his
and build upon the insights of Hays, Kristeva, and Riffaterre.”” The treatment will end
by pointing to certain questions which lead to a greater understanding of the textual

process.

Intertextual Semantics

The identifiable presence of an intertext creates the opportunity for the intertext
to effect a syllepsis between the source and new contexts. This opportunity introduces a
potential for semantic change along an intertextual continuum. One extreme of the
continuum would be a complete surrender of meaning of the intertext by the new
context to its meaning in the source context. The other extreme of the continuum would
be the utter domination of the intertext’s former semantic value by the new context. In
the first instance, the piece would be unintelligible to the reader until the source context
was found and understood (e.g., a citation in a foreign language).” In the second
instance, the reader could be completely ignorant of the source and still comprehend the
intention of the author. Such a case could signal that the author has merely borrowed

the intertext for its vocabulary and phrasing.

Transformative Factors
Within this continuum of semantic movement between the textual planes™, the
degree of shift could be affected by innumerable factors, of which only a generalized

sampling can be given (selected for relevance to theological studies):

1) authorial or reader competence with either context (in their respective languages),

2) introductory formulae (or lack thereof),

3) word or syntax modification (including selection [truncation or ellipsis],
substitutions, reordering [anastrophe], orthographic variations including but not
limited to apocope, anagram, misdivision, etc.),”

4) historically or geographically induced semantic shifts in specific elements of the
intertext (new meanings of words, paronomasia, substitutions {[synonymy] etc.),

5) compound intertextual references (an amalgamation of intertexts from various
source contexts such as a cento or small scale conflation of texts),”®

2Cf. also Boyarin 1991:1-21.

PStill 1990:25.

™This imagery is taken from Kristeva’s 1986:36 analysis of Bakhtin.

"Plett 1991:9-10. Several ‘rabbinic’ style techniques manipulate an intertext at this level; as evidenced at
Qumran, see Brooke 1985:279-356.
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6) rhetorical strategy (literary or ideological),

7) genre (structural substitution or modification),

8) canonization of either the source or new text which would broaden the general
context (e.g., reading and using Isaiah in light of Deuteronomy),”

9) intermediary traditions (oral or written) which use and interpret either the intertext
or the source context in the time after the source text but before or
contemporaneous with the new context,

10) intermediary translations (e.g., Hebrew OT to the Greek OT to NT text),”

11) intermediate textual variants, i.e., between a source text and a subsequent author’s
Vorlage,”

and others.

This list only hints at the potential for multiple semantic values for a single
intertext in different contexts. It suggests how semantic shift could take place in ways
that completely burst the boundaries of ‘contextual’, ‘un-contextual’, ‘sensus plenior’
‘quotation’, ‘allusion’, ‘midrash’, etc. A glaring deficiency of this list is the absence of
factors largely external to literature to which writers respond (new polemics, crises,
etc.). Both literary and non-literary factors contribute to the semantic value in the new
context and its shift from the source to the new. Figure 1 shows possible paths across

the intertextual space, between Source and New Contexts:

Source Context

© 4 3

(Intertext) (Int.eyrtaxt) Translat‘i'ons

Intermediate Literary Traditions Cultural Transformation v
or ] (Intertext)

Intermediate Oral Traditions ¥

4 Textual Variants Intermediate Literary

L Traditions

3 v «
New Context
Figure 1

More than one process could effect the intertext, especially if the author or readers are
multilingual and aware of the intertext in several contexts. This graphic is used simply
to incite the imagination for the complexity of intertextuality; it suggests only a few of

This would of course include but transcend gezerah shawah.

T'Shepard 1982:21-33.

™Bakhtin 1981:41-83 discusses the role of polyglossia as a critical factor in creation of literary imagination,
or what could here be called intertextual distance. He writes: “in the process of literary creation, languages
interanimate each other and objectify precisely that side of one’s own (and of the other’s) language that pertains
to its world view, its inner form, the axiologically accentuated system inherent in it.” (p.62).

™Lim 1997 entertains the knotty questions of discerning whether or not an author has manipulated his
Vorlage.
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the potential factors and combination of factors in semantic shift listed above and in no
way demands the factors be so ordered; “cultural transformation” in particular is
mentioned to highlight such variability.** However, it does show at least how a NT
context, as the new context, may obtain an intertext and obtain its main semantic value
from any one of these three sources. One obvious result of this analysis is the rendering
of language such as ‘trajectory of interpretation’ quite suspect as a characterization of
intertextuality. Within the history of an intertext’s use, the intermediary traditions may
take interpretations off into several trajectories. “Field of interpretations” is a more
adequate notion for plotting the semantic and rhetorical value of an intertext in its
various manifestations. The second, and perhaps shocking, result is that the existence of
distance between source and new context may be considered likely to occur regardless
of an author’s own conservative or innovative interests.' Authorial interests simply

effect the speed of distance creation.

Syntactical Perspectives

The semantic environment and the intertext’s niche in either the Source Context
and the New Context variously delimit the semantic value of the intertext. To describe
this potential semantic shift most comprehensively, an ‘etymological’ or diachronic
study must be undertaken, especially if much time separates the source and new
contexts.*”” To describe in particular the semantic value of the intertext in the new
context, a synchronic study of intertext in the new context and in contemporary literary
traditions (including the source context if it is contemporary) is appropriate. The
various potential factors for semantic shift briefly enumerated above would need to be
discerned at each stage, with each intermediary context, for either diachronic or
synchronic studies.

The process being studied here is what could be called intertextual semantics.

By informing the study of intertextuality with linguistics and semantics the interpreter

®E.g. consider how Plett 1991:24 traces the semantic and generic transformations of Salome as ‘femme
fatale’ from the epic of Heinrich Heine’s Arta Troll (1847) to the opera of Richard Strauss (1905) which was
based on the German translation (Hedwig Lachmann’s - 1903) of Oscar Wilde’s Salomé (1893).

Blplett 1991:19 describes what he calls “four evaluative attitudes: affirmation, negation, inversion,
relativity”. Fishbane 1986 describes how even the most tradition conscious and conservative of tradents in the OT
render variations, developments, substitutions or additions to older sacred texts on account of the exigencies
which each faced.

&cf. Still 1990:8. Wolde 1989:46 shows a fundamental misunderstanding of the character of intertextuality
and its transformative character when she states: “the chronological or diachronic approach of comparative
exegesis is replaced with the synchronic approach of intertextual exegesis.”
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gains its analytical machinery. For instance, James Barr’s Semantics of Biblical
Language® has opened the eyes of many theologians to the importance of integrating
linguistic principles into literary studies of the Bible. His well known contributions are
directed at certain lexical studies susceptible to what he labels ‘root fallacy’, ‘word-
concept’ problem, and ‘illegitimate totality transfer’. The first and third problems are
applicable by analogy to studies of intertextuality, as will become clear. Furthermore,
following insights of discourse analysis or text linguistics, it is clear that the semantic
value of a text lies not principally in the ‘word’ or even in the ‘sentence’, but in the
‘paragraph’ or ‘discourse’.** Quotations and allusions usually transfer more semantic
units than a single word, so there are some differences in the analysis of intertextual
semantics and lexical semantics. The greater the number of semantic markers, it must be
admitted, the greater the complexity of semantic transfer (e.g., lexical vs. syntagmatic
complexity) between source and new context. Within the syntactical relationships which
contribute to the semantic environment of both the source and new contexts, the
intertext must be studied separately and then considered in light of the intensity of the
intertextual link (quotation—allusion) and the (potential) symbiotic relationship
described.

Generic and Rhetorical Perspectives

Plett describes the syntactical level of intertextual analysis as “material
(péuticularizing) intertextuality—i.e. repetition of signs”. Now the discussion turns to
what he calls “structural (generalizing) intertextuality—i.e. repetition of rules” and
“material-structural (particularizing-generalizing) intertextuality—i.e. repetition of signs
and rules in two or more texts.® Mikhail Bakhtin has aided the recognition that literary
form itself may be a means of cultural dialogue and a facility for transformation. In an

analysis of Cervantes’ Don Quixote, he says:

One of the most ancient and widespread forms for representing the direct word of
another is parody.... Take, for example, the parodic sonnets with which Don Quixote
begins. Although they are impeccably structured as sonnets, we could never possibly
assign them to the sonnet genre. In Don Quixote they appear as part of a novel...; it is
not the form of a whole but is rather the object of representation: the sonnet here is the
hero of the parody. In a parody on the sonnet, we must first of all recognize a sonnet,
recognize its form, its specific style, its manner of seeing, its manner of selecting from

®Barr 1961.
$Barthes 1982:34-5.
¥plett 1991:7.
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and evaluating the world—the world view of the sonnet, as it were. A parody may

represent and ridicule these distinctive features of the sonnet well or badly, profoundly

or superficially. But in any case, what results is not a sonnet, but rather the image of a
286

sonnet.

Bakhtin uses ‘dialogism’ to describe the interaction between an author and styles or
forms which s/he employs apart from direct speech. A character’s voice, with its own
style of language, functions as the author’s speech indirectly, creating an implicit
critique of the style. Parody is a potent example of rhetorical transformation.

Another, more relevant example which combines textual and form intertextuality
would be the Hodayot of the Qumran writings. These psalms borrow both language and
form from biblical psalms. An in-depth analysis of the intertextuality between these two
corpora of psalms would study how both words as well as forms were adapted and
conserved according to their new social and religious context.

There is no direct analogy between Cervantes’ imbedded sonnet and Paul’s use
of his prophetic sources, and yet attention to form and intertextuality stresses potential
distance formation between Paul and the OT. The “intentionally stylistic hybrid” as
Bakhtin might have called Rom 9-11 is dialogized.®” For example, Eph 2:20, 3:5, 4:11
speak of prophets, a term which originates (with respect to Judaism) within the cultures
of OT.® In Ephesians it represents someone who participates in the NT community
and, as an intertextual echo, recalls that former functionary while adapting it to a first
century Gentile Christian culture. Paul’s use of prophecy from the OT, accordingly,
may be transformed necessarily not only by the translation of Hebrew texts to Greek
(whether by himself or the LXX), but also because “prophecy” endures a
transformation by a transposition of its function into a very different community.
Clearly the older context is a dialogue partner with the new, but one must not neglect
the fact that the new will speak to the old. Just as the social context changes for the
function of a prophet, so also the definition of and function of the form and words
associated with that office will change as well. Thus intertextuality has a dynamic
rhetorical force because of its transformation of and critical dialogue with the texts,
forms, and characters of the OT. This has nothing to do with ‘free’, ‘contextual’, etc.—

it simply is so.

%Bakhtin 1981:51.

$Bakhtin 1981:76.

¥As a functionary in OT cultures, the prophet would have had certain roles vis-a-vis other members of the
elite; therefore, ‘prophet’ itself in the OT is a culturally bound office.
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Such a concern stimulates the question of genre of Rom 9-11 and the
consequences it carries for a perspective on its use of the OT. For example, is Rom 9-
11 a midrash and/or pesher? G. J. Brooke’s analysis of 4QFloreligium exemplifies
careful evaluation of several generic factors: (primary factors) structure, content,
setting, author, and purpose; (secondary factors) style and method; and (tertiary
factors) the history of literary traditions.* Brooke, following Brownlee, concludes there
has been an adaptation of ‘pesher’ interpretation in Qumran from Dan and Gen 40-41.
In seeking whatever validity these terms have for Rom 9-11, one must expect another
adaptation of the form. To anticipate some of the conclusions below, it will be argued
that they have little or no relevance for Rom 10, because whatever remnants of
influence they exerted on Paul’s strategies they have been subordinated, to the point of
oblivion, to other generic and rhetorical factors.

In sum, the borrowing of text and form and their adaptation for new
syntagmatic, pragmatic, or semantic environments, reflects the transformative power of
the sign, just as Kristeva envisioned it, and this analysis thereby leads to the inevitable
conclusion that intertextuality implies discontinuity.”' This is semantic reality.’” As an
intertext represents the legacy of meaning from the source context, but enters into
dialogue with the exigencies which shape its new context, the semantic values collide at
this diachronic and synchronic intersection. This collision generates the transformative

power of intertextual semantics.

Asking the right questions for Intertextual Semantics

Describing the Transformation
Understanding that intertextuality implies discontinuity is not the end of

historical, theological reading, it is the beginning; not the end of finding semantic value

®Brooke 1985:139-41,47-53 based on his earlier study 1981:483-503.

By contrast, Maurya Horgan 1979:256, under the influence of I. Rabinowitz, has obviously transferred the
results of her etymological study of WD to 1QpHab without adequate warrant from the text. Cf. this to the root

fallacy problem.
SICE. Plett’s (1991:11) discussion of “interference”.

*2See n.81 above. This reveals how even the careful analysis of J. A. Fitzmyer 1971 may overrun lines of
distinctions in use of the OT. E.g., on pp.17-21, among texts which he lists in the Qumran corpus that use the OT
in accord with their original sense is CD 3:7 which refers to Deut 9:23. What is fascinating about this text is how
it, along with texts such as Ezek 20, Neh 9, Acts 7, and Rom 9-11, uniquely take up particular elements of Isracl’s
history for distinctive emphases; to overlook the choices of historical remembrances is to miss the rhetorical and
theological point of the surveys as adapted to the various contexts. Cf. Ong, 1981:48f who reports several
anthropological field studies which traced historical narratives of primarily oral cultures and found that these
narratives were repeatedly adapted to “new audiences and new situations”; cf. also pp.59-68.
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in texts, but the primary step. Describing the transformation is, therefore, the
fundamental exegetical process of intertextual semantics which is optimally viewed over
the temporal space by a diachronic study. At each discernible historical step, the
semantic value of the intertext stands first separately in its context as part of a hierarchy
of semantic elements, and its proper study parallels the synchronic study of any
semantic component. Then as by an imaginative progression the reader must find what
selectivity characterizes the allusion to the source text and then proceed by tracing the
transformative power which operates between Source and New contexts (i.e., assessing
what factors have contributed to the semantic shift). The reappropriation of a text in a
New Context (NC) creates a dialogue with the Source Context (SC) whereby the
author (and readers) will view the NC through the SC and the SC through the NC in
varying degrees of intensity, urgency, and relevance. On the one hand, in as much as an
intertextual moment is a conscious effort of the author, it becomes a vital rhetorical
strategy; on the other hand, in as much as it may be unconscious, intertextuality tacitly
speaks of the ever changing historical, cultural, and literary landscape. Any
transformation of semantic value potentially has a rhetorical impact on the author, on
the continuing cultural role of the SC, on the potential function of the NC, and on the
reader of one or both texts—be it affirming or subversive. In the case that a diachronic
study were to reveal that an intertext has crossed the intertextual space through the
literary bridges of texts intermediate context(s), then a NC may not directly converse
with or select from the SC, but may gain transformative imagination and authority from
these interceding texts. Such phenomena cannot be comprehended by the evaluative
tags such as ‘fair’, ‘contextual’, or ‘sensus plenior’. The intermediate texts may behave
as catalysts for NC to maintain, close, or even open the historical and cultural distance
with the source; to preserve the importance of SC (and its traditions); or to challenge
the original tradition’s cultural value. Intertextuality as a literary approach inquires into

the quality of this conversation and interference.

Listening to the voice of each text and respecting selectivity

A liberation in the exegetical process comes from this description of intertextual
semantics in that it does not muffle the free resounding of an intertext in the historical,
cultural, literary chasm that inevitably separates source and new contexts. The very
problem exhibited in so much of the study of the OT in the NT, as an analogy to the
way James Barr described a problem in biblical theology, is the illegitimate totality
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transfer.”” In other words, intertextual exegesis refuses to smother an intertext’s
contextual voice by the hubbub of outside, irrelevant voices. The controlling factors for
studying intertextual semantics is more nuanced than a simple tally of
correspondences,94 because the SC may be unknown to either the author or readers,
there may be no signs in the NC of Riffaterre’s ungrammaticality, or there may be
significant interference from intermediate texts. The question of intertextual semantics,
from a historical perspective (rather than a deconstructive perspective), must return the
reader again to the place of assessing the intertext along the intertextual continuum to
see if a second stage or heuristic reading measurably alters the semantics of the
intertext.

Therefore, an important question of intertextual exegesis is not: Does the NC
represent the context of SC? The better question is: What aspects of SC are
represented, if any, in a NC, and (definitely not or) what aspects of SC does NC ignore.
In traditional terms analyzing such selectivity nods in the direction of redaction criticism
- as an appreciation of the shaping of a source for its place in the overall narrative,
epistle, etc. Intertextual semantics builds upon redaction criticism and puts it within the
conceptual framework of transformation and dialogism.” The power of allusion is
energized by this selectivity, so the alert reader must acknowledge such selectivity,
perhaps willful selectivity, for potential developments in the new context. Selectivity
and transformation are keys to granting a freedom to the reading of a NC in proper
relationship to its SC. No automatic inferences are plausible between the semantic

values of an intertext in its SC and in its NC (cf. the ‘root fallacy’).

The Ideal versus Reality

Admittedly, an attempt at liberating the hearing of each text or tradition within
its own historical, cultural, and literary space, independent of other spaces is impossible
in the absolute. For, we are only able to identify literary space through intertextuality.
Perhaps the fundamental response to this conundrum of intertextuality is the aspect of
priority; ie., the subjective weighing of contextual features along with cultural and

BCE Watts 1999:3-25.
HBeker 1993:64.
Pef. Vorster 1989:15-26.
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environmental factors which delimit meaning.”® This points up the triangular
relationship, between critic and the SC and NC. In reading, even critical reading, we
place ourselves into the phenomena of intertextuality. At the beginning of such an
investigation the insufficiency of our imaginations for the infinite network of
contingencies in life, including intertextual transformation, must be conceded.
Consequently, the potential for infinite regressions (and progressions) of meaning
through intertextual readings must be uncomfortably juxtaposed to the success of and
ongoing demand for literary and historical reconstructions.”” The critic knows the
distance between SC and NC was never completely breached by an author, and that the
distance between that author and the critic will not be perfectly spanned either. Yet we
defiantly attempt to cross the intertextual space, perhaps even imagine we attain it,

however briefly, before a new distance yawns open again.

Summary of Intertextuality

Of course, as long as people have been writing and reading, certain aspects of
the preceding discussion have been consciously or unconsciously understood.
Therefore, it will be helpful to distill the important contributions this, now adapted,

methodology brings to the exegetical process.

1) Intertextuality places the idea of transformation of meaning foremost in our
analysis. It attunes the reader to a dependence of every text on prior traditions, the
adapted role and meaning of intertexts in NCs, and the resultant effects which such
transformations put on the cultural value of any existing SC in which these
intertexts appear. Intertextuality is a theory of the text qua text.

2) It explains why and how variations in an intertext exist among different NCs and
how different readings emerge through different semantic and cultural forces.

3) It probes the energy of signification of a text (sign) within its semiotic framework
(i.e., dialogism or rhetorical function).

4) Tt gives theoretical coherence mutually to the synchronic and diachronic
perspectives on texts.

5) It explains why meaning exists both in the author’s intentions and in the readers’

perceptions.

A dynamic orientation to literature emerges from intertextuality because it
insists on seeing the text as a result of so many tangible and intangible, discernible and

indiscernible cultural factors; nearly every word and phrase of a text belong to the

%Cf. Hays 1989:29-31. This is the scholarly enterprise by and large: we defend our judgements and attempt
to persuade others that our descriptions are reasonably weighted among known factors.

Barthes 1982:44f.
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cultural scripts which antedate its composition, so the ‘final form’ is a great composite,
mosaic, web, or interwoven fabric of such codes. Hence, no reading of a text can
exbaust it,”® nor will this thesis exhaust Rom 10. This thesis too will participate in the
attempts to cross the intertextual space by a subjective weighing of factors; it will look
for ways that Paul deliberately encoded referentiality (both intra- and intertextuaily); it
will be a probing and arguing for significant and discernible factors for reading
synchronically and diachronically Paul’s use of the OT in Rom 9:30-10:13.

The Structure of the Thesis

This study will analyze the major quotations of the OT in Rom 9:30-10:13
through diachronic and synchronic views. In consideration of space, it will not include
treatments of the more subtle allusions such as Isa 51:1-10, Gen 15:6 or Hab 2:4 (see
Table 1 above). The objective of our diachronic approach is aimed at enhancing an
appreciation of the transformative quality of Paul’s explicit citations of the OT. Michael
Fishbane’s work, Biblical Interpretation in Ancient Israel, has resoundingly
demonstrated that the transformative appropriations of the Hebrew Bible among
Rabbinic writings had precursors within the Hebrew Bible itself.” This book, though
commendable for so many reasons, in its interests to reveal a genetic relationship
between Hebrew Bible exegesis and Rabbinic exegesis, regrettably attempted to exclude
NT exegesis.'” The present study will support his findings with regard to the Hebrew
Bible. With a better grounding in the theory of intertextuality, however, it will also
demonstrate that there are significant points of continuity and discontinuity between the
exegesis within the OT and Rom 10.

Texts included in the diachronic study will be included based on tests of allusion
presented by Hays.'®! The analyses will attempt to address 1) technical questions of the
form of the intertext (allusion/quotation/etc.), 2) the semantic value of the intertext, 3)
the dialogic transformation between the source and new context, and 4) the evidence, if
any, for (Riffaterre’s) reader response compulsion. These readings will appear in

Chapters 2-4. The comparisons in the diachronic study will begin essentially from the

“Plett 1991:7.
#Fishbane 1985.
"®Fishbane 1985:10.
10See n.24 above.
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source context (Deut 30:12-14 being an exception). Accordingly, the amount of
attention given to the source contexts is greater than those analyses of intermediate
traditions. In addition, the treatments of Isa 28:16, Lev 18:5, and Deut 30:12-14 are
more extensive than Isa 8:14, Deut 9:6 and Joel 3:5. This difference results from the
relative degree of problems in or controversies surrounding the texts.

Finally, a synchronic reading of Rom 9:30-10:13, in Chapter 5, will attempt to
appreciate it as a textual production of its own blend of literary sources and rhetorical
strategies in a cultural and theological dialogue with its literary precedents.

Before these readings, the thesis will present a brief survey of recent treatments

of Rom 10.
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Chapter 1

- ROMANS 10 IN RECENT STUDIES

One of the striking facets of Rom 10, seen through a synchronic study, is the
fact that Isa 8, 28, Lev 18 and Joel 3 were useful to the early church outside of their

appearances here:

Isa 8:14 1Cor 1:23; 1Pet 2:8; Lk 20:18

Isa 28:16  1Cor 3:10ff; 1Pet 2:6; Eph 2:20; Ep. of Barn. 6:2
Lev18:5 Gal3:12; Lk 10:25-28; 18:18

Joel 3:5 1Cor 1:2; Acts 2:21,39

Whatever these observations might imply for the theology in the early church, they
confirm the importance of the OT in Rom 10. Already certain exegetical questions have
been raised regarding Paul’s use of the OT, including the conundrums of 10:6-8.
Nevertheless, only one monograph length study has been written for Rom 9:30-10:13,
the Ph.D. thesis of John E. Toews (unpublished).'” Two other monographs address
10:4, (by Robert Badenas), and 10:14-21, (by Richard Bell).'* |

This survey will introduce, summarize, and briefly interact with these
monographs along with select articles (that substantially address Rom 9:30-10:13), with
a view towards their analyses of Paul’s excerpts or allusions to the OT and the

exegetical or rhetorical value which they hold.

