
Chapter 10
Scripture
Introductory comments
Since it is not usual to include in a survey on nt theology a section on Scripture, some justification is needed for its inclusion here. There is no denying the importance of Scripture when surveying the themes that go to make up a nt theology. Two basic assumptions have to be made: (i) the continuity between the οτ and the Christian faith, and (ii) the continuing relevance of the nt text. The approach to Scripture adopted within the nt has a direct bearing on the validity and importance of the theological concepts. No further justification is needed. But our field of study must necessarily be limited.
The nt does not expound a full-blown doctrine of Scripture.' At most it supplies data on which such a doctrine may be built. We must not expect, therefore, any systematic discussion of such issues, for instance, as the methods of inspiration or the concept of inerrancy. Both lie outside a precise exposition of the nt view of the οτ and of the nt testimony to itself. It is salutary to recognize the fragmentary, although powerful, nature of the evidence for the inspiration and authority of Scripture, for this should make more guarded any doctrine based upon it. A careful study of the evidence will lead to a view of the text which has a direct bearing on the authority of the teaching which has been considered in the previous sections.
In the Introduction we noted the problem of the nature of nt theology, whether it is merely descriptive or whether it can be considered normative (see pp. 32ff). Clearly if the texts from which the concepts have been drawn are authoritative, it must involve more than a descriptive discipline. If it is God-given and revelatory, its relevance must extend beyond the
1 For some general treatments of the nt evidence in relation to the doctrine of Scripture, cf. Β. Β. Warfield, The Inspiration and Authority of the Bible (1951), pp. 229ff; J. N. Geldenhuys, Supreme Authority (1953).
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borders of its own age. It will need interpreting afresh in each age, to speak coherently to the prevailing intellectual climate; but, precisely for this reason, its basic authority must remain unchanged. The science of her-meneutics will be necessary, but any right interpretation of Scripture will not make any radical change in the authoritative character of the text.
The method to be used in the following discussions on scripture will be to focus attention on authority as the central key for an understanding of the idea of inspiration. It is because of the authority of the text, seen in the approach to it by Jesus, that its testimony to its inspiration must be regarded as valid for his followers. At the same time the text is authoritative by virtue of its inspiration. These are reciprocal truths: the self-evident au​thority of the text lends weight to the claims it makes for its own inspi​ration, while at the same time admitting of only one explanation, i.e. that in some way it is divinely inspired.
This will explain why in the following study we shall not drive too thick a wedge between authority and inspiration, although recognizing a dis​tinction between them. The real clue to the whole subject is to be found in the personal authority of Jesus himself.2 His approach to the οτ forms the strongest possible grounds for the Christian estimate of it, and his approach to his own teaching provides a solid basis for a right assessment of the nt.
It will be necessary to set the use of the οτ by Jesus and the apostles against the current Jewish use in order to bring out both their similarity and distinctiveness. The discovery of the Qumran scrolls has added greatly to our knowledge of contemporary Jewish exegesis and has highlighted the originality of the interpretations of the οτ in the teaching of Jesus.
The plan of the following discussion may be set out in three stages: (i) the general use of the οτ, (ii) the authority and inspiration of the οτ text, and (iii) the basis for an approach to the authority and inspiration of the nt. For a complete survey it would be necessary to discuss the limits of the οτ and nt canons, but this lies outside the scope of this book. There are reasonable grounds for supposing that the οτ canon known to Jesus and the apostolic church was the same as the Hebrew οτ (which excludes the Apocrypha). A discussion of the οτ canon belongs to the background and not to the essence of nt theology. A discussion of the nt canon would take us beyond the nt itself into the testimony of the post-apostolic church.3
2 Most scholars would agree that Jesus himself must be the key to the problem of authority, but not all would draw the conclusions set out in this section. Cf J. Huxtable, The Bible Says (1962), who considers that Jesus' view of authority makes an appeal to insight on the part of his disciples (p. 87). He cites with approval Alan Richardson's remark in his Christian Apologetics (1947), p. 222, that God is not authoritarian in the exercise of his authority.
3 For discussions on the nt canon, cf. A. Souter, The Text and Canon of the New Testament (21954); A. Wikenhauser, New Testament Introduction'(Eng. trans. 1958); K. Aland, The Problem of the New Testament Canon (1962); C. F. D. Moule, The Birth of the New Testament (1962). Cf. also J. N. Birdsall,
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We have already noted the basic assumption that nt theology assumes a fixed nt canon (pp. 40ff). Indeed, the study of nt theology itself bears testimony to the remarkable unity of thought within those canonical do​cuments in spite of much diversity of emphasis and expression, and this contributes to the conviction that the books, which were later recognized as belonging exclusively to the nt collection, bear a common authority. This will become clearer in the course of our discussion.
The synoptic gospels
When considering the doctrine of Scripture, it is essential first to examine the approach of Jesus and then to compare with this the approach of the individual evangelists. We shall consider the methods of use and interpret​ation, the authority and inspiration of the οτ as seen in the teaching of Jesus, together with any evidences which point to an approach to the authority of the nt. Then we shall note what relation the attitude of the evengelists has to that of Jesus.
JESUS' GENERAL USE OF THE OLD TESTAMENT
We may begin with the ways in which Jesus incorporated the οτ into his teaching. This he did in two main ways, either by direct quotation or by indirect allusion. There can be no doubt that Jesus saw himself as the fulfilment of many οτ prophecies.4 This has already been made clear in the section on Christology, where the titles used were seen to be strongly indebted to an οτ background, particularly Son of man, servant of Yahweh and Lord (see pp. 258ff.; 270ff.; 291ff.). It must be noted that even in these cases Jesus gives his own distinctive meaning to the concepts drawn from οτ sources. What is significant for our present purpose is the sense of continuity with the οτ seen in his use of these concepts. This is particularly true of his own awareness of his messianic office, and must serve as a powerful justification for the Christian conviction that there is a basic unity between the οτ and the nt. Although inevitably an nt theology is con​cerned with the nt teaching, our previous surveys have shown conclusively that the οτ background is indispensable for a true understanding of the teaching of the nt. This point is not in dispute in assessing the teaching of Jesus. But important considerations arise from a study of the methods of interpretation used.
The quotations from the οτ in the recorded teaching of Jesus are too numerous to be regarded as incidental. They are, moreover, spread throughout all the synoptic gospels, with Matthew's gospel containing the
'Canon of the New Testament', NBD, pp. 194ff.; D. Guthrie, 'The Canon of the New Testament', ZPEB 1, pp. 731-745.
4 R. T. France, Jesus and the Old Testament (1971) provides a detailed examination of Jesus' approach to the OT.
955
SCRIPTURE
most. Some are introduced with a formula, sometimes specifying the οτ writer (Moses, Isaiah, David), but others are found without such a formula. In addition to these precise citations, there are many allusions to ox imagery and to ox characters. We may say that the mind of Jesus was steeped in οτ language and thought.
At times his use of Scripture is in accordance with the procedure of his Jewish contemporaries, as when he appears to base his reply to the Sad-ducees about the reality of the afterlife on the present tense of the verb (Ί am the God of Abraham, and the God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob', Mt. 22:32 = Mk. 12:26 = Lk. 20:37, quoting Ex. 3:6). Again, when defending his own less rigid approach to the sabbath in discussion with the Pharisees, Jesus appeals to what David did, as the Lord's anointed, and assumes that what applied to the lesser must also apply to the greater (i.e. to himself as Son of man and Lord of the sabbath, Mt. 12:3f. = Mk. 2:25-28 = Lk. 6:3-5). In both these cases there are parallels from rabbinic exegesis.
Sometimes Jesus speaks of the οτ as fulfilled in the present as the cov​enanters of Qumran did.5 At the commencement of his ministry in the synagogue at Nazareth, Jesus reads from Isaiah 61:If. and declares that it is fulfilled that very day (Lk. 4:16ff). This shows that at an early stage of the ministry he was conscious of the idea of fulfilment of passages carried over from the οτ. In the passion narrative at the close of the ministry Jesus is seen doing the same thing, as when he cites Zechariah 13:7 in relation to his own passion and the scattering of the disciples (Mt. 26:31 = Mk. 14:27). In the enigmatic saying about the purpose of the parables in Mat​thew 13:14f., Jesus applies the words of Isaiah 6:9-10 to himself.6
There is another method of approach which must be briefly mentioned, although space will not allow more than a passing mention. That is the typological approach. The word 'typology' is used in the sense that persons and events referred to in the οτ may be regarded as models (or types) for other persons and events.7 When οτ types are therefore applied to Christ or the disciples, this is done on the basis that there is a consistency about God's dealings with men. There is no doubt that in the or the exodus was repeatedly seen as such a model. The appeal to type as a method of interpretation, which for a while was out of favour, has reasserted itself in relation to οτ people and events. The use of type must be distinguished from the use of prediction, in that type carries within it no necessary reference to the future. It is also sharply distinct from allegory with which it has often been confused. It is not to be thought that appeals to types
3 On the method of interpreting the οτ at Qumran, cf. F. F. Bruce, Biblical Exegesis in the Qumran Texts (1960), pp. 75ff.
