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The Old Testament: A Shadowy Presence in Christianity 

Part I: Introduction 

As a religion of the book, Christianity looks first to the Bible for its 

identity. Christians associate themselves primarily with the New Testament 

and Jesus, but this is often done at the expense of the Old Testament whose 

purpose in the canon then seems to be to play only a minor role in support of 

the New Testament. Its inclusion in the Christian canon has been problematic 

since the second century C.E. when Marcion, "a follower of Paul who was 

expelled from the church at Rome (about 144 C.E.) because of his radical 

teachings," argued that it should be left out altogether because "the Redeemer 

revealed in Jesus Christ is not the same God as the Creator-God of the Old 
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Testament."} Since then, Christian approaches to the Old Testament have gone 

through many changes, particularly during such critical times as the 

Reformation and the post-Holocaust era. Some of these are respectful and 

sensitive attempts both at comprehension and appropriation, but others reflect 

little of this and only continue to propagate stereotypes and misinformation. 

Instead of working constructively with the diversity of the Christian 

Bible or the Old Testament itself, most discussions of the problem choose one of 

two general but extreme solutions. One of these is along Marcionite lines and it 

assumes that the differences between the Testaments are incommensurable. 

This sentiment is usually treated by ignoring the Old Testament, or at least the 

parts which the readers find disagreeable and going on as if it does not exist. 

Those people who lean in this direction but do not reach the extreme usually 

speak in terms of "reconciliation" between the two and find their task a difficult 

one. The other extreme is the assumption of coherent univocality. Within this 

idea is the well known concept of supersession which states that the (Christian) 

Bible is comprised of two parts. The first of these is called the Old Testament 

after the covenant YHWH made with the people of Israel and takes the form of 

the external Law. The second part is called the New Testament and it records 

the second covenant he made with his people which is internal. This second 

covenant is embodied in the figure of Jesus Christ and it is toward him the Old 

Testament pOints and the New Testament glorifies. Supersessionism implies 

that the Old Testament has been superseded by the New Testament and the 

Law replaced because the divine savior is the final, complete and singular Word 

'Charlsworth, James H. And Walter P. Weaver. The Old and New Testaments: Their 
Relationship and the "Intertestamental" Literature. Valley Forge, PA: Trinity Press 
International, 1993. p.20. 
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of God. The vocabulary of supersession is one of unity (whether apparent or 

not) and progress, usually in the form of Heilsgeschichte, or redemption history 

which culminates in Jesus Christ. 

Clearly, neither of these extremes or their close relatives are conducive 

to a healthy appreciation of the Old Testament. Both are attempts to explain 

decisively and monistically the great diversity of the Old Testament and the 

Bible as a whole. Insisting on reducing a complex, living conundrum to two 

opposite approaches~ither denying or exaggerating the existent differences 

whether in style, purpose or message-is a refusal to deal with a vigorous 

reality which is not tidy as to make religious life simple. 

That there is a Christian problem with the Old Testament is hardly 

unrecognized or in dispute. What is yet unclear is exactly what that problem is 

and what its causes are. This paper will discuss several approaches and 

solutions to the problem and construct a more detailed and conclusive 

description of this problem. 

Part II: Brief Examples of Evidence 

The evidence that there is a broad Christian problem with the Old 

Testament comes from a wide range of areas. The rightful association of the 

Old Testament, or Hebrew Bible with the Jews obviously has connections to 

anti-Semitism and indeed this is extremely important, but there are other 
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sources which may not be as visible.2 One example of this (which is both 

disappointing, since it made research difficult, but also interesting, because it 

supports my thesis) is a distinct lack of solid sources which directly and 

constructively deal with this subject. There is no small amount of literature 

devoted to this general idea, but it is rarely accepted. Christians typically 

address the problem as if the Old Testament were a collection of semi-historical 

stories, some of which can be nicely appropriated to form a kind of purified 

prelude to the New Testament, others are decidedly un-Christian and therefore 

must be reinterpreted, put on the list of imponderables or simply explained 

away. For example, promising titles along the lines of, "Christians and the Old 

Testament" or How Does the Christian Confront the Old Testament?3 almost 

invariably assume that the Old Testament is something which needs to be 

reconciled with the Christian religion since it is clearly not of the same mind as 

the New Testament. Jews who, of course, share these scriptures have also 

written commentaries on the Christian understanding and use of their Hebrew 

Bible. Although these are usually more intelligent and, it seems, written for a 

different audience, they are widely disregarded. 

The Old Testament is also often not regarded seriously or dealt with 

thoroughly by most systematic theologians working with Christian issues. 

Even a cursory glance at an index of biblical references will reveal a distinct 

imbalance between Old and New Testament sources. No one would insist on 

requiring writers to cite exactly the same number of verses from each 

testament, but a discrepancy on this scale certainly suggests that if the Old 

2 Since I come out of the Lutheran church (ELCA), I am more aware of evidence from this 
tradition and so some of my examples will reflect this familiarity. 
3 Benoit, Pierre et al. 
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Testament is not represented nearly as much as the New Testament it does not 

influence the work which is meant as a commentary on Christianity" 

Similar proportions of Old to New Testament exist in the lectionary of 

the (ELCA) Lutheran church at least. Even if this were otherwise, since the 

order of the service includes a First Lesson (Old Testament), a Second Lesson 

(New Testament) and a Gospel reading, parishioners would still hear a 

disproportionate and disembodied representation. "For many Christians 

today, ministers and laity alike, the Bible is the New Testament for all practical 

purposes, with perhaps a few excursions into favorite passages such as the 

Twenty-third Psalm."s This combined with the propensity of pastors to preach 

only on the Gospel reading allows for very little exposure to the Old Testament 

and that which the congregations do hear is taken out of both historical and 

traditional context and is usually intended as "prophetic" support of the New 

Testament or as a surrogate genealogy intended to legitimize a Christian claim 

to be the chosen people of God." 

It is also interesting that in general, Christians think of their religion and 

their god as one of love and forgiveness, concepts which they associate with a 

stereotypical understanding of the New Testament and the god-man, Jesus of 

Nazareth. Popular criticisms of Christianity, however, dwell not only on its 

participation in disreputable events in history (e.g. the Crusades, various 

periods of imperialism and the Holocaust), but also upon conceptions of a 

fearful god of vengeance who demands sacrifice-a stereotypical understanding 

of the Old Testament. Obviously these are opposite understandings, but what 

• See Appendix A. 
S Charlsworth, et al. p.20. 
6 See Appendix B. 
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they have in common is an irresponsible, poorly thought-out project of 

simplistic stereotyping, usually for shallow purposes. 

