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ABSTRACT 

The covenant idea has received an abundance of attention via the investigation of Pauline 

Writings in light of certain aspects of Palestinian Judaism, Assuming Luke's association 

with Paul, this makes all the more plausible an inquiry into the possibility of similar 

avenues of Judaic influence upon the covenant idea in the nvevolume Lukan work. 

Examining the work of a representative group of influential scholars reveals that there 

seems to be a paucity of in-depth research on the covenant concept in the Lukan writings. 

Explicit references to the covenant idea do receive direct attention by scholarship; 

however, allusions to the covenant idea in Luke-Acts are not always noted. In the case of 

implicit references, usually h t  not always onIy aspects of the covenant concept are 

detected. Promise-fblfilment terminology is key to any meaningfbl investigation. 

Scholarship recognizes the basic presence of the covenant idea, which is derived from 

God's promissory grace expressed to the Patriarchs. To this general observation is added 

commentary on the new covenant established by Christ at the Lord's Supper. Only a few 

scholars indicate an awareness of the basic interrelation of the covenants in the 

continuum of redemptive history spanning the Old and New Testaments. 

Background to the covenant concept is supplied by the OT, the LXX and Palestinian 

Judaism. The OT presents a concept of the covenant governed by two aspects, the 

unilateral and the bilateral. However, at the heart of the OT covenant relationship is its 

unifying inviolability. The Septuagint consistently translates betit as diafhbkt?, which 

simply demonstrates the LXX translators' understanding of the covenant as divinely 

established. Palestinian Judaism has inherited emphases from the post-exilic period and 

is much indebted to its intertestamental hjstory as it embraces an understanding in which 

the covenant idea becomes enshrouded by an intellectual development on the torah. 

This, in effect, precipitated a curious bilateralism, exacting an emphasis that rivals the 

pre-eminence of the unilateral aspect of the covenant concept as regards promised 

blessings. Luke writes his two-volume work with this backdrop as he follows the LXX 

and expresses the covenant idea by using diathgkg. 



The Gospel of Luke and Acts of the Apostles contain five explicit references and sixteen 

implicit references to the covenant idea, Luke presents the covenant predominantly in its 

unilateral form. God is hlfilling in Jesus that which he promised and as a result is 

bringing about salvation. For Luke, the covenant concept gives reason for salvation of 

God in Jesus. Luke-Acts refers primarily to the Abrahamic and the Davidic covenants 

both in explicit and implicit references. The Davidic covenant is used to identify Jesus as 

the one anointed to dispense promised salvation. The Abraharnic covenant is referred to 

in order to identifjr those to whom the promised blessings of salvation and mercy are 

oflered and will be given. That is to Jews as well as Gentiles, The Mosaic covenant is 

alluded to for the purpose of drawing attention to Israel's vnfaithfblness and skewed 

understanding of how covenant blessings are conferred and is not a positive contributor 

to the scheme of salvation in Luke-Acts. This buffers Luke from the unmitigated 

influence of Palestinian Judaism in which the bilateral asped of the covenant factors 

influentially in its soteriology. Also, Luke seems to be aware of the spiritual dimension 

of the covenant idea via allusion to the Isaianic eternal covenant. 

A comparison of Luke's presentation of the covenant idea with that of Paul's reveals a 

number of differentiating concerns. One of Paul's interests is the function of the 

covenant in justification. The Mosaic covenant is limited in its ability to justify. 

Therefore, covenant blessings can only be promised-based fulfilled in the sacrificial 

redemption of Christ. For Jews and Gentiles, the Abrahamic covenant provides access 

by faith to the covenant blessings, Luke differs in that the covenants in Christ relate 

ultimately to ecclesiological concerns. 

Luke, therefore, presents the covenant idea according to a Christianized Judaic 

hermeneutic, where the covenant is primarily instrumental in giving reason for the 

salvific work of God in Christ. He also uses it to evoke a unilaterally defined sense of 

covenant identity for the readers and to integrate them into faithful Israel. 
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 

The concept of the covenant is familiar to  readers o f  the Old and New Testaments. 

Among scholars, already in 1597 Robert Rollock in his A Treatise of God's E f e c h d  

Calling (as quoted by McKay, 2001: 11) renders the following summary: "The covenant 

of God is a promise under some certain condition", where "condition" is to be 

understood as an encompassing generality. However, a caref'ul reading of  the Scripture 

texts uncovers not a consistent homogeneous presentation but a multifaceted concept. It 

may appear that the New Testament presentation o f  the covenant idea is dominated 

somewhat by Pauline formulation. But in fact the multidimensionality o f  the covenant 

concept equally characterises the New as it does the Old Testament. Concretely 

speaking, it may be that Luke's presentation o f  the covenant concept is more unique 

than believed, which may weaken any certain equivalence with that o f  Paul. 

Luke's Acts o f  the Apostles shares a somewhat unique relationship with the epistles o f  

Paul, insomuch as the person o f  Paul has a significant role in the narrative supplied by 

Luke. The extent of  Paul's influence on Luke is readily apparent and an important 

question for Lukan scholarship. This does not, of course, preclude the magnitude of 

Luke's distinctive theological contribution. Nevertheless, a re-evaluation o f  the 

component parts of  and hr ther  investigation into Pauline writings can, to a relevant 

degree, also serve a s  a catalyst for the creation of  similar avenues o f  inquiry in Lucan 

studies. 

In recent years, a number of studies have been published specifically re-examining 

Paul's understanding of  justification, its influence on nascent Christianity and its present 

implications. Representative examples of  this are Dunn (Dunn & Suggate, 1994) and 

Wright (Wright, 1992). On an academic level, the literature has drawn to a high degree 

on comparative studies, comparing and contrasting early Rabbinical Judaic writings 

with that of Paul. This appears to  have precipitated an untraditional recasting of  the 

traditional covenant idea, based on specific conclusions reached about the 

understanding o f  membership in the covenant (Sanders, 1977: 511-515) and 

"covenantal participation" (Kee, 1990: 4). Much debate has resulted in academia and in 

ecclesiastical contexts fiom the conclusions presented by such studies. 



The theological exchange of ideas, namely from Paul to Luke, even if it is minimally 

reflected in Luke's writing, has been well established by Philipp Vielhauer (1966: 33- 

50). This, along with hrther similar research, provides a plausible case for the 

possibility that Luke was influenced by elements similar to those that were known to 

Paul. Also, the Lukan Semitisms, Luke's familiarity not only with Greek historiography 

but the Old Testament style of presenting history (Barrett, 1961: 12-19), and the 

tradition that Luke was a native of Syrian Antioch (Robertson, 1920: 21-23), boast well 

of the possibility that Luke was exposed not just to Hellenism but, as well, to a degree 

of Palestinian Judaism. This gives reason for a re-examination of Luke's work and his 

understanding of the covenant concept. 

The narrative of Luke - Acts is governed by a distinctive redemptivdhistorical 

perspective. This apparent feature has engaged the minds of many scholars, drawing 

them well into what Willem Cornelis van Unnik refers to as the "storm centre" of the 

research of his time (Van Unnik, 1966: 13). In recent times there continue to be many 

significant contributions to the field of Lukan studies (Marshall, 1980; Fitzmyer, 1985; 

Squires, 1993; Barren, 1998/2002; Schlatter, 1999). 

Whilst bearing in mind these significant contributions, it seems that there is a need for a 

concerted and deliberate study collating and interpreting relevant research on the 

covenant idea in Luke - Acts. A possible reason for this may be attributed to the 

current foci in research or perhaps even prevailing attitudes to Luke's presentation of 

the covenant idea, which may assume that it is a significantly subservient and lesser 

component of the whole of Cuke's theology. Barren's comment may serve as a general 

indicator: "The word dicrrMki? occurs in Acts only at 3.25; 3.8 and was certainly not an 

imporiant element in Luke's theologica[ vocabulary.. ." (1998 (1): 647). The central 

question of this work, therefore, is: How does Luke present the idea of the covenant in 

his two-votume work Luke-Acts? 

The questions that naturally arise Born this problem are: 

P What information has previous research produced on the subject of Luke's 

presentation of the covenant? 

3 What is the Old Testament and Judaic background to the covenant? 



P What are the explicit and implicit references Luke makes to the covenant idea in 

his two-volume work, and how should these utterances be understood? 

The main aim o f  this dissertation is to clarify Luke's presentation of the covenant idea 

in Luke - Acts. 

The objectives o f  this study must be seen in their relationship t o  the aim. In so doing, I 

intend to approach the subject from the following angles: 

i) T o  identify and collate the significant theological contributions to the field 

of  Lukan studies on the covenant from the mid-nineteenth century to the 

present time. 

ii) To give preliminary background consideration specifica!ly to  the Old 

Testament idea of covenant and its representation in Palestinian Judaism 

during the Hellenistic period and subsequent stages relevant to the era of 

inquiry. 

iii) T o  delineate and interpret in Luke - Acts the explicit and implicit 

references to the covenant idea. Furthermore, to  compare their insight into 

the covenant idea with that of the core material of the Pauline corpus. 

The central theoretical argument of this study is that in Luke-Acts the covenant idea is 

presented in terms o f  OT formulations informed chiefly by a Christianized Judaic 

hermeneutic; the covenant idea is primarily instrumental, being used to provide 

foundational rationale for the salvific work of  God and to evoke a unilaterally defined 

sense of covenantal identity and rearign readers with and integrate them into faithful 

Israel. 

This study will analyze the results of  scholarship in chapter 2. In chapter 3, this study 

will use an  historiographic approach, a s  primarily developed by Martin Hengel in his 

presentation of  Palestinian Judaic history (Hengel, 1974), and a semantic approach 

examining the meaning of  the word covenant in context as used in Scriptures and 

Judaism. Text critical (Metzger, 2001 ; Nestle & AIand, 1993), literav (Baltzer, 197 1 ; 



Petersen, 1978; Powell, 1990; Talbert, 198211 997; Tannehill, 1986/1990), intertextual 

(Brawley, 1995) approaches will be used in chapter 4 and 5. Generally, literary 

criticism is the reading of  the text with an appreciation of its structure that is the 

apprehension of the meaninghl relationship and organization o f  its structural literary 

components. Generally, intertextual criticism is considered a s  a category of  literary 

criticism investigating the relationship between precursor and successive text that is 

determining in particular the relation of biblical allusions to  the text as  literature and 

vice versa (Brawley, 1995: 4-14). A brief comparison of Luke-Acts to Paul on the 

covenant idea will be made in chapter 6, a11 in order to address the central research 

questions. Given that my personal background is from within the Reformed tradition, I 

am hlIy aware of the potential dangers of approaching any theological research with a 

pre-conceived understanding that is coloured by that tradition. In an attempt to  purge - 

as far a s  is practicable - any unintentional bias, therefore, I also propose to use valid 

biblical hermeneutics, the study of the meaning of the text for the modern hearer, as 

developed by Kaiser (Kaiser & Silva, 1994) and exegesis as  developed by Hayes and 

Holladay @layes & Holladay, 1982) to determine the legitimacy or otherwise of  the 

research. 



CHAPTER TWO: IDENTIFYING THE RESULTS OF RESEARCH 

2.1 CRITERIA: THE TIME SPAN OF INVESTIGATION 

In order to identify and collate the significant theological contributions to the field of  

Lukan studies on the covenant, select contributions to scholarship 6 o m  the rnid- 

nineteenth century to the present time will be examined, 

2.2 CIUTERIA: THE THEOLOGICAL SCHOOLS AND TRADITIONS 

Literature on Luke-Acts is vast. So much so, that the results of  scholarship will be 

examined based on representative contributions of notable influence within the field of 

Lukan studies. This is our criteria for the selection of scholarly works. The resultant 

collection of scholarship will hopehlly approximate a broadly representative cross- 

section of  notable contributions from theological schools and traditions, that is, with 

varying theological and historical perspectives. Due to constraints, it was unfortunately 

not possible t o  examine a larger survey group. It is hoped the observed evidence will 

bear the weight of any omission. 

2.3 PREVIOUS COMMENTARY ON TEiE EXPLICIT AND IMPLICIT 

REFERJ3NCES TO THE COVENANT IDEA IN THE GOSPEL OF LUKE 

2.3.1 Johann Albrecht Bengel 

Bengel (1687-1752) precedes the scholars sampled. However, his observations are 

worthy of examination owing to his influence on academia, particularIy because rhe 

roots of the salvation-historical school, the HeifsgeschichtFiche Schrde, can be cleaf y 

traced back to him (Fritsch, 1946: 4 18). 

Commenting on Luke 1 :32 Jesus' Birth Announcement, Bengel states, "The throt~e of 

His father David- Chist  was promised to the fathers, especially to Abraham, as !he 

Seed; by Moses, a propbet, as Prophet; to David, u king, as King. Even the temporal 

kingdom of  Israel belonged to Jesus Christ by hereditary right" (1864(1):385-386). En 

verse 33 Bengel writes of  the "House of Jacob", "Gentiles are included in this house.. . 

Yet the house itself is principally intended, at this early period, in an address to an 

Israelite" (1864(1): 386). 



Commenting on Mary's Magnificat, specifically 155, Bengel writes, "He qmke- with 

an oath, especially to David. .. To Abraham- Render, in remembrunce o/his mercy to 

Abruhum" (1864(1): 390). In the Benedichrs, Bengel sees Jesus as the, "mighty 

saviour", or "Hom-Ps. cxxxii 17. It signifies abundance and kingly strength" (1864(1): 

391). The salvation which the mighty saviour brings is in the language of the Old 

Testament, "temporal a i d  (Bengel, 1864: 1.391), this to enable them to serve God in, 

"conformity to the law" (Bengel, 1864: 1,392). In verse 72, God shall remember the 

covenant in order to show mercy and by covenant, Bengel comments, God "means the 

Gospel; by remembering it, its completion" (1 864(l): 39 1-392). Bengel does not 

comment on the oath to Abraham (1 864(1): 392). 

Benge! offers no commentary on the covenant idea either in the N z m  Dimittis or the 

Preaching of John the Baptist (1864(1): 398, 404). Regarding Jesus' preaching in 

Nazareth, Bengel mentions only in passing that, "Jesus is the fulfilment of all 

prophecies, types, and promises." (1 864(1): 41 2.) Bengel's commentary on the Healing 

of the Crippled Woman is restricted to Jesus' reception of the marginalized, "all the 

children of Abraham" (1864(1): 460). Bengel comments on the Parable of the Narrow 

Door, stating that the basis for the sharing in eternal blessings with Abraham and the 

patriarchs is the "imitation" (1 864(1): 462) of their faith (1864(1): 462). In the story of 

the Rich man and Lazarus, Bengel yields the observation that Abraham reiates to 

Lazarus as to "his genuine son" (1864(1): 483), whilst Abraham "knew him [the Rich 

man] as son no longer" (1864(1). 484). Bengel does not mention the basis of the 

connections. 

Bengel gives little explanation of the healing of the Blind Beggar. The "frank 

confession, a voluntary restitution" (Bengel, 1864(1): 499) was made by Zacchaeus but 

Bengel does not comment on the implication of being called a son of Abraham 

(1 864(1): 499). No relevant observations are made on the Duvidssohfirage (1864(1): 

505) or Judas' agreement with the chief priests (1 864(1): 5 12). 

Surprisingly, the Last Supper provides Bengel with no hrther insight into the covenant 

concept. He instead focuses on the elements and their proper consumption (1864(1): 

513). 



Bengel recognizes that Christ hlfils the promises to Abraham, David and Moses, but 

that God's oath to David is superior as it emphasizes Christ's power as King. Bengel 

sees Abraham as a model of faith The universality of the Gospel remains for Bengel 

only shrouded in the text, 

2.3.2 Theodor Zahn 

Commenting on Luke 1: 68-79 - the Benedichs - Zahn clearly states that the redemption 

and salvation about which Zachariah is prophesying is based on the promised covenant 

( 1922: 1 16). God, "Er wollte damit &n Ahnherren Israels, denen er die Verheming 

gegeben hat, Bmmherzigkeit erweisen und seines heiligen Bun& tatsdchlich 

gedenken" (1922: 116). Zahn here sees the covenant as originally made with Abraham, 

"Der Bund ... war schort v. 72 ein heiliger gena~tn?, trm ausztdrucken, wie undenkbar es 

sei, doj3 Goti seinerseils ihn nicht true hnhetr sollte, und wird nr bemselben Zweck v, 73 

genauer charnkterisiert aJs der Eid, den st dem Erzvuter Abraham eimt geschworejz 

hat." (1922: 116.) The covenantal oath was sworn to Abraham but the efficacy of it is 

seen in the House of David as a horn of salvation, the emergence of the promised 

h i d s s o h n  (Zahn, 1922: 115-1 16). 

Zahn considers the covenant made between Judas and the high priests to be simply an 

agreement: "ge faJten" (1922: 665), 

The reason for the double chalice in the Lukan text of the Lord's Supper commands the 

attention of Zahn. He deals primarily with the sequence of events in the Abendmahf in 

relation to its Judaic background. No reference is made to the covenant idea in or by the 

words of institution. 

It appears that Zahn, in explicit references to the covenant idea, is conscious of the idea 

pariicularly in its unilateral aspect as the basis of the promises; he is conscious as well 

of the working relation between covenants, specifically the Abrahamic and the Davidic. 

2.3.3 Hans Conzelmann 

Conzelmann's work, 7he Theology u,JSt. hike, was mined for coinciding notations on 

the explicit and implicit Scripture references to the covenant idea. The apparent paucity 

of commentary seems to betray its diminished relevance for Conzelmann. However, 



this may be a resultant shortcoming of  his methodology and theology. For instance, 

Norman R. Petersen (1978: 10) posits that the anomalies in historical criticism can be 

traced to ". . . its theory of biblical literature" since historical critics, ". . .have wrongly 

dismissed literary criticism, overlooking the simple fact that the analysis of  narrative 

and verse is not limited by aesthetic canons o r  values*' (1978: 10-1 1). Having noted 

this, for Conzelmann it seems God's plan and the necessary fulfilment of it govern the 

dispensation of salvation in redemptive history (1 960: 15 1- 154). 

Conzelmann does not comment on the covenant idea in the Infancy Narrative material. 

This may be due to  his belief that the prologue material and Infancy Narrative are 

different in theology and ",.. belong to a Proto-Lukan source" (Oliver, 1964: 203; 

Conzelmann, 1960: 76), but also that the first division of  his history of salvation ends 

with John the Baptist's ministry (1960: 16, 22); although he does acknowledge an 

introduction of "a universal note" (1960: 161) in the Lukan extension of  Simeon's 

allusion to the Isaianic passages. Also, Conzelmann states, "If the preaching of John the 

Baptist destroyed the possibility of a call based on  descent from Abraham, now the 

ministry of  Jesus carries this stage hrther: one can be a 'relative' o f  Jesus sola grulio" 

(1960: 37). In Jesus' preaching at Nazareth, Conzelmann identifies the Lukan idea of 

universalism; however, he bases it not on the covenant promise but on election (1960: 

34). Conzelmann does not a p p r  to identify the concept of the covenant either in the 

narratives of the Healing of the Crippled Woman (Luke 13: 10-1 7), the Parable of  the 

Narrow Door (13:22-30), the Rich Man and Lazarus (16:19-3 I),  or in the narrative of 

the Blind Beg.gar (18:35-43). Even still, the reference to Abraham in the story of Jesus 

and Zacchaeus (19:l-10) holds no force because, as in the case of  the Parable of the 

Rich Man and Lazarus, "Abraham has no redemptive significance" (Conzelmann, 1960: 

166); and "The fact that Abraham is more prominent in Luke than Mark is a result of 

the sources" (Conzelmann, 1960: 166). For Luke it is the idea of the people o f  God that 

takes significance over their recounted history or  individual figures (Conzelmann, 1960: 

167). 

Noteworthy are Conzelmann's comments on the Lord's Supper. "In Luke ... the 

'necessity' o f  the Passion is h I ly  brought out" (1960: 153). This is so because, for 

Luke, the plan of God is axiomatic and must, of necessity, be brought to completion 

(Conzelmann, 1960: 151-154). Conzelmann's focus is trained also on the sufferings 



peirasmos of Christ (1960: 80). The covenant idea for Conzelmann with, in this case its 

universal aspect, is eclipsed by the theme of the necessary hlfiIment of God's will. 

2.3.4 C. K Barrett 

Barrett (1961: 50) explores the ultimate problem, as presented in the Lukan writings, 

that is "the relation between history and theology". Specifically, Barrett explores the 

possibility and meaning of Luke as historian and preacher (1961: 51, 52, 67). 

Investigating the motivating circumstances for Luke's "literary activity" (Barrett, 1961: 

62), Banetl puts forward, "the problem of eschatology" (1961: 62). He proposes that 

Luke ". . . evolved the notion of Heilsgeschichte. .." ( 1  96 1 : 64) and illustrates this with 

Luke 4: 16-30 (1961 : 64). Barrett (I961 : 64) reports that the story describes distinct 

events, not like Mark in terms of "meta-historical categories" but in the space of 

".,.biographical writing, and it represents the pattern of the divine purpose which was 

expressed in the life of Jesus as a whole" (1961: 65). These comments suggest that 

Barrett, much like Conzelrnann, considers the plan of God as the kndamental scheme 

behind the promise-fulfilment motif (196 1 : 66). 

2.3.5 Joseph A, Fitzmyer 

Fitzmyer describes the purpose of the Birth Announcement of Jesus as the declaration lo 

the reader tha~ Jesus is the Davidic Messiah and the Son of God (1970(1): 338, 340). It 

is based on the promises of 2 Samuel 7, 1 Chronicles 17:ll-14, Isaiah 9:6 (LXX) and 

Amos 9: 11 (Fitzmyer, 197ql): 338, 348). Fitzmyer points out in Mary's Magnificat 

the theme of "the fulfilment of salvation-history" (1970(1):365), which is based on the 

relation of salvation in Christ to the Abrahamic covenant (1970(1): 361). This theme 

has universal undertones (Fitzmyer, 1970(1):.361). The main theme of the Benedictus 

is the assertion of Jesus' Messianic role (Fitzmyer, 1970(1): 379). This redemption in 

Jesus and even John's role, according to Fitzmyer, is related respectively by promise- 

fulfilment to the Abrahamic covenant and oath sworn to him, and God's covenant with 

his people (1970(1): 379, 384). Fitzmyer sees only an unclear allusion to the Davidic 

covenant (1970(1): 383). "Mercy" in verse 72, affirms Fitzmyer, is "Yahweh's 

covenantal attribute" (1970(1): 384). Fitzmyer does not indicate a covenantal overtone 

to the Isaianic reference in the Nunc Dimiltis (1970(1): 419-4285, Thus, the infancy 

narrative of Luke's Gospel, according to Fitzmyer, depicts mainly God's unilateral 

action in keeping with His covenantal promises to Abraham. 



Commenting on Jesus' preaching in Nazareth, Fitzmyer does not describe the 

connection between the salvation Jesus brings and the universal nature of the anticipated 

mission to  the Gentiles (1970(1): 529-537). The function of the Isaiah quotation is to 

point out, "...the new mode of salvation that is come in. . ." Jesus. (Fitzmyer, 1970(1): 

533.) 

Fitzmyer does not comment on Jesus' reference to  the Crippled Woman as a "daughter 

of Abraham" (I985(2): 1013), but does see in the story the universal nature of the 

gospel alongside the need for repentance (1 985(2): 0 1 1- 1 1 )  Fitzmyer discusses 

repentance and divine prerogative in his examination of the parable of the Narrow Door, 

yet does not seem to  link Abraham (implied covenant) to universalism and Gentile 

inclusion in reconstituted Israel (1985(2): 1022, 1023, 1025, 1026). The story of the 

Rich Man and Lazarus, comments Fitzmyer, teaches the ".,.reversal o f  fortunes in the 

afterlife.. ." (1 985(2): 1 128), which reversal is a result of ". . . a  reward aspect to human 

conduct" (Fitzmyer, 1985(2): 1 129) and "...a reaction of faith ... t o  the word of God" 

(Fitzmyer, l985(2): 1 129) Though he does not consciously relate the Abrahamic 

blessings and the Mosaic Law to the covenant concept, he does note ". . .the rich man's 

kinship but not his right to share in Abraham's merits" (1985(2): 133). The Blind 

Beggar similarly receives his sight because "...of the faith which he has, which prompts 

him to cry out to Jesus recognizing him as the Son of David" (Fitzmyer, 1985(2): 1214). 

The title "Son of David" refers to  Jesus' physical descent (Fitzrnyer, 1985(2): 1216). 

Fitzmyer sees Zacchaeus as  vindicated by Jesus in the sight of the resenthl crowd 

(1985(2): 1221). Physically descended from Abraham, Zacchaeus is his son who has 

the right to  claim promised salvation (1985(2): 1221). As regards the material in Luke's 

travel account, Fitzrnyer makes no clear comment on the implied covenant ooncept, but 

inadvertently does intimate that its bilateral aspect is contingent to the unilateral. 

Fitzmyer does not seem to  be aware of any covenantal implications to Jesus' quotation 

from Psalm 110, perhaps because the question of his messianic consciousness 

dominates Fitzmyer's attention ( I  98512): 1309- 13 14). H e  recognizes the bilateral 

contractual nature of  the agreement between Iudas and the chief priests as well as the 

temple officers; Fitzmyer remarks that Judas "entered into a pact" (1985(2): 1375). 



Fitzmyer sees in the Last Supper an underlying alIusion to the Mosaic covenant ratified 

by the blood of oxen in Exodus 24:3-8, which is "overlaid" with Jeremiah 31:31 

(1985(2): 1391). Jesus' body and blood, avers Fitzmyer, has a soteriological nuance 

(1985(2): 1391), the result of which is, "...a new mode of celebrating Israel's feast of 

deliverance" (Fitzmyer, 1985(2): 1392). Fitzmyer indirectly identifies both the 

unilateral and bilateral dimensions of the "new covenant" but clearly emphasizes the 

unilateral initiative of Jesus. 

Fitzmyer clearly sees the Abrahamic covenant promises as characterized by divine 

unilateralism. Universalism remains only suggested. The Davidic promises do not 

seem to figure strongly in Fitzmyer's thinking. The question of the relation between the 

aspects of the covenant concept is supplanted by source critical discussion. 

2.3.6 I. Howard Marshall 

Marshall (1978: 66) identifies the unilateral action of God in the Birth Announcement 

of Jesus. God has chosen Mary for His purpose. This uniIatera1 action of God, Marshall 

notes, is promised based (1978: 72). Gvd is sending the Davidic Messiah, who is also 

called the Son of God (Marshall, 1978: 72). In this narrative, ",..the language used i s  

human and biblical, the ideas utilized being drawn from OT tradition" (1978: 75). 

Commenting on Luke 154, Mary's Magnificat, "...God's action is seen to be in 

fulfilment of his covenant with Israel. Israel is his p i s  - 'servant'- whom he has 

promised to help" (1978: 85). Marshall sees the covenant as a "mutual relationship" 

(1978: 83). At this point in the Gospel Marshal! remains cautious, "...there is as yet no 

trace of a universalism embracing the gentiles" (1978: 85). The Lukan theology, the 

tradition behind the Magnificat and the evocative OT phrases all need to be kept in a 

distinct balance. Marshall seems to obscure the distinctions slightly by assigning a 

defining role to the tradition underlying Mary's Magnificat (1978: 79-85). 

Again in the Benedichrs, Marshall contends the " . . .title [ho rheus t m  ImEl]  reflects the 

Jewish outlook of the hymn, which does not take the gentiles into account" (1978: 90). 

Marshall (1978: 91, 92) identifies the source of God's promises, oath, mercy and 

salvation as His covenant. In particular, Marshall sees the political deliverance of the 

Davidic promises allied with the spiritualized Abrahamic covenant: "political need and 



spiritual need are closely linked" (1978: 92). Marshall focuses primarily on the 

unilateralism of the covenant. 

Marshall (1978: 121) admits to a "universalistic sensen in the N~mc Dimiffis, made 

possible by the Isaiah 49: 6 reference. Such that, "Here for the first time the 

significance of Jesus for the gentiles is revealed to the parents. .." (Marshall, 1978:121). 

The implications of the Isaiah reference are not mined by Marshall; hence the covenant 

context remains untreated. 

Marshall observes in the Preaching of John the Baptist that, "What had previously been 

seen and recognised by Simeon (230) would become a universal experience. .." (1978: 

137). The Baptist cautions, notes Marshall, that neither baptism itself nor Abrahamic 

descent qualifies anyone for the rnonergistic blessings of salvation (1978: 137-141). 

For, "...all are required to repent." (1978: 140). "Possibly, Luke saw a reference to the 

gentiles" in God raising up children for Abraham from the stones (1978: 141). Marshall 

includes comment also on the Judaic thought which the Baptist position repudiates: 

". . .Abraham's merits availed for his descendents" (1978: 140). 

Despite Marshall's acknowledgement (1978: 178) chat, "God's plan would find 

fulfilment in the extension of God's mission to the gentiles", he is still inclined to view 

verses 25-27 of Jesus' preaching at Nazareth as contextually out of place, carrying a 

strange and premature universalism ( I  978: 180). He also levies the criticism that, "The 

force of the illustrations.., are not crystal clear" (1978: 188). In this may be seen 

Marshall's disposition to place ideas under the thematic vault of the salvific purpose of 

Christ (1978: 178, 183). This is a defining tendency dominating also Marshall's 

commentary on the Healing of the Crippled Woman (1 978: 556). 

Marshall understands the Parable of the Narrow Door to illustrate kingdom 

requirements in an eschatological context: "The unrepentant Jews of Jesus' own time 

are contrasted with the faithhl men of OT times and believing gentiles who will find 

their way into the kingdom" (1978: 562, 563). However, the reference to Abraham, the 

patriarchs, as well as the admission of the gentiles to the Suture banquet, does not hold 

covenantal allusions for Marshall (1978: 567-568). 



Again, Marshall relates that confidence in Abrahamic descent, even trust in his merits, 

is repudiated in the Parable of the Rich Man and Lazarus (1978: 638, 639, 637). 

Covenantal implications are not drawn. Marshall is content to confine commentary to 

the significance of the Messianic title "Son of David" in the story of the BIind Beggar 

who Receives His Sight. However, in relation to the story of Zacchaeus, Marshall's 

comments exude covenantal ideas. He states, "It is a supreme example of the 

universality of the gospel offer to tax-collectors and sinners, with Jesus taking the 

initiative and inviting himself to the house of Zacchaeus" (1978: 694). By virtue of his 

Abrahamic descent Zacchaeus has a right to the offer of the promise of salvation (1978: 

694); he is a spiritual son of Abraham by virtue of his repentance (1978: 698); and Jesus 

is the "Son of man as a shepherd" who manifests divine monergism (1978: 695). 

The account of the Dmidssohnfi.age is for Marshall the question of the Messianic 

understanding of Psalm 110 and its relation to 2 Samuel 7112-16 (1978: 746). The 

agreement between Judas and the authorities in the account of Judas' Betrayal of Jesus, 

according to Marshall, is contractual in nature (1978: 789). It is a bilateral agreement 

between human agents. 

Marshall devotes much energy to textual and redaction issues in the account of the Last 

Supper, still, his observations on the covenant concept are distillable. In essence, he 

sees the divine initiative of God toward the disciples, as exemplified in the following, 

". . .the thought is of the offering made by Jesus, whether of himself in the sense of Mk. 

10:45 or of his flesh along with his blood in sacrificial death" (1978: 803). Also, "For 

Lk. the cup, i.e. its contents.. . symbolizes the new covenant, in the sense that the new 

covenant is brought into being by what it signifies, namely the sacrificial death of Jesus. 

For kainos with reference to the covenant.. , It signifies not a temporal repetition but a 

new, eschatological begiming" (Marshall, 1978: 806). However, "en is causative, and 

tai haimati m m  is an allusion to the death of Jesus; since there is no allusion to blood in 

Je. 3 1 :3 1 ff, and the death of the Servant is not connected with the establishment of the 

covenant, it is more probable that here we have an implicit reference to Ex. 24:8 which 

has been made more explicit in Mk." (Marshall, 1978: 807.) 



