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ABSTRACT

This paper considers the possibility of an intended messianic reading at Isaiah 52:14
in the Great Isaiah Scroll (1QIsa”) in light of the New Testament’s presentation of Jesus as
the suffering Messiah. Such a reading may evince a connection on the part of the scribe
between the vicarious suffering of the servant of the LORD and a messianic figure. The
plausibility of a messianic reading is considered through analysis of the text, followed by an
exploration of the likelihood that such a connection would have been made on the basis of
what we can discern of the Qumran community’s ideology. The findings are not definitive,
however they do present the possibility that the servant of Isaiah 52:13-53:12 was connected

with a messianic expectation in a segment of Judaism prior to the Christian interpretation.
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CHAPTER ONE

THE SCOPE OF THE QUESTION

A. The Problem

There is a widely held perception within Christianity that Jesus fulfilled the messianic
expectations of the Jews. This perception has largely been borne out of inferring from the
New Testament’s presentation of Jesus as Messiah that there was a widespread messianic
expectation within Judaism and that this expectation was part and parcel the expectation
presented by the Gospel writers. The extant literature from the Second Temple period,
however, does not provide us with such a homogenous picture.

Up until the discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls the Jewish literature available for
scholarly consideration from the Second Temple period was spotty.' This has proven difficult
for scholars seeking to understand what was normative for Judaism during this period. On
certain matters there are significant points of departure between the textual witnesses. One
such matter, which is of particular interest to Christian scholarship, is that of messianic
expectation. While the New Testament writers present the issue of messianic expectation
within Judaism with great clarity, a messiah complex is conspicuously lacking in the
remaining Jewish literature from this period. Not only is there no mention of a vicariously
suffering messianic figure, but the alleged widespread messianic hope seems to be minimal at

best.

! Jewish texts belonging to this period include the works of Philo and Josephus, the
Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha, the early versions and the writings of the New Testament.



Thus there appears to be a serious discrepancy with the New Testament claim that
Jesus is the awaited Messiah of the Jews. This discrepancy has called into question whether
or not the New Testament’s representation of Judaism is an accurate portrayal or simply a
caricature influenced by the Christian perspective.’

With the discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls, scholars stumbled upon what was almost
too good to be true: new Second Temple literature from Qumran. If indeed the fragmented
Judaism of the Second Temple period is not comprehensively represented in the preserved
literature previously at our disposal, an explanation for the discrepancy might be that other
factions, whose writings were not perpetuated, did hold such messianic expectations. Thus
the New Testament writers’ preoccupation with messianic fulfillment might be explained by
evidence of a more widespread messianic hope. But for years this scenario was merely a
“what if,” an argument from silence. And so, as the scrolls were unrolled, the stakes could
not have been higher for the Christian claim of messianic fulfillment. Could messianic
expectations within the scrolls provide precedent for the New Testament’s presentation of the
awaited Messiah?

In order to look for appropriate connections, we must first determine how the New
Testament writers spoke to this messianic expectation and then turn to the scrolls to see if we
find evidence of a similar expectation. With this in mind, the present work seeks to answer
the question of whether or not we find evidence of an expectation of a messiah at Qumran

that resembles the messianic expectation and fulfillment presented in the New Testament.

?> Byrne warns, “Scholars from a Christian background must be wary of attributing to
Second Temple Judaism the existence of a pervasive Davidic messianism that is, in fact,
largely the construct of Christian Imagination.” Brendan S. J. Byrne, "Jesus as Messiah in
Luke," The Catholic Biblical Quarterly 65 (2003): 81.



B. Aim of the Study

The aim of the present study is five-fold: 1) to examine the portraits of messianism
that have been hitherto available for scholarly consideration in the Second Temple sources of
the Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha as well as the writings from the same period preserved in
the New Testament; 2) to show that the Gospel writers spoke to two messianic ideas, both the
popular messianic expectation and the unexpected fulfillment in Jesus of Nazareth; 3) to
examine the impact of Qumran studies on the messianic question and specifically investigate
the variant reading in The Great Isaiah Scroll (1QIsa®) at 52:14 that may connect messianic
expectation with vicarious suffering; 4) to consider the Qumran community’s theological
conception of atonement along with sociological factors that may inform the likelihood of a
connection of a messiah with vicarious suffering; and 5) to make a judgment based on these
investigations on whether or not what we find in Jewish literature from the Second Temple
period, including the Qumran corpus, is at variance with the messianic expectation and

fulfillment presented by the Gospel writers in the New Testament.

C. The Question that Stands Behind the Question

Behind the inquiry of this study stands the larger theological question of whether or
not there is validity to the claim that Jesus fulfilled the messianic expectations of the Jews.
The title “Jesus Christ” carries within it an extraordinary claim regarding the relationship of
Judaism and Christianity. It not only suggests continuity between the Jewish hope and the

Christian faith, but also that the Jewish hope is culminated in the person and work of Jesus.



Therefore, the conclusion we reach about the relationship between the two words in the title
“Jesus Christ” bears heavily on our understanding of the scope of the Christian corpus.

It is not surprising then, that one of the questions that has preoccupied Christian
scholars since the discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls is whether or not we find anticipated at
Qumran the sort of messiah that we read about in the New Testament.’ Since the redemptive
suffering of Christ is the hallmark of the Christian faith, the crucial question is whether or not
we find a conception of a vicariously suffering messiah within the scrolls that anticipates the

New Testament’s presentation of Jesus.

D. Significant Shifts within Scholarship in Approaching the Messianic Question

In seeking to determine the nature of Jewish messianism in light of the Dead Sea
Scrolls, it should be acknowledged that the question of what should be considered messianic
and how that messianism should be measured has, in and of itself, proven problematic for
scholars. In the last century a series of pendulum swings have occurred within scholarship in
effort to determine the most appropriate approach to the messianic question.

Messianic wonderings of the first century BCE seemed to have developed out of the
crisis and hope of the nonmessianic Maccabean wars of the second century BCE. Palestinian
Jews longed for political deliverance from their oppressors. Some texts from this period show

that hope was placed in a divinely anointed figure that would inaugurate the end of time and

*In fact, messianic figures are not mentioned very often in the scrolls, but the topic
has still generated much interest. In all, thirteen scrolls contain messianic material (fewer
than two percent of the non-biblical scrolls), yet they are all produced by the sectarians. They
are: D, 1QS, 1QSa, 1QSb, 1QM, 4Q161, 4Q174, 4Q175, 4Q252, 4Q285, 4Q376, 4Q458, and
4Q521. Craig A. Evans, "Qumran's Messiah: How Important Is He?," in Religion in the Dead
Sea Scrolls, ed. John J. Collins and Robert A. Kugler, Studies in the Dead Sea Scrolls and
Related Literature (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2000), 137.



history: a messiah.* However, the question has been raised in the last century as to how
widespread this expectation really was. Further, this description, insinuating that there was a
coherent concept of either “the” or “a” messiah among Jews has been challenged.” As a

result, there was a call for the messianic question to be reconsidered.®

The Need for the Messianic Question to be Reconsidered

Faulty Assumptions that Influenced Early Christian Scholarship
Scholarship of the last thirty years has taken a closer look at Christological claims
concerning the messianic expectations of the Jews. What has become clear as a result of this
reevaluation is that many claims asserted by scholarship about the messianic expectations of
the Jews were merely misinformed assumptions.” Collins in his influential work The Scepter
and the Star summarizes the implications of these generalizations:
The traditional assumption, at least in Christian circles, has been that messianic
expectation was ubiquitous and had a consistent form. Consequently, the question of
whether Jesus was the messiah admitted a clearcut answer. There has been a growing
recognition in recent years that this view of the matter is heavily influenced by

Christian theology. The Gospels portrayed Jesus as the fulfillment of Old Testament
Prophecy. Those who did not perceive the correspondences were “foolish and slow of

*J. H. Charlesworth, "From Messianology to Christology: Problems and Prospects,"
in The First Princeton Symposium on Judaism and Christian Origins the Messiah:
Developments in Earliest Judaism and Christianity, ed. J H. Charlesworth (Minneapolis:
Fortress Press, 1992), 3-4.

> Ibid., 5.

% This reassessment reached it’s height with the publication of Judaisms and their
Messiahs, edited by Jacob Neusner, William Scott Green, and Ernest Freirchs called into
question the uniformity of a Jewish belief system during this period.

7 In particular the influential conclusions of William Wrede in The Messianic Secret
(the German version which was published in 1901) have been evaluated and found to be
amazingly ignorant of Jewish sources by more recent scholarship. William Wrede, The

Messianic Secret, ed. William Barclay, trans. J. Greig, Library of Theological Translations
(Greenwood: Attic Press, 1971).



heart” (Luke 24:25). Traditionally, Christianity construed Judaism as a religion in

waiting, and this construing of the relationship between Judaism and Christianity has

had long-lasting repercussions in Christian scholarship.®
Simplistic Sociological Models that Required Reconsideration

Part of the need for reconsidering the question of whether or not there was a common
widespread expectation of a messiah in Judaism during this period was the realization that
overgeneralizations were made in depicting the Judaism of the Second Temple Period.
Sociological models did not take into account the fragmented nature of Judaism at this time.
Charlesworth writes, “There is a deeply seated and widely assumed contention that the Jews
during the time of Jesus were expecting a Messiah, and that they had some agreement on the
basic functions he would perform. Yet this contention is assumed; it is not reached.”
Neusner has suggested that in fact it is more accurate to refer to “Judaisms” rather than one,
central “Judaism” during this tumultuous period.'® Thus scholars have come to acknowledge
that insight into the nature of messianic expectation is further clouded by the uncertainty of
the sociological axis of the literature at our disposal. In other words, how are we to determine
whether or not the texts available to us are representative of the thoughts and wonderings of

the Jewish population as a whole? Horsley points out that:

Our evidence for what the ancient Jews were thinking about anything is almost
exclusively literary. But nearly all literature from the past was produced by literate

¥The classic scholarly view of these matters is presented in the handbooks of Emil
Schuerer The History of the Jewish People in the Age of Jesus Christ and George Foot Moore
Judaism in the First Centuries of the Christian Era. John J. Collins, The Scepter and the
Star: The Messiahs of the Dead Sea Scrolls and Other Ancient Literature (New Y ork:
Doubleday, 1995), 3.