These kinds of stereotypes are also included within the tradition to some 

extent. The Testaments may be divided along a thick black line which separates 

polar opposites in the minds and vocabularies of many Christians. Some 

examples are as follows: 

Old Testament 
law 
vengeful 
myth 
earthly 
threat 
war 
punishment 
sacrifice 

New Testament 
love 
forgiving 
history 
heavenly 
promise 
peace 
mercy 
salvation 

This list is not exhaustive by any means, but it does give an adequate idea of the 

degree of ideological polarization the Christian Bible has undergone. 

Part III: The Popular Approach 

Pierre Benoit, Roland E. Murphy and Bastiaan van Iersel, editors of 

volume 30 of the Concilium: Theology in the Age of Renewal series, How Does 

the Christian Confront the Old Testament?,7 compiled an anthology intended 

to answer the question posed in the title. In the preface, they restate the 

question more clearly: "How does the Christian confront the Hebrew Bible, 

which he terms the "Old Testament'?"g and provide enough background to 

place it in context. 

This question is a perennial one-in one age Marcion replied by 
eliminating the Hebrew Bible;. in another Augustine wrote the 

7 Benoit, et al. 
• Ibid., 1. 
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massive dictum that dominated Christian exegesis of the Old 
Testament for so many years: the New Testament is hidden in the 
Old, and the Old Testament is made plain in the New. The fact is 
that the style in which the Church confronts the Hebrew Bible 
varies in every age. And this is only right; the needs of the times 
color one's correlation of the Old with the New.9 

This passage seems harmless enough, since it acknowledges that ideas may 

change over time and therefore that they may change in the future. The next 

paragraph, although it begins with the continuation of this apparently open 

approach, changes tone in the middle. 

With the advent of the rigorous historical approach to ancient 
literature, a more adequate understanding of the Hebrew Bible on 
its own terms has been reached. And the Christian must hear the 
Word on this level, or he will hopelessly flatten out the divine 
message.10 

But here already readers might become suspicious of the implicit suggestions 

both that the Bible, the "Word", is a single, self-identical statement and that the 

level on which the Hebrew Bible is understood on its own terms is necessarily 

subordinate to some other level of perception. 

Thus, from his prison Dietrich Bonhoeffer wrote of the strong 
influence which his reading of the Old Testament was having on 
him-that it was not really Christian to want to get to the New 
Testament too soon and too directly. On the other hand, the 
Christian believes that Christ is the fulfillment of Israel's hope; he 
lives by the spirit of fulfillment of the Scriptures echoed in the 
pages of the New Testament. The essay in this volume of Concilium 
illustrate several approaches to this question.]] 

This statement of the Christian problem with the Old Testament is probably the 

most common among Christians. It shows acknowledgment of the Old 

Testament as being part of the canon and contrasts this with the belief in Jesus 

as the fulfillment of the Law, but it does not seem to take very seriously the 

, Ibid. 
10 Ibid. 
11 Ibid., 1-2. 
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application of the previously stated idea that the Old Testament must be 

interpreted on its own. Although the editors of this volume seem to think that 

the influence of Mardon and Augustine continues to exist only in the past, it 

seems strange that this contrast with the conceptions of Jesus as the messiah as 

described the New Testament is the factor which makes the Old Testament a 

problem. 

The essays following this description of the problem are meant, of 

course, to answer the question asked in the title. The first of these, entitled, 

"The Values of the Old Testament," by John L. McKenzie12 completely 

disregards the statement in the preface that the Old Testament needs to be read 

on its own when, in the first paragraph, he writes that, "The more interested 

one becomes in the New Testament, the more clearly one perceives that the 

New Testament is the second part of a book. What is to be done with the first 

part?,,13 He also goes on to say that, "The Christian faithful seek specifically 

Christian values in the Old Testament,,1. and this is not necessarily 

supersessionistic since the Old Testament is part of the Christian canon. But if it 

means that only the passages which are considered "edifying" are chosen and 

the rest left unread and unChristian it suggests that Christians cannot cope with 

the Old Testament unless it is legitimized by the New Testament (which often 

defines Christianity)-another common practice of the supersessionism 

sometimes implicit in much Christian doctrine and popular understanding. 

"Ibid., 5-32. 
13 Ibid., 5. 
"Ibid., 6. 
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McKenzie also describes one of the ways the Old Testament may be 

studied: "as a record of Israelite failures," which he finds" quite interesting."'s 

It is at this point that we begin to see concrete evidence of a patronizing variety 

of understated and perhaps unconscious, though still unacceptable anti­

Semitism. 

There was really no Israelite institution that endured. The covenant 
of the tribes, the law of the covenant, the monarchy, even 
prophecy-all perished in the calamities of Israelite history. The few 
institutions that were restored after the exile kept Israel in existence 
as a cult group with a system of animal sacrifices and a religious 
law. . .. No other people, ancient or modern, has written such a 
candid and critical record of its own failures. Law, sacrifice and 
kingship are all the objects of critical narratives and critical 
prophecies that spare the faults neither of the system nor of the 
men involved in the system.'6 

McKenzie does not attempt to suggest that Christianity is able to evaluate its 

own institutions without fault either, but by suggesting that the history of Israel 

"ended" inevitably and after the prophets "predicted" this outcome (betraying 

a poor understanding of the practice and function of prophecy). In this case, he 

does little more than contribute fuel to the fire of careless anti-Semitism. His 

essay does contain some worthy thoughts on the subject, but when laced with 

this kind of prejudice it becomes highly suspect. 

The second essay also reflects the failure to do what was recommended 

in the preface and introduces one of the most damaging aspects of the method 

of reading the Old Testament only in light of the New Testament. As part of his 

section on "The Past Made Present in the Old Testament: The Meeting of God 

and Man," Fran~ois Dreyfus uses the example of Abraham's sacrifice of Isaac to 

show this kind of "making present." He quotes Gerhard von Rad as saying, 

15 Ibid., 28. 
16 Ibid., 28-29. 
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"'With the order to sacrifice Isaac, God seems to annihilate his oft-repeated 

promise. In Isaac all was embodied, all that God had promised to perform for 

salvation."'17 This projection backward from normative New Testament 

exegesis which sees salvation imagery and meaning throughout the Old 

Testament is closely related to the well documented concept of Heilsgeschichte, 

the history of redemption which leads to the christ.IS Again, this is an example 

of the tendency of Christian writers always to fall back on an Augustinian 

method interpretation which denies the Old Testament real intrinsic historical 

or theological integrity. 