2.4 PREVIOUS COMMENTARY ON THE EXPLICIT AND IMPLICIT 

REFERENCES TO THE COVENANT IDEA JN THE ACTS OF THE 

APOSTLES 

2.4.1 Johann Albrecht Bengel 

In the Acts of the Apostles chapter two, BengeI misses the full theological import 

behind the oath sworn to David (1864(1): 7571, relegating it purely to a hnction of 

prophecy, though BengeI does recognize the outpouring of the Spirit as promise 

(1864(1): 754). Bengel shows more acuity in his comments on Peter's speech in 

Solomon's Colonnade, commenting on verse 13: "God- Who gave the promise to the 

patriarchs and fathers" pengel, 1864(1): 764); furthermore, "God fblfilled this his 

promise: therefore men must believe" (Bengel, l8M(l): 765). Regarding verse 2 1, 

Bengel sees in the eschatological return of Christ, "the Divine intention and promise" 

(1864(1):768). Verse 25 received the following comments, ''and oJthe covenant- as in 

Dan. ix.24, the vision cuzdpqhet . .  . To you, saith Peter, the prophecies and covenant 

relatey* (Bengel, 1864(1): 770). Bengel, then, mentions the conversion of the Gentiles as 

being Abraham's seed ( 1  864(1): 770). 

Bengel sees in Stephen's speech not just a "recapitulation of ancient events" (1 864(l): 

788) but a harmonization of the Abrahamic and Mosaic covenants, "Stephen has woven 

together the prophecies given to Abraham and Moses ... In thus interweaving these, he 

shows powerfblly. .. that what was said to Moses about Israel's worship of GOD, was 

already in Abraham's time divinely intended and meant" (1864(1): 790). This is 

consistent with Benget's initial statement that the promise precedes the law (1864(1): 

787). Bengel does indeed identifl monergism as related to the covenant idea, "For God 

both gave and showed himself voluntarily to Abraham, Isaac, and Jamb" (1864(1): 

787), and also, "Abraham was indebted to God for both himself wholly, and his 

posterity, and the land and all the blessings promised and vouchsafed to himself and his 

posterity, without any corresponding claim upon Godn (1864(1): 789). Bengel, 

however, clearly emphasizes the failure of Israel to hold to their part and obey the Law 

in regard to the bilateral aspect of the Mosaic covenant (1864(1): 788, 795-799). 

Bengel also states that the covenant was put into effect through an angel, "the Angel, of 

the covenant." (1864(1): 795). 



Paul, in his speech at Pisidian Antioch, refers to the Davidic promise which, states 

Bengel, derives from 2 Samuel 7:12 (1864(1): 838). In Jesus' resurrection the promise 

is fulfilled and is therefore accessible by faith (Bengel, 1864(1): 839, 841) "...those 

Divine graces promised in Christ to David ..." (Bengel, 1864(1): 84 1). 

The meeting of the Apostolic Council, Acts 15, reveals the aberrant teaching of some of 

the believing Jews, that the promised blessing of salvation is dependent not only upon 

circumcision but by implication, Bengel sees, obedience to the Mosaic Law (1864(1): 

850-851). Bengel observes that James supports Peter's corrective testimony that faith, 

".. .trustworthy and valid, no less than, for instance, in Abraham's time" (1 864(l): 852- 

853). Bengel notes in the text the cofision and the subsequent correction regarding the 

basis for receiving promised blessings but he does not probe hrther into its monergistic 

nature. 

No observations on covenant obedience or the Mosaic Law follow the account of Paul's 

arrest in Jerusalem (1864(1): 892-893). Bengel understands the hope which Paul refers 

to in his speech before Herod Agrippa 11 as the general hope of the resurrection 

1 8 ) :  9 - 9  1 1 ) .  Also, Bengel implies recognition of the universality of the 

salvation in the light of Christ to both the Jews as to the Gentiles (1864(1): 913). 

Bengel's select commentary on Acts depicts a rather mechanical view of promise- 

fulfilment. However, his observation on Stephen's speech is exceptional in that he 

relates the Abrahamic to the Mosaic covenant via God's monergism. According to 

Bengel, universalism is clearIy expressed in the promises. 

2.4.2 Theodor Zahn 

Commenting on Peter's speech in Solomon> Colonnade, Zahn looks at the universality 

of the Abrahamic promise in view of the Mosaic administration and Israel's past and 

present disobedience (1922(1): 158-159). The mediator of the promise blessings to the 

peoples OF the earth is Abraham and not his offspring in the sense of Peter's audience 

(1922(1): 160). The nations will not be blessed through the Jewish audience of Peter, 

though they are the physical descendents of Abraham, because of their failure to obey 

the prophets like Moses, Jesus (1 922(l): 158- 159). Zahn, therefore, notes the enduring 

unilateral basis of the Abrahamic promise, "dap alles Heil det Menschheil dtrrch das 

zrmdchsf vun Gorr erwtihlte und gesegnete Volk verrnitrelt sei ... oder, anders 
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ausgedriickf, &J die Erl6sung der Menschheif &on nbhdnge, ob Ime! nmh allen 

seinen Verirmngen endlich dDch noch dus Ziel seiner Bestimm~mg erreicht." (1922(1): 

159). 

Zahn understands, by Stephen's reference to the covenant of circumcision in his defence 

before the Sanhedrin, that circumcision is a means by which Abraham's descendents 

should remain separate from neighbouring peoples (1922(1): 251). Interestingly, in this 

context Zahn adds a footnote on diathski! that states that the word means not Testament, 

also not a contract based on agreement, but a unilateral (einseitig) arrangement/ 

disposition, only insomuch a covenant as the observation of divine commands on the 

part of persons forms/ constitutes a condition for the continuation of God's community, 

based on God's grace, with the race of Abraham. 

Zahn also points to the greater filfilment of the Abrahamic promises intimated at by 

Stephen (1 922(l): 25 1-252). 

Zahn, in explicit references to the covenant concept, understands that the monergistic 

basis of the covenant is established in Abrahamic covenant. This aspect of the concept 

carries salvation to its fullness in the present and future. Zahn's remarks on the material 

in the Gospel and Acts reflect the tradition he is associated with, namefy the "salvation- 

historical position of historical scripture research" (Goppelt, 198 111): 276). 

2.4.3 Hans Conzelmann 

The nature of Conzelmann's comments on the references in Acts follows similarly those 

on the Gospel; they congeal around the plan of God and the necessary hlfilment of 

prophecy. Commenting on the word bml2, Conzelmann states: "In Acts 2, 23 it is 

found - perhaps as an interpretation - in the context of a kerygmatic formula, where it 

denotes the 'necessity' of the death of Christ" (1960: 151). Conzelmann does not 

provide any observation on verses 29 and 30 of chapter 2. The Lukan title of 'Christ' 

denotes the conneetion between promise and fulfilment. However, the reference to 

David as the forefather of Jesus bears no theological connection for Luke, which would, 

as Conzelmann admits, demonstrate the, "the continuity of redemptive history" (1960: 

171, 172). The word epangelia refers also to hlfilment in redemptive history 

(Conzelmann, 1960: 221). Conzelmann notes the intrinsic "notion of the divine plan'' 

(1987: 20) of salvation fulfilled in the death and resurrection of Jesus which, 
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significantly, is accomplished by God as "the one who acts" (1987: 20). Verse 30, 

according to Conzelmann (1987: 21), develops strictly the meaning of the quotation in 

25-28, Psalm 16 (15):8-1 I .  Allusion to the covenant idea seems to be absent. 

The concluding petition of Peter's speech in Solomon's Colonnade includes, "You are 

the descendants of the prophets and of the covenant." Conzelmann offers no 

commentary on the covenani idea (1960: 159). He sees in  Peter's Speech in Solomon's 

Colonnade an attempt by Luke to establish continuity between the church and Israel and 

"an overarching schema of saIvation-history statements about the passion and 

resurrection present in the kerygmatic formulations available to him" (1987: 28, 29). 

There is no commentary offered on the phrase the "sons of the covenant" (1987: 30). 

Similarly, no attempt is made to investigate the reference to the covenant of 

circumcision in Stephen's speech. The covenant of circumcision is mentioned which, 

"...is the visible mark of historical continuity" (Conzelmann, 1987: 52). No other 

commentary is offered on either the Abrahamic or Mosaic covenant (1987: 5 1-58). 

In Paul's speech at Pisidian Antioch, Acts 13, again for Conzelmann, David is 

"...described as the forefather of Jesus, but without going beyond the traditional 

phrases. Luke does not link this idea with his own theological conceptions ..." (1960: 

173). Verses 34-35 Conzelmann compares to Acts 2127, where the promise to David is 

portrayed as hIfilIed in the resurrection of Christ (1987: 105). In the case of verse 47 

Conzelmann sees Isaiah 49:6 applied now to the disciples where in Luke 2 3 2  Isaiah 

49:6 is applied ts Jesus (1 987: 106). 

ConzeIrnann recognizes the idea of election in the Council of Jerusalem (1960: 156). 

He offers no Further relevant comments on the remaining implicit allusions to the 

covenant concept in Acts (1987: 1 15-122, 179-181,209-2 12). 

Divine unilateral activity is important for Conzelmann; however, it is a function of the 

necessary fulfilment of God's plan, It is interesting that Conzelmann, although he 

occupies a different place on the theological spectrum fiom Bengel and Zahn, his 

commentary is nevertheless dominated by a conception of ". . .Heilsgeschichte ordered 

according to God's will in continuous sections. ,." (Elarrett, 1961; 42). This conception 

bears semblance to the main axiom of the Heifsgeschichtliche Schule, "...that there is a 

divine economy or plan of history fiom the beginning to the end of all things" (Fritsch, 



1946: 420). However, Conzelmann derives the continuity in the concept of 

Heilsgeschichte not from the covenant idea but from the Hellenistic idea of necessity 

dei . 

2.4.4 Ernst Haenthen 

Haenchen (1971: 182) comments on chapter 2 verse 30, "God has solemnly sworn to 

David that one of his descendents should sit upon his - God's- throne" and David's, 

"Messianic successor, whom he not only foresaw with prophetic vision but had been 

promised by an oath of God" (1971: 187). However, Christ's resurrection is "a 

necessity founded in the will of God" (1971: 187). On verses 34-35, "David cannot 

have been speaking of himself in Psalm 110, for he did not ascend into heaven. He 

therefore who shall sit on the right hand of God can only be the Messiah, who is 

identified in the psalm by l6i kzrri6i mod' (1971: 183). Haenchen is hard pressed to see 

the references to the OT solely as "scriptural proof' (1 97 1 : 182, 183, 185) legitimizing 

the resurrection and ascension of Christ, which is based ultimately on the will of God. 

Haenchen does identify key words such as 'sworn', 'oath', 'promise', yet the covenant 

idea is not explored, only Luke's compositional methodology and sources. 

Regarding chapter 3 verses 22 ff, Haenchen (1971: 210-21 1) states that purely as the 

prophet like Moses, Jesus has klfilled the promise made to Abraham. Haenchen also 

comments on chapter 3 verse 25, stating that the listeners are the sons of the prophets 

and of the Abrahamic covenant in a twofold sense, "the Jews are the descendants of 

those with whom God made the covenant of grace, and therefore also 'belong' to the 

covenant as 'sons of the covenant"' (1971 : 209). Haenchen does also identify the 

universal nature of the Abrahamic covenant; however, he offers only the following 

commentary; "The Jews are the first candidates for the blessing of Abraham which 

Christ is making reality" (1971: 212). Again, no direct investigation into the covenant 

idea is pursued beyond the above comments. 

Haenchen focuses on the compositional dificulties critics see raised by Stephen's 

speech (1  97 1 : 286-290). This overshadows his commentary on Stephen's, 

"...recapitulation of Israel's relations with God" (1 97 I : 288). Thus, the promise to 

Abraham and, "...circumcision on which the 'covenant' depends, these momentous 

events are named. But that is all.. . " (1971 : 288); ", ..this is simply sacred history told 

for its own sake and with no other theme" (1971: 288). Haenchen hrthet notes, "The 
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same reverent tone of historical narration is maintained throughout the story of 

Moses ..." (1971: 288). 

Haenchen understands that Paul, in his speech at Pisidian Antioch, acknowledges the 

Davidic promises filfilled in Jesus by his resurrection (197 1 : 4 1 1). Examining the 

events at the Council and its Decrees, Acts 15, Haenchen affirms God as the inaugurator 

of the Gentile mission in that he grants Gentiles the necessary inward purity required by 

the Law (197 1: 446-447). This is made possible by the Davidic promises hlfiiled in the 

resurrection of Christ (Haenchen, 1971: 448). Paul's arrest in Jerusalem demonstrates 

for Haenchen the apostle's, "...conformity to the law.. ." (1 97 I : 6 10) and, by inference, 

shows the relevance of the bilateral aspect of the covenant for Jewish Christians. Paul's 

speech before Herod Agrippa 11 contains for Haenchen no implied reference to the 

covenant idea; however, he does admit that the Gentile mission was divinely designed 

and instigated, bringing to fidfilment the Jewish hope in the resurfection of Jesus (1971: 

683,685,686,687-688). 

Haenchen's commentary is coloursd by his view of promise-hlfilrnent, He states in a 

footnote regarding the inevitability of Judas' death: "The fated necessity embodied in 

the dei of Hellenism appears here (since God is personal will) transformed into the 

unconditional and inexorable supremacy of the Lord, in whose mercy the Christian may 

put his trust." (1971: 159.) The covenant concept remains remote in Haenchen's 

commentary since promise-fidfilment terminoIogy is defined by the concept of 

necessity of God's will. 

2.4.5 Joseph A. Fitzmyer 

Though Fitzmyer recognizes in Peter's Pentecost Speech, specifically verse 30, the 

allusion to 2 Samuel 7: 1 lb-14 and God's oath to David, Fitzmyer appears in this case 

to be following Conzelmann and Haenchen's interpretive framework, namely 

understanding promise-hlfilment as the outworking of the plan of God (1998: 258, 

255, 256). This seems to marginalize any recognition of the covenant concept's 

relevance. Regarding Peter's Temple Discourse in Solomon's Colonnade, Fitzmyer 

summarizes: 

Peter stresses that the miracle is God's work and that Jerusalem Jews 

are the first candidates for the reception of bIessings promised to 



Abraham, which are now being channelled through Jesus the Messiah. 

T h e  blessings constitute God's new mode of salvation, addressed to 

Jews first. Thus the fblfilment in Jesus of prophetic promises made of 

old is to be realized above all among his own people. Through them 

the promised blessings will be extended to all nations ( 1998: 282). 

Lukan Peter pricks the conscience of the hearers by pointing out their obligation as 

sons of the covenant, ",..their relationship to the covenant ..." (Fitzmyer, 1998: 290); 

and their obligation "...to that pact of  old., . " (Fitzmyer, 1998: 290). This is as close 

as Fitzmyer gets to a discussion of the covenant idea, 

Stephen refers to the covenant of circumcision, which Fitzmyer (1998: 372) describes 

as, "...the visible sign of  the ongoing pact between Israel and God." God took the 

initiative and called Abraham and gave him promises (Fitzmyer, 1998: 369, 371). 

Fitzmyer sees these promises as the link between the Abraham, Joseph and Moses 

stories outlined by Stephen (1998: 366,374). 

Fitzmyer's comments on Paul" speech at Pisidian Antioch are impressive. Fitzmyer 

(1998: 517) correctly identifies the covenant idea alluded to in Paul's speech, with 

reference to Isaiah 55:3 LXX: 

Those benefits refer to covenant blessings promised to David, As used 

by Paul in this speech, they are concretized now in the risen Christ. 

Thus Luke brings out God's intention with respect to Gentiles: the 

covenant benefits assured to David will be rejected by his peopte and 

will be offered to Gentiles, 

Fitzmyer does not seem to recognize any definitive association the Apostolic Council 

has with the covenant idea; he only restates the obvious: that to be a Christian 

circumcision and obedience to all the prescriptions of the Mosaic Law are not necessary 

(1998: 544). He does however notably perceive in verse 9, "The 'yoke' as a symbol of 

religious obligation of Jews, denoted the linking together of Yahweh and Israel in the 

covenant of  Sinai (Exod 19: 5; 34: 10). . ." (Fitzmyer, 1998: 548). The Davidic promises 

are mentioned, but cautiously (1 9 8 :  555) .  The activity of God receives some emphasis 

by Fitzmyer. 



The story of Paul's arrest in JerusaIern affords no space for comment on the covenant 

idea. Fitzmyer in his description of and remarks on Paul's speech before Herod 

Agrippa 11, does allude to the unilateral action of God in bringing the light of salvation 

(1998: 762). Although Fitzmyer does not detect anywhere references to the covenant 

idea, he certainly recognizes the implied Isaianic passages which in themselves name 

the covenant in the articulation of the salvific mandate of God. 

Over all, Fitzmyer demonstrates sensitivity to the covenant concept. In one or two 

instances, he unmistakably identifies the covenant idea implied in the promise- 

hfilment and divine initiative formulations expressed in the narratives. Fitzmyer's 

approach in both the Gospel and Acts is rather eclectic. The significance in this is that 

he purposefully uses intertextual methods to make OT paralIels and connections. This 

seems to make him all the more sensitive to the presence of the covenant concept in 

Luke Acts. 

2.4.6 C. K. Barrett 

Barrett duly notes in Peter's Pentecost Speech his description of the unilateral work of 

God (1994(1): 147, 148). However, Barrett does not devote any space to a possible 

connection between Jesus' resurrection and covenantal promises. Barrett's comments 

on Peter's speech in Solomon's Colonnade only indirectly conjure up both the bilateral 

and unilateral aspects of the covenant concept; while not clearly discussing repentance, 

Barren does state that Christ's blessing is, "...God's act in turning men from evil,'" 

(I994(1): 214). 

For Barrett, Stephen's speech reveals the unilateral activity of God as promise-based 

(1994(1): 337). The force of God's promise propels Israel's history (1994(1): 337, 

343). The covenant is a confirmatory addition (Barrett, 1994(1): 346). This, submits 

Barrett (1994(1): 378), hnctions over and against the disobedience of Israel in their 

",..failure to observe the Law". Israel's behaviour, unacceptable as it is, has not 

abrogated the promises but precipitated the rejection of the institutionalism affixed to 

the Temple (1994(1): 346,337, and 378). 

Examining Paul's speech at Pisidian Antioch, specifically verse 34 and the Isaiah 55:3 

@XX) quotation, Barrett too easily dismisses any clear reference to the covenant idea, 

stating that Luke "has omitted the reference.. . to covenant. The word diath8k6.. . was 
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certainly not an important element in Luke's theological vocabulary,. ." (1994(1): 647). 

In all fairness, Barrett (1 994(1): 647) does concede that Luke ". . . may.. . have used d6si3 

as the simple substitute". Barrett does recognize God's unilateral action according to 

promise, but seems momentarily to have lost sight of Paul's audience and therefore, the 

significant bearing this has on the design of the Pauline speech in contradistinction from 

both Peter's and Stephen's speeches (1994(1): 647). 

For Barrett, the significance of chapter 15 lies in the council's deliberation on the 

viability of the Gentile mission in the context of Jewish Christianity (1 998(2): 7 17). 

The council, according to Barrett, identifies the prophesied divine initiative of God to 

reveal covenant membership as based on faith and not on conformity to Mosaic 

requirements (1998(2): 716-7 17, 724). He comments that minimal conformity to the 

law via the Decree is necessary for the purpose of distinction among peoples and 

fellowship with Jewish Christians, but does not infringe on the new terms of covenant 

membership (1998(2): 734, 737). Barrett does not seem to make note of the covenantal 

milieu or intimations of the chapter but does point out God's divine intention and 

action. 

Barrett (1998(2): 1008) discusses the unfounded allegations against Paul's teaching: 

"abrogation of loyalty to Moses" (Acts 21: 11-36). Barrett, importing the intention of 

the Apostolic Decree into Paul's context, touches obliquely on Luke's understanding of 

the correct relation between the bilateral and unilateral aspect of the covenant idea 

(1998(2): 1009, 10 13). Circumcision as a mark of the Abrahamic covenant is solely a 

mark of Jewishness (Barrett, 1 !298(2): 10 13). 

According to Barrett, the initiative of God dominates Paul's Speech before Herod 

Agrippa 11, in that Paul's activity is in line with the promise-based mission of Christ 

(1998: 2.1 160-1 161). For Barrett the covenant concept in Luke-Acts seems to carry 

only minimal significance, Perhaps this is due to his approach which is informed by the 

historical-critical method (Pao, 2001: 348-349). 



All scholars surveyed in the sample group recognize in the Betredictus the integrally 

causative hnction of  the covenant for God's promised salvation. Only Zahn notes the 

ontological relation between the Abrahamic and Davidic covenants, whilst only 

Fitzrnyer describes the relation of  the Abraharnic to  the Messiah's role. Zahn, Fitzmyer 

and Marshall offer the only meaningful commentary on the account of Judas' 

Ageement to  Betray Jesus. Zahn views it purely as an agreement. However, Fitzmyer 

and Marshall both understand that the agreement is contractual, bilateral in nature. 

Fitzrnyer refers t o  the covenant idea here, as in other instances, as  a pact. Only 

Fitzmyer and Marshall deliberately include the covenant concept in their observations 

on the Lord's Supper. They both note the unilateral activity o f  God in Jesus and the 

implicit reference to  Exodus 24:8 as backdrop to the new covenant. 

Peter's Speech in Solomon's Colonnade, Acts 3, provides the grounds for a fragile 

unanimity among the scholars surveyed: the covenant idea is used by Lukan Peter to 

appeal to the conscience of  the JerusaIem Jews. Conzelmann and Fitzmyer perceive in 

this the Lukan purpose to stress continuity between Israel historic and the nascent 

church. OnIy Zahn and Fitzmyer harmonize the Mosaic and Abrahamic elements by 

pointing out the divine design that covenant-faithful Israel has a universal mission to the 

nations Regarding Stephen's Speech, Conzelmann, Barren and Fitzmyer emphasize 

that circumcision is a visible sign of continuity. Zahn labels it an ethnic differentiator. 

However, only Bengel and Fitzmyer identify clearly that the covenant or promises are a 

means by which the stories recounted arc related. Fitzmyer, discussing this episode 

again, refers to the covenant idea as  a pact. 

All salient observations on explicit references in Luke-Acts considered, only Zahn, 

commenting on Stephen's Speech, makes an effort to define his understanding of 

diatht?ki?, recognizing it as a unilateral arrangement divinely upheld, 

Generally, in the relevant implicit references to the covenant concept, the scholars 

surveyed all recognize, but not always with the same intelligibility, the basic unilateral 

and bilateral aspects of the covenant idea. Yet this does not necessarily imply that the 

commentators are cognisant of the covenant concept or contemplating it directly. Their 

observations tend to  describe the aspects of the covenant concept in and of  themselves, 

within the context of  elucidating other themes. This consistently disjoints the aspects 



From  he hndamental idea, thus discounting it. What is interesting is the use of 

promise-fulfilment terminology, which seems to  indicate an unconscious awareness of a 

general association with the concept of  the covenant. The relation o f  the covenants to 

one another is usually not pursued. Exception to the above tendency o f  the scholars is 

rare; an example is found in Fitzmyer's notes on Acts 13:34, in Paul's speech at Pisidian 

Antioch, which clearly discusses the allusion to  the Davidic covenant and its fblfilment 

(1998: 517). 

The results o f  the scholarship examined acknowledge the presence of the covenant idea 

in Luke-Acts. However, to what degree? Scholarship considers the idea with only 

some meaning in the direct references. The scholars surveyed are clear that the explicit 

references to the covenant in both the Gospel of Luke and Acts refer to  that of the 

Biblical concept: a concept characterized by divine monergism. Beyond explicit 

occurrences and rare exceptions, the evidence suggests that scholarship does not warrant 

serious consideration of implicit references to the covenant concept. Possible Judaic 

influence on Luke's understanding in this regard also remains unconsidered. However, 

it was found that those scholars with any affinity or sympathy t o  the influence of the 

Heifsgeschichtliche Schule seem to expound to a larger degree on the covenant idea, 

even in some cases the relation of its unilateral to  its bilateral aspects. Interestingly, this 

school falls within the third area o f  NT critical scholarship's development outlined by 

Goppelt - the, "salvation-historical position" (1981(1): 276). The lack of concerted 

articulation on the meaning and function of the covenant idea for Luke in his two 

volume work will undoubtedly surface in scholarship's understanding of  his theology as 

a whole. 



CHAPTER THREE: PRELIMINARY CONSIDERATIONS OF THE 

ETYMOLOGY OF COVENANT 

For the writer of Luke-Acts, who is taken to be Luke, Jewish redemptive history reveals 

the panorama of God's salvation and as such, it characterizes his two volume work. 

Therefore, it seems appropriate to review in preliminary fashion the covenant in the 

Hebrew Scriptures, to review the Septuagint's appropriation of  the covenant concept 

and to evaluate the Palestinian Judaic portrayal of  the covenant concept in order to  

detect possible parallels with, stark contrasts to, and perhaps potential avenues of 

influence on, Luke's two volume work. 

3.1 THE COVENANT IDEA IN HEBREW SCFWTURE 

The foundational term for the covenant concept in the Old Testament is barit. As 

straightfonvard a s  this may seem, Dennis J. McCarthy (1973: l), from the outset of his 

Old Testament Covermnt, A Survey cJCurreni Opinions, stresses the complex nature o f  

and "our problems in understanding" the covenant idea. C l e m  L. Rogers, Jr. (1970: 

243) expresses the very same concern, specifically when he states the following about 

the root signification o f  berit: "The root meaning of the Hebrew word is not exactly 

clear and its original significance has been given various interpretations." 

He then elaborates on the difficulty as  t o  why a simpte consensus has not been reached, 

stating: 

Some have connected the root with an Assyrian word which means 

fitter or bond. This view would stress the binding agent of the 

covenant. Others have derived the root from the word meaning to cul 

and have emphasized a sacrificial ceremony as the main idea. This has 

been taken as the idea of the expression ro czrt a covenant. Stilt others 

retain the idea of curring but insist that the emphasis is not sacr$ce but 

rather the 'shariig of a common meal' (Rogers, 1970: 243). 

E. W. Nicholson (2002: 81) comments on this apparent semantic conundrum stating, 

"The attempt t o  relate the Old Testament covenant to  suzerainty treaties may be said to 

represent a dead-end in the miallfunctional approach". As a result, he asseverates 



(2002: 81): "This failure to find a satisfactory way of  presenting the covenant as an 

institution has proved positive rather than negative, for it has opened up afresh the 

possibility of seeing it as a heolugicaI idea." He believes the covenant, as a proper 

"theological concept" (2002: 191), was a late development in Israel's history and 

therefore, scholarship has, " . . . been brought back, like Perlit t and some others recently, 

to almost the view of Wellhausen a century or  so ago" (2002: 188). Based on this line 

of thinking Nicholson concludes (2002: 2 15-2 16): "The concept of the covenant 

between Yahweh and Israel is ... the concept that religion is based, not on ti natural o r  

ontological equivalence between rhe divine realm and the human, but on choice: God's 

choice of  his people and their 'choice' of him, that is, their free decision to be obedient 

and faithfid to  him." As poignant as this observation is, one may wonder whether 

Nicholson is attempting to achieve a unified concept of  the covenant at the expense of 

downplaying the cumplex reality of historically and cu1turally comparable concepts. 

Griphus Gakuru (2000: 15-16], however, takes a different approach, drawing attention 

to four main definitions of burit which arise from variant understandings of the root 

meaning: 

i. " a bond between two or more parties, 
. . 
11. an agreement between two panies, 

i i i .  an obligation imposed on oneself or others or  mutually, 

iv, a relationship between two or more parties which is intended to be 

inviolable." 

From among these four definitions distilfed by scholarship, Gakuru identifies the fourth 

one as the "most satisfactory concept of berP' (2000: 19), singularly citing J. Pedersen 

in support. Gakuru's pivotal concern is that the first three options do not provide 

adequate comprehensive definitions of the covenant concept which satisfy all biblical 

instances of covenant institution (2000: 16-22). Instead, he argues that ". . . because the 

basic features of berir are the inviolability of a relationship and its sacredness, the term 

is fluid in usage in the Old Testament" (2000: 22), The impression Gakuru gives is that 

this covenant concept appears to be the optimal proximate for a fimdamentally 

comprehensive application of the covenant idea. However, D. J. McCarthy (1973: 54), 

in referring to the research of D. N. Freedman draws a distinction between the covenant 

of the Patriarchs, which is promissory in nature, and the Sinai covenant which is in 

treaty form and is conditional and can be broken. This differentiation would undermine 



Gakuru's position if not for the subsequent idea elucidated by McCarthy (1973: 56) of 

the "open-ended character of the Old Testament religion which is emphasized in the 

prophets, who dwell now upon judgment, and now upon hope". The Sinai covenant 

could be broken but also it could 'be renewed at such time (1973: 54). This indirectly 

allows Gakuru's tenet that the most satisfactory covenant concept is defined as  one 

which is intended to  be inviolable. Based on this definition, it can easily be maintained 

that the corporate judgment of God's covenant-breaking people does not contradict the 

essential inviolability of the covenant, since such judgement serves to separate the 

faithfd and also the repentant for the purpose of covenant renewal. This is the direct 

result o f  certain unmerited grace which bears witness to the foundational definition of 

the intended inviolability of the covenant relationship in the Old Testament. An 

obvious example of  the inviolable characteristic of the covenant is Genesis 15 and that 

of  covenant renewal is exemplified in Joshua 24 and 2 Chronicles 34. 

From the above perspectives it seems evident that two aspects constitute essentially the 

conceptualization of the relationship between God and his people: that is the promissory 

unconditional and the contractual conditional. According to Meredith N ine  (1968: 15)' 

W. Eichrodt deliberately drew attention to this two-sided nature of  the covenant, one 

which is characterized by unilateralism and bi1ateralism. Kline (1968: 15-16) correctly 

argues that, ". . . there is precedential justification in biblical terminology for designating 

law administration and dispensation of promise alike as  'covenant' and to  indicate 

thereby the comprehensive application of the term...". Thus, Kline argues (1968: 153, 

covenant broadly "may be defined as a relationship under sanctions"; however, a 

distinction is made in scripture, writes Kline (1968: Id), which differentiates between 

"law covenant and one of promise". In the former human oath is also a component, 

while in the latter solely the divine is making the promisefoath (Kline, 1968: 16). W. 

Eichrodt (1961: 1.69) states in a concise manner: "Hence, Israel is made aware fiom the 

beginning that Yahweh is never the hard 'creditor', relentlessly exacting the conditions 

of his covenant, but that his claim to honour rests on the fact that he owns the title 'ere& 

'appayinr (Ex. 34:6) with as  much sight as  he bears the name o f  ' i f  ganmY. This 

bilateral aspect of the covenant can be seen in Exodus 24 where the establishment of the 

covenant involves the swearing of an oath by Israel in response to all the words and 

judgements of the Lord, 



It is for the sake of developing the thesis of his article that C. L. Rogers obviates the 

incongruities Re sees posed by Iack of agreement among scholars as to the root 

meaning. Rogers (1970: 243) does this by offering the following plausible summary 

and synthesis of the definitions given by Pedersen, Buhl, Mendenhall, Baltzer and 

McCarthy: "A covenant is an agreement between two parties which binds them together 

with common interests and responsibilities and which is composed of certain 

component parts; that is Bundesformub and is concluded or consummated by certain 

ceremonial acts." To illustrate the plausibility of such a definition, Rogers (1970: 243- 

256) demonstrates that the Abrahamic covenant, referring to Genesis 12, 13, 15, 17 and 

22, although primarily unilateral promissory in nature still contains "component parts" 

of the covenant form (1970: 250). Of course, this overarching synthesized definition is 

not meant to cesdve the very specific, non-homogeneous nature of the covenant idea in 

the Old Testament. It is imperative to understand that specific allowances need be made 

for the "historical relationships, and ideological differences, of the Abrahamic, Mosaic 

and Davidic covenants" (McCarthy, 1973: 5),  and that the covenantal specificities need 

to be integrated at the appropriate thought junctures to avoid painting with too broad an 

exegetical stroke. 