6 Cf. Longenecker, Biblical Exegesis in the Apostolic Period (1975), pp. 70f., for other examples.
7 Cf. R. T. France, Jesus and the Old Testament, pp. 38-80, who gives a detailed discussion of the typological use of the οτ. Cf. also L. Goppelt, Typos. Die Typologische Deutung des Alien Testaments im Neuen (1973).
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treat the historical events as anything less than history (as allegory invari​ably does).
A few examples will suffice to show the importance that Jesus attached to a typological application of οτ ideas. He compared himself with Jonah (Mt. 12:39-41 = Lk. 11:29-32), seeing himself as a preacher of repentance. In the same context he compared himself also with Solomon. In the temp​tation account, Jesus quoted from three sections of Deuteronomy (Dt. 6:13, 16; 8:3); the passage originally related to the people of Israel, whom he sees as typical, and thus he considered himself to be the antitype. There is still debate over how far the use of types is found in the teaching of Jesus. If he used types, the practice would provide firm evidence that Jesus' accept​ance of the authority of the οτ text rested on more than the obvious predictive passages. For our present purpose we may note the practice because of the evidence it supplies towards an understanding of Jesus' evaluation of the οτ. Here, however, we are more concerned to demon​strate the kind of authority which he saw invested in the text, and this will be our next task.
JESUS' VIEW OF THE AUTHORITY AND INSPIRATION OF THE OLD TESTAMENT
The importance attached to what a teacher says is inextricably bound up with what kind of person he is. In the case of Jesus this is supremely important. We have already discussed the person of Christ under Chris-tology, and have seen that the only satisfactory explanation of all the evidence is that Jesus saw himself, and others came to believe him to be, both man and God (see pp. 401ff). In this case he is unique among men and his teaching must carry with it a unique authority. What Jesus says about the οτ must be regarded on the same footing as what he says about his mission. It will be clear from the following evidence that he had the highest possible regard for the οτ text and recognized in its words the voice of God.
We first note that Jesus did not question the historicity of the many οτ persons or events to which he refers.8 Such people as Abel, Noah, Abra​ham, Isaac, Jacob, Lot, from the patriarchal age are treated not as myths, but as actual persons. The same applies to Moses, David, Solomon, Elijah, Elisha and Jonah. The sayings in which these are mentioned would lose some of their authority if the historicity of the persons concerned were in doubt. It has been maintained that Jesus must be regarded as a child of his own time and would therefore reflect the view currently held about the historicity of the οτ.9 In that case it is questioned whether his approach can serve as a pattern for us in view of modern views about the οτ. We must
* For fuller details, cf. J. W. Wenham, Christ and the Bible (1972), pp. 12f. ' Cf. for such a view, J. Huxtable, The Bible Says, pp. 74f.
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consider this objection later, but before we can judge whether Jesus is simply reflecting the views of his times we must first be clear to what extent he showed originality in his view of the οτ.
Another important feature is the way Jesus used Scripture in resisting his temptations, for it is clear that he regarded the words of the text as an authoritative answer to the insinuations of the devil. The formula used, 'It is written',10 invests the words with particular authority, i.e. God's au​thority. They are in no way cited as the words of men, but as words possessing an abiding validity. The text of Scripture also provided for Jesus the words of dereliction from the cross (from Ps. 22:1), which shows how real was the OT text to him in his times of crisis (Mt. 27:46 = Mk. 15:34). In his final commitment of himself to God, he used the words of Psalm 31:5 (Lk. 23:46).
On several occasions Jesus was engaged in controversy with the religious leaders, but in no instance does he detract from the authority of the or. On the contrary, he criticized the Pharisees for leaving undone the weight​ier matters of the law (Mt. 23:23), although they were meticulous over the observance of its lesser demands. What the law prescribed, they ought to have done. This sense of obligation to obey the injunctions of the biblical text is further illustrated by Jesus' emphatic announcement that he had come to fulfil the law and the prophets, not to abolish them (Mt. 5:17).n He took his stance firmly within the revelation of the οτ in such a way as to demonstrate its authority for him. This must be borne in mind when considering the antitheses of Matthew 5:21ff., in which Jesus apparently sets himself against Moses.12 In no sense is he undermining the authority of Moses, but rather bringing out the deeper meaning of the law. The personal authority of Jesus is seen in the words with which he sets himself over against the Mosaic law, 'But I say to you', as if the supreme authority rests on Jesus' own interpretation of the law (for further comment on this, see pp. 675ff).
In Matthew 5:19 Jesus condemns any who relax the least of the com​mandments and commends those who do the commandments and teach others to do the same. He charged the Sadducees with not knowing either the Scriptures or the power of God (Mt. 22:29; cf. Mk. 12:24). He clearly meant more than mere acquaintance with, or even respect for, the biblical text, for the Sadducees were not deficient in either. It was real understand​ing that they lacked, an understanding which could come only through the power of God, not simply through human reason. In the Sermon on the
10 For the uses of the expression gegraptai, cf. G. Shrenk, art. grapho, TDNT 1, pp. 747f.
11 D. Hill, Matthew (NCB, 1972), p. 117, who recognizes that the verb plerosai here can have several meanings, prefers the sense 'establish', in which case the meaning is that Jesus establishes the law and prophets by realizing them completely in his teaching and life.
12 On the antitheses in the Sermon of the Mount, cf. R. Banks, Jesus and the Law in the Synoptic Tradition (1975), pp. 182ff.
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Mount Jesus was concerned with the inner meaning of the commandment. Moreover he considered that the law and prophets could be summed up in two commands: to love God and to love one's neighbour (Mt. 22:37-40; cf. Mk. 12:29-31).
In view of the evidence already cited there can be no doubt that Jesus himself accepted the οτ as an authoritative text and expected others to regard it in the same way. As a preparation for the future ministry of the disciples, he gave instructions which showed an interpretation of the text in relation to himself (Lk. 24:25-47).13 What was authoritative for him was also to be authoritative for the Christian church. But before considering the significance of this, we need to enquire what evidence there is that, coupled with his authoritative use of the οτ, Jesus also considered its text to be divinely inspired.
In setting out the evidence for Jesus' view of the inspiration of the οτ text, we shall be concerned to demonstrate the validity of the words in which God's revelation has come to us. In Mark 12:36 we have the clearest statement when Jesus prefaces a quotation from Psalm 110 with the words, 'David himself, inspired by the Holy Spirit'. This is no mere formula, but a recognition that the text of Psalm 110 was a combination of man's writing and the Spirit of God. Similarly the reference to the 'abomination of desolation' in Matthew's account of the eschatological discourse (Mt. 24:15) is said to be spoken by (Gk. dia = 'through') the prophet Daniel. The authors in these cases carried no authority in and of themselves. Their authority was derived from the ultimate source of their messages (i.e. God). Hence although at times reference is made to the human authors, it is taken for granted that what they wrote was the revelation of God.
Another passage of great importance for an understanding of Jesus' approach to the words of the οτ text is Matthew 5:18 (the jot and tittle saying). There is no escaping from the conclusion that this saying was meant to give the text (i.e. of the law) the greatest possible importance. But the qualifying clause (until all is accomplished) sets a limit on its validity and that limit seems to be connected with Christ's fulfilment of the law.14 It is no wonder that Jesus more than once maintained that the Scripture must be fulfilled (cf. Lk. 18:31-33; 21:22; Mt. 26:24; cf. also Mk. 14:21; Lk. 22:37; Mt. 26:53-56; and Mk. 14:49). Such complete confidence in the fulfilment of prophecy15 is intelligible only on the grounds that the
13 Those scholars who regard the Emmaus story as a cult legend naturally put a different complexion on the words of Jesus regarding the οτ. Cf. H. D. Betz, 'The Origin and Nature of Christian Faith According to the Emmaus Legend (Lk. 24:13-32)', Int 23, 1969, pp. 32-46. Cf. also A. Ehrhardt, 'The Disciples of Emmaus', NTS 10, 1963-4, pp. 182-201, who is not disposed to reject the story simply because it is expressed in an established mythical form.
14 Cf. Wenham, op. at., p. 47.
lD On the fulfilment theme in the nt, cf. W. G. Kummel, Promise and Fulfilment (Eng. trans, 1957); F. F. Bruce, Tfjis is That (1968); idem. The Time is Fulfilled (1978).
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prophecy was God-given and therefore thoroughly trustworthy.
This cumulative evidence from the synoptic gospels, which is corrob​orated by the Johannine evidence, is so strong that it is surprising that it should be called in question. We need to note the grounds on which criticisms have been made. It has been supposed that Jesus, being a child of his age, shared a na'ive and totally uncritical approach to the οτ in line with his Jewish contemporaries. Some modern criticism has called in ques​tion so much of the historicity of the ox that, if its conclusions are correct, the relevance of Jesus' regard for the essential historicity of people and events must be affected. It would then be necessary to maintain either an accommodation theory, in which it is held that Jesus adjusted his view of the οτ to the level of his contemporaries, or to suppose that the evidence already cited reflects the convictions of the early church and cannot be considered genuine.