Dreyfus continues to minimize the value of the Old Testament when he 

attempts to make the Israelite history found in this document pertinent to the 

moderns of 1967. 

But here a vital problem arises: is not this existential value found in 
its perfect and final state in the new Testament, in the person, 
mystery and work of Christ? Do we need a candle when it is day? 

One thing is certain, that for the Christian there is only one 
living, vital reading of the Old Testament, only one reading that can 
answer the question of the meaning of his existence: that which 
starts from Jesus Christ as its center, in relation to whom every 
element of the Old Testament must be situated. . .. but that is the 
whole question: from the point of view of their existential value 
for us Christians of today, have these partial words lost their value, 
in presence of the total Word which is Christ?!9 

To which he answers, "We have still to ask, obviously, which are the Old 

Testament passages which, in the eyes of the New Testament writers, continue 

to have vital value for the Christian.,,20 Unfortunately, where the New 

Testament writers are not explicit on this subject, their use of Old Testament 

17 Ibid., 38. 
18 Bright, John, The Authority of the Old Testament Grand Rapids: Baker Book House, 1967. 
g.70. 

Benoit, Peirre, et al. p.39-40. 
'" Ibid. 40. 
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passages is almost completely polemic. As a result, they do not carry the same 

meaning they had in their original context. 

The redeeming quality of Dreyfus' essay, though shrouded in ideas of 

salvation and liberal theology, is that he acknowledges one of the most 

important lessons the Old Testament teaches more effectively than the New: a 

warning against apathy, returning the concept of salvation from the nebulous 

beyond to history and human action. 

If we had only the New Testament to guide us, we should find it 
hard to escape the impression that the Christian faith preaches 
indifference or resignation toward the various forms of political 
oppression. . .. The episodes of the Exodus and of the Maccabees, 
read in the light of Christ, prompt us to evaluate the demands for 
liberation comprised in the Christian message (Exodus), the 
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lawfulness of struggle and war where human and religious values 
are flouted (Maccabees).21 

In all honesty, I think that the Dreyfus' inclusion of the phrase, "read in the light 

of Christ" is quite unnecessary since the Old Testament and also, in this case, 

the Apocrypha, speaks quite adequately without this addition of a Christian 

filter, but his keeping with this tradition of dissolving these works into 

subordinate roles is hardly surprising. 

The issue of the Old Testament is frequently perceived as being a 

problem of reconciliation as if the New Testament were Christian and the Old 

Testament must be reconciled to it either by exegetical face-lift or being used to 

show what Christians have been saved from, Ecclesiastes being the most 

frequently used example of this. Using this collection of essays as a 

representative example of the popular method of dealing with the Christian 

problem of the Old Testament, the readers may conclude that even many 

educated, non-fundamentalist writers are unable to get past their compulsion to 

qualify even their progressive ideas by referring to Jesus or the New 

Testament. 

Part IV: Becoming More Sophisticated 

Much of the evidence which leads people to the idea that there is an 

important Christian problem that is the Old Testament comes from the same 

sources. As part of his prelude to stating why he thinks the Old Testament is a 

problem, John Bright in, The Authority of the Old Testament, describes a 

generic scenario which involves the most common complaints of a Christian 

about the Old Testament beginning with, "It is simply that he is troubled by the 

21 Ibid., 41-42. 
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Old Testament." Although the reader in this case does find "much that is noble, 

profound, and moving, much that speaks to his condition and nurtures his 

spirit," he also finds things which are 

strange to his way of thinking, much that is tedious and seemingly 
irrelevant, and not a little that offends his moral sensibilities. He 
comes to these endless genealogical lists, these interminable 
chapters giving detailed instructions for offering the various kinds 
of sacrifice, the specifications for the tabernacle drawn out to utter 
tedium, and he cannot imagine how such things concern him. So 
he reads, and is bored-and ceases to read. He encounters a 
narrative of matchless lucidity that captures his interest, but he has 
to admit that much of it is not especially edifying. Again and again 
it presents him with instances of immorality and violence, and with 
customs, attitudes, and conceptions of God that seem to him much 
less than Christian.22 

This passage reflects many disappointing sensibilities and is made more so 

because Bright includes pastors in the group of people for whom these 

thoughts have been a reality. 

He then goes on to say that "the Old Testament is a problem because it is 

in the Bible, and because of what the church declares the Bible to be,,,23 placing 

its discussion exclusively in the arena of biblical authority which questions the 

degree to which the Old Testament shares in it. This in turn, points to the larger 

question of whether or not it should be included in the canon.24 It is reasonably· 

clear that this, although debatable, has an inevitable answer and that it is that 

the Hebrew Bible will continue to be the Old Testament and so again the real 

question, I think, falls back on the idea of reconciliation than actually 

considering remOving the Old Testament from the Christian Bible {although its 

22 Bright, John. The Authority of the Old Testament. Grand Rapids: Baker Book House, 1967. 
~.16-17. 

Ibid., 17. 
24 Ibid., 15. 
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status in the "theological curriculum," according to Bright, is not something 

which should be "taken for granted,,25). 

Although I disagree that the only context in which a discussion of the 

questionable importance of the Old Testament makes any sense is that of 

biblical authority partly because I do not think that a vast enough majority of 

people think of the Bible in such a supernatural, non-human way, Bright's 

diagnosis of the problem as a canonical one which is made more difficult by the 

traditional, but seemingly formal, claims the church has made about divine 

inspiration, etc. This understanding of the problem, however, is incomplete 

and vague because it does not explain what about the New Testament, the only 

other section of the Christian Bible (unless the Apocrypha is taken into account) 

makes it Christian when the Old Testament perhaps is not. This missing 

information is provided by James Preus when, describing Reformation 

thought, he writes that "nothing so clearly threatened an effective theological 

role for the Old Testament in the Church as the Christ in the New Testament."26 

I think that this continues to be true at the end of the twentieth century, 

particularly in the case of Lutherans perhaps, but also in the broader sense of 

modern Christianity. 

Preus describes the task of the medieval hermeneutical tradition as "an 

authentic attempt to establish the sensus litteralis of Scripture as its principal 

meaning, and to give it a theologically normative role in the formation of 

Christian theology. In his own way, Luther was trying to do the same thing. 