3.2 THE IDEA OF COVENANT WITHIN JUDAISM 

3.2.1 Histotiral development 

The intertestamental history of the Jews reveals c!early that Judaism was directly 

influenced and affected by political, economic, social and philosophical elements of 

Hellenism. This process of interaction was, however, exceedingly complex, as Martin 

Hengel informs us: ''It is not possible to say that Palestinian Judaism,., ., maintained a 

straight course through the Hellenistic period untouched by the alien civilization and 

completely faithhl to Old Testament tradition. Still less can it claim that it was 

completely permeated by the Hellenistic spirit and fell victim to syncretism, betraying 

its original task. The truth lies between the two extremes." (1974(1): 310). What is  

clear is that the veins of Hellenism did indeed marble the face of Palestinian Judaism. 

The period of Hellenism was an unstable and turbulent time for Jews in Palestine. C. K. 

Barrett relates (1974: 105), "The Jews found themselves in a potent and persuasive 

atmosphere of Hellenistic life and culture, which undoubtedly began to influence their 

own civilization, and might well have long continued to do so had not Antiochus IV 



Epiphanes (of Syria; 176-164 B.C.), by seeking to accelerate the process, aroused the 

Jewish conscience, thereby provoking a fierce and resolute resistance.,," This was a 

period characterized not just by foreign influence, which hr ther  transformed the already 

'secularized' ideals and values of the Jewish aristocracy, but also, and equally 

importantly, by a heightened inner tension and conflict between the Jewish exponents of 

Hellenism and the pious Jews. J, van der Ploeg offers the following poignant summary 

of the mounting inner tension's dynamics: 

It is the confused and tormented history of an age of ctisis. .. The 

breakdown of spiritual ilnity contributed to the confusion. Groups and 

parties were not merely differentiated, they were in mutual conflict; 

those who were called to leadership put personal gain above the 

common good. Kingship and power seemed to some claimants the 

hi&est possible aim, to which they sacrificed the interests of the nation 

and the lives of thousands. The tendency to fotnr pames was stronger 

than bcfore the exile, and the number of groups with their own 

particular way of life was on the increase. In these trying times the 

tonging for the age of bliss foretold by the prophets grew steadily 

stronger. Since most of the pious felt themselves impotent to bring 

about a change, they set all their hopes on a divine intervention ... 

(1958: 4 3 ,  

The pious refbsed to imbibe the spirit of Hellenism, conceiving it as a threat to the very 

fabric of their identity as defined by Scripture. The "...problem of theocracy between 

the God of Zion and the conceptions of God in the Hellenistic oriental environment 

became acute for the first time in Jerusalem, in the reform attempt by the Jewish 

Hellenists between 175 and 163" (Hengel, 1974(1): 267). The contention crystallized in 

the vigorous dispute over the place of the law. Hengel (1974(1): 305) relates the 

following: 

The Jewish renegades wallted to reverse by violcnce the course which 

the Jewish people had pursued since the exile. However, hose who 

were fa iWl to the law ... used a more comprehensive term from 

salvation history: they defended 'the holy covenant'. Among the 

fathers of Jewish apocalypic there was still a lively awareness that the 

history of God with his people rested on a 'covenant' the most 

important part of which was, of course, the law. 



Thus, those who had "zeal against the law" awoke and agitated those diametrically 

opposed: those with "zeal for the law" (Hengel, 1974(1): 305). Without being too 

facile, yet also understanding that ". . . a whole complex of  dichotomies existed.. ." 

(Grabbe, 1992: 1.247), it can generally be said that the steady, direct drive of the 

aristocracy toward complete Hellenization, expressed in religious syncretism, eventually 

came to  a head in the Maccabean revolt. Interestingly, however, the thwarted attempt of  

the "...Hellenistic reformers to  abolish the Torah by force in effect fixed intellectual 

development on the Torah." (Hengel, l974(l): 308.) 

3.2.2 Historical Conceptions 

H. A. A. Kennedy (1915: 392), examining the covenant concept in Judaism, generally 

observes that in Judaic understanding the possession of  the taw pointed to election and 

the notion of grateful, meritorious obedience to  the law, ".,.so that the rigid contract- 

conception overshadowed that of the Covenant, which rested on the mercy of Gud. It is 

significant that in so influential a book as  Sirach the idea of the Covenant is practically 

identical with that of the Law." 

For instance, the writer finds the following examples in Ben Sirach: 

Sirach 17:12 He established with them an eternal covenant, and revealed to  them his 

decrees. 

Sirach 2 4 9 3  All this is the book of the covenant of the Most High God, the law that 

Moses commanded us as an inheritance for the congregations of Jacob. 

Sirach 28:7 Remember the commandments, and do not be angry with your neighbor; 

remember the covenant of the Most High, and overIook faults. 

Sirach 39:8 He will show the wisdom ofwhat he has learned, and wilI glory in the law 

of the Lord's covenant. 

Sirach 4 2 9  Do not be ashamed of the law of  the Most Hjgh and his covenant, and of 

rendering judgment to acquit the ungodly. 

Sirach 4 5 5  He allowed him to hear his voice, and led him into the dark cloud, and 

gave him the commandments face to face, the law of life and 

knowledge, so that he might teach Jacob the covenant, and Israel his 

decrees. 



The significant clarity of these examples from Sirach is only magnified by the 

observation that wisdom literature in particutar, "generally does not appeal to 'salvation 

history' nor the divine covenants for its norms" (Baker, 1991: 168). 

E. P. Sanders (1977: 420) objects to the conclusion reached by Kennedy stating that it 

"... rests on a misreading of the later Jewish material". Sanders (1977: 420) takes 

exception to the use of Ben Sirach in order to understand the relationship between law 

and covenant because he "... does not bring the question of obedience to the law into 

connection with the question of election." Despite Sanders protests, Ben Sirach does 

possess evaluative facility, as Lester L. Grabbe (2003: 259) reminds us: "Ben Sira 

(Ecclesiasticus) is very important as a writing in that it gives one particular Jew's view 

of the covenant." Even so, Sanders (1977: 420) discounts Ben Sirach and with it IV 

Ezra, most probably for fundamental reasons mentioned below, and asserts sweepingly 

that, "... in all the literature surveyed, obedience maintains one's position in the 

covenant, but it does not earn God's grace as such." 

The dificulty with Sanders' position, which renders it suspect, is largely due to a biased 

examination of the primary texts, as Philip S. Alexander elucidates (2001: 272): 

"...Sanders may be in danger of distorting it [classic Judaism] by forcing it into a 

typology which it does not fit.. . ". According to Alexander, the problem with Sanders' 

approach is that he overemphasizes grace. Alexander refers to Friedrich Avemarie's 

work - " Toru und Le ben: Unkrslichungen mr Heilsbedeutung der Tora in der )%hen 

rabbinischen Literattir" - stating: "Avemarie correctly stresses the inconsistency of the 

rabbinic texts. He comes, in effect, to the mnclusion that a dispassionate reading of 

these suggests that salvation can be either through law or through grace. The rabbis 

choose to emphasize one or other of these means, depending on the situation which they 

were addressing ... what lies behind it is simply fidelity to Scripture, which is just as 

inconsistent as the rabbis are on this point. If both were derived by correct method from 

Scripture, the rabbis were perfectly capable of accepting two contradictory statements as 

equally 'words of' the living God' (2001: 273). Alexander examines "Torah and 

Salvation in the Mishnah" and "Torah and Salvation in the Tannaitic Midrashim" (2001: 

273-297). In the later section, of all the Tannaitic Midrashim, Alexander focuses on 

Sipre Deuteronomy sirtce it emphasizes the covenant and "puts forward the clearest and 

most coherent theology" (2001: 288, 289). In S@re Deuteronomy there is an 

unresolved tension between election and free will, justice and mercy (Alexander, 2001: 



291, 294). For instance, Sipre Deuteronomy claims that, "Israel entered freely into the 

covenant" (Alexander, 2001: 289), and stresses the mutuality of the covenant contract as 

well as the idea that God "...saw that Israel was fit to bear the Torah ..." (Alexander, 

2001: 289, 290). This worthiness of Israel to enter into covenant with God and to bear 

the Torah is seen in "Sipre Deuteronomy Pisqa 312, which is sometimes quoted as a 

strong defence of God's continuing election of Israel, in fact it stresses the mutuality of 

the covenant. Having conclusively proved, from Deut 14:2, that it is the Lord who has 

chosen Israel, the Midrash asks immediately: "And whence do we learn that Jacob also 

chose God? From the verse, Not like these is the portion of Jacob (Jer. 10: 1 6); 

(Alexander, 2001: 297). Furthermore, Simon J. Gathercole (2002: 223), having 

examined the literature of early Judaism is convinced, "...that the evidence for a final 

judgement according to works in Second Temple Judaism is overwhelming.. . ". This 

observation is fair despite weaknesses to Gathercole's work (Longenecker, 2005). It is 

interesting that the vantage point of eschatology provides a sharp picture of the 

prominence of the bilateral aspect of the covenant for Judaism. 

William Reuben Farmer (1958: 49) provides background to these observations by 

pointing out the historical and logical underpinnings to the "zeal for the Torah", 

characterizing "Jewish nationalism" during the Hellenistic period. The "zeal for the 

Torah" was founded on the ".. . more fundamental and original teal of the covenant God 

of Israel known to Elijah - a God who had chosen a particular people ..." (1958: 49). 

Farmer describes the seminal logic of the postexilic community, fiom which issued the 

maxim that determined the relation of the covenant to the law for the pious Jews during 

the Hellenistic period: "A cardinal tenet of the postexilic community was that the 

promises of the covenant were conditional upon strict obedience on the part of Israel to 

every detail of the Lsw as it is written down in the Five Books of Moses. For postexilic 

Judaism, to abandon the Torah was to break the covenant. Thus Law and covenant 

became inseparabte." (1958: 49.) 

Ellen Juhl Christiansen (1995: 77[translation]) relates the implication of this emphasis 

in the study of the covenant consciousness in the Book of Jubilees, observing that, "It is 

remarkable that the Book of Jubilees begins the retold biblical story with the Sinai 

event, assuming that the covenant exists (1:l) ..." In her classification of the 

fundamental categories of the covenant as reflected in the Book of Jubilees, Annie 

Jaubert (1963: 95) also takes due note of this characteristic of subsuming and perhaps 



even functionally subordinating the relation of the covenant to the law, enumerating 

three chronological categories: that which concluded with the Patriarchs; the present 

founded upon the law; and that which is progressing toward the future. 

Philip R. Davies (2000. 25), attempting to define broadly a "Qumran Judaism", 

describes the Qumran communities' contention with historical Israel, which had "gone 

astray" (200: 31). and the understanding of its own identity, particularly in view of 

exact obedience to the Torah and the knowledge gained by the communities' 

interpretation of the Torah (2000: 27-43). P. R, Davies briefly relates the relation of the 

covenant to the law for the Qumran community, stating: "The Israel of CD is 

constituted by scrupu~ous obedience to the forah as revealed in its own covenant" 

(2000: 33). Also, "The members of the "New Covenant" swear to "return to the forah 

of Moses," the details ofwhich must be learnt by every member before being examined 

by the mevaqqer (I5:lU-1 I)." (2000: 33). C. A. Evans (2003: 55-56) describes his 

survey of essential Qumran documents and the understanding of covenant: "Israel's 

ancient covenant, and here it is primarily the Sinai Covenant that is in view, and its 

renewal constitute the Qumran community's very raison d'etre. Interest in the 

Covenant, in obeying it as perfatly as possible, provides the mCionufe for the formation 

of the community, the gu ihwe  for community development, and the hermeneutic for 

interpretation of the Scriptures." Jaubert (1963: 122) posits similar findings, affirming 

the retation between covenant and law, stating, "L 'Alliance reposaif sur IafidcVirP ti la 

h i . "  That is, for the Qumran community, "the Covenant rested on the faithhlness to 

the Law". 

Regarding Rabbinic Judaism, Annie Jaubert shares the significant finding : 

Nous mQVIons discern4 duns /a doctrine bihlique tm aspect contracruel. 

ll seroit injrrste de dire p e  la Synagogue a abcmdonnd l'uspecf grarnir 

er miskrfcordieux de l'dlection d Ysrae'l, mais il est stir que les kcoles 

phrisiennes onf mis un 1el accenf sltr !'aspect contractuel que ce 

n '&air plus d&sormais I Xlliance gut englob crit la hi, mais la Ld qur 

htait la mison de l 'Alliance. (1963: 29 1 .) 

W. D, Davies (1998: 261) observes that the equivocation of covenant and law is the 

characteristic "outlook" of "Rabbinic fiterature" such that, "the covenant was 

conditioned by obedience" (1998: 260). These comments also confirm the developing 



understanding of the dependence of the covenant upon the Law as it defines the 

religious self-identity of Judaism. 

As Hengel makes clear in the above historical survey, Palestinian Judaism was not and 

certainly could not ensure cognitive insularity from Hellenism. Farmer gives the 

sobering reminder that the Maccabean revolt was after all primarily a temporal "internal 

victory" of the pious over the "radical Hellenizing tendency within Judaism" (1958: 51). 

Those zealous for the law reacted with definite measures to block the Hellenizing 

influence, but interestingly they left the back door open to select elements of Hellenistic 

thought, specifically its philosophy. In the literature is found the meshing of those 

philosophical ideas having a tendentiously similar basis. Specifically in view is the 

development oft  he ontological understanding of the Torah. 

Since an  important feature of Jewish literature in the "Persian and early-Hellenistic 

period" is the tendency toward development (Hengel, 1974(1): 1121, the development of 

the ontological understanding of Torah is easily traced to the postexilic documents, Job 

and the later Koheleth, which lay emphasis on the universalistic conception of God and 

universalism (Hengel, 1974(1): 109; (1): 1 17). 

Hengel explains: "An important preparation for the encounter of Jewish wisdom 

teaching with Greek thought was that it had become more and more bound up with the 

doctrine of creation.. .", so those, ". . ,who accepted the religious and ethical obligations 

in the call to hohu . .  . rmived a share in the cosmic, divine wisdom." (1974(1): 

156.1 57,) It is in Ben Sira that this receives definite expression, in a clear connection to 

Stoic thought by identifying, ", . . 'wisdom' as the 'primal image' and the 'principle of 

order' of the world created by God, which was poured out on all (God's) works' 

(Sir.I.3), with the firmly delineated moral norm of pious Jews, the Torah communicated 

exclusively to Israel on Sinai .... In this way the many-layered conception of cosmic 

wisdom, so easily misunderstood, was indissolubly associated with the history of Israel 

and conversely, the law ... was given a supra-historical and at the same time rational 

basis" (1  974(1): 160). 

The reason for this significant inroad by Hellenistic philosophy is isolated in a comment 

made by Hengel, as found in his notes to chapter four, where he criticizes H. J. Sckoeps 

for his failure to see that the "...idea of the covenant was suppressed by the ontology of 



the Torah not only in the Greek-speaking Diaspora but also among the Rabbis." 

(1974(2): 203). This is significant for understanding the place of  the covenant idea in 

the self-definition of Palestinian Judaism as  it existed in relation to the world in which it 

found itself. This, however, is not to oversimplify the matter at hand. 

Thus, with the meshing of Torah and covenant in the understanding of Palestinian 

Judaism, the elements of conditionality and of merit seemed t o  gain an emphasis so as 

become capable of recasting the covenant idea itself, 

3.3 THE SEPTUAGINT'S TRANSLATION OF P&T. 

The LXX translates berft as diathCkE rather than sunth8kb. A simple reason for this, a s  

J. C. Hindley explains, "is that the LXX translators were very aware of the theological 

point from which we began- viz. that God's covenant is not a treaty between equals, but 

the decree or ordinance of God to man. It is basically and inevitably one-sided: it is 

diathZkt, nut mfh6k&" (1962: 96). Johtinnes Behm (1968: 106) indicates, "The LXX 

diathzki? is mostly used (270 times, and 5 in Sir.) for the Hebrew berir ... Only 

occasionally is it used for other Heb. words". In addition, ",..the LXX diatrfhesfhi 

diathPk6n is consistently used for khdiat berit in the sense of "to take order" or "to reach 

agreement" (1968: 105). Ellen Juhl Christiansen tells us that the Septuagint consistently 

translates bcrit by diafh8k2, 260 times out of 287 (1995: 8). Moreover, Jauben states 

that the equivalence between b'rit and diathi?kh is so firm that only one exception and 

two divergences are identifiable, namely 111 Kings (LXX) 11:  1 I, where berit is 

translated entohs and an alternative to the traditional text translates Deuteronomy 9: 15 

as marhrri6n and IV Kings (LXX) 17: 1 5 as mnth6k& (1 963: 3 1 1). 

3.4 THE ENGLISH TRANSLATION AS 'TESTAMENT' OR 'COVENANT'? 

The LXX and Greek New Testament consistently employ the term dinthZk6 to convey 

the idea that is almost exclusively rendered as 'covenant' by the English translations. In 

the New Testament the exceptions to this are Galatians 3: 15-18 and Hebrews 9:I6-17, 

where diatMki? is translated as 'testament'. In both of  these illustrative cases the 

purpose and execution o f  a will is being referred to. In the Galatian text, however, it is 

suggested by Ramsay, a s  Geerhardus Vos (1913: 518) reports in his review of "Der 

Begr~flDiatht?kC irn Nezrsn Testament" by Johannes Behm, that it is not the Roman 

understanding of 'testament' being conveyed but plausibly a Craeco-Syrian 



understanding, specifically demonstrated by the case in which the conditions of an 

adoption were "from the outset unalterable". Vos continues, "How the Apostle's 

argument about the unalterableness of the diath2M given to Abraham, after once it was 

made, can apply to the Roman-law testament, which so long as the author lives remains 

subject to alteration, we are not able to see." (1 91 3: 5 18.) 

Before the beginning ofthe 20' century, there was a renewed interest among scholars in 

the New Testament idea of diath2k2, and a number of them, in view of the evidence of 

papyri and Classical Greek usage, were convinced that 'testament' was the semantically 

correct English term to be employed for diatktkt. This was not by any means a 

watershed discovery, but a mere resurgence of a pre-existing debate. Frederick Owen 

Norton, in his dissertation published in 1908: "A Lexicogaphical and Historical Study 

of DIATHE@', reports that, "Scholars have long been divided as to the meaning of this 

word in the New Testament, some claiming that it should invariably be translated 'will' 

or 'testament', and others that it always means 'covenant'; while a third class of writers 

claim that in some instances it should be rendered 'will' and in others 'covenant'. With 

reference to a passage in Paul's writings (Gal. 3: 15) there is a threefold division among 

interpreters" (1908: 5). Norton respectively identifies these three groups: 

i. "Testament'" The Vulgate, Luther, Erasmus, Olshausen, etc; 

ii. "Covenant" (Bund) - Jerome, Beza, Calvin, Flatt, Hilgenfeld, Meyer, Lightfoot, etc.; 

iii. "Determination" or "ordainment" (Bestirnmung, Willensflgung) - Matthias, 

Lipsius, Hoffmann, Schott, etc." (1908: 5 . )  

In  Geerhardus Vos' helpful review (1913: 514) of the above mentioned work by 

Johannes Behm, Vos states that the debate at the mrn of the 2dh century focused on the 

question as to whether by diath8k2 the Septuagint and the Greek New Testament 

faithfiAly translated and conveyed the covenant idea of the Hebrew term bstitl or 

whether they had transformed its meaning so as to render it as 'testament' or 

'disposition'. Vos (1913: 516) addresses this question, primarily by drawing attention 

to the real "... depreciation of the Old Testament standpoint. .. " b y  the negative 

implications latent in the idea of transformation of the overemphasized synergism of the 

berfi contract to the "monergism of the sovereign ordinance7' (1 91 3: 5 15). He says that 

this depreciation is ",.. characterized as involving a degree of synergism and of 

anthropomorphism derogatory to the divine majesty" (19 13: 5 16). What Vos (1 9 15: 

516) appropriately suggests is that the "positive religious value" be recognised in the 
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seeming inadequacies of the two-sidedness of the Old Testament b8rit. He argues, "If 

we are not mistaken the two elements of supreme gracious condescension and of close 

intimacy of life are inherent in it, inherent we mean not in the general notion of the burit 

but in the covenant aspect, the dipleuric aspect of burif. And what looks like synergism 

hardly deserves this evil name, if it is remembered that the covenant rests in the Old 

Testament on the basis of the accomplished redemption.. . that the sovereign majestic 

procedure issues in condescension and fellowship of life - this is that religious treasure 

which the covenant-idea carries in itself' (191 3: 5 16-5 17). Vos elucidates hnher by 

stating that instead of the "two successive stages" (19 13: 5 17) in the transformation of 

bcrh to diathbki, as advocated by Behm, "we would prefer to regard as two coexisting 

elements present in the religious idea from the outset, with varyingly distributed 

prominence or emphasis" (1913: 5 17). From this stand point, which is fundamentally 

based on Vos' desire to see the unity of revelation, he applauds Behm for his attempt to 

stem the tide which seeks to equate dicrfh8kt with "testament", but ultimately Vos sees 

the word diathtk& as not the evolution of meaning or as expressing anything new but 

instead, he states that dialh8kG gave berh "a more pointed, but also a more one-sided, 

expression. In doing this it expressed nothing new.,," (1913: 514, 517). For Vos, 

diath6kZ still expresses fundamentally what berit expresses, namely "covenant" (1913: 

5 17-518). 

Indeed, Vos' statements seem all the more sustainable in view of David Noel 

Freedman's observation (1964: 420) that in the Hebrew Bible, "there appear to be two 

kinds of covenants describing the relationships between God and man." Freedman and 

Miano (2003: 7, 8) write, "The first type is where the terms and stipulations of the 

covenant are imposed upon the human party by the Divine Being.. . In the second 

covenant type, the role that each party plays in the agreement is reversed. It is the 

suzerain who is expected to meet certain conditions, rather than the vassal. .. the master 

makes a commitment to the other party of his own accord." 

Understanding this, one cannot but question the force of Eichrodt's evaluation: 

'Weverthejess, the term diurhEki does place the emphasis differently from our word 

'covenant' and the Hebrew berii and cannot, therefore, simply be subsumed under the 

concept 'covenant "' ( 196 1 : 1.66), 



In keeping with this reasoning, H.A.A. Kennedy ( I  91 5: 393-394) states that di~thi?kt?, 

especially in its middle voice, conveys the "hndamental idea of berit", taken in its 

religious sense. The covenant idea as expressed by berit in the Old Testament is indeed 

preserved by diathzki! and can with a certain measure of confidence be rendered as 

"covenant". It may be assumed, therefore, that when the covenant was spoken of  in the 

teaching and speeches contained in the narrative of Luke-Acts, they assuredly evoked in 

the minds of the hearers the covenant idea of the Old Testament. 

3.5 COVENANT TERiiINOLOGY IN LUKEACTS 

Luke consistently uses diathbkt? to refer primarily to the covenant established between 

Yahweh and His people via the patriarchs. Gottfried Quell's and Johannes Behm's 

treatment of  diatithbmi and dicr~hi?kt? - in the " 7heo logical Dictiorrary of the New 

Testament" - has disseminated the understanding that Luke, " , . . follows the 

conventional Jewish view established by the LXX, though he sees prophecy and its 

fulfilment from a Christian standpoint" (Behm, 1968: 133). 

3.6 SUMMARY 

This chapter preliminarily examined the covenant concept as presented in the Old 

Testament, LXX and in Palestinian Judaism, as potential background to Lukan 

understanding of the covenant. It was observed that Palestinian Judaism understood the 

covenant concept primarily though not exclusively in terms of its bilateral nature and 

conditionality. This may be due to the heavy emphasis the law received, so much SO 

that its contractual nature coloured the understanding of the covenant. This defining 

tendency appears t o  be traceable to postexilic Judaism which understood the covenant 

promises as conditional upon faithhl obedience t o  the Law. A tension, however, does 

exist in the writings of  Palestinian Judaism between un-conditionality and conditionality 

of  the covenant; an unequal tension for which resolution is not sought. 



CHAPTER FOUR: DELINEATING THE TEXTS: EXPLICIT 

REFERENCES IN THE GOSPEL OF LUKE AND 

IN ACTS 

4.0 INTRODUCTION 

In order to properly ascertain a representation of the covenant idea in Luke-Acts, not 

only must explicit references to the covenant be identified and examined, but the text 

must also be sifted for implicit occurrences. The latter will indeed prove to be more 

numerous. These references need to be subject to the methodolo@cal diagnostic of 

mainly textual, literary and, where needed, redaction criticism. Interestingly, the latter 

is needed to a lesser degree owing to the majority of occurrences being exclusive to the 

synoptic tradition. 

4.1 EXPLICIT REFERENCES IN T m  GOSPEL OF LUKE 

Luke refers four times in .explicit fashion to the covenant by utilising the following 

terms in the following scripture texts: 

> diathEkt?s, Ck 1 :72 and Ac 335; 

P diathzkt, Lk 22:20; and 

3 diatKkCn, AG 7:8. In addition, it must be noted that Luke uses 

3 mrrefhento, the second aorist middle indicative 3'6 person plural of 

suntjfhe'rni, which refers to an agreement between persons, Lk 22.5; 

Ac 23:20, and in Ac 24:9 tailrepthento, the second aorist middle 

indicative of sunepifith8rni. 

However, only in Luke 2215 does the verb take on the possible meaning of a contract 

between persons. A. T. Robertson (1930: 2.265) translates srmefherrtt, in Luke 22:5 

as.. . "covermnted., . An old verb to put together and in the middte with one another. In 

the N.T. outside of John 9:22 only in Luke (here and Acts 23120; 24:9)". J. H. Thayer 

(1901: 606) explains that the middle use of srrnfithemi is ... "sunefhenfo, they agreed 

together, folI. by r07r with an inf [B. 270 (232)], Acts xxiii. 20; they covenanted, foll. by 

an inf. [B. u. s.], Lk, xxii. 5.  b. lo assent to, to agree to: Acts xxiv. 9,'"Though 

sunelhento appears in Lk 2215, Ac 23:20 and slmepethenfo in Ac 24:9, the contexts of 

the passages dictate that only sunetltento in  Luke 22.5 can be translated with any 
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substantial level of certainty as 'covenant'. This is the only passage from among the 

three which merits examination. In addition, it must be noted that the tenn mgos, 

translated 'yoke' in Acts 15: 10, may, according t a  the research of Paul Kalluveettil on 

the designation of biblical covenants in the Old Testament, ". . . be a metaphorical 

reference to the covenant stipulations" (1982: 55). This opens up a group of contingent 

texts; however, sound discretion must be exercised in evaluation. 

An initial comment on Luke's literary method is in order, particularly regarding though 

not limited to, the infancy narrative. Darrell L. Bock (1987: 55), referring to  Heinz 

Schurmann, explains that, "When considering the use o f  the OT in the infancy narrative, 

it is best to speak o f  the presence of haggadic technique, rather than to speak merely of  

midrash or  t o  deny the presence o f  midrashic or  haggadic features in the material. 

Luke's interest is to compare recent past events with the old great salvation acts o f  

God." In contrast t o  midrash, which "expounds Scripture", Bock (1987: 55) defines 

haggadah as "the exposition o f  events". Luke uses this method in order to, "proclaim 

the significance of Jesus' birth in terms of promise and hlfilment and in terms of  the 

pattern of  divine action in history." (1987: 55. )  

4.1.1 Luke 1:67-79: The Benedictus / The Prophecy of Zachariah 

rr72 Thus he has shown the mercy promised to our ancestors, and has remembered his 
holy covenant," NXSY 

Textual and literary considerations: 

Stephen Farris (1985: 127) directs our attention t o  a t e m a l  problem in verse 75 that is 

not readily apparent in the English translation, that is, "B and a few other manuscripts 

offer a dative o f  time while the vast majority o f  manuscripts give the more classical 

accusative." He lists yet another texiual problem in verse 78, in which "the future 

episkepsetai is attested by u*, B, a few other manuscripts, and the Syriac tradition. The 

aorist, epeshpsatu,  is found in xc, A, C, D, the Koine tradition, many other manuscripts 

and the Latin tradition." (1985: 128,) Scholars have been divided on this problem, yet 

the preferred reading contains the aorist (1985: 128). 



The structure of Zachariah's prophecy is significant. Frangios Rousseau (1; 986: 268) 

identifies two new features, which he adds to the two main structural features already 

described by Albert Vanhoye and Pierre Auffiet. From Rousseau's recapitulations and 

observations it is apparent that the covenant wncept holds a determinative place in the 

structural form of the canticle. First, Rousseau (1986: 268) gives the "grand canmas 

concentrique", which is as follows (1986: 269): 

Bini 
Dieu 

visit4 
peup Ie 

salu t 
prophdtes 

saht 
ennemis 

main 
pt  res 

alliance 
sern?ent 

p2res 
main 

ennemis 
dilivrks 

prophates 
s a h  

peuple 
Dieu 

visilera 
p i x  

Rousseau reiterates Vanho ye's observation that "les deux correspondences du centre 

(alliance//sermen,) sonr igalement bien e'tablis" (1986: 269). Of particular interest is his 

fourth structural observation. Based on research, Rwsseau (1986: 270,274) divides the 

dominant structure into two sub-structures: the "BenedMonn verses 68-75; and the 

"Prophe'tie" verses 76-79. Investigating the relationship between these two sub-groups, 

he states that the "grand schkma concentrique" necessitates that the two sub-groups or 

literary genres be considered as a whole and, therefore, a single unit of verses 

(Rousseau, 1986: 277). This consideration must govern the identification of 

parallelisms in the Benedictus so as to assist in a proper determination of the relation 

between the two substructures. What Rousseau finds is that the Benedictus contains a 

double centre that speaks of mercy, being verses 72a: "Thus he has shown the mercy 

promised to our ancestors"; and 78a: "By the tender mercy of our God" (1986: 270-271, 

279). Importantly, these sub-centres are fixed in structural association with the main 



centre of the Benedictus dealing with covenant/ oath, and the development of the theme 

of salvation which hinges upon verses 71 (within the "benediction") and 77 (within the 

'>royhktie") (1986: 270, 279-280). In addition, Rousseau states that the five verses 

which precede the sub-centre verse 72 - 'salvation with regard to prophecy'- and the 

five which follow - 'salvation with regard to the covenant'- thematically parallel the 

three verses which precede and follow the second sub-centre verse 78 (1986: 270,2781, 

The significance of the complex structural design lies in the interrelation of the three 

elements o r  foci: mercy revealed; covenant/ oath with Abraham remembered; and 

salvation anticipated (political, social and spiritual aspects of salvation) - all within the 

context of redemptive-history itself as made possibIe through the Horn of David. 

The divine monergism of the covenant is described in the first section of the Benedictus, 

verses 68-75, and indirectly in the second section, verses 76-79. God is the one looking 

favourably, redeeming His people, raising up a mighty Saviour, speaking to the holy 

prophets of old, promising and showing mercy, remembering and fulfilling his holy 

covenant and granting salvation. However, in the remaining verses, 76-79, the wlvific 

work of God is seen in the calling of John the Baptist as the forerunner of the Messiah. 

The basis for salvation remains consistent, which is a common Old Testament dynamic 

presented in the prophecy of Zachariah. That is, the mercy of Gad as motivated by an 

unconditional remembrance of His covenant and oath with Abraham and the fathers in 

order to effkct primarily a political/ national sahation. 

The conclusions derived from Rousseau's highly complex chiastic structure seem to 

maintain significant plausibility despite justified criticism levied against his approach. 

I. Howard Marshall notes that despite its shortcomings the chiastic analysis, "...may 

contain elements of truth. .." (1978: 86). Raymond E. Brown (1979: 383), John Nolland 

(1989: 1.84) and Stephen Farris (1985: 129) aver that the structure of chiastic repetition 

is weakened by inconsistencies in analysis. Admittedly, a simpIer two strophe strudure, 

68b-71b and 72a-75, as that posited by Brown (1979: 382) is suficient lo preserve the 

general Christolugical: fwus of the Benedictus: God announcing His blessings in Jesus 

as based on hlfilment of a: promise to David and an oath to Abraham (Brown, 1979: 

383). 



4.1.2 Luke 22: 1-6, verse 5: Judas Agrees to Betray Jesus 

6 "' They were greatly pleased and agreed to give him money. So he consented and 
began to look for an opportunity to betray him to them when no crowd was present." 