® Charlesworth quotes from Wikenhauser’s New Testament Introduction as well as
Koester’s Introduction to the New Testament as examples of a fundamental misunderstanding
in scholarship regarding Jewish messianic expectation. Charlesworth, 6.

' Jacob Neusner, Judaisms and Their Messiahs (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1987).



people, and most people who were literate in antiquity worked for and were
supported by the rulers or other wealthy patrons, and as we now recognize, literature
reflects the interests of those who produced it."!

Recognizing Overcorrection and Moving Towards a Centered Approach

The Problem with Defining “messianic” by Titles Alone

The reconsideration of the messianic question turned out to be an overcorrection in
two respects. In the first place, in response to the realization that what had been designated
“messianic” was heavily influenced by a Christian perspective, messianic claims were pared
down to only the most explicit references in Jewish writings. While this pruning was
necessary, most scholars now agree that in an effort to bring correction, there was in fact an
over compensation.'> The strict criteria implemented to determine what is truly “messianic,”
while helpful, have proved to be too rigid and simplistic.”® The phenomenon of a messianic

hope and expectation would certainly extend beyond what was explicitly stated by use the

"' R. A. Horsley, "Messianic' Figures and Movements in First-Century Palestine," in
The Messiah: Developments in Earliest Judaism and Christianity, ed. ] H. Charlesworth, The
First Princeton Symposium on Judaism and Christian Origins (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1987),
278.

"> Evans critiques Neusner as having, “minimized and misunderstood the significance
of the messianic idea in early Judaism. While it may be true that scholars have in the past
created synthetic constructs of ‘the Messiah’ that may not reflect ideas that anyone at any
time ever held — and Neusner’s criticism at this point is on target — his conclusion that the
messianic idea played an unimportant role in formative Judaism cannot be sustained.
Neusner has not studied the messiah idea ‘in context,’ as the title of his book claims. Until he
has taken more serious into account the numerous apocryphal, pseudepigraphal, Qumranic,
and early Christian writings, Neusner has not treated the eschatological Messiah in the
context of early Judaism.”Craig A. Evans, "Mishna and Messiah 'In Context": Some
Comments on Jacob Neusner's Proposals," Journal of Biblical Literature 112, no. 2 (1993):
282.

" J. A. Fitzmyer argues the opposite in the Dead Sea Scrolls and Christian Origins
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2000), 73-110.



title I1°%1 “messiah” or Xpiotog “Christ” by those writing at the time into a difficult-to-

quantify movement within the hearts of the people. Most scholars now acknowledge that a
collective hope or expectation within a community can be expressed by various images and

terminology'* without employing the title “Messiah” or “Christ.”"’

From Recognizing Diversity fowards Acknowledging Commonality

In the second place, the scholarly consensus swung from overgeneralizations about
messianic expectations in Judaism to concluding that there was virtually no commonly-held
messianic belief. Charlesworth concluded the 1987 Princeton Symposium on Judaism and
Christian Origins by saying, “No member of the Princeton Symposium on the Messiah holds
that a critical historian can refer to a common Jewish messianic hope during the time of
Jesus.”'® Collins cautions, however, that while we cannot return to the simplistic categories
of messianism suggested by Schuerer and Moore, we must also realize that “the variation
was limited, and that some forms of messianic expectation were widely shared.”"” Talmon

concurs, insisting that messianism is “deeply rooted in the ancient Israelites’ conceptual

' There are less overt, yet thoroughly effective ways of making reference to a
messiah complex other than the use of the title “Jesus the Christ/Messiah” alone. Among
these are the use of other titles such as “Son of David,” key concepts in the collective
memory of the Jewish people that conjure up hopes of messianic salvation, (such as any
reference to the twelve tribes), and references to passages of scripture recognized as being
infused with messianic expectation (Isaiah 11:1-10, Psalm 2 and Isaiah 49:1-9).

¥ Talmon notes that even in passages such as Zech. 4:1-3, 11-14, where an “anointed
one” is not explicitly mentioned, there is dependence on imagery that leaves little doubt that
a “messianic” future is being spoken of. Shemaryahu Talmon, "The Concepts of Masiah and
Messianism in Early Judaism," in The First Princeton Symposium on Judaism and Christian
Origins the Messiah: Developments in Earliest Judaism and Christianity,ed.J. H.
Charlesworth (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1992), 114-115.

' Charlesworth, 5.

7 Collins, 12.



universe, and that it is the only source out of which the various postbiblical formulations of
messianism could have sprung.”'®

The majority of scholars now recognize that while there was variation in messianic
expectation, it was indeed present. What is quite clear, however, from even a cursory inquiry
into the background of messianic expectation leading up to the time of Jesus, is that the

notion that one can move smoothly from Jewish messianology to Christian Christology is

€Ironecous.

Summary

Having acknowledged the theologically-charged nature of our question as well as the
presence of varied representations of Judaism during this period and the variety of terms
available to speak to a messianic expectation, we now turn to take a closer look at two of the
portraits of messianism within the Jewish literature that survived from the Second Temple
period: 1) the apocryphal and pseudepigraphical writings; and 2) the writings of the New
Testament. With these in mind, we will then turn to the scrolls to see if they offer up further
evidence that messianic hope was a deeply rooted conception within Judaism at this time.
Further, we will probe the portrait that emerges from the scrolls to see if it includes any
conception of a vicariously suffering messiah that would anticipate the New Testament’s

presentation of messianic fulfillment in Jesus.

'® Talmon, 83. Talmon believes that the diversity and apparent discrepancies within
the messianic idea are due in part to the gradual development of that conception. He suggests
that the messianic idea unfolded gradually from “an earthly anointed king” to “the
inaugurator of the final and unending era” in three stages: 1) historical realism which
prevailed in the age of the monarchies; 2) the conceptualization of the Second Temple
Period; and 3) culminating in the idealization after 70 CE.
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CHAPTER TWO

MESSIANIC PORTRAITS IN SECOND TEMPLE JUDAISM

Was there a common expectation of a messianic figure in Second Temple Judaism—
and if so, what did it look like? In this chapter we will examine the portraits of messianism
captured in writings from the Second Temple period, prior to the discovery of the Dead Sea
Scrolls. First we will examine the apocryphal and pseudepigraphical writings. Secondly we
will explore the New Testament’s presentation of a common messianic expectation and how

the Gospel writers spoke to its fulfillment in Jesus.

A. Messianic Expectation in the Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha
There are very few texts in either the Apocrypha'® or the Pseudepigrapha® that

mention a messiah, and, those that do see him primarily as a Davidic, kingly figure.*' The

1% “ Apocrypha” is the plural of the singular “apocryphon” denoting hidden or secret
writings that were only to be read by initiates into a given Christian group. Eventually the
term came to be used for works that were similar to biblical books, but were not accepted
into a particular canon of Scripture. Both the terms “Apocrypha” and “Pseudepigrapha” have
been used to refer to literature in various contexts. Thus, it can prove difficult to discern in
which particular context (broad, narrow, or specialized) the terms are being used. Generally
speaking, “Apocrypha” is used to refer to the books derived from the Septuagint, but were
not accepted by the rabbis who finalized the Jewish cannon, nor later the Protestant canon.
James Vanderkam and Peter Flint, The Meaning of the Dead Sea Scrolls: Their Significance
for Understanding the Bible, Judaism, Jesus, and Christianity (New York: HarperCollins,
2002), 186.

 The term “Pseudepigrapha” can be somewhat misleading. Coined by Serapion in
the late second century the term literally means “false superscription,” which unfortunately
carries a decidedly negative connotation. However, this title is used by scholars to refer to the
fact that the authors of the writings in this collection placed their words in the mouths of
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widespread silence of the Apocrypha on messianic expectation along with the handful of
possibly “messianic” conceptions within the Pseudepigrapha has encouraged the view that a
“messianic vacuum” can be identified in Jewish literature between the fifth and second
centuries.””?>** Evidence for belief in a messiah of any kind is contained in only five
writings: Psalms of Solomon 17 and 18, 1 Enoch 37-71, 4 Ezra, 2 Baruch and the Testaments

of the Twelve Patriarchs. There is, in fact, only one clear witness to the expectation of a

ideal figures in Israel’s past. The Pseudepigrapha contains Jewish writings that were written
from 200 BCE to 200 CE that were, like the Apocrypha, completely lost from the transmitted
Jewish heritage and strangely enough preserved and transmitted by Christians. James H.
Charlesworth, The Old Testament Pseudepigrapha: Apocalyptic Literature and Testaments, 2
vols., The Anchor Bible Reference Library, vol. 1 (New York: Doubleday, 1983), xii.