Neither of these views does adequate justice to the nature of Jesus re​flected in the gospels. The former leaves unexplained why Jesus did not correct the na'ive views of his contemporaries. He could not have taken the view that he must gently begin where his hearers already were in order to lead them on to fuller truth, for on many occasions he did not mince his words when criticizing strongly held opinions. The second explanation supposes that Jesus' genuine views of Scripture left no mark on the early Christians; but it is inconceivable that the strong imprint of authoritative Scripture on the gospel records was due to the imagination of the Christ​ians. A belief in the inspiration and authority of Scripture runs through all the nt books and must have been derived from Jesus himself. It certainly makes better sense to suppose that the Christian church appealed strongly to Scripture because Jesus had done so, than to suppose that the Christians inherited from the Jews high view of Scripture not held by Jesus.
Those who are not disposed to accept the authenticity of much of the teaching of Jesus will naturally put little store on Jesus' approach to the οτ. Indeed, the Jewishness is recognized to be an evidence of non-genuineness by many. But it is more credible to suppose that Jesus genuinely accepted the authority of the οτ and intended his followers to do the same.16
JESUS'  CLAIMS FOR THE AUTHORITY OF HIS OWN TEACHING
Of utmost importance for any approach to the authority of the nt is the
16 J. Huxtable, The Bible Says, pp. 64ff., criticizes J. I. Packer's position in 'Fundamentalism' and the Word of God (1958), in which he maintains that Jesus accepted the authority of the οτ. Huxtable argues that Jesus was highly selective in his use of the OT and at most all that could be claimed is that Jesus accepted the authority of part of it (p. 71). But it is surely reasonable to suppose that whenjesus quotes any part of the οτ as authoritative, he regarded the text as a whole in that light. G. S. Hendry, The Holy Spirit in Christian Theology (1957), pp. 27ff, thinks that Christians would not have taken over Jewish belief in OT inspiration because of Jewish rejection of Jesus. But the nt evidence does not seem to support this reasoning. To Christians the οτ was God speaking.
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attitude which Jesus took to his own teaching. We shall list various sayings from the synoptic gospels which show that Jesus not only regarded his own words as true but also as authoritative. The claims are so definite that they rule out any parallels from other teachers. Jesus made astonishing claims for his own teaching which are intelligible only in the light of his nature as both God and man, discussed under the section on Christology. If his claims about himself are taken seriously, it is to be expected that his words will be invested with unique authority.
(i) We begin with the sayings in which Jesus maintains the eternal nature of his own words (Mt. 24:35 = Mk. 13:31 = Lk. 21:33). Since all three evangelists record the words in almost precisely the same form ('Heaven and earth will pass away, but my words will not pass away') they must have regarded the words as of particular significance. In the Greek text of Matthew and Luke the second part is expressed in an emphatic form (ou me),17 which gives even more point to the eternal validity of the words of Jesus. It is worth noting that the concluding words of the statement are an echo of Isaiah 40:8, which is also about God's word. In this way Jesus places his own teaching on an equal footing with, if not superior to, the law and the prophets (cf. Mt. 5:17f.).
(ii) The authoritative 'But I say to you',18 which occurs several times in the Sermon on the Mount, at once places the sayings of Jesus above the law, in that his teaching reflects the authoritative understanding of the law of Moses. He saw no need to use such a formula as 'Thus says the Lord'. It was enough for him to speak in his own name. His own words carried sufficient authority within themselves. The introductory formula, with its implied contrast with the law of Moses, could have been blasphemous on the lips of anyone whose bearing and words were not in themselves au​thoritative. As it is, the words imply that what Jesus says must be treated as the words of God.
(iii) An importance is attached to man's attitude to the words of Jesus in the light of the parousia, for the Son of man will be ashamed of those who are ashamed of him and of his words (Mk. 8:38). A similar idea which highlights the importance of the words of Jesus is the comparison of 'teaching' to 'seed' in the parable of the sower (Mt. 13:3-23 = Mk. 4:3-20 = Lk. 8:5-15). The productive seed is what is received and believed. It is expressly identified as the Word of God. One's attitude towards the words of Jesus is regarded as crucial in establishing whether one's life is securely founded or not (cf. Mt. 7:24—27 = Lk. 6:46-49). Jesus expected obedience to his words as a basis for right living.
17 In many MSS ou me also appears in Mark, but the me is omitted in Β and D and is generally considered to be a later assimilation to Matthew and Luke. Cf. V. Taylor, Mark (21966), pp. 521f.
18 E.  Schweizer,  Matthew (Eng.  trans.   1976,  from NTD,   1973), p. 118,  as a result of form-critical examination, admits that this emphatic phrase must go back to Jesus himself.
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(iv) Knowledge of God is gained only by those to whom it is revealed by the Son, according to Matthew ll:25ff.19 and Luke 10:21f. His position is authoritative. This comes out clearly in the concluding commission in Matthew's gospel: 'All authority in heaven and on earth has been given to me. . . . Go therefore and make disciples . . . teaching them to observe all that I have commanded you' (28:18-20). Although this important passage does not specify 'words', the 'all' is so comprehensive that the words must be included. The commandments of Jesus were not codified in tablets of stone as the Mosaic laws, but they were enshrined in the preserved teaching of Jesus. What the disciples possessed was a transferred authority which could be exercised only within the limits of his own teaching. Another remarkable feature of the teaching of Jesus is the number of times that he uses the expression amen to reinforce the authority of his sayings. In John there are many instances of a double amen (see p. 966) which is even more emphatic. The amen certainly draws attention to the extraordinary character of the teaching.20
(v) In view of the authority which Jesus claimed for his own teaching it is undeniable that the basis for that authority rests in his person. Not only did others recognize the power of his words, but they saw the effects of his words. By his command people were healed from sickness, raised from the dead, exorcized of possession by evil spirits. Similarly his words de​monstrated his authority over the powers of nature, as when he calmed the storm with a command.
(vi) Another factor to note is the complete absence of any awareness that his teaching might be wrong. He does not present his teachings in any sense as tentative. His judgments are expressed in absolute terms and his predictions are certain of fulfilment. The synoptic portrait of Jesus is of a teacher whose very words are charged with infallible authority.
On one occasion Jesus admitted to a limitation of knowledge, over the timing of the parousia (Mk. 13:32), but this in no way lessens his authority. It is clear that he did not consider this a failure of knowledge on his own part, but as an act of filial submission to the will of his Father for the work of redemption (cf. Mt. 11:25—27). This unique and mysterious case can in no way detract from the supreme authority claimed by Jesus throughout his ministry.
THE USE OF THE OLD TESTAMENT BY THE EVANGELISTS
It is important to distinguish between the way in which the evangelists cite the ox and the method used by Jesus, in order to establish the relationship
19 Cf. A. M. Hunter, 'Crux Criticorum - Matt xi. 25-30 - A Reappraisal' NTS 8, 1962-2, pp. 241ff.
20 J. Jeremias, NTT 1, p. 36, suggests that the Amen followed by the formula Ί say to you' is analogous to the prophetic 'Thus saith the Lord', although he recognizes that these words of Jesus were created by him to express his authority.
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between them. Of the three synoptics there is surprisingly little use of the or in the comments of Mark and Luke, and considerable use of it by Matthew. The difference is directly related to the purpose of the gospels, since Matthew's alone was designed for a mainly Jewish audience. It is all the more remarkable that Mark and Luke appeal to the or so little in view of their inclusion of several instances in which Jesus cites the ox text.
We will first comment on Mark. It is only in Mark 1:2f. that he includes a quotation and this is a composite one from Malachi 3:1 and Isaiah 40:3, brought together in a midrashic manner. There is no doubt that Mark treats these texts as fully authoritative. To him what applied to the prep​aration of the way of the Lord naturally referred to John the Baptist. But having launched his gospel in this way, he makes no other application of or texts to the ministry of Jesus.
Luke shows little more interest for he has only three citations (Lk. 2:23-24; 3:4—6). In two cases the introductory formula 'It is written' is used, and in the other 'according to what is said'. There is again no doubt that the words of the or are authoritative. What is 'written' carries considerable weight. But the lack of more extensive citations is probably due to Luke's awareness that his Gentile readers would not appreciate the force of the οτ words as readily as Jews would have done.
Matthew has several οτ citations which he includes in his narrative, in all but one of which a formula of introduction is used which emphasizes the fulfilment motive. Whether or not these citations were culled, as some suppose,21 from a testimony book is not certain; but even if they were, it is undeniable that Matthew attaches considerable importance to the for​mula. What is written in the text may be expected to find fulfilment. Indeed, the form of the expression would suggest that the event itself must happen in order that the text might be fulfilled.
There are similarities between Matthew's use and the principles of in​terpretation adopted in the Qumran community22, in that the point of departure in approaching the text is the present events rather than the text itself. By various means, sometimes on the strength of typological corres​pondence and sometimes on the grounds of a Christian interpretation of messianic foreshadowings, Matthew brings out the significance of the scrip​tures which he cites. Although his key to interpretation generally comes from the fulfilment event rather than from the original context, he gives no indication that the context of the text of the οτ is unimportant. His approach is entirely in line with the method of Jesus in his application of the οτ text. The passages which illustrate these features are 1:23, 2:5; 2:15;
21 Among those who have advanced this type of theory, cf. f. C. Burkitt, The Gospel History and its Transmission (31911), p. 127; J. R. Harris, Testimonies, 2 vols. (1916, 1920); cf. ]. A. Findlay, 'The First Gospel and the Book of Testimonies', in Amicitiae Corolla (ed. H. G. Wood, 1933), pp. 57-71.