The Greek text of verse 5 reads, "kai ekhar8sun kai sumthento alrt6i argtlrrion dmnai" 

Textual and literary considerations: 

Textual variations are to be found in verses 2, 4 and 6. In verse 2 the chief priests and 

scribes sought how to remove or kill, anelisin (second aorist subjunctive of atmired), 

Christ. This is rendered comparably as 'kill or destroy'- apofesdsin (second aorist 

subjunctive of apoleipd) - by D. Verse 4 contains one main variation, C, N, 579, 700, 

2542, /, 844, a/, (it), sy, born", Eus add that the grammatensin were also present with the 

chief priests as they talked with Judas. In addition, C, P,O, pc, syp.h, Eus clarify that 

the guards present were the temple guards. I. H. Marshall relates that these variations, 

"are due to the unusual nature of the word", siral&ois (1978: 788). Lastly, the textual 

witnesses K*, C, N, it, sf, Eus omit hi ext3molog&en - "he consented'' - from the 

beginning of verse 6. Regarding this, Marshall (1978: 789) statesL "There is an 

excellent parallel in Lysias 12:8F, (cited by Klostermann, 205). h e r e  a person who has 

been offered money to do a service to someone else then agrees to do it". 

The following structure is easiIy discerned by Mark A. Matson (2001: 266): 

i .  Judas departs From Jesus' group and goes to the high priests. 

ii. Judas' intent it to betray @arabidbmr] Jesus ta the high priests. 

iii. The high priests rejoice (echar2san) and promise Judas money (argrrion). 

iv. Judas seeks an appropriate time to betray Jesus. 

AIfred Plummer notes that in verse five, Luke uses the term sumthento - "agreed" - 
rather than the verb epZggeilanto - "promised" - which Mark uses (1910: 491). The 

significance of this redaction becomes clear via  John Nolland's comments (1993(3): 

1030) on verse six stating, "Luke adds significantly at the beginning and the end of the 

verse: exdmologt?sen - "agreedn- at the beginning raises the profile of the financial 

transaction in the delivering up of Jesus (the money was not simply a reward)." 

SignificantIy, in Luke's account the agreement between Judas and the religious of'ftcials 

is fiarned in language which seems to be indicative of formal business/ legal contracts. 

Luke seems to indicate a clear understanding of not only the concept of divine-human 

covenant but of bilateral, conditional contract between two equal human parties. This 

43 



contrast seems indicative of Luke's acute consciousness of the weight of the covenant 

idea epitomized in the idea ofdiathtk8 as it appears in Scripture. 

4.1.3 Luke 22:7-38: The Last Supper 

u2a And he did the same with the cup after supper, saying, "This cup that is poured out 

for you is the new covenant in my blood." 

Luke 2220. reads, "kai to pot&ion h6m&s meto to deNn2sai leg& Tmlo to pultrion 

h8 hint? bia th&kh en t6i himuti mot4 huper humfin ekchunnomenon" 

Textual and literary considerations: 

Concerning verses 19b-20, E. Earle Ellis relates (1974: 254), "This passage is the most 

discussed textual problem in Luke." This passage takes on the meaninghl question of 

motive for the 'double chalice' or the cup-bread-cup sequence when seen by 

comparison with the institution-narrative parallels of the synoptic Gospels and also that 

of  1 Corinthians 11:23-26. 

Luke 22:19b-20 is special h k a n  material (Soards, 1987: 28-30), and also a Western 

non-interpoIation. Joachim Jeremias states: 

It is therefore clear that the weight of the evidence favours the longer 

text: be it muted that it is the reading of all the Greek MSS with the one 

exception of D. To regard the shorter text as original would mean 

accepting the greatcst improbability, for it would involve assuming that 

an identical addition had been made to the Lukan text in every MS 

with the exception of D a b d e ff i 1 syc"' '"* Only the most cogent 

reasons could warrant such an assumption. (1955: 91 .) 

R. H. Stein (1992: 542) argues that the age of the  witnesses D and the Old Latin, which 

omit verses 19b-20, and the difficulty of their reading are in their favour, "yet the 

textual support in favour of including 22: 19b-20 is overwhelming: P", K, A, B, W, Vg, 

Cop,". David Ravens (1995: 202), cites three reasons for the favourability of  the short 

reading (no adequate reason for omission of  19b-20; early date of short text; omission of  

second cup fits Luke's theology), similarly discounts the long reading, yet also on 

additional grounds that, "Luke did not speak of a new covenant" but only the 

Abraharnic. The latter, Ravens' additional assertion, remains unconvincing on the basis 
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that Luke's references to the covenants - Abrahamic, Mosaic and Davidic - seem to 

show an organic understanding of covenantal relation and their common salvi fic 

purpose in the context of Israel's history; as well, Luke's covenant references suggest an 

unified view of the covenant in its multiform OT presentation. To say the least, 

Ravens' comment suggests a misapprehension of the distinct quantitative and 

qualitative nuances latent in the word hinos in the New Testament and as attested to in 

Luke-Acts (cf. Acts 17: l9,Z 1 and Luke 5:36,3 8). 

Jerome Neyrey (1985: 5) examines Luke 22: 14-38 from a redaction critical point of 

view and also in comparison to the form of a farewell speech. Relying on biblical 

examples and the work of Klaus Baltzer (as quoted by Neyrey, 1985: 6) who "pointed to 

the intimate association between the making of a covenant and a death, an association 

which corresponds on the literary level to the connection between covenant formulae 

and testamentary farewell speeches", Neyrey (1 985: 7) outlines four features typical to a 

farewell speech: 

i. Prediction of Death; 

ii. Predictions of Attacks on Leader's Disciples; 

iii. Ideal Behaviour Urged; and 

iv. Commission. 

Luke 22:14-20 falls into the first division. Neyrey states that to remember that this 

section is part of a farewell speech, "leads us to see elements in the narrative in a fresh 

light" (1985: 15). 

William S. Kurz asserts that Luke had sufficient rhetorical training to "recognize and 

imitate a literary form and genre such as the farewell address" (1985: 252). Therefore, 

Kurz explains that many of the difficulties comprised in Luke's account of the Last 

Supper, difficulties which "synoptic comparison, source studies" (1985: 251) have not 

completely resolved, may be clarified by "reading the whole passage in the light of 

ancient farewell speeches" (1985: 251). Kurz (1985: 265) identifies the "paraenetic 

function" of Luke 22:14-38, and in addition, "four Lukan applications of 

historiographical functions common to the genre" (1985: 265), the first of which shows 

and justifies, "the transitions of authority in the church from Jesus to the twelve" (1985: 

265). This follows the farewell speech form in that, "The promises, appointing of 

successors, and renewing of covenant imply a narrative function of legitimating 



successors. They show continuity from the beginning to the present" (1985: 265). The 

second historiographical fbnction is "to recall the foundations of teaching and practices" 

as well as changes (1985; 266). The third function is apologetic while the fourth is 

eschatological (1985: 266-267). Kurz states: "Such uses of the genre in the Greek Bible 

seem to have provided models not only of the form but also of the uses to which the 

form can be put. Thus, transitions in authority are common in Greek biblical 

examples.. . but not in the Greco-Roman passages studied" (1985: 267). Many of these 

comments appear to be given added weight by the structural observations of J. H. Petzer 

below. 

The structure of the Lukan passage ". . . consists of two distinctive parts, vss 15- 18 and 

19-20" (Petzer, 1984: 250). The first part consists OF a unit of four parallels between 

verses 15-16 and 17-18 (Soards, 1987: 28, 50). Petzer interprets the form as folIows: 

"vs 15 relates Jesus's desire to ear the Passover with the disciples, while vs 16 explains 

the (eschatological) meaning of his desire. Vs 17 relates how Jesus handed the cup to 

the disciples, while vs 18 explains the (eschatological) meaning" (1984, 250). The 

structure is as follows (1984: 250); 

A a ro paskha phageiv sign: eating (15) a 

b plJrdrhh en cP bmileia eschatology (16) b 

B a' fa pot&rion, pi8 sign: cup/drinking (17, 18) a' 

b 2 8  bas f leia tou Theou elth& eschulology (1 8) b' 

Verses 19-20, Petzer states, make the explanatory association of the bread as the body 

of Jesus and the cup as the blood of Jesus, thus comprising similar parallelism, sign and 

explanation, between verses 19a-19b and 20a-20b (1984: 250). What is of interest, 

however, is the combination of the two structural forms of verses 15-1 8 and 19-20, as it 

yields the arrangement of a "double parallelism (A-B-A'-By and a-b-a'-b'-a"-b"-a+ - 
b+)" (1984: 251-252)' which is diagrammatically illustrated as follows: 

A a ;opskbciphageivsign: eating (bread) (1 5, 16a) a 
b f6 busileia explanation: Kingdom (16b) b 

1 
B a' topof2riorr,pit5 sign: drinking (cup) (17, 18a) a' 

b' he basileia explanation: Kingdom (18b) b' 
~-C~~~------------------------3~CC..--.-~------~--*--~"-----------------C-----------LI---C------ 

A' a" arfon sign: bread (19a) a" 
b" lo s6ma mou explanation: body (19b) b" 

I1 
B' a+ pole^rion sign: CUP (20a) a+ 

b+ to haima m m  explanation: blood (20b) b+ 



Petzer observes two parts, "A and A' deal with one aspect of the Lord's Supper, the 

eating of bread, while B and B' deal with the other aspect of the Lord's Supper, the 

drinking of the cup (wine). The elements of these latter parts are again arranged as a 

parallelism (a b a' b' a'"" a+ b+) wherein the sequence sign-explanation is repeated 

four times" (1 984: 251). The first part - I - emphasizes the "eschatological meaning" of 

the signs as these are both fulfilled in the Kingdom of God; while the second part - 11 - 
deals with, as other institution accounts, the death of Christ, and emphasizes "historical 

nature" (1984: 252). 

Whereas Soards (1987: 50) sees the breaking of the bread as the "high point of Luke's 

account", Petzer (1984: 252) sees a carefully well-balanced "relationship between 

history and eschatolagy in the Lord's Supper". The nature o f  the structure, Petzer 

argues, begs the long reading of this passage (1984: 252). 

According to Petzer's outline, the covenant idea, verse 20b, is contained in pan 11, B', 

b+, which is the explanation of the meaning of the cup sign in the context of redemptive 

history. This signals the identity of the nascent church as the subsequent heir of, and 

participant in, the covenant of redemption in the context of history. 

Pertaining to Moses and the Sinai covenant, R. F. O'Toole asseverates that, "The 

Institution Narrative read, "This cup which is poured out for you is the new covenant in 

my blood. .." The phrase "in my blood" surely recalIs Exod 24% Yet Luke's 

Institution Narrative almost exactly parallels Paul (1 Cor 11 :23-26) and, since the 

Institution Narrative is traditional, unless it can be shown that Luke works the Sinai 

Covenant into his theology, the most reasonable conclusion is that Luke simply hands 

on a tradition" (1983: 250). Luke's witnessed ability as theological redactor leaves 

open the possibility that he may have had more than one purpose for the account. Thus, 

there exists the possibility that the Lukan Lord's Supper deliberately bears resemblance 

to the Passover Meal. J. Jeremias, in justified opposition to much scholarship, 

concludes: 

Tt cannot be held, therefore, that only later embellishment has turned 

the Last Supper into a Passover. It is much rather the case that the 

paschal character of the h t  Supper is unanimously supported b ~ "  (1) 

the ancient liturgical formula itself.. . (2) the Eschatological Saying: 

Luke 22115; (3) the description of both the beginning and the end of 



the meal.. . (4) the report about the arrangement of the room.. . (5) the 

redactor's explanatory remark. .. (1955: 37) 

The Passover characteristic of the Lord's Supper may be further supponed in view of 

the implications of D. W. Pao (2002: 1-3 1 l), 

In view o f  these above considerations, the 'new' covenant (new in the correct sense 

allowing for continuity), as portrayed in the Lord's Supper, seems to be unilateral in 

establishment and maintenance. It is established clearly by and in Jesus, in the context 

of the Mosaic cultic ceremony. Ensured continuing reIation between God and his newly 

gathered people is at the core of  the covenant blessings bestowed and hrther  promised. 

The relation of  the new covenant to Scripture promise and to OT pattern may therefore 

be considered relevant. The only expectation imposed on the disciples appears to be 

actual faith in, and the proper and regular participation in, the symbolic remembrance 

ceremony of the same unilaterally established covenant. 

4.2. EXPLICIT REFERENCES IN THE ACTS OF THE APOSTLES 

4.2.1 Acts of the Apostles 3:ll-26. Peter's Address in Solomon's 

Colonnade 

rc2S You are the descendants of the prophets and of the covenant that God gave to your 

ancestors, saying to  Abraham, 'And in your descendants all the families of  the earth 

shall be blessed."' 

Textual and literary considerations: 

This third speech of Peter takes place in Solomon's Colonnade or the Temple Portico 

and follows the healing of  the man born lame. Jackson and Lake's commentary 

indicates, "The construction of  aIrnost mery sentence in this speech is obscure, and 

some o f  it is scarcely translatable, but the general meaning is plain" (1933 (4): 34-35). 

In addition, Richard J. Dillon (1986: 545) draws attention to the "striking departures 

from the Greek text of  the Septuagint" of this text dong  with Peter's speech in chapter 

48 



two. It is beyond the scope of this work to survey the entire spectrum of variations, thus 

only the verses of relevance will be noted. Verse 13 contains variations on the tripartite 

patriarchal formula - "The God of Abraham, the God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob" - 
on which Lake and Cadbury (Jackson & Lake, 1933(4): 35) note that, "...the B-text 

inserts lheos only before Abraham, but the Western text agrees with the LXX and the 

Gospels in reading it three times." C. K. Barrett comments on verse 22, "Luke probably 

quotes the LXX from memory (his, or that of his source)" (1998(1): 209). Barrett also 

remarks that Luke's conflated quotation diverges from the LXX on only "small points" 

(1998(1): 209). Verse 25, which is of particular interest, contains two noteworthy 

variations. According to Nestle and Aland (1993: 328). dietheto ho fheos are transposed 

by B, D, 0165, a few manuscripts other than the Majority text, the Latin codices on Acts 

h, p and Irenaeus' Latin translation. Secondly, instead of eneulog8th&or1~ai the 

witnesses A*, B, Y, 323, 945, 1739, a few manuscripts other than the Majority text as 

well as fr'"' read just eulogdthZsonbi, while C renders epeulogtth~sontai (Nestle & 

Aland, 1993: 328). In addition, Barrett (1998(1): 212) notes that verse 25b is a 

conflation of Genesis l2:3, 18:8 and 22: 18. 

The speech, according to C. H. Talbert, is "the apostolic witness to Jesus", giving an 

"interpretation of the healing before the people" (1997: 54). It is generally agreed that 

the speech divides into two main sections, verses 12-16 and 17-26. However, Marion L. 

Soards states that, "many outlines are possible" (1994: 39). 

What is of greater significance is, as Talbert referring to Gerhard Krodel observes, that 

each of the two main sections of the speech "is organized in a concentric pattern" (1997: 

54). He gives the following structure for verses 12-16 (Talbert, 1997: 55): 

A- v. 12: The healing is not by the apostles' power. 
B- v, 13a: God glorified his servant. 

C- v. 13b: You handed him over and denied him. 
C'- vv. 14-15a: You denied him and put him to death. 

B'- v. 15b: God raised him from the dead. 
A'- v. 16: Jesus' name made the man strong. 

For verses 17-26, Talbert renders the following structure (1947: 55) :  

A- w. 17-1 8: The Jerusalemites' evil ways 
B- v. 19a: Repent 

C- w. 19b-21: that the Lord may send you the Messiah 
D- w.22-23: Scripture says 

E- v.24: the prophets 



E'- v.2Sa: the prophets 
0'- v.25b: Scripture says 

C'- v.26a: God sent his servant to you 
I3'- v.26b: to turn you 

A'- v26c: From your evil ways. 

The first section of the speech deals with, "how the healing happened" (Talbert, 1997: 

551, while the second section explains, "what the healing demands: the repentance of 

the Jerusalemites" (Talbert, 1997: 55). Interestingly, once again the explicit covenant 

reference is at the apex of the second section's structural pattern, which is part E' - 

vs.25a: the prophets. 

There are some special features which C. K. Barrett (1 998(l): 189) notes may have 

potential bearing on the covenant idea; he states: "Jesus is described as God's servant 

( p i s ) .  This word occurs in Acts only at 3:13, 26; 4:27, 30; also at 4-25 of David (the 

occurrence at 20: 12 has no Christological significance)." The rejection and murder of 

Jesus, God's servant the Messiah and a prophet like Moses, is the ultimate rejection 

event @illon, 1986: 548). It is a culmination and climax of that behaviour expressed by 

Israel in the rejection of Moses and the prophets. However, this supreme suffering of 

God's servant, followed by His exaltation, vs. 13, (and as seen in the witness to His 

resurrection, vs. 15, and healing of the lame man, vs. 16) is the means which brought to 

effectual fruition the covenant promise to Abraham: "'And in your descendants all the 

families of the earth shall be blessed."'. In this way, the Messiah fulfilled the covenant 

promise, offering its blessings as "preacher of repentance" (Dillon, 1986: 548) for 

"ultimate forgiveness" (Dillon, 1986: 548). The text does not place emphasis directly 

on the Mosaic covenant but on Moses as its representative in his servant ofice as God's 

prophet calling people to obedience. The Abrahamic covenant is the hndamental 

covenant that is tied to Moses, significantly in this particular speech, on the basis of 

"Mosaic typology" (Dillon, 1986: 549). This prophet to covenant linking is seen also in 

the apical structure, part E'. 

The phrase, "hoi hrrioi lanprophCtdv kui 1s dicrthGkGs", is treated by R. F. Zehnle under 

"Unusual Titles" for those listening to Peter's address (1971: 53). Quite hastily, Zehnle 

conjectures, "The notion of diath2kZ does not play an extensive role in Luke-Acts'' 

(1971: 56). However, footnoting W. D. Davies, Zehnle correctly observes regarding the 

singularly occurring title h d  h i u ~  diathtkg that "it is altogether probable that Luke is 



depending on some source for the use of this title" (1971: 56). W. D. Davies (1998: 

261) explains that the Rabbinic literature magnifies what he sees as the Old Testament's 

tendency to equivocate the covenant with the Torah or law of God, and Davies calls 

attention to, "A prayer that probably goes back to the first century reads: 'On account of 

Thy love, 0 Lord our God, with which Thou hast loved Israel Thy people, and in Thy 

pity with which Thou, our king, hast pitied the sons o j n y  covenant, Thou hast given us 

0 Lord our God, this great and holy Sabbath in love' ". This expression also "occurs in 

Baba Qamma 1.2, meaning those who belong to the covenant of circumcision; for 

similar references see StrS 2.627f" (Elarrett, 1998: 212). C. K. Barrett indicates that this 

title is implied and quoted also in, "Jer. 11: 10; Ps. Sol. 17:15" (1998(1): 212), and also 

in, "Ezek. 30:5" (1998(1): 212) 

Barrett postulates: 

Sons ofthe covenant means 'those who have inherited a place in the 

covenant' which God made with Abraham (v. 25b makes it clear that it 

is this wvenant that it is in mind). It is now renewed.., and as Jews 

they are invited to lake their place in the New Covenant, In view of 

their ancestry they have a right to the invitation.. . it is clear that they 

do not have a right to the Covenant itself irrespective of their reaction 

to Jesus (1 998(1): 2 12). 

Physical descent is being referred to in this title. F. F. Bruce similarly states that, "while 

the blessing was for all the families of the earth, the first opportunity of enjoying the 

blessing was naturally extended to the seed of Abraham according to the flesh" (1960: 

94). 

The patriarchal Abrahamic wvenant with the unconditional promises appears to be in 

view. Perhaps not overtly, but the bilateral aspect of the Mosaic covenant is also hinted 

at in the review of Israel's rejection of Moses and the prophets. Forgiveness, restoration 

as covenant members, and final restoration, is offered only an the basis of repentance as 

opposed to obedience, and by "responding to.. . Jesus ..." (Bock, 1987: 196) who is 

Abraham's seed. In the speech, Israel's failure to listen to and obey Moses and the 

prophets is used by Peter to redirect her to the foundational primacy of the Abrahamic 

covenant as the basis of God's promised blessings: blessings that are realized in Jesus, 

the suffering servant Abraham's seed. To engage their attention, Peter specifically 

appeals to their covenantal identity as children of the covenant. Israel's failure and 



rebellion has exposed the unconditional faithfulness of God in His Messiah, as 

formulated in the Abrahamic covenant and promises, 

4.2.2 Acts of the Apostles 7: 1-60, especially verses 2-8: The Abraham 

Story: and the implicit reference in verse 17: Stephen's Defence 

"' Then he gave him the covenant of circumcision. And so Abraham became the father 

of Isaac and circumcised him on the eighth day; and Isaac became the father of Jacob, 

and Jacob of the twelve patriarchs." 

Acts 7:8 reads, 
" h i  ed6ken autai diuth&k& peritomk: h i  horifds egenrzZsen ton h a k  kai perietenm 

aufon t2i bherit i  tZi ugdobi hi Isaak ton h k d b  h i  lakab tom d&fehputriarchs" 

Textual and literary considerations: 

On the whole, Stephen's speech contains textually little to cause great concern, yet there 

are two verses, 17 and 46, which merit attention (Kilgallen, 1976: 29). In verse 17 the 

"usual reading for the second verse of the sentence is hbmologEsen (p74 - pc t vg); the 

alternatives are: ep&geihto (p45 D E p sy'al) and dmosen (- pl gig sy)" (Kilgallen, 

1976: 29). The reason, Kilgallen maintains, for the choice of hbmolog2sen is because it 

is the most dificult reading (1976: 29). Verse 46 "contains a diFficulty which is very 

thorny, textual critics and exegetes are divided on whether to read oikdi (p74 Aleph* B 

D M) or to read thedi (cf, Ps132,S; A C E pi latsy)" (Kilgallen, 1976: 29). Similar 

reasons are given: "From the point of view of the more difficult reading, oikdi is to be 

chosen. We prefer theci, however, and for the reason that only it makes sense in the 

context. Though much of our argument depends on the azrt6i of v 47 referring back to 

I the oik& the& of v 46. .." -(KiIgallen, 1976: 29). Stephen is arguing on the basis of the 

house of God. J. hpont  observes that Stephen does not exactly quote Isaiah 66: 1 of the 

LXX (1 985: 160). Dupont states, "Aprk la premidre question, f 'odjonction des mots 

sdir fe Seignertr u tend bcrccenhrer les inferrogatiorts" (1985: 160). The last phrase 

contains the significant change, "une inferrogation se substitus u une explication" 

@upont, 1985: 160); this means that this section of the speech, "se termine slir des 

questions p i ,  pus&es pnr Dieu, interpellent ici dtrectment les mrdifetrrs. " [Dupont, 

1985: 160.) 



J. Kilgallen divides Stephen's speech into five clear sections: The Abraham Story, The 

Joseph Story, The Moses Story, The Temple, and Conclusion (1976: ix-xii). Dupont 

believes Luke was knowledgeable and able in the art of classical Hellenistic oratory; 

therefore, Dupont divides the speech accordingly into four parts: exordium, narratio, 

argumentatio, and peroratio (1 985: 155-1 56, 167). Kilgallen's division seems the most 

natural of the divisions surveyed or presented by Dupont (1 985: t 53- 154, 167). 

Kilgallen notes that scholars have been mixed over the intent of Stephen's speech 

(1 989: 173- 174). This is  due entirely, notes Kilgallen (1 989: 173), to the methodology, 

specifically the "tradition-redaction method", which has produced a disagreement 

among scholars about the meaning of Stephen's speech (1989: 174). Kilgallen states 

that best results come when the Stephen speech is treated as rhetorical work with "a 

goal towards which all its parts work together" (1989: 174). 

In view of these considerations the meaning of the Abraham story, which subsequently 

illumines the covenant idea pregnant in the expression "covenant of circumcision", is 

discerned in its relation to Stephen's main argument. Kilgallen affirms, "Worship of 

God, then, is the goal of the call of Abraham - and worship of God has been and 

continues to be threatened by the conception of the Temple (and of God) which 

contradicts the words of God's own Spirit" (1989: 181). In this, Stephen emphasizes 

the bilateral aspect of the patriarchal covenant. Even so, the unilateral aspect is still 

present though somewhat subdued. Circumcision symbolizes cowmanta[ responsibility 

and purpose. Israel is in covenant with God in order to worship Him, as verse 7 

explains. This bilateral aspect is thrust to the fore in the Moses story in order to show 

the ultimate unfaithfulness of Israel, who has misunderstood and misrepresented its 

covenantal responsibility, thereby becoming guilty of resisting God (and Jesus a prophet 

like Moses, and the Holy Spirit) as a covenant breaker. "In short, Israel was not 

founded to worship God wrongly" (Kilgallen, 1989: 18 1). The unilateral, 

unconditional aspect of the covenant is also present in this section of the Stephen 

speech, but this aspect has receded into the background as discernible from implicit 

references in verses 5, "but promised", and verse 17 "the filfilment of the promise that 

God had made to Abraham". 



R. F. O'Toole surveys Luke's thoughts on the Sinai covenant and states that, apart from 

a reference in the Institution Narrative, "The only other reference we find to the Sinai 

Covenant in Luke-Acts is Acts 7:38" 11983: 250). Implicit reference to the Sinai 

covenant is being made by Stephen. In this verse the bilateral aspect of the Mosaic 

covenant is readily apparent in that reference is being made to the conditions of the 

covenant. This is confirmed by the following verse 39: "Our ancestors were unwilling 

to obey him, instead, they pushed him aside, and in their hearts they turned back to 

Egypt"; and also verse 53: "You are the ones that received the law as ordained by 

angels, and yet you have not kept it," Not only is the conditional nature of the Mosaic 

covenant brought to the fore but the covenant sanction curse is also mentioned in verse 

43c, loosely quoting Amos 5:25-27, "...so I will remove you beyond Babylon." 

However, all this must be understood within Stephen's main argument, as verse 17 

makes clear, that is the purpose of the unconditional Abrahamic covenant from which 

Israel deviated by unfaithfulness to the Mosaic covenant. 

Interestingly, A. F. J. Klijn (1957: 28-31) argues that Stephen's speech has significant 

parallels with the Qumran Manual of Discipline, I QS, particularly the apparent parallels 

between the attitude of Stephen and that of the community towards the Temple and also 

similar distinctions between the obedient and disobedient. The parallels are striking but 

should not be pushed too far. 

4.3 SUMMARY 

The monergistic activity of God is identified in Luke's explicit references to the 

covenant concept. At the beginning of the Gospel, in the Benedictus, God remembers 

his covenant with Abraham by fulfilling the Davidic covenant in Jesus. This is so in 

view of promised blessings of political and national deliverance that will make possible 

unfettered service to God. The covenant concept is foundational, as it is central even in 

the structure of the text. Toward the climactic end of Luke's Gospel, the Lord's Supper 

narrative records the new covenant established by Jesus in the context of the Passover. 

In view are the blessing of covenant renewal, historical continuity and eschato!ogical 

blessings. These instances taken together identify the unilateral activity of God, 

radically redefining the meaning and application of the covenant promises and so also, 

redefining who God's people are. 



The Abrabamic covenant is twice referred to explicitly in Acts. On both occasions 

Peter and Stephen redirect their hearers to the Abrahamic covenant because their 

ancestral rejection of, and disobedience ta Moses - his office and by implication the 

Mosaic covenant and the Law - has removed beyond their teach the covenant promises 

of God. Peter's Address ends with intimations of the Gospel's universal scope. 

Luke associates the covenants through Christ. They are interrelated. The Abrahamic 

covenant and the Davidic in the Benedictus; the Mosaic covenant and the new covenant 

in the Lord's Supper; the Abrahamic covenant and the Mosaic in both Peter's and 

Stephen's speeches. Luke also refers to a bilateral human contract covenant in the 

acmunt of Judas' betrayal of Jesus. The Old Testament covenant forrndations are plain; 

however, strict parallels with Palestinian Judaism" covenant conception do not seem to 

tun in Luke's thinking. Quite possibly, Luke is far too Christ-centred to allow 

bilateralism to detract from the singularity of God's activity. 



CHAPTER FIVE: DELINEATING THE TEXTS: 

IMPLICIT REFERENCES IN THE GOSPEL OF 

LUKE AND IN ACTS 

5.0 INTRODUCTION 

Writing on the illustrations of covenant relationship in the scriptures, Delben R. Hillers 

(1969: 4-5) states, "... that the basic image may often be present where the word is 

not.. . we are apt to miss much if we look only at those texts where the term "covenant" 

itself occurs." Eichrodt (1961: 1.36-37)' while introducing his case that the covenant 

relationship between God and Israel originates in the earlier Sinai tradition, states in a 

vein similar to Hillers, "...even where the covenant is not explicitly mentioned the 

spiritual premises of a covenant relationship with God are manifestly present." The 

necessity for identifjling implicit references or allusions to the covenant concept is clear. 

The question then is, by what means can the characteristics of an implicit reference be 

identified and what are these characteristics? KIaus Baltzer (1 97 1 : 9- 10) provides a 

measure of guidance when he identifies a six part schema of the treaties of the Near 

East; what is of relevance are the parts referred to as: "Antecedent History"; "Statement 

of Substance Concerning the Future Relationship"; "Specific Stipulations"; "Curses 

and Blessings" (197 1 : 10-16). In the Luke-Acts sections places can be identified where 

reference is being made to parts of covenant formulary. For instance, in Zachariah's 

prophecy we see "Antecedent History" sequentially paired but also superimposed with 

"Statement of substance" or "Curses and blessings". 

A section of the prophecy is as follows, " 6 9 ~ e  has mised up o mighty scivior&r us h 
the house of his servant David, "as he spoke through the mouth of his holy prophets 

From of old, "that we would be saved from our enemies and from the hand of all 

who hate as." 

Also, " 7 2 ~ h ~ s  he has shown fl 
remembered his ho!y covenanl. 731he oath that he swore to our anemtor Abraham, to 

grant us "that we, being rescued from the hands of our enemies, might serve him 

without fear, inholi~escr and rightemsness befbre him all our days.." 



By examining in this manner explicit references in Luke-Acts, key words may be 

isolated that are useful in the identification o f  references which imply o r  allude to the 

covenant idea. Some significant words identified are: Abraham, David, Moses, 

ancestors, prophets, blessings, circumcision, mercy, promise, fulfil, remember, saved, 

serve. 

Even so, the identification of  implicit references, according to Robert L. Brawley (1995: 

131, is not limited to the "phraseological plane" but can be made beyond "verbal 

similarities" (1995: 13). Brawley argues that, "allusions may also replicate the form, 

genre, setting, and plot of their precursor." (1995: 13.) Reference to the covenant 

concept may be within contextual allusions to Old Testament texts. His understanding 

of intertextuality is useful to this study. 

The OT quotations serve as an hermeneutical window looking onto the full context of 

the OT passages from which the quotations are drawn, thus shedding interpretive light 

on the narrative in question. C.H. Dodd explains this method of  quotation by which the 

Old Testament was used in the New when he states: 

The method included, firsr, the selection of cemin large sections of the 

Old Testament scriptures, especially from Isaiah, Jeremiah and certain 

minor prophets, and h m  the Psalms. These sections were understood 

as wholes, and particular verses or sentences were quoted from them 

rather as pointers to the whole context than as constituting testimonies 

in and for themselves, At the same time, detached sentences from 

other parts of the Old Testament mu!d be adduced to !!lustrate or 

elucidate the meaning of the main section under consideration. But in 

the hndamental passagcs it is the total context that is in view, and is 

the basis of the argument. ( 1  965: 126.) 