Ragnar Bring chose Rom 9:30-10:13 to question and challenge the dominant

' His conclusions reject the views that

Lutheran view of Paul’s relationship to the OT.
Paul was critical of the OT, that faith in Christ was seen by Paul to replace faith in the
law of God, and that Paul’s approach to the OT was essentially historical. Bring begins
his essay by redefining the meaning of Paul’s use of vépog, based on the work of O.
Linton (p.22). Paul makes no distinctions, says Bring, between ethical, cultic, religious,

or civil or natural law because his view of vélog runs nearer to our term “revelation”

102 0ews 1977.
1BBadenas 1985 and Bell 1994.

1%Bring 1971:21-60. For this Chapter only, any subsequent reference to an author’s work will be cited by
parentheses within the body of the text.
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than to these specific categories. Paul, therefore, never abrogates the law; his
contention lies instead with its misuse, i.e., when Israel attempted to employ the law for
purposes of self-righteousness (p.25). Furthermore, Bring concludes that Paul
understood Christ as literally active in the OT (p.40). This is of course saying much
more about Paul’s use of the OT than simply that Christ fulfilled OT prophesy, since it
stresses the continuity in God’s revelation and actions between the testaments (p.52 -
cf. 1Cor 10).

Rom 10 reflects that same attitude towards the OT in Bring’s estimation. For,
Paul’s charge against Israel was precisely their lack of a spiritual insight (10:3) that
facilitated one’s recognition of Christ in the law (10:4). This insight was what could
establish Israel’s obedience to the law as faith, while a lack of insight had rendered their
disbelief as disobedience to the law. Bring treads a (too) fine line here between
obedience as faith and ‘works’ or law-righteousness as faithlessness, but this is what he
believes 9:31-33 was intended to convey (pp.43-45). It was a zealous pursuit of their
own righteousness, as faithless legalism, that led the Jews to misuse the Torah and
reject its goal, Christ. Whereas the typical interpretations of 10:5-6 expound upon a
contrast between Paul’s use of Lev 18:5 and Deut 30:12ff, Bring sees these verses as
complementary. He argues that Lev 18:5, through Paul’s Christological hermeneutic
and through an equation of obedience and faith, promised eternal life for the believer

(pp.46-50). This of course removes the alleged intertextual tension, but Bring does this

105

at the cost of equivocating his use of ‘law’ (cf. pp.25 and 47).”” This author, however,

makes a poignant challenge to treatments of Paul’s relationship with the OT which
ignore the repeated appearance that Deut and Lev make within Paul’s arguments.

The next significant treatment of Rom 10 comes from the pen of C. K. Barrett.
It belongé to a collection of papers and discussions gathered in Rome under the
auspices of Monographische Reihe von Benedictina on the topic of Romans 9-11 and
Paul’s view of Israel.'®® Barrett precedes his detailed exegetical comments by an
overview of chs.9-11 and there affirms that divine predestination and human
responsibility dominate chs.9 and 10 respectively. Barrett believes that Rom 10 deals
with Israel’s failure of unbelief, both in the past and present (pp.104ff). Barrett’s

%Bring 1971:25 is also less than clear on Paul’s view of the law before and after Christ. For example,
Bring claims that righteousness was never found in the law and his words could imply that the Jews were never
righteous (p.49)! This may result from his conviction that Paul’s use of Scripture was not historical. In the
analysis of Rom 9-11 presented below, by contrast, it will be argued that Paul could think historically.

"R arrett 1977:99-121.
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exegesis argued that Israel’s stumbling was occasioned by their fault in pursuing the law
by works not faith, which as a righteous law it required (p.106ff). He rejected Bring’s
christological interpretation of 9:33, believing instead that the law was their stone of
stumbling (p.112). In concord with Bring, however, Barrett also finds that works, zeal,
and ignorance, mentioned in 9:31-10:3 cooperatively point towards a legalistic response
to the law among the Jews. Interestingly, Prof. M. Barth questioned Barrett during the
discussion (pp. 124-26) about the incongruity between his characterizations of Judaism
and the growing sense among scholars and particularly among Jewish scholars that a
religious diversity existed in post-exilic Judaism. His question testifies to a ground swell
of dissatisfaction in Pauline scholarship that preceded and created a readiness for E. P.
Sanders’s landmark, Paul and Palestinian Judaism, which was published that same
year.'” To this Barrett replied that Paul’s comments were probably self-consciously
generalized. Barrett unfortunately failed to seize this opportunity to reflect upon the
deeper presuppositions founding his interpretation (pp.128ff). For example, Barrett
knows that Paul’s exegesis of Lev 18:5 and Deut 30:12-14 are at best strained or,
worse, contrived according to the typical reading (pp.116-117). This older perspective
on Paul conceived of the issue as a battle between a legalistic hermeneutic (Lev 18:5)
against a Christological hermeneutic (Deut 30:12-14).

Another indication of a change of perspectives on Paul’s theology and on Rom
10 in the year 1977 comes from the dissertation of John Toews, The Law in Paul’s
Letter to the Romans: A Study of Rom 9:30-10:13. Toews was the first to devote a
monograph to the exegesis of these verses. This passage in its entirety, he argued, is a
critical but often overlooked case study of Paul’s view of the law—the universal yet
fleeting attention to 10:4 notwithstanding (pp.105,111f,116). In this work he joins
Bring and Barrett in reading Rom 10 as evidence that the law required faith (not
legalism) and that Israel’s failures were in missing this central fact and not submitting to
God in faith (pp.125,136,138). In a refreshing departure from these writers, however,
Toews, rightly reckoned the community or corporate dimension to be the greater
priority here than an individualistic one as admitted by the categories of predestination
(ch.9) and human responsibility (ch.10). Overall, Toews view of Rom 10 finds little
christological focus (vv.4,6-8 primarily), and approaches the conclusion that “a

pluralism in Paul’s law-theology” (pp.199-205,338) supports a two tiered plan of

YSanders 1977.
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salvation for Jews and gentiles that is united by faith in God (cf. also pp.171).

Hence, the law is righteous and fulfillable and is able to lead Israel to
righteousness (v.31, p.136). Although the traditional understanding of the stone
imagery in 9:33 has been understood to represent Christ, Toews rejects this reading
(with Barrett), favoring instead to take it as the Torah. He sees the Jews being faulted
by Paul for stumbling over the Torah as they pursued it without faith (pp.1991ff). It is
not surprising, then, when he reads téAog in 10:4 teleologically as “fulfilled” (pp.238-
45) and Lev 18:5 in 10:5 as antithetical neither to v.4 nor v.6 (pp.284,315). Christ’s
- fulfillment of the law in this verse carries import only for the gentiles. It was by Christ’s
fulfillment that they may now join the believing Jews in the community of God’s people
(pp.2411). Since Toews argues that 9:31-10:3 dealt with Israel, he asserts that the “all”
in 10:4 introduces a transition in the argument to a concern for both Jews and gentiles
(p.284). What is less than clear within his argument is whether or not vv.6-8 address
only gentiles or include Jews as well, since he notes their Christological significance
(pp-315-20), or whether Paul was requiring both Jews and gentiles to confess Christ as
the Messiah in order to receive salvation (pp.321-27). Despite these lingering
questions, Toews adds a suggestion for reading 10:6-8 which will be seized upon below
for new clarity in the reading of what must be one of Paul’s most difficult texts.
Namely, he notes a contrast between v.6 and v.8 which is evident by €inng and &ArG ...
Aéyel (pp.318f). There is more to be made of this than taking it as an indication that v.8
is the most important part of the citation.

Mary Ann Getty contributed to the research of Rom 10:4 through a treatment of
five topics which she believes arise from 9:30-10:13.'" Each of the five topics is
assessed with what she is convinced is a fruitful perspective on Paul, first set out by J.C.
Beker in his book, Paul the Apostle. Namely, Getty takes up his emphasis on an
apocalyptic urgency within Paul’s letters. For the present purposes, we note that Getty
makes Paul’s use of the OT one of the five categories (pp.102-118). In this section, she
mirrors Beker’s conclusion that Paul’s hermeneutic. is only coherent within the
apocalyptic perspective (p.103) and is not as capricious as many have concluded. In an
article which is more thetic than argumentative or evidential, Getty’s conclusions for the
individual citations in Rom 10 disappoint and her interpretative model, which directly

influences her exegesis, generally suffers from a presumption that “apocalyptic

1% Getty 1982:79-131.
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perspective” can account for the linguistic, psychological and cultural complexities that
comprise Paul’s texts (ppl116f). This hermeneutical perspective is not a theory of
textuality and though it may be helpful for certain passages (e.g., 9:33,10:11,13), it
must not be assumed to be the only or even most helpful explanation of these intertexts.
Certainly the finer points of her reading will be engaged below, yet it may be mentioned
now that her topical approach to 10:4 neglects the verse’s logical function in the section
which Paul indicated by ydip; the verse carries an epigrammatic punch to be sure, but it
logically serves Paul’s pledge of prayer for Israel in v.1.

Thomas Rhyne’s article offers a verse-by-verse exegesis of Rom 10 which
begins to reflect some of the influence of Sanders.'” Rhyne denies that Paul had
denigrated religious pursuit per se, even pursuit of the law, in his accusations against
Israel (v.31 - pp.487-9). He also denies that Paul was arguing that the law was wholly
consumed by legalistic interests, but rathef he concludes, like Barrett, that in fact the
law required faith (v.32 - pp.489-90). He also agrees that Israel’s fault was missing this
point. Thus vépov dixaocdvng, which Paul says Israel pursued but did not attain, is a
positive goal; Rhyne interprets it as a law which promises righteousness, in light of
3:21-4:25. This intratextual connection will be probed further below.

Regarding Paul’s citations, Rhyne characterized 9:32-33 as a conflation of a
positive text (28:16) and a negative (8:14), resulting in a two edged message (p.494).
For 10:5-8 he hopes to show that t€Aog can be rendered as “goal” without collapsing
the contrast between Lev 18 and Deut 30 such as Bring and Toews suggest (p.495).
The latter text “serves to contrast sharply the performance demanded by Moses as a
means of salvation (Lev 18:5) with the readily accessible word of faith (Rom 10:8)”
(p-497). A confluence of thought from 9:32, 10:4 and 8 indicates that Christ had
brought “the law in its promise of righteousness to its goal”. He also believes the &Ard
at the head of v.8 is a sign of Paul’s true accent in appealing to Deut 30:12-14. Yet,
again what does this imply for vv.6-7 and the 3¢? Rhyne leaves that question unasked
and unanswered.

The subject of the book by Robert Badenas, Christ The End of the Law, is
principally 10:4 in the context of 9:30-10:8.""® The main contribution of this book is a

thorough study of téAog which leads the author to conclude it must be translated as

1%Rhyne 1985:486-99.
1°Badenas 1985.
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‘purpose’, ‘aim’, or ‘goal’ (pp.144-51). Badenas first makes an important survey of the
translation trends in Church history from Tertullian (c.160-220 CE) to the present.
Badenas demonstrates from this survey that an interpretation of téAog as ‘abrogation’
or ‘termination’ did not become common until the nineteenth century (pp.24-26).'"' The
book next tackles the imposing task of cataloguing the usage of t\og in the Graeco-
Roman literature before Paul. During that period the semantic range included ‘turning
point’, ‘purpose/object/aim’, or ‘completion/perfection/ratification’ (pp.42-45).
Whereas classical usage did not signify ‘termination’, Badenas admits the LXX
preserves usage with genuine temporal and terminal implications (p.61). This is
significant because of the LXX’s influence on Paul. By the end of his survey Badenas
has built considerable momentum for his contention that ‘termination’ must be seen as a
highly unlikely option for téAog in Rom 10:4. His conclusions, nonetheless, must be
tempered by two factors. First, he stresses that the “terminal connotations depend on
the words with which 1éLog is constructed...” (p.44; e.g., as in 1€hog Piov, dpxmn kol
téAoc or a race’s finish; see also his analysis of Philo’s use, pp.65-69). Secondly, he
claims that “when finality is incurred, it is accompanied by a hint of innate fulfillment”
(p-44). These two qualifications indicate that termination can be denoted when a
qualifying concept (genitive noun) has a co-terminus climax and end. Therefore, in the
complexity of combihing télog with abstract words the possibility could certainly exist
where end and turning point are simultaneously intended, especially if the end is partial
and that which remains is turned in a new direction.

While the author’s lexical work manifests his admirable skill with the mass of
Greek and Latin literature, he does not adequately work within Rom 10 for its own
sake and, more vital to his objectives, for the sake of finally determining the thrust of
téhog vopov. For example, he does not give adequate weight to mavti 1@ motetovt at
the end of 10:4 (pp.115f). The radical opening of salvation to gentiles, even if viewed as
a fulfillment of certain OT prophecies, would signal the dawning of a new or different
era (and a passing of an old one) which could call his hard-line teleological
interpretation of TéAog into question.

Badenas’s view of the use of the OT is similar to that of Bring, except that he
consistently attributes a teleological view to Paul’s citations. He rejects Toews’s

interpretation of the stone as the law (p.107) for the traditional identification as Christ.

Mpadenas 1985:10 does admit that Clement understood it as “culmination’.
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He also argues convincingly that “stumbling” 9:32f is well at home with the race
imagery in 9:30f which guides Paul’é thinking all the way to 10:4, the goal of the race
(pp.1011f). His argument is stronger here than in his treatment of 10:5-8. Following
Bring (and Toews partially), he resolves the alleged tension in Paul’s two quotations
from the Torah by appealing to a Christological and teleological hermeneutic (p.133).
Badenas wonders, if Paul had used proof texts to illustrate thét certain texts of the OT
had been superseded by others, would that not prove rather than disprove that God’s
word had failed (9:6; see p.123). Perhaps the problem is not the apparent illogicality in
this scenario, but rather the parameters in which he places it. Reducing intertextual
phenomena to categories of contextual or non-contextual, convincing proof-texts or
misapplications, etc. seems unduly artificial.

A distinctly different reading follows from the labors of James D. G. Dunn, one
of the leading exponents of the movement to reevaluate Paul’s view of the Mosaic law,
Judaism, and Paul’s opponents. He makes the reference to Leviticus and Deuteronomy
the centerpiece of his treatment of Rom 10.'"? Drawing upon the exegetical methods of
Qumran, particularly the Florilegium and Pesherim, as parallels to Rom 10:5-8, Dunn
claims that Paul’s highly unusual contrast between these texts is understandable and

~excusable through these hermeneutical precedents (pp.217f). Furthermore, Dunn
maintains that between Paul’s use of Lev 18:5 and Deut 30:12-14 there lies an epochal
divide, which is integral to Paul’s argument and which these two texts represent,
(contra Badenas, Toews, and Bring): Leviticus 18 represents the old epoch before
Christ and Deut 30 the new (p.219). This accounts for Paul’s decision to set these texts
in opposition. Their respective use within contemporary literature may have contributed
to Paul’s arrangement, so Dunn’s article argues. Specifically, these texts were
associated with Israel’s exclusivistic righteousness (Lev 18) or universal righteousness
(Deut 30) (p.224). Paul thus argued that Christ has terminated (téAog) a distorted and
exclusivistic view of the law (10:4) (p.222). Isracl was culpable not for their legalism
but their zeal (10:3) which pursued the law as their exclusive possession (p.224).

Steven R. Bechtler supports Dunn for the majority of his reading, except to
conclude that téAoc means “goal” or “destiny” in 10:4 here rather than termination.'"

Bechtler’s work also stresses the parallels between 9:30-33 and 10:1-4 (pp.288,291-6)

"2Dunn 1987:216-227.
B3Bechtler 1994:288-308.
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which helps him maintain a proper balance between Paul’s interest in both the gentiles
and in the Jews. This is important to note because the topic of Israel’s fall or culpability
has dominated this section for too long (e.g., Barrett). Like most other treatments of
10:4, Bechtler’s article, on the one hand, overly attends to the role of this verse at the
cost of misrepresenting (overemphasizing) its logical function within Rom 10 as a
' whole. On the other hand he under appreciates or fails to account sufficiently for the
section’s intertextuality. To take one example, he completely ignores the question of the
allusion to Deut 9 in 10:6, even after Dunn and Hays have demonstrated the value of
this allusion to the context.

By contrast, David Capes expressly intended to study Paul’s exegesis in 9:30-
10:13.""* This article, unfortunately, typifies an uncritical approach to intertextuality
that ignores much of the advancements by Hays and Fishbane, despite his use of the
term (p.130). Without justification Capes claims YHWH is the stone in Isa 28:16, a
conclusion which is neither obvious from the context nor a consensus view among
scholars of the OT; he then attempts to gather in every correlation between the two
contexts; and having harvested this great load, he moves on as if the exegesis has been
finished (pp.122ff). Capes concludes that Paul hereby “brings Christ into intimate
relation with YHWH in an eschatological role which Scripture reserves for God”
(p.124). Little or no consideration is given to the contextual transformations which
frame or show the relative significance of their similarities in light of their dissimilarities.
Furthermore, what significance might there be in Paul’s choice of words when
conflating these texts? Exegesis of Paul’s use of the OT seemingly becomes a race to
compile the most contextual ties and thereafter declare, following C.H. Dodd, that
Paul’s “interpretation is often contextually informed”(p.132). Turning to Rom 10:6-8
Capes reads the imagery of descending from heaven as a reflection of the “first stirrings
of incarnational thinking”(p.129). This conclusion is in keeping with his doctoral
dissertation, Old Testament Yahweh Texts in Paul’s Christology, where he also
concludes that Paul’s use of Joel 2:32 in v.13 essentially invokes prayer to the Lord
Jesus, with the result that Paul has brought Christ and God into a relationship whereby
Christ might be identified with God (p.137).'"

"4Capes 1994:121-43.
"5See Capes 1992:43-89.
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Richard Bell, in Provoked to Jealousy,''® presents a revision of his Tiibingen
dissertation and deals extensively with Rom 9-11 by tracing the mopatniéw theme
through the passage. From his study, Bell concludes that the jealousy motif in Rom 9-
11 captures the essence of the relational dynamics between the participants in these
chapters. Those participants are God, Paul, the Church, and Israel. The strengths of this
work are his review of the German theological literature and his in-depth look at the
history of interpretation of Deut 32. Bell represents the semantic range of mopa{niéw,
a term of emotions and passion, from “jealous anger” to “zealous emulation”(p.39).
Moreover, he argues convincingly that the meaning in 10:19 implies the first, while
11:11,14 portray the second (pp.95-104,108-118) .

‘Bell’s passion for his jealousy motif clearly lies in its implications for the future.
Accordingly, he gives the most space to commenting on ch. 11, less in 10, and even less
in ch.9. His contention that Paul was driven by a Naherwartung, notwithstanding,
Bell’s exposition does not satisfactorily answer why these chapters were written by Paul
at that particular time or how they relate to his immediate goals (p.338). Since ch.10
relates to those contemporary issues more closely, Bell’s research in ch.10 is less
penetrating. One fundamental issue to be taken up with Bell is his assertion without
direct argumentation that napalnioéw is the key term in ch.10. On what plane of the
text is he speaking: theological, historical, logical, narrative, sociological or
missiological?''’ His tendency to make theological abstractions of ch. 10 or to force it
into an eschatological framework becomes problematic when, for example, he
encounters v.17 which remains an enigma to him and appears out of place (p.93).
Insofar as it is an intratextual echo of v.8, a description of Paul’s preaching in the
present, it resists an ambitious scheme fo place all of Paul’s thought into eschatological
or apocalyptic categories.

In treating 9:30-10:13, Bell pointedly attacks Sanders’s perspective on Paul,
believing these verses to be the Achilles’ heal in his argument (p.187,191-93). The
author reaffirms an equation of 9:31f and 10:2-3 with legalistic piety (pp.188f). He
defends “end” as the translation of téAog and insists on a contrast between vv.5 and 6

(p.189). What remains perplexing, however, is that Bell does not even mention the

116Bel] 1994.

WICt. Bell 1994:154. He first says, “In the previous chapters [3-4], we have seen that the jealousy motif
plays a ceniral part in Rom. 9-11.” Then a few sentences later he states the objective of Chapter 5: “I now draw
the threads together and see what place the jealousy motif has in Rom. 9-11” (italics added).
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appearance of Joel 3:5 in 10:13 during his exposition of the this section, even though
v.14, the first verse of the paragraph holding napalniéw, begins with obv.

"® Humphrey

The most recent work on Rom 10 comes from Edith Humphrey.
leads her readers through the rough terrain of this chapter’s middle part with a most
invigorating essay. Along with 2Cor 3-4, and 12 she views the ascent and descent
language of 10:6-7 against the literary and religious backgrounds of wisdom (Sir 24
particularly), apocalypticism and mysticism (pp.131-38). This perspective reveals,
according to Humphrey, “Paul’s most extreme statement of reserve concerning the
glorification of visionary privilege” (p.138). There is no question that wisdom traditions
lie behind 10:6-8, but the claim that mysticism was such a problem in Rome that Paul
was required to address this issue (pp.146f), seems less likely.

Humphrey’s other views on the intertextuality in Rom 10 may be briefly
considered. The influence of Barrett and Toews has pushed Humphrey’s interpretation
of the stone in 9:33 enough for her to follow a middle ground approach advocated by
N.T. Wright,'"” who concluded that At6og signified both the law and Christ (p.141).
This tact is her guide for reading 10:4 as well, where she sees t€Aog as both “end” and
“goal”. Humphrey’s disagreement with the older reading of works of the law, such as
Bell’s defended, and her discontent with a contrastive reading for 10:5 and 6 prompts

her to return to a christological reading of Lev 18:5 (such as Bring and Badenas)

(p.142).

Through this brief conspectus of the monographs and articles dedicated to
exegeting Rom 10, it is clear that several areas of disagreement abound alongside the
areas of agreement. Regarding the latter, there has been a gradual abandonment of
reading this text through great theological categories, which is still evident in Barrett’s
work. This is not to say that the purpose of the section has been resolved, however.
Also, besides Bell’s staunch defensive of reading a battle of grace and legalism into the
text, most interpreters have found ample cause to soften (or eliminate) the antithesis
between faith and law here, with resultant changes in the meanings of “zeal” and
“works”. Perhaps, it may be added to the agreements, that there seems to be a

increasing habit among these authors to reach for “pesher” as the means of explaining

"Humphrey 1999:129-48.
"OWright 1993:240-42.
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Paul’s unexplainable hermeneutics. Finally, on the tallying of items held in consensus,
Deut 30:12-14 in the service of vv.6-8 has been universally seen as articulating the
righteousness by faith, even if the intention of the original context appears very
different.