22 For further comments on Qumran exegesis, cf. p. 63f.
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2:17, 18; 2:23; 3:3; 4:14ff.; 8:17; 12:17-21; 13:35; 21:4-5; 27:9-10. We shall note in our comments on John's use of the or that there are several similarities between his approach and Matthew's.23
John's gospel
As with the synoptic gospels, we shall set out the evidence under the two approaches, that of Jesus and that of the evangelist. We shall discover a close affinity between them.
THE OLD TESTAMENT IN THE TEACHING OF JESUS
Five passages in John record Jesus as quoting from the or, and in these instances his method of appealing to it is in complete accord with the testimony in the synoptics. The passages are 6:45; 7:38; 10:34; 13:18; 15:25.
In John 6:45 the words 'And they shall all be taught by God' are intro​duced with the formula 'It is written in the prophets,'24 and the words are clearly regarded as authoritative. A citation which is difficult to locate in the ot is introduced in 7:38 with the form 'As the scripture has said', another testimony to Jesus' estimate of its prophetic character in terms of his ministry (the pouring out of the Spirit).25 The quotation from Psalm 82:6 in John 10:34 is introduced with the question, 'Is it not written in your law?' which shows an authoritative appeal to the text of the ot and is followed by the comment 'scripture cannot be broken'. This reflects the contemporary high Jewish regard for the text of Scripture which both Jesus and the evangelist shared.26 John 13:18 is a definite fulfilment citation, applied to Judas' act of betrayal. There is no doubt that Jesus regarded the words as carrying inviolable authority. It is the same with the citation in John 15:25 'They hated me without a cause' (cf. Ps. 35:19; 69:4), where another fulfilment formula is used.
In addition to these direct quotations, there is a statement in John 17:12 which refers to the fulfilment of Scripture in the case of the 'son of perdition'. Moreover, in the same passage Jesus declares 'Thy word is truth', affirming the validity of the revelation of God (17:17). While the Scripture is not specified here, the 'word' is sufficiently comprehensive to include it. Throughout the teaching of Jesus in this gospel there are many
23 Comparing the Matthean andjohannine testimonia, A. Ehrhardt, NTS 10, 1963-4, pp. 188fF., considers this shows a change from the old synagogal collections of testimonia about the Messiah to a new Christian one. In any case the similar emphasis on testimonia in both Matthew and John shows the importance of these fulfilment passages.
24 The vagueness of the expression 'in the prophets' is not evidence of ignorance of the precise source, but common Jewish practice. Cf. B. Lindars, John (NCB, 1972), p. 264.
25 On this difficult passage, cf. J. Blenkinsopp, 'John vii.37-39: Another note on a notorious crux', NT5 6, 1959-60, pp. 95ff.
26 R. E. Brown, John (AB, 1966), pp. 409f., answers the charge that Jesus was adapting his hermeneutical principles to those accepted in his own day. He points out that there is no evidence in the tradition that the early Christians considered Jesus' method of dealing with OT interpretation as unworthy of him.
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allusions to or persons and events (e.g. Moses,27, Abraham, the brazen serpent, the manna), which are all treated as historical although an extended meaning is fastened upon them.
We may observe that there is no essential difference between John and the synoptics in their presentation of Jesus' attitude to the OT. John is clearly nearer to Matthew in recording the manner in which Jesus interprets the text, but all four evangelists show him to be one with his Jewish contem​poraries in the high regard he had for its authority. The uniqueness of Jesus' approach was in the way he applied it.
john's use of the old testament
On seven occasions John brings in the ot to back up his own comments,
all but one of which are in the latter half of the book (2:17; 12:15, 38, 40;
19:24, 36, 37). We must note the significance of these citations for his total
presentation.
John sees a correspondence between David's lament in Psalm 69:9 and the cleansing of the temple by Jesus. He notes that the disciples remembered the citation, and considers it to be important to include it in his account of the event.28 The only conceivable reason is that the backing of Scripture was considered to carry an authoritative significance. Like Matthew, John cites Zechariah 9:9 in his account of the entry of Jesus into Jerusalem (John 12:14, 15). This is a messianic passage and is naturally applied to Jesus. The citation is introduced with the authoritative 'It is written' formula. In 12:38, 40 there is a fuller fulfilment formula in the application of the messianic Isaiah 53:lf. passage to Jesus. John sees the unbelief of Jesus' contemporaries as foreshadowed in the experience of the Isaianic servant. He has no hesi​tation in identifying Jesus with the servant and sees every reason to cite the Isaiah passage as being in process of fulfilment in Jesus' ministry. In the three citations in John 19, the evangelist uses the events of the passion to explain the real significance of the original texts (the casting of lots for the garments, the avoidance of broken bones and the piercing of the side), which is only discovered when they are applied to Jesus. The citing of these scriptures in the course of the narrative was intended to add weight to the account.29
JESUS' CLAIMS FOR THE AUTHORITY OF HIS OWN TEACHING
We have already seen how strongly supported is this feature of the synoptic
presentation of Christ. The Johannine Jesus is equally far-reaching in his
27 Cf. for example, T. F. Glasson, Moses in the Fourth Gospel (1963).
28 B. Lindars, John, p. 140, points out that Ps. 69 was quarried by NT writers more than any other ot passage, which shows the deep impression it made on the early Christians.
29 R. N. Longenecker, Biblical Exegesis in the Apostolic Period, pp. 133ff-, finds some significance in the fact that both Matthew and John are nearer to the Qumran pesher approach than Mark and Luke, and that they are attributed to direct disciples of Jesus.
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claims, if not even more so. We shall first note passages in which Jesus
makes statements which underline his authority.
In John 5:30—47 he insists that he is acting and speaking on the authority of the Father. Moreover, the Father bears witness through the words of Scripture (5:39). After the Bread discourse, he describes his words as 'Spirit and life' (6:63), in explaining his saying to the disciples. He disclaims speaking on his own authority, but maintains that his teaching is from God, when he discusses that teaching with the Jews (7:16). In the further debate in chapter 8, Jesus again affirms Ί declare to the world what I have heard from him' (i.e. he who sent me, 8:26f.). In referring to coming judgment Jesus even says that the word that he has spoken will judge a person on the last day (12:48). This is because the Father has given Jesus commandment what to say and what to speak (12:49). What he says is only what the Father has bidden him to say (12:50). Before Pilate Jesus declared that he bore witness to the truth (John 18:37), which, although it was cynically received by Pilate, nevertheless bears striking testimony to the validity of what he taught.
In addition to these direct affirmations there are other indications in John that Jesus recognized the authoritative nature of his own teaching. Of special significance is the double amen formula which prefaced several of the sayings of Jesus in this gospel. Its importance for our present purpose lies in the particular emphasis it gives to the following words (lego soi or lego hymin - I say to you).30 The strongly authoritative nature of such sayings is borne out by the Ί am' (ego eimi) sayings31 which are a feature of this gospel (see pp. 330f). The combination of the two (as in John 10:7) conveys a sense of authority which is not paralleled in the sayings of other people.
It is important to note that Jesus did more than affirm the authoritative nature of his own words. John records the highly significant promise of Jesus that the Spirit would recall those words to the minds of the disciples (John 14:26). The promise is that the Spirit would teach them all things and bring to their remembrance 'all that I have said to you'. The importance of this statement for the light it throws on the preservation of the teaching of Jesus cannot be exaggerated. It naturally depends on the value we place on the text and whether or not it is regarded as a genuine promise of Jesus.
The idea that it might have been an early Christian attempt to enhance what the church was officially teaching may be discounted, for this would leave unexplained why the believers invented the connection between the words of Jesus and the Spirit. It is more in accord with the general tenor of John's gospel to suppose that Jesus himself did not neglect to predict the
30 R. E. Brown, John, p. 84, contends that for Jesus, amen guarantees the truth of his statements.
31 For a discussion of the significance of these ego eimi sayings, cf. J. H. Bernard, The Gospel according to Stjohn (ICC, 1928), pp. cxvi ff. See pp. 330ff. for details.
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means by which his teaching would be preserved. This present statement fits well into the general high esteem for his own teaching which Jesus shows in this gospel. If the Spirit calls that teaching to mind, this must be regarded as an important factor in the transmission of the tradition during the oral period. It would invest the teaching with a special authority, which in turn would explain why the written gospels soon came to be prized on an equal footing with the or Scriptures (cf. also 16:13f.).
We conclude this section with three statements from John 17. Jesus says that he has given to the disciples the words that the Father has given to him (17:8). It is important to note where the authority lies, for this explains the nature of the words in the tradition. The word of God is seen as the agent of man's sanctification (17:17). As Jesus prays for his disciples, he looks ahead and includes those who would come to believe 'through their word' (17:20), which must be interpreted as the 'word' they received from Jesus.