Specific objections to this "Testimonl'es theory" (Black, 197 1 : 2), and therefore Dodd's 

observations, are generally silenced by the discovery of  two c~llections of late Jewish 

firilegia in Cave 4 at Qumran (Black, 197 1 : 2), 

There is, however, the possibility of  identifying implicit references on the basis of  

thematic association. The themes in view at this point are election and the law. Should 

such associations to the covenant idea be entertained as a basis for identifying implicit 



references? For the scope of this study it seems impractical. Luke has knowledge of 

election, however it does not appear that he is directly associating it to the covenant 

idea, be it Abrahamic, Davidic or Mosaic. The notion of election seems to be used to 

refer to the validating logical commencing point of Israel's par~icipation in salvation 

history - Acts 13:7; expression of privileged recourse to the divine - Luke 18:7; the 

official designation of the Messiah - Luke 9:35,23:35 and Acts 3:20; or the legitimizing 

basis for commissions and tenure in the office of apostle, deacon, or disciple - Luke 1 :9, 

6:13 etc md Acts 1.2, 6:5, 15:2 etc. Also, the principle of election is used to designate 

apocalyptic events and theophany - Luke 12:2 1 ; Acts 17:3 1. 

Luke is well aware of the law and possibly its purpose and limitations, as Acts 13~39  

suggests. While acknowledging the place of the law in Palestinian Judaism he is neither 

antagonistic nor a promoter of the law, This is what Kalervo Salo [1991: 295) 

repeatedly argues in his published thesis, as understood from the following summations: 

"Luke is no teacher of the law!" yet, "The author attempts to legitimate both Jewish - 
and Gentile Christianity to both Jewish - and Gentile-Christians" (1991: 298). 

5.1 IMPLICIT REFERENCES IN TEE GOSPEL OF LUKE 

5.1.1 Luke 1:26-38. The vision of Mary and the Announcement of Jesus' 
Birth 

"'O The angel said to her, "Do not be afraid, Mary, for you have found favor with God. 3' And 

now, you will conceive in your womb and bear a son, and you will name him Jesus. jZ He will 

be great, a d  will be called the Son of the Most High, and the Lord God will give to him the 

throne of his ancestor David. 33 He will reign over the house of Jacob forever, and of his 

kingdom there will be no end."" 

The Greek text reads, '"hi idou sull2mps~f en gasrri kd tex& huion kai kaleseis fo onoma 

autou &oun j2 hou tos esrai megas h i  huios hupsistou klErh#setui h i  ddsei aurdi htrios ha 

rheos ton ihronon Dutrid tou pairos autnu j3 kat basilerrset epi ton oikon Iuk~3b cis tous aidnus 

kai 12s basileias a m u  ouk estui felos" 

Textual and literary considerations: 

The reference to David, the giving of his throne to Jesus, and the allusion to 2 Samuel 7, 

furnish reason for examination. Verse 27, "...to a virgin betrothed to a man whose 

name was Joseph, of the house of David; and the virgin's name was Mary", contains a 



noteworthy textual variation. According to Nestle & Nand (1993: 152), the witnesses 

K t  Ct L, f ,  700, 1424, a/, Eusebiur add, koi pbias, to render the text, ex oikm hi 

papias h t i d ,  which parallels 24, "of the house and lineage of David", This betrays a 

possible interest in further emphasising the Davidic descent of Christ. 

C. H. Talbert (1982: 18) asserts that the annunciation is similar to "theophanic birth 

announcements like those found in the OT." He gives a ten point outline of the general 

structure (1982: 18). R H. Stein (1992: 81) renders a somewhat condensed outline: 

"the setting, 15-7 and 26-27; the angelic greeting, confusion, and reassurance, I : 11- 13a 

and 28-30; the angelic message, 1:13b-17 and 3 1-33b; the problem, 1: 18 and 34; 

reassurance through a sign, 1 : 19-20 and 35-37; and the miraculous conception, 1 :21-24 

and 38". Raymond E, Brown (1979: 1571, however, provides a succinct yet 

comprehensive comparative presentation giving the schema of the typical five step 

"stereotyped biblical annunciations of birth", as it compares Ishmael's birth narrative, 

Isaac's, Samson's, John the Baptist's and Jesus' birth accounts in Luke as well as 

Christ's birth narrative in Matthew (1979: 156). The following compares the general 

five steps with Luke's account (l3rowm, 1979: 156). 

The Five Steps Jesus' birth annunciation 

1. The uppearar-rce of an angel of the Lord. 
2, Fear or prostration of the visionary confronted by this 

supernatural presence. 
3. The divine message: 

a. The visionary is addressed by name. 
b. A qualifying phrase describing the visionary. 
c. The visionary is urged not to be afiaid. 
d. A woman is with child or is about to be with child. 
c. She will give birth to the (male) child. 
f. The name by which the child is to be called. 
g. An etymology interpreting the name. 
h. The hture accomplishments e>f the child. 

4. An objection by the visionary as to how this can be or 
a request for a sign. 

5 ,  The givirtig of a sign to reassure the visiofiary. 

Luke 1 :26 

Luke I :29 

Luke 1:30 
Luke 1:28 
Luke 1:30 
Luke 1:31 
Luke 1.31 
Luke 1:31 --- 
Luke 1 :32,33, 35 

Luke 1:34 
Luke 1 :36-37 

Raymond E. Brown also writes that the annunciation of Jesus' birth generally parallels 

that of John the Baptist's (1979: 292). However, "the real structural parallel is between 

the core of the JBap annunciation (1: 11-20) and the whole of the Jesus annunciation 

(1~26-38)" (Brown, 1979: 293). Brown states that this parallelism between the 

annunciation of Jesus and John, specifically in the visitation of Gabriel, underscores the 



"unity of God's salvific plan" (1979: 293). However, the close adherence of the 

annunciation of Jesus to the general five point annunciation schema, argues Brown, 

seems to betray Luke's editorial activity, in that he has drawn upon and fashioned a pre- 

Gospel annunciation tradition, namely, "the birth of Jesus as the Davidic Messiah 

(1979: 296-298). Brown's work, albeit insighthl at times on structural matters, has its 

serious limitations because he sees Luke's work as a result of his own creative use of 

the Old Testament around a diminutive amount of core material (Bock, 1987: 56). 

Darrell 2. Bock levels the following criticism: "We would question Brawn's disavowal 

of the use of stylistic criteria to evaluate sources. It is a major methodological weakness 

in his view ... it is the linguistic evidence. which suggests that Luke probably did use 

sources, extending beyond the hymnic material" (1987: 56). Understanding this 

qualification, it is the clear structural form which is of concern at this point, into which 

Brown (1979: 296) mines deeper, stating that the "real concern" is not so much the 

literary similarities but it is those elements of the annunciation of Jesus which do not fit 

into the five point schema). This comprises the manner of the virgin birth, "the hture 

accomplishments" (13rown7 1979: 296) of Jesus and thirdly the depiction of Mary 

prawn, 1979: 296). The second is of interest here. 

In this regard, Gabriel's pronouncement evokes Old Testament allusions to the Davidic 

covenant by way of its divine promises. Keywords here are pivotal for identification. 

Mark L. Strauss sees 2 Samuel 7 and Psalm 89 behind Gabriel's proclamation (1995: 

88). Curiwsiy, Brown (1979: 310) informs that, "Gabriel's words ... constitute a free 

interpretation of I1 Samuel 7:8-16, the promise of the prophet Nathan to David"; as well, 

reverberations of this promise are felt in Psalm 2:7 and Psalm 89:30 (29). Significantly, 

"...Luke presents the promise in its Old Testament form with little modification", 

except for elements of the virgin birth and Jesus' divine sonship, such that the promise 

reafirmed, "... retains the earthly and national implications of the original promise" 

(Strauss, 1995:  89). This, therefore, dramatically colours the Messianic callins 

presented in the birth announcement with royal, kingly vividness (Strauss, 1995: 89). 

However, it is not only Jesus' Davidic lineage which confirms him as the heir to the 

royal throne and the dispenser of the covenant blessings, but that Jesus is the Son of 

God begotten of the Holy Spirit. Strauss (1995: 93) states, "Luke'sprimry interest in 

v. 3 5 is in the grounding of Jesus' divine sonship in the creative power of God." Joel B. 

Green tells us that, "the eschatological import of the annunciation rests on w 32-33, not 

a "hlfilment" of Isa 7: 14." (1997: 88). 



Strauss elucidates: 

Though v. 35 exceeds ~radirional Jewish expectations, it does not leave 

the context of the Davidic promises. Rather, the close contextual link 

between vv. 32 and 35 indicates that Jesus' divine soaship serves as 

proof that he is indeed the heir to the throne. Through his unique 

conception by the power and Spirit of God, Jesus is revealed to be the 

DaYrdic Son rrfW{cf,  2 Sam. 7.14; Ps. 2.7) (1995: 93-94). 

Jesus' birth announcement is the first reference to the Davidic covenant (Strausq 1995: 

87). In this pericope, Jesus is presented as true heir to the Davidic throne by virtue of 

his lineage and, importantly, his divine sonship. It is Jesus who will dispense the 

covenant blessings, ostensibly in a national context, according io the Davidic covenant's 

sanctions, by fulfilling the royal function of the Messiah. The unconditional ethos of 

the covenant is subsumed under divine monergism. Strauss (1995: 90)' quoting C. F. 

Evans, points out that the conception, birth and work of C hrist is, "'entirely the work of 

God"'. 

5.1.2 Luke I:46-55. Mary's Magnificat 
35 """ He has helped his servant Israel, in remembrance of his mercy, according to the promise 

he made to our ancestors, to Abraham and to his descendants forever."" 

Textual and literary considerations: 

Within this section OF text is found only one textual diEculty. Stephen Farris identifies 

this well known complexity; "'The entire Greek manuscript tradition and all the versions 

with ... exception of a few Latin manuscripts, attribute the Magnificat to Mary. A few 

Latin manuscripts and several church fathers of the West, on the other hand, read in v. 

46, 'And Elizabeth said'" (1985: 108-109). The external evidence is in favour of 

attributing the hymn to Mary since, "There are ... no certain witnesses to the reading 

'Elizabeth said' outside of the Latin tradition1' (1985: 110). However, in consideration 

of the internal evidence, Farris reports that b i s y  and Harnack were the chief exponents 

who attributed the hymn to Elizabeth; he then proceeds to list their arguments 

( 1985: 1 10-1 1 1), The basis upon which this line of argumentation has been ref'uted is a 

combiflation of semantic, contextual and literary grounds (1985: 1 1 1- 1 12). Farris 
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deductively states: "The reading 'Elizabeth s a i d h a y  be the result of  a simple error in 

the Latin textual tradition" (1985: 112). 

Examining the form of the hymn, Farris (1985: 114) explains that, "The most obvious 

poetic device in the poem is parallelism, which appears in 46b//47, 5 1d/5 1 b, 52a//52b, 

53a//53b, 55a//55b", where the parallelism may be either synonymous or antithetical 

(1985: 1 13). He gives the following simple structure: 

46-47 Word of Praise 
48 First Motive Clause + saying about the future 
49a Second Motive Clause 
49b-53 Staements amplifying the second motive clause 
54-55 Summary 

The verses in question, vs. 54-55, which contain the implicit reference t o  the covenant 

idea, comprise the rather ill termed 'Summary' section of  the Magnificat. The presence 

of the covenant concept is recognized by keywords, such as  'Abraham', 'remembrance', 

'promise' etc. From this, one is given the impression that his assertions do not give 

proper credence to  the significant structural complexity of  the hymn. The following 

statement confirms this: "The movement of thought through the poem is a relatively 

smooth progression; the seams in the poem are not strongly marked and the content of 

the various sections are so closely intertwined that over-definite divisions are not to be 

desired. N o  more elaborate structure than that which I have outlined above seems 

necessary" (1985: 116). Interestingly, R. C. Tannehill (1974: 263-275), whom Fams  

(1985: 116, 185) refers to in the notes in defence of not making over-definite divisions, 

inadvertently speaks against this sort of lapse in judgment as he investigates the poetic 

design of the Magnificat and its value as such. For instance, Tannehill notes that the 

first two lines are not merely an introductory statement of praise since, "this accurately 

states the general structure of thought but ignores important fbrmal characteristics 

which transform that thought into poetry" (1974: 267). 

Tannehill agrees that the Magnificat is a hymn of  praise similar to Old Testament 

psalms, in which praise is followed by the reason of praise, "however, another pattern is 

also noticeable" (1996: 54). He identifies the "rhythmic paral!elismn and the exceptions 

to  that pattern, but also that verses 49b-50 and 54b-55 ". . . create a sense of pause by 

lengthening the final sentence" (1996: 54). Tannehill continues, "Because the 

Magnificat twice moves from short, rhythmic sentences with initial strong verbs to  a 



longer sentence that puts God's mercy in the perspective of the ages, I think it is 

appropriate to speak of two strophes, consisting of verses 47-50 and 5 1-55" (1996: 54). 

This is precisely what Farris attempts to resist, albeit unconvincingly (1984: 116). 

Based on comparison with the Song of Hannah (1 Samuel 2:l-lo), Alfred Plummer 

finds that the hymn falls into four strophes: verses 46-48, 49-50, 51-53 and 54-55 

(19 10: 3 1). H. Schijrmann is reported to have found only two strophes, 46-50 and 5 1 -  

55, while Ramaroson is reported to have found three, 46-50, 5 1-53, and 54-55 (Farris, 

1985: 116). C. H. Talbert, apparently following Tannehill, states that, "The hymn 

contains two stanzas which praise God for his mercy: vss. 46-50 and vss. 51-55 Verses 

49-50 and vss. 54-55 both refer to God's mercy and signal the end of their respective 

stanzas." (1982: 24). The significance of this lies in the comparison of the two strophes, 

which yields the relation of the individual to the corporate: God's mercy to Mary as it 

relates to God's mercy to Israel. Talbert states, "God's regard for one Rumble woman 

becomes the sign of his eschatological act for the world. In one small event the greater 

event lies hidden." (1982: 24). The eschatological dimension of the hymn of praise has 

been clearly identified by Mermann Gunkel, as related by both Tannehill (1974: 265) 

and Farris (1985: 1 1  5). Considering the poetic form and the eschatological dimension, 

the structure put forth by Farris may be improved to a degree in the following way: 

I. First Straphe 
46-47 Statement of Praise 
4 8 First motive clause + sayings about the future 
49 Second motive clause and amplifying statement 
50 Basis of God's mercy and gracious initiative, as relates to Mary 

II. Second Strophe 
5 1-53 Statements amplifying second motive clause and anticipating a third 
54 a Thud motive clause 
54b-55 Basis of God's mercy and gracious initiative, as relates to Israel 

Regarding the aorist of the hymn, 5 1-53, Farris states that, "to treat the aorists as if they 

speak only of a particular event in the past is to lose sight of the eschatological tension 

present in the hymn. .. Although the aorists point back to a particular event.. . they also 

anticipate what is to come" (1985: 115). Farris continues, "The Magnificat speaks of a 

past event with future, indeed eternal, consequences" (1 985: 1 t 6). 

As can be seen from the structure the covenant idea is alluded to at a defining point, in 

the second strophe, verses S4b-55, tymg the structure together by bringing theological 

clarity and thereby reason to the hymn. Interestingly, the fulfilment of God's promised 



mercy to Abraham, the ancestors and fathers is indicated as corning upon corporate 

Israel rather than being restricted to individual persons (verse 50). Verses 54b-55, 

imbedded with covenant idea allusion, connects the incarnation and the hymn to that 

point in redemptive history which hndamentally defines Israel's identity as God's 

people; but more specifically, it explains how this established relationship is to be 

developed and to be secured in a greater capacity. The unilateral and unconditional 

aspects of the covenant are clearly of primary significance. 

5.1.3 Luke 2:25-35. The Nunc Diminis /Presentation of Jesus in the 
Temple and Simeon's Announcement 

c dl Simmn tmk him in his arms and praised God, saying, 29 "Master, now you are dismissing 
30 your zruant in peace, according to your word; for my eyes have seen your salvation, 31 

which you have prepared in the presenceof all peoples, 32 a light for revelation to the Gentiles 

and for glory to your people Israel.'"' 

The Greek tm reads, k O j  mtos edexafo auto cis tas agkalas hi eulog8sen ron [heon kai 

eipen 29 Nun apohteis ton doulon sou despta kafa ro hrbmcl sou en e irhgi ;  hofi eidon hot 

ophthdmoi mou lo sdterion sotr 3' ho etoimasos knra prosdpon panrarr tan ladn 32 phds cis 

apkalripsin slhndn kai domn laon sou IsraCI" 

Textual and literary considerations: 

Darrell. L. Bock states, "Simeon's hymn and prophecy concludes the OT portrait of 

Jesus in the infancy material" (1987; $5). Therefore, the emphases in this section are 

noteworthy, as they set the stage for the inauguration of Jesus' ministry. This section 

derives its significance for the covenant idea from Simeon's OT allusion in verse 32, to 

Isaiah 42:6, and the Servant Song of 49:1-9, in particuIar verse 6. Farris adds to this 

Isaiah 51:4 and 52:9-10 (1985: 143). R. E. Brown mentions Isaiah 46:13 and 40.5 

(1978: 458). Notwithstanding the selection of  verses quoted in verse 32, the reference 

carries the fw11 import of the sections referred to in Isaiah. This is possible, according to 

the above arguments advanced by Dodd and by Black. 

In Isaiah 42:6 LXX, the phrase "ed6b se eis diathCkbv genous" immediately precedes 

the quotation as rendered in Lk 2:32: "a light for revelation to the Gentiles and for glory 

to your people Israel"; while in Isaiah 49: 1-9 LXX the phrase "edr7ka se eis diuthEk2v 

ethan" is found in verse 8, not immediately following the phrase quoted by Simeon. 

The contexts in which the covenant references of  42:6 and 49:8 are made, however, are 



strikingly similar: the Lord will sustain the Christ and make Him to be as a covenant to 

the people, Israelite and Gentile both - following the reasoning of I. H. Marshall 

(1978: 120-121) and J. Nolland (1989; 1.120) - and to bring light to those fettered in 

darkness. 

Farris (1985: 143) identifies only one textual problem in the Num Diminis, stating oniy 

that, "D omits the word e h d n  from v. 32. All the remaining witnesses include the 

word". The other Western texts do not have this omission (Farris, 1985: 143). The 

reason for its omission in D may be due to grammatical dificulties (Farris, 1985: 143). 

Apart from the evidence that the majority of the texts include e/hn&, he mentions two 

other reasons for accepting the inclusion of this word (1985143): 

P the parallelism between Gentiles, 32% and Israel, 32b, gives 

necessary structure to the verse; 

second, is the evidence that the "Gentiles feature prominently in the 

several texts from Deutero-Isaiah to which the poem alludes" (1985: 

143). 

P A third reason may be added. Luke's understanding and use of the 

'light' metaphor as applied to Christ God's Salvation - as Dennis E. 

Johnson argues from Isaiah 495 (referred to in Acts 13:47) - is 

applied again to the witness of the apostles to the Gentiles (1990: 

345-346). 

Raymond E. Brown contends that Luke modelled the presentation of Jesus in the temple 

an the Hannah narrative of 1 Samuel 1 and 2 (1979: 446, 450). Darrell L. Back, in 

examining the four parallelisms identified by Brown, finds that three are forced and 

only one is substantiated; he therefore objects, stating, "... the parallelisms for which 

Brown argues as a whole are not compelling enough to argue that they are the creative 

source of background of this scene" (1987: 85). Bock's criticisms are well founded and 

deserve serious consideration. 

The implication of the Nunc Dimitlis is instead freighted by the larger structure which it 

is a part of as Brown correctly identifies (1979: 443). 



Jesus 

Binh 
Proclamation of Destiny (Angels) 
Circumcision and Naming 
Proclamation of Destiny (Simeon) 
Conclusion 

The steps from birth, circumcision, presentation and purification provide the logical 

Jewish sequence (Brown, 1979: 444). However, Simeon's prophetic announcement is 

connected to the proclamation of the angels by Christology: "The angelic proclamation 

to the shepherds which follows the birth of Jesus announces the identity ofthe child in 

terms of the expectations of Israel (2:lO-11); Simeon's Nunc Dimittis announces the 

destiny of the child "in the sight of all the peoples," including the Gentiles" (Brown, 

1979: 444). The quotation of covenantal texts makes possible the widening of the 

participatory scope From national to universal, It would seem the patriarchal Abrahamic 

covenant in its unilateral dimension is envisioned in Isaiah 42 and 49 as well as 51 and 

52. 

A. Plummer divides the canticle itself into two strophes: 29-30 and 31-32 (1910: 68). 

Brown objects to this division, offering a three distych division: 29ab, 30-3 1 and 32ab, 

"with the last of the three exempliFying synonymous parallelism" (1979. 457). J. A. 

Fitzmyer (1981(1): 422) concurs with this arrangement, as does J. Nolland (1989(1): 

I 1  6). The Christ is the salvation of God. A. Plummer states: "The sJlbion is analysed 

into light and glory, and "the peoples" into heathen and Jews" ( 19 10: 69). Also, PbGs 

and doxun are in apposition with to s6l8rion" (Plummer, 1910: 69). This means, as 

Fitzmyer observes, that Simeon "... recognizes in Jesus the promised bearer of 

messianic peace, salvation and light. These are to be revealed through him to the 

Gentiles and unto the glory of Israel, but they are said to have been made ready for "all 

peoples," Israel and the Gentiles alike" (1981 (1): 422). Brown afirms the universalism 

in the Isaianic passages behind the Nunc Dimiltis, yet writes of a "sub-orientated 

universalism" (1979. 459 ,  that is, "the light is to come to the Gentiles; but they are to 

come to Jerusalem, for Israel is God's people" (1979: 459); this, Brown writes, is in  
'll0 hlfilment of Zechariah 2: 10-1 1, Sing and rejoice, 0 daughter Zion! For lo, I will 

come and dwell in your midst, says the LORD. " Many nations shall join themselves to 

the LORD on that day, and shalI be my people; and I will dwell in your midst. And you 

shall know that the LORD of hosts has sent me to you" (1979: 459). However, as 



others, Brown seems t o  de-emphasize the point that it is the Abrahamic covenant 

unconditionally hlfilled in Jesus by God, such that the Christ is given as a covenant, 

upon which the universalism and divine initiative turns. 

5.1.4 Luke 3:tb-9. The Preaching of John the Baptist 

adb .. . the word of God came to John son of Zechariah in the wilderness. ' He went Into all the 
4 region around the Jordan, proclaiming a baptism of repentance for the fotsiveness of sins, as 

it is written in the book of the words of the prophet Isaiah, "The voice of one crying out in the 

wilderness: "Prepare the way of the Lord, make his paths straight. ' Every valley shall be filled, 

and every mountain and hill shall be made low, and the crooked shall be made straight, and the 

rough ways made smooth; ti and all flesh shall see the sdvation of God."" John said to the 

crowds hat came out to be baptized by him, 'You brood of vipers! Who warned you to flee 

h m  the wrath to come? Bear fruits worthy of repentance. Do not begin to say to yourselves, 

'We have Abraham as our ancestor"; for I tell you, God is able from these stones to raise up 

children to Abraham. Even now the ax is lying at the root of the trees; every tree therefore that 

does not bear good fruit is cut down and thrown into the fire."" 

The Greek text reads, "' poiZsata om kurpous axious 12s meranoias hi m& arxfisfhe Iegein en 

heaurofr Patera ekhonwn ton Abraam legd gar humin hoti chrmtai ha theos ek tan lithnn toutdn 

egeirai rckna ti% Abraam" 

Textual and literary considerations: 

In this section, there are not any serious textual deviants among the sources. However, 

two minor disparities deserve brief mention. John the Baptist hlf i ls  his calling, as 

quoted in Isaiah 4013-5 LXX, with actualized rebuke and prescription. In verse 8, 

according to Nestle & Nand (1993: 160) the witnesses B and Origen reverse the word 

order to mious karpous. 'In verse 9, P ~ ~ ~ ,  lat and Origen read kurpn whilst D, ~y" ' .~  

have the plural accusatives, kurpous kulous. 

The Isaiah 40:3-5 quotation contains three departures from the original LXX reading, as 

I. H. Marshall identifies (1978: 136-137). The first is in verse 4, where the object in 

eutheias pieire tas tribous tau themi hhZiv is replaced with just us tribmis mlou. 

According to Marshall, this identifies "the kurios mentioned earlier as Jesus and not as 

God'' (1978: 136). Verse five contains a phrasing which "differs slightly from the LXX 

(e.g. the omission of p l l a  in agreement with MT)" (Marshall, 1978: 137). Lastly, 



reports Marshall in verse 6: "The first past of Is. 40:5 is omitted (,..its absence from 

some MSS of LXX may be due to assimilation to Lk.)" (1978: 137). 

The above demarcated section of text belongs to the complete narrative of verses 1 to 

213. This section is comprised of a description of John the Baptist's calling, as well as 

the first of three examples of his preaching (Stein, 1992: 125, 131). This first preaching 

of John is "eschatological in nature and proclaims that God's kingdom has come. 

Because of this, the need to repent in light of the times is reinforced (Stein, 1992: 

13 1). John the Baptist is engaged in the task described in verse 3. The Baptist 

forcefully makes the case that the Abrahamic promise, which he has indirectly 

associated with the Salvation of God (verses 6 and 8), is not necessarily contingent upon 

ancestral relation to the patriarch. Fitzmyer states with acuity, "The blessing of 

Abraham (Gen 12: 1-3) became in time Israel's pride and boast. This finds expression in 

Isa 51:2-3, where the blessing of Abraham and Sarah is regarded as the basis for the 

consolation of Zion. . . . Salvation tied to "Father Abraham" as a Jewish belief is echoed 

elsewhere in the NT.. . This reliance on an ethnic privilege, however, is precisely what 

the Baptist repudiates," (197q1): 468). The Abrahamic covenant is in the backdrop. 

The inheritors of the Abrahamic blessing or salvation are not privy because of physical 

descent but because they "Bear fruits worthy of repentance'' (verse 8, cj: verse 3 and 6). 

The true children of Abraham, and therefore heirs, are those who follow Abraham in 

consecrating themselves unto God as Abraham separated and consecrated himself by 

leaving family, home and religion in order that the Lord may be his inheritance. The 

manifestation of repentance, the consecrated life, is that which John seems to speak of 

in his ethical preaching. 

The Abrahamic covenant is implicitly referred to as the basis of the Salvation of God. 

Covenant membership is made possible by the unilateral divine initiative and 

prerogative of God in salvation, to which h e  requires a response of a life in keeping with 

repentance. It seems that the bilateral aspect of the covenant is working in subjection to 

the preeminent and unilateral unconditional Abrahamic promise; perhaps imp1 y ing that 

becoming a covenant member is by grace and remaining one is by works. However, 

John's statement, "'God is able From these stones to raise up children to Abraham", 

suggests that faithhl covenant members are ultimately a result of divine unilateral 

initiative. This would also be in God's prerogative. Is Luke here hinting at Baptist 

tradition or earIy Christian conception? Since Matthew (2 I :43) conveys outright what 



Luke may be intimating, "Therefore I tell you, the kingdom of  God will be taken away 

fiom you and given t o  a people that produces the fruits of  the kingdom", then is it 

possible that divine grace stands behind even the response of repentance? Evidently, 

the unconditional aspect of  the Abrahamic covenant pervades the entire pericope. 

5.1.5 Luke 4:16-30, Jesus preaches at Nazareth 

"la "The Spirit of the Lord is upon me, because he has anointed me to bring good news to the 

poor. He has sent me to proclaim release to the captives and recovery of sight to the blind, to let 

the oppressed go free, l9 to praclaim the year of the Lord's favor.'"' 

The Greek text reads, "" Pnerrma ktrriozt ep e m  ho~r heineken sfirisen me euuggehsasthai 

pldkkois apestalken me k@nrxai aikhmaldrois nphesin h i  tuph!ois anapfepsin aposteilai 

rethrausmenous en aphesei ' 9 k ~ ~ i  eniauton kuriou dektan" 

Textual and literary considerations: 

The theme of immanent deliverance promised is cleariy an integral part o f  the narrative 

as seen in Lk 1:13-17; 1:26-38; 1:46-55; 1:67-79; 2:10-11; 2:29-32; and 3:6. This 

theme is subject to hrther magnification in Christ's proclamation, such that its force is 

carried by the Isaianic LXX quotation. This provides also an intertextual basis for 

investigating the presence of the covenant concept. In addition, there is the matter of  

the allusions t o  the Elijah and Elisha narratives. Luke 4: 16-30 rings clear with possible 

implicit reference to the covenant idea in Luke-Acts. 

As stated above, C. H. Dodd made clear part of the method by which the Old Testament 

was quoted in the New. Lake has demonstrated a familiarity with this method of 

quotation; specifically, as  it has been seen in the Nunc Dimittis. Again, the probability 

exists for the utilization of  the said method in Jesus' quotation from Isaiah 61 and 58. 

This is maintained even under due consideration of the caution raised by David 

Seccombe, which warns against the abuse of the principle identified by Dodd. 

Seccombe states: "This principle has become a commonp!ace and is frequently used 

illegitimately to find ideas in the NT which are not otherwise discernable" (1981: 252). 

Indeed, caution has not been cast 10 the wind. The reason for including Luke 4: 16-30 as 

an implicit allusion derives legitimacy not fiom theological presuppositions but from 

the Lukan passage itself as  well as its larger context. 



James A. Sanders draws attention to the "fbnction of Isaiah 61: 1-3 from its appearance 

in the Tanakh to its role in the Lukan account of Jesus' appearance and sermon in the 

Nazareth synagogue." (1975: 75). Specifically, Sanders examines the Luke 4 passage 

using the method of Comparative Midrash, which is that method which "emphasizes the 

role an ancient authoritative tradition, whether or actually quoted or cited as scripture, 

played in the life and history of Judaism and Christianity" (1975: 75). Sanders relates, 

"Midrash Criticism.. . using all the available instances of the use of such a tradition, 

attempts to understand the various ways in which a given passage or tradition met the 

people where they were, precisely the ways in which it was adaptable" (1975: 79), 

It i s  the comparative method of this sub-discipline which surpasses "a purely 

Redaktionsgeschichtlich approach to the source of the midrash on Isa 61 reported in 

Luke 4" (1975: 101). Sanders reports that Luke's hermeneutic parallels the two 

herrneneutical axioms at Qumran, especially as found in 11 QMelch (1975: 93-98). 

What he finds is that in comparison to the Matthew 16 and Mark 6 parallels, Luke has 

programmatically distinguished the Rejection pericope by including the Isaiah 61 

quotation and with equal significance by the "biblical Midrash on it based on Elijah and 

Elisha" (1975: 92), Sanders (1975: 921, referring to J. Jeremias, states that Luke 

identifies the rejection of Jesus to be based precisely on "Jesus' Midrash of the Isaiah 

passage" and not the actual quotation of Isaiah 61 or the reported faithlessness of the 

hearers as in Matthew and Mark. Thus, the question forced is: what "...happened 

within verses 23-27 that would cause a receptive congregation to turn into an angry 

mob"? (1975: 93). It is  solely Jesus' interpretation of the Isaiah passage. Sanders 

explains that, "...by this enriching juxtaposition of the acts of Elijah and Elisha and Isa 

61, Jesus shows clearly that the words meaning 'poor', 'captive', 'blind' and 

'oppressed' do not apply exclusively to any in-group but, on the contrary, apply to those 

to whom God wishes them to apply. God sent ... Elijah and Elisha to outsiders, the 

Sidonian Widow and the Syrian Leper" (1975: 97). Notably, this midrash receives 

further weight if the Isaiah quotation is understood as part of its whole. It is also 

significant that rabbinic sources see the mission of Elijah and the Spirit "in relation" to 

the final redemption (1975: 87-88), The plausibility of Sander's argument is further 

established if it is recognized, as Tannehill states, that when the people ask if Jesus is 

Joseph's son, "this question is not intended to denigrate Jesus but to point out that he is 

a hometown boy. According to culture, this involves obligations. One must give 

preference to one's own family and village" (1996: 93); however, Jesus' statements 



show that "a prophet is not governed by in-group Ioyalties ... his ministry will focus not 

on the in-group but on the excluded" (1996: 93-94). Clearly, the universality and 

unconditional nature of the Abrahamic covenant cotours Jesus' interpretation of Isaiah. 