One stumbling block in this enterprise was the Old Testament-as it had been 

25 Ibid., 7. 

I 
! 
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since the days of Marcion and still is:<27 This stumbling block brought up the 

same questions which have continued with the problem through time and are 

also with us today, such as whether or not the Old Testament should be in the 

canon and what kind of theological or historical meaning it has for Christians. 

And like the medieval thinkers, one of the epiphenomenal problems brought 

about by their insistence on this sensus litteralis is that "a good solution 

demands both that justice be done to the Old Testament's grammatical-

historical meaning and that the theological and religious appropriateness of its 

place in the Christian canon of Scripture be shown." And again, as it was 

during the Reformation, the same result is produced: "What frequently 

happened to the Old Testament (and perhaps still does happen) was that one of 

these demands was maintained at the expense of the other.'as Unfortunately, 

this is still a familiar way to deal with the Old Testament and it fails on several 

accounts. 

First, methodologically, it seems impossible to give the Old Testament its 

proper place in the canon if it is simply being measured against the New 

Testament, both being evaluated only on literal meaning, which is certainly 

inadequate if used as the only criterion. Second, this ideal of literal 

interpretation does no justice to either Testament and denies both the life they 

must have in order to have been preserved until now and continue into the 

future. And third, we are not medieval thinkers. This means not only that we 

have differently historically located concerns and interests, but also that we 

26 Preus, James Samuel. From Shadow to Promise: Old Testament Interpretation from 
Augustine to the Young Luther. Cambridge: The Belknap Press of Harvard University Press, 
1969. p.4. 
"0 Ibid., 3. 
28 Ibid. 
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have the evolved sophistication of an additional four hundred years of 

experience, study and reflection from which we can draw much to make our 

inquiry viable. 

Leaving the non-constructive presuppositions behind these descriptions 

of these authors' conclusions that there is an Old Testament problem and 

returning to the combined and more solid understanding of the it, we may now 

restate it. According to Bright and Preus, the Christian difficulties with the Old 

Testament derive from what the church says the Bible is and the normative 

conceptions of the christ in the New Testament. Using this diagnosis, the 

framework within which the Old Testament is incongruent is that of the 

Christian Bible which has been declared to be the single, coherent Word of God 

and the understanding of the prophet Jesus of Nazareth to be the inevitable 

and obvious fulfillment of the Law of the Old Testament, as described in the 

New Testament. Not surprisingly, this framework sounds quite Augustinian in 

vocabulary and implication--again, the idea is that the Old Testament is 

meaningless without the New Testament, but then it loses almost all of its 

integrity when forcefully strained through this additional filter. 

In addition to the already discussed difficulties inherent in this 

formulation of the problem, it also allows the ubiquitous barb of anti-Semitism 

to emerge again. Jacob Neusner addresses the most common strain of anti­

Jewish Christian thought which comes directly out of this kind of 

understanding of the "superseded" Old Testament. He sees this attitude 

contributing to the result that "It is simply part of the systemic statement of 
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Christianity to address Judaism with the question: Why not?,,29 At first glance, 

this question seems harmless enough and almost simply asked out of curiosity. 

But, as Neusner interprets the question, it implies a hostile inquisition into why 

Jews do not accept Jesus as the christ. Even the fact that it is asked negatively 

implies that the question is less along the lines of, "What do you believe?" than 

"How could you/your people make such a terrible mistake?" So although the 

question may be asked innocently enough on the surface, it usually masks not 

an interest in Judaism, but a negative judgment of it. 

Much of this is caused not only by pOSSibly unconscious anti-Semitism, 

but also by the blackened and artificial picture the church has painted of a 

fictionally monolithic Judaism since its early days. 

"Judaism" served Christianity as a foil, that alone. Invented for the 
purpose of polemic and apologetic, "Judaism" was so defined as to 
form a caricature, a mere anti-Christianity, the opposite, the other­
the worst possible choice in contrast to the best possible choice. So 
this "it" was "a narrow, legalistic religion. Pharisees taught a 
religion of 'works-righteousness,' of salvation earned by merit ... 
thus providing a stark foil for the gospel of Jesus and of Paul, who, 
in contrast, brought a religion of forgiveness and grace."ao 

These accusations are not unfamiliar to a wide variety of Christians, and they 

reinforce the assumption that this is a true description of the core of Judaism 

and it is this conception which prompts Christians to ask "Why not?" 

This version of the Christian problem of the Old Testament bears much 

similarity to the first, but is a more sophisticated way of approaching it from 

the fairly orthodox and probably ill-informed point of view. The main problem 

being that the Old Testament is part of the Christian canon and therefore must 

29 Neusner, Jacob. "The Absoluteness of Christianity and the Uniqueness of Judaism: Why 
Salvation Is Not of the Jews," Interpretation. Ganuary 1989) 43:1, p. 30. 
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be dealt with as scripture is, it is interesting that not only are Bright and Preus 

more specific about this-explaining that the problem is not really the Bible, but 

what that Bible is said to be-but that it is not only the Bible as the Word of God, 

but the christ of the New Testament which is the definitive factor which makes 

the Old Testament suspect. 

Part V: Constructive Comments from a Lutheran Perspective31 

The events of the Holocaust era of the twentieth century have provided 

impetus for a renewed interest in both Judaic Studies and Old Testament 

Studies among Christians whose deafening silence was broken only by a few, 

including the pastor and theologian Dietrich Bonhoeffer. It would certainly be 

appropriate to discuss Holocaust and post-Holocaust theology at this point if it 

were within the scope of this paper, but it is not and this is not the task to which 

I would like to put Bonhoeffer. He did not write at length specifically on the 

Christian problem of the Old Testament as such, but he does seem to appreciate 

it more explicitly than other theologians and Lutherans in general. It is, of 

course, important to remember that he was writing from a Lutheran 

perspective to a Lutheran audience and although this tradition has both a more 

chronic and acute history of difficulties with the Old Testament, his thoughts, I 

think, are instructive for all Christians. His comments come to us in the form of 

parts of his theological letters which partially comprise his Letters and Papers 

30 Neusner, Jacob. "There Has Never Been a Judaeo-Christian Dialogue-But There Can Be 
One," Cross Currents. 42:1, p. 7. 
31 Throughout this section I will quote directly at greater length than usual because of the 
conditions of the primary source. Because Dietrich Bonhoeffer was writing from prison in the 
form of letters his thoughts are not in the same form as they might have been had he been 
writing a paper or other major work. They are somewhat informal and his ideas are quite 
condensed and therefore longer quotations are necessary. 
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from Prison32 and it is from some of his most educating observations and 

suggestions that I will construct Bonhoeffer's understanding of the value and 

message of the Old Testament for Christians of our time. 