There is seen in embryo in the comments of Jesus recorded by John the basis for the authority of the words and writings of the apostles. They passed on what they received and were conscious that any authority in their own teaching was derived from the one who was the central object of their faith. As we come to consider the apostolic preaching and the writings in the epistles and the Apocalypse, we cannot divorce such con​sideration from the authoritative tradition which formed the core of their doctrine.
Acts
The early Christians in their proclamation of the gospel relied heavily on ot testimony. In fact, in the preaching of Peter, Stephen, Philip and Paul, and in the statement of James to the assembled church, there are not only ot quotations, but an obvious conviction that what the ot said carried with it the authority of God. Invariably an introductory formula is used which refers sometimes to the human author, as, for instance, Joel (2:16), David (2:25; 34; 4:25), Moses (3:22; 7:37), Isaiah (28:25), and sometimes to the fact that the words stand 'written' (1:20; 7:42; 13:33; 15:15; 23:5).
Two passages are particularly significant in attributing the words of the ot to the Spirit (4:25, which is attributed to the church generally, and 28:25 which is a statement specifically made by Paul). This usage is wholly in line with the current view of inspiration held by the Jews and reflected in the approach of Jesus. In recording these ot citations Luke is more con​scious of their importance in his account of the developing mission of the church than he was in recording the ministry of Jesus. In a sense Acts is a commentary on the exposition given by the risen Lord to the disciples on the Emmaus road (Lk. 24:27).32
32 On this, cf. Longenecker, op. tit., p. 92 n. 40.
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In many of the citations, current Jewish methods of exegesis are fol​lowed, but in no cases are there evidences that the text is regarded as less than historical. The early Christians clearly had a high regard for the or and treated it as a voice which must be listened to. Stephen's speech is particularly instructive in this respect, for his weighty appeal to οτ history was intended to be authoritative for his hearers. It was not so much his view of the text as his interpretation of it that raised Jewish anger against him (cf. Acts 6:1 If.). It was inevitable that Christian exegetes would part company with Jewish interpreters when Jesus himself became the key to the understanding of the text. But at no time did they part company over their regard for the authoritative character and divine origin of the text itself. The view reflected in Acts is continued in the epistles.
Paul
Even a most cursory reading of Paul's letters is sufficient to show the extensive use he made of οτ citations. His methods of exegesis make a fascinating study, but cannot be debated here since our main concern is to discover what view of Scripture he adopted.33 Because of his strong Jewish background, it is to be expected that he would share a common Jewish view of the authority and inspiration of Scripture and this is unquestionably reflected in his letters. In addition to examining his view of the οτ, we need to enquire what view he had of his own writings, for this has a bearing on the way the Christian church generally came to regard them.
paul's view of the old testament
In attempting a brief summary we shall deal first with Paul's use of the οτ, and secondly with his one specific statement about its inspiration in 2 Timothy 3:16.
Paul's use of the Ola Testament. There are more οτ quotations in Romans than in the other letters, forty-five as compared with fifteen in 1 Corin​thians, seven in 2 Corinthians, ten in Galatians, four in Ephesians and two in the Pastorals.34 It is striking that in the rest of the letters no ditect quotations occur. In addition to these eighty-three quotations there are a great number of allusions to οτ ideas and οτ events and people which are not supported by direct quotations. The sheer weight of evidence shows the powerful influence on Paul's mind of his knowledge of the οτ text. This is one of the most important factors to set over against his alleged dependence on Hellenistic thought. Whatever other influences helped to formulate his theology, there is no denying that his greatest indebtedness was to the οτ, and no interpreter of Paul can afford to ignore this.
33 Cf. Ε. Ε.  Ellis, Paul's Use of the Old Testament (1957), for a discussion of Paul's quotations from Scripture.
34 The figures quoted are according to Longenecker's reckoning, op. at., pp. 108f.
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In most instances Paul uses introductory formulae which furnish clues to his assessment of the value of the οτ text. His most characteristic formula is 'It is written' which is clearly intended to introduce an authoritative text. One or two examples will suffice. He uses it in setting out his key idea at the beginning of his Romans letter in a citation from the οτ in Romans 1:17. It recurs in each of the next three chapters (cf. Rom. 2:24; 3:10, where it introduces a string of quotations; 4:17), and many other times throughout the argument. It is equally common in the other letters where citations are made.
What is written carries with it for Paul the implication that it makes a claim on every reader. At times he notes the human authors, as Moses (Rom. 10:5, 19), Hosea (Rom. 9:25f), David (Rom. 11:9), Isaiah (Rom. 9: 29; 10:20; 15:12). At other times, a citation is introduced by the general expression 'he says' (phesin) as in 1 Corinthians 6:1635, by which he clearly identifies the οτ text with the voice of God (cf. also 2 Cor. 6:2). Even where the human author is mentioned as in Romans 10:5, this is immedi​ately followed by a citation itself in which the text is almost personified, or else the formula, although mentioning the author, nevertheless distin​guishes him from the divine author (as in Rom. 9:25, 'As he says in Hosea').36 In those cases where the formula does not introduce such a qualification, it is reasonable to suppose that it is implied.
Further confirmation of Paul's regard for the authority of Scripture is found in such an expression as 'then shall come to pass the saying that is written' (1 Cor. 15:54), which is akin to the fulfilment formulae of the gospels. Paul also refers to 'what the promise said' (Rom. 9:9), and intro​duces one passage with a rhetorical question, 'But what is God's reply (chrematismos) to him?' (Rom. 11:4). Even more remarkable is the statement in Romans 9:17, 'For the scripture says to Pharoah', in citing a passage from Exodus 9:16 which records the words of God. This identification of the text of Scripture with the voice of God demonstrates Paul's unques​tioned belief in the divine origin of the text. Moreover, he expressly says that what was written in former days (i.e. in Scripture) was written for our instruction (Rom. 15:4), which highlights its continuing relevance.
We should further note the basic assumption which Paul makes about the continuing of the οτ revelation and the Christian gospel. His exposi​tions of Christian doctrinal themes bring out the uniqueness of God's revelation in Christ, but do not depart from a high regard for the οτ. This is because for him God's action in Christ is the climax and true fulfilment
35 Since the verb has no expressed subject in Greek in 1 Cor. 6:16, it is permissible to render it as either 'God says' or 'Scripture says', without difference in meaning, C. K. Barren, 1 Corinthians (BC, 21971), p. 149.
36 It is of course possible to understand the formula here in an impersonal sense, in which case it would be practically equivalent to 'as is said' (so M. Black, Romans NCB, 1973, p. 135).
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of the content of the or. Although faith had displaced legal observance as the means of salvation, Paul can still speak of the law as holy (Rom. 7:12). Although some differences in the methods of exegesis might appear when Paul's handling of the οτ text is compared with that of Jesus, they stand solidly on the same ground when it comes to their assessment of the authority of the text.
Paul's statement about the inspiration of the Old Testament. Before turning to 2 Timothy 3:16, we note that in Romans 3:2 Paul uses the expression Oracles of God' in a way that appears to relate to the οτ since this was 'entrusted' to the Jewish nation. In the ancient world Oracles' (logia) were divine utterances which carried with them considerable authority.37 When Paul describes God's revelations in this way, he is no doubt partly thinking of the repeated Thus says the Lord' which runs through the prophetic writings. In applying the word, however, he is in all probability thinking further of the whole οτ.38 It is important to recognize that an oracle is not dependent for its authority on the human agent through whose voice the message is conveyed. It is the message itself, not the messenger, which is invested with authority.
The statement in 2 Timothy 3:16 reads as follows: 'All scripture is inspired by God and profitable for teaching, for reproof, for correction and for training in righteousness.' An alternative rendering is 'Every scripture inspired by God is also profitable', which, while possible, is less likely because it does not fit the context so well.39 Paul is concerned to point out to Timothy the nature of the Scriptures with which he has been acquainted since childhood, and wants him to know they are profitable because they are divinely inspired. The alternative rendering might raise the doubt whether only some parts of Scripture are inspired and therefore profitable, although this is not the most obvious meaning.40 However conducive this latter translation may be to those schools of thought which adhere to a partial inspiration of Scripture, it is certain that such a notion would never have occurred to Paul and Timothy.
The word theopneustos ('inspired by God') has occasioned much discus​sion and we can do no more than summarize the salient points.41 The meaning of the word in this context is 'God-breathed', and without doubt implies that what is written in Scripture is of divine origin. It throws no light on the way that this inspiration is brought about. The word itself
37 Cf. ]. W. Wenham, Christ and the Bible, p. 89.
38 E. G. Selwyn, The Oracles in the New Testament (1911), understands the word logia as referring to oracles about Jesus Christ found in the nt.
39 For a fuller discussion on this, cf. my The Pastoral Epistles (TNTC, 1957), pp. 163f.
40 J. N. D. Kelly, The Pastoral Epistles (BC, 1963), p. 203, prefers the first rendering, among other reasons because the alternative would imply that some scriptures were not inspired.