*' Both of these groups of literature originated from the same period and were
produced by the same community and processes. Thus the line of demarcation was
something imposed later. It just so happens that no occurrences of a messianic conception
occur in what would later be labeled the Apocrypha.

22 William Horbury, Messianism among Jews and Christians: Twelve Biblical and
Historical Studies (London: T&T Clark, 2003), 39.

5 It is generally agreed that the LXX Pentateuch was translated by Jews in the third
century BCE during what has been called the “dark age” of Jewish messianism. Horbury
claims that three passages in particular evince a messianic understanding but are often
overlooked when it comes to assessing messianic expectation (Horbury, Jewish Messianism,
45). They are in the form of prophesy in the mouths of Jacob (Gen 49), Balaam (Num 24)
and Moses (Deut 33). Collins, however, concludes, “Of the passages adduced by Horbury as
evidence of Messianism in the LXX translation of the Pentateuch, the blessing of Jacob
affirms a glorious future for Judah but fails conspicuously to associate that future with an
individual ruler, while the blessing of Moses does not speak unambiguously about a human
ruler at all. Only Balaam’s oracle enhances the role of an eschatological “man” in the Greek
translation. This man has a kingdom, and may reasonably be understood as a messiah. Even
in this case, however, the translators did not refer to this man as a king, and they never speak
of anointed one who is to come.” Messianic hope was even more marginal in the Greek
speaking Diaspora than it was in the land of Israel. John J. Collins, Jewish Cult and
Hellenistic Culture: Essays on the Jewish Encounter with Hellenism and Roman Rule, ed.
John J. Collins, Supplements to the Journal for the Study of Judaism, vol. 100 (Leiden: Brill,
2005), 62-63.

% In the received Greek texts, which also belong to this period, Josephus does make
use of the noun Xpiotdc. However, these passages are viewed with suspicion by scholars
because of the likelihood that they were added later by a Christian scribe. Therefore, they
will not be taken into consideration in this present study.
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Davidic messiah in Jewish literature from the last two centuries BCE (apart from the Dead
Sea Scrolls).”’ This is found in the Pseudepigraphical book of the Psalms of Solomon, a
document composed in the middle of the first century BCE, *° after the conquest of Jerusalem
by Pompey.”’

The author of the Psalms of Solomon presents Isaiah 11:1-5 as a polemic against the
Hasmonean rule.”® Looking back on this interval, which was neither Zadokite nor of the line
of David, he suggests that the Jewish people’s hopes had been misplaced and that they now
need to return to a traditional kingship and priesthood. Thus the eschatological deliverer
figure envisioned, who will bring an end to the present tribulation, is a royal Davidic
Messiah. Psalms of Solomon 17:32 reads, “The king shall be the Lord Messiah.” He is “king”
(Boowrea), a “son of David” (viov AGD18), who is raised up by the Lord to rule Israel (Pss.

Sol. 17:18). As a righteous king he will be called “messiah of the Lord” (Xpist6g xvpiov) and

® Collins, The Scepter and the Star: The Messiahs of the Dead Sea Scrolls and Other
Ancient Literature, 49.

Tt is agreed upon by almost all scholars that the Psalms of Solomon were written in
the wake of Pompey’s conquest of Jerusalem in 63 BCE. Brant Pitre, Jesus, the Tribulation,
and the End of the Exile: Restoration Eschatology and the Origin of the Atonement
(Tibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2005), 79.

% In Charlesworth’s study on the presence of messianic expectation around the turn of
the era, he concluded that among the pseudegraphical writings only five texts anticipated a
messiah and of these only Psalms of Solomon could be dated to before the time of Christ.
Another, the Similitudes of Enoch (1 Enoch 37-71), has not been dated with certainty, but
probably originated sometime during the first century CE, before the destruction of the
Temple in 70 CE. Two other texts 4 Ezra and 2 Baruch are messianic, but originated
considerably later, around the end of the first century (contemporary with the book of
Revelation). The fifth text, 3 Enoch, is several centuries later and therefore not relevant for
consideration for this period. However, it should be noted that in the course of this study
Charlesworth used primarily the presence of the title “messiah” to sort out what was
messianic — therefore other scholarly assessments of the material include other documents
based on more comprehensive criteria. Charlesworth, "From Messianology to Christology:
Problems and Prospects," 17.

%8 Randall Heskett, Messianism within the Scriptural Scrolls of Isaiah, ed. Claudia V.
Camp and Andrew Mein, Library of Hebrew Bible/Old Testament Studies, vol. 456 (New
York: T&T Clark, 2007), 286-87.
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will be the “king of Israel” (Pss. Sol. 17:32, 42).% So also, the Psalms of Solomon presents
a priesthood that harkens backs to the images of a Zadokite priest.* In the Psalms of
Solomon not only the wicked, but also the righteous suffer during the period of tribulation.
Pitre observes, “Presumably, God uses the oppression and disaster unleashed by the foreign
tyrant to cleanse Jerusalem of its wickedness in order to prepare the way for a royal Messiah
who will restore the glory of the Davidic covenant and the Temple cult, and the righteous
along with them (cf. Pss. Sol. 17:30).!

Several scriptural texts seem to serve as the base for the eschatology presented in
Psalms of Solomon: God’s promise of a future Davidic dynasty as recorded in 2 Samuel 7
(cf. Pss. Sol. 17:4) as well as imagery from the royal psalms, specifically Psalm 2 and Psalm
98. Of particular interest for the present study is the fact that Isaiah 11:1-5,** which emerges
as an often-quoted text in the Dead Sea Scrolls with regard to messianism, also seems to have

been used as a base text, depicting the messianic king as “the shoot from the stump of

Jesse.”*

While it is significant that a Davidic messiah is envisioned in Psalms of Solomon, as
it is the only clear occurrence of a messianic expectation, scholars have taken the sparse and
fragmentary evidence to mean that messianic expectations were not widespread. Horsley
writes, “It 1s becoming increasingly evident that there was little interest in a Messiah, Davidic

or otherwise, let alone a standard messianic expectation, in the diverse Palestinian Jewish

* Pitre, 79.

*® Regarding the Zadokite priesthood, see Ezekiel 43:19; 44:15.

*! Pitre, 80-81.

% Collins has speculated that “the Psalms of Solomon are the first Jews to see in
Isaiah 11 or Psalm 2 the promise of a glorious future glorious king Collins, The Scepter and
the Star: The Messiahs of the Dead Sea Scrolls and Other Ancient Literature, 56.

* Pitre, 83.
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literature of late Second Temple times.” ** Thus, he concludes, “Hence the unavoidable
conclusion remains that ideas or expectations of a “Messiah” of any sort were not only rare

but unimportant among the literate groups in late Second Temple Jewish Palestine.”

B. The Messianism of the New Testament: Expectation and Redefinition

What is perplexing about this apparent “messianic vacuum,” is that the Gospels
present a completely different picture of messianic expectation. Even taking into account the
likelihood that the Gospel writers didn’t speak for the whole of Judaism, they clearly
believed that they spoke to some strata of their people and felt compelled to address this issue
of messianic expectation.

The central significance of the title “Messiah” or its Greek counterpart “Christ” in the
minds of the authors of the New Testament is evident by the fact that “Jesus Christ” becomes
all but a proper name on the pens of the writers of the New Testament.’® Further, the fact that
Christ-devotees came to be called “Christians” speaks to their understanding that the Jewish
hope was fulfilled in the person of Jesus.”” How closely this representation parallels what the

Jewish expectations were at large during this period is debated.*® Nevertheless, we see in the

* Horsley, 295.

* Ibid., 280.

* According to Acts 3:20 and Paul’s letters, “Christ” is a proper name for Jesus of
Nazareth. In the gospels it is a proper name or title (Mt 1:1, Mk 1:1,Lk 2:11, Jn 1:17).
Charlesworth, "From Messianology to Christology: Problems and Prospects," 12.

*’ M. Hengel, "Christological Titles in Early Christianity," in The First Princeton
Symposium on Judaism and Christian Origins the Messiah: Developments in Earliest
Judaism and Christianity, ed. J. H. Charlesworth (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1992), 444.

*® Smith speaks to the variety of Jewish expectation: “To say nothing of mere
differences in personnel and program, these expectations run the whole gamut of concepts,
from ordinary kingdoms in the world, through forms of this world variously made over and
improved, through worlds entirely new and different, to spiritual bliss without any world at
all. But the point to be noted is that these contradictory theories evidently flourished side by
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earliest writings of the Apostle Paul that Jesus 1s comfortably and repeatedly referred to
with the title “Jesus Christ.” Even if it was not yet in Paul’s mind a proper name per se, it
was certainly an established and accepted dcasisc,fnation.39 How can we account for this strong

identification with the Jewish messianic hope in the Christian tradition?

The New Testament’s Interaction with the First Century Understanding of a Messiah
Scholars posit a two-fold understanding of the title “messiah” in the first century: 1)
the Jewish understanding—one who would deliver Israel, whether understood as a
thoroughly political figure or as a political as well as spiritual deliverer;*® and 2) the Greco-
Roman understanding—one who created political unrest. The Greco-Roman understanding is
fairly one-dimensional. A messianic pretender posed a threat to civil order in the Roman
province of Judea. The Jewish understanding, on the other hand, is not so easily identified.
This raises the question of what understanding the gospel Writers and Paul came from
when they spoke about Jesus the Messiah/Christ. Matthew’s emphasis seems to be that Jesus
was the long-awaited Messiah, a Son of David, but more importantly the Son of God. Mark
asserts that Jesus is indeed Messiah, but not the royal messiah they were expecting. Luke is
careful to present Jesus as Messiah, but not the insurrectionist that Rome crucified. John calls

attention to the priestly function, presenting Jesus as the Lamb of God. Paul, one the other

side in the early rabbinic and Christian and Qumran communities.” Morton Smith, "What Is
Implied by the Variety of Messianic Figures?," Journal of Biblical Literature 78 (1959): 69.