The purpose of this section is not to continue defining the Christian 

problem of the Old Testament so much as to introduce a much more healthy 

attitude toward it. I intend to use Bonhoeffer as an example of a Christian 

thinker who was not deterred by the diversity of the Bible, the rigid definitions 

it has been given by the church, or the supersessionistic understanding of the 

New Testament. Although I regard his thinking highly and would like to 

portray it as at least a step in the right direction, I do not mean to suggest that it 

is the only way or necessarily the best way to reach both an intelligent and a 

responsible Christian understanding of the Old Testament. 

His letter of 5 December 1943, is the first to contain a longer section on 

his thoughts about the Old Testament and it is this passage to which Benoit et 

al. referred. 

My thoughts and feelings seem to be getting more and more like 
those of the Old Testament, and in recent months I have been 
reading the Old Testament much more than the New. It is only 
when one knows the unutterability of the name of God that one 
can utter the name of Jesus Christ; it is only when one loves life and 
the earth so much that without them everything seems to be over 
that one may believe in the resurrection and a new world; it is only 
when one submits to God's law that one may speak of grace; and it 
is only when God's wrath and vengeance are hanging as grim 
realities over the heads of one's enemies that something of what it 
means to love and forgive them can touch our hearts. In my 
opinion it is not Christian to want to take our thoughts and feelings 
too quickly and too directly from the New Testament.33 

32 Bonhoeffer, Dietrich. Letters and Papers from Prison. Edited by Eberhard Bethge. 
(Enlarged edition) New York: Collier Books, Macmillan Publishing Company, 1971. 
33 Ibid., 156-157. 
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Already in this short passage Bonhoeffer has introduced some new ideas. It is 

clear that he is not endorsing a supersessionist approach to the connection 

between the Old and New Testaments. His potentially surprising statement 

that it is not Christian to associate too quickly or too exclusively from the New 

Testament is supported in an almost dialectical sty Ie showing that for the 

Christian, it is not acceptable to have one aspect of the religion without the 

other, the most directly important perhaps is the relationship between law and 

grace (another surprise for those who follow the stereotypical Paul too 

closely!). Instead of suggesting that the New Testament, which contains the 

ideas of Jesus Christ, resurrection, grace, love and forgiveness, is superior to or 

even independent of the Old Testament, with its complementary concepts of 

the unutterability of the name of God, appreciation of the earth, the law and 

punishment, Bonhoeffer recognizes that together they form a kind of living 

system which needs both parts to exist. Quite noticeably absent is the idea that 

the law of the Old Testament had been fulfilled and therefore negated which 

leads to the assignment of the Old Testament to a spiritually barren and 

"legalistic" or superfluous role in the Christian Bible.34 Too often, Christians are 

expected only to acknowledge only half of the complementary ideas he 

mentions and this leaves them disembodied and not reflective of the totality of 

34 Bonhoeffer, in fact, does address the issue of fulfillment directly in this vein in The Cost of 
DiScipleship. New York: Collier Books, Macmillan Publishing Company, 1959. p.135-146. 
He begins his chapter on "The Righteousness of Christ" by reproducing Matthew 5:17-20 and 
then commenting on it this way: "It is not at all surprising that the disciples imagined that the 
law had been abrogated, when Jesus made promises like this. For these promises reversed all 
popular notions of right and wrong, and pronounced a blessing on all that was accounted 
worthless. . .. How tempting then to suppose that Jesus would give the old order its coup de 
grace by repealing the law of the old covenant, and pronounce his followers free to enjoy the 
liberty of the Son of God! After all Jesus had said, the disciples might well have thought like 
Marcion, who accused the Jews of tampering with the text, and altered it to: 'Think ye that I 
am come to fulfill the law and the prophets? I am not come to fulfill, but to destroy: Many 
others since Marcion have read and expounded this saying of Jesus as if that were what he 
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their experience. It is for these reasons, I think, that Bonhoeffer's thoughts and 

feelings had been more along the lines of the Old Testament during his 

imprisonment. 

He then goes on to bring up another frequently asked question, and 

although he does not answer it in this breath, he does refute Marcion and 

reproach a commonly used explanation. 

Why is it that in the Old Testament men tell lies vigorously and 
often to the glory of God ... , kill, deceive, rob, divorce, and even 
fornicate (see the genealogy of Jesus), doubt, blaspheme, and curse, 
whereas in the New Testament there is nothing of all this? 'An 
earlier stage' of relipon? That is a very naIve way out; it is one 
and the same God.3 

Fortunately, Bonhoeffer apparently had enough of an active mind and 

attention span not to become incensed or bored by what he read as did the 

typical Christian of the experience of Bright. I think he over-generalizes by 

saying that there is none of those kinds of things in the New Testament}6 but 

he does recognize the inadequacy of that answer to the question. 

The second time Bonhoeffer comments on the Old Testament itself as the 

focus of his thought is in the letter dated 27 June 1944. 

Now for some further thoughts about the Old Testament. Unlike 
the other oriental religiOns, the faith of the Old Testament isn't a 
religion of redemption. It's true that Christianity has always been 
regarded as a religion of redemption. But isn't this a cardinal error, 
which separates Christ from the Old Testament and interprets him 
on the lines of the myths about redemption? To the objection that 
a crucial importance is given in the Old Testament to redemption 
(from Egypt, and later from Babylon--d. Deutero-Isaiah) it may be 
answered that the redemptions referred to here are historical, i.e. on 

said. But Jesus says: 'You must not imagine that I have corne to destroy the law or the 
Rrophets ... ' And so saying he vindicates the authority of the law of the old covenant." 

Bonhoeffer, Dietrich. Letters and Papers from Prison. Edited by Eberhard Bethge. 
(Enlarged edition) New York: Collier Books, Macmillan Publishing Company, 1971. 
35 Ibid., 157. 
36 I also doubt that he would have suggested that there is no grace, love or forgiveness in the 
Old Testament. 
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this side of death, whereas everywhere else the myths about 
redemption are concerned to overcome the barrier of death. Israel 
is delivered out of Egypt so that it may live before God as God's 
people on earth. The redemption myths try unhistorically to find 
an eternity after death. 5heol and Hades are no metaphysical 
constructions, but images which imply that the 'past', while it still 
exists, has only a shadowy existence in the present.37 

Even though it does not seem that Bonhoeffer had it in mind to question 

directly the problem of the Old Testament, his comments do contribute to the 

answer. He touches on two issues which have surfaced before in this 

discussion. The first is that of the disconnection between the Old and New 

Testaments with a false contextualization and interpretation of Jesus being the 

main thrust of the problem. Bonhoeffer certainly does not suggest that Jesus is 

not the christ, but he does see the unhealthy separation created between him 

and the Old Testament. The second is that of temporal salvation. Fran~ois 

Dreyfus began to approach this idea in the section of his essay called, "The 

temporal implications of the Christian salvation."38 But although he had 

noticed this distinction, he was apparently not prepared either religiously or 

philosophically to extend the implications of this idea to much other than 

liberationist or supersessionist ends. 