In his Nazareth address, Jesus is quoting primarily from Isaiah 61:l-2. These two 

verses belong t o  the longer section constituted by 6 1 : 1 - 62: 12 (Oswalt, l95)8(2): 10- 19, 

561). Of particular interest are verses 8 and 9 of chapter 61: "' For I the LORD love 

justice, I hate robbery and wrongdoing; I will faithfully give them their recompense, and 

I will make an everlasting covenant with them. Their descendants shall be known 

among the nations, and their offspring among the peoples; all who see them shall 

acknowledge that they are a people whom the LORD has blessed." John N. Oswalt 

renders the following commentary on these verses: 

The Israelites may believe that God will do these wonderfi~l things he 

has promised because of who he is. The language here is the typical 

language of self-predication with which God has identified himself 

fiom ch. 27 onward, but especially in chs. 4 1-49.. . . 60d is promising 

to reward them (the faithful remnant) and to keep covenant with them 

forever.. . . The eternal covenant is a particular result of the work of the 

ServanrflMessiah (49:8; 54: 10; 5 5 5 ;  cf, also Ezek. 37:25-26). . . . Its 

promulgation is the ultimate evidence of God's justice and faithfulness 

(1998: 573). 

The eternal covenant is established in Christ, as was seen in the Nunc Dimillis. In brief, 

the hlfilrnent of the universal aspect of the Abrahamic covenant in Christ seems to 

inaugurate its eschatological ramifications in the establishment of the Isaianic eternal 

covenant, 

Luke not only, ". . .defines the person and mission of Jesus by means of a quotation,. . Y ?  

(Seccombe, 1981: 253), but makes a deliberate and specific connection to  Christ's 

mission: God's deliverance equally t o  Jews a s  t o  Gentiles. In all probability, the Isaiah 

quotation contains allusions to  the covenant idea. Sadly, Seccornbe leaves these real 

possibilities outside the realm of legitimate consideration (1981: 258-259). The 

presence and development of these theological motifs can only be discerned if cautious 

attention is given to  the Old Testament quotations and also, if the larger context of the 

Lukan narrative is viewed as  a narrative whole. The 'preparation' and 'particularization' 

(Powell, 1990: 33) function of the material in the infancy narrative reaches a measure of 



resolution in Jesus' preaching in Nazareth. This development is significant as, "It is 

almost universalIy recognized that Jesus' inaugural sermon in Nazareth (Lk. 4.16-30) 

has programmatic significance for Luke" (Strauss, 1995: 199). 

Regarding the actual quotation, Darrell L. Bock (1987: 106), citing T. Hoftz in the 

notes, states: ". . . the text follows substantially the LXX", noting specifically that Luke, 

as does the LXX, omits the rendering for yhwh, and Luke also translates the Hebrew 

pghqvh as hcphbis anablepsin. Bock enumerates not many textual difficulties in the 

quotation (1987: 106)- He states in verse 19 that Luke changed kalemi to ktfnrzai, 

which reflects not an emphasis on preaching but traditionaI usage (1 987: 106). Luke 

omits the "MT phrase, iasasihai.. . Rardia" (1987: 106) after "He has sent me"; the 

omission is supported by K, B, D, L, W, Z, while A, O, Y and the majority text 

tradition include it (1987: 317). There i s  also the dificulty of the insertion of Isaiah 58: 

6, which is different from the MT and the LXX (1987: 106). This has led to the debate 

among scholars as to Jesus' intent in quoting Isaiah 61:l-2 and 58:b. Joseph A. 

Fitzmyer introduce his notes on this passage: "The quotation fiom Second Isaiah is 

actually a conflation of 61 :Ia,b,d; 58;6d; and 61:2a." (1970(1): 532). Bock states the 

resolution to Luke's reason for the two texts lies primarily in the flow of the larger 

context, in that the "Lukan context points to a messianic understanding of this passage, 

not just a reference to an eschatological prophet or the Isaianic herald", and that the 

ministry of the Messiah "is conceived within both the sphere of the miracle-working 

prophet like Elijah and Elisha.. . and the sphere of the Servant. .." (1987: I 10). Bock 

furthers this thought: "The anointed Servant-Herald of Isaiah 61. .. brings the message 

of such justice to the oppressed as is contemplated in Isaiah 58. This linking of the two 

texts was possible in midrash through shlkh" (1987: 11 1). Strauss posits the fol1owing 

thought: "By linking royal messiahship to proclamatory and miracle-working activity in 

the context of Isaiah, Luke is able to show that Jesus' deeds were in line with the role of 

the Davidic messiah prophesied in Scripture" (1995: 249,243-249). Strauss stresses the 

parallels between the herald of Isaiah 61 and the ". . .Davidic king portrayed in Isa. 9.1-7 

and 1 1.1-5, and 10.. ." (1995: 243). Hence, it is entirely plausible that the Davidic 

covenant is alluded to and the One by whom its unconditional blessings are to be 

dispensed. 



TannehiII admits to syntactic and structural uncertainties in this "poetic quotation" 

(1986: 61); yet he does see some order as he cites the chiastic strudure observed by H. 

J. l3. Combrink (Tannehill, 1986: 61). Tannehill improves on this by emphasizing that 

the, "chiastic relation between the lines which refer to "release (aphesis)" is clearer than 

the relation between the lines which precede and follow them. Perhaps we should 

emphasize instead that certain words and grammatical forms are repeated with a 

rhythmical effect at the beginning and end of short phrases." (1 986: 6 1). 

Tannehill provides the fdlowing diagram (1986: 62), 

Spirit of the Lord is upon me, 
Because he anointed me; 

To preach good news to the poor he has sent me, 
To proclaim to the captives release 

And to the blind new sight, 
To send forth the broken in release, 
T o  proclaim the Lord's acceptable year. 

Here the structure highlights the anointing of Jesus and his numinous ministry. 

Thus, in Jesus' preaching, three covenants are aligned: the Abrahamic, the Davidic and 

the Isaianic eternal covenants. They are interrelated via their respective hlfilment in 

Jesus and his ministry. Jesus is the anointed Servant-Herald of Isaiah, the Davidic 

Messiah-Kjns empowered to dispense the blessings o f  salvation to Jews and Gentiles in 

universal scope. These blessings transcend temporal end finite boundaries, as the 

allusion to  the Isaianic eternal covenant in Jesus implies. Throughout, divine 

rnonergism characterizes the unconditional promise blessings of the covenant idea. 

5.1.6 Luke 13:10-17. The Healing of a Crippled Woman on the Sabbath 

"'%ut the leader of the synagogue, indignant because Jesus had cured on the Sabbath, kept 

saying to the crowd, 'There are six days on which work ought to be done; cbme on those days 

and be cured, and not on the Sabbath day.' '"ut the Lord answered him and said, 'You 

hypocrites! Does not each of you on the Sabbath untie his ox or his donkey from the manger, 

and lead it ahay to give it water? l6 And ought not this woman, a daughter of Abraham whom 

Satan bound for eighteen long years, be set free from this bondage on the Sabbath day?' " 

The Greek text reads, "'' taufan de thugurera Abraam ousan h2n eb2sen ho Saiams idotr deko 

kai okra el& mk edei lurhL?nni a p  tau desmou loutou rii h6merai forr subbatou" 



Textual and literary considerations: 

The reference to  Abraham s u a e s t s  the possibility of a covenant allusion. The passage 

contains minor textual variations only. There is nothing particularly striking. This 

combination of 'miracIe-story' and 'prononcement-story' (Fitzmyer, l W ( 2 ) :  101 I), 

which is "peculiar to Lk., and is an independent story" (Marshall, 1978: 556), appears to 

be structurally and theologically dependent on the whote of the chapter (Shirock, 1993: 

16). In addition, John Nolland avers that, 13: 10-35 and 14: 1-35 are in, "sequential 

parallelism'" 1993: 2.721). 

R. J. Shirock observes the following chiastic structure in chapter 13 (1993: 16): 

Of notable interest i s  the parallel between I3 and 81: the healing of the crippled woman; 

and the parable of the narrow door. Imporlantly, both these pericapae are identified as  

implicit references to the covenant. Shirock finds salient parallels in the following 

imagery: "Two Authority Figures and Their Words"; "Enter Through the Narrow 

Door"; "Reversal of  Fortunes"; "Abraham's True Children"; and "Rejoicing and 

Bitterness" (1993: 22-23). 

In verse 16, Jesus is arguing, using one of the rules of rabbinic midrash, gal wiihdmer, 

arguing from the "light instance to the more grave" (Fitzmyer, 1985: 10 1 1-1 12). 

The qualification, "daughter of  Abraham" suggests that the woman, pnetra echousa 

asfheneias, is not just privileged to the invitation to  God's salvation but also to the 

actual blessinss promised Abraham. R C. Tannehill (1 996: 2 1 S), referencing solely 

Turid Karlsen Seim's me Dmr bIe Message: P atterm of Gender in Luke-Ach, relates 

that the term "daughter of Abraham" is uncommon, yet is in a place of emphasis in the 

Greek construction, and though the woman was "robbed of her rights as a member of 

the covenant people" because of  her unclean condition, "the promise to Abraham will 

be realized only through social upheaval, which includes reinstating people like the bent 

woman and Zacchaeus as participants in the promise" (19%: 219). Abraham, 

asseverates Tannehill, again referring to Seim, "represents the originating covenant and 

promise given to the Jewish people" (1996: 218). Zacchaeus was a parficipant in the 



promise, son of  Abraham, based on his actions issuing from repentance in submission to 

the Lord and His will, a s  will be demonstrated later. Can the same be said for the 

Crippled Woman? The impetus of the teaching miracle resides in Christ's Sabbath 

argument. 

Interestingly, the eschatoIogica1 salvation prefigured by the Sabbath is brought into 

subordinate relation to  the Abrahamic promise implied. The healing occurs in the 

context of the Sabbath, that is, according to Mosaic Law. Yet, the basis of the healing is 

founded solely on God's unconditional mercy characterizing the Abrahamic covenant. 

The Sabbath blessings are released on the basis of the realization of the unconditional 

promises of the Abrahamic covenant. Jesus bestows blessing on those who are 

disqualified by a society governed by adherence to the bilateral conditions of the 

Mosaic Law; He makes accessible Sabbath blessings by appealing to the prominence of 

the unilateral aspect of the Abrahamic covenant. The story illustrates that the bilateral 

aspect of the covenant idea is subordinate to the preeminent unilateral and 

unconditional aspect of the covenant idea. Divine condescension exemplified in the 

Abrahamic covenant is what the Mosaic covenant seems to be founded upon. 

5.1.7 Luke 13:22-30. The Parable of the Narrow Door 

"" There will be weeping and gnashing of teeth when you see Abraham and Isaac and Jacob 

and all the prophets in the kingdarn of God, and you yourselves thrown out. Then people will 

come from east and west, from north and south, and will eat in the kingdom of God." 

The Greek text in question reads, "2*ekei estai ho klauthmos kai ho b m g m  h3n dontdn hotan 

opsCsthe Abroam hi Isoak hi laMb hi puntas tous propMtas en rCf  basileiai tou theou humus 

de ekballomenous ex8 " 

Textual and literary considerations: 

Again, primarily, reference to  Abraham followed by reference to an universal invitation 

elicits the covenant concept. It should be noted that in verse 25, according to Marshall, 

those gathered outside the house address, "the master as kurie" (1978: 566), which 

Nestle & Aland (1993: 207) reports is repeated a second time by the following 

witnesses: A, D, W, 43, Y, 070, 0303,f13, Majority text, it, syc*p+h, bop. The double 

vocative is a distinctly Lukan trait (Marshall, 1978: 566). In verse 26, Nestle & AIand 

(1993: 207) point out that the crowd again addresses Christ h i e  in the D manuscript. 

Marshall notes the folIowing textual variation in verse 27, " h k e  has the third person 

75 



form, as in v. 25, whereas Matthew makes the identification of  Jesus with the Son of 

man explicit by letting Jesus speak in the first person.. . The text is uncertain. UBS has 

leg& humin with p'5c, B, pc; leg8 himin is read by p75*, A, D, W, 0, pl, TR; Diglot; 

am& leg8 hrinlin by  sy'; and humin by K, lat, $, cop." (1978: 566). The response is 

equally unclear. According to Nestle & Aland (1993: 207), d5, B, L, 070, 1241, 2542, 

pc, b, $, i, 1, all read mk oiahpothen esk, while, K, A, W, B, ~ , f ' ~ ,  Majority text, 

!at, sy, 2 C1, Or, Did, all include humin. Marshall posits the question as to whether the 

inclusion arose "from conflation with the reading midepote eifon htrmas @ e)..," 

(1978: 567). Interestingly, t h o u ~ h  less significantly, in verse 28 the textual witnesses 

69, pc, sf omit the phrase, "and you yolirselves lhrown  MI^' (Nestle & Aland, 1993: 

207). 

The discussion of these variants carries some bearing, in that they draw into focus the 

question o f  the identity o f  the Lord of the house and the rejected standing outside, as 

well as the basis of favourable relation with the kurie. R. H. Stein states: "The implicit 

Christology found in this passage should not be missed" (1992: 381). Tannehill notes 

that, "The grammatical structure of verse 25 is awkward in the Greek. It is possible that 

most of verse 25 is actually part o f  the last sentence of  verse 24 ..." (1996: 222). 

John Nolland prefaces his commentary on Luke 13: 10-1 4:35 by stating that the section 

is comprised of "two sets of units set in sequential parallelism (13:lO-35; 14:I-35)" 

(1993: 721). He, therefore, comments on the parable: 

In the parallelism that structures the section 13: 10-14:35, the present 

unit corresponds with the parable of 14: 15-24 (the link has been 

recognized in different ways by Mussner, TTZ 65 [I9561 140-141; 

Dupont, Sciences Eccidsiastiques 19 [I9671 159). It is linked to the 

preceding parables by the kingdom of God language and by an interest 

in its full eschatological manifestation.. . (1 993(2):732). 

Luke 14:15-24 is the parable of the Great Supper. This parallelism is in addition to the 

chiastic structure observed within chapter 13, as noted above in the episode of the 

healing of the Crippled Woman (Shirock, 1993: 16). According to Shirock's observed 

fiamework, Jerusalem, Abrahamic descent, and the Kingdom are drawn into relation 

based on covenant identity/membership. Chapter 13 focuses on the nature of the growth 

of the kingdom, while chapter 14:l-24 focuses on the eschatological kingdom in its 



fi~llness, contrasted with the expression of social order at a feast hosted by a Pharisee. 

This distinguishing emphasis found in chapter 13, that is covenant membership as a 

function of kingdom's growth (demonstrated by the Healing of the Crippled Woman 

and the Parable of the Narrow Door), may account for the allusion to the covenant idea 

in reference to Abraham and the promise. 

Verse 29 of the parable alludes to the Old Testament texts promising the "regathering of 

scattered Israel in the time of salvation (cE Ps 107:2-3; Isa 1 1: 1 1-1 2; 4356).  It is 

possible that the narrator reinterprets these promises to apply to Gentiles.. . Perhaps the 

people of Luke 13:29 are both restored Israel and the Gentiles who will accompany 

Jews into the kingdom of God" (Tannehill, 1996: 223). Marshall (1978: 568) identifies 

the following Old Testament texts behind verse 29 as Malachi 1:11, Zechariah 8:7, 

Isaiah 59: 19. T. W. Manson (1961: 125) identifies lsaiah 49:12 and Malachi 1:11 

behind the verse. Nolland (1993(2): 735) sees the allusion to Psalm 107:3, Isaiah 43:5- 

6, and especially Isaiah 49: 12 and Jeremiah 3: 18. 

E. E, Ellis (1974: 188) observes that the parable contains a four part division: "the initial 

question and answer (22-24), an appended prophecy allegory (25-27) and judgment 

scene oracle (28f.), a concluding saying (30)." The reference to Abraham, patriarchs 

and the prophets falls within the judgement scene oracle, Though the Lord gives 

unambiguous negative reasons for His rejection of those outside - "I do not know 

where you come from; go away from me, all you evildoers!"- in verse 27 and also 25, it 

is the judgment scene oracle which provides the positive basis of those the Lord 

receives. The Lord associates those who take their places at the feast with the 

patriarchs and prophets, in direct apposition to the wicked. Marshall comments "...that 

lack of righteousness excludes men from the heavenly banquet" (1978: 567). The 

welcome banquet guests are of the same constitutive fabric as the patriarchs and 

prophets, their common dependent status in covenantal relation to God. The multi- 

national demog~aphic of the banquet attendees, signals universality traceable to the 

covenant promise made to the patriarch Abraham. Interestingly, verse 29, the phrase, 

"Then people will come from east and west, from north and south," alludes also as 

Marshall (1978:568) has pointed out to Isaiah 59: 19, which holds significant parallels to 

this parable. Isaiah 59' speaks of the condemning iniquities of God's people and the 

necessity of His unilateral, intervening justice and salvation in judgment. Those from 

the west and east will fear God for His justice and mercy, and those, particularly in 



Jacob, who repent will participate in a new eternal covenant of  sorts, And he will 

come t o  Zion as  Redeemer, to those in Jacob who turn fiom transgression, says the 

LORD. " And a for me, this is my covenant with them, says the LORD: my spirit that 

is upon you, and my words that I have put in your mouth, shall not depart out of your 

mouth, o r  out of the mouths of your children, or  out of the mouths of your children's 

children, says the LORD, fiom now on and forever." This suggests that those seated at 

the Feast are there by grace, by unconditional and uniiateral divine initiative which has 

been apprehended by the r i~hteous  entering the narrow door, Importantly, this initiative 

does not seem to be based on physical descent. 

5.1.8 Luke 16:1931. The Rich Man and Lazarus 

"*' HC called out, "Father Abraham, have mercy on me, and send Lazarus to dip the tip of his 
29 finger in water and cool my tongue; for I am in agony in these flames.". . . Abraham replied, 

'They have Moses and the prophets; they should listen to them." " He said, "No, father 

Abraham; but if someone goes to them from the dead, they will repent." 3L He said to him, "If 

they do not listen to Muses and the prophets, neither will they be convinced even if someone 

rises fiom the dead."" 

The Greek text reads, kai autos phh8sas eipen Parer Abraam ete2son me h i  pempson 

Lazaron him bapsEi to akron t m  dnktulozr autou huhros kai karapsuxZi r6n gtdssan mou hori 

odrcnamai ert tZl phZogi laurCi" 

Textual and literary considerations: 

The covenant idea is alluded to in reference t o  Abraham as  the one providing comfort in 

mercy and ultimate salvation to Lazarus. 

Nestle & Aland (1993: 214) note that the manuscript and version I> and (sy3 make 

clear, beginning in verse 19, that Jesus is speaking aparabolt%, The rich man is given 

the Following name in p75 and (sa) as Neues (Nestle & Aland, 1993: 214). This 

reference, Marshall maintains, is a "haplography of the longer form NiveuBs, as attested 

by sa, and no doubt crept into the Greek text from the Sahidic tradition" (1978: 634). In 

verse 23, the witnesses D, O, /, 221 1 and it, add that Lazarus is "resting upon", 

mapomenon ,  or on the bosom of  Abraham (Nestle & AIand, 1993: 21 5). Other 

discrepancies seem to  be of a minor nature. 



PIummer (1910: 390) states that the parable divides into two scenes, "one on earth (19- 

22) and the other in Hades (23-3 1)". Stein also divides the parable into two parts; 

however, his division follows Lukan theological propensities not literary demarcations: 

the first part is comprised of verses 19 to 26, and the second fiom verse 27 to3 1 (1992: 

426-427). 

Fulfilled covenant blessings are embodied in the heavenly figure of Abraham. This 

organization of  references to Abraham is found in the second section as defined by 

Plummer (1910: 390). the setting in the afterlife. The basic patriarchal covenant is seen 

in terms of promise-fulfilment. W e t h e r  cunditionality or  unconditionality qualifies the 

promissory nature of the blessings offered the true descendents of Abraham, as regards 

Lazarus', is not clear fiom the text. He was a marginalized unclean beggar who 

received bad things in his earthly life. However, the narrative via comparison and 

contrast focuses mainly on the certain rich man and his exclusion. In his case, he calls 

Abraham "father" twice, indicating his Jewish physical descent. Yet by his abuse of 

material gain and treatment of the marginalized (cf: 2 Samuel 9 7 - 8 )  he disqualifies 

himself from the Abrahamic covenant blessings, that is, in the life t o  come. R. C. 

Trench goes as  far as to say the rich man's plight stems fundamentally From of his 

unbelief in God and in His word (1910: 456-457). One intention is for certain, for Luke 

the covenant promise t o  Abraham seems also to receive hlfilment not exclusiveIy in an 

earthly context, be it physically, socially o r  economically, but in this parable in an 

ultimately spiritual dimension of salvation. 

5.1.9 Luke 18:35-43. Blind Beggar Reetives His Sight 

*" AS he approached Jericho, a blind man was sitting by the roadside begging. 36 When he 

heard a crowd going by, be asked what was happening. " They told him, "Jcsus of Nazareth is 

passing by." Then he shouted, "Jesus, Son of David, have mercy on me!" " Those who were 

in front sternly ordered him to be quiet; but he shouted even more loudly, "Son of David, have 

mercy on me!"" 

The Greek text reads, "" hi eboesen legan l&ou ht~ie dauid ele8son me kai hoi prmgonles 

eperimdn aritdi hlna si@& autos de pdli3i mallon ekrazen Huie L h i d  ele&son me" 



Textual and literary considerations: 

Just a few textual items warrant attention. In verse 39, the blind beggar calls out to 

Jesus a second time, h i e  h i d ,  D has him, while h'(*),f'.13 and a few others which 

differ from the Majority text seem t o  repeat I8sm h i e ,  from verse 38 (Nestle & Aland, 

1993: 221). Marshall offers the following significant comment on verse 41: "... theleis 

is syntactically parenthetical (EID 46s2), but may be better to regard the construction as  

due to the omission of him beforepoiks6 (9:54). The question is designed to elicit faith 

rather than to  gain information, since it is clear enough what the blind man wants" 

(1978; 694). 

The narrative is clearly directed by the blind man's cries for mercy and Jesus' response 

in bestowing salvation, The healing o f  the blind man turns upon his faith in Jesus as the 

Son of David (Fitzmyer, 1985(2): 1214). J. Nolland states: "We are clearly meant t o  

take "Son of David" as  a royal messianic designation" (1 993(3): 900). "In thus healing 

the man, Jesus implicitly affirms that he is the Son of David, In ~ i v i n g  sight to the 

blind, he fi~lfils what was said of  him earlier (4: 18; 7:22, with allusion to Isa 61:I)" 

(Fitzmyer, 1985(2):1214). This is an interesting combination. Jesus, as David's 

legitimate descendent and heir, has claim to the covenant promises; however, as regal 

messiah, he also has the power to dispense the covenant blessings. Unconditional 

mercy is shown the marginalized blind beggar; however, faith in this unconditional 

mercy is a necessary prerequisite to enjoy the salvation of God. 

5.1.10 Luke 19: 1-10 Jesus and Zacchaeus 

"' When Jesus came to the place, he looked up and said to him, "Zacchaeus, hurry and come 

down; for I must stay at your house today," ' Sa he hurried dom and H a s  happy to welcome 

him. All who saw it began to grumble and said, "He has gone to be the guest of one who is a 
# sinner." Zacchaeus stood here and said to the Lord, "Look, half of my possessions, Lord, I 

will give to the poor; and if I have defrauded anyone of anything, 1 will pay back four times as 

much." Then Jesus said to him, "Today salvation has come to this hause, because he too is a 

son of Abraham. '* For the Son of Man came to seek out a d  to save the Tost."" 

The Greek text reads, "9 eipen de pros cnrfon /ha] Idsous hoti S8meron sdf&ria tdi oikdi tourdi 

egenefo karhoti kai autos htrios Abraam [eslin.] lo tithen gar ho hdos tou anrhvlJpar z8!Esai kaf 

s&ai !o apoldlos" 



Textual and literary considerations: 

Reference to Zacchaeus as a covenant member, son of Abraham, seems to imply its 

concept. 

Textual divergence of a substantial: character is largely absent. The only serious textual 

note comes in verse 8. Nestle & Aland (1993: 222) report that the textual witnesses B, 

('1424). pc leave out fois whilst A, W, f", Majority text and lfM change the word order 

to did6mi toispfdkAois. 

There is the question of the meaning of diddrni and apodiddmi in verse 8. Discussion 

revolves around Zacchaeus' intention, that is, whether he expressed repentance or in the 

face of stereotype was he defending his piety by making an apologia. This has direct 

bearing on the meaning of Christ's reference to Zacchaeus as a "son of Abraham" as it 

is found in the context of verses 9 and 10. The question of covenant membership and 

participation is thereby thrust to the fore. Dennis Hamm (1988: 432- 433) surveys the 

minority of scholarship, which holds that Zacchaeus was defending his piety against the 

stereotype of the taxholl collector, and lists the main proponents as F. Godet, R White 

and J. A. Fitzmyer. These exponents state that neither d;d&mi nor apodidarni should be 

understood as a hturist present, but that in the narrative these words express customary 

behaviour; furthermore, these representatives also assert that the narrative is not clear 

that Zacchaeus was, "...in fact a 'sinner' who repents, for Jesus makes no reference to 

Zacchaeus' faith (cp. 750; 8:48), repentance or conversion (cp. 15:7, 10) or 

discipleship." Hamm (1988: 436) argues correctly that the narrative needs to be seen 

within "the larger context of Luke's story line" and within the framework of the Lukan 

theological program (1988: 435-437). Even if one takes into consideration the loose 

parallels between the hospitality of Zacchaeus and that of Abraham and Rahab, as 

observed by A. C. Mitchell (1990: 153-176), in addition to good works of alms giving 

and restitution as a basis of Zacchaeus' Abrahamic sonship, and therefore, apologia, 

precedent has already been set by John the Baptist's definition of the true children of 

Abraham in Luke 3:3-14, which is proved by fruits of repentance (Hamm, 1991 : 248). 

To this may be added that the very nature of the ofice of tax/ toll collector in itself, 

aside from conduct, meant uncleanliness for pious Jews. Among other things, A. 

Edersheirn states the position of tax/ toll collector itself was unlawful to the pious Jew, 

as it was in ptinciple a capitulation to foreign rule (1886(1): 515). Precisely what 

Deuteronomy 17: 15 forbids: "...One of your own community you may set as king over 



you; you are not permitted to put a foreigner over you.. ." The very ofice and duties of 

tax/ toll collector seemed to undermine the basis of what constituted true piety, 

consecration to Yahweh. These above-mentioned considerations, and others not 

mentioned here (Hamrn, 1988: 43 1-437; Hamm, 1991 : 249-252), seem to favour the 

interpretation of Zacchaeus' pronouncement not as apologia but a repentant man's 

resolve. 

The Abrahamic covenant and its promised blessings of mercy arc undoubtedly in view 

in this pericope. Zacchaeus, as a descendent of Abraham, has also a right to seek 

promised covenant blessings. Alongside this underlying thought Jesus affirms the 

virtue of Zacchaeus' repentant conduct. Although the intent of didami and apcxiidd;mi is 

not clear, it would appear that a life in keeping with repentant conduct - the response to 

mercy, rather than good deeds in themselves - is definitive to covenant membership. 

Zacchaeus, in repentance, casts himself on the unilateral mercy of God, to which Jesus 

responds by legitimizing his entitlement to promised covenant blessings by announcing 

their dispensation. 

5.1.11 Luke 20: 41-44: The Question of the Son of David / The Davidssahnfruge 

"" Then he said to them, "How can they say that the Messiah is David's son? " For David 

himself says in the book of Psalms, The Lord said to my Lord, "Sit at my right hand, " until I 

make your encmies your footstool.'" 45 David thus calls him Lord; so how can he be his son?"" 

The Greek text reads, "" Eipen de pros artrous Pds legousin ton Khrfsfon e jnd  Dauid hion; 42 

autos gar m i d  legei en bibldi psalmdn Ejpen brrias !fii kuridi mow Knrhou ek dexidn mar 43 

heds an thd tous ekhfhrous sou hpupodIon Idn poddn sou " Dauid o m  arrtan hrrlon kalei kar 

pds mrtm hubs estin; " 

Textual and literary considerations: 

The reason for the inclusion of this pericope rests upon intertextual considerations, as 

Jesus quotes from Psalm 1 10. Of particularly interest is the Psalm's fourth verse: "The 

LORD has sworn and will not change his mind, "You are a priest forever according to 

the order of Melchizedek."". The first part of the verse in the LXX reads, Vmosen 

kurios kai ou melamel&h&e&d'. God has sworn, omnunai, an oath, orbs. Christopher 

J. Baker (1991: 33) quoting D. McCarthy, states: "'To swear' taken by itself is enough 

to imply a covenant." Interestingly, among the Gospel writers only Luke refers to God 

having sworn an oath to Abraham, the fathers and David, and only Luke demonstrates 



an awareness and an understanding of the implication of the unconditional and 

unilateral aspect of the covenant (Luke 1173 and Acts 2:30). God's oath in Psalm 110 

seems to be the basis for the promises of universal victory and dominion in the Psalm. 

This observation posits the question: does Luke have in view the context of this Psalm 

from which Christ quotes the first verse? In addition to C. H. Dodd's argument for the 

DT quotation method which unlocks the context of the passage, there are a number of 

internal and external factors which should provide a basis for fkrther consideration of 

the context of Psalm 1 10; specificallyy verse four as it functions in Luke's presentation 

of the covenant idea. 

To begin with, Howard Clark Kee (2003: 188) in his article examining the Christology 

of Mark's Gospel, looks at Mark's parallel account of the Dcn~ia5sMage in its 

relation to the New Testament and affords the following insight: "Although the term 

'anointed' does not appear in Psalm I 10, it is widely and rightly regarded as a Royal 

Psalm, in which the continuity of the Davidic line, ruling as God's vice-regents, is 

affirmed. As such, it is widely quoted or alluded to in the New Testament (e g., Mark 

1 2:36 and parallels; Acts 234-35; f Cor. 1 5:Z ;  Eph. 1 20; Col. 3 : I ; and Heb. 1 :3). But 

as verse 4 of this psalm tells us, and as Hebrews 8:l and 10: 12 reminds us, the role that 

is being discharged is not only that of ruler (verse 2- "rule", "sceptre") but also that of 

"priest forever, after the order of Melchizedek," the king-priest." 

Kee's reflection seems to apply also in Luke's case. Probing internally, chapter 20 of 

Luke's Gospel needs to be examined. The explicit question - demanding that Jesus 

reveal by what authority he preached and taught in the temple courts, that is, what is the 

basis of his relation to the temple proper and its cult - is raised by the contingent from 

the Sanhedrin. They ask (Luke 202): ''Tell us, by what authority arc you doing these 

things? Who is it who gave you this authority?'The ensuing discourses and 

argumentation in the chapter present Christ not only as the natural and divine heir to the 

Davidic throne but also, as the king-priest Messiah. The following inner-biblical 

fragments of evidence need be surveyed. 



The patriarchal account of the meeting of Abraham and Melc hizedek (Genesis 14: 17- 

20) stands behind the fourth verse of the psalm. Gerhard von Rad unravels what he sees 

as the meaning of the account that 

... attempts to connect Abraham with the location of the Davidic 

throne, the existence of which the narrative takes for granted; for 

Melchizcdek, according to the sacred courtly view, was the type, i.e., 

the prototype and precursor of the Davidic djmasty (Ps. 110). in the 

insistence of our narrative that Abraham gave him a tithe we see 

Abraham bowing before the one who is holding the place for the hture 

anointed one ( 1  972: 180,18 1). 

Von Rad continues, "Obviously our chapter, through Melchizedek's blessing and his 

own tithe, makes Abraham mysteriously open to that salvation which God would later 

unite with David's throne in Nathan's prophecy" (1 972: 18 1). 

The quotation of Psalm 110, in the context of Luke 20, appears via intertextuality to 

align the Davidic, Abrahamic covenants and, by virtue of Christ's incorruptibility, the 

Melchizedek priesthood behind which clings the Levitical covenant (Numbers 25; 13; 

Nehemiah 1329; Jeremiah 33:21). This alignment is possible under the vault of the 

"character of the Messiah'' (Marshall, 1978: 744). This observation is, however, only 

seminally apprehensible. Luke's knowledge of the covenant based king-priest role of 

Jesus is further ascertained by examining other references to Psalm 110 and the king- 

priest role principle alongside Luke 20:4 1-44: namely, Peter's quotation of this psalm in 

Acts 2:34-35, and Pad's parallel speech in Pisidian Antioch in Acts 1332-39. Luke 

seems to develop the king-priest function of the Christ. In Paul's speech Christ is 

David's heir, hlfilling the covenant promise as incorruptible Lord and so dispensing the 

"holy promises made to David", performing the priestly function in the "forgiveness of 

sins" (Acts 13:38); and as Paul states, "by this Jesus everyone who believes is set free 

from all those sins from which you could not be freed by the law of Moses" (Acts 

13:39). 