Critical matters still unresolved include: 1) the identity of the stone in 9:30; 2)
the meaning of téloc; 3) the questions whether vv.5 and 6 are parallel or antithetical
and whether Lev 18:5 is used to typify Jewish piety or to signify the Christian life; and
4) the question whether Deut 9 bears any weight on the exegesis.

Certainly, the relative paucity of works aimed at approaching these questions
shows that the unusual intertextual traits of Rom 9:30-10:13 might indeed gain more
satisfactory answers through an improved methodology and more adequate space to
investigate the areas of continuity and discontinuity which Paul’s particular agenda
created for the ‘life’ of these important OT citations. Again, the ensuing diachronic
approach will first expound on the Source Context of Paul’s intertexts, and then it will
follow the extant instances where Jewish and Christian authors took up these intertexts
afterwards up until the time roughly contemporary with Paul. This history of ancient
inferpretation was not necessarily influential or determinative for Paul’s purposes, but it
does offer great insight into the organic and dynamic role which the intertexts have held
in Jewish cultures and this, then, may clarify how Paul’s citations may (or may not)

have been innovative points of departure vis-a-vis his literary predecessors.
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Chapter 2
EXEGESIS OF THE OLD TESTAMENT PASSAGES IN 9:30-10:4

AND A SURVEY OF THEIR HISTORY OF INTERPRETATION

In this chapter the diachronic work begins. That is to say, in Chapters 2-4 the
thesis will examine the explicit quotations of the OT in Rom 9:30-10:13 by reading
these intertexts first in their earliest appearances and secondly in the various literature
which also found them useful, up to and contemporaneous with Paul’s use. The OT
quotations are treated in their order in Rom 10. This historical perspective will better
enable us to grasp where Paul was making his peculiar arguments, attempting to
preserve or recover or subvert these traditions.

Charting a history of ancient interpretations is not without some significant
challenges. One of the aims of modern research is to establish the sources of particular
OT texts and their relative dates. Because of the many complications or issues for
establishing historical relationships between texts, and therefore, by extension, a history
of interpretations, some comments on the relative dating of these texts must necessarily
be included.

A summary of the history of interpretation is provided for each intertext as well
as a brief reflection on its appearance in Rom 10. In this reflection, four issues will be
addressed, three of which are traditional and rather mechanical: 1) the form of the
intertext (compared with the ancient versions); 2) Paul’s Vorlage; and 3) differences or
similarities in the contexts. Fourth, questions will be raised with a view towards Chapter

5, where the exegesis of Rom 9:30-10:13 is given in full.

Isaiah 8:14 - YHWH as Sanctuary or Stone of Stumbling

Introduction

Rom 9:32 has spawned controversy on account of its frustratingly elliptical
construction. Paul wrote 9:32 as an explanation for Israel’s failure to obtain a law of
righteousness and in this he alludes to Isaiah 8:14 in 9:32c, writing npocékoyav @

218w 100 mpooképpatog. Continuing on with this explanation in 9:33, Paul conflated a
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reference to Isaiah 28:16 with a fragment from 8:14: Ai8ov RpookOUpPATOC Kol TETPAY
okowvddrov. Therefore, it appears that Isaiah 8:14 and 28:16 have an intimate
connection to Paul’s understanding of the Jewish problem. Of course the importance of
these Isaian passages has been long recognized, particularly in the work of Harris and
Dodd who viewed these as foundational texts for the theology of the early church.'?’
Indeed, due to the number of quotations and allusions to Isaiah 6-9 in the NT, Dodd
concluded that “Is. vi 1- ix 7 may have formed, for early Christian students of the OT, a
single complex unit of prophecy.”'?' In Rom 9 Paul shows awareness of Isa 1:9 (v.29)
and Isa 10:22-23 (v.27), excerpts found both before and after Isa 8:14. Therefore, it
seems reasonable to believe that Paul was familiar with the context of 8:14 and that this

fragmentary reference should most likely be seen as an intentional one.

Literary, Historical, and Theological Background

Isaiah’s reference to the stone of stumbling comes from a pericope running
through 8:11-18 which itself arises within the larger section of chs.6-8. Many scholars
have understood these chapters to be accounts preserved from the eighth century
prophet memoirs or Denkschrift.'** At this time Tiglath-pileser, after ascending to the
Assyrian throne in 744, was successfully and ominously building his nation into an
empire.'>> With Tiglath-pileser at the throne none of the nations in Syro-Palestine could
afford to ignore his gaze. Consequently, Judah’s refusal, first by Jotham and then by
Ahaz, to join an alliance with Israel against Tiglath-pileser must have been a immense
discouragement and cause for outrage.”* So, in 735 the Syro-Ephraimatic forces
descended upon Judah with the hopes of taking Jerusalem, deposing Ahaz, and
installing a puppet king, the son of Tabeel. This is the historical occasion of Isaiah 7-8

amidst the complex political machinations and concomitant dilemma of alliances.

"Harris 1916; Dodd 1932.
12IDodd 1932:81 followed by Ellis 1957:89.

12Gtuart Irvine 1992:216-231 gives a recent review of the theory and its modifications. In his estimation (p.
216), Karl Budde first coined the term Denkschrift in 1899.

'BTiglath-pileser annexed his conquered territories; see Bright 1981:270f and Pritchard 1987:106-108.
Miller 1986:317ff argues that his strategy was to gain control of interregional trade routes and major economic
systems of the Eastern Mediterranean Seaboard which were lucrative and badly needed by Assyria at this time.

Zrvine 1990:23-109. Irvine thoroughly answers doubt about the existence of a Syro-Ephraimitic alliance,
the intent of their attack to manipulate Ahaz, and its connection to the Assyrian threat. His move to disengage the
subsequent Assyrian attack from an appeal by Ahaz for support, however, is unpersuasive; cf. 2Kgs 15:19,29-
30,37; 16:5-9; 2Chr 28:5-21; Am 1:3-5; Isa 9:11-12 as well as ANET 283.
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Isaiah saw beyond the intrigue to the underlying questions of faith. Thus his
mission at the “aqueduct of the Upper Pool” was not simply to deliver a message of
encouragement; rather, he meant to confront Ahaz with a choice, with a defining
moment for the future of Judah (7:9)."” It appears that there was some literary
intention of portraying the failure of Tsaiah’s speech to Ahaz as a reflection back on 6:9-
10. Together, chs.6 and 7 serve as a prelude to the isolation of the prophet in 8:16-18 in
a poignant way.'”® Furthermore, this defining moment contributes generally to the
accounts of the theological state of the divided kingdom in the books of Amos, Hosea,
and Isaiah which paint a progressively bleaker picture for Yahwism, particularly in the
north, before and leading up to the Syro-Ephraimatic War.'*’

Judgement against Ephraim next occupies Isaiah’s prophecies (8:1ff). Perhaps
one of the most decisive factors for reading it is determining the referent to 7177 QY7
(“this people”). Most scholars wrongly assume that it refers to Judah, because they treat
it as a terminus technicus, always referring to Judah.'® Although it may be the best
understanding of the phrase in 6:9 and 10, the association changes when Ephraim is
called a “people” in 7:8, which opens up the possibility that 3777 QY7 in 8:6,11,12 and
9:15 may refer to the northern kingdom. When the use of N (to be shattered) is
found in both 7:8 and 8:9, the association with Ephraim in 8:9-10 grows certain. This
suggests, then, that 8:1-10, including 1777 QY17 in v.6, is pronounced mainly against
Ephraim, despite a brief glance at Judah in v.8. This essay will argue the same for
vv.11-15. '

K raeling 1931:277-297 correctly sees 7:9 as a warning, although he comes to the strange conclusion that
the Immanuel sign never was given because Ahaz failed this test. For the use of JAR here see “Excursus on the

meaning of X, p.67 below.

"%Deciding whether Immanuel was meant to be the son of Ahaz or Isaiah and whether he was messianic or
merely symbolic often overshadows the important point that Ahaz’s sign was now a delayed sign not immediate,
thereby diminishing any encouragement Ahaz could have obtained for his worries. See Wolf 1972:449-456.

17Cf. Albright’s 1953:155-75. For the question of reading chs.6-8 with 1-5 see Gitay 1989:217-230.

% Three notable exceptions are Rignell 1956:4, Watts 1985:20, and Hogenhaven 1989:231-5. Choosing
Judah as its referent causes a serious problem in v.6. Hypothesizing a heretofore unmentioned pro-Syro-
Ephraimatic movement in Judah does not escape the problem, because a strict reading with this possibility in
mind still transforms its meaning into a subset (possibly very small subset) of Judah. A search for the best
solution begins by avoiding the conviction that “this people” is a technical term bound to its meaning in 6:9-10.
The principle contextual reason for seeing 1711 O¥i7 as Judah comes from v.8. But this reference to Judah is
isolated between a discussion of Ephraim at vv.7 and 9-10. Note the third person plural in v.7 which naturally
distances the speaker from the people. In addition, the manifold difficulties with vv.9-10 nearly all stem from the
futile attempts to fit these taunts to a Judaean setting. Neither the heavy skepticism nor the clause %X 132y 3
seems to work easily with such a reading. By maintaining that 71771 Q¥ here refers to Ephraim, we alleviate

" these issues.
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lead to tragic consequences. Perhaps v.10 alludes to Ephraim’s success in persuading
other small kingdoms or city states to align with them against Assyria,"* yet certainly,
these taunts belie Isaiah’s skepticism for their defensive readiness.

Therefore, when v.11 begins with 772 %3 it connects with this progression of
thought. As v.11 states, the guiding hand of YHWH was precisely moving Isaiah away
from their futile strategies. Here the MT should be corrected by 1QIsa® (cf. also ¥, o,
and 6 which use d¢ictnui, ‘keep away’) to read “turn us away”, 1370 (from D),
instead of “instruct me”, *370” (from 70°)."* Although the notion of instruction may be
appropriate for the hand (e.g., Ezek 3:14), it does not fit so well with N2 “from
walking in the way of this people”. It also agrees with the plural imperatives in v.12.
The most reasonable antecedent to the pronominal suffix (“us”) is found in vv.16-18:
i.e., Isaiah, his disciples, and children, since they represent the remnant of faithful
Yahwists in this oracle.'”® This also contributes to the contrast between Ephraim and
Judah as implied by Immanuel “God is with us’. But more pointedly, it begins to narrow
the contrast between Isaiah (and his followers) and Ephraim and the sinful majority of
Judah. The guiding of God’s hand intended to keep Isaiah (and Judah) from walking
after Ephraim, the smoldering stub (7:4), into suicidal conflict with Assyria."’

With the conclusion that “this people” refers to Ephraim in this context, the
controversy which swirls around v.12, especially over the meaning of Wp,
“conspiracy” or “alliance” weakens."”® By contrast, if “this people” is taken to mean
Juda}x, there are numerous, awkward proposals which have been put forward to explain

what other political entities may stand behind Wp: 1) the people of Judah are calling

rvine, 1990:69 says “Participants in the anti-Assyrian movement included Rezin of Syria/Damascus,
Hiram of Tyre, Pekah of Israel, Mitinti of Ashkelon, Samsi queen of the Arabs, and quite possibly Hanno of
Gaza.” He also speculates that Edom, Moab, and Ammon may have participated.

BEollowing Watts 1985:119. Watts, however, reads 1Qlsa incorrectly as *3°0%; cf. also 4QFlor 1:15; 1QSa
1:2-3, CD 8:16=19:29, and perhaps also 11QMelch 25. Other ancient witnesses are mixed: the Vulgate (erudivit
me) and Targum (*3D2X1) follow the MT, while LXX departs dramatically with &neiBolot tf nopeia Tfig 6800 00
Ao tottov, Aéyoviee. See p.49 below for more discussion.

136K aiser 1974:1.190. This is not to say this verse indicates the existence of an Isaian school of prophets that
persisted for centuries; see Clements 1980:436.

'¥Koch successfully argued that “walking” as lifestyle, attitude, process, and goal are an essential unity
within Hebrew anthropology. Hence, the way of life for Ephraim is its culture as the concepts of action and
character find mutual definition. See TDOT 3.270-4 (cf. also 3.391->9%7, Helfimeyer).

8The discussion of whether Wj? means “alliance” or “conspiracy” is somewhat artificial; one party’s
alliance is another’s conspiracy! The LXX has oxAnpég, but for ‘conspiracy’ in political contexts see 2Kgs
14:19;15:15,30;174.
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for an alliance between Judah and Assyria;'*® 2) the people of Judah accuse Isaiah and
his disciples as a conspiracy against the kingdom;'*’ 3) Judah calls the Syro-Ephraimitic

1

forces a conspiracy;'*' and 4) panicked rumors were generally flying among the

142

public.

Furthermore, the translation given above reflects the sense of the MT,
notwithstanding the various proposals for emending Wp with W3R or for retaining
WP, but emending W TN (v.13) and WTh (v.14) in an opposite fashion to match
derivatives of the root Wp.'* Confusion stems, as Gray explains, not from textual
variant or impossible syntactical construction, but from the fact that the second parts of
both v.12 and v.13 match while the first halves do not.'** Specifically v.13 reverses the
verb-object sequence of v.12 and also introduces the term W™, Perhaps, however, the
impulse to harmonize these words points towards an intentional word play. And, rather
than being problematic, the reversal of the elements in v.13a and the introduction of
“sanctify” may be attributed to five motivations: 1) a reversed order in v.13 places
emphzilsis on the role of YHWH; 2) v.13a initiates three positive statements to reverse
and balance the three prohibitions in v.12; 3) “sanctify” recalls the vision of 6:1-7 and
strengthens the emphasis on the role played by YHWH in the overall narrative; 4) the
recognition of YHWH as holy would be a motivation for allegiance with him;'*’ and
finally 5) it may signal, as an asyndeton, an end to the divine speech and the beginning
of Isaiah’s prophetic commentary.'*® No emendation to vv.12-14 is therefore necessary.

The role of v.12 was to add more specificity to the claim that YHWH was
turning them away from Ephraim. The divine speech calls Isaiah to ignore the Syro-
Ephraimitic alliance (v.10)'*’ and to fear not the coming destruction. This verse rings

with same encouraging words of 7:4-9. After Ahaz’s failure of faith, however, these

¥ Calvin 1850:276; Kissane 1941:103.

“*Delitzsch 1881:236; Young 1965:310f; Clements 1980:98; Jensen 1984:104; Evans 1985:112-13.

" Gray 1912:152.

2Wade 1911:58; Kaiser 1974:192, Oswalt 1986:233.

Gee ¢.g., Driver 1955:153, however, thinks that W:ﬂ?b is a mistake for Wi?; also Kaisef 1974:189-90.

“Gray 1912:151.
1SWith Evans 1985:112-13.
1%Note the change to third person in v.13.

¥ his discussion of biblical and extrabiblical (Hittite, Aramaen, and Neo-Assyrian) covenants, Weinfeld
1972:91nl sees,(in agreement with H.L. Ginsberg), 927 1727 in v.10 as equivalent to covenant language.
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words came only for the ears of Isaiah and his followers.

Verses 13-15

If the text of the MT is upheld, then the first line in v.13 should be understood
to command Isaiah to regard God as holy and awesome (cf. 29:23). Again, it is
informative to read ch.8 in light of ch.6 where God’s holiness is a dominating theme.
Holiness also implies that God’s perspective of the situation encompassed more than
just what could be seen or heard. As this story unfolded, three divine perspectives
emerged which must be remembered. First, from God’s view point, Ephraim and
Damascus, would be swallowed up by the Assyrian forces (7:8,16;8:4). Secondly, God
knew that Jerusalem would not be defeated by either Ephraim or Assyria, with or
without the cooperation of Ahaz (7:7; 8:8-10). Thirdly, God determined to reveal his
holiness and glory, and it would be done either through their reverence or through the
punishment of their disobedience (8:13-15). So at this time in the narrative, against the
backdrop of divine judgement on Ephraim, the prophet was emphasizing the reality that
God was ultimately the one to fear. The recognition of YHWH as the trustworthy but
fearful Lord of history stood as the hidden premise behind both the negative and
positive admonitions of vv.12-13. WP and X7* both carry the implications of respect
and terror, the positive and negative motivations for allegiance to .God.m

In fact, the whole of vv.14-15 were written to support v.13 with its imperative
to regard God as holy and its assertions that he was terrible.'*® For Isaiah and those
who followed him, YHWH would be a sanctuary or a holy refuge, just as Isaiah found
in 6:5-7. For most of Israel and Judah, however, YHWH’s holiness was about to
manifest itself in a way that recalls the destructiveness of Isa 6:9-13. Such a seemingly
ambiguous message has bothered many commentators needlessly. Both the LXX and
Targum added a conditional clause at the beginning to make the implied transition clear.
Furthermore, no part of Isaiah 1-8 has given any impression of utter hopelessness or
unqualified salvation—not even ch.6 which highlights the sanctification of Isaiah before
his commissioning. The Immanuel sign was ambiguous: promise of salvation

accompanied by delayed confirmation; and Isaiah’s children, She’ar-Jashub and Maher-

"8Clements 1980:99 writes, ““holiness’ contained the emotions of awe and fear”. For R cf. TDOT
VI:297f,

“*The MT has the simple and ambiguous 1. Delitzsch 1881:236 follows the conditional construction of the
LXX, which is plausible, but strictly speaking, it runs aground on the remainder of v.14.
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Shalal-Hash-Baz, embodied this ambiguity: preservation as a brother to rejection.
Expositions of 8:11-18 that quash this duality into a single message through textual
emendations fail fundamentally. Together these aspects add balance to the tenor of an
oracle that was meant to admonish the prophet amidst these calamitous events. For
Isaiah and his own, YHWH would be a holy refuge.'”

What follows in vv.14b-15 are exactly the results Ahaz should expect when
YHWH is not seen as God; i.e., when he is not feared above all else and trusted as the
one who is able to save the righteous or destroy the wicked and idolatrous. Certainly
they depict what the Syro-Ephraimatic alliance would soon expect. Isaiah’s rich
imagery adds a sense of tragic irony to his portrait of their inevitable devastation;

through the figures of stones (J2X and T1¥) which represent YHWH he evoked a

stinging irony. FElsewhere in Hebrew literature YHWH is described by that same
imagery to imply strength, permanence, or inviolability (e.g. Gen 49:24; Isa 30:29)."'
The prophets employ this meaning: Isa 17:10,26:4,30:29; Hab 1:12, but the Psalms use
it with the greatest frequency. This metaphor has its earliest use in Hebrew scriptures
within the ancient poem of Deut 32 (vv.4,13,15,18,30,31,37). These are the positive

connotations of God as the stone. Yet, the genitive constructions with the nouns %3
(“blow/strike/plague”; cf. also Jer 13:16 Prov 3:23) and 2Wdn (“obstacle”; cf. Ezek
3:16-20 and Jer 6:21) transform the picture into a catastrophic encounter with the
Divine.

The negative images continue in v.14 with 11D and W which mean “bird trap”
and “baited snare” respectively. Their negative associations with the hazards of treaty
making and idolatry are probably chiefly in the author’s mind here (cf. Exod 34:12; Josh
23:13; Jud 2:2-3; 8:27; Psalms 106:36, and especially 2Kgs 16)."*> These terms imply
that the people had stepped out of YHWH’s protective guidance to pursue courses of
their own which then placed them in such compromising states that they become

trapped in the consequences.

'0with Dinter 1979:25,260-68. However, his inference that Isaiah is engaged in an early prophetic critique
against the sanctuary is unpersuasive. As a metaphor for God it affirms the value of the sanctuary.

BlContra Ford 1967:109-16, the Umim and Thumim have nothing to do with this passage.

12 study of both words reveals three relational dynamics: 1) the person who takes the path of sin will find
predictable pitfalls with such a lifestyle (Job 18:9; Prov. 7:23;12:13;18:7;22:5;29:6; and Qoh 9:12); 2) the wicked
set traps for the righteous (Jer 18:22; Hos 9:8; Pss 64:6;119:110;124:7;140:5;141:9; and 142:4); and 3) God sets
traps for the wicked and saves the righteous from them (Isa 24:17-8; Job 22:10; Ps 69:23; Jer 48:43f; Am 3:5; and
Prov 13:14). Many contexts cite particular sins, often idolatry, but an underlying theme is a disregard for God’s
word.
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Finally in v.15, Isaiah conveyed their plight with tremendous force by tersely
concatenating the final five verbs. It is doubtful that Isaiah meant to distinguish between
the two houses of Israel or the inhabitants of Jerusalem at this point. Ephraim would
assuredly follow this course of events, and for Judah and Jerusalem the probability was
all but sealed. Only a faint, flicker of hope remained. Ephraim especially but even Judah
would stumble, fall, be broken, captured, and taken away (exile' ™).

Furthermore, the point that YHWH himself was the stumbling stone must be
emphasized. He was the stumbling block, because it was trust in him on which these
defining moments pivoted. The questions of whether to trust or not and to obey or not
were the vital incertitudes; the moments of stumbling came in these questions of faith
which confronted Israel and Judah. To disregard God’s holiness and the prohibition
against idolatry or treaty making was to bring, from potential to actual, those fatal
stumbling steps. Ephraim chose its lot by aligning itself with Damascus and turning
against the southern kingdom, implying thereby that they had rejected an alliance with
YHWH. Ahaz and Judah were also bound to suffer greatly for their rejection of Isaiah’s
advice. In vv.11-5 Isaiah added the images of stones and traps to the image of the
flooding river (v.7) to relate a vision of disaster for Ephraim first and then for Judah in
close succession. An exegesis which only highlights this judgement theme, however,
ignores the Immanuel prophecy, the fact that the raging water only reaches the neck of

Judah, and vv.16f1f.

Verses 16-18

Isaiah’s mission to Ahaz failed, so then the prophet was resigned to await the
fulfillment of his prophecies. His command to bind the testimony and tie the law
signaled the formal end of this mission and his disciples were to inherit them as written
witnesses against the regime that neglected his challenge.”™* This band of disciples
formed, or represented, the remnant of faithful Yahwists.'”> As Isaiah and his children

persevered in faith, they fulfilled an enduring mission as incarnate signs of YHWH’s

153Bright 1981:271.

%*Clearly now, if not already in v.13, the prophet is speaking, not YHWH as v.17 makes explicit; contra
Calvin 1850:282 or Gray 1912:155. Whitley 1978:25 is probably correct to render NI as “oracle” or
“instruction”, with the latter being the best. Cf. Watts 1985:125. Oswalt 1986:235f, by contrast, takes it as
Scripture.

"*Whitley’s 1978:29 emends the Hebrew *7272 to comport with the LXX and Targum, against MT, 1QIs’,
and the Latin, yet, he does not demonstrate convincingly that the extant text is hopelessly corrupt. For ANE
comparisons, see Fishbane 1985:25n9.
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commitment to his people. This final section puts Isaiah’s example in bold contrast to
the people of Ephraim and Judah, perhaps making for the climax of the entire
memoir."*® The presence of Isaiah and his disciples alongside the apostate of Ephraim
and Judah were the cause of a running ambiguity throughout this text which was

dominated by the negative but could not release all sense of the positive.