¥ Nils Alstrup Dahl, Jesus Christ: The Historical Origins of Christological Doctrine,
ed. D. H. Juel (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1991), 15-16.

“ Charlesworth’s definition of messianic expectation is helpful: “‘Messiah’ in its
etymological sense, [denotes] Jewish ideas or beliefs in the Messiah. The adjective
‘messianic’ refers to ideas about the messiah. The noun ‘messianology’ denotes Jewish ideas
or beliefs in the Messiah. Charlesworth, "From Messianology to Christology: Problems and
Prospects," 4.
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hand, seems to be interested in messianic expectations only in so far as they play into his
overall argument of the inclusion of the Gentiles.

Each of the Gospel writers and Paul present Jesus as Messiah. Just as it has been
argued that Jesus took on the ambiguous title of “Son of Man” and loaded it with new
meaning, so it seems the New Testament writers had to grapple with the already loaded title
of Messiah/Christ. Thus, each of the evangelists seeks to unpack what and who “Jesus the
Messiah/Christ” really is, addressing the perceived questions in the minds of their readers. In
an attempt to come to terms with their explicit and implicit use of the designation
“Messiah/Christ,” we will examine two components of the New Testament witness: 1) the
gospel writers, particularly the synoptic writers; and 2) the undisputed writings of the Apostle
Paul.

Each of the Synoptic Gospels and John speak to the messianic question. And yet, we
possess only four instances in the Gospels where Jesus accepts the designation of the
Messiah or confesses himself to be the Messiah: (1) Peter’s confession (Matthew 16:13-22;
Mark 8:27-32; Luke 9:18-22); (2) Jesus’ encounter with the woman at the well (John 4:25-
26); (3) Jesus’ response to Pilate (Matthew 27:2-14; Mark 15:1-5; John 18:22-27); and (4)
Jesus’ response to the high priest (Matthew 26:62-65; Mark 14:61-63; Luke 22:67-71).*!
Even these four instances are not as explicit as we might like. The scarcity of Jesus’ self-
identification with the title “messiah” has raised the question of whether or not Jesus in fact
claimed to be Israel’s Messiah, or if this designation is merely a later interpretation of his
disciples. Cullmann comments on Jesus’ silence: “The great success of the designation

Messiah-Christ is all the more remarkable in light of the fact that Jesus himself always

“"Hengel argues that Jesus’ trial is the only clear reference we have of Jesus declaring
himself to be the Messiah. Hengel, 446.
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showed a peculiar reserve in accepting it as a description of his calling and person,
although he did not fully reject it.”*

Although the gospel writers do not place the designation “messiah” on Jesus’ lips,
they felt compelled to answer the messianic question with regard to Jesus. Byrne makes the
observation that reading the gospels conveys the impression that this “messianic issue” was
almost a confounded nuisance with which the authors had to deal rather than a helpful lens
through which to view Jesus. He writes, “It was hard to reconcile the idea of Jesus as
Messiah with the ignominious end of his public career. Moreover, it came loaded with
dangerous political overtones, since messianic claims of a Davidic cast inevitably entailed

royal status and authority.”*

Addressing the Common Messianic Hope and Redefining It

The Gospels speak to the messianic expectation on two levels: 1) Within the narrative
accounts a common conception of a reigning Davidic messiah is presented on the lips of
characters within the Gospels including the disciples; and 2) The messianic expectation is
redefined in terms of Jesus’ fulfillment of it by the way the Gospel stories are masterfully
told.

This twofold presentation of common messianic hope and Jesus’ fulfillment is
apparent in the inconsistency that the same disciples who portray themselves as confused
within the gospel narratives, later present with great clarity Jesus’ messiahship in their gospel

accounts. For example, in Mark 9:31-32 we read of Jesus teaching his disciples about his

* Oscar Cullmann, The Christology of the New Testament, trans. Shirley C. Guthrie
and Charles A. M. Hall (Philadephia: Westminster Press, 1959), 113.
“ Byrne: 81.
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suffering and death. It is clear that the while Jesus speaks of suffering, his disciples are
envisioning ruling and reigning. Mark writes, “for he was teaching his disciples, saying to
them, ‘The Son of Man is to be betrayed into human hands, and they will kill him, and three
days after being killed, he will rise again.” But they did not understand what he was saying
and were afraid to ask him.” Then two verses later we read of the disciples arguing about
who would be the greatest when Jesus came into his kingdom, clearly envisioning
participating in a reigning messianic context. A second example is found in John 12:16 when
John records that the disciples did not immediately understand the significance of Jesus’
triumphal entry into Jerusalem as a fulfillment of Zechariah 9:9. He writes, “His disciples did
not understand these things at first; but when Jesus was glorified, then they remembered that
these things had been written of him and had been done to him.”

Based on this, we can adduce that the gospel writers came to understand fully Jesus’
fulfillment of the messianic expectation upon later reflection. These two dimensions of
messianic understanding are perhaps most apparent in the way each of the gospel writers
records Jesus’ response to Peter’s confession. Their accounts of this interchange confirm two
things: 1) that there was a royal and glorious messianic expectation however nuanced; and 2)
that this was not the sort of messiah that Jesus claimed to be, but rather one who would usher
in his kingdom by suffering. This redefinition shattered both the Jewish understanding of a

triumphant deliverer and the Greco-Roman understanding of an insurrectionist. Jesus was

neither.
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Matthew and Luke parallel Mark closely in recounting Peter’s confession.* It is
unclear whether Jesus actually accepts the designation “Christ” in Mark 8:30-31 as he
follows praising Peter’s revelation by designating himself “The Son of Man.” What is clear is
that for Peter the ideas of suffering and messiahship are incongruous. Even in the midst of his
epiphany it is evident that Peter cannot conceive of the sort of messiah Jesus is presenting
himself to be. In this sense Peter’s insistence that Jesus must not suffer shows that he cannot
reconcile Jesus’ foretelling of his suffering with his classical expectation of a royal messianic
figure. In response to the question of whether or not Jesus accepted Peter’s confession of
Jesus as Messiah, Cullmann concludes, “In any case, it is important that according to the
Gospel tradition Jesus saw the hand of Satan at work in the contemporary Jewish conception
of the Messiah.”* We will now take a look at each of the gospel presentations to see: 1) how
they spoke to a common messianic expectation; and 2) how they present Jesus as fulfilling

that expectation and thereby redefining it.

The Synoptic Gospels and the Messianic Question

Mark
The fundamental category in Mark’s view of Jesus is that of Messiah, although the
title Christos appears only seven times. While Jesus’ acceptance of the “confession of Peter”

in 8:29 may be uncertain, his acceptance of the title of “Christ” from the high priest in 14:61-

“ Cf. Matthew16:16-23; Luke 9:20-22. Scriptural quotations are taken from the
NRSYV unless otherwise noted.
4 Cullmann, 124.
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63 is unambiguous. Not only does Jesus clearly affirm that he is the Messiah, but the
outrage of the high priest confirms that he understood Jesus to be making that claim.

But he was silent and did not answer. Again the high priest asked him, “Are you the

Messiah, the Son of the Blessed One?” Jesus said, “I am; and ‘you will see the Son of

Man seated at the right hand of the Power,” and ‘coming with the clouds of heaven.””

Then the high priest tore his clothes and said, “Why do we still need witnesses? You

have heard his blasphemy! What is your decision?” All of them condemned him as

deserving death.*®

It is clear from Mark’s perspective that this designation of Jesus as Christ is an
accurate one. In his article, “The Origin of Mark’s Christology,” Juel proposes that the
gospel writer is well aware that designating Jesus as a royal Messiah is absurd, but rather
than minimizing it, he plays on it. Thus, in this respect Mark’s gospel is deeply ironic.”” The
enemies of Jesus end up confessing what the readers know to be true. Both the Jewish and
Roman characters do not understand the truth of their words. To the Jews the claim that Jesus
is Messiah is blasphemous and absurd; to the Romans it is seditious and outrageous.*®

Juel’s argument is convincing. The irony of what people expect of a royal Messiah
and who Jesus actually is makes no sense if Mark does not indeed present Jesus as Messiah.
Although there are few explicit references to Jesus being the Messiah and only one instance
where it can definitely be said that Jesus accepts the title, Mark’s gospel presents Jesus as the

Messiah by making use of literary methods. The royal language as well as the inherent irony

of Jesus’ enemies validating a messianic claim make clear that Mark’s gospel as whole

“ Mark 14:61-63.

Y D. H. Juel, "The Origin of Mark's Christology," in The First Princeton Symposium
on Judaism and Christian Origins the Messiah: Developments in Earliest Judaism and
Christianity, ed. J. H. Charlesworth (Minneapolis: Baker, 1992), 450-453.