41 Β. Β. Warfield, The Inspiration and Authority of Scripture, pp. 245-296, has a very full and valuable essay on the interpretation of this word.
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does not lend support to a mechanical view of inspiration in which the human writers are supposed to have been completely passive. Such a view does not belong to the manner of thinking in the apostolic age. All that Paul affirms is that the instigator of Scripture is God, not man. The human writers of the ox were the agents through whom writings were produced whose authority goes far beyond the authority of the human writers. Paul does not say that God breathed into the words that men had written to transform them into the words of God. He contents himself with the statement that the finished product was God-breathed. In this way the apostle makes clear that he regards the or as indeed the Word of God.
The foregoing sketch of Paul's approach to the οτ has convincingly shown that he maintained the same approach as Jesus. There is no means of knowing whether he had any knowledge of Jesus' use of the οτ, for this depends on whether he knew the gospel traditions. Since in the traditions to which he refers in 1 Corinthians 15:3f. as having been passed on to him there is a double occurrence of the phrase 'in accordance with the Scriptures'.42 Paul knew at least that the earliest beliefs were supported from the Scriptures. It is most natural to suppose that the early Christian practice, to which Paul was heir, was itself based on the example of Jesus. It is probable that the apostle Paul knew more about the traditions of Jesus' teaching than he reflects in his letters.
paul's view of his own writings
In some respects this subject is more complex than at first appears, for it is inextricably bound up with Paul's view of apostleship. Indeed we must begin with a statement about the apostolic office. In the gospels the apostles are those specifically selected by Jesus to be sharers in his mission activity. None but the twelve were personally appointed by Jesus during his lifetime. But Paul consistently lays claim to the status of apostle. He could not fulfil the conditions laid down in Acts 1:21-22, for he had not accompanied Jesus during his ministry. He goes to considerable trouble, especially in Gala-tians, to assert that his apostleship was as valid as that of the Jerusalem apostles. It would lie outside our present purpose to conduct an examina​tion into the concept of apostleship (cf. the earlier comments on pp. 762ff.), But no discussion of Paul's view of his own writings is possible without some statement about his consciousness of possessing a legitimate claim on the obedience of his readers. He certainly seems to assume this.
We note first of all that in the salutation of most of his letters he calls himself an apostle. The exceptions are Philippians, 1 and 2 Thessalonians and Philemon. Nevertheless in the text of 1 Thessalonians 2:6 Paul claims
42 In his brief but important book entitled According to the Scriptures (1952), C. H. Dodd adds a subtitle 'The Sub-structure of New Testament Theology', which brings out the significance attached to this fulfilment theme.
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that he and his associates might have made demands on the believers 'as apostles of Christ', although they did not take advantage of this. There is no mistaking the close alignment between the idea of 'apostle' and the idea of'authority'.43 Paul himself disclaims any suggestion that his apostleship is either his own idea or that it came about by ecclesiastical appointment. He uses such expressions as 'called to be an apostle' (Rom. 1:1), 'called by the will of God to be an apostle' (1 Cor. 1:1, cf. 2 Cor. 1:1; Eph. 1:1; Col. 1:1; 2 Tim. 1:1) 'by command of God' (1 Tim. 1:1), or more specifically 'not from men nor through man, but through Jesus Christ and God the Father' (Gal. 1:1).
Paul expects his readers immediately to accept his claim to an apostolic calling. But the question arises on what grounds he considered his writings to be authoritative. There are two main possibilities. Either his status as apostle is intended to carry with it its own authority, or else his authority is prior to his status and gives the latter its authentic nature. If the former, the idea of apostleship would tend to be equated with legitimacy of office, but if the latter it would consist of a more dynamic concept.44 In Paul's mind there seems to be some idea that he shared a similar office to the twelve and yet at the same time he derives his authority from his special call to proclaim the gospel. What is most relevant for our present purpose is the consciousness he has of the authority of his own words.
When Paul says, in 1 Corinthians 9:1, 'Am I not an apostle? Have I not seen Jesus our Lord? Are not you my workmanship in the Lord?' he clearly links his claim to apostleship to his special missionary activity among the Corinthians, and supposes as a result a special relationship to them. He calls them 'the seal of my apostleship in the Lord' (1 Cor. 9:2). He im​mediately sets out certain claims he has upon them as a result. This specific instance may serve as an indication of his general approach to those church​es which he has had a hand in founding. Even in those letters to churches which he had not founded, he still claims his apostolic right to address them in an authoritative manner (cf. Rom. 1:1; Col. 1:1). This was un​doubtedly on the grounds of his calling as 'an apostle to the Gentiles' (Rom. 11:13), i.e. an apostle whose special responsibility was to proclaim the gospel to Gentiles.
The crux of the matter as far as the authority of the nt writings is concerned and particularly in relation to Paul's epistles is whether or not the apostolic circle was a particular group which was confined to the twelve and the apostle Paul. Although it would not be unreasonable to suppose
43 For discussions of the apostolic office in the early church, cf. W. Schmithals, The Office of Apostle in the Early Church (1969); H. von Campenhausen, Ecclesiastical Authority and Spiritual Power in the Church of the first Three Centuries (Eng. trans. 1969); A. A. T. Ehrhardt, The Apostolic Ministry (1958); Κ. Η. Rengstorf, art. apostolos, TDNT 1. pp. 407ff.
44 J. H. Schutz, Paul and the Anatomy, of Apostolic Authority (1975) discusses at length the distinction between apostolic authority and apostolic legitimacy (pp. 121).
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that it was, nevertheless the term 'apostle' is not always used, even by Paul, in this exclusive sense. It is possible to draw a distinction between apostles of Christ and apostles of the church. The former would be the exclusive group and the latter special messengers. Although the distinction is somewhat tenuous, it is significant that Paul never calls either the Jeru​salem apostles or himself apostles of the church. The basic idea is always of a divine appointment which carried with it a delegated or at least representative authority.
There were occasions when Paul writes in a commanding way as when he says to the Thessalonians that 'we have confidence in the Lord about you, that you are doing and will do the things which we command' (2 Thes. 3:4), He exhorts his readers to work with their hands 'as we charged you' (1 Thes. 4:11). On one occasions Paul draws a distinction between his own command and a command of the Lord's (1 Cor. 7:12), but even so he expects his hearers to heed his words. Indeed, he expresses the view that he has the Spirit of God in respect of the opinions he voices.
But it would be wrong to suppose that he is doing no more than expressing opinions. Even his own advice is in the nature of a command. He expects his readers to take his words seriously. He talks of his 'rule' in all the churches (1 Cor. 7:17). In the same epistle, he says that what he imparts is not taught by human wisdom but by the Spirit (1 Cor. 2:13). He is aware of the authoritative character of what he writes because he is directed by the Spirit. He knows he is specially commissioned to be a master-builder (1 Cor. 3:10). He exhorts his readers to imitate him (1 Cor. 4:16; 11:1). He wants the Corinthians to recognize that what he writes is a command of the Lord (1 Cor. 14:37). He regards his letters as a substitute for his own presence and therefore as carrying the same weight (2 Cor. 10:11; cf. 2 Thes. 2:15).45 Indeed, he condemns those among the Thessa​lonians who do not obey his word (2 Thes. 3:12-15). In 1 Thessalonians 5:27 he uses strong words (Ί adjure you by the Lord') in insisting that his letter should be publicly read in the community. Sufficient evidence has been cited to show that Paul regarded the words he wrote as having a powerful authority over his readers.
Because of Paul's remarkable conversion and his consequent conviction about his divine commission, it might be supposed that his position was unique. We do, however, find some hints of a similar approach to the οτ and a similar evaluation of their own writings among other nt writers. The following is a brief survey of this further evidence.
Hebrews
THE OLD TESTAMENT CITATIONS
Dependence on the οτ is part of the warp and woof of this epistle. The
45 Cf. ]. N. Geldenhuys, Supreme Authority, p. 84.
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initial impression is that the οτ text is treated with the utmost respect and this is confirmed by an examination of the introductory formulae used. On several occasions the text is cited as the words of God. This is clear in the recurrent 'He says' (legei) in Hebrews 1. In other instances it is assumed that God is the subject of the verb of saying (cf. Heb. 4:3-4; 5:5-6, 7:17; 8:5; 10:30; 12:26; 13:5). The writer treats the words of Scripture as the voice of God. In two cases the voice is recognized as the voice of the Spirit (3:7; 10:15). In the first case the words are from a Psalm (95) and in the second from a prophetical book (Je. 31). There can be no dispute that the writer shared with his Jewish and Christian contemporaries belief in the inspiration and authority of the οτ texts. He is not particularly interested in the human authors, although on two occasions he mentions Moses in citations from the Pentateuch (9:20; 12:21). His overriding conviction is that what the οτ says, God says, even where on occasions he is vague in his introductory formulae (as in 2:6; 4:4).
In spite of the fact that many scholars have maintained a strong indebt​edness on the part of the author to Philo of Alexandria in his interpretation of the Old Testament,46 the approach in Hebrews, unlike Philo, is essen​tially historical, although also symbolic. It is important to note here the distinction between an allegorical and a symbolical approach. In the latter case, a double meaning is seen, the original historical meaning and an extended meaning. Unlike allegorical interpreters, Hebrews treats the text seriously. Melchizedek, for instance, is a real person although he becomes a symbol for the royal priesthood of Christ. In this, Hebrews is again in line with the other nt writers.