Conclusion

Identifying the importance of the stumbling stone in Isaiah 8:14 starts with the
interpretation of 11777 OYi7 in v.11 as the people of Ephraim and not Judah. That Isaiah

could still use the phrase “the two houses of Israel’ shows that the two kingdoms were
never completely separate in his thinking. Yet, the contextual clues mentioned in this
exegesis reveal that his words of judgement in ch.8 were first and foremost for
Ephraim. Only indirectly, because of his failed mission to Ahaz, was the prophet
averring that Judah would suffer a similar plight as her northern sister. Despite this
pessimism, however, he could not completely give up hope for Jerusalem and
Immanuel. This exegesis has attempted to clarify the text not despite this ambiguity, but
in light of its irreducibility. A dividing principle was at work in Isaiah’s ministry,
expressed with the epigram of 7:9 and pictured through the antipodal characterization
of YHWH as either a sanctuary or a rock of stumbling. Faith was the evidence of
ascribing holiness to YHWH and the mechanism for gaining sanctuary; failure to grasp
this produced confrontation, entrapment, and expulsion from the land. Isaiah’s use of
the first person plural reflects his participation in this watershed moment and it brings
into the foreground a woeful contrast between himself and Ephraim. So, while he and
the few around him might remember YHWH as a sanctuary, Isaiah predicted most
would reflect on these events as a transitional time when YHWH turned against his

people to become their stone of stumbling.

15650 Watts 1985:122.
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History of Interpretation"”’

Isaiah
The first allusion to our passage comes from the pen of Isaiah himself. As part
of the exploration of literary traditions which antedate Paul’s use of the Isa 8 and 28 in

Rom 10, it is important to note that Isa 28:13 has taken up 8:15. The text given here

reveals its dependency on 8:15.

Isa 28:13
1972 1907 DY TYI OV VYT 72 02 27 12 187 ¥ 187 98 W27 an? )
D Y1297) YWRIN) 13U Vi )

For this context Isaiah has added this latter section of the verse to remember the
tragic fate of Ephraim. Judgement is described as visiting Ephraim again, v.7, but in this
case the staggering and stumbling is attributed less to divine intervention than their own
drunkenness. More exegetical observations will be made of 28:13 when 28:14-22 is
examined in detail. Most importantly, Isaiah has virtually juxtaposed this stumbling with
the new cornerstone of Zion, so when searching for the precursor to the alleged stone
testimonia of the NT, a likely source of inspiration for their combination comes from

Isaiah himself.

Ezekiel
The next echo of Isaiah 8:14 is heard in Ezekiel 11:16."*® Even though the
verbal parallels are thinly attested, the parallels in theme reveal an allusion.
Ezekiel 11:16
NTYIRD D°NIY°DT 31 @132 DPRAIT °2 A IR I0RTAD IR 127
0 DY IR TIR MBIRD LY WIRR? 077 "X

On the syntactical level, this text and Isa 8:14 are the only, in the Hebrew Bible, to use

VPR (g1¢ dyioopa) with 2 and a dative personal object (oot or abroig).'*’

Ezekiel addressed an oracle to those in exile (vv.14-15) through a metaphor of

'S"By contrast to the presentation of textual witnesses, which precede the exegetical sections (see e.g. p.41
above), when texts are given in the History of Interpretation, the words which represent correspondences with the
Hebrew texts, e.g. Isa 8:14 (and not Rom 9:33), are highlighted in blue.

138ps 91:12 (LXX [90]), although bearing some verbal similarity, is excluded here for issues of dating and
significant differences in its metaphoric use of the stone.

197 immerli 1979:1.262 misses this and mistakenly comments: “[it] is found nowhere else”; cf. also Daniel
Block 1997:349.
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the Temple which represented YHWH (cf. 8:6; 9:6). Like Isaiah, Ezekiel used this
image to reflect YHWH’s position as the object of reverence (Ezek 11:18ff) and source
for solace in times of judgment. In addition to the hope in this oracle, further
correspondences between Ezek 11:14ff and Isa 8:11ff are the mention of 1) the
house(s) of Israel (v.15-Isa 8:14) and 2) a remnant (of faithful Yahwists) amidst great
judgement (cf.vv.13,15-Isa 8:14f). Of course there are marked developments as well
which result from the passage of time and from the fulfillment of Isaiah’s prophecy. The
particular exile in view is different. Moreover, Ezekiel’s picture of the sanctuary is both -
a spiritualization of the Temple (akin to Isa 8:14) and a new and freer conception of the
Temple, which has set aside the primary geographical connection for the Temple with
Jerusalem, in order to say YHWH was their sanctuary during the separation of exile.'®

LXX - Isaiah 8:14

Since the LXX is generally important to the study of Paul’s use of the OT and
since there are significant differences between the Hebrew and Greek, this case requires
separate attention. 4 _

At v.14 the LXX expands the taciturn Hebrew significantly, adding &dv &
atrd nemouc fig ... cor'®! and oby... cvvowticeste atrd. The latter addition also
turns the meaning of v.14b around 180 degrees (cf. also v.12). Therefore, v.14a-b is an
encouraging word to Isaiah, but v.14c remains a negative statement.'®® The Hebrew
only makes v.14a positive. The net effect of the differences is a text which is more
pointedly against Ephraim and more encouraging to Isaiah.'® Also, the addition of “if
you trust upon him” in v.14 introduces an affinity with 28:16, “the one who trusts on
him/it....”; which along with Isa 28:13 makes their pairing all the more amiable. Paul

would perhaps more naturally have connected these two verses based on the Greek than

1907 immerli 1979:1.261 characterizes this as a reply to those in Jerusalem who claim the exiles are “far from
YHWH?” (continuing to v.21). U¥? might suggest diminution of the temple, “a small sanctuary”, even as the later
synagogues were viewed and as the Targum suggests; cf. p.262 and Greenberg 1983:190. Eichrodt, 1970:145,
cautions against this. This word has also been taken temporally, “briefly”: e.g., Brownlee 1986:164.

181K 00ij 1997:525 takes this section to be the translation or interpretation of v.13c: DIX¥IRD R¥7. Yet it is
much more likely that the translator omitted this pleonastic phrase, as happens sometimes in LXX Isaiah, and then
added this as an element given above in v.14 as interpretation.

2L vans 1984:565.

l"’3E.g., the Greek makes a sustained contrast between fueig (i.e., Isaiah and the remnant) and bpeig
(Ephraim and Damascus); cf. 8:6-8. Dinter 1979:282 misses its negative thrust and overemphasizes the positive
transformation of the translation. His inference that Isaiah and his followers will be exempted from the
punishment also goes too far in this context; they too will be entrapped (kv xolddopon Eykabfuevor kv

' IepovcoAnpL).
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the Hebrew, but this topic will be addressed more fully below.'®*

Sibylline Oracles
This oracle, from 163-45 BCE,'® gives the next allusion to Isaiah 8:14. Its text

is excerpted here:

S.0. 3:289-90
kot 8¢ TIg GUAT BaciAniog, fig YEvog ECToN ATTOCTOV: KO TOUTO YpdvoLe
TePLIEALOREVOICIY &pEEL KoL KOUVOY oMKV Be0d dipfet’ yeipew.'®

Two factors qualify this as an allusion to 8:14. First (&)rntauctég which is related to

ntope and mroie were used to translate YWD, Wp® and N3 in the LXX, and onkoc
could echo WIPH (cf 2Macc 14:33). In addition, the “royal tribe” here represents

Israel; it describes the nation’s demise as it went into exile. Four reasons are given for
the exile: 1) the people worshiped idols; 2) they did not obey the holy law (cf. 8:16); 3)
they did not fear God (cf. 8:12-13); and 4) they did not honor him (cf. 8:13). The
allusion to 8:14 does not come in the description of the kingdom’s fall, but rather in the
prediction of the future when they will not stumble again. However, it associates their

stumbling with the offenses against God with the beginning of or cause for exile (8:15).

Qumran

Qumran texts do not significantly contribute to this History of Interpretation. In
one fragment, 1Q38 (PAM 40.539), 731 12X actually appears but a context cannot be
reconstructed.

By contrast, neighboring texts were put into service. Isa 8:7-8 is mentioned in
4QIlsaiah Pesher (4Q163), but again the manuscript is too fragmentary for relevant
analysis. George .Brooke concluded that Isa 8:11 was important for these materials
since it appears in 4QFlor 1:15 in addition to 1QSa 1:2-3, CD 8:16=19:29, and perhaps
also 11QMelch 25.'"" Space constraints prohibit analyzing these in detail, but in
Florilegium the author explained how the sons of Zadok had turned away from the

"%Barrett 1977:111. Cf. also the Targum’s 11230 XY DX
1%As dated by J.J. Collins in Charlesworth 1983:1.355.
18Text is taken from Kurfess 1951.

'$'Brooke 1985:319 claims, “it was, therefore, an important text in the self understanding of the Qumran
covenanters...” Intriguingly, the turning away in these texts seems more a human choice than a divine push.
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council of the wicked; this matches the sons of Zadok with the role of the prophet in the
Isa 8.'® What may be inferred from these cases, alongside the occasions of stumbling
and traps in the literature more generally, is that Isa 8:14 was not so essential to these
authors for its prophetic value, but rather for its typological value. God himself was still
bringing about the separation of the faithful, which made the stumbling of those outside

the remnant quite predictable.

First Epistle of Peter

The text to which Rom 9:32-33 is most often compared is 1Pet 2:6-8, because
Isa 8:14 and 28:16, along with Ps 118:22, are all quoted.

1 Pet 2:8

) Ai8og TpockbUPOTOG Kol TTETPO OKAWEAAOL” 01 TPOCKOTTOVCY TP AdYw

amelBoivieg €ig O kol ETEBMoOV.
Our exposition of Rom 9:33 and 10:11 will return to this text, which at times has been
thought to be dependent on Romans,'® for a fuller discussion, so now the focus will
primarily be on the quotation’s formal features. The form of the quotation has not been

attested before in the History of Interpretation, but interestingly it does correspond with

Rom 9:33. WON is translated by oxawddAov three times in the LXX (Lev 19:14; 1Kgs

25:31; Ps 118:165), so it could be a coincidental translation of the Hebrew, except Ps
118:22 bears a strong resemblance to the LXX which would make this unlikely. Isa
28:16 varies from and yet agrees with the LXX. This various data have led most
commentators to postulate the use of a common source between Paul and 1Pet, yet an
independent appropriation of that material.'”

This passage makes Isa 28:16 the showcase text and follows it with Ps 118:22
and Isa 8:14 as means to explain it.'"”' Although the first two intertexts refer to buildings
in the developing picture of 2:5 (dg AiBot {®vteg CikoSoUEICOE O1KOG TVEVUATIKOG E1G
epditevpa &ywov), the author has bypassed the sanctuary in 8:14, leaving it below the
textual surface. This must have been deliberate in order to enhance the picture of the

'¥0ther verbal similarities in this text include: 1) WP appears twice in 1.6; 2) YW twice in 1.8; and 3)
the phrase JIR NIWND ANT2Y 2WND in /.9 may recall Isa 8:9-10. Brooke also contends that the connection
between Ps 1 (in /. 14) and Ezek 37:23 (I1.16f) is the gezerah shawah of 2WN; ibid., p.148; cf. WY in 8:14.

1%9See Hort 1898:116; Selwyn 1981:268f; and Michel 1929:40-42; (cf. 2 Pet 3:15). However, many now have
rejected this theory as simplistic: e.g., Snodgrass, 1977:97-106.

"0, g., Késemann 1980:268f; Michaels 1988:94; Achtemeier 1996:159,62; and Moo 1996:629f.

"'Contra Lindars 1961:175 whose explanation is the reverse of this.

51



NEW TESTAMENT
PH. D. THESIS

stone’s reversal as depicted by Ps 118:22.

This epistle is not concerned to correlate the imagery in Isaiah precisely with the
new context, because both Christ and the believers are represented by the stones (2:4-
5). On the other hand, the audience of the epistle are the faithful who were instructed
about the those on the outside who have disobeyed God, just as in Isa 8. Of course, the
dramatic transformaﬁon of the intertexts here comes from the large scale inclusion of
gentile believers into “God’s people” (cf.vv.9-10). It furthermore seems impossible to
discern whether ethnic Jews are the target of 2:8; at least, therefore, the criticism of
2:8b is apropos based on a typological view of Isa 8: unbelievers (perhaps Israel) have

presently stumbled in a manner echoing past missteps.'”

Synoptic Gospels
Two synoptic texts, Mt 21:42ff and Lk 20:17ff, allude briefly to Isa 8:14.
Textual critics lack complete certainty with regards to the authenticity of the Matthean

text,'” so Lk 20:18 will be used here.

Lk 20:18
TG O MECOV EN EKEWOV TOV X180V cuvbhachHncetar £¢’ dv & dv méon, Aupfoet obtov.

This allusion in 20:18a is followed in 18b with a borrowing from Dan 2:34-5,44-5, both
of which follow directly on the heels of Ps 118:22. Loosely connected to the original
wording, again varied slightly in form and mixed with other stone texts, this allusion
points to the freedom exercised by the early Church to adapt these texts for their
purposes. Here Jesus implicates the Jewish religious rulers for their unrighteousness and
unrepentant heart (cf, Mt.21:31-2), building on the preceding Parable of the Tenants.'”
The point of the present parable is how they will reject Jesus. It then describes the
wrath that awaits them after Ps 118:22 is fulfilled. Its conceptual relationship with Isa 8

is obvious.

1"2\With little indication that the Jews are on the horizon elsewhere in the letter, Achtemeier 1996:162 is
cautious to make inferences about their presence; contra Selwyn 1947:164.

"Metzger 1971:58. Gundry, 1982:431 agrees that the text is authentic. It is omitted in manuscripts D 33 sy*
and by Irenacus® ™, Origin and Eusebius.

™Fitzmyer 1981:2.1286 sees two functions for the stone in v.18: 1) (based on Isa 8:14) “It will bring
disaster to those who stumble over it, i.c., inevitable judgment” and 2) (based on Dan 2) It wil! bring disaster to
those on whom it falls in judgment” which he associates with the eschatological judgment.
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Conclusion to the History of Interpretations'”

Staggering, stumbling, and falling vividly portrayed for these various authors the
problems caused by political or spiritual obstacles—from Ahaz’s crisis of faith until the
question of faith in Jesus (1Pet 2; Lk 20). The stone of stumbling and the rock of
offense could represent, as this survey reveals, past or immanent choices of faith. A
variety of causes were attributed to the crises, including spiritual insensitivity
(drunkenness - 28:13; Lk 20; Mt 21) or idolatry and lawlessness (S.O. 3). Like Isa 8,
the divine role in the stumbling or redemption might have been emphasized (Ezek 11;
1Pet 2), but others focused on human choice or failings (Isa 28; Lk 20). In the cases of
Ezek 11 and S.O. 3 the association with exile remained, even if the Assyrian exile was
superceded by the Babylonian. Both chose to recall Isa 8:14 as a way to look beyond
their tragedies and towards the hope hinted at in Isa 8:14a and 16-18 (cf. also LXX Isa
8). 1Pet and Lk 20, by contrast, directly in the heat of confrontation, re-commissioned
the judgmental artillery in Isa 8:14. Although Isa 8:11-18 is a prophetic text, its
importance in these succeeding literary traditions came not from this original setting,
since it had been fulfilled long before, but rather from its powerful and timeless spiritual
dynamic. As choices of faith returned to these later generations, this dynamic aided each
author’s voice in heralding the consequences of faulty decisions.

Again, the creative variations within these traditions exemplify the inadequacy

of a “trajectory” of interpretations.

Reflection on Paul’s use of Isaiah 8:14

I Corinthians
The earliest allusion to Isa 8:14 in the NT may be 1Cor.1:22ff, but its presence
is not a certainty. The text is reproduced here.
1Cor 1:23
fuelg 8¢ xmpOoocopey Xplotov Eotavpopévoy, 'Tovdaiog pEv okdvsoAov,
£0vecy 8¢ popia

Without the benefit of Rom 9:33 and 1Pet 2:8, identifying this allusion would be nearly

impossible. Hans Conzelmann exhibits a measured cautiousness in his treatment of

""The following texts will not feature in this survey. Wis 11:4 has some verbal similarities with 8:14, but is
unrelated to it. Acts 4:11 records Peter alluding Ps 118:22 to implicate his accusers for rejecting Jesus as the only
source of salvation. It does not, however, make sufficient reference to Isa 8:14 to be included here. S.0. 1:345-47,
which is a Christian interpolation from the second century CE, does allude to 8:14, but adds little to the

discussion.
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1:20ff in reaction against previous claims that Paul had created a great string of
quotations here. Conzelmann rightly corrects such over zealousness, saying: “more
likely we have a free formulation on Paul’s part in a reminiscence of passages from
Isaiah”.'’® What he does not dispute is that v.19 quotes Isa 29:14 and that v.20 alludes
to Isa 19:11f and 33:18.'”7 Paul’s dependence on Isaiah is evident, therefore, and
another allusion in v.23 is not implausible.178 If, however, the LXX is used as the
benchmark for Paul’s Vorlage, then 1:23 shows no verbal correspondences to 8:14. On
the other hand, just as 1Pet 2:8, Rom 9:33, and o’ do not follow the LXX, it may be
that Paul did not have wt@wpa in his version of 8:14, but rather cxdvdaiov.

Certain contours of 1:18-2:5 also point to the relevance of Isa 8:14 to v.23. In
| this context, Paul states his thesis at v.18'” and restates it at v.30: the crucifixion of
Christ, rather than being a tale of folly, is an expression of God’s saving power. Just as
the stone of stumbling has previously represented the decisive question of trusting God
or not, so also, according to Barrett’s comments on the preceding verses, the scandal of
the cross reveals faithlessness: the crucified Messiah was an obstacle to faith for both
the Jews (“who demand signs™) and the Greeks (“who seek wisdom”).'*® The whole
section, from 1:18-25, describes how an encounter with the cross had begun to divide
humanity."' From an unbeliever’s perspective, the cross represented humiliation,
weakness, and defeat (cf. Deut 21:23; m.Sanh 6:4)'®, while for Paul it symbolized the
sovereignty (§ovaptg) and wisdom (codia)) of God (cf. Rom 1:16f)."* Martin Hengel
takes the obvious depth and eloquence in Paul’s convictions to reflect Paul’s
impressions of his own conversion, his own initial revulsion and eventual acceptance of
a crucified Messiah.'® Paul had became convinced that this stumbling was part of a
divine, ironic plan to bring judgment (1:18 - &noAAvpévorc) again on those who choose

-self-reliance over trusting God’s wisdom. Considering the appearance of ckdvdaiov, a

1"8Conzelmann 1975:42 against Cerfaux specifically. Fee 1987:70 agrees with Conzelmann.
""Hays 1997:29 argues that 1Cor 1:18-2:5 stands on the “twin pillars” of Isa 29:14 and Jer 9:22 (v.31).

% This cannot be claimed for Gal 5:11, where preaching and the cross are a stumbling block, but where
there are no obvious connections to Isaiah in the context.

"Furnish 1993:65f explains the structure of this section well.

®Barrett 1968:52-55 describes v.23 as “Paul’s most brilliant epigrammatic description of the world in
which the Gospel is preached, and of the Gospel itself” (p.54).

Blays 1997:28.
182Fee 1987:75.
18 Furnish 1993:67.
%Hengel 1991:64.
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relatively unusual word,'® the presence of other quotations or allusions to Isaiah in the
nearby verses, along with these thematic similarities, the conclusion becomes clear that

1Cor 1:23 is a reminiscence of Isa 8:14.

Romans 9:32b-33

There is no question that Rom 9:32b-33 refers to Isa 8:14. This is so despite any
clear predecessor for Paul’s particular rendition of the intertext. The point has already
been made in the discussions of 1Cor 1:23 and 1Pet 2:8 that there are differences
between 9:32 and the LXX (and o) but é match with 1Pet. The Targum’s expansions
and the conscientious harmonizing of the Vulgate (between Isa and Rom) disqualify
them from being proper witnesses to Paul’s source. Therefore, in light of these
problems and the plausible but speculative proposals for Christian testimonia, viz.
common traditions in the early churches based on either the Hebrew or Greek, the
matter will remain an open question. Christopher Stanley reconstructs the process more
specifically in his claim that Paul was using a Greek version that had been revised to
agree with the Hebrew more closely.'® Too often in his arguments, however, he
speculates for more and more text types. Yet in 9:32b, Paul demonstrates how he might
freely adapt the linguistic elements of an OT passage for his argument, a feature of his
intertextuality which we will encounter again and will perpetually complicate inquiries
into his Vorlage.

The similarities between Rom 9:30-33 and the earlier traditions begins with his
portrait of Israel’s stumbling over issues of trust (9:31-32a). Paul uses Isa 8:14 to imply
it has happened again. So, the typological value of this text again appears to be
foremost in 9:32b-33. Details of the disaster awaiting the stumbling people of Israel are
not filled out in Rom 9:30-33 except to say they will suffer shame (katarcyvvbfceton).
An element of divine retribution against God’s people found in 8:14 resounds in Rom 9-
11."¥" For instance, Paul produces Ps 68:23 (11:9), perhaps an echo of Isa 6:9-10, to

make this clear.

What is unprecedented in Paul’s use of this language is first, the contrast he

18Conzelmann 1975:47. It is not found outside of the LXX, NT, and later Christian writings. This may in
itself be the textual wrinkle that Riffaterre could more generally describe as an ungrammaticality. Its strangeness
bumps the reader out of a straightforward reading and triggers an intertextual syllepsis.

1%Stanley 1992:123-24.

"®Dinter 1979:311ff strains his argument to say that Paul was merely challenging the Jews rather than
pronouncing judgment upon them or describing them as under judgment.
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makes between Israel and gentiles who have not stumbled (or even run), and second,
his expression that Israel’s works (of the law) had something to do with their stumbling.
Therefore, the good news-bad news message of 8:14, is transformed in Rom 9:32b-33
to be at best good news for the gentiles, and most likely strictly bad news for Israel,
since Paul has apparently ignored God’s role as a sanctuary to the remnant.

Of course a key point for the final, full exegesis of Rom 10 to explain is the way
in which Isa 8 and 28 function together, on a textual and a rhetorical levei. What does
8:14 contribute to the meaning of 9:33? Does it control the meaning of 28:16? The

identity of the stone at the intersection of these two texts must be made as well.

Isaiah 28:16 - Zion’s new Cornerstone

Paul used the words of Isa 28:16 in Romans at 9:33, along with Isa 8:14 in a
mixed quotation, and then he returned again to its final line again just a few verses later
in 10:11. Its double appearance alone suggests that it was important to Paul’s
argument. Other observations from the exegesis of Isa 28:16 in context, from its history

of interpretation, and from the context of Rom 10 will confirm this.