“ Ibid.
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asserts that Jesus is indeed the Messiah. Thus the creativity of the gospel writer allows for

more subtle ways of introducing Jesus as the Messiah than using title alone.*”

Luke

The third gospel also identifies Jesus as the Messiah, with the title Christos appearing
twelve times. Luke, however is especially careful to clarify that Jesus was not an
insurrectionist who posed a threat to civil order, and consequently, his crucifixion by the
Roman authorities was a gross miscarriage of justice. The occasion of Luke’s gospel is, at
least in part, polemical, written to reassure Gentile believers of the validity of their faith as
the explanation to Theophilus suggests in 1:3. Thus, Luke’s gospel speaks to the Greco-
Roman understanding of the title “Messiah/Christ” and seeks to defuse it. Byrne in his
article, “Jesus as Messiah in the Gospel of Luke: Discerning a Pattern of Correction,” notes
that any reference to David in Luke’s account of Jesus’ entry into Jerusalem seems to be
suppressed (Luke 19:28-38). He writes,

Where Matthew has the preceding and following crowds shouting, “Hosanna to the

Son of David!” (Matt. 2:19), and Mark, “Blessed is the coming kingdom of our

ancestor David!” (Mark 11:10), Luke has simply “Blessed is the king who comes in

the name of the Lord! Peace in heaven and glory in the highest heaven!” (19:38). For

Luke, the moment of Jesus’ entry into the city of the Messiah is not the time to

emphasize Davidic associations and the kind of hopes in a worldly, political rule that
such associations, uncorrected, would raise.>

* Kingsbury notes that the gospel writer of Mark employs the titles “Messiah,” “King
of the Jews,” “Son of David,” and “Son of God” in order to interpret the title “Messiah.” J.

D. Kingsbury, The Christology of Mark's Gospel (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1983), 55.
* Byrne: 88.
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Matthew

A key concept in Matthew’s gospel is the concept of fulfillment. If Mark’s gospel is
the gospel of the secret Messiah and Luke’s gospel is the Gentile’s Messiah, then Matthew’s
gospel portrays Jesus as the Messiah of the scriptures.’’ The title Christos is used sixteen
times — the most of the synoptics. At the outset, the gospel writer makes his intentions clear:
Jesus is the Davidic Messiah. From the genealogy of Jesus in 1:1-17 as well as the
circumstances surrounding the infancy narratives, Matthew demonstrates that both
genealogically and geographically Jesus’ birth is a fulfillment of Old Testament prophecies.s2
Matthew consistently makes his point by showing that Jesus fulfills what the scriptures
foretold, introducing and concluding narrative episodes with the words, “This was to fulfill
what was spoken through the prophet . . ..”

Matera notes that Matthew is also masterful at shattering conventional messianic
expectations in the way he portrays Jesus’ entry into Jerusalem. “Although Jesus arrives as
Israel’s king, he enters Jerusalem as the meek and humble king foretold by the prophet
Zechariah: ‘Look, your king is coming to you, humble, and mounted on a donkey, and on a
colt, the foal of a donkey.” (Matt. 21:5, quoting Zech. 9:9).”*® Thus Matthew also draws from

an understood messianic expectation to introduce the unexpected Messiah.

*! Paula Fredriksen, From Jesus to Christ,2nd ed. (London: Yale University Press,
2000), 36.

2'W. Barnes Tatum, "The Origin of Jesus Messiah (Matt 1:1, 18a): Matthew's Use of
the Infancy Traditions," Journal of Biblical Literature 94, no. 4 (1977): 524.

> Frank J. Matera, New Testament Christology (Louisville: Westminster John Knox
Press, 1999), 40.
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The Gospel of John and the Messianic Question

The Gospel of John was finalized last of the four Gospels, probably around 100 cg.**
Because the Gospel of John differs from the Synoptic Gospels in style and presentation, we
might suspect that it would present a distinctive Christology. However, this is largely not the
case. The title Christos is used nineteen times, the most of any of the Gospels. John is also
the only New Testament document to contain the actual transliteration in Greek, Meoowug, of

the Hebrew, 112, John employs the term twice, both times with explanation (1:41, 4:25).%

The second of these captures Jesus’ self-disclosure with the woman at the well, one of the
four instances in all the Gospels where Jesus accepts the designation of the Messiah or, in
this case, confesses himself to be the Messiah (John 4:25-26).

Some Christological elements are emphasized in the Fourth Gospel. The divinity of
Christ stands at the beginning and end of John. The account opens with the statement that,
“In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God and the Word was God
(theos).” This designation is only used one other time in the Gospel, at the end when Thomas
declares his personal belief and faith in 20:28, “My Lord, and my God (theos)!” This is
followed by stating the intention of the entire work, “But these are written so that you may
come to believe that Jesus is the Messiah, the Son of God, and that through believing you

may have life in his name.” (20:31)*

> Paul N. Anderson, The Fourth Gospel and the Quest for Jesus: Modern
Foundations Reconsidered, ed. Mark Goodacre, Library of New Testament Studies, vol. 321
(London: T&T Clark, 2006), 154-155. '

% Craig L. Blomberg, "Messiah in the New Testament," in Israel's Messiah In the
Bible and the Dead Sea Scrolls, ed. Richard S Hess (Grand Rapids: Baker, 2003), 120.

% M. Hengel, "Christological Titles in Early Christianity," in The First Princeton
Symposium on Judaism and Christian Origins the Messiah: Developments in Earliest
Judaism and Christianity, ed. J. H. Charlesworth (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1992), 440-41.
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There is also in John the presentation of outward happenings that carry deeper
significance. In this sense, John’s gospel also makes use of dramatic irony. By placing a
political comment in the mouth of the high priest—that it would be better that one man die
for the people than that a whole nation perish—without knowing it, the high priest speaks
prophetically of the vicarious suffering of Jesus (John 11:49ff).>” So also Pilate formulates
the inscription above the cross to read in three languages and in so doing proclaims to all the
world that the one crucified is the “King of the Jews.” Even after protests by the Jewish high
priests, Pilate refuses to change it (John 19:19-22). In these instances John highlights the
priestly function of Jesus’ messiahship. This theme is set forth at the very beginning of the
Fourth Gospel when John the Baptist declares that Jesus is the Lamb of God that takes away
the sin of the world.™®

We also see within John’s Gospel the presentation of the common expectation of a
Davidic king. John 7:42 reads, “Has not the scripture said that the Christ is descended from
David, and comes from Bethlehem, the village where David was?” Trafton makes the
observation that by placing such words upon the lips of the Jewish people, John’s Gospel
indicates that there was some general conception of a Davidic messiah. He writes, “If this
passage is in any way reflective of Jewish attitudes around the time of Jesus, it attests to a
well-known and continuing expectation of a Davidic Messiah among at least some of the

populace.” And so it is clear that the Fourth Gospel, despite its distinctive presentation of

% Nils Alstrup Dahl, The Crucified Messiah (Minnesota: Augsburg Publishing House,
1974), 21.

% Anderson, 154-155.
* Joseph L. Trafton, "The Bible, the Psalms of Solomon, and Qumran," in The Bible
and the Dead Sea Scrolls: The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Qumran Community, ed.J H.

Charlesworth, The Second Princeton Symposium on Judaism and Christian Origins (Waco:
Baylor University Press, 2006), 437.
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the life of Jesus, underscores the witness of the Synoptics: that Jesus is the awaited

messiah of the Jews.

Paul and the Messianic Question

Christos appears in Paul 270 times, half of the 531 occurrences in the NT. Paul’s use
of the title “Christ” shows that it has become so closely associated with Jesus, that even at
points where Paul uses the title alone, it is clear that it is in reference to Jesus.®’ So saying, it
also appears that Paul does not feel the burden of the Gospel writers to make the claim that
Jesus is the Christ. Christos is never used as a predicate.®’ Rather, Paul’s use of the title
functions more as an affirmation of what has already been embraced as a central truth by the
Christian community. In other words, Christos for Paul does not receive its meaning through
the previously fixed conception of messiahship but through the person and work of Jesus
Christ. In this sense, Paul’s use seems more advanced.

Paul’s emphasis on the Jewish background of the title is not always clear.” In
Romans 9:5 however, the implications are unambiguous, “to them belong the patriarchs, and
from them, according to the flesh, comes the Messiah, who is over all, God blessed forever.
Amen.” Christos refers to none other than the Messiah of Israel. Why is it that Paul does not
feel the burden to deal with the Messiah complex as the Gospel writers did? It was certainly
not that the issue of Jesus being the Messiah was not of significance to the apostle, who was

once a Pharisee and persecutor of Christ-devotees. In part, the difference in usage between

60 Larry W. Hurtado, Lord Jesus Christ: Devotion to Jesus in Earliest Christianity
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2003), 98. A

8 Dahl, Jesus Christ: The Historical Origins of Christological Doctrine, 15.

% Paul speaks clearly about the messiahship of Jesus in Romans 1:2-4, although what
messianic emphasis is to be placed on Christos in “Jesus Christ our Lord” is not certain.
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Paul and the Gospels may be accounted for on the basis that the “apostle to the Gentiles”
wrote within the framework of his readers. To a Gentile audience, Christ could have initially
been recognized as a name. Therefore the non-emphatic use of Christos by Paul may be
explained by the simple explanation that Christos was already a part of the standard Christian
vocabulary. Paul’s concern is, instead, to take the established designation of Jesus the Christ
and unpack its significance. Dahl concludes, “Because Jesus is the Messiah, the ones who
believe in him are the ‘saints’ of the end time, the ekklesia of God, the true children of
Abraham, and part of the ‘Israel of God.””® In this way, Paul’s use is pragmatic in nature,
addressing especially the Jew/Gentile tensions within the church.** He employs the title Jesus
Christ, not to say “Jesus is the Messiah,” but rather to say “these are the implications of Jesus

being the Messiah.” This aim is perfectly at home within the genre of epistles.