External evidence also suggests consideration of the oath/ implied covenantal backdrop 

of Psalm 1 10, specifically the king-priest character of the Messiah, can be drawn from 

Judaic studies on the Messiah. Owing to Ben Sirtl's disinterest in eschatology, he "has 

no interest in a Davidic Messiah" (Collins, 2003: 98). Sirach views the Aaronic 



covenant as superior to the Davidic and sees, "the High Priest Simon as the main 

mediator of God's blessings in his own time (5011-21)" (Collins, 2003: 98). The 

Sibylline Oracles, the apocalypses lack an interest in the Davidic Messiah or restoration 

of the Davidic line (Collins, 2003: 98-101). John J. Collins states that the author of 1 

Maccabees is not interested in the Davidic line either because, "He views the 

Hasmoneans as adequate agents of salvation" (2003: 103). However, "Expectation of a 

Davidic Messiah emerges vigorously in the Qumran scrolls, often in the context of a 

dual expectation of messiahs of Aaron and Israel." (Collins, 2003: 104-105). Collins 

postulates, "The notion of two messiahs, with the priest in the primary role, derives 

from the structure of the postexilic community, attested by Zechariah 1-6" (2003: 105). 

A possible degree of Judaic influence on Luke in this area should not be disqualified 

entirely. 

The text itself contains largely no significant variation that affects the import of the text. 

The structure of the passage is simple, beginning with a question about the basis of the 

identity of the Christ as David's son, followed by the quotation of Psalm 110: 1 and 

ending with another rhetorical question clarifying the identity of the Christ as exalted 

Lord. 

The passage pushes past the physical Davidic descent of Jesus via Psalm 110: 1 to a 

question of "messianology" (Marshall, 1978: 744). Reading the psalm in context, the 

basis of the Christ's Lordship is the unilateral oath of God in exalting the Christ as King 

and eternal Priest. The authority of Jesus in the context of the narrative stems from 

unilateral rnonergistic divine oath between not God and his people but God and his 

Christ, 

5.2 IMPLICIT REFERENCES IN TEIE ACTS OF THE APOSTLES 

5.2.1 Acts 2: 14-47. Peter's Speech at Pentecost 

".. .s "FelIoow Israelites, I may say to you confidently of our ancestor David that he both died 

and was buried, and his tomb is with us (o this day. " Since he wag a prophet, he knew that God 

bad swam with an oath to him that Re w n ~ l d  put one of his descendants on his throne. 31 

Foreseeing this, b a d  spoke of ~e resurrection of the Messiah, saying, 'He was not abandoned 

to Hades, nor did his flesh experience corruption.' " This Jesus God raised up, and of that all of 
33 us are witnesses. Being therefore exalted at the right hand of God, and having receivcd from 



the Father the promise of the Holy Spirit, he has poured out this that you both see and hear. 34 

For David did not ascend into the heavens, but he himself says, The Lord said to my Lord, "Sit 

at my right hand, 3s until I make your enemies your footstool."' 36 Therefore let the entire house 

of Israel know with certainty that God has made him both Lord and Messiah, this Jesus whom 

you crucified.". ,. " 

The Greek text reads, '" prophEtCs oun huparMdn Raf eidas hoti horkdi bmosen auMi ho 

thsos ek karpou t t s  osphuos autou kuthisai epi ton thronon autodl 

Textual and litera y considerations: 

The text is extensive and only relevant textual issues can be noted. Focusing on verse 

30, there are two places ofvariation due to the "unusual constmction" (Bruce, 1984: 94) 

of the lanwage. According to Nestle & Aland (1993: 325), instead of karpou ti3 

osph~os miow, D substitutes karbias, while a few manuscripts which differ from the 

Majority text, gig, p, r, sf and I? substitute koilius. The other incident is an addition. 

The witnesses E, 323, 1739, 1891 and a few manuscripts which differ from the Majority 

text add unast2sai ion khriston, whilst D*, (36 pc) mae preface anasi~sai with kda 

sarkrr, and Y (33) Majority text, syh and Origen preface with to Raia sarku (Nestle & 

Aland, 1993: 325). F. F. Bruce comments on the awkward construction of the Greek: 

"The phrase ek ka rpm is treated as a noun and made tRe object of kaihisai ... The 

unusual construction gave rise to  various expansions ... D may be a corruption of an 

original 6 reading koilias, an assimilation to LXX" (1984: 94). Barren adds, "I) and 

others add (to) kura sarka. Cf. Rum. 1:3; the question is raised whether the Western 

editor was familiar with the Pauline epistles ..." (1998: 1.148). 

The quotation of the Old Testament deserves some attention. Peter quotes Joel 3: 1-5a 

and according to D. L. Bock (1987: 163) there are seven distinct 

... textual changes from the LXX, two had a clear d signscant 

theological motive ... one definitely did not have a clear stylistic of 

theological purpose.. . and four probably did not have a significant 

thealogical motivation but were stylistic in character.. . This mixture 

of changes suggests that Luke is not responsible for this quotation as a 

whole unit. Luke's text, therefore, shows clear signs of being 

traditional in origin. 



Joel 3 is heavily ChristoIogical in that the passage is used as "a declaration of the 

messianic work of Jesus in his dispensing of the Spirit" (Bock, 1987: 167). Verse 30, 

which according to Bock makes reference to Psalm 132: 11, is alluded to in ordei to 

support the "novel exegesis"~ock, 1987: 177) of Psalm 16, in that David, "...looks to 

declare the revelation of God knowing that God made a covenant promise to him of a 

descendant to sit on his throne (v. 30a). Therefore he speaks prophetically of the bodily 

resurrection not of himself, as his grave shows but of Christ.. ." (1987: 177, 169). M. L. 

Strauss (1995: 138) also sees the intent of Luke in verse 30 of Peter's speech: "Luke 

interprets Psalm 16 in light of God's promise to David. The resurrection and (by 

implication) the death of the Christ were predicted in Ps. 16:s-11 and are part of the 

fblfilment of the promise to seat one of David's descendants on his throne." 

It is generally agreed that the speech itself is divided into two parts (Soards, 1994: 32; 

Strauss, 1995: 133; Talbert, 1997:44; Barrett, 1998: 132; Witherington, 1-8: 139). 

According to Soards (1994: 32), the evident structure is as follows, including Peter's 

response to the crowd's question: 

1.0 Peter's Refutation of the Crowd's Conclusions (w, 14-21) 
1 . 1  Opening Address (v. 14) 
I .2 Explanation of the Situation (w. 15-1 6) 
1.3 Citation of the Prophet Joel (w .  17-21) 

2.0 Peter's Evolving Christologial Argument (w. 22-36) 
2.1 lnitial Remarks (w. 22-28) 

2.1.1 Second Address (v. 22a) 
2.1.2 Christological Kerygma (vv, 22b-24) 
2. I . 3  Correlated Scriptural Argument (w. 25-28) 

2.2 Peter's Explanation of the Evidence (w. 29-36) 
2.2.1 Third Address (v. 29a) 
2.2.2 Exegesis of Previous Scripture Citation (vv. 29b-3 1) 
2.2.3 Christological Kerygma ( w .  32-33) 
2.2.4 Exegesis and Another Quotation (vv. 34-35) 
2.2.5 Explicit Kerygma and Accusation (v. 36) 

3.0 Directions and Promises to the Crowd (w. 38-39) 
3.1 Call to Repentance and Baptism (v. 38a) 
3,2 Promise of the Holy Spirit (v, 38b) 
3.3 Explanation of the Promise (v. 39) 

4.0 Final Exhortation (v. 40b) 

With a rather high level of certainty it may be said that the Davidic covenant and 

promise (2 Samuel 7:IZ-16) seems to be alhded to in God's confirmatory oath in 

section 2.2.2 the "Exegesis of Previous Scripture Citation" (Soards, 1994: 32). 



Witherington (1 998: 146) states that verse 30 "involves an allusion to Psalm 132: 1 1fT 

(13t LXX), where we find the reference to God swearing to place one of David's 

descendants on the throne (cf 2 Samuel 7:12-16)". Essentially, whether Psalm 132, or 

2 Samuel 7, or both are in view does not detract from the fact that God's promise by 

oath which is freighted by the covenant idea is at the heart of the verse. 

Witherington (1 998: 146) states that Psalm 132: 1 I f f  ". . .was clearly used at Qumran in a 

messianic way (see 4QFlor 1:7-13), and thus what is distinctive about Peter's use is that 

it is applied to a specific, known historical figure of the recent past - Jesus of Nazareth". 

As regards verse 30, Haenchen (1971: 182) makes an important structural observation: 

"God grants the prophet an insight into the future; hence proid6n kt!. in vs. 3 1 fought 

properly to follow here. But another thought intervenes: God has solemnly sworn to 

David that one of his descendants should sit upon his - God's -thronen. Soards (1994: 

35) notes Haenchen's observation, ". . .one naturally expects the prophecy of w. 3 1-32 

to follow immediately; but instead the thought concerning the promise to David of an 

heir on  the throne intervenes". This exegetical interjection adds logical clarity to the 

speech by identifying the Davidic covenant, referred to as God's promise by oath, as the 

foundational reason for Jesus' resurrection. The prophecy of Jesus' resurrection is 

prompted by the Divine promise to David. In addition, Peter's quotation of Psalm 110 

verse 1, which is a Royal Psalm that explains the king-priest exaltation and authority of 

Jesus, may also convey the significant covenantal overtone of the Psalm. Psalm I 10 has 

been dealt with in the prior section 2.4.1.11, Luke 20:41-44, entitled the 

Dm,idssohnfi.age. 

The possibility of Judaic influence behind the Petrine Pentecost speech deserves 

attention via R. F. OToole's commentary on Mosaic allusions: "Although Luke 

doubtless intends to relate the Christian Pentecost to that of the Jews, nonetheless, his 

account of Pentecost does not include a single verifiable reference to the Sinai covenant, 

nor does the Jewish law play any part in his account of the event" (1983: 246) By 

suggesting a connection to Psalm 67 LXX, some scholars advocate a reference to Moses 

and Sinai in 233, "Being therefore exalted at the right hand of God, and having 

received from the Father the promise ofthe Holy Spirit, he has poured out this that you 

both see and hear" (O'Toole, 1983: 246). O'Toole cites W. L. b o x :  



He points out that Psalm 67 is a psalm for Pentecost in the modern 

Jewish prayerbook and that rabbinical exegesis of this psalm saw 

Moses taken up into heaven to receive the Torah. The angels resist 

Moses. However, undcr God's instruction, Moses points to Exod 22:2 

and convinces the angels that the torah was not meant for them but for 

mankind. So Moses, having ascended, won the torah and brought it 

back as a gift for the human race [1983: 247). 

The Christian application of Psalm 67 is that "Jesus, who, having been exalted to the 

right hand of God, received from the Father the promised Spirit and poured it out on the 

apostles. Thus, in Acts 2 3 3  Jesus stands in the place of Moses and the Holy Spirit in 

the place of the Law" (O'Toole, 1983: 247). O'Toole believes that scholars arguing for 

Judaic influence of Psalm 67 on Acts 2:33 have a weak case because, "It is not 

necessary to postulate a reference to Psalm 67 to establish a logical connection between 

Acts 2:32 and 2:33. Secondly, the Greek words common to Ps 67: 1%' Acts 2.33 and 

Eph 4:8 demonstrate very little" (1983: 247). The notion of Mosaic reference in verse 

33 seems attractive, yet the very context of the Pentecost speech tends to slow any 

progress made down this avenue of thinking. O'Toole postulates that Psalm 88 LXX is, 

"the most probable source for hpsaiheis in Acts 233, This psalm explicitly reports 

God's covenant to David (2 Samuel 7~12-16) and as a whole best fits the context of the 

Pentecost speech" (1983: 249) O'Toole directs us to E. Schweiter (1966: 187), who 

avers that Psalm 88 makes all the correct connections to the "key words" of the 2 

Samuel 7:12-16 prophecy, also adding new developments such as "covenant", and 

therefore the psalm seems to be the source of the concept of "raising up" expressed also 

in Acts 2:33 (1966: 187-188). D. L. Bock corroborates O'Toole's findings: "For Luke, 

it is clear that this Mosaic background is not significant at all for the Pentecost event. 

There is no mention of Moses or the Law in Acts 2, a fatal omission for those who wish 

to connect the Moses-Pentecost association of Judaism to the allusion to Ps. 68 here" 

(1987: 182-183) 

The Davidic covenant is alluded to in the Petrine Pentecost speech. As O'Toole recaps: 

"The Pentecost speech, then, focuses not on the covenant made to Moses at Sinai but on 

the promises made to David, especially as recorded in 2 Samuel 7:12-16..," (1983: 

250). Pivotally important is that, "...Luke in Acts 2:22-36 constnicts his whole 

argument on God's oath (promise, steadfast love, covenant: cf, 2 Sam 7: 12-16) to David 

(Acts 2:30)" (O'Tmle, 1983: 257-258). This characteristic is seen elsewhere, for 



example in the Magnificat and Benedictus. God's promise by oath to David highlights 

the certain and unconditional fbifilment of these promised blessings by God himself. 

That is to say, the resurrection, exaltation and dispensation of the Spirit are all promise- 

based and divinely realized in Jesus. Peter preaches repentance and baptism, which is to 

be the proper response to divine monergism. 

5.2.2 Acts 13:13-52,26,32-34: Evangelism in the Synagogue at Pisidian 
Antioch 

"I6 SO Paul stood up and with a gesture began to speak: "You Israelites, and others who fear 

God, Listen. " The God of this people Israel chose our ancestors and made the pcople great 

during their stay in the land of Egypt, and with uplifled arm he led them out of it. I' For about 

forty years he put up with them in the wilderness.. . 23 Of this manes posterity God has brought to 

Israel a Savior, Jesus, as he promised;. . . 26 "My brothers, you descendants of Abraham's family, 

and others who fear God, to us the message of this salvation has been sent. .. 32 And we bring 

you the good news that what God promised to our ancestors " he has fulfilled for us, their 

children, by raising Jesus; as also it is written in the second psalm, 'You are my Son; today I 

have besotten you.' 34 As to his raising him from the dead, no more to return to corruption, he 

has spoken in this way, 'I will give you the holy promises made to David.' 3' Therefore he has 

also said in another psalm, You will not let your Holy One experience corruption.' For 

David, a k r  he had served the purpose of God in his own generation, died, was laid beside his 

ancestors, and experienced corruption; " but he whom God raised up experienced no corruption. 
38 Let it be known to you therefore, my brothers, that through this man forgiveness of sins is 

39 proclaimed to you; by this Jesus everyone who believes is set fiee from all those sins from 

which you could not be freed by the law of Moses.. . 
46 Then both Paul and Barnabas spoke out boldly, saying, "It was necessary that the word of 

God should be spoken first to you. Since you reject it and judge yourselves to be unworthy of 
47 eternal life, we are now turning to the Gentiles. For so the Lord has commanded us, saying, 'I 

have set you to be a light for the Gentiles, so that you may bring salvation to the ends of the 

earth."' 48 When the Gentilcs heard this, they were glad and praised the word of the Lard; and as 

many as had been destined for eternal life became believers. @Thus the word of the Lord spread 

throughout the region." 

The Greek texts in question read, 63J fozttou ho them u p  tou spermatos hr epagselian #gagen 

tbi Israg/ sc718ra It2soun" 
r J 6  Andres ade!phoi huid  genous Abraam kai hol en h m i n  phobottmenof ton theon hdmin ha 

logos t2s s6tGria.t tautfis exapestalt?" 
c d 2  hi hEmeis humm etraggelizometha rln pros t o m  pateras epaggelian genomsnen hoti 

tauten h a  them e@eph3ken tois feknois h8rnan unast2sas I8soun lJ has kal en [dl psulmlmdi 



gegraprut tal deurerdl Heios mmou e h t r  eg8 sCrneron gegenrrgka se hoti be anestZsen aziton ek 

nekrh m8keti mallonfa huposfrephein eis diaphthoran hour& eir8kcn hoti D&d humin ta hosia 

Dauid ra pisla" 

"*' houldS gar entetufiai h4min ho kurios Tefheika se eisphas ethndn fm einai se eix sdt8riarr 

heos eskhatou tZs gs" 

Textual and literary considerations: 

The references to 'promise' and 'hlfilment' (in conjunction with Abraham, David and 

Moses), some elements of covenant formulary (antecedent history, statement of 

substance) and the quotation from Isaiah 49, prompt investigation for the covenant idea. 

Among F. F, Bruce's textual notes are found three particularly important textualty 

variant readings (1960: 268-270). In verse 23, Bruce notes that "a number of texts 

(including Codd C 1) 33, the Peshitta and Harclean Syriac, the Sahidic Coptic and the 

Armenian version) have "raised up" instead of "brought" (ggagen) of the Alexandrian 

and Byzantine texts.. . it may have been influenced by such OT passages as Judg. 3.9, 

'Jehovah raised up a saviour to the children of Israel"' (1960: 268.) Also, the butou in 

verse 23 is emphasized by moving it to the beginning of the sentence, separating it from 

fm spermafos @ruce, 1984: 265). Metzger (2001 : 3 59) repom a palaeographic error 

in that instead of '. . .God has brought to Israel a Savior, Jesus. .. ', p7" . L and about 

fiRy minuscules read 'God had brought to Israel salvation' ". Verse 27 in the D text "is 

cormpt and mnflate" (Bruce, 1984: 267). In verse 38, "Mer 'remission of sins'. . , the 

Western Text recasts v. 39 thus: '...and repentance from all things from which you 

could not be justified by Moses' law; in him therefore everyone who believes is justified 

in the sight of God' " (Bruce, 1960: 270.) 

C. H. Talben (1997: 129) divides Paul's sermon into three parts, "designated by three 

direct addresses (v.l6b, 'Fellow Israelites and you others who are God-fearing'; v.26, 

'My brothers, children of the family of Abraham, and those others among you who are 

God-fearing'; v.38, 'my brothers')". Ben Witherington, TIT, acknowledges these 

divisions; however, he states that they "do not ... signal all the parts of the speech" 

(1998: 408). 



John J, Kilgallen surveys a number of scholars and reports that some have discerned a 

threefold division, yet the general tendency is "to divide the speech of Paul into four 

main parts" (1988: 485). 

First, there is the presentation of the past history of Israel culminating 

in the linking of Jesus to David (v. 23) and of John the Baptist to Jesus 

(w. 24-25) ... The second section OF the speech (w. 26-31) is 

characterized by the presentation of the Jesus-event culminating in the 

description being given now throughout the Mediterranean by Jesus' 

witnesses. The third part of the speech (w. 32-37) concentrates on 

scriptural passages which justify and give meaning to Paul's preaching 

a b u t  Jesus risen. The final section describes the effect of Jesus risen 

(w. 38-39) and gives warning not to be cursed (w, 40-4 1) bemuse of  

rejection d Jesus (Kilgallen, 1988: 485-4861, 

Though the speech is divisible into sections, the structure is, however, governed by a 

"dynamic development" (Kilgallen, 1988: 486), which "includes w. 38-39 as the cap to 

the entire argument of the speech" (Kilgaljen, 1988: 485). Kilgallen states that the 

"bulk of the speech (w. 17-3 1, or 15 verses) recounts what belongs to the past ancient 

and recent" (1988: 487). Verses 31b-32, continues Kilgallen (1988: 487)' link past 

salvation to  the "salvific moment of the present"; however, in verses 33-37 the speech 

returns again t o  the past, "to one particular element of the (recent) past, in order to show 

how witness and scripture combine to  make of  this element the essential condition of 

salvation for the Antiocheans. It is, then, this perceived need t o  clarify the past event of 

resurrection through the medium o f  the Jewish scriptures ..." (1988: 488-489). Even so, 

it is not "the resurrection and the immortality of Jesus" (van de Sandt, 1994: 35) that is 

the focal point of  the speech, but the "salvific bearing for the audienceyy (van de Sandt, 

1994: 35) of  Christ's resurrection and immortality. Van de Sandt (1994: 35) identifies 

M. F.-J. Buss as the one behind this insight and quotes the following from his work on 

Acts 13: 16-4 1, "Weil im Vergleich zu Ps f6,lOb be Vers Jes 55.3 die zrmfassendere 

Attsmge is! trnd der Ausdntck ta hosia b pista den Heilsnrpmck von Apg 13,39-41 

elnbegreifi, is, das Jesajazifat dew Psalmenzi/at von Pauhis vorangeslellt und muss 

mich in der Jnferprckztion diesen Ort behalfen". This leads to  the question, whether o r  

not the Pauline speech was influenced by a Judaic understanding of the expiation of sin. 

Or is Luke being influenced via Paul on either of these points, or is he addressing them 

to some degree? Paul Schubert affirms: "The so-called Paulinisms are equally present 



in both Peter's and Paul's speeches; many of them may be little more than pre-Pauline 

Jewish-Hellenistic-Christian notions common to both Paul and Luke" (1968: 3). 

Luke quotes the LXX on five occasions: Psalm 2: 7 in verse 33; Isaiah 55:3  in verse 34;  

Psalm 16: 10 in verse 35; Habakkuk 1.5 in 41; and Isaiah 49:6 in verse 47. In the first 

quotation, Luke follows Psalm 2 3  in the LXX "verbatim" (van de Sandt, 2994: 30). 

Luke renders the second quotation From Isaiah 55:3c differently from the LXX (van de 

Sandt, 1994: 33). Van de Sandt reports that the LXX reads, ""And I will make with you 

an everlasting covenant, the sure blessings of David (kai diaMsomai humin diafhCk4n 

aithlon, husia Dauid la pis&)''. Luke drops the mention of the "everlasting 

covenant" and replaces the verb diathisomai by dGs8' ( 1  994: 34). In verse 4 1,  Luke 

has altered the quotation from Habakkuk 1:5 in the LXX to bring out divine initiative 

and activity, such that, "Isa 556-11 (bo~rlai / hodoi) and Hab 1:s (ergon) belong 

together as a guarantee of God's irrevocable and lofty design to give the Gentiles access 

to salvation" (van de Sandt, 1994: 47). In verse 47b, the text follows Isaiah 49:6d in the 

LXX except for the "omitted "behold" (idotr)" (van de Sandt, 1994: 52-53). 

Regarding the alteration in verse 34, van de Sandt (1994: 34) suggests that by this 

replacement Luke "tightens the conformity of the Isaiah text with the quotation from Ps 

16,IO" and, in so doing, highlights the immortality of Jesus as prerequisite in order to 

receive "the holy promises made to David" (1994: 34-35). This is conceivable and 

welcome, yet it does not seem to answer filly the question of redaction. Van de Sandt 

asserts that, "Luke summarized the clause, "and I will make with you an everlasting 

covenant" in a single verb "1 will give" (d6s6)" (1994: 35). The liberty which Luke 

demonstrates may be due also to the key role assigned to David. Luke seems concerned 

to subsume the inviolable, everlasting covenant under the terms of a pivotal covenant in 

redemptive history, the Davidic. Luke is after all concerned with historical continuity. 

This key concern for the Davidic covenant is clearly evident in verse 23: "Of this man's 

posterity pavid's] God has brought to Israel a Savior, Jesus, as he promised". 

Interestingly, the Abrahamic covenant is not referred to in the same context but receives 

note in verse 26: "Brethren, sons of the family of Abraham, and those among you that 

fear God, to us has been sent the message of this salvation"; also verse 32: "And we 

bring you the good news that what God promised to the fathers". In terms of usage, the 

Davidic covenant seems to address questions of messianology, while the Abrahamic 



seems to  define covenant membership, those to  whom the blessings promised to David 

are offered. The speech leaves no doubt that the "holy promises made to  David" are 

unconditional promises based on divine initiative t o  those who believe. 

5.2.3 Acts 15: 1-35, verses 1 ,5  of the Dispute in An tioch (1-5). 
Council at Jerusalem 

 hen certain individuals came down From Judea and were teaching the brothers, "Unless you 

are circumcised according to the custom of Moses, you cannot be saved." ' And after Paul and 

Barnabas had no small dissension and debate with them, Paul and Barnabas and some of the 

others were appointed to go up to Jerusalem to discuss this question with the apostles and the 
3 elders. So they were sent on their way by the church, and as they passed through both 

Phoenicia and Samaria, they reported the conversion of the Gentiles, and brought great joy to a11 
4 the believers. When they came to Jerusalem, they were welcomed by the church and the 

apostles and the elders, and they reported all that God had done with them. ' But some believers 

who bclonged to the sect of the Pharisees stood up and said, "It is necessary for them to be 

circumcised and ordered to keep the law of Moses." The apostles and the elders met together 

to consider this matter," 

The Greek text reads, "' Kai R'nes hkarhohovres apo fZs loudaias cdidaskon rous adelphorcr hoti 

Eon mt peritm&rhi?tc tdl erhei Mi Mdiiseds ou dunasthe sdrhLnai 
s exanesr8san de fines tfln apo tb huiresei3s fan phurisaibn peplsfez&utes legonfes hot1 dei 

perifemnein nutous parnggellein ie t8rein ton nomon MdZiseds" 

Textual and literary considerations: 

As circumcision is mentioned in the text, the covenant concept is considered. 

According to Nestle & Nand (1993: 364-365) the D text, p45 and p74 present several 

variations. Introducing 1512, Bruce M. Metzger elaborates: "The Western text has 

introduced several extensive alterations into the text of  verses 1-5" (2001: 376). Of note 

in verse one, the witnesses, Y, 614, a few manuscripts other than the Majority text and 

syhmg add that those who came down from Judea were believers from the religious party 

of the Pharisees (Nestle & Aland, 1993: 364). Again in verse one, the manuscripts, 

translations D, syhg, say mae and also d" add h i  ti2 ethei MMjsebr peripfcte 

(Nestle & Aland, 1993: 364). Haenchen (1971: 443) comments that these witnesses 

"add 'and walk in the ways of Moses', bemuse the reviser wishes to emphasize that it is 

not a question of a single commandment only.., Luke mentions only circumcision, 

because the conflict about the law was fought out on this particular terrain." C. K. 

Barrett (200212): 701) observes: "The Western characteristic that appears here is that of 



sharpening the picture, making the story more vivid and exciting". Also, "In the Old 

Uncial text arrangements are made for a debate on equal terms; in the Western text Paul 

and Barnabas and other members of the erring church are peremptorily summoned to 

Jerusalem to stand trial". E. Haenchen states, "The D text evidences the developing 

tendency to have ecclesiastical controversies settled by higher authority; this procedure 

is seen as justified by the example of Jerusalem" (1971: 443). Metzger notes, "The 

Western text is obviously written from a different point ofview from the B-text" (2001: 

377). 

C. H. Talbert observes, "The entire unit consists of three components: (1) 15:l-5, the 

occasion for the council; (2) 15:6-29, the council's deliberations and decision; and (3) 

1 S:30-35; 15:36-16:5; implementation of the decisions of the council in two stages" 

(1997: 137). Intriguingly, Alex T. M. Cheung (1993: 140) observes: "The narrative unit 

is clearly defined by an inclusio. The sending of Paul and Barnabas with other 

delegates from Antioch to Jerusalem following the dispute (IS: 1-3) is matched by their 

being sent back with other delegates from Jerusalem to Antioch following resolution of 

the dispute (15:30-33)". In this case, however, the inclusio does not seem to conclude 

the narrative. Cheung (1993: 140) divides the narrative into "four episodes": 14:27- 

15:Z; 15:3; 15:4-29: 15:30-35 (1993: 140-142). Each organizing system has its own 

merits; however, Talbert's structure is logically cleaner, The verses in question - 1 and 

5 - fall into Talbert's first unit, which is structurally a chiastic pattern (Talbert, 1997: 

137) 

A- Men From Judea tach that circumcision is necessary for salvation (v. 1) 
B- Paul and Barnabas are appointed to go up to Jerusalem about the question (v.2) 

C- On their way, they report the conversion of the Gentiles, bringing joy to the 
brethren (v.3) 

B'- When they come to Jerusalem, they are welcomed by the church (v.4) 
A'- Some of the Messianist Pharisees say that circumcision and keeping the law is 
necessary for Gentiles (v. 5). 

Talbert (1997: 137) points out that both A and A' share similar concerns: "(1) Can 

Gentiles be part of the covenant community (i.e., be saved) without circumcision? and 

(2) Can Gentiles live among Jews without becoming proselytes?" Initially, the narrative 

is clear that not the Abrahamic but the Mosaic covenant is in full view, as obedience to 

the Mosaic Law is the issue, verses 1 and 5. Further, on the basis of Talbert's two 

questions arising from the A and A' structure in verses 1-5, it would seem that the 



extent and nature of conditionality within the covenant idea, as expressed by 

membership, is being probed within the narrow spectrum of the Mosaic covenant. 

The tenth verse is also of  interest, as  it appears to be an allusion to the Mosaic covenant, 

As has already been advanced, the term mgos - translated "yoke" in Acts 1 5 1 0  - 
according to the research of Paul Kalluveettil (1982: 55) may "be a metaphorical 

reference t o  the covenant stipulations", what the text refers t o  a s  the Mosaic Law. The 

importance o f  this verse is apparent in J. Nolland's examination of Acts 15:10 in its 

context; the substance of  which he states: "... that law-keeping is treated as a trivial 

difference between Jews and Gentiles so far a s  the receiving of  salvation" (1981: 109). 

Nolland does see a total freedom from the Law but that, "Jews and Gentiles are saved in 

just the same way" (1981: 110); and that, "it is their Christian distinctive to  have 

believed. Through the grace of  the Lord Jesus, this believing is salvific for Jews and 

Gentiles alike" (1981: 110-1 11). The Mosaic covenant and the Mosaic prescriptions are 

not eliminated but they are put in their proper place by Peter's argumentation and also, 

by the relation to  the Abrahamic covenant as  alluded to, verse 17, by quotation o f  Amos 

9: 1 1- 12 in James' speech of  verses 13-2 1. 

The significance the narrative of the Jerusalem Council has for the covenant concept is 

conveyed by the corrective and instructive use of the Abrahamic covenant allusion. The 

eEcacy  o f  the Mosaic covenant is diminished a s  it regards salvation and covenantal 

identity/ separation. According t o  Luke, the unconditional and unilateral universal 

promise of the Abrahamic covenant regarding the recipients of God's salvation 

overrides, by fblfilment, the condition of circumcision marking membership in the 

Mosaic covenant and access to divine blessings. The Abraharnic covenant promise by 

fulfilment redefines covenant membership and relegates circumcision to  a sub-condition 

that indicates separation unto God, "expressing piety" a s  a function of physical descent 

From Abraham (Nolland, 198 1 : 1 10). The Abrahamic covenant precedes the Mosaic a s  

the defining basis for the marker of covenantal identity. 

5.2.4 Acts 2 1: 17-36, verse 20b-21. Paul's Arrest in Jerusalem 

"20bThcn they said to him, "You see, brother, how many thousands of  believers there are among 

the Jews, and they are all zealous for the law. 21 They have been told about you hat  you teach 

all the Jews living among the Gentiles to forsake Moses, and that you tell them not to 

circumcise their children or observe the cusbms." 



The Greek text reads, katZch&thdsan dc pert sou hot! apos?asian didaskeh apo Mauseds lous 

katu !a ethne pclntas Ioudaious kg& mP perifemrtein aufoits ta fekna mddc tois ethcsin 

peripatein" 

Textual and literary considerations: 

Again, the mention of circumcision gives reason to consider whether the covenant 

concept is present in the text. Examining the textual apparatus of Nestle & Aland 

(1993: 386-387) it seems that throughout the narrative the Western witnesses contain a 

significant portion of the variations. The Western witnesses dispfay a tendency to make 

slight additions and expansions (Mebger, 2001 : 428-430). 