Introduction

Despite the vast attention given to Isa 28:14-22, questions still persist in lexical,
textual, form, and redaction considerations. A thorough treatment is necessitated here
by the fact that very few of the conclusions from earlier research could be considered to
have gained a consensus among scholars. Even so, this study seeks to overturn one
feature that has near universal approval: reading 28:16 as a promise or oracle of hope.
A typical rendering of this verse comes from the recent commentary by Walter

Brueggemann:

The ‘therefore’ of verse 16 (cf. v.14) leads us to expect a threat. But before the threat is
enunciated, the poem offers an assurance that is most characteristic of the Isaiah
tradition. Yahweh provides a reliable alternative to the madness of the leaders....
Yahweh offers a safe haven from the coming scourge, a sure place of refuge in which to

be safe.... The summons to faith is the only ‘safe place’ in a world severely under

assault, '®®

Since 28:16 has been understood as a promise of hope rather than judgement (as the

surrounding verses function), its redactional place in this context has been questioned.

%8B rueggemann 1998:226.
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Hans Wildberger, however, objects to this characterization of 28:16: “Aber beinahe alle
Exegeten sehen nicht, dal V.16 nach dem Zusammenhang letztlich nicht VerheiBung
sein kann, sondern bereits Anfang des Drohwortes, ist.”'® If his remarks can be
supported and strengthened, it will in effect overturn the conclusions of Brevard Child’s
influential discussion in Isaiah and the Assyrian Crisis, which contended that both the
invective-threat oracle and the promise oracle came from Isaiah, but that they have been
pasted together by a redactor to create a contrast between the scoffers and those who
seek refuge from YHWH in Zion.'”

To this end, this discussion will build upon J. Cheryl Exum’s fine literary
analysis,'”' but whereas her work took its departure from redaction and form criticism,
this study will apply its reading ‘in front of the text’ to the question of its redaction.
This is proper since, as Casey Wayne Davis remarks, in the context of discussing oral

structures in ancient literature,

If a literary structure which seems strange to the modern Western mind is shown to be
part of the oral/literary rhetorical structure it could alter or eliminate the theory of

sources for a particular passage.'

Literary, Historical, and Theological Background

Chapter 28 begins a substantial division in the book of Isaiah, proceeding
through ch.33. Form critical studies have properly highlighted the woe oracles of
chs.28-33 as base units of prophecy upon which the entire collection has been built.'”’
Their overtones of mournful warning resound throughout the section.

The occasion of 28:14-22 comes thirty years after the events of ch.8,"* so now
the Syro-Ephraimatic forces, King Ahaz, and Tiglath-pileser were but memories. In the
intervening years Hezekiah became co-regent with Ahaz (729), and then began his reign
alone in 716. At that time, as 2Kgs 18 and 2Chr 29-31 relate, Hezekiah initiated a

program of reforms, including the cleansing of the Temple and a re-fortification of

®wildberger 1982:1076. His exposition of the verse and specifically of the significance of NP 112 and its
function in the judgement oracle needs revision.

"®Childs 1967:67.

*'Exum 1979:123-51.

"2Davis 1999:48. Achtemeier 1990:26 likewise questions the validity of source criticism.

198ee Williams 1967:75-91; Janzen 1972; and Laberge 1982:157-90.

Yiwatts 1985:3521T unsuccessfully attempts to place chs.28-33 between 640-605 BCE in the reigns of

Josiah and Jehoiachin.
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Judah.'”” He also renounced his father’s pro-Assyrian policy. This reversal found its
most overt expression after the death of Sargon II and the subsequent transitional
instability. Hezekiah assembled a defensive coalition with several Philistine cities,
Phoenicia, Moab, Ammon, and Edom. These alliances, nevertheless, all but evaporated
under the heat of Sennacherib’s determination to restore the empire. Therefore, just as
Samaria’s demise involved an ill-fated treaty a generation earlier,'”® so also the tragic
events in 704-1 BCE featured Judah’s alliances with its smaller neighbors and Egypt.
Assyria was not deterred; it conquered the Egyptian forces at Eltekeh and ventured to
the very doorstep of Jerusalem.'”” Sennacherib reduced Judah and seized its lucrative
trade routes.'”® The remainder of Judah lay devastated and it supposedly lost some
200,000 people to deportation. Sennacherib remarked of Hezekiah, “Himself I made a
prisoner in Jerusalem, his royal residence, like a bird in a cage.”"”’

The prophetic records of Isaiah 28-33 preserve Isaiah’s disapproval of
Hezekiah’s measures to bolster Judah’s defense through a covenant with Egypt
(29:3;30:2;31:1-3). Again, tremendous tension stood between king and prophet during
these decisive moments. In a fashion reminiscent of Isaiah’s call to trust in YHWH
above all else in 7:9, 28:16 stands as a test of allegiance for the rulers of Jerusalem.

Finally, the knotty issue of relating vv.1-13 to vv.14-22 remains. Space allows
for only a few conclusions to be offered. First, the rich symbolism of vv.1-13 parallels
the mixture and layers of imagery that vv.14-22 contain,”® and together they form a

coherent argument.”®' Second, vv.1-13 describe Ephraim’s demise?” as an introduction

Miller 1986:354.
%Miller 1986:334-37; cf. ANET 284-6.

'YTANET, pp.287f; Oswalt 1986:11-13; Pritchard 1987:122f. See also, 2Kgs 18:13-16. The value of 2Kgs
18:17-19:37 or Isa 36:2-37:38 for understanding the events of 701 is intensely disputed. E.g., Bright 1981:298-309
who argues for two conflicts between Sennacherib and Hezekiah, in 701 and 688. He associates 2Kgs 18:13-16
with 701 and the twin traditions of 18:17-19:9a and 19:9b-34 with 688. See Laato-Abo, 1987:49-68, for a recent
defense for attaching the entirety of 2Kgs 18-19, albeit as a composition of muitiple redactions, with 701. Seitz
1991:581F contends that Isa 36-38 has priority over 2Kgs 18-19, and that account A (2Kgs 18:14-16) is the most
historically suspect vis-a-vis By (Isa 36:2-37:9a) or B2 (Isa 37:9bff). His first point can be conceded without also
conceding the second; cf. e.g., Bright’s double invasion theory. Also, his reading of account A and the annals of
Sennacherib places Hezekiah’s capitulation before the siege of Jerusalem. This is a faulty rendering. A beginning
of the siege at Jerusalem or a confrontation more fully underway, but uncompleted, would also make perfect sense
of these two independent accounts of events in 701. The important point would be that Sennacherib himself had
not arrived at Jerusalem but had still initiated pressure on Jerusalem before Hezekiah’s acquiescence.

8pritchard 1987:124.
Y ANET 287.

MExum 1979:127.

DiNote: W (vv.2 and 15); 11377 and an attribution to >R (vv.2 and 16); 712 (vv.2 and 17); PN (vv.2 and
22) 007 (vv.3 and 18); UDWN (vv.6 and v.17a); 2 (vv.10,13 and 17) YWY (vv.12 and 19); and also cf. themes
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to chs.28:33 and a prelude to the judgement oracles against Judah (]29-v.14). The

result is a line of thought that intended to compare the former, debauched state of
Ephraim and its ignominious end, with the potential fate of Jerusalem’s rulers if they fail

to heed YHWH.

Texts for Isaiah 28:16

Isaiah 28:14-22
' Therefore listen to the word of YHWH, oh men of scoffing, you rulers of the people
who are in Jerusalem!
A ' Because you claim,
“We have cut a covenant with Death
and with Sheol we have an agreement;
a flooding scourge, when it comes,
it will not come to us,
B since we have appointed a lie as our refuge;
in a lie we will hide”,
C ' therefore thus says the Lord YHWH,
“Behold I will lay in Zion a stone,
a stone for a fortress,
a precious cornerstone for a foundation;
the one who trusts in it will not be shaken.
I will appoint judgment as the measuring line
and righteousness as the level.
B' Hail will sweep away the lying refuge
and of the hiding place, waters will flood it.
A' ' Annulled will be your covenant with death;
your agreement with Sheol will not stand.
A flooding scourge, when it comes--
you will be like a trampling to it.
¥ As often as it comes it will take you,
because morning after morning,
during the day and in the night,
it will come.”
The understanding of this report will only bring terror.
2 For, the bed is too short to stretch oneself out,
and the blanket is too scant to cover oneself.
' For, as at the mountain of Perazim, YHWH will rise up;
as at the valley of Gibeon, he will be provoked
to do his work, a strange work,
to begin his task, his alien task.

17

of rest (vv.12 and 16), indictment of leaders of the people (vv.7 and 14), exile (vv.13 and 19); and alien behavior
of YHWH (vv.9,10,13 and 20).

*“Clearly vv.1-6 are against Ephraim, but vv.7-13 do not mention Ephraim specifically. Some writers have
consequently read the second section in relation to Judah (see e.g., Van der Toorn 1988:199fY). This conclusion is
prompted by the rapid change in tone between vv.6 and 7. If vv.5-6 are seen as the author/redactor’s parenthesis,
however, then vv.7-13 flow very appropriately from vv.1-4, especially with the connective 717X ™03. Another
pivotal question is the subject in v.9 (177, etc.). See Van Selms 1973:333 and Petersen 1979:109 for an adequate
defense of YHWH, not Isaiah or false prophets.
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22 But now stop scoffing, lest your bonds become even stronger. The complete plan and
decision against all the land I have heard from the Lord YHWH Sabaoth.

Romans 9:33 and 10:11

%33 just as it was written, “Behold I lay in Zion a stone of stumbling and a rock of
offense, but the one who trusts on it will not be put to shame”.

'%1! For the Scripture says, “everyone who trusts on it will not be put to shame”.

Textual Comparisons

MT w0 XD PRRDJ 7930 7030 NP7 NID 1172 138 TN 11982 792 "1 7977 198 0% 712 127
1QIs* W rP RIY PHRHT 70 701 NP NID T2 2K JaR 11782 70 2230 I 221TR MR 719 12V
1QIs* [ ....J1¥a] 70T 3 Apn . ]
Tar  7°3°30NXY °DPNR INRPKY 1273 RN 750 1O 11732 Idn RIRG DURYR OV TR 1270 103
NIVTYIT RY XPY "NP03 1PYRI 1O0°777 ROPUIRI K221 MR
LXX &w touto obtwg Aéyer k0pLog 1o Yo EUBAAD €1¢ A BepéALO Ziwv A10oV TOAVTEAT
EKAEKTOV A KPOY®VIONOV EVTIHOV £1¢ Td Bgpédia aDTHE KAl 0 MGTEDWY EN aTtd ob
W1 Kooy vven

Rom 9:33 1300 tifnut £v Ziwv AiBov TposKOUIATOG Kol TETPOY oKOVdAAOL, KAl b
motevwv £ a1 ob KatooyVenoETOL.

Exegesis of Isaiah 28:14-22

The translation reflects the oracle’s chiastic structure (ABCB'A"), made clear by
its strange im-agery.m3 It also is obvious that vv.14 and 22 form an inclusio, which
consequently give definite terminal points to the text.”” Verse fourteen is the
introduction, followed first by the rulers’ words (Isaiah’s paraphrase, v.15). The
fulerum to the poem comes at vv.16-17a, in order to turn the earlier themes into
YHWH’s reciprocal rebuke (vv.17b-19). Further elaboration of this rebuke then comes

in vv.20-21. The conclusion stands at v.22.

Verses 14-15
YHWH had offered to instruct (717> v.9) Ephraim and to guide them towards

251 und 1930:112fF noted this first. Cf. our scheme also with Exum 1979:136 and Irwin 1977:26 (with slight
variations). Such techniques have gained appreciation for their grounding in oral cultures through the seminal
work on Homeric epic by Milman Parry; see Harvey 1998:1-16,61-69 for an excellent overview of studies on
orality. Note also its smaller chiasms and parallels: v.15ab ABBA; v.15¢ ABBA; v.17c ABCCBA; v.18a ABBA;
v.20 AB(C)BA(C); v.21b ABCD/ABCD.

MSee Harvey 1998:102-3, following Miiller 1896, for this technique and other examples in Isa.
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peace and rest (v.12), but they refused to listen (¥1W X12X X9N). Following after this
description and leading with YW 199, v.14 powerfully redirected the accumulative
and somber weight of the prologue onto the heads of Isaiah’s audience to stun those
whom he called scoffers. This transition demanded they draw the inference that
YHWH’s resolve to punish Samaria’s pride, drunkenness, and self reliance may turn on
Jerusalem itself if it should be found in a similar state. Isaiah’s invective for them as
“men of scoffing” points to his reasoning for his rhetorical tactic. Delitzsch defined 118"
as “free thinking scorn from a proud and insolent self confidence, which imagines no
need to fear death or hell” ** In wisdom contexts such as Proverbs 29:8 and 21:24 such
people would be characterized as arrogant and the antithesis of wisdom. Isaiah
apparently held little hope that they would follow his imperative to listen just as Ahaz
had failed in ch.7. Actually, the parallels run even deeper since the scoffers are
described as YPWn; ie., rulers’™, meaning again that Isaiah was appealing to those who
were directing national policy. Despite the objections of Seitz and Wildberger, this
oligarchy most likely included Hezekiah himself (cf. Jer 26).2”

To address this challenge Isaiah masterfully crafted his oracle with vivid
metaphors and intricate structure. The crucial aspects of v.14 are found in the first
sentence. Their scornful talk, which is parroted in v.15, must cease; the men must then
hearken to the word of YHWH. Exum has argued that YHWH’s instruction is the
controlling theme of this chapter.”®® With the emphasis on instruction in vv.9-13 and

23-29, she is certainly justified. However, with the strategic placement of 1YW (v.14),
YWY (v.19—the end of the chiasm), and *NYNW (v.22), the emphasis in this middle

D5Delitzsch 1881:2.8.

ZNote the potential, ironic double entendre: “rulers” or “proverb-makers” (i.e., wise men). The first
designation is apt for a context of those who make covenants, while the second fits sarcastically in opposition to

“scoffers”.

Pisaiah directs this oracle to those people in Jerusalem he calls “scoffers” (17%%). He addressed them in
v.14 with an imperative to listen (WWNDW) to the words of the Lord. He returns to an imperative in v.22
(8319NN~9R), stop scoffing so they will hear the report CHYNW) of their judgment. Seitz 1991:781Y,180 hears it
against the priests and prophets of v.7; similarly, Wildberger 1982: 1064,68f reads it against the prevailing
“»ldeologen« der Jerusalemer Politik”, excluding Hezekiah. Seitz 1991 points out that Hezekiah in direct contrast
to his father Ahaz (ch.7) manifested faith in YHWH. Neither Seitz’s nor Wildberger’s interpretations are
convincing, however, for at least four reasons. First, that 28:7 refers to the Jerusalem leaders in 28:14 is not
certain. Secondly, even if chs.36-39 are early as Seitz believes, we can not be sure that they belong to this same
redactional layer as ch.28. Third, the narrative may reflect a change in Hezekiah that this oracle, among others,
precipitated. Finally, if seeing Hezekiah in these words is difficult, identification of who other than Hezekiah,
could have initiated and consummated the covenants of vv.15,17 is even more problematic.

28pvum 1979:125. In vv.1-13 the opposite of hearing was drunkenness, in vv.14-22 scoffing, but they both
involve pride (cf. v.1) as a sign of independence from God.
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pericope is on listening to his words of instruction. The rulers have had their say, now
they must stop (13¥12PN~9) to listen (1WHW) to YHWH’s judgement. The interior
elements of the oracle spell out their error and their likely punishment to explain why
they must stop and listen. .

Rather than merely restate his opponents’ position, Isaiah chose to use satire
and several intriguing metaphors to represent their speech (v.15). His selection of
imagery, “covenant with death...” may have multiple dimensions: figurative, spiritual,
and political. So when “covenant with death” or an “agreement with Sheol” appear as
the claims of his confident opponents, Isaiah may have been asserting his understanding
of its practical consequences; viz. the covenant will not save them it will only bring
death. K. van der Toorn alternatively opined that the personification of death and the
grave represented an actual treaty with Mot, the Phoenician god of death, and Osiris,
the Egyptian god of the Netherworld.?” This explanation should not be dismissed
completely, since religious components in treaty making are well documented.
Therefore, if the two could be synthesized, the poem’s expressions may have been
motivated by both realism and cultic overtones.”'° Watts, for example, surmises that
the treaty ceremony might have been divinely guaranteed by the Egyptian god, so the
literal and mystical elements may be historically rooted.*'"

A number of metaphors mask the identity of the historical characters. The wider
context also gives credence to the inferences abo-ut Egypt (e.g., 30:1f£31:1-
3;36:6;37:9). “Lie” (21D and W) echoes Isaiah’s characterization of Egypt’s
unreliability (cf. 20:5;30:3-5;31:1-3). The Assyrian presence is felt in fVIW VW, “a
flooding scourge”.?'? This imagery was introduced at Isa 8:8 to represent the Assyrian
army that was to overflow the banks of the Euphrates and flood the Syro-Palestine
region (cf. 10:22f; 28:2;30:28,10:26). Isaiah mixed the metaphors of flooding and a

whip to convey the inevitability of their strike, its comparatively overwhelming size, its

2yan der Toorn, 1988:202-217 finds several references to necromancy in ch.28. Two more points which
Stewart 1989:10-12 makes could be added to his argument; first, U"¥ (“scourge” or “whip™) may be an allusion
to Baal Hadad’s whip, and 2) hail and water are common components of the Baal myth. Kaiser 1974:251 and

Young 1969:282 downplay this interpretation. .
#!%For examples of the various interpretations see: (literal) - Wade 1911:180; Oswalt 1986:517; (figurative) -

Delitzsch 1881:2.8; Kaiser 1974:2.251; (both) - Exum 1979:138; Watts 1985:369.
Mwatts 1985:369.

22Two Kethiv-Qere problems occur in v.15c. In both cases the Kethiv must be corrected. For
VW (KAIW(Q) the Qere should be used, and following 1QIs®, 73¥ should be corrected to 13¥°. Wade’s
1911:181 emendation, “overflowing overflow”, is thus unnecessary. Cf. the LXX - xatouyig ¢epopévn.
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punitive ;>bjectives, and perhaps even its repetitive blows. Calvin’s commentary is
helpful,

As to ‘the overflowing scourge’ the Prophet here includes two metaphors, for he

compares the calamity and affliction by which God chastises the transgression of the

world to a ‘scourge’ and then says, that they are so rapid and violent that they resemble

a ‘flood’.”"

Yet, in the face of this encounter of force, Judah considered itself prepared. Again,
v.15d states this with a satirical flair as if the scoffers themselves were claiming to have
secured their future with a lie.

It is important to note that by transforming these national entities into non-
personal images Isaiah redirected attention away from them, effectively reducing their
importance within the polemic. There are only two personal characters in this oracle
thus far: the rulers of Jerusalem and YHWH. As a result it is their interaction, not the
roles that Assyria or Egypt are to play, that are important for consideration. This tactic
is akin to Isaiah styling Assyria as a mere rod in YHWH’s hand to be brandished as he
willed (10:13-15). Thus, Isaiah has exposed the scoffers’ folly and set forth the cause

for their need to attend to the words of YHWH which follow in v.16.

Verses 16-17a

In vv.16-17a the poem reaches the central element of the chiasm. This verse,
like the prior one, is written in colorful poetic imagery, but unfortunately also like v.15,

it presents textual, lexical, and syntactical traps for the exegete.”'* What remains clear

BCalvin 1850:2.288.

MGee Irwin 1977:2-3,30-32 and Roberts 1987:27-37. Space allows detailed treatment of only T0° and N3®
Our translation (p.59) relies on several other judgements which may be mentioned briefly now.

103 is a hapax legomenon. However, compare its cognate 112 in Isa 32:14 which may be rendered
“watchtower”. “Tested” or “touch”-stone, as renderings of |72 are anachronistic and ill fitting for this context.
The best sense for 28:16, therefore, is “fortress” or “fortress wall” (cf. 17:10;22:9;23:14;27:10,30:13;32:13 for
such concepts in Isaiah). Not only was this meaning of 13 possible, but appropriate considering the need to
fortify the city during this time. Cf. the Egyptian bhn, “SchloB, Berg”, Ermans 1957:471. M. Tsevat agrees in his
article “|M3a”, TDOT 2.72. ¢

The translation for 7932 037 is typicaily rendered “sure foundation™. The unusual doublet construction
has spawned the following explanations: 1) dittography, 2) emphatic as “sure foundation”, and 3) dividing them
between v.16d and v.16e, yielding “a precious cornerstone for a foundation, the foundation of the believer...”.

Dittography best explains the doublet, since stichometric arguments for the second are not convincing, and the
syntax of the third is generally recognized as awkward; see also Wildberger 1982:1067. Cf. this LXX and Targum;

however, 1QIsa® agrees with MT.

Translations for W™ include 1) “hasten”, “hurry”, or “flee”; and 2) “agitated” or “worried”. The text could
also be emended with W12°, “ashamed” (after the LXX - xotonoywv8n). Nonetheless, WM makes more sense in
this context if it is taken as “worried” or “inwardly agitated”, because of the impending, terrifying judgement.
Furthermore, “agitated” or “worried” more closely matches the LXX and the Targum (“not shaken™) than “hurry”,
etc.; it underscores the relationship between the believer and the foundation of the fortress. The translation “will
not be shaken” depicts both emotional and metaphorical agitation.
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throughout this section, however, is that it begins YHWH’s rejoinder to the scoffers.
The mmperative to listen, therefore, is all the more relevant now that the divine voice
enters. Those who had failed to consult him, who have chosen rather to plot their own
course and ignore Ephraim’s example, must listen to his reply.

Form and redaction criticism has shown marked frustration with this subsection;
some critics claim it is obviously an oracle added by later editors, others argue that it
makes eminent sense in the context.”’> David Peterson debates whether this could
properly be labeled a judgement oracle. He objects to classifying it this way since, “an
oracle of promise (vv.16-17a) does not belong in a judgement oracle”. This tension
dissolves if this description of vv.16-17a is incorrect. When form critics have problems

216 A necessary

with v.16 they invariably ascribe a prevailingly positive tone to it.
correction to these faulty conclusions comes from maintaining a clear focus on the
addressees of the oracle. The prophet’s audience in vv.14-15 are not the meek or

217

confused; rather, they are the confident scoffers.’’’ So, when v.16 opens with 12 a

question must be first asked how this speech by the Divine would be a response to

those being criticized in vv.14-15.

To answer that question the reader must principally address the syntactical
problems surrounding 70°, and the symbolism of NID (“cornerstone”). As Kaiser’s
discussion of this verse illustrates, the decision regarding the first problem has a ripple
effect for the considerations of the second issue as well, because the nature of the
cornerstone will directly relate to the time of the action.”’® The majority of textual

evidence for 70° outside the MT (which puts the verb in the perfect tense) favors

reading it as a participle or imperfect: 1QIs2 - T0°2 (a Piel participle); 1QIsP - 707 (a
Ing p p p
Qal participle); and LXX*? - epparw.?®® Therefore, the textual evidence favors a

Bpeterson 1979:102f offers a helpful summary.