Summary

From this brief survey we see that although the Gospel writers did not regularly
employ the title “Jesus the Christ/Messiah” they did nevertheless make strong claims that
Jesus was indeed the Messiah of Israel. Conversely, in Paul we find the prolific use of the
title, but not for the purpose of arguing its validity. The creative means by which the gospel
writers made their case for Jesus being the Messiah speaks to the availability of concepts

within their culture to speak of messianism without actually using the title itself. Thus their

% Dahl, Jesus Christ: The Historical Origins of Christological Doctrine, 21.

64 Cullmann concludes that even though the early church took on certain aspects of
the Jewish Messianic expectation, specifically that Jesus appeared on earth as the Son of
David and that he exercised kingship over his Church and would appear as Messiah, at the
end, that by the time “Christ” became a proper name, these ideas gave way to other
Christological views, particularly in the Hellenistic church. Cullmann, 117.
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tactics evidence a more widespread messianic expectation among Jews of the first century,
than explicit references to the title itself would lead us to believe.

What is clear from this survey is that the New Testament writers did indeed present
Jesus as the awaited Messiah of the Jews. Yet, it is also clear that while the entire New
Testament canon makes the claim that Jesus is in fact the Messiah, the writers also take great

pains to redefine the messianic hope in light of Jesus’ fulfillment of it.
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CHAPTER THREE

THE SCROLLS WEIGH IN

A. The Messianic Question Reconsidered Once Again

Having examined the portraits of messianism previously available to scholarship prior
to the discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls, we now turn the scrolls to see what light they might
shed on our understanding of messianic expectation in Judaism during the Second Temple
Period.

It is difficult to overestimate the significance of the discovery of the Dead Sea
Scrolls—for Judaism, for Christianity, and for history in general. George Brooke comments
on their significance:

Until the discoveries of the Dead Sea Scrolls the only writing from Hasmonean and

Roman Palestine was to be found on coin inscriptions and ossuaries. The scrolls from

Qumran have provided about 900 manuscripts in Aramaic, Hebrew and Greek from

the place and time when Jesus and his followers lived. This alone means that the

Judaism of the period, the Judaism of which Jesus was a part, has had to be

reconsidered.®

In light of the discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls, the messianic question must once
again be reconsidered. Although many of the scrolls have been available for over fifty years,
the full corpus of Dead Sea Scrolls was only made generally available in 1991, and a number

of important texts have been published since then. Collins notes that, “these could not be

taken into account in such syntheses as the revision of Schuerer’s history, volume 2 (1979),

% George J. Brooke, The Dead Sea Scrolls and the New Testament (Minneapolis:
Fortress, 2005), xvii.
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or the Princeton symposium on the messiah (1987).”°° Thus the conclusion of
Charlesworth following the symposium that “no member of the Princeton Symposium on the
Messiah holds that a critical historian can refer to a common Jewish messianic hope during

7 heeds to be reconsidered.

the time of Jesus or in the sayings of Jesus
When the Dead Sea Scrolls are also taken into account the level of messianic
expectation within Second Temple literature is heightened considerably, although still not
overwhelming. What the scrolls do provide is evidence that messianic expectation was
widespread. Collins writes, “More importantly, however, the Scrolls show something of the

distribution of messianic beliefs in late Second Temple Judaism, specifically, that these

beliefs were not peculiar to any one group, but are found across the boundaries of various

sects and movements.”%

This realization has come into sharper focus over the last few years as scholarship has
come to an increasing realization that many of the texts found at Qumran were brought there.
Thus, these texts represent ideologies not peculiar to the sect, but which belong to a larger

sphere of Jewish beliefs.” In this respect, the scrolls have been most illuminating. Collins

% Collins, The Scepter and the Star: The Messiahs of the Dead Sea Scrolls and Other
Ancient Literature, 5.

%7 Charlesworth, "From Messianology to Christology: Problems and Prospects,” 5.

8 John J. Collins, "Messianic Expectation at Qumran," in The Bible and the Dead Sea
Scrolls: The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Qumran Community, ed. ] H. Charlesworth, The
Second Princeton Symposium on Judaism and Christian Origins (Waco: Baylor University
Press, 2006),73.

% Collins points out the wider issue of what the scrolls represent, “The failure to
integrate the Scrolls into the discussion of Second Temple Judaism is bound up with a wider
debate as to just what the Scrolls represent. Many scholars have regarded them as the
writings of a secluded sect, which might then be deemed rather atypical of the Judaism of the
time. This view, however, has become harder to maintain in view of the extent and diversity
of the fragmentary remains from Qumran Cave 4, which have only recently come into public

view.” Collins, The Scepter and the Star: The Messiahs of the Dead Sea Scrolls and Other
Ancient Literature, 5.
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notes that although the interpretation of several texts is disputed, “it is clear that
messianism was a topic of significant interest, even if it was never as central in ancient
Judaism as old Christian scholarship had claimed.”” Evans goes so far as to assert the
following:
(1) Qumran is not preoccupied with messianism; the community presupposes it and
utilizes it as part of the community’s eschatology and hopes of restoration.
(2) In comparison to Jewish messianism of late antiquity, Qumran’s messianism is not
distinctive in any significant way. Qumran’s temple related concerns (calendar,

maters of purity, and other halakick issues) are distinctive in aggregate, but their
messianism is not.

(3) If Qumranian messianism is not distinctive, that does not mean it was not important.””
Thus, based on the texts discovered at Qumran, it is now difficult to maintain that

view that messianic expectation remained marginal throughout the Second Temple period.”

B. Pre-Christian Expectations Revealed

The discovery of the scrolls has greatly illumined our understanding of the Judaism
represented in the New Testament. In some cases the scrolls have filled out the picture of
Jewish society, groups and practices. In other instances, they have helped to bring into relief

what about Jesus’ teaching was unique and what was common to Judaism. Perhaps most

7 Collins, "Messianic Expectation at Qumran," 73.

"' Evans, "Qumran's Messiah: How Important Is He?," 148-49.

72 Collins elaborates, “The Dead Sea Scrolls provide evidence of the messianic
interpretation of several biblical texts which were also taken as messianic prophecies in other
strands of Judaism. Isa 11:1-5, Balaam’s oracle in Numbers 24, Genesis 49, and 2 Samuel 7
are the most prominent examples. The use of these texts around the turn of the era provides a
consistent picture of the character and role of the royal messiah . . . In the Dead Sea Scrolls
he is often linked with a priestly messiah who would restore the legitimate priesthood, and
sometimes with a prophet, who would herald the coming of the final deliverance. But the
most basis and widespread expectation in this period was for a royal, Davidic messiah, who
would restore the kingdom of Israel.” Collins, Jewish Cult and Hellenistic Culture: Essays
on the Jewish Encounter with Hellenism and Roman Rule, 61-62.
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significantly, the scrolls have clarified that certain passages, whose authenticity had been
questioned, were indeed correctly recorded by the gospel writers, and not later Christian
insertions. Two messianic conceptions that were thought to be thoroughly Christian have

actually found representation within the scrolls.

10S and the Damascus Document — One or Two Messiahs?
Collins surmises that perhaps the most distinctive aspect of the messianic expectation
of the Dead Sea Scrolls lies in the fact that the royal “messiah of Israel” is often linked with

the priestly “messiah of Aaron.””

This is significant because for some time the prevailing
scholarly assessment was that the Jewish expectation was not of one messiah, but rather two

different figures: ]9 IR M7 “the messiah of Aaron” and SN 117w “the messiah of

Israel” who functioned separately. Thus, the combined messianic figure presented in Jesus of
Nazareth as both Davidic King and High Priest was thought to be a Christian invention. The
Damascus Document [=CD], however, reveals that there was some expectation of a single

messianic figure that was both king and priest, a R=2™ IR 78 “messiah of Aaron and

Israel.” It reads: “(18) This is the exact interpretation of the statutes in which they shall be

judged (19) until the messiah of Aaron and Israel PR 1IR 1171 takes his stand and he

will pardon =92 their iniquity . . .” (CD 14:18-19)"*

7 John J. Collins, "He Shall Not Judge by What His Eyes See: Messianic Authority in
the Dead Sea Scrolls," Dead Sea Discoveries 2 (1995).

™ There is also a reference in the Damascas Document (Geniza B) that supports an
expectation of a combined priestly and kingly figure. It reads at Col. 20:1, “until the Messiah
from Aaron and from Israel takes his stand.” The same grammatical analysis of a third
masculine singular verb following the subject can be applied here as well.
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The third person masculine singular pronouns make it clear that the author is
making reference to a single figure. Martin Abegg Jr. remarks, “It is noteworthy that CD
14:19 clearly refers to the work of the personage indicated by the disputed form in the
singular ‘he will pardon their iniquity.””””” However, Abegg also acknowledges that there is
one clear reference in the scrolls where it is clear that two separate figures were expected.
1QS or Manual of Discipline reads, “doing so until there come the Prophet and the Messiahs
of Aaron and Israel 587" 11978 r°eim.” The masculine plural construct form clearly reads
“messiahs,” indicating two figures.”®

Even so, it remains significant that the in 1QS and the Damascus Document the
scrolls provide evidence that a single messianic figure functioning as both king and priest can

no longer be considered merely a Christian adaptation of Jewish messianism.”’