There is a deep conviction that the Christian revelation has a living continuity with the οτ revelation, although the new is better than the old. The superiority of Christ as high priest, of his sacrifice, of the heavenly sanctuary, and of the new covenant are never permitted to denigrate the value of the οτ. When the writer speaks of the old as obsolete (8:13), he is speaking comparatively of the old as a whole system, not of the οτ revelation. The fact that he cites the οτ so much, and alludes to it even more, shows conclusively that he does not consider the testimony of its text to be obsolete.
the author's approach to his own writing
We at once note a difference between this writer and Paul, in that he does not so readily reveal his thoughts about himself. Nevertheless, there is a certain air of authority about this epistle which in inescapable. The writer is in no sense giving a tentative exposition of his theme. He gives no
46 C. Spicq, Hebreux (EB, Z1952) was a staunch advocate of this view. But against it, cf. R. Williamson, Philo and the Epistle to the Hebrews (1970).
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suggestion that the Christian interpretation of the οτ which he gives might be wrong. In his warning passages he uses authoritative terms to highlight the dangers of falling away from the Christian faith (cf. Heb, 2:1-4; 6:lff.; 10:29). There are many other individual exhortations which are expressed in ways which suggest that the writer expects them to be heeded, although he does not use expressions like Paul's Ί command you'. In his conclusion he writes, Ί appeal to you, brethren, bear with my word of exhortation' (13:22). This is certainly a gentler approach then Paul's, but nonetheless breathes an air of authority, which springs from the conviction of a right understanding of truth and not from the status of a particular office. Indeed, the writer gives no indication of status throughout the epistle.
This highlights more vividly than the Pauline epistles the problem of the real basis of the authority of the text. It suggests that a broader base for the establishment of the authority of the nt texts as a whole is required than can be found in the category of authorship by an apostle. We may perhaps speak of apostolicity in relation to the contents of a book, in the sense that what it contains is apostolic doctrine even if the penman is not an acknow​ledged apostle. Admittedly apostolic doctrine is easier to recognize than to define. Nevertheless there is a basic affinity between the approach in this epistle and the rest of the nt. This affinity does not merely consist of the absence of any teaching which conflicts with the writings of the acknow​ledged apostles, but the more positive feature of an authority of its own which is in line with the recognized apostolic authority.
James
Although this epistle is of an essentially practical nature, it is not without direct quotations from the οτ which are introduced to add weight to the advice given. James speaks of 'the royal law, according to the scripture' (2:8),4? cites certain commandments of the law as 'he who said' (2:11), mentions that the text of Genesis 15:6 in relation to Abraham 'was fulfilled' (2:23) and cites Proverbs 3:34 as 'he says' (legei, 4:6). He also introduces a general maxim with the words 'the scripture says' (4:5). In addition to these quotations there are many allusions to οτ people, events or ideas. James' mind is clearly saturated with the οτ and he treats it as authoritative. He expects its dictates to be obeyed.
It is not so easy to determine his approach to his own writing. The question is complicated by differences of opinion over the identity of the author. In any case he was not one of the original apostles, although if he was James, the Lord's brother, as seems most likely, he may have been regarded in the same category as the apostles. He certainly held a position
47 James' word for 'fulfil' in 2:8 is not the usual pleroo, but teleo (i.e. carry out). In 2:23, while pleroo, is used, the sense is that Gn. 22:1-19 explicates the statement in Gn. 15:6. This is a rabbinic concept of fulfilment, according to Longenecker, Biblical Exegesis in the Apostolic Period, p. 199.
975
SCRIPTURE
of responsibility in the Jerusalem church according to Acts. But in writing this letter he is content with calling himself 'a servant of God and of the Lord Jesus Christ' (1:1). Whatever authority he assumes, therefore, is strict​ly theocentric and Christocentric. What he writes, he writes in a represen​tative capacity and his words carry with them the stamp of authority beyond himself.
The Petrine epistles
In both 1 and 2 Peter we are confronted with a situation different from that of James, for in both the writer is introduced as 'Peter an apostle of Jesus Christ'. This is a precise parallel with Paul's practice and cannot be considered accidental. The form is intended to be more than a stereotype. When an apostle speaks, he speaks with some weight. But what general impression do the contents of these epistles give?
We note a positive approach to the authority of the οτ again supported by both direct citations and indirect allusions. In 1 Peter there are several quotations from various parts of the οτ. The introductory formulae are much less specific than in Paul's letters and do not throw much light on Peter's view of the text. Nevertheless he speaks of 'the living and abiding word of God' (1:23)48, and then proceeds to cite the passage from Isaiah 40:6-9 which emphasizes the enduring character of the Word. He mentions the insight that the prophets had been given about the sufferings and glory of the Messiah. Their predictions were due to the Spirit of Christ within them 1:10-11).
In citing Isaiah 28:16, Peter uses the expression, 'it is contained (or stands, periechei) in scripture' (2:6), which ummistakably invests it with authority.49 The familiar 'it is written' formula is used to introduce Levi​ticus 11:44 as a basis for Peter's own exhortation to the readers to be holy (1:15-16). He can give an authoritative challenge because it is written in Scripture. There is no suggestion that the option of not obeying the Scrip​tures is considered. Those chosen by God and sanctified by the Spirit for obedience to Jesus Christ (1:1) are expected to respond to the high demands of the scriptural texts. For a similar assumption, compare 1 Peter 5:5. In 4:18 the writer expresses his own challenging question in the words of
48 The use here of logos rather than rhema, which occurs in the οτ passage cited, is probably to focus attention on the revelatory character of God's communication, particularly in Christ. As E. G. Selwyn, 7 Peter (1946), p. 152, points out, this significance of God's word is brought out by the adjectives 'living' and 'abiding'. Hence although its primary reference is not to Scripture, the total view of God's word to man would certainly include this.
49 There is dispute over the significance of en graphe in 1 Pet. 2:6. Selwyn suggests 'writing' rather than 'Scripture' and thinks the reference is to a hymn (op. at., p. 163). But E. Best, 1 Peter (NCB, 1971), p. 105, is surely correct when he argues that graphe here means Scripture. The verb, which is absolute and impersonal, literally means 'includes'.
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Proverbs 11:31 lxx, without a specific suggestion that he is even citing Scripture.
As to his own sense of authority, Peter appeals to the elders of the churches addressed, not on the grounds of his apostolic office, but on the grounds of similar responsibilities. He calls himself a fellow elder (5:1). There is nevertheless no tentative nature in the manner in which he ad​dresses these fellow elders. There is no doubt that he considers his words to possess considerable authority.
Although 2 Peter is much disputed as a genuine Petrine epistle, there are still grounds for considering its claims at its face value. It certainly claims apostolic authorship. Moreover there are personal allusions in 2 Peter 1 which are in harmony with this, particularly the reference to the trans​figuration (l:16ff.).3° The epistle has only one citation from the οτ (2:22, from Pr. 26:11), which is introduced with the formula, 'it has happened to them according to the true proverb', showing a fulfilment motive. There are, however, numerous οτ allusions, as for instance the use of the words of Psalm 90:4 in 2 Peter 3:8 and the references to Noah, Sodom and Gomorrah, Lot and Balaam.
There are two passages in this epistle which are of some significance for our present study. 2 Peter 1:20, 21 is of particular importance. 'No proph​ecy of scripture is a matter of one's own interpretation, because no proph​ecy ever came by the impulse of man, but men moved by the Holy Spirit spoke from God.' This statement, which may refer to the whole of the οτ Scriptures, switches attention away from the human authors to the divine acts of inspiration. There is no suggestion, however, that the human au​thors are without importance. These words cannot support a mechanical view of inspiration. They are concerned with the origin of the prophetic word. The author has no doubt that what the prophets said, God said. The part played by the Spirit is essential, but is denned in no closer terms than 'moving' or 'carrying' men along with him. In other words the Spirit energized or motivated the human writers so that what they wrote was not their views or opinions, but the message of God.
No indication is given of the manner in which this was effected. In common with other οτ writings, this epistle reflects the contemporary Jewish conviction that the οτ Scriptures were produced under the direction of the Holy Spirit.51 The implication is that what the Spirit moved men to write carries with it a powerful authority when it is received, as was intended, as the word of God and not simply as the words of men.
Another important statement is 2 Peter 3:15f., which makes reference to
50 For a discussion on these issues and the problems raised concerning them, see my New Testament Introduction, pp. 821f, 828f.
51 J. N. D. Kelly, Peter and Jude (BC, 1969), p. 21, shows how widespread the Jewish belief in the inspiration of prophecy was. He refers tojosephus, Philo, Qumran, and rabbinical tradition.