If we had only the New Testament to guide us, we should find it 
hard to escape the impression that the Christian faith preaches 
indifference or resignation toward the various forms of political 
oppression. But if we consider the whole of the development of 
the idea of salvation in the bible, we shall observe, not a lack. of 
interest in the temporal liberation of the oppressed, but a change in 
the center of gravity. Jesus places the accent on liberation from the 
slavery of sin, without which all temporal liberation is an illusion, 
and only changes the mode of oppression. . .. The passionate hope 
of an imminent Parousia may have led 5t. Paul to leave this aspect 
in the shade (cf. 1 Cor. 7,21-24), but the Old Testament is there to 
invite us to take very seriously a human history that goes on (even 
if we are already at the end of the ages, d. Heb. 1,2), and which is 

37 Ibid., 336. 
38 Benoit, et al. 41-42. 
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to culminate in a total liberation of man, in all the dimensions of his 
humanity.39 

Dreyfus continues to see the New Testament as a commentary on the Old in a 

way which insists upon seeing New Testament constructions in the Old and 

then using those findings to support previously held opinions about the New. 

He does not remove any meaning from temporal salvation, but this is only on 

the condition that the variety which Jesus gives is also accepted which, in the 

end has the same effect: allowing the Old Testament meaning only if it is used 

as a supporting work. 

Bonhoeffer is not a slave to this sin. His understanding of historical 

redemption is not entirely subject to affirmation in the resurrection and he is 

prepared to evaluate this observation and come to the coriclusion that it is a 

mistake, not simply a handy addendum. He continues in this vein in his next 

paragraph. 

" Ibid. 

The decisive factor is said to be that in Christianity the hope 
of resurrection is proclaimed, and that that means the emergence 
of a genuine religion of redemption, the main emphasis now being 
on the far side of the boundary drawn by death. But it seems to 
me that this is just where the mistake and the danger lie. 
Redemption now means redemption from cares, distress, fears, 
and longings, from sin and death, in a better world beyond the 
grave. But is this really the essential character of the proclamation 
of Christ in the gospels and by Paul? I should say it is not. The 
difference between the Christian hope of resurrection and the 
mythological hope is that the former sends a man back to his life 
on earth in a wholly new way which is even more sharply defined 
than it is in the Old Testament. The Christian, unlike the devotees 
of the redemption myths, has no last line of escape available form 
earthly tasks and difficulties into the eternal, but, like Christ himself 
('My God, why hast thou forsaken me?'), he must drink the earthly 
cup to the dregs, and only in his doing so is the crucified and risen 
Lord with him, and he crucified and risen with Christ. This world 
must not be prematurely written off; in this the Old and New 
Testaments are at one. Redemption myths arise from human 
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boundary-experiences, but Christ takes hold of a man at the centre 
of his life.40 

'!his section adds two important ideas to this section of the discussion. The first 

is a continuation on the theme of historical redemption. He has already stated 

that it is a mistake to understand redemption only in terms of the defeat of 

death, but here he explains what it has come to mean: redemption from 

earthly, human concerns. This is exactly what redemption is not in the Old 

Testament, which Bonhoeffer acknowledges, but what is new is his suggestion 

not only that this is not the kind of redemption Christ promises, but that this 

kind returns humans to their earthly responsibilities and does so more strongly 

than that of the Old Testament.41 It is this return which is his second main 

contribution to our understanding of redemption. The danger he refers to I 

think, is the pious Christian complacency which seems to be endorsed by this 

understanding of redemption which limits it to the dubious realm of the after-

life and increases the tendency to think of "earthly" matters as being 

inconsequential and to compartmentalize Christianity by placing it in a position 

which makes it important only at times of crisis or exception instead of at the 

focal point: daily existence. 

Whether or not Bonhoeffer considered part of the cause for these 

misunderstandings to be disconnection and non-acknowledgment of the Old 

Testament as I do, I do not know, but he was certainly sensitive to these 

consequences of an uncritical approach to redemption and fear of the Christian 

responsibility to "drink the earthly cup to the dregs." By doing so, he also 

4D Bonhoeffer, Letters and Papers From Prison. p.336-337. 
41 The way I explained this idea may seem somewhat supersessionistic because it seems again 
to portray the Old Testament as being a lesser contributor to the lessons of ethics for which the 
Bible is sometimes used. I do not mean to mislead in this direction at all. 
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creates at least one place for dialogue between the Testaments which does not 

necessarily subordinate one of them. 

Bonhoeffer accomplishes this at least one more time at the same time as 

he continues his thoughts on Christianity in this world. 

You think the Bible hasn't much to say about health, fortune, 
vigour, etc. I've been thinking over that again. It's certainly true of 
the Old Testament. The intermediate theological category between 
God and human fortune is, as far as I can see, that of bleSSing. In 
the Old Testament-e.g. among the patriarchs-there's a concern 
not for fortune, but for God's blessing, which includes in itself all 
earthly good. In that blessing the whole of the earthly life is 
claimed for God, and it includes all his promises. It would be 
natural to suppose that, as usual, the New Testament spiritualizes 
the teaching of the Old Testament here, and therefore to regard the 
Old Testament blessing as superseded in the New. But is it an 
accident that sickness and death are mentioned in connection with 
the misuse of the Lord's Supper ('The cup of blessing', I Cor. 10.16; 
11.30), that Jesus restored people's health, and that while his 
disciples were with him they 'lacked nothing'? Now, is it right to 
set the Old Testament blessing against the cross? That is what 
Kierkegaard did. That makes the cross, or at least suffering, an 
abstract principle; and that is just what gives rise to an unhealthy 
methodism, which deprives suffering of its element of contingency 
as a divine ordinance. It's true that in the Old Testament the person 
who receives the blessing has to endure a great deal of suffering 
(e.g. Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, and Joseph), but this never leads to the 
idea that fortune and suffering, blessing and cross are mutually 
exclusive and contradictory--nor does it in the New Testament. 
Indeed, the only difference between the Old and New Testaments 
in this respect is that in the Old the blessin~ includes the cross, and 
in the New the cross includes the blessing.4 