40521 - The Coming of the Messiah and the Resurrection
Another messianic component that has been criticized as being a later Christian

redaction 1s the idea that the messiah of Israel would raise the dead. The Messianic

PCross disagrees and believes that CD14:19 should be read “the messiah of Aaron and
the one of Israel” and cites the example in 4Q246 “the king of Assyria and the one of
Egypt.” “The reference is obviously to the Ptolemies and the Seleucids.” He notes that the
plural pronouns “their rule” and the verb “they shall rule” make clear that two kings are
meant. Applying the same logic in the case of CD 14:18-19, however would yield the
opposite conclusion with the following third masculine singular as Abegg argues. However,
both agree in the preeminence of the royal messiah - that it is implied when not otherwise
specified. Martin Abegg Jr., "The Messiah at Qumran: Are We Still Seeing Double?," Dead
Sea Discoveries 2 (1995): 130-131.

"6 Ibid.

7 Qumran’s diarchic messianism has been defended in a study by William M.
Schniedewind, "Structural Aspects of Qumran Messsianism in the Damascus Document,” in
The Provo International Conference on the Dead Sea Scrolls: Technological Innovations,

New Texts, and Reformulated Issues, ed. Donald W. Parry and Eugene Ulrich (Leiden: Brill,
1998), 523-36.
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Apocalypse (4Q521) Col. 2:1-13 has turned up remarkable evidence that the expectation

of the dead being raised was not a Christian invention, as the scroll in language reminiscent
of Psalm 146:7-8 and Isaiah 61:1-2 (quoted by Luke in 4:18-19) reads, “for he shall heal the
critically wounded, he shall revive the dead.”

Originating from the first century BCE, there is no evidence within the scroll to
suggest that it was a purely sectarian document. This is significant because it may mean that
the ideas it contains were widespread among Jews by the first century BCE. 78 For this reason
4Q521 is one of the most important Qumran texts for Jesus and his ministry. Within the
scroll we find a “recipe” or list of characteristics that some Jews expected to be in play when
the Messiah came.” Thus, it provides insight into Jewish messianism during the Second
Temple period as well as fascinating parallels to Luke 4:16-21, where Luke captures Jesus’
words in Nazareth when he sat down in the synagogue and read from a scroll of Isaiah. The
words Luke records Jesus reading contain a similar messianic recipe to what we find in
4Q521(Isaiah 58:6 and 61:1-2 ):

"®The Spirit of the Lord is upon me,
because he has anointed me
to proclaim 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,

78 Dr. Peter Flint has recently presented on this issue at the Second Princeton Prague
Symposium on Jesus, Spring 2007. This material is from a handout made in preparation for
that presentation.

7 Emile Puech, "Messianism, Resurrection, and Eschatology,” in The Community of
the Renewed Covenant, ed. Eugene Ulrich and James Vanderkam, Christianity and Judalsm
in Antiquity Series (Notre Dame: Notre Dame Press, 1994), 244.
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®to proclaim the year of the Lord’s favor.*
To these words Jesus adds, “This is being fulfilled today even as you listen.”

Later in Luke 7:22 John the Baptist’s disciples come and ask, “Are you the one who
is to come, or shall we look for another?” Jesus in his answer again draws upon language
from Isaiah 61. It is clear that the evidence that Jesus instructs John’s disciples to return with,
“Go and tell John what you have seen and heard: the blind receive their sight, the lame walk,
the lepers are cleansed, the deaf hear, the dead are raised, the poor have good news brought
to them,” provided a definitive answer. Similar language is used in the parallel text of
Matthew 11:5 where Jesus’ instructions to John’s disciples are also recorded, “the blind
receive their sight, the lame walk, the lepers are cleansed, the deaf hear, the dead are raised,
and the poor have good news brought to them.” Most of the elements in Jesus’ response are
present in other passages in Isaiah. Isaiah 35:5 speaks of the eyes of the blind being opened
and the ears of the deaf being unstopped. Verse six continues with language reminiscent of
Jesus’ words to John, “then the lame shall leap like a deer, and the tongue of the speechless
sing for joy.” So also, Isaiah 42:18 commands the deaf to listen and the blind to look up and
see.

An element is present in Jesus’ response, however, that is foreign to the Isaiah 61
language: the raising of the dead. Thus the suggestion has been made that this idea of the
resurrection of the dead may have been inserted into the Jewish concept of Messianic
fulfillment by Christians. The discovery of 4Q521, however, has shown that this was not the
case. At Col. 2:1 it reads, “[. . . For the hea]vens and the earth will listen to his Messiah (or,

anointed one)” and goes on to read in Col. 2:11, “And the Lord will perform glorious things

801 uke 4:18-19.
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which have not existed, just as he s[aid]. For he will heal the wounded (lit. “pierced”), he

will make the dead live, he will bring good news to the poor (cf. Isaiah 61:1).

Summary

In summary, the discovery of 4Q521 reveals that (1) in the Gospel passages above,
Jesus claimed to be the Messiah by referencing a recipe that already existed in Judaism, and
(2) the reference to the raising of the dead as one sign that the Messiah had come (Luke
7:22), hitherto thought to be a Christian invention, may have been known in one other sect, at
least, in Judaism in the first century BCE. So also from 1QS and the Damascus Document the
scrolls provide evidence that a single messianic figure functioning as both king and priest can

no longer be considered merely a Christian adaptation of Jewish messianism.
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CHAPTER FOUR

IN SEARCH OF A SUFFERING MESSIAH

A. Clarifying the Question:

Since the redemptive suffering of Christ is the hallmark of the Christian faith, the
question of messianism and the scrolls centers particularly around the aspect of redemptive
suffering. It is not surprising then, that the question that has preoccupied Christians since the
discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls is whether or not we find the sort of messiah that we read
about in the New Testament anticipated at Qumran. In fact, messianic figures are not
mentioned very often in the scrolls, but the topic has still generated much interest.®

As we turn to the scrolls to determine whether or not they contain any expectation
that mirrors the messianic portrait as the New Testament redefines it, it is helpful to clarify
what we are looking for:

1) We are looking for something very specific: someone who suffers, but not just

anyone—a messiah.

2) We are not just looking for a messiah who suffers in general, but a messiah who

suffers vicariously for the sins of the people of Israel.

3) We are not looking for evidence of this suffering messiah to satisfy ourselves, but

evidence that the community at Qumran had some sort of expectation and

understanding of a messiah who would vicariously suffer for their sins.

8 Vanderkam and Flint, 267.
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Coming to Terms
When it comes to deciphering messianic allusions in the Dead Sea Scrolls, it becomes
necessary at the outset of any discussion to come to terms with what is meant by the term

“messianic.” The term we render “messiah” 1'%/ means simply “anointed.” Since the term

itself does not originate with Christianity, we must be careful not to project a purely Christian
understanding of the term onto its broader context. This distinction is important because the
answer to the question of whether or not we find a messiah or messiahs within the Qumran
corpus would be decidedly “yes,” whereas the question of whether or not we find a suffering
messiah is significantly more difficult to answer.

Collins suggests that, generally speaking, a messianic figure in the scrolls is “an agent
of God in the end-time, who is said somewhere in the literature to be anointed, but who 1s not
necessarily called “messiah” in every passage.”®* The scrolls are concerned primarily with
two messianic figures: the royal Davidic messiah and the priestly messiah, the messiah of
Aaron. The Royal, Davidic messiah may also be referred to as the messiah of Israel, the
Branch of David, the Prince of the Congregation, and even (although the matter is disputed)
the Son of God. The priestly messiah is the messiah of Aaron, but he is also known as the
Interpreter of the Law and may be described on occasion without the use of a specific title. It
has also been argued that a third category should be assigned to a prophetic messianic figure,
since prophets are sometimes called “anointed ones” in the scrolls, but the role of the

eschatological prophet is somewhat difficult to define. Finally, a fourth category could be

%2 Collins, "He Shall Not Judge by What His Eyes See: Messianic Authority in the
Dead Sea Scrolls," 146.
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argued of a heavenly messiah, such as the heavenly judge who is called both messiah and
Son of Man in the Similitudes of Enoch. Heavenly agents (Michael, Melchizedek, the Prince
of Light) play a prominent part in some of the Scrolls, but they are not called messiah nor

said to be anointed.®

Establishing Parameters

A second question we must ask is what kind of filters should be applied to our search.
This involves determining the criteria for making a connection. In an effort to be
comprehensive, a broad filter is applied at the outset, exploring all potential connections,
anywhere from textual variants and actual citations of biblical text, to mere allusions to ideas
within the text or language that is reminiscent of them. Once these initial gleanings are
compiled, each case can be evaluated individually to determine the viability of the

connection.