28Childs 1967:281F,651T has enjoyed substantial influence over most modern commentators.

MK aiser 1974:2.50 and Clements 1980:230 wrongly emphasize 777 O and allege the oracle also
addresses them. Rather, this simply has a demonstrative effect; the emphasis is on the location of the rulers and
not the people. '

2% aiser 1974:2.252-3 remarks, “The interpretations of the cornerstone is inseparable from a decision about

the tense in this passage”. To take it as a perfect leads the commentator to the past for a sign of YHWH’s
foundation, while the participle creates the possibility that a present or future action was in view.

29A11 major Greek texts follow this form; the most notable exceptions, of course are Rom 9:33 and 1Pet 2:6
which have ti6nu1, a present tense verb.

20rwin 1977:30 defends the MT by explaining the shift in person, between first person and third, with a
relative clause (without warrant from the text): “Behold me who is he that has laid...”.
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participle. In addition, the perfect tense form with %3377 is unique to the MT and quite

awkward. By contrast, a Qal participle would fit quite naturally with the first person
pronominal suffix on %3377.%*' Therefore, the text should be repointed T0°. Although a

participle would leave the verb’s temporal reference vague, the context is best served by
reading it as a futurum instans,’* as the translator for the LXX inferred, yielding
“Behold, I will lay in Zion a stone...”.

As was mentioned above, the interpretations of “cornerstone” have been directly
impacted by the conclusions on the tense of the verb describing YHWH’s action. For
those who hold to the perfect tense, suggestions have included:*> 1) the law of God
revealed on Zion, 2) Solomon’s temple, 3) Jerusalem, 4) David’s archetypal monarchy,
5) the remnant, and 6) YHWH’s relationship with his people. Exegetes who opt for the
future tense or participle have argued for: 1) Zion, the eschatological kingdom, 2) the
messiah, 3) the future remnant, or 4) YHWH’s promise to be with those who trust him.
Not surprisingly, there are also hybrid interpretations that propose more than one
nuance.”** That exegetes have proposed no less than ten different identifications for the
stone metaphor is a testimony to the fact that the imagery is complicated.

The interpretive key, however, is found from a political connotation of NID in

keeping with the political symbolism in the oracle. On the metaphorical level of this
oracle, the laying of a cornerstone would symbolize the initiative of a building project
and would, by its qualities, typify its worth and stability. Specifically, this wall or

fortress (J172) needed a well laid cornerstone as its foundation. Returning to the lead

question, what would this composite picture mean, if Isaiah had intended to confront
Jerusalem’s rulers, to criticize their covenant with Egypt, and to predict their impending
confrontation with Assyria? While the “flooding scourge” symbolized Assyria and the
“refuge in a lie” stood for Egypt, the cornerstone of this fortress may represent a
political entity as well. Such a meaning would certainly make excellent sense of the
poem’s structure which is encased by the references to the incompetent rulers of

Jerusalem in vv.14 and 22. Indeed, NID can be used in political contexts as we observe

in Isa 19:13 (cf. Jud 20:2; 1Sam 14:38; X in Isa 57:9) where the word appears as the

ZIRoberts 1987:27-8.
22Roberts 1987:29; Wildberger 1982:1076. YHWH’s entire speech is in the future.

BThis list is taken from Kaiser 1974:2.253.
240swalt 1986:514.
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“cornerstones” of Egypt, i.e., the rulers who have failed their people!*”® With such a
referent to this word in mind, the potential for its use as judgment, not hope, begins to
take shape. For, what could be a more effective judgment on these rulers, than to signal
the end of their reign with a prediction of a new ruler or regime that would replace
them?

In other words, as Isaiah developed the oracle’s shocking imagery to expose the
foolishness of Jerusalem’s rulers and then reflect by way of a chiasm the consequences
of their choice, this analysis suggests how v.16 contributes to that response precisely by
announcing their replacement (cf. Isa 22:15-24). “Cornerstone” in 28:16 is singular and

modified by the adjective NP (LXX - moavteds),” so together they could intend a

reference to a single person, such as a messianic king (cf. Targum), but that may be too
precise, so the general word “regime” is preferable.””’ This explanation reveals an
irresistible parallel: the stone in Zion (]7°%¥3) will replace the scoffers (]7¥%) in
Jerusalem. Other explanations of the stone as a symbol for the Temple, the law, or the
remnant fail principally to address what intended impact that meaning would have on
the rulers themselves, yet the poem makes it transparent that they, and not the nation
generally, are being censured by Isaiah. By describing the new regime with a metaphor,
Isaiah was able to maintain the focus on YHWH and the scoffers with minimal
distraction. This achieved two objectives. First, it reinforced YHWH’s place as the true
leader of Zion, and secondly, it recalled that he must be the center of their trust. These
two facts are the basis for their need to listen to his words always.

So far this exposition has read v.16 as an integral part of the judgement scheme.

Does WP R 7°7R17 necessarily change that tone? Rather than seeing this statement

as an unqualified and abrupt change from pessimism to optimism, the indeterminacy of
the verb 1°PR117 should be taken to add a measure of conditionality to the phrase: “if
one trusts, that one will not be shaken”.?*® This reading lends a proverbial quality to it
that would have applied to the scoffers’ past as an indictment of their trust in Egypt; to

the present as an immediate course for remedy; and to the future, after his judgement,

25Cf. BDB, p.819 and Ps 118:22; 1 Sam 14:38, Jer 51:26, and Zec 10:4. The precise physical imagery for
the word is ambiguous since in 28:16 it must be in the foundation, while in Ps 118:22 it appears in the crown of

the building.
226I.e., “precious” or “valuable”; contra Bronznick 1981:22f (“cut™).
215ee Weinfeld 1972:150-55; cf. also Isa 16:5; Jer 22:15-16; 23:5-6.
Zwildberger 1982:1077: “ein Konditionalsatz”.
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as a prescription for relating properly to YHWH. Consequently, the phrase was meant
to function virtually as a conditional statement which does not materially alter the

overall thrust of judgement in this oracle for the scoffers.

Excursus on the meaning of JDX

The best English concept to summarize the various Hebrew forms and contexts may be
dependability.”” Above all it is a relational concept that tells of someone being depended
upon or depending on something or someone. To best understand the inter-relational
dynamics in specific contexts the reader should ask: 1) who is depending on whom/what?;
2) why?; 3) what is at stake in this dependence, or in refusing it?; 4) when is dependence
advisable, when not?; and 5) how does the act reflect on the past as well as effect the
present and future, if at all?

The meanings of J2X range from its passive or stative functions: to be certain or firmly
established (Isa 7:9) or to be trustworthy (Deut 7:9; Isa 8:2); to its dynamic functions: to
believe or consider or trust that something is true (Gen 15:6) or to rely upon someone’s
character (Isa 7:9; Deut 9:23) or to trust someone as leader and to submit unto obedience
(Isa 43:10).° The Hiphil, as in 28:16, consistently signifies depending on something (often
an oral or written statement), people, or God, based on the entity’s character and especially
on its proven record of past actions.

Trust among parties is often initiated by a word of commitment and fulfilled primarily
by action.”" It can be no surprise then that this word group would be found in contexts of
covenants or oaths. The commitment guides the actions; the actions fulfill the commitment.
As trust grows through a history of commitment and fulfillment, it crosses a conceptual
bridge towards ‘faithfulness’ and ‘loyalty’. Dependence and dependability are vital notions
to describe the interaction of humanity with itself and with God. Thus this word group
expresses crucial aspects of the nature of human sociability and theology. A. Weiser also
stresses this mutual and relational quality of the word group.”>

For Isa 28:16 in particular, therefore, the passage speaks of the one who both depends
upon the character of the stone and is willing to trust it, unto submission, as a leader. The
cornerstone as a foundation stone for a fortress embodies that dependable character. The
new leadership, couched in the term N, contrasts to the scoffers in Jerusalem. Although
Jepsen gives considerable space to this passage, his explanation and summary seem to
contradict one another. While his explanation points to the need to supply “in the divine
promise” as an implied object of 1°2X7, he concludes that when this absolute form occurs,
“actually something is being said about the subject”.> Yet, who the subject is seems to be

This is not to say ‘dependability’ is its ‘root’ or ‘basic’ meaning, but rather that it is a convenient
summary; see Barr 1961:100-106,163-8; Silva 1983; or Louw 1982: esp. pp.33ff. Jepsen, TDOT 1.323, divides the
meaning of AR between its use in reference to things and to people, as “constancy” and “reliability” respectively.
Dependability is preferred because things may indeed by “dependable” and because it is also able to reflect the
connotation of ‘subjection’ to someone or thing, as in ‘dependence’ vs. ‘independence’.

ZThis important category should not be overlooked; cf. Weiser TDNT 6.187f who senses some this
distinction.

B'Moberly 1996:431, makes this point regarding the Hiphil with 3, but this interplay between word and
action underlies this word group at a more fundamental level and is found outside this specific construction (note
his caveat, p.432). Jepsen, TDOT 1.294, also exaggerates the distinctions in meanings between Hiphil plus 3, 9,

and °3.
B2IDNT VI:187.
B3TDOT 1:307.
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of little consequence in comparison to the emphasis on YHWH’s trustworthy construction
and the scoffer’s trust in their covenants. Moberly attributes the absolute form to an
epigrammatic style, which is reasonable, but he thinks the epigram functions in this
sentence as metaphor for the stone in its strength.”* Is Isaiah making a metaphor of a
metaphor in v.16? Why is not its strength the basis of trust rather than trust itself? And
finally, when in fact he explains that both 28:16 and Hab 2:4 “clearly set forward the
principle of faith/trust in God”, has he not supplied the implied object of trust, but missed
the significance of the stone as representing God? As 28:16, like 7:9, reveals, the political
realities were prompting Isaiah to recall the role of YHWH as king and leader of the
nation.

Hans Wildberger’s important comments on v.16 merit specific attention. First,
he also hears a solemn, threatening tone in this verse, which is not mitigated by the
participial phrase just discussed. Secondly, this exposition diverges from his precisely at
the point where the oracle makes it threat, how Isaiah conceived it as a metaphor, and
therefore, how great was its degree of solemnity. His comments recognize |72 may
mean “fortress” or “wall”, but then he abruptly abandons this possibility (“ist immer
noch ein grofer Abstand”, pp.1066£),>*° despite retaining “tower” in 32:14 (J73). Such
an inconsistency appears explicable only if he had predetermined that 7172 72X in 28:16
must be part of the Temple (p.1076). To his credit, he explains J172 as “tested” in terms
of the context, by the measuring cord of justice and plum line of righteousness
(pp-1066f£,69). Two faults in his argument still remain, however, which cast doubt on
this reading. First, his exegesis surprisingly offers little comment on N1D, (p.1067; e.g.,
no mention is made of Isa 19:13), and yet it is in apposition to J72 J2R and deserves
the attention rendered to it above; he must assume it carries little significance in the
metaphor. Secondly, if the metaphor describes the Temple, then the future significance
of T0()" is strained; Isaiah’s threat for the leaders is weakly articulated; and therefore a
bold contrast to the grave comments in vv.15 and 17b-19 still obtains. The present
exposition, by contrast, recovers a greater continuity in the building metaphor, both
within the literary and historical contexts. Most importantly, it allows Isaiah’s poignant
attack, not a mere threat (Drohwort), in v.16 to reemerge. Once this is recognized,

ch.28 takes its appropriate place in the collection of woe oracles.

The centerpiece of the poem continues into v.17a. By extending consideration

B'Moberly 1996:432.
B5CE 1QS 8:7 and 1QH 6:26f which take 1713 as wall or structure; see nn.207 and 214 above.
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of the center section to this point, we find more affirmation for our conclusions.?*® First,

v.17a continues the building metaphor began in v.16. Justice/judgment (VDW7) and
righteousness (7177%), it says, will be hallmarks of YHWH’s craftsmanship and,

therefore, of the cornerstone’s administration—in contrast to the regime facing Isaiah.

The oracle sustains the building metaphor with the mention of %? (“measuring cord”)*”’

and NYPWn (“plumb line”). These instruments have dual purposes. Their role is crucial

for keeping a new construction true to its design. In addition, they are used on existing
buildings to discern whether or not they should be condemned (cf. 2Kgs 21:13; Isa
34:11; Lam 2:8).”® Therefore, Amos 7:7-9 used a righteous plumb line against a
corrupt people. The implications for the irreverent rulers of Jerusalem and their ill
conceived refuge here is obvious.” '

The themes, justice and righteousness, themselves similarly have the potential to
describe positive or negative action, depending precisely where one stands.**® For

instance, a text especially germane to ours is 16:5:

MT - 577§ %) 9D WIT) UBW T YIX2 NDK3 P9y 207 KD TON2 139)

In ch.16, the. promise should be seen as a sign of hope, but here 28:17a the negative
potential reigns. For those to whom this oracle is addressed, who have operated with
faithlessness and malevolence, these themes continued their indictment and the signal of
the end of their reign.

The announcement of the cornerstone, therefore, was surely bad news for
scoffers in Jerusalem. Vv.16-17a do fit with the judgement oracle generally and would
have been very appropriate for the confrontation. In sum, therefore, the significance of
YHWH’s words in vv.16-17a are as a commentary on the rulers themselves who

deserve to be deposed and upon their so-called refuge which was constructed in

comparative weakness.

Z°Exum 1979:136,150n32 puts v.17a with the B’ part of the chiasm; yet cf. 1QH 6:25-27 which extends its
use of this material through v.17a.

B™There is a word play here with its appearance in the prior oracle vv.10,13. The alien tongue is now
matched by God’s alien work (v.21).

Z3wildberger 1982:1069.

B9The Hebrew text of v.17a (’I_’\?.;)f_D) appears to echo v.15d (HJ?;f_D). Kaiser 1974:2.256-7, likewise notes:
“the judgement on Jerusalem [is] in the framework of a wider eschatological conception...as the necessary
preliminary to the glorification of the liberated city upon an earth which is at peace”.

XOExum 1979:139-40.
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Excursus on the meaning of 777X

Translating P78 (k.T.A.) into English®' is a problem. ‘Righteousness’, for example,
does not embrace the significant social usage of 7127¥ and P73. Its use in British and
American cultures is predominantly a negative or cynical word, not infrequently used in a
caricature of religious thinking. The lack of a English verbal form to match 7% is also a
problem which often receives comment. ‘Harmony of relationship’, or the state/quality of
or actions to achieve ‘right relationship® are both more accurate and intelligible, if more
cumbersome. As such, X has a more basic role in relationships, with its focus on
personal character; 7% includes that aspect of relationships but it also covers the more
sophisticated arena of relationships in a culture as a whole, whether economic, judicial, or
religious. The word group may denote both constructive and destructive measures to
initiate, maintain, or restore a climate of right relationship. Context will determine the
particular degree of sophistication from the circumstances of the characters in particular
texts.

7?78 may denote the state of social harmony or acts toward that goal (Isa
32:17;33:15), God’s vindication or retribution (i.e., the restoration of harmony [Isa
5:16;51:8]), God’s own commitment to peaceful relations (Joel 2:23), or right relationship
with God (Gen 15:6). Many texts blend the social and theological aspects of relationships:
Deut 9:4-6; Isa 28:16; Ezek 14, 18, 33. Underlying the use of this word are implications
from its contexts that the quality or state of right relationship was recognizable, verifiable
or at least arguable, perhaps even documented. Also, it is vital to remember that one was
not so much ‘righteous’—as a personal quality (e.g., tall)—but more accurately, one lived
in accord with proper relational expectations.

Isa 28:17a introduces L2WR and 7P7% to describe YHWH’s actions of retribution.
Clearly both social and theological harmony were fractured and needed restoration.
Generally speaking, vdW (kTA.) contributed directly to a peaceful state because it, in many
cases, was the social mechanism whereby harmony was achieved. The position of the
defendant in each case determined whether or not justice and righteousness was to be
perceived as a welcome or feared outcome. For Isa 28:14-22, v.17a was first and foremost
a message of destruction, (only to be later followed by reconstruction and restoration of
harmony). The injustice at issue for 701 BC was the peril brought on the nation by the
scoffers who chose to reject trust in YHWH and to place it in Egypt instead.

Verses 17b-22

On the second side of the chiasm, familiar imagery returns to the poem, such as
a refuge of lies, covenant with death, and flooding scourge. This symmetry of themes
was achieved not by a pedantic repetition, however. Whereas the satire of v.15 allowed
these expressions to come from Isaiah’s opponents, now as words of YHWH, they
served to articulate the impending judgement and to shatter their confidence. A sense of
reciprocity guides the structure.”*” The two new elements in B'A' are the hail and
trampling. These also evoke a vision of Assyria’s army through association with 28:2,3

(also 32:19). Playing with the mixed metaphor, “flooding scourge”, in v.19, Isaiah tells

\Gerechtigheit and Rechfertigung are also more narrowly used than the Hebrew terms.

2K aiser 1974:2.252 does not go far enough in noting the chiastic structure or its significance.
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of the flood whipping the people repeatedly, morning after morning, both day and
night.”* The line, “the understanding of this report will only bring terror”, takes the
oracle out of the realm of the metaphorical into reality.

Although vv.20-21 could be a later editorial addition, they serve a purpose in
this poem that accords with the rhetorical strategy already laid out (which could be
cited as evidence for their originality). Lest the flood appear to play the main role in the
Jjudgement, these verses throw the attention back on YHWH as the agent of action.
Furthermore, they give elaboration to A'. Verse twenty says, with a splendid vision, that
the policy makers’ plans will be inadequate for their situation. A.S. Herbert used a
modern proverb to explain it: “They have made the bed and must lie on it; but it is a
poor bed with inadequate covering”.*** The “rest” of v.12 will not be theirs once the
judgement begins.”*® Yet another vision comes in v.21, depicting YHWH as Mt.
Perazim and the valley of Gibeon, which alludes to two Israelite battles with the
Canaanites, under David (I Sam 5:20) and Joshua (Josh 10:10-14) respectively. The
battles are not noteworthy, however, for their example of military cunning, but because,
as the Joshua text records, “more of them were killed by hailstones than were killed by
the swords of the Israelites”(v.11). YHWH in both cases was the one leading the
battle. In the Isaian context, the message is starkly apparent: YHWH is sending hail
down now upon his own people.”*® Hence, the program of his urban renewal gives
Judah a horrific sting of irony (v.21b), just as Isaiah says: “to do his work, his strange
work/ to begin his task, his alien task™. Delitzsch put it eloquently:

The strangeness and verity of Jehovah’s work were just this, that it would fare no better
with the magnates of Judah at the hand of Asshur, than it had with the Philistines at the

hand of David.?*’

In addition, Young is certainly correct to note that the strangeness is in whom YHWH

is attacking, not that he is acting with retributive justice.’*®

At v.22, what had been implicit was here made explicit: if the scoffers have any

0Oswalt 1986:517 sees the historical analog to this in Assyrian military practice which would repeated
pillage an area in order to intimidate the inhabitants. Roberts 1987:41-5 explains it as the deterioration of
Jerusalem’s walls during tremendous rains. Since this effected the poor mostly, injustice was mounting on their

heads.
%Herbert 1973:165.
#Clements 1980:232.
*Evans 1999:121.
*Delitzsch 1881:2.13.
28y oung 1969:293.
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hope for surviving the storm which they have brought, and it will come, then they must
cease with their mocking. It is doubtful at this stage in the passage whether repentance
could stop the approaching storm, but surely a continuation of their stubborn rebellion
will only make the situation worse (v.22b).** An apocalyptic touch to this poem and
an intertextual connection with 10:23, another Assyrian oracle is evident:
The complete plan and decision (73111 7799/cuvtetedeopévo. Kol GUVTETUNUEVY)
against all the land I have heard from the Lord YHWH Sabaoth.
As the first phase of YHWH’s plan to install his new, just, and righteous government,
all the land (yIX1~99) will be humbled.

Conclusions

Isaiah used a woe oracle against Samaria (vv.1-13) as a precursor to the
judgement oracle against Judah in vv.14-22. The mocking officials of Jerusalem have
failed to recognize that history would repeat itself in their lives as they mirrored the
degraded moral state of Ephraim. Jerusalem felt secure in her alliance with Egypt, but
the prophet Isaiah claimed it would open a flood of death and terror. The tragic irony
for Jerusalem came by the fact that God himself would meet their reversal of fidelity,
which the unauthorized treaty represented, by a reversal of his favor. The poem’s
chiastic structure facilitated Isaiah’s prophécy of judgement through a doctrine of
retribution by matching their sinful action with YHWH’s righteous judgment.”®® The
centerpiece of the oracle in vv.16-17a contributed to this judgement oracle in two ways.
It revealed how God was going to respond to their sin and it explained the underlying
purpose for his punishment: YHWH was deposing the corrupt leadership in order to
establish an unshakable and jﬁst regime (cornerstone). Perhaps the drastic language of
this oracle reflected the prophet’s sentiments for his chances of persuasion. This
dilemma recalled Isaiah’s mission to Ahaz. Now, for the scoffers of Jerusalem, the

audience of this caustic oracle, the laying of the cornerstone could only mean bad news.

29Ct. ibid. As Wade 1911:183 suggests bondage may refer to the grip that Assyria already had on the land.

B0Cf. the comments of Eric Havelock 1984:189 regarding Qedipus: “the various dramatic items promised in
this disclosure [/[.413-21 and 1/.449-60] are not only performed but compulsively recapitulated by a way of
retrospective comment and lamentation.... The total effect is that of an extended ring composition”. Isaiah’s
position is not retrospective but prospective. Yet, the compulsive recapitulation serves a similar prophetic
purpose, since the outcome is implied in the first part of the ring and then elaborated explicitly (relatively
speaking) in the second; the ring construction facilitates this.
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History of Interpretation

As we will now see, it was during and after the exile when Israel looked to this
Scripture for comfort. Thus we will not be surprised by a transformed vision of the

stone.