Bonhoeffer's question, "is it right to set the Old Testament blessing against the 

cross?", is central here. This stance is popular even to the extent it is what 

Kierkegaard thought and it is one of the more influential wedges driven 

between the Testaments and which has, of course, supersessionistic 

undertones. Christians seem to cling so tightly to the cross that even at its 

42 Ibid., 374-375. 
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close range they can see little beyond it.43 The problem this causes is one of a 

one-sided understanding of the cross and that is that it comes without 

condition and that it denies suffering. Bonhoeffer's idea that they are not 

mutually exclusive or contradictory is a great improvement on the idea that 

one evolves directly into the other (a kind of Heilsgeschichte) which is not a 

close second since its logical conclusion is that the blessing and, by extension 

the Old Testament, become obsolete. This connection between the blessing 

and the cross also recalls his advocation of earthly life-in this case, that which 

includes suffering as a legitimate human experience and at that, even part of 

the "divine ordinance". 

The final sentence in this passage is extremely important since it brings 

together much of what Bonhoeffer wrote on the subject of the Old Testament 

in these selections. His inclusion of the cross in the blessing of the Old 

Testament and of the blessing in the cross of the New is expressed in terms of 

an exclusively Christian possibility because for Jews the New Testament is not 

scripture. Instead of continuing a line of thinking like supersessionism or 

Heilsgeschichte which is not always explicitly supersessionistic or anti-Semitic, 

but usually shares equally in those qualities, he was able to find meaning in the 

whole as opposed to one part at the expense of the other. He was not doomed 

from the start as many of the thinkers previously reviewed were by simplistic 

obstacles and was therefore able to think of the Testaments and several of their 

ideologies almost dialectically. In this way he maintained a Christian, even 

Lutheran discussion without being forced to exclude the Old Testament. 

Bonhoeffer's approach, in addition to being more sensitive and inclusive also 

... This is a phenomenon which was approached by Neusner's Christians who's first question of 

.1 
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challenges stagnant, monolithic understandings and stereotypes and thereby 

provides an implicit solution to the problem of the Old Testament which is one 

of complementarity and open-mindedness. 

Again, although it does not appear that Bonhoeffer was intending to 

comment on the causes for the misunderstandings and mistakes he observed, 

he sheds some light on another potentially problematic phenomenon. In his 

statement that "It would be natural to suppose that, as usual, the New 

Testament spiritualizes the teaching of the Old Testament here, and therefore 

to regard the Old Testament blessing as superseded in the New," it is not 

exactly clear which of two possible meanings he intends. The first possibility 

would be a fairly orthodox reading of this sentence. In this case it would be a 

reference to the common understanding of one of the fundamental differences 

between covenants-the new one being internal as opposed to the external, 

accusedly legalistic old one." The typical understanding of this conception of 

the covenants translates quite literally into supersessionism. This 

"spiritualization," however, is not the purpose of the New Testament and I 

think that considering the context of this saying which includes an indirect, but 

immediate refutation of this idea suggests that this reading is not the best one. 

Jews is Why not, and will be discussed at greater length below with Sheehan . 
... This is a frequent claim for the superiority of the New Covenant/Testament over the Old. 
This new covenant, understood to be embodied in Jesus as the christ is what many aSSume 
Jeremiah to have been prophesying in chapter 31, verses 31-34 which is as follows: "The days 
are surely coming, says the LORD, when I will make a new covenant with the house of Israel 
and the house of Judah. It will not be like the covenant that I made with their ancestors when 
I took them by the hand to bring them out of the land of Egypt-a covenant that they broke, 
though I was their husband, says the LORD. But this is the covenant that I will make with the 
house of Israel after those days, says the LORD: I will put my law within them, and I will 
write it on their hearts; and I will be their God, and they shall be my people. No longer shall 
they teach one another, or say to each other, ' Know the LORD,' for they shall all know me, 
from the least of them to the greatest, says the LORD; for I will forgive their iniquity, and 
remember their sin no more." 
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The second reading takes this spiritualization to be negative (at least in 

this case) because it misconstrues the message of the Old Testament by 

removing most of the importance from the blessing because it is earthly and 

by this standard, impure. This makes much more sense in light of the rest of 

the paragraph and even if it were meant only to lead into the subject of his 

thoughts, it does hint at another possible cause for the Christian problems with 

the Old Testament. It is the tendency of the New Testament either to 

spiritualize the Old Testament or appear to be superior because it deals more 

with comforting things like salvation and redemption which are understood to 

be heavenly as opposed to earthly. This probable contributor to the problem is 

a particular form of supersessionism. 

Where other readers found contradiction, Bonhoeffer found 

complementarity. These contradictions were usually treated as opposites 

which could hardly coexist in the same canon and because of this, only half 

could be accepted. His complements join together to create not only a more 

meaningful whole, but a more complete representation of what it is to be a 

Christian. Part of this commitment is a set responsibilities which are intended· 

to be maintained and taken seriously in this world. By saying that the religion 

of the Old Testament is not one of redemption, he returns the attention of 

Christians from some future existence to the one in which they are called to be 

active participants. Bonhoeffer, then, provides Christians (specifically 

Lutherans) not only with much more balanced ideas concerning the Old 

Testament, but also with some insights into why there is such a problem. 
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Part VI: Jesus Christ as a Cause 

Many complaints against the Old Testament, whether supposedly 

benign difficulty with certain troubling passages or arguing for its removal 

from the canon, are two-sided. The first and more obvious is based on the 

contents of Old Testament itself. The anthology, the god if its people and the 

people themselves have been accused of being violent, bloody, legalistic, 

tedious, and un-Christian among other things. These problems seem to arise 

from within the Old Testament and manifest themselves in the reader's or 

preacher's response to it. But this is an incomplete understanding of this basic 

cause of the problem because it is not separated into two sections, but is an 

interaction between two sides of the same coin. Bright first pointed out in this 

discussion that part of the reason the Old Testament is troubling is because it is 

in the Bible. 