B. Great Expectations: A Half Century In Review

Dupont-Sommer — The Teacher of Righteousness and Jesus
Over the course of the last 50 years several claims of finding a “Christian messiah”
anticipated in the scrolls have been made. In 1950, only three years after the discovery of the

Dead Sea Scrolls, Dupont-Sommer claimed that the Teacher of Righteousness was held to be

% Ibid. The above titles and categories of messianic figures in the scrolls belong to
Collins. Their presentation here relies heavily on Collins’ description. They are treated in
detail in John J. Collins “Messiahs in Context. Method in the Study of Messianism,” in
Methods of Investigation of the Dead Sea Scrolls and the Khirbet Qumran Site: Present
Realities and Future Prospects (ed. M. O. Wise, N. Golb, J. J. Collins and D. Pardee; New
York: New York Academy of Sciences, 1994) 213-27.
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a messiah and that he was persecuted, tortured and put to death. In many ways he was “the
exact prototype of Jesus.”® His claim was based on a controversial reading of the pesher on
Habakkuk, which speaks of a wicked priest swallowing up the Teacher of Righteousness in
his fury. Dupont-Sommer took this “swallowing” to be of a fatal nature. His argument was
not well received and has no followers in recent times. However, he did draw from the
Thanksgiving Hymns for his interpretation of the teacher and so in a strange way anticipated
the recent argument of Michael Wise.*

In the twenty-five years following the discoveries and first publication of the texts from
Qumran, few topics were so widely discussed as messianic expectation. However, after the

initial claims proved disappointing, interest in messianism waned for some time.*

Robert Eisenman and the Slain Messiah

In the 1990’s, however, great excitement again broke out over 4Q285 (frag. 5) when
Professor Robert Eisenman of California State University in a press release declared that he
had found evidence of a suffering messiah. Eisenman read the text as referring to the

execution of the messiah—a slain messiah. Not long afterwards, however, Geza Vermes,

* He later clarified that his intention was in no way to deny the originality of Jesus.
Dupont-Sommer, The Esene Writings from Qumran, trans. G. Vermes (Gloucester: Smith,
1973), 373.

% John J. Collins, "A Messiah before Jesus?," in Christian Beginnings and the Dead
Sea Scrolls, ed. John J. Collins and Craig A. Evans (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2006),
16-17.

% Martinez notes the significance that the 1990 edition of Fitzmyer’s bibliography,
The Dead Sea Scrolls: Major Publications and Tools for study, adds only six titles to the list
published in 1975. Florentino Garcia Martinez, "Two Messianic Figures in the Qumran
Texts," in Current Research and Technological Developments on the Dead Sea Scrolls:
Conference on the Texts from the Judean Desert, Jerusalem, 30 April 1995, ed. Florentino
Garcia Martinez and A. S. Van Der Woude (Leiden: Brill, 1996), 14-15. See note in Evans,
"Qumran's Messiah: How Important Is He?," 142.
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Professor emeritus of Jewish Studies at Oxford University along with twenty-two other

scholars concluded that 111317 should be read as an action of the Branch of David, “(he) will

have him put to death,” rather than as an action done to the Branch of David, “and they shall
put to death.” Depending on the supplied vocalization of the “waw” suffix, either reading is

possible. However, the presence of the indicator of a definite direct object X preserved in

another line of the fragment greatly favors reading the Branch of David as the subject of the
“putting to death.” The surrounding context makes this reading almost certain.

The vast majority of scholars agree with Vermes and have concluded the text refers to
Isaiah 10:34-11:1.¥” And so, again, a reference that seemed to anticipate a suffering
messianic figure turned out to be no such thing.

Two attempts to establish a connection between Qumran and a suffering messiah have
been made more recently, one by Michael Wise and the other by Israel Knohl, both having to
do with the Thanksgiving Hymns[=Thanksgiving Psalms, Hodayot, 1QH?] which contain
language reminiscent of the suffering servant in Isaiah 53. Their theses raise two significant
questions: First, was the servant in Isaiah regarded as messianic in Pre-Christian Judaism?
And secondly, as the speaker of the hymns drew on the imagery of Isaiah 53 did he see

himself as fulfilling that prophecy?

Michael Wise and The First Messiah
Michael Wise of Northwestern College in The First Messiah: Investigating the Savior
Before Jesus identifies the Teacher of Righteousness as “Judah’ and reads columns 10-17 of

the Thanksgiving Hymns as chronological reflections from the Teacher’s point of view. Wise

¥ Vanderkam and Flint, 341-342.



41

finds connections between the Teacher of Righteousness’ conclusion that he was not
appreciated by his contemporaries by the sovereign plan of God and the “servant of the
Lord” in Isaiah 53. After Judah’s death in 72 BCE, his followers developed a doctrine around
his teachings, encompassing a belief in multiple messiahs, whereas in Judah’s lifetime they
believed him to be the one and only. After his death they added their own hymns to his
collection. One of these Wise refers to as the Hymn of the Exalted One (cols. 25-26). In this
poem the Teacher claims to have suffered as the servant in Isaiah 53, but also to have been
exalted to God’s right hand.*® Wise believes that, “By quoting Isaiah 53, and applying it to
himself, Judah [whom Wise believes to be the Teacher] was asserting that he was the
Servant.”® Wise also believes the character in the Coming of Melchizedek to be the Teacher
and sees close parallels between Judah and Jesus, including their atoning suffering.

Wise’s thesis has been scrutinized by scholars for the following reasons: 1) its
assumption that the poems are chronological instead of various reflections with reoccurring
themes; 2) the identification of the herald in the Coming of Melchizedek as the Teacher,
which is not clear from the fragmentary text; and 3) the chronological problem with Wise’s
assertion that the Teacher’s disciples composed the Manifesto in the Rule of the Community

after his death in 72 BCE when one copy (1QS), likely written earlier, contains this material.*°

% The speaker in the hymn describes himself in language that is reminiscent of the
“suffering servant”: “Who has born[e afflictions like me? Who compares to m[e in endur]ing
evil?” 4Q491 frag. 11, col. 1:9. Translation by Israel Knohl. Israel Knohl, The Messiah
before Jesus: The Suffering Servant of the Dead Sea Scrolls (Berkley: University of
California Press, 2000), 25.

¥ Michael O. Wise, The First Messiah: Investigating the Savior before Jesus (San
Francisco: HarperCollins, 1999), 92.

% This summary borrows heavily from The Meaning of the Dead Sea Scrolls. 268-
270.
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Israel Knohl and The Messiah Before Jesus

Israel Knohl of the Hebrew University of Jerusalem has also found connections,
albeit different ones, with the suffering servant of Isaiah.®! He claims that the messiah was
named Menahem, whom Josephus called an Essene, and that we find him in some, rather
than all, of the Thanksgiving Psalms, particularly in the exaltation psalm.”> Knohl points out
that the speaker of the poem (the poem is attested to in several manuscripts) makes polarizing
statements, sometimes equating himself with the gods and other times identifying with
troubles like the suffering servant’s.”® Knohl concludes that these words of suffering are so
out of place that they must have been inserted at a later date. However, he concludes:

In view of the close connection we find in the Dead Sea literature between the

coming of the Messiah and the forgiveness of sins, one may suppose that the speaker

in the first hymn who saw himself in terms of the “suffering servant” described by

Isaiah, was regarded by his community as someone who through his sufferings had

atoned for the sins of all the members of his sect.”*
Knohl finds this identification with the “suffering servant” significant because the
combination of divine status and suffering is “unknown in the history of the messianic idea

prior to these hymns.”

*' Knohl introduces his work with the following: “To understand Christianity and its
relationship to Judaism one must answer a profound and difficult question: What was the
Jewish context of Jesus” messianic career? With the discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls there
was great anticipation that the elusive answer to this question might be found within them.
However, this hope has not been realized. While parallel language has been noted between
the Dead Sea Scrolls and the New Testament, no direct connection to Jesus has been
found—until, I believe, now.” Knohl, 1.

%2 Knohl believes that the phrase “friend of the king” in the hymn could refer to this
Menahem that Josephus records as being held in honor by King Herod. Antiquities 15.372-
79.

% Of this dichotomy Knohl writes, “We see a very marked dichotomy in the self-
image of the writer. He sees himself as possessing divine attributes, but at the same time
views himself in the image of the “suffering servant’ in Isaiah 53.” Knohl, 15-16.

* Ibid., 24.

% Ibid., 25.
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Knohl!’s thesis has also met considerable criticism for the leaps it takes from
fragmentary evidence to the character Menahem. There is a discrepancy between the
chronology demanded by this scenario and the paleographic dating of the poem. His
interpretation of the Oracle of Hystaspes and the book of Revelation has also proved to be
unconvincing.96

It is perhaps unfortunate that the theses of Wise and Knohl are evaluated as a whole
by the scholarly community, for most of the scholarly critique has found issue with their
proposed historical figures, not their text critical observations. Setting aside Wise and
Knohl’s proposed historical figures, we must still consider if there is merit to their theses
making a significant connection between the reflection of the Teacher of Righteousness in
his Self-Glorification Hymn’’ and the Fourth Servant Song. The presence of a leader who
identified (to a greater or lesser degree) with the servant who is mentioned in what modern
scholarship has titled the “servant songs” may well be significant.”® Their proposed

antecedents (Judah and Menahem), however, are not convincing.

Summary

Though the great expectations of finding a suffering messiah in the scrolls
immediately following the discovery proved disappointing, the theses of Knohl and Wise fall
in line with a recent resurgence in interest in messianism within the scrolls. In 1992 Emile

Puech published several texts that brought new light to Qumran messianism. The following

% John J. Collins, "An Essene Messiah? Comments on Israel Knohl, the Messiah
before Jesus," in Christian Beginnings and the Dead Sea Scrolls, ed. John J. Collins and
Craig A. Evans (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2006), 39, 43.

°7 The Hymn of Exaltation (Wise) = The Self-Glorifcation Hymn (Knohl).

% Collins, "A Messiah before Jesus?," 20-21.