Old Testament
No text within the OT quotes Isa 28:16,”' but Isa 54:11-12 appears to reflect a

deliberate use of this tradition. It reads:
Isa 54:11-12

‘071°BR2 PPRT0% TIAR 7393 1727 IR 77 AN XY 77¥0 A7y
PHramTIIRY 12023792] NIRR "I3RY WYY WKW 1572 *Rpw) ¢
This prophecy looks forward to a great reversal of Judah’s fortunes when YHWH will
make peace with them (vv.8-10). Grave affliction from the Babylonian exile has already
descended upon Judah by the time of 54:14; it was not merely potential. Echoes of
floods, hail, and terror resound in 54:11, describing the people as storm weary and

disconsolate (cf. 28:17-19).”* Their hope was for redemption from the slavery of exile

(vv.5-6). Stones for gates, foundations and walls (echoing the fortress/wall, J172) are

literally needed for rebuilding Jerusalem (cf. 1Kgs 5:17), yet perhaps the preciousness
of the stones represents figuratively a new relationship with YHWH and a return of his
affection.”*

Benjamin Sommer investigated echoes of earlier prophetic literature in Isa 40-
66. His analysis found four principle ways Deutero-Isaiah appropriated these traditions
(singly or in combination): 1) confirmation of judgment on Israel, 2) reversal of
judgment into hope; 3) re-prediction of unfulfilled prophecies; 4) transformation of

prophecies for individuals to prophecies for the nation—a typological use.””> While

S!Neither Zech 10:4 nor Ps 118:22 can be considered allusions to Isa 28:16, despite a sharing of some
common terms.

®pside from the highlighted correspondences, cf. (28:16) - “/moavteatig with (54,11-12)
0" D0/canberpov, 12712/ toomw, and MTPR/kpuotddrog; and (28:17a) - AP T8/kAenpoctvn with 54:14 - NP3/
Sikanootvn). An identification of YHWH’s strange work in 28:21 with 54:15a,16cd may be possible. Word play is
identifiable between 17337 (28:12) and 712131 (54:11).

B3There is an overlay of intertextuality, so that the Noahic flood (v.9) and its devastation is combined with
the metaphorical waters of Isa 8 and 28. Fishbane 1985:374 believes that the Noahic typology was also important
for its eventual resolution into peace with God.

Bioswalt 1986:2.426.
5Sommer 1998:1051F,
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Sommer believes Isa 54:1-14 alludes to Hos 1-2, he discusses this under his description
of “Multiple Categories”, and the complexity of ch.54 is borne out not only by its
reworking of Hos 1-2 in multiple ways, but also by its confluence of allusion between
Hos 1-2 and Isa 28.”° Isa 54 confirmed the judgement on the nation in order to
transform the imagery of Isa 28 into hope for restoration.””” In both Isa 28 and 54,
YHWH’s role is also given particular prominence to make clear his leadership position
for his people. Deutero-Isaiah’s purposeful de-emphasis of the Davidic line may explain
why no one in particular is to be identified with the stones in ch.54 and may account for
the cornerstone’s absence.””® Thus, the prophetic imagery and themes of 28:16-17a
were transformed for this new situation which assumes the time of destruction was

yielding to a time of re-construction.

LXX - Isaiah 28:16-17

Although the differences between the Hebrew and LXX are not as substantial in
this text as at 8:14, they still merit some attention. The addition of &n’ ot as the
object of trust and the translation of “be shaken” as “be put to shame” has already been
mentioned. More importantly, the translator(s) appears to have had difficulty rendering

the Hebrew 13, because it was omitted or more probably it was integrated into the

phrase, €ig 1 Bepéria Zwwv which would indicate that the cornerstone was to support
the foundations of Zion generally. Such a grandiose claim is matched by the addition of
the adjective, &vtipov, for the stone. These changes both exalt the value of the stone
and magnify its impact. An exaggerated rendition of the Hebrew continues into v.17 as
the Greek paints a picture of God’s justice and mercy with hopeful hues (Anig for ).
The translation appears to be conscious of these embellishments, because it adds
(without textual i)asis) the awkwardly elliptical phrase, ot nenow@éteg pdtny yebdet
(“those depending futilely on a lie will be put to shame [implied]”). This negative clause
supplies a transition from the more affirming nature of v.17a back into the judgmental
context. Thus it can be noted that the translator recognized the underlying

conditionality in the participle (motetov - v.16¢),”” but chose to extricate this

Z6gommer 1998:96 believes Isa 52-53 alludes to Isa 6 and Jer 11. Such a weaving of allusions in ch.54 is,
therefore, not unprecedented. He has already found that Deutero-Isaiah used 28:1-5 in 40:1-10 (see pp.74-6).

B, the use of Hos 1-2; see Sommer 1998:102f.
28Sommer 1998:84-88.
BWildberger 1982:1077 and Mayer 1974:231.
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First, it makes the stone’s representation of the community clear.® Secondly, it allows
the combination of imagery between the Temple,”® as a symbol of holiness (cf. .5) and

a fortress (JN2, [.8), as a symbol of strength and warfare, to characterize the

eschatological community. They were to atone the sins of Israel by their holiness and by
their administration of justice against the wicked.”*® An allusion to Isa 28 justified their
position over the nation, because it implied God was their founder. God had installed
and secured them as with the strength of a fortress wall (J7277 D2IT) upon an

unshakable foundation.?®® The results of the stone’s arrival, therefore, would be
negative, (i.e., to repay the wicked their rewards) and positive (to implement

compassionate love, to atone for sin, etc.)*”°

Twice Isa 28:16 was uséd in the Hodayot.””' The preference for labeling this as
an individual or corporate hymn has been a dividing issue among scholars.’”? While the
details of this debate are beyond the scope of this brief reading, it will be asserted now
that the texts under consideration here belie the character of an individual’s psalm,

admitting, however, that an identification of that psalmist as a certain leader is unlikely.

1QH 14:25-27 " (formerly c.6)
TR %D YK NONNR[2 TNRIWRI VYD TV 723WI AnINa TV NI YA XD P
172 338 DI (NRIR DYRPWMY LOWH P YY 0821 Yo Yy T own
P NpRRd

XY 137 °nYT 7IYWA) T X120 XY %0 3090 92 PR Y101 YIvInn RYYD 1y ¥

The psalm starts at 14:1 and concludes at 15:5. An echo of Isa 28:16-17a can be

54.-J. Fabry, TDOT 10.176-8, notes the interplay between 710 and 710°, in 1QS generally (cf. 8,10) and
that the latter should still be understood as deriving from T0°. Garcia-Martinez 1996 translates 710 as

“foundation” with regularity.
5Betz 1957:51,57-59. Cf. 70 in MT: (Niphal) Ps 2,2; 31.4.
*"The Temple symbolism participated in a vital polemic against Jerusalem; see Girtner 1965:30.

#3¢f. 1QSa 1:1-3 and 1QpHab 5:3-6. For the relationship between the Temple in 1QS 8 and the
community’s functions, see Gértner 1965: 22-30.

2%For YIVT, “to be shaken”, in the Qumran texts, cf. the Targum on p.60 above.
7%Black 1961:128f rightly discerned the dual role of the cornerstone in this passage.

7 Ascribing a precise date or author for this collection appears impossible, but Vermes 1997:244 dates it no
later than mid-first century BCE. The authorship has often been associated with the Teacher of Righteousness,
and if this was true, it could date to the middle-to-late second century; e.g., Dupont-Sommer 1973:216.

For a detailed discussion see Holm-Nielsen 1960:329fT,

3Text taken from Lohse 1971:136.
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heard in the section on finding refuge in a relationship with God, which is styled as a
“fortified city” (/.25 ¥n 9°¥2) that protects its inhabitants behind a high wall.”’* At
first glance perhaps, one might be inclined to identify the rocks (¥90 and *32X) with
the Law, if V2R were to be translated as “truth” (cf. 1. 10), since the psalmist declared in
[.25 that he leans upon or is supported by God’s NMR. Nevertheless, *J indicates that
the construction of the fortress and city’s fortification explains the essence of DX, In
this context X is better rendered ‘faithfulness®>”” and thus the edifice again represents
God’s faithfulness or relationship with the psalmist.”’® This denotation is confirmed by
the observation that the city wall is constructed on a foundation of rock in accordance
with the “measuring-cord of justice and plumb line of DAX”—as faithfulness.””’

The imagery of Isa 28:16 used here depicts a consoling relationship between
God and the psalmist.”’® This mighty wall will not sway, so even when the ‘scourging
flood’ advances (14:35 cf. Isa 28:15,18) it will not be breached. Most likely his
combatants were the Jerusalem priesthood, and the fight is over Torah interpretations
as well as rights to the service of the Temple.?”” Refuge in God was a hope for eventual
judgement against his enemies (8:9). Clearly, Isa 28:16-17a was valuable to the psalm
for its hopeful imagery, from the perspective of the psalmist, and for its capacity to be
transformed into a vivid depiction of vindication at the time of the eschatological war.
Alternatively, the lyrics anticipate that the fortified city would become a base for God’s
military offensive in the battle against evil (/1.29f).

MContra Gértner 1965:77, the Temple is not part of the imagery here, and we should resist the uncritical
transfer of the Temple in 1QS 8 or (its alleged presence in Isa 28) to this text.

“PE.g. many contexts put NOX in  (7)P7Y in parallel: 6:2,25; 9:27,30; 12:40; (cf. also 8:15). In other
contexts ‘truth’ is preferred: 5:10,24; 10:10; 13:9,26.

Z%Gartner 1965:135 is again guilty of homogenizing these various texts, in this case, hoping to see the
community behind the symbolism. '

2 As Holm-Nielsen 1960:119 explains, “it would be natural to expect 7?73, ... but there is probably not
room for it and R is fairly certain”. The probable reconstruction, therefore, is NIX.

B This relationship is discernible by the representative value of the imagery and it is not the community
itself as Betz 1957:52,58f, and Toews 1977:187 argue. Betz’s reading presupposes the meaning rather than
allowing for and appreciating the psalmist’s freedom to adapt of the imagery for a new context. Within psalms
especially, the analysis of external parallels must be constrained by the independence of each piece in this
collection which may have been inspired by various functions and from different sources. Betz notes some of the
differences, yet nonetheless collapses them too quickly to appreciate them. In 1QH 14 the stone does not possess a
personified, active role since it symbolizes a impenetrable refuge into which the psalmist retreats. In this regard
its character is more akin to Rom 8:38f than to Mt 16:17-19.

94163 (4Qplsa®) 11.6.10, CD 1:13-18 and CD-B, 20:10-13 call the opposition “men of mockery” (cf. Isa
28,14,22). Elsewhere the opposition is dubbed the ‘man of lies’ (1QpMic 10:4; 4QpPs® 1:26; 4:14; etc.) , or
‘wicked priest” (1QpHab 8:8,16; 9:9; etc.) .
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(172 12R), while describing the churches in Asia Minor as a temple with Jesus as their
cornerstone (&kpoywviaiov). Except for these omissions this text follows the order of
the MT exactly. Yet, its precise match with the LXX in the final clause is striking as
well, making the picture of dependence anything but clear.

The believers, like Jesus, are living stones that contribute to this building. The
cornerstone’s presence inspired the growth of the church, and yet it was also
accompanied by a negative result; i.e., his rejection and suffering along with the
stumbling of those that reject him. The letter does not specify who rejected Christ; it

only mentions that they have disregarded the word of God in accordance with God’s

plan (v.8).

Gospel of Matthew
Otto Betz presents a thorough and persuasive argument that Mt 16:17-19
should be read in light of 1QH 14.%* Hence, it is included in this survey, even if its

verbal parallels are minimal:
Mt 16:18

Kdy®d 8¢ ool Aéyw 611 ob el ITépog, Kol &nti vty TN TETPQ 0iKOSOUTIOW LoV

THY EKKkANciov kai oo 4dov ob xartioy voovoy abTiG.
Although Peter’s confession is found in all three synoptic Gospels, Matthew alone adds
this blessing and prediction about Peter. Among the manifold allusions and the rich
Semitic background to this blessing, there are but five aspects of the text which may be
highlighted now.”® First, Simon as Ilétpog should probably be identified as the
equivalent to the cornerstone,”®® even if the sentence leaves the syntactical relationship
between it and the building (ExxAncia) ambiguous. Secondly, we observe a word play
between ob katioyvoovsw?® and ob kortonoyvved in a reversal of the subject (‘they’
not ‘you’) and as part of the emphasis of the building’s defensive strength. Third,

Peter’s quick fall from glory, 16:23, creates an irony which borders on a parody of Isa

BBetz 1957.

ZDavies 1991:623 comment on this verse: “This verse is among the most controversial in all of Scripture.
The literature it has generated is immense, and not a little of it rather polemical.”

BDavies 1991:627; Otherwise the analogy is left hopelessly and artlessly vague. Why describe Simon as the
nétpog at all, if he is not to be incorporated into Jesus’ building? The feminine form implies the fixed foundation,
and the masculine is the cornerstone; cf. LSJ.

Z'0ccurs only here in Matthew. Little gain will be made by commentators (e.g., Hagner 1995:472) who
attempt to divide nétpo from kxkAnoio in abrfg; either way the rock foundation is part of the church as a
building.
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by the Jews (esp. 5,6,7,11,13). Accordingly, through allusions to Isa 50 (5:14; 6:1) and
Isa 28:16 it claims that God will complete his judgment against them (5:11) with one
bold stroke. Hence, the stone crushes (cuvtpipry - 6:2; cf. LXX Isa 8:15; 28:13 and
Dan 2) those who would challenge it.***

Only in v.3 does the author turn the stone into an image of hope and salvation.
This appliqation of the stone prompted the author to reinterpret Isa 28:16¢ and rewrite
its ending; i.e., he substituted the negative implications of ob un xatouoyvveRcETAL
with {fioeton €1g v ciwva. Together, Christ is the stone who first brought forth great
moments of negative results and then positive. To prove that God had' rescued the
tragic results of the stone’s arrival by an unexpected exaltation, the author adduced Ps

118:22 (at 6:4).*°

Conclusions to the History of Interpretations

This survey of interpretations demonstrates how Isa 28:16 inspired several re-
applications of its stone metaphor. Isaiah’s cornerstone as a foundation stone in Zion
subsequently transforined into stones for gates and walls (Isa 54), Temple (1Pet 2), or
(remained) a fortress/tower (1QS 8; 1QH 15). Such imagery represented a variety of
personalities: Community council (1QS 8), the Qumran Psalmist (1QH 15), Jesus (Ep.
of Barn. 6), and Peter (Mt 16). In the Christian literature the imagery could be divided
and apportioned to different entities: Christ or Peter as cornerstone: 1Pet 2 and Mt 16
respectively; apostles and prophets as foundation: Eph 2 (see below); and believers as
the walls: 1Pet 2. The stone could even represent a new relationship with YHWH (Isa
54; 1QH 14).

Beyond these rather mechanical observations, we should note that these authors
employed these images to communicate very dynamic messages. A fortress symbolized
strength amidst adversity, sometimes bitter adversity (Isa 54, 1QS 8; 1QH 14; 15),
while the Temple made an ideal vision for the corporate unity and mission of God’s
people as a sacred configuration of stones (1QS 8; 1Pet 2). All the authors, writing
after the exile, found comfort, hope or inspiration from the words of Isa 28:16-17a,

because they believed their cause and community of faith stood in continuity with God’s

*Barnard 1964:310f is right to see Isa 8 in this, although he says v.14 instead of v.15. He does not mention
28:13 which is just as likely the source of this word choice.

®Isa 28:16 continued to be used by the early Church fathers, but these texts must be passed over for the
sake of diminishing comparative value and restraints of space. Barnard 1964:308 lists many later texts. Cf. also
S.0.8:251-565; Acts of Peter 8:24; Lev. Rab. 17:7; and Deut. Rab 3:13.
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Christ®®) from the wall, made of precious stones (as the Church). Intriguingly, Paul
preceded his presentation of the building with an agricultural metaphor (3;6-8) in a way
that reminds us of 1QS 8:5 (and possibly 1QH 15:10).*° The growth of these
communities understandably lent itself to a comparison to the growth of a plant and to
the construction of the building (cf. also Jub 1:16f).°” Together they depict the
beginning stages of the respective religious movements, the authors’ optimistic vision
for its growth, and their assurance of divine assistance. Paul’s allusion to Isa 28:16 did
not, however, illustrate a fulfillment of the original prophecy; rather he merely snatched
up the imagery for its convenient figure of a unified, sacred structure (3:16) in order to

present a remedy to the Corinthian schisms.*"’

Epistle to the Ephesians
Eph 2:20, a (deutero)-Pauline text, also echoes Isa 28:16. If it was not written
by Paul, it was at least influenced by the apostle and perhaps even 1Cor 3:10ff

302

specifically.

Eph 2:20-22
... % Emowkodoundévtec Emi 1® Oeperin TOV AMOSTOAWY KOl TPodTTdY, BUTOC
axpoyovioiov abrod Xpiotob 'Incod, ' Ev @ mdoo oikodour] CUVApPUOAO-
youpévn adEel €ig vadv dylov Ev xupio....

Despite its loose contextual association with Isa 28:16 or the possible confluence of
imagery from Ps 118:22, this should be considered an allusion (cf. @eperiw). The
context (2:1-22) also points to this conclusion: firstly, even as 2:1-10 feature God’s

universal work of salvation and 2:11-19 feature the universal reconciliation in Christ, so

**Bell 1994:278 suggests that 1Cor 10:4, which equates Christ with a rock, inspired Paul’s use of stone
imagery in Rom 10. This seems unlikely in view of the allusion already in 1Cor 3. Fee 1987:139, makes a
confusing argument in his treatment of “foundation”. While identifying it with Christ in the body of his text, he
then reverses his position in n.23 to deny that it is related to personalities (i.e. Christ) but rather with “the gospel
vis-a-vis sophia”, a claim which he does not follow-up.

B9CS. Gartner 1965:57-60.

30gee Conzelmann 1975:75nn.60-63 for the combination of these metaphors in the OT, Judaism, Hellenism,
and Gnosticism. '

3"Michel, TDOT 4.890, suspects a Jesus-tradition (Mk 14:58) is behind this early use of the stone tradition
which Paul is now implying for catechetical purposes. Gértner 1965:57n2 does not agree specifically about Mk
14:58 as the basis of 1Cor 3, but concedes the point in general. Barrett 1968:87f pushes beyond that to speculate
that the foundation may have entered Paul’s discussion because of Peter’s presence in the Corinthian church (1:12

- Kfi¢ar for the Aramaic (X)*2) and because of Paul’s perception that there was an abuse of Peter’s position (cf.
Gal 2:9), with respect to Paul’s own (and Apollos) and his gospel.

3%with Bruce 1973:234; against Lincoln 1990:152-7. The points raised below will not deny potential
influences from Ps 118 or from a general stone festimonia, but do illustrate some contributions 28:16 specifically
makes to Eph 2 to support the claim of an allusion.
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vv.20-22 relate that God has initiated the results achieved by the cornerstone, Christ.**

The allusion facilitated this combination of theology and Christology. Secondly,
hostilities again loom on the texts’ horizon. These correlations hint that an allusion to
Isa 28:16 was meaningful.

The freedom of allusion allows for a more creative representation of the
intertext and this text moves another step towards allegorical treatment.’® By
separating the unity of Isaiah’s imagery, the author associated its components with
three elements of the Christian community; namely, 1) the cornerstone®® as Christ; 2)
foundation as the apostles and prophets; and 3) building as the congregation(s). This
text, along with 1Cor 3 and 1Pet 2, refer to their respective communities as the Temple
to express their convictions that God’s presence and power accompanied this
growth.>* Unity among Jews and gentiles within the people of God was the significant

result of the cornerstone according to this text.

Romans 9:33

Paul’s citation of Isa 28:16 in Rom 9:33 relates to his ongoing critique of the
Jews (from v.31); this can be observed with the connecting particles, d1a T (v.32), and
KkaBmg (v.33). After 9:33 Paul sustained his focus on the Jews until 10:3, so that the
gentiles do not reappear on the stage again until 10:4, there only briefly, and perhaps
not vitally important until 10:11-13.

The form of Paul’s citation, with its unique conflation with Isa 8:14, has already
been commented on in passing, but now it may be fully addressed. Rom 9:33 matches
1Pet 2:6 and 1QIsa™ at the citation’s beginning,”®” but does not follow the LXX. For
the final clause, 1Pet 2:6 follows the LXX exactly, while Rom 9:33 and 10:11 (which
adds ndalg) are close but not exact. Paul’s &én’ bt matches the LXX but is only implied

3BEor God as the implied subject of the so-called ‘theological passives’ (vv.20ff), see Barth 1974:271.

3%Both tv kvple, and kv ¢ violate the continuity of Isaiah’s metaphor. The metaphor is, therefore,
secondary to the writer’s point.

3%Two exegetical problems relate to this word: 1) its physical location (foundation or capstone) and 2) the
genitive absolute: vtog dxpoyovniaiov abrot Xpiotod Incod. On the first, the discussion yields few payoffs either
way, since the exaltation of Christ does not depend on this decision (cf. 1:22; 4:13). Secondly, if ambiguity resides
in the definition of the word, the genitive probably springs from an implied connection with 8eperiw (cf. 1Cor
3:10). See Bruce 1973:231-235, for more discussion.

P6Gsrtner 1965:58£,65. Another feature which some of these texts share and which reflects a pool of early
NT expressions is the use of ‘growth’ language in various tropes (body, baby, or plant metaphors) through a
consistent use of abEdvw: (Eph 2:21) atéer, (1Pet 2:2) abinbiite, and (1Cor 3:6,7) nd€avev, atEovev.

*The discussion of the participle T0Y and tiénut above, shows how Stanley’s 1992:121n111 conclusion
that Rom 9:33 could not be an “assimilation to the Hebrew™ was a hasty one. Cf. Van der Kooij 1981:120.
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by the Hebrew. The correspondence with LXX 28:16 on the verb, xatouoyve is also
difficult to attribute to coincidence.’®® The theory of Greek text testimonia,’® held in
common with 1Pet, does not solve the inquiry conclusively, since “stumbling” was
found in conjunction with 28:16 in both Hebrew and Greek contexts (cf. Isa 28:13,
1QH 15, in addition to 1Pet 2). Perhaps, then, a testimonia source from oral tradition
which was originally based on the Hebrew should not be ruled out.’' LL. Seeligmann,
for example, does not attribute 9:33 directly to a Greek text, since he believes it was
either a quotation from memory or from a Hebrew text.’'' If the conflation was
intentional, then the second explanation is more probable. In view of these
complications, it remains prudent to keep any conclusions at arm’s length, while
admitting that the potential for a Hebrew Vorlage cannot be dismissed.

From the study of Isa 28:16 and its history of interpretation it emerged that
28:16 could be perceived as condemnatory, hopeful, or both (or in the case of 1Cor 3,
neither).’'> An author’s selection of words from 28:16 along with the presence or
absence of hostility contributed to the particular meaning that an author intended to
convey. It seems reasonable that Paul could have quoted Isaiah 28:16 in its complete
form and elicited either or both of those general notions, that of judgement or hope.*"
And yet, he did not quote Isa 28:16 fully but selected a portion of 8:14 for its middle
section. Taking these words at their face value, we note that Paul has ripped out all
evidence of the cornerstone, foundations, walls or fortress from 28:16 and manipulated
the words of the prophecy to say that God has laid a stumbling stone in Zion! Likewise,
his selectivity neglected the positive portion of Isa 8:14.