The narrative can be divided as follows (Talbert, 1997: 191, 193), 

Paul goes to Jerusalem (2 1 : 17) 
Paul meets the elders and James (2 t : 18) 
Paul relates what God has done among the Gentiles through him (21 : 19) 
Paul acts ia an accommodating way on behalf of the unity of the church (21:23-24.26). 
The Jerusalem decree states the obligations of Gentile Messianists with regard to the 
law (21 :25) 
Paul's actions (2 1:26-27a) 
The danger to Paul (2 1 :27-3 1 a, 36) 
Intervention by the tribune (2 1 :3 1 b-40) 

Talbert has omitted verses 20-22, as he is demonstrating the structural parallels with the 

Apostolic Council (1997: 191). Curiously, the accusation levied against Paul is the only 

section which Talbert has omitted, yet it is the question of circumcision and obedience 

to the Law of Moses upon which hinges both narratives: first, as it relates to Gentile 

salvation; and second, to Jewish identity. 

Here, Paul is being accused of seditious teaching against the temple cult, as represented 

by the Mosaic covenant in circumcision and the customs. Quoting Johnson, Barrett 

(2002(2): 1007) states: "The reader knows this [repod] to be a canard, for Paul has from 

the very start himself shown a commitment to the Jewish erkos by circumcising his eo- 

worker [Timothy]". The implicit reference is to the Mosaic covenant and its conditional 

prescriptions. 

In verse 21, the text reads, "kut2chbfh~sun be peri sm", describing the thousands of 

believing Jews who have been informed about Paul's activities; however, the 

manuscripts D*, 104 and the Latin codex gig read kat&h6scm de peri sot4 (Nestle & 

Aland, 1993: 387), which translates as they have informed or "reported to" perhaps 
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James and all the elders about Paul's teaching. Haenchen states that here D "is clearly 

influenced by the Latin text" (1971 : 609). The significance lies in the different passive 

tense that suggests deliberate acrimonious activity by those attributing an overarching 

place to the conditional stipulations of the Mosaic covenant, to misinform possibly the 

believing Jerusalem Jews of Paul's teaching. This only assists the crystallization of the 

question latent in this text, which is the purpose of the Mosaic covenant and thereby the 

Law not now for Gentiles who have become believers (verse 25), but for Jews who have 

believed. "The concern of the Jewish believers is not with Gentile believers; their 

behaviour has already been regulated (Barrett, 2002(2): 10 13). The specific question 

of covenantal identity seems to take form as expressed by "observe and pard the lawi', 

verse 24, of Moses which is here distilled in the circumcision of children and adherence 

to customs, verse 21. Paul's submission to and effectuation of James' rectifying 

instruction, designed to pacify the troubled thousands, does not seem to address these 

questions. Paul's actions clearly show his pragmatic compliance; however, he himself 

remains conspicuously silent. On this point Barrett comments: "The possibifity cannot 

be excluded that in the interests of peace he allowed himself to be persuaded, perhaps 

against his better judgment, to take part in the legal requirements laid upon those who 

had taken vows. If so, the outcome must have speedily shown him the error of his 

decisioni' (2002(2): 1000). In effect, Luke at this point seems to uphold the relevance 

of the Mosaic covenant and the customs for believing Jews over against any meaningful 

commentary on the purpose of the Mosaic covenant in this new salvific context. Here, 

and in other texts, Luke seems to say what the Mosaic is not in relation to salvation but 

does not elaborate on its relevance in light of promise fidfilment. 

The only related commentary on this text comes via the reaction of the infbriated crowd, 

as later supplied in 22:21-22. The reaction of the crowd seems to express an 

understanding of the Law's hnction, which limits divine condescension to the Jews. 

This response may find a parallel in the reaction of the Jews, Luke 4123-29, to Jesus' 

Nazareth sermon. 

In the narrative of Paul's arrest in Jerusalem, 21:17-36, the conditional aspect of the 

Mosaic covenant is forced into primary place by the subdued obedience sf Paul to the 

direction of James and the elders. However, Luke does not articulate an understanding 

of the role of Mosaic covenant conditions for the believing Jews; instead, as it later 



plays out in chapter 22, the purpose of  the Mosaic covenant's conditions, as  presented 

by the Jerusalem crowd, are to guard the limitation of divine condescension to the Jews. 

5.2.5 Acts 26:1-32, verses 18,23. 
Paul's Defence Speech Before Herod Agrippa Il 

"". . . j 8  to open their eyes so that they may turn from darkness to light and from the power of 

Satan to God, so that they may receivc forgiveness of sins and a place among those who are 

sanctified by faith in me." l9 M e r  that, King Agrippa, I was not disobedient to the heavenly 
20 vision, but declarcd first to those in Damascus, then in Jerusalem and throughout the 

countryside of Judea, and also to the Gentiles, that they should repent and turn to God and do 

deeds consistent with repentance. 2' For this reason the Jen~s seized me in the temple and tried 

to kill me. " To this day I have had help from God, md so I stand here, tcstifiing to both small 

and great, saying nothing but what the prophets and Moses said would rake place: 23 that the 

Messiah must suffer, and that, by k i n g  the first to rise from the dead, he would proclaim light 

both to our people and to the Gentiles." 

?he Greek text reads, "anoixai ophrhdmous mt&n tou epistrepsai apo skototrs cis ph& k d  f8s 

ekousias fou S a t m  epi ion theon tou Iubein alrrous aphesin hamarti&n kul klgron en tois 

h8giasmcnois pisrei r2i eis erne 

parham ko Chrisfos ei prdtos ex nnastaseBs nekrdn phUs mellei Ratangellein f& te hdi 

hi tois ethnesin 

Textual and literary considerations: 

The appointed ministry of Paul to  proclaim light to his own people and to the Gentiles is 

key to the investigation of the presence of the covenant concept in this text. 

This section of  text contains minor textual variations, some attributed to the alleviation 

of  stylistic or grammatical awkwardness. Those occurring in verses 15, 17, 18, 20 a n  

nored as follows. In verse 15, the variants 048, 6, 104, I8 1, 614, 1175, pc,,gig, vgm", 

syp.h" add ho Nuz8raios aRer J~?sms (Nestle & Aland, 1993: 401). Interestingly, in 
74vid verse 17, P and C substitute the stronger exaposfeIl6 for apsfelld (Nestle & Aland, 

1993: 401). A noteworthy later variant is found in E, 096 and vgm", substituting 

fuphlt3n for m16n which draws the allusion to Isaiah 42:7 even closer (Nestle & Aland, 

1993: 401). This verse contains possible Paulinisms or a common core tradition 

revealing allusions not only to  the Old Testament but also to Paul's Colossians 

1 : 12,13,14 (Bruce, 1984: 445). Lastly, there is the difficulty of verse 20, which reads, 



"and throughout the countryside of Judea," which is in discrepancy with Galatians 1:22, 

"... and I was still unknown by sight to the churches of Judea that are in Christ ... " 

(1984: 446). Of interest is Blass' emendation, as reported by F. F. Bruce, which renders 

the phrase e i spmn fe charon Ioudaiois h i  tais ehnesin (1  984: 446). 

Robert F. O'Toole, in order to ascertain the structure of Acts 26: 1-32, compares and 

contrasts its text with that of Acts 22: 1-21, Paul's defence to the people in Jerusalem; 

and separately, with Luke 23: 1-25, the trial of Jesus before Pilate and Herd  Antipas 

(1978: 20-25). The former case identifies, notwithstanding a common pattern in the two 

speeches, additions made which centralize the resurrection, in particuIar the dear 

connection that Paut's mission was given to him by the resurrected Christ (O'Toole, 

1978: 21). From the second case, O'Toole concludes that the similarity in structure 

demonstrates "a real link between Paul and Christ" (1978: 25); that is, Paul "does carry 

on the task of Christ" (O'Toole, 1978: 25). 

From among three possibilities, Robert F, O'Toole (1 978: 30-32) suggests the following 

structure: 

Captatio benevolentiae (26:2-23) 
I. First Division (Panel) - 264-8. 

A. Paul's life as a Pharisee (26:4-5) 
B. What is unbelievable about the resurrection, the hope of our fathers? (2668) 

II. Second Division (Panel) - 26:9-23. 
A. Selected experiences fiom Paul's life (26:9-2 1). 

1. 26:9-11 Paul's persecution of the Christians. 
2. 26: 12-1 8 Paul's vision of the risen Christ and his mission. 
3. 26: 19-21 Paul" activity afies his vision uf the risen Christ. 

B. What Moses and the prophets foretold, this Christ had done (26:22-23) 

F. F. Bruce gives a similar structure but in a simple linear form (1984: 440): 

(I) Exordium (w. 2f.); 
(2) As a Pharisee, he stands for the hope of Israel, which includes a belief in 

resurrection (w. 4-8); 
(3) He recalls his persecuting zeal (w. 9- 1 1); 
(4) The heavenly vision (vv. 12- 18); 
(5) His preaching activity in obedience thereto (w, 19f.); 
(6) His arrest (ver. 2 1); 
(7) The substance of his preaching (w. 22f.). 

M. L. Soards unwaveringly follows O'Toole in the outline, making only slight 

mdificazions (1 N4: 122- 123). Interestingly, C. H. Talbert observes the following 

ABA'B' pattern in the speech (1997: 21 1-212): 
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A- Autobiographical: Paul's life as a Jew (vv.4-5) 
B- The issue: resurrection (w. 6-8) 
A'- Autobiographical: Paul's life as a Jew, his conversion, and his preaching- the last of 

which is why h e  was seized in the Temple (w. 9-2 1) 
B'- The issue: resurrection of Christ (w. 22-23) 

Interestingly, covenant allusions occur at defining sections concerning Paul's ministry 

as it relates to Jesus. Concerning the speech itself, Soards (1994: 122) classifies it as 

~ t d i c i u l  rhetoric" that "largely narrates and explains"; however, there are, "strong 

elements of deliberative rhetoric through portions of the speech and especially at the 

end". Ben Witherington I11 elucidates by maintaining that the speech ".. . appears to be 

the testimony of a witness rather that a representation of the defence. This is not a 

trivial point. Paul is playing the part of witness in his own defence rather than 

defendant fending off charges" (1998: 736). 

Paul's speech before Festus and King Agrippa contains the third account of Paul's 

conversion which C. K. Barrett states, "is the main feature of the narrative" (202(2): 

I 144). However, "the risen Christ and his commission to Paul are the whole content of 

rbi mruniOi oplasiui" (O'Twle, 1978: 82). 

Paul speaks in verse 6 of his hope in God's promise to "our" fathers. The context 

indicates that the resurrection constitutes this promise. Even so, by the juxtaposition of 

24:21: ''It is about the resurrection of the dead that I am on trial' before you today", with 

26: 6-7: "' And now I stand here on trial on account of my hope in the promise made by 

God to our ancestors, ' a promise that our twelve tribes hope to attain, as they earnestly 

worship day and night. It is for this hope, your Excellency, that I am accused by Jews!" 

Tannehill avers: "Thus the hope and promise of which Pad speaks in 266-7 is not 

merely a hope for individual life after death but for the Jewish people, to be realized 

through resurrection" (1990(2): 320). Also, "Note that this promise is of corporate 

concern ("our twelve tribes"). The hope in question is, as Paul will say later, "the hope 

of Israel" (28:20)" (TannehilI, 1 gW(2): 3 18). However, it is apparent in Paul's speech 

that the copra te  promise and hope is centralized in Jesus and his resurrection, "by 

being the first to rise from the dead" (2623). This is hrther substantiated by the prior 

reference of Paul to God's promise in chapter 13:32-34, which is clearly Christ's 

resurrection, from the dead as promised to David. Thus the promise can be put into the 

Davidic covenant context. Referring to 262-3, 22-33, O'Toole adds to the weight of 



the already formidable theme of resurrection by speaking of the "resurrectional 

framework" of the speech (1978: 21). Thus the evidence suggests that Paul, as reported 

by Luke, is conscious of the Davidic covenant as the basis of the promise and hope of 

resurrection, specifically Jesus' resurrection. The unambiguous allusion to Isaiah 42, 

the Servant Song, is drawn alongside to indicate, as before, Jesus' mission in hlfilment 

of the Abrahamic covenant. Divine monergism pervades the witness of Paul as seen in 

the fulfilment of the promise to the fathers: Jesus' resurrection according to the implied 

Davidic covenant and the salvific mission of Jesus according primarily to the 

Abrahamic covenant (Isaiah 42). 

5.3 SUMMARY 

The substance of chapters four and five constitutes an identification of the explicit and 

implicit references to the covenant in Luke's two-volume work. There were found to be 

five explicit references in: 

1. the Benedictus 

2. Judas' agreement to betray Jesus 

3. the Last Supper 

4. Peter's speech in Solomon's Colonnade and 

5. Stephen's speech. 

Sixteen implicit references were also found. Four references were found in the Infancy 

narrative. One Implicit reference was identified in the preaching of John the Baptist in 

Luke's Gospel. Jesus Nmret h sermon contains allusions to the covenant. Two healing 

narratives refer implicitly to the covenant idea, as do two parables. Luke's Gospel 

contains one instance of a covenant type contract between Judas and the priests. Of the 

identified references in Acts, five occur in the speeches, whilst the other two are within 

dialogue. The travel narrative in Luke's gospel contains five implicit references to the 

covenant. 

LukaActs refers to the Abrahamic and Davidic covenants primarily. They are at the 

crux of his theology of redemptive history. The Davidic covenant is significant in that 

its Fulfilment is the basis, identifjling Jesus as the one anointed to dispense salvation 

promised. The Abrahamic covenant is referred to in order to identify those to whom the 



promised blessing of salvation and mercy is offered and will be given. The universal: 

application of salvation and the expansion of covenant membership to embrace a 

universal scope seem to be the main, though not exclusive, purpose of reference to the 

Abrahamic covenant. Ln the travel narrative, the Abrahamic covenant figures 

prominently. The significance of this is heightened as the theme of discipleship is 

considered. The Mosaic covenant is referred to at least four times. Interestingly, each 

clear case is in Acts. Luke tends to refer to this covenant in order to point out Israel's 

unfaithfblness or misunderstanding of it in view of unconditional covenant blessings. 

The covenants are related primarily in Jesus and fulfilment in him. 

The Infancy narrative anticipates the covenant blessings to be manifested in a national 

context. In addition, the covenant concept references give rationale to the salvific work 

of God in Jesus. The covenant blessing of salvation is bestowed upon those who 

respond to God's unilateral grace by bearing the fruit of repentance, as seen by John the 

Baptist and the story of Zacchaeus. That is, a life in keeping with repentance as 

modelled by Abraham. The eternal dimension of covenant blessings (meta-historical) 

themselves are referred to exclusively in different ways: Jesus preaching at Nazareth, 

the parable of the narrow door, the parable ofthe Rich man and Lazarus, the question of 

the Davidssohnftuge, and the Last Supper. Eschatology is pivotal to this presentation. 

Luke seems to see God as redefining the meaning and application of covenant promises. 

The forgiveness of sins is associated with covenant blessings dispensed by Jesus, 

David's heir, this feature is found only in Acts. Repentance and faith are required not to 

obtain covenant blessings but in response to unconditional promise offered by divine 

initiative. 

Luke demonstrates that it is exclusively the covenant, promise, oath given to the fathers 

that is the basis of salvation. Moses and the Law seem to be devalued, whether 

corporately or individually, as positive contributors to the overall scheme of salvation. 

This diverges fiorn the tendency in Judaic soteriology to emphasize in addition to grace, 

obedience to the Law and reliance on merit of the Patriarchs for covenant blessings (de 

Roo, 2003: 191-202). Even though the Judaic Palestinian covenant concept and Luke's 

presentation agree on the significance of God's grace Palestinian Judaism does not seem 

to function as a primary interpretive grid for Luke. This is st, despite some interpretive 



similarities to Qumran thinking; for example, Jesus' Preaching at Nazareth and 

Stephen's Defence. 

The covenant idea itseIf is presented predominantly in its unconditional, unilateral form. 

This monergism hndamentally undergirds the Divine initiative and propels the 

narrative in Luke-Acts. God is hlfilling that which he promised and as a result is 

bringing about salvation. 



CHAPTER SIX: THE COVENANT IDEA IN LUKE-ACTS AND 
PAUL'S CHIEF LETTERS: 

A BRIEF COMPARISION 

OVERMEW OF PAUL'S RIEFEWNCES TO THE COVENANT 

IDEA IN GALATIANS, 1 AND 2 CORINTHIANS, ROMANS AND 

EPBESIANS, IN COMPARISON AND CONTRAST W'ITH LUKE- 

ACTS 

The possible influence of Paul on Luke necessitates a brief and general comparison of 

their respective presentations of the covenant idea. 

The texts in which Paul writes of the concept of the covenant between God and his 

people contain, not unlike Luke, the question of the criteria for membership in 

"reconstituted Israel" (Fitzmyer, 1970: 1.58). Paul confronts the issue on a number of 

fronts. 

6.1.1 The Epistle to the Galatians 3:15, 17; 4:24 

The dissemination of a different Gospel advocating the continuing requirement of 

circumcision and as a result disrupted table fellowship, both prompted Paul to write a 

polemic letter to the Galatian church detailing the scriptural rationale for the inclusion 

of Gentiles in the believing community or 'reconstituted Israel' (to use Fitzmyer's 

descriptor). In chapters three and four, Paul establishes the central importance of the 

Abrahamic covenant and its universalistic promises by comparing it to the limited 

eficacy of the Mosaic covenant as expressed in the Law (Galatians 4:24). He examines 

comparativety the results of both. Paul argues (Galatians 2: 15-16, 21; 3: 11) that the 

Law is powerless to justify, to confer life and righteousness (Galatians 3: 11, 21) - 
rather it condemns (Galatians 3:10, 22); it cannot redeem from its curse (Galatians 

3: 13); by it, God does not work miracles (Galatians 35) or make true children of 

Abraham (Galatians 3:7, 29; 4:29), neither is it able to impart the Abrahamic blessings/ 

promisel inheritance (Galatians 3:18) nor the promise of the Spirit to either Jew or 

Gentile (Galatians 3:2,5). As the expression of the Mosaic covenant, all that the Law 

could not do Christ accomplished, by fulfilling not the Mosaic but the Abrahamic 

covenant in redeeming those under the Law (Galatians 3: 13-14; 4:5). 



Paul vividly depicts a comparison between the Mosaic and Abrahamic covenants in  

chapter 4 verses 2 1-3 1. The former is Hagar, who bears children enslaved by the Law; 

and the latter is the Jerusalem From above, the free woman, who bears free children of 

the promise like Isaac, true heirs. The latter are born by the power of the Spirit 

(Galatians 4:29). 

Paul i1Iustrates the impotence of the Law by juxtaposing it with the Abrahamic covenant 

and the h i t s  of its promises, whereas Luke seems to approach the matter historically, 

looking at the record of centuries past till his present, at the disobedience and obstinacy 

of Israel as the people of God. Only in one instance does the Lukan Paul, at Pisidian 

Antioch, mention the failure of the Law to justify in contradistinction From Jesus in 

whom is found forgiveness and justification (Acts 13:38-39). This seems to be an 

isolated similarity of sorts between Paul and Luke in their demonstration of the limited 

eficacy of the Mosaic covenant. Also, there is the case of the Woman healed on the 

Sabbath in Luke's Gospel, chapter thirteen. However, the comparison does not move 

beyond established pre-eminence of the Abrahamic covenant over the Mosaic. That is, 

the purpose of the Sabbath is realized in the blessing of healing given by Jesus to a 

daughter of Abraham, one privy to the Abrahamic covenant blessings. 

In the light of this comparison, the Mosaic covenant holds chiefly unfavourable, if not 

negative connotations for Paul, as it does for Luke. The Law is powerless to mnfer the 

covenant promises that have made possible the inclusion of the Gentiles and, thereby, 

redefined covenant membership. Even so, Paul still differs from Luke in that he 

salvages the merit of the Law, identifying its subservient, indirect benefit (Galatians 

3:23-25). Unlike Luke, Paul points out the positive purpose of the Law under Mosaic 

covenant administration. It is a means to an end. It is to lead us to Christ and faith 

(GaIatians 4:24). 

For Luke, as mentioned, the Law as an expression of the Mosaic covenant holds, at 

worst, ne~ative connotations. Luke, however, does not attempt to redeem the Law from 

this stigma and does not enumerate any sublimated benefits. The Mosaic Law for Luke 

seems to be primarily instrumental in reflecting Israel's covenantal unfaithfulness and 

the sheer necessity for divine intervention. Stephen's speech demonstrates this (Acts 

7:39, 51-53), as does the Apostolic Council (Acts 15:6-1 I), which seems to fit 



historicaJly with the Galatian Epistle. The best Luke does is to identifL the continuing 

significance of the Mosaic covenant's particular requirements as religious and ethnic 

markers (Ads  2 1:22-261, 

It should be noted that Paul demonstrates an understanding of human contract 

covenants, in particular the basis for the perpetuity of  a covenant and its significance 

(Galatians 3: 15) and the mode and effects of covenant fi.11 filment (Galatians 4: 1-21 as it 

affects status, in the case of inheritance. Using these two observations on the operating 

regulations governing human covenants, Paul draws parallels with divine covenant 

hnctisn, undergirding his arguments that the Abrahamic covenant is superior to the 

Mosaic and that promises of the Abrahamic became effective only when Christ 

redeemed those under the Law, the Mosaic covenant. 

Paul clearly has a better developed understanding of the function of the Spirit in relation 

to the covenant and membership. Whereas for Luke the gift of the Spirit seems to have 

the ultimate hnction of  confirming the kerygma and of  building the church - corporate 

concerns - the Spirit for Paul eff'ects individual redemption, freedom from the slavery of 

the Law and, by the Spirit's power, issues true children of the promise. This, in addition 

to the ecclesiastical/ corporate benefits: removal of the barrier between Jews and 

Gentiles, creating one household and one access to the Father for all. Paul clearly 

associates the Spirit's causative hnction to renewed covenant identity. On this point 

Luke seems unclear. The Lukan Paul instead highlights the exalted Christ Jesus as  the 

giver of the covenant blessings by virtue of  his fulfilling the Davidic covenant in his 

resurrection and exaltation. 

6.1.2 The First Epistle to the Corinthians 11:25; and the Second Epistle to 

the Corinthians 3:6,14 

In first Corinthians 11, Paul addresses the issue of  the troubled table fellowship by 

citing Jesus' words of institution for the Lord's Supper, including the reference to the 

new covenant in his blood. In comparison, Luke's presentation of the Last Supper 

foIlows Paul's but, according t o  O'Toole (1983: 250) and Jeremias (1955: 37), contains 

additional Passover tradition. Evidently, Luke's concern diverges from that of Paul. 

Paul is commenting on the conduct during the meetings and the grounds for table 

fellowship (1 Corinthians I 1 : 17, 20) because he hears there are skhismala (1 



Corinthians 1 1  : 181, The regulative words of institution and the covenant idea are set in 

this context. Luke, however, is endeavouring to establish a linear connection between 

the Lord's Supper and Israel's salvation history. 

In the second letter to the Corinthian church, Paul refers ta himself as a minister of the 

new covenant, a ministry of greater glory than even that of Moses (2 Corinthians 3: 14). 

It is superior because he has been enabled as a minister of the new covenant by the 

Spirit and not the letter of the Law (2 Corinthians 3%). The fruits of this ministry are 

hrther proof, as they are produced too by the Spirit. Interestingly, in the Gospel of 

Luke chapter 4, the announcement of Jesus' mission and its covenantal implications for 

the Gentiles is made under the anointing of the Spirit. Similarly, the apostles need to 

wait for the Spirit if they are to testify to Christ in power to the ends of the earth (Acts 

1 ) .  

6.1.3 The Epistle to the Romans 9:4; 11:27 

Iln the letter to the Romans chapter 9 (verse 4 refers to the covenants), Paul isolates the 

source of God's faithfulness to his people (verse 6). God's faithfulness is a function of 

his election and mercy (Romans 9:11, 16, 22). These belong to his inalienable right. 

Members of true Israel therefore, Jews as well as Gentiles (Romans 9:24), are proper 

objects of God's election and mercy. The identity of members of true Israel, 

specifically termed by Paul as 'Abraham's children' or 'children of the promise' 

(Romans 97, 8), depends not on physical descent but together on God's election and 

mercy. This is the crux of Paul's argument, despite his assertion that to natural Israel 

belong the covenants (Romans 9:4$. Essentially, Paul parallels Luke, in that Paul looks 

to the Abrahamic covenant (Romans 93-9) in order to emphasize the pre-eminence of' 

God's unilateral activity, as he is responsible for initiating and estabIishing a covenantal 

relationship. As a direct consequence for Paul, covenant membership requires faith. 

Luke's argument proceeds along a similar path, as the Preaching of John the Baptist, 

Luke 3:2b-9 makes evident. Salvation, particularly the forgiveness of sins (Luke 3:3, 

6), as associated with the Abrahamic promise is not contingent upon one's being 

descendant from the patriarch. God is able to raise-up children of Abraham (Luke 3:8). 

Still, physical descent for Paul does remain relevant precisely because of God's 

covenantal faithfulness. Paul demonstrates this, in his second reference to the covenant 



(Romans 1 1 :27), by quoting Isaiah 58:20-21. God will restore Israel by forgiving their 

sins as per the new covenant, of which the mediator is Christ. Luke, in the context of 

Jesus' Parable of the Narrow Door, also quotes from Isaiah 58; however, from the 

preceding verse 19. Both see the passage through an eschatological lens. While Paul is 

considering the relation of the covenant to the restoration and unity of the body of 

believers - Jews and Gentiles - Luke, instead, relates the covenant to the final judgment, 

where the repentant believers will be separated from the unrepentant Jews. 

6.1.4 The Epistle to the Ephesians 2: 12 

In chapter 2 verse 11, Paul continues to unfurl the banner of unmerited grace by 

reminding the now-believing Gentiles, among other things, of their former relation to 

the covenant (Ephesians 2:11-12). Their birth as uncircumcised Gentiles separated 

them from Christ, excluded them From Israel, alienated them From the covenants of the 

promise and kept them from hope and fiom God (Ephesians 2:12). To explain the 

access granted to the covenants, which he is implying, Paul employs the sacrificial 

language of the crucifixion. They have been brought near by the blood of Chist 

(Ephesians 2:13). This is the unilateral act of God through the sacrificial work of 

Christ. It is by this activity of God that believing Gentiles and Jews alike have been 

made a part of the reconstituted household of God (Ephesians 2: 19). 

Luke 24 contains Jesus' reference to his blood and the new covenant, although not in 

the precise manner Paul understands. This, of course, reflects Luke's dormant 

sacrificial theology. Despite this, the two texts may parallel one another to a degree if it 

is supposed that Luke saw, in the tradition before him, the Lord's Supper as a Passover 

meal; and consequently, a possible allusion to the liberation of God's people as Israel 

for the purpose of covenant ratification at Sinai. 

Paul, in a vein similar to Luke, though not exactly, sees that the Abrahamic covenant 

promise frames the definition of covenant membership in "reconstituted Israel" 

(Fitzmyer, 1970(1): 58). 



For Paul the unilateral activity of God is the force that sustains the covenant relation 

between God and his people. Paul differs from Luke, mainly in that Paul draws 

attention to the detailed relation between the Mosaic and Abrahamic covenants as made 

apparent by Christ and his redemptive work. This is o f  the utmost importance, as for 

Paul the Mosaic covenant is limited primarily in its ability to  justify. Its limitations are 

traced to Israel's sinfidness. Therefore, the hlfilment of covenant blessings must be 

based on promise and the divine action of Jesus sacrificially in redemption. Paul does 

this in order to give biblical rationale to  the new reality brought about by the work of 

the Spirit in the congregations and individual lives as a covenant community. 

Tn view of these considerations, Paul" influence on Luke can only be one of degrees of 

possibility; the evidence suggests that Paul may have influenced Luke specifically in the 

area of covenant membership as based on the Abrahamic covenant. 



CHAPTER SEVEN: SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

The results of this study support its central theoretical argument that in Luke-Acts the 

covenant idea is indeed presented in  terms of Old Testament fomulations informed 

chiefly by a Christianized Judaic hermeneutic; the covenant idea is primarily 

instrumental, being used to provide foundationaI rationale for the salvific work of God 

and to evoke a unilaterally defined sense of covenantal identity and to realign readers 

with and integrate them into faithfil Israel. 

Luke's presentation of the covenant concept is anchored primarily upon two OT 

covenants: the Abrahamic and the Davidic. Though they are differentiated from each 

other by Luke's purpose, their unilateral aspect is consistently emphasized as 

foundational. By these covenants, Luke presents the covenant concept as founded upon 

the monergistic activity of God. God remembers what he promised and swore to 

Abraham and to David by giving salvation in Jesus. Luke justifies the necessity of this 

emphasis by alluding to the Mosaic covenant as implicated by the Law, The Stephen 

Speech and the Apostolic Council demonstrate respectively that Israel has refused to 

obey the Law and God, rejecting him, resisting the Holy Spirit and that Israel is unable 

to bear the yoke of the Law. Luke makes the case therefore that the bilateral aspect of 

the covenant idea, epitomized by the Mosaic, is now unusable by God to dispense 

salvation. God's actions in Jesus must, of necessity, be entirely unilateral in character. 

The Abrahamic and Davidic covenants are able to provide this basis. Even if the 

unilateral covenant mercy of God does not require perfect obedience - in the Mosaic 

sense - for salvation to be dispensed, it still requires a response. The response is to be 

repenfance, the b i t  of repentance, which is a life in keeping with repentance and faith. 

Generally, the Lukan covenant idea, in the context of the respective accounts, expands 

the meaning and application of the covenants' promise blessings. There is in Luke-Acts 

a progression of divine activity in Jesus redefining or developing the meaning and 

application of the covenant promises and, by virtue, redefining who God's covenant 

people are. The Abtaharnic provides Luke with the rationale far the universal address 

of the Gospel, making possible the inclusion of the marginalized and the Gentiles. The 

Abrahamic covenant helps Luke not only to identify those who have a right to the 

divine invitation to salvation promised, but also the acceptable response of repentance 

and faith, and a life in keeping with it, The Davidic covenant for Luke interprets Jesus' 

exaltation and identifies him as heir to David's throne and God's promises. The 

1 1 1  



Davidic covenant for Luke resolves the question: what qualifies the one who brings 

God's awaited salvation? 

Particularly, Jesus' preaching at Nazareth (and four additional instances: the parable of 

the narrow door, the parable of the Rich Man and Lazarus, the question of the 

DaYia!wohnfi.age, and the Last Supper) brings forward yet another facet of the covenant 

idea. In addition to convincing allusions to the universality of the Abrahamic covenant, 

Jesus quoting fiom Isaiah outlines his mission of salvation, which ties contextually to 

the Isaianic eternal covenant. This, in essence, enables the redefining of the covenant 

blessings From purely a national and political sense, as seen in Zachariah's Prophecy, to 

an eschatological, a meta-historical, even spiritual sense. Thus, allusions to the Isaianic 

eternal covenant reveal the actual nature of the blessings conferred. 

The interrelation of the covenants Luke sees to be made possible in Christ Jesus. Luke 

functionally relates, for instance, the Abrahamic to the Davidic, the Mosaic to the New 

and the Abrahamic to the Mosaic covenants. 

The influence of Paul's covenant conception is plausible and also possible, yet it must 

be deemed minimal, as in this case degrees are a thing of uncertainty. Paul's agenda 

begins similarly with a return to the unilateralism of the covenant idea, epitomized in 

the Abrahamic covenant; however, Paul traverses different ground from Luke. Paul 

seeks to work out justification based on Jesus' redemptive work and the response of 

faith. Only by this are any corporate implications explained and illustrated. Luke, 

looking to the covenants, sees their fblfilment in Christ. The response of repentance and 

faith strictly to divine monergism leads to the redefinition ofGod's people. 

Luke may have shared some of the same concerns and approaches to Scripture as those 

at Qumran but, ultimately, the inroads of Jewish Palestinian understanding of the 

covenant concept, for Luke, do not seem to infiltrate meaningfully his Christianized 

Judaic hermeneutic. He shares a similar OT starting point with Judaism; however, 

divine activity in and by Jesus necessarily sidelines raw bilateralism and restricts the 

defining emphasis of the covenant concept to the unilateral activity of God in promise 

blessings hlfilled. As already postulated, Luke is possibly far too Christ-centred to 

allow bilateralism to detract fiom the singularity of God's saving activity. 
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