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Paul's epistles, and is the only ox passage to refer to any other part in a manner which suggests an evaluation of it. On the one hand there is an acknowledgement of the difficulties of Paul's writings, but on the other there is an obvious recognition of the importance of what Paul has said. Moreover, Paul's epistles appear to be placed on a level with 'the other scriptures'. It is often supposed that such a view of them shows that the epistle must belong to a later date than the apostolic period to allow time for such regard for Paul's letters. But there is no real reason to suppose that a long period must have elapsed before the authoritative nature of Paul's epistles was recognized, especially in view of the apostle's own view of the importance of his writings. Those who were wrongly using the οτ could hardly be expected to refrain from doing the same to Paul's writings. The οτ was closely linked with the Christian apostolic writings, because the latter constituted an authoritative commentary on the former.
We must accept that 2 Peter 3:16 is a strong witness to the rapid accept​ance of Christian literature as authoritative. This is true even if 2 Peter is dated in the sub-apostolic period, but doubly true if its origin is traced back to Peter's own lifetime.52
One other statement in 2 Peter might be noted. In 3:2 an exhortation is given to the readers to remember the predictions of the holy prophets and the commandment of the Lord and Saviour 'through your apostles'. The latter phrase suggests some kind of authorized transmission of the teaching of Jesus. The linking of prophetic prediction to the commandments of Jesus shows that the process of building up an authoritative bod/ of Chris​tian teaching to place alongside the οτ had already begun.
Jude
Like James, the writer does not claim to be an apostle, but uses the figure of a servant, just as James does. He is important for our purpose mainly because he is the one nt writer who cites from an apocryphal book. His citation from 1 Enoch is introduced by the formula 'Enoch in the seventh generation from Adam prophesied, saying' (verse 14). But did he mean to suggest that Enoch was regarded as Scripture? Since this is the sole instance of a formal citation in the nt from a non-canonical Jewish book, care must be taken to determine whether Jude's verb 'prophesy' (propheteuo) is used to denote a canonical book. It seems most likely that he did not intend the word in this sense, but rather in the sense of 'predicting', since he applies to his own day what purports to come from the antedeluvian world. It would have been different if any of the normal citation-formulae had been used, for then there would have been little doubt that Jude was treating the
52 Kelly, op. cit., pp. 370f., who does not accept the authenticity of 2 Peter finds a major obstacle in the supposed agreement of Peter with Paul in this passage. Even according to this view Paul's writings appear to be placed firmly on the same footing as Other Scriptures'.
978

The Johannine epistles
book of Enoch as Scripture. But in the absence of a specific formula, the presumption must be in favour of a more general use of the verb.
In addition to Enoch, Jude probably is making allusion to the Assump​tion of Moses in reference to the archangel Michael. It must be admitted that Jude has a more respectful view of non-canonical books than most other nt writers. But he is certainly one with them in his regard for the οτ text, for although he does not quote it, he makes many allusions to it and certainly treats its people and events as historical.
Jude has a similar statement to 2 Peter 3:2, but restricts himself to 'the predictions of the apostles of our Lord Jesus Christ' (Jude 17). The readers have a duty to remember these predictions, which shows their authoritative character in Jude's mind. All that can be said of Jude's approach to his own writing is that he handles his teaching with the same boldness and certainty as other nt writers.
The Johannine epistles
The writer of 1 John does not directly introduce himself either by name or by office. But in his opening words he does give some indication of his authority. He had heard, seen and touched 'concerning the word of life' (1:1), which seems to be a clear claim to be an eyewitness. It would certainly be in line with a claim to apostleship, although such a claim is not made. The air of authority throughout the epistle is unmistakable. The author addresses the readers as 'little children' and expects them to take stock of what he writes. There is a firm conviction that what is written is true. It is not open to discussion or doubt. This writer is in harmony with the other writers. He can reiterate 'we know' without suggestion of arrog​ance or cant.
It should be noted that John does not cite the οτ although he does allude to one οτ personality (i.e. Cain, 3:12), and assumes knowledge of the devil's deceptions 'from the beginning' (3:8). He is more interested in the new commandment than the ancient law (2:8; cf. 3:23; 5:2f), but there is no suggestion that the οτ has ceased to be valid.
In 2 and 3 John the writer introduces himself as 'the elder' without further identity. There are insufficient reasons for maintaining that this pecularity must differentiate this writer from the writer of 1 John.53 It is more reason​able to suppose that all three epistles ascribed to John belong together. Trnre are, moreover, no convincing reasons why the strong Christian tradition that the writer was the apostle John should be regarded as incor​rect. Because 2 and 3 John are brief personal letters, the question of their authority is difficult to settle, but there is the same general air of certainty as in 1 John.
53 See the discussion on this in my New Testament Introduction, pp. 886Γ, 895.
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Revelation
In spite of the difficulties of interpretation which surround this book, it is more forthcoming than most of the nt about its own inspiration and authority. It is also a strong witness to the value of the ox for the Christian church.
THE USE OF THE OLD TESTAMENT
This book contains no formal quotation from the οτ, but its language is saturated with οτ allusions. To whatever other sources the exegete may appeal for parallels to its thought and ideas, the οτ must be regarded as the major key to the understanding of its metaphors. It has been calculated that 278 verses out of 404 contain allusions to the οτ Scriptures.54 Since John's mind was so saturated with οτ language, it is reasonable to deduce that he accepted its authority. In a book purporting to be a 'revelation' of Jesus Christ, its basic premise seems to be a continuity between the old and the new revelation, although this is nowhere specifically stated.
the writer's view of his own book
Of greater importance are the indications of what John thought about the importance of his book. We begin by noting his description of it as an 'apocalypse'. Whatever superficial correspondence this idea may have with Jewish apocalypses, its distinctive feature is that the apocalypse centres around Jesus Christ. It is essentially a 'given' message and as such demands to be heard. The conclusion of the book matches this impression of au​thority by its warning against any who tamper with its text (Rev. 22:18f). The warning is expressed in terms of divine action. Whoever takes away from the 'words' will be taken by God away from the tree of life. Such words are clearly no ordinary words, but convey the impression of special authority.
Moreover, John appears to have been conscious of his own inspiration. He is identified with the 'prophets' in 22:9 (cf. 10:11). He claims to have been 'in the Spirit' when he was commanded to write down what he saw (l:10f). The command to write was repeated after the overwhelming vision of the risen Lord (1:19). At the conclusion of his writing, he reports the heavenly voice as saying to him, 'These words are trustworthy and true. And the Lord, the God of the spirits of the prophets, has sent his angel to show his servants what must soon take place' (22:6). On occasions John is involved personally in his own visions, as for instance, 5:4; 11:1. Nowhere in the book does he give the impression that he is composing his visions. The impact throughout, with its constant emphasis on angelic
54 Cf. Η. Β. Swete, The Apocalypse of St John (1906), p. cxxxv. This author supplies a valuable table to demonstrate the extent of the indebtedness of the apocalyptist to the οτ.
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messengers, is one of authoritative revelation of things to come. Even the specific messages to the separate Asiatic churches are expressly stated to be messages from the risen Lord and, as if that were insufficient, the readers are urged to heed what the Spirit says to the churches.
In every way, the book conveys an air of divine authority. The many problems arising from its interpretation must not be allowed to obscure this fact. It was no doubt this feature which led ultimately to the inclusion of the book in the nt canon. Its authoritative conclusion forms a fitting conclusion to the nt as a whole.
Conclusion
From the preceding survey of evidence, it has become clear that, although no formal doctrine of Scripture has been expounded, there are sufficient grounds for maintaining that a common view existed of the importance and authority of the οτ Scriptures for Christian thought. We may further say that many of the nt writers give hints of the authoritative nature of their own writings. From this it would be reasonable to claim that the nt supplies the basic materials out of which a more formal doctrine may be worked out.
(i) The approach of Jesus is basic. His approach to the authoritative character of the οτ must provide the pattern for the Christian church. Not only so, but his view of the authoritative nature of his own teaching must lead to a high Christian regard for that teaching and to a recognition that it demands obedience.
(ii) The nt writers throughout show the same high view of the οτ that Jesus held, and there is no suggestion that it no longer had relevance for the Christian faith. The strong motive for the writers to show that so many events and concepts are fulfilments of οτ promises and prophecies under​lines the significance of the οτ text. The frequent appeal to Scripture in an authoritative way from earliest times in the Christian era is undeniable. The testimony of Scripture was regarded as the testimony of God, as the citation formulae so frequently emphasize. With regard to their writings, the nt writers vary in their expression of awareness of the authority with which their words were invested. But it would be valid to claim that the awareness seems to be present, especially in the writers' consciousness of being led by the Spirit (notably in the case of Paul and John).
(iii) Our purpose in including this section on Scripture is two-fold. It has first been seen as a necessary part of the totality of early Christian thought. If the phrase 'according to the scriptures' in 1 Corinthians 15:3f. was regarded as so vital that it was necessary to repeat it in a brief early Christian statement of belief, a consideration of the place of Scripture in the nt must be included in our survey. But another reason for its inclusion is the role it has to play in deciding the extent to which nt theology can
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be considered normative. Clearly since the testimony of the nt is backed by an authoritative and inspired text, its teachings must have more than a descriptive function and must form the basis of the doctrinal position of the on-going Christian church.
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