More similarities and differences in the contexts can be catalogued at this point.
At 9:33 the focus is on Israel’s failure of faith which hints at a negative function for the
stone. This use would certainly parallel Isaiah 8 and 28, but at Rom 10:11, the
characters pointedly include both gentiles and Jews who willingly espouse Paul’s creed
(vv.9-10). This gentile presence marks the most obvious distance between these

traditions, and Paul’s Christological interests in 10:4,8-13 add to that. Does the stone in

mmwwxuvef]csxat (for W) in Rom 9:33 preserves the verbal root of the LXX, yet changes the tense.

3®Dodd 1952:43.

%o Barnard 1964:307,11.

MGeeligmann 1948:24. cf. also Hanson 1974:146.

312Dir.xter 1979:25,302 wrongly sees the duality as inherent in the text.

3Contra Hiibner 1984:68 who sees a judgmental use of Isa 28:16 as a contamination of its natural sense.
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9:33 refer to Christ? Some debate has arisen in the past three decades about the
identification of the stone, so that must be addressed fully. Continuity between the three
passages runs along a choice to trust in God at a defining moment in the history of

14
Israel.’

Another question to answer will concern the implications of a typological or
prophetic use of Isa 8 and 28. These questions, which have guided the preceding survey
of traditions, are central to describing the particular transformation of the intertexts’
semantic value. Finally, it might be helpful to query whether or not Rom 9:32b-33
reflects similar interests which were found in 1Cor 1 and 3 since these two texts

focused on Christ and Paul’s mission.

314Beyond a “stone” Stichwort linkage, several other verbal connections exist: JAX (8:14-28:16); 11°% (8:18-
28:16); W (8:1,4-28:16); 1IY/MLY D0 (8:8-28:15); T OYN (8:11-28:11,14); DY (8:14-28:14);
TTOVIAPIIMAW (8:15-28:13); MIRAX 7107° (8:18-28:22). Thematic parallels would include: Assyria; YHWH’s
ironic judgement; stubborn officials in Jerusalem; Ephraim-Samaria; alliances; sorcery and necromancy; and
terror.
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Chapter 3
EXEGESIS OF THE OLD TESTAMENT PASSAGES IN 10:5-8 AND

A SURVEY OF THEIR HISTORY OF INTERPRETATION

The next quotation in Rom 10 comes in a new subsection that has caused no
shortage of puzzlement. Paul’s argument in vv.5ff continues closely on the heels of
10:4, but the introduction of Moses after the climactic and categorical statement of 10:4
justifies marking the beginning of a new subsection. Beyond the concerns of relating
10:5ff with 10:4, his use of the OT in vv.5-8, with his unique introductory formulae
creates the principal problems. The goal of this chapter will be to explore where and
how these intertexts functioned before their appearance in Romans. Questions emerging
from the diachronic study, it will be seen, will challenge the common opinion that Paul

was making his argument by playing one citation of the law off another.

Leviticus 18:5 - Making Sense of Sex

Introduction

The intertext in Rom 10:5 comes from Lev 18:5. Three leading and related
questions arise from studying Lev 18:5 and its subsequent uses: 1) What did doing
YHWH?’s statutes and judgements consist of? 2) What was ‘living” meant to convey?
and 3) How were doing and living related? What complicates the task of answering
these questions at a particular historical or cultural juncture is the likelihood that
Israelite law accrued regulations through time, and that existing laws sustained
adaptations.’”® The use of these legal terms could also be hedged by varying rhetorical
strategies or by other contextual factors, i.e. made to refer to specific laws or altogether
different spheres of jurisdiction. Was an author, it may be asked, primarily considering
domestic laws without regard for wider social spheres, or were they an especial concern
within the wider scope of laws? By the same token, defining ‘living’ is crucial because it
may entail numerous dimensions of human existence: physical, psychological, religious,

economic, cultural, individual, familial, national, temporal, historical, and eternal.

3E ., see Fishbane 1986:91-106,231-77. On pp.109ff he compares the exegetical additions given to Lev
23:39-42 and Deut 31:10-13 by Neh 8:13-17.
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Combinations of these cannot be neglected; e.g., living could represent national,
economic prosperity. These questions will contribute to a more precise reading of the
intertext’s semantic value.

This study contends for a new understanding of Leviticus 18 by pursuing a line
of analysis between the legal material in vv.6-23 and the chapter’s framing material,
vv.1-5,24-30. To argue successfully that the laws and the surrounding texts belong
together one must overcome two major problems: first, a redaction critical issue based
on stylistic differences which, secondly, seem confirmed by trouble in reconciling the
content of vv.1-5 with vv.6-23. The problem of style appears clear as vv.1-5 exhibit
narrative qualities whilst vv.6-23 preserve apodictic law. Turning to the second issue,
the first five verses admonish Israel to separate itself from Egypt and Canaan by
observing YHWH’s laws, whilst vv.6-23 preserve a series of regulations, predominately
regarding incest, which were not peculiarly Israelite. Although not every scholar has
observed a problem in reading vv.6-23 in this light, Baruch Levine’'® and Erhard

7 rightly question the value of the incest laws for a polemic against

Gerstenberger”'
foreign nations, including Egypt where it is known that the royal family occasionally
allowed some incestuous unions. This observation appears to exacerbate the redactional
problem, leaving the passage without an apparent rationale for its collection of laws or
their relationship to vv.3-5 in particular. N.H. Snaith states what most commentators
have concluded:

The compilations of laws and customs are from different sources, all brought together
without any real attempt at editing or correlation.”'®

Nevertheless, this study first addresses the question of literary context and then looks at
the second crux with the help of Mary Douglas’s anthropological approach which she
has rigorously applied to the food laws of ch.11 31

Levine 1989:118.
M Gerstenberger 1996:256f.

318Snaith 1967:137. See also particularly Noth 1977:146 and Carmichael 1997:6-9,40. Carmichael’s reading,
which explains the motivation for these laws as an urge to gloss Israel’s embarrassing accounts of incest in the
patriarchal narratives, is creative but stretched beyond credibility at several points (e.g. vv.7,10,13-14). Also, and
most simply, he assumes the incest laws are the most important elements of this collection—this analysis by
contrast prefers the more inclusive label, “sexual laws™.

3%Her ideas have progressed over time since her first major application of pollution theory to Leviticus
(1966), until her most recent book (1999). In the latter she gives a historical overview of both her work and
anthropology as it pertains to pollution theory (pp.v-viii,6-10). Her earlier work was marked by occasional and
unsystematic attention to the sexual laws. However, Douglas 1999 and 1999a somewhat closes that lacuna. This
essay diverges from her work, not because of a fault in her anthropological approach, but precisely because of a
denial of her assumptions about the relationship between vv.1-5 and vv.6-23.
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Literary, Historical, and Theological Background

Three features of the Lev 18 confirm that the framing material was composed,
not for a separate literary tradition but expressly for the sexual laws. First, the narrative
thread®®® which weaves together the sections of Leviticus reflects an ambition to fit the
following material into the constituting laws of the nation.””' Lev 18:5 belongs to a
speech that has its ostensible setting at Mt. Sinai in the running narrative from Exod 19
to Num 10.** Whatever the biblical record states about the conquest, it shows that
Israel’s settlement was only partially successful, so throughout the centuries the
Hebrew people lived alongside the practices of the Canaanites. Secondly, from the
general admonitions in 18:1-5,24-30, a picture emerges in which Israel is attempting to

323

erect constituting laws that 1) would protect themselves™ from what they must have

* and 2) would allow them to

considered debasing elements in Canaanite religion™
transform common theological conceptions for their own perception of God**’ and his
special purposes for them. Even as Israel may have found imagery and words from its
neighbors helpful in articulating its vision of God,””® Lev 18 reflects an impulse to cut
conceptual and ritualistic ties with Canaan. Third, a closer look at the framing material
finds the language of 18:1-5 resurfacing in 18:24-30 which thereby creates the effect of
two bookends holding up the material in vv.6-23. Similarly, and in support of this
observation, parallels between the framing material in chs.18 and 20 should be
recognized; see Appendix 2 below. All four sections of the frames mention the
behaviour of God’s people in the land with or in distinction to other peoples. In no case
was Israel to conform, but in every case others were to conform to God’s statues. Put

succinctly, these texts deal with external boundaries around Israel’s culture. Mary

Douglas has analyzed the overall structure of Lev 18-20 as a ring composition, where

32Wenham 1979:3-8,15-16.
*!Thompson 1992:381; cf. also Fishbane 1986:257f.

32A detour into the theories of Israel’s exodus and conquest (settlement or revolt) will be avoided, because
they are many, are filled with complex speculations, and are marginally relevant to Lev 18. See Thompson
1992:1-77,127-70 for a detailed review.

32t would be because of both similarities and differences that such actions would be necessary. Cross 1973
focuses on matters of continuity, while Gray 1957 emphasizes discontinuity.

'Bright 1981:118; Gray 1957:133f,187f regarding imitative magical practices; and Albright 1953:92-3,
regarding cultic prostitution.

*BCross 1973:42,151f. In Israel’s theology of El is united with YHWH, ascribing to him the role of creator
of everything and sole authority of history who was to be worshipped with exclusive loyalty.
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ch.19 is the pivot point and chs.18 and 20 aré seen in parallel.’*’ She contends that the
second half gives further refinement or definition to the first. When it is seen that in the
otherwise pedantic restatement of the sexual laws in ch.20, punishments for the
infraction are added, her point carries some merit.

Therefore, such a pattern of redaction gives credence to the suggestion that the
framing material be read in light of the remainder of the chapter. By recapitulating
material of the introduction in the summation, the redactor intended to combine the two
sections in such a way that violence would be done to the framing material if it is
constdered separately from the sexual laws. The whole chapter, in this case, would have
arose as part of the larger tradition called P or H.>**

This analysis uncovers the redactor’s intent, but it also sharpens the differences
between the content of the framing sections and the legal material. To address this the

discussion will now examine vv.1-4 and 6-23 before reflecting on v.5 at the conclusion.

Texts of Leviticus 18:5

Lev 18:1-5

' YHWH spoke to Moses saying, * “Speak to the children of Israel and say to them: I
am YHWH your God. * You (pl.) must not model your conduct according to customs in
the land of Egypt where you dwelt, nor model your conduct according to customs in the
land of Canaan where I am sending you and you must not live by their statutes. * You
will model my statutes and observe my judgements to walk by them! I am YHWH your
God. ® You will observe my statutes and my judgements, for a person may do them and
live by them.  am YHWH.”

Rom 10:5

For Moses writes about the righteousness which comes from the law: “The one who
does these things will live by them.”

’*E.g. Ps 19:4f; see Dahood 1965:121 and Stadelmann 1970:52f.

Douglas 1999:223 depicts the structure of Leviticus after the form of the Tabernacle. This position is a
sophisticated and imaginative advance from a simple ring construction for the whole book as explained in Douglas
1993. What has remained constant is her analysis of chs.18-20 as a ring (see 1999a:341-350). Cf. also Rendtorff
1996:294f.

Bwith few historical moorings, dating P(H) is a matter of considerable speculation. Levine’s “realistic”
interpretation of Leviticus shows a fragility of the data that cannot be hidden behind such a presumptuous title;
ABD 4:318f and 1989:xviff. He dates the book to the post-exilic period primarily based on certain word studies.
Milgrom 1983, by contrast, finds evidence from other word studies for dating the book to the period of the
monarchy; Fishbane 1986:164 agrees with Milgrom. This debate matters insofar as our objective is to compare
Lev 18:5 with other traditions of interpretations. E.g., It will be argued in the History of Interpretation below,
following Joosten 1996, that Ezekiel has taken up traditions from Leviticus. Joosten concludes that H is pre-exilic,
before Ezekiel, and not dependent on D. Zimmerli 1979:1.46-52, however, believes that Ezekiel and Leviticus
originated independently among priestly circles.
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that Israel’s existence as a people rests on Yahweh’s self-revelation of his holy

character”.>**

Verse three is a siren’s blast for cultural isolationism or conservatism: it warns
Israel to sever its ties with Egypt and to preserve themselves amidst the cultural or
religious climate of Canaan. The parallel clauses of this verse begin with ?J, giving them
a concessive and adversative meaning to set up the prohibitions thus: “even though the
Egyptians conduct their lives in such a manner, you will not!”.>”> The commands lead in
a progression to the final clause, also a prohibition, which demanded that Israel not
“walk” (live)**® by their statutes. Therefore, insofar as these nations’ statutes conflicted
with YHWH?’s, Israel was required to show him loyalty by rejecting their customs
(v.4).

What was the scope of the NP and VOWM in vv.3-5? Clearly, they are national
and most probably both cultic and social laws—‘law’ in the broadest sense. At least
this general application of these words must stand unless the context constrains them to

more specific statutes or judgements.

This, indeed, is the problem of reading vv.1-5 and vv.6-23 together. For, how
can this goal of separation and differentiation from foreign nations, expressed
archetypically as Egypt and Canaan, be reconciled with the goal, if there is one, in the
particular sexual laws in v.6ff? This quandary has induced great confusion among the
commentators, despite attempts by Wenham, among others including Mary Douglas, to
dredge up distinctions in the sexual practices between Israel and Egypt or Canaan>*® It

is insufficient to grant that the comparative literature illumines a rationale for vv.3-4 and

B*Hartley 1992:291-293; quotation from p.293.

35Usually 1¥Y? and 7WY are translated weakly as ‘what is done’ and ‘do’. These words have a peculiar
usage here in Lev 18:3, however; elsewhere they refers to labor/toil (Gen 5:29; Deut 2:7); output/production (Num
31:20; Deut 4:28); an occupation (Gen 47:3; Ex 5:13); and craftsmanship (Ex 26:1)}—none of which are implied
here. The closest paratlel comes from Ex 23:24 which points towards cultic tasks or rituals. Such a connotation
cannot be ruled out here, especially with a reference to Molek in v.21. “Customs” and “model your (p!.) conduct™
are used in the translation to reflect this inference along with a desire to maintain a generality in the near context
that does not emphasize idolatry or cultic issues; (cf. LXX - Emthdevoig and voppog).

3%Cf. TDOT 5:391-92. Walking after a king or leader implies loyalty, e.g., ANET 478. Cf. “alaku”, CAD,

A1.300,308,320. And yet, walking in/by statues or laws seems to be a particularly Hebrew appropriation of the
metaphor. “Living in accordance with” is doubtless the meaning here.

*¥"Noth 1977:134 believes that this prohibition in the context of vv.6ff shows that Israel considered the
Canaanites as sexually licentious and promiscuous to an extreme. Traditions of a similar bias are found in the
story of Sodom and Gemorrah; nevertheless, vv.61f, as will be explained below, do not necessarily signal this.

338 Wenham 1979:251-52 and 1991:359-363 finds evidence of homosexuality from Mesopotamia and Canaan;
bestiality from Egyptian, Canaanite, and Hittite sources; child sacrifice in Ammon.
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the laws of vv.21-23 (regarding Molek, homosexuality, and bestiality). This leaves the
incest laws (vv.6-17), which were virtually universal, as pointless, even contrived, as
distinctive cultural markers.” Likewise, vv.18-20 fail on the same grounds, but add the
wrinkle that they are not incestuous and they appear to be interjected awkwardly among
these laws.’*’ Should a source critical piecemeal approach to this question be the only
option, or have commentators missed the real importance of vv.6ff? Can sense be made
of the whole passage to expose a coherent logic that does not result in a needling,
unimaginative polemic with Leviticus’ neighbors?

These questions are being given an affirmative answer here with the help of
certain insights of Mary Douglas’s anthropological studies in social pollution and
taboos. She has concluded that the logic for a society’s rules are often imagined
through a symbolic use of the human body. From her field work and literary studies she
has specifically discovered the implied symbolism which food and sex carry in various

cultures, just as she wrote:

The body is a model which can stand for any bounded system. Its boundaries can
represent any boundaries which are threatened or precarious. The body is a complex
structure. The functions of its different parts and their relation afford a source of
symbols for other complex structures.**!

Her findings from studies of primitive cultures, when applied to the exegesis of Lev 11,
have shown how that legislation, which was heretofore observed as a desultory
grouping of rules, also carried an important sociological logic.*** For our purposes, it is
noted that sex, like eating, deals with the entries and exits of bodily boundaries and as
such becomes another, apt analogy for social, cultural, and theological intercourse.**’

Although she acknowledges that sexual taboos are extremely important for this implicit

0ccasional practice of incest between members of the Egyptian royal family in pharoanic times is not a
sufficient basis for a polemic; cf. Manniche 1987:29. Bagnall 1994:127-34, shows that this taboo relaxed in the
Roman period 2-4" centuries AD, particularly in the urban areas of the northern Arsinoite nome. Bagnall
hypothesizes that this trend began in the Hellenistic Age, but was uncommon before this.

3For the condemnation of adultery in Egypt, see Manniche 1987:20-22.

*'Douglas 1966:115. Later she adds “we should expect the orifices of the body to symbolize its [society’s]
specially vulnerable points.... The mistake is to treat bodily margins in isolation from all other margins” (p.121).
Thus menstrual flow, seminal discharges, and births are assigned cultic significance through purity concerns (Lev
12 and 15). Also, in Douglas 1993:21, she says, “In Leviticus the body is the cosmos.”

3 Her analysis has evolved from Douglas 1966 through her article 1993:3-23 where she integrates her
explanation of the food laws more fully into the whole structure of Lev and especially in relation to the blood laws
and blemish laws. In Douglas 1999:134-75 she offers a further advance in integrating these laws with the entire

literary and theological setting of P.

Douglas 1975:271. On p.262 she states “Sexual and gastronomic consummation are made equivalents of
one another by reason of analogous restrictions applied to each.”
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social structure, her work in Leviticus has not substantially focused on ch.18.>*

Analysis of vv.6-23

The general prohibition of v.6, do not have sex’*’ with close relatives (TW3),
guides vv.7-17 which were given to define how close were close relations. The implied
subjects of these commands were men, because all the familial members with whom the
subject must not have sex were women.’*® Within the prohibitions, the text often
preserves a justiﬁcation which was expressed variously in a circumlocution such as “she
is the nakedness (7171)¥) of your father” (speaking of a mother or stepmother).**’ These
imply that to break them would jeopardize the family structure by directly and indirectly
violating members within one’s extended family. An offense of this sort would bring
shame upon the whole family and would rupture its cohesiveness. These were some of
the most intimate internal boundaries of Israelite culture—boundaries, in that they
must not be crossed, but internal and not external, because they were within the social
structure. Therefore, vv.6-17 focus on the life of the extended family.>*®

Intriguingly, there are certain gaps among the list of family members. These are

344Despite the fact that she repeatedly places sexual taboo in parallel with dietary taboo, she did not treat the
sexual laws of Lev 18 and 20 with a comparable perspicacity. Douglas 1999:234-40 unfortunately makes three
fundamental errors. First, finding a ring structure between chs.18-20, which correspondingly induced a conviction
that ch.19 is the pinnacle and main point of the section, riveted her attention on 19 to the neglect of 18 and 20.
“Secondly, she devoted overmuch time dealing with the ethics of homosexuality, despite it being one issue among
many. Finally, she assumes that the incest laws preserve a polemic against the occasional incestuous behavior of

Egyptian royalty.
3%5For sexual connotations of 29, see Levine 1989:119.

*porter 1976:145 and Carmichael 1997:7 narrow (too far) the target audience to the head of the household
and a child respectively. Even our explanation needs qualifying with regards to v.7 which may be thinking of
males and females (mother-son and father-daughter relations). Vv.8-17 are clearly intended for males.

347As the following table shows:

vv.7-8 - “nakedness of your father” of a mother or stepmother J°2X"NWR

vw.9,11  “nakedness of your sister/daughter of your ,f 4 sister or halfsister NN /:lf?g—n; X "I’:R,{‘n;
fathers daughter” )

v.10 “nakedness of your son’s/daughter’s of a granddaughter a’zga-n; IR 73272
daughter”
v.12 “she is your father’s flesh” of a paternal aunt 772X~ NINX
v.13 “she is your mother’s flesh” of a maternal aunt JRX~DINR
v.14 “she is your aunt” of a wife of a paternal uncle IAWR ... T8N
v.15 “she is your son’s wife” of a daughter-in-law 733 NWX
v.16 “she is your brother’s nakedness™ of a sister-in-law 3R~ DWX
v.17 “behold this is wickedness™ 127 of a step-daughter or step grandchildren APJ3 YR

ARATN2...0137ha ...

8porter 1976:143f and Knierim 1987:12; not clan as Gerstenberger 1996:248,58 argues.
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daughters, nieces, and female first cousins.’*® The discussion will return to this
observation.

At v.18, there is a shift in the redaction of the sexual laws. In the prohibition
against marrying a woman and her sister, there is no issue for the man’s male or female
relative, but rather for the family from which his wife originated, i.e. another family in
the clan (or perhaps the tribe or nation).”* This law supposes a larger jurisdiction than
the previous verses.””' Hence, the sexual laws have moved beyond the orbit of family
into the larger society. This being the case, vv.19f are no longer a surprise, since they
prohibit sex during menstruation and adultery.’®? Relations with one’s vﬁfe was fine
until it interrupted ritual purity, or relations with a woman, not already excluded,
became forbidden if adulterous because societal cohesion was at risk (v.20).>® It is vital
to note that this logical, outward progreésion is also marked by a change in justification

for the prohibitions which now stresses defilement or uncleanness (FIXMV). Whereas

vv.6-17 dealt with the family, vv.18-20 extend the scope of sexual laws to the clan or
tribe and accordingly attract different issues regarding their enforcement. Implications
for sexual activity reach beyond small family units to greater social structures. Verses
18-20 still articulate internal boundaries of the society, but by connecting sexuality with
the cult’s or religion’s coherence the laws cover the next circle of associations within
the Israelite nation.

Finally, that a polemic against child sacrifice (v.21) also finds its place in these
statutes reinforces the notion that the family was to be understood as part of the culture
at large and most importantly that sexual boundaries represent even the limits of

cultural boundaries; i.e., external boundaries. The law against sacrificing children to

For the case of the missing daughter, see CD 5:7-9; Ziskind 1996:125-30; and Meacham 1997:254-59.

3OMcNutt 1999 contends that the endogamy was typically practiced in the clan throughout the pre-exilic
periods. More about endogamy will be said below. Levine 1989:122 and Bendor 1996:57-66 are right to see that
v.17 also falls out of the confines of the family as a regulation regarding a step-daughter or step-grandchild, but
the justification for the prohibition, “they are your flesh”, indicates the case was being treated as incest.

1A lack of clear stratification in ancient Israelite society complicates the process of assigning a precise
level of jurisdiction to these laws. Yet, TN*Y NWR (v.20) denotes members of society not necessarily from one’s
extended family (see 5:21; 19:11,15,17; 24:19; 25:14,15,17). McNutt 1999:165 and Bendor 1996:92f persuasively
argue that clan and tribe distinctions may well have survived trends towards greater urbanization throughout the
era of the monarchy, particularly in rural areas. See McNutt 1999:197ff for a response to Weber, Gottwald, and de
Vaux who believe that the 