If the Old Testament were not in the Bible, it would be just another 
body of ancient religious literature (albeit infinitely superior to any 
other), and it would occasion the Christian no problem whatever. 
Or if the church regarded the Bible as a book like any other book, 
there would again be no problem. But the church has not regarded 
the Bible as a book like any other book, and the Old Testament is in 
the bible. It has been there since the church's canon was first 
formed, indeed was regarded in the church as Holy Scripture 
before the New Testament was written; and till this day it is bound 
in our printed Bibles alongside the New Testament. Nor has the 
mainstream of Christianity ever drawn any formal distinction in 
value between the Testaments, but has in one way or another 
always declared the scriptures of both Testaments to be the Word 
of God and the church's supreme authority in all matters of 
doctrine and practice. And that sets the problem.45 

For unknown reasons, however, he never explicitly states the measure by 

which the Old Testament is called into question, although it now comes out 

quite clearly, I think, after having been brought up repeatedly. By the way he 

.. Bright, 17. 
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writes, it seems that Bright is one of those for whom it is the New Testament 

that is the Bible and it is this feature of his thoughts which reveals the hidden 

thing to which the Old Testament, and perhaps all other works are judged: the 

New Testament. This should be no surprise, but should act as part of the 

substantiation of the problem of the Old Testament: it is a problem not wholly 

for what it is, but for what it is not. 

To take this one step further, the notion that the New Testament is 

morally, religiously, spiritually and in apparently many other ways superior to 

the Old Testament is not an odd one to the ears of Christians. This attitude, 

which defines supersessionism, stems from the orthodox idea that a prophet, 

called Jesus of Nazareth, who was the divine Son of God, was sent to earth to 

fulfill the promises of the Old Testament. Jesus himself states this in Matthew 

5:17, although he conspicuously leaves out the claim to divinity. He is now 

understood as being the messiah, or christ, the savior and the redeemer who is 

the incarnation of the Word of God and the embodiment of the new covenant. 

These beliefs cause many Christians to wonder not only what purpose the Old 

Testament could continue to have, but also, by extension, though perhaps not 

in such non-pointed or specific terms wondered why Judaism has continued to 

exist in the face of its clear obsolescence. Unfortunately, these questions do not 

remain within the minds of the people who are troubled by them (they are not 

as bored by these questions). They are all too often translated into accusations 

of failing to recognize and killing Jesus and they have been since even before 

Matthew put the words, "Be his blood on us and on our children!" into the 

mouths of "the Jews" present at the public trial of Jesus. It is partly due to the 

terrible and extreme nature of some of the results of these beliefs and partly 
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due to the repeated mention or implication of the conceptions of the New 

Testament and Jesus as one if not the only factor which casts the Old Testament 

in such a dim and disreputable light that a re-evaluation of the prophet would 

complement this inquiry into why the Old Testament is a problem for 

Christians. 

Thomas Sheehan, in his book, The First Coming: How the Kingdom of 

God Became Christianity, systematically reconstructs the self-conception, 

practice, and death of prophet Jesus of Nazareth in order to examine the 

process which turned him into the object of his message and the savior of 

humanity. He begins by placing his work in the context of the beginning of the 

third millennium and simply stating that "both Protestant and Catholic 

theologians and exegetes" admit that" as far as can be discerned from the 

available historical, data, Jesus of Nazareth did not think he was divine, did not 

assert any of the messianic claims that the New Testament attributes to him, 

and went to his death without intending to found a new religion called 

'Christianity."'46 He describes his inquiry this way: 

The gap that contemporary Christian exegetes have confirmed 
between the historical evidence about Jesus and the claims of faith 
about him is potentially salutary and illuminating. For one thing, 
this difference, once it is acknowledged, offers believers and 
nonbelievers alike an opportunity to reevaluate Christianity at its 
roots, not so as to destroy it out of hand or to salvage it at all costs, 
but in order to discover what Christianity intends to be about, to 
probe what it may have missed about Jesus, and to ask what kind 
of future lies ahead of it.47 

Sheehan intends his work to be a scientific investigation using the illumination 

provided by the historical-critical method which now dominates the field of 

.. Sheehan, Thomas. ~~;r!r,~m~~~~~~ York: Vintage Books,-:; 
47 Ibid., 8. 
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biblical studies, but this and other, more unorthodox statements which may be 

found if the readers, even if they consider themselves fairly liberal, are willing 

to read past the introduction, might easily put off most Christians, especially if 

they are of the popular opinion that belief in the resurrection is what primarily 

and necessarily constitutes a Christian. 

After a brief history of recent conceptions of the Jesus of history and the 

Christ of faith and contextualizing the prophet (i.e. with respect to first century 

ideas of eschatology, historical salvation and apocalypticism), Sheehan sets out 

what Jesus thought of himself and what he had to say. 

To put it succinctly, in Jesus' message the offer was the presence of 
the Father, and the required response was mercy toward one's 
neighbor. These phrases may sound like tired slogans, and 
perhaps they are. But they contain the revolution that Jesus 
unleashed within Judaism; a radically raersonal eschatology that . 
was fulfilled in a new interpersonal ethic. 8 

These "tired slogans," though they continue to be a familiar part of Christian 

doctrine were not intended as replacements or absolute revisions to the 

currently existing Judaism49 of the time, but as the call to living a charitable life 

in the presence of God whose kingdom would be actualized on earth if this 

were accomplished. 

The next examination Sheehan makes which is especially applicable to 

this discussion is that of the resurrection. Here his purpose is "not to undo the 

meaning of Easter but precisely to reconstruct it by interpreting the myths that 

have been used to express that meaning" and to show that "(1) even though 

Jesus' tomb was probably found empty after his death, that fact says nothing 

48 Ibid., 59 . 
.. I would like to be clear now that I am aware of the great diversity of the religions of the first 
century C.E., many of which are anachronistically called Judaism. This issue will be dealt 
with below. 
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about a possible resurrection; and (2) the stories about Jesus showing his 

disciples his crucified-and-risen body are relatively late-arriving legends in the 

Christian Scriptures and in the final analysis are not essential to the Christian 

faith." According to Sheehan, not even the church claims that the resurrection 

was a historical event.so 

During this scriptural reconstruction of the events of that time, he finds 

that what was scandalous about "those last days in Jerusalem was not that the 

prophet was crucified, but that the disciples lost faith in what he had 

proclaimed."S! Given the nature of Jesus' message and the turbulent political 

atmosphere, it was not surprising that he was crucified and given the lack of 

attention given the event of the empty tomb and the proliferation resurrection 

and appearance vocabulary from Paul to Mark and on through Matthew, Luke 

and John, he concludes that the first Easter occurred not three days after the 

death of the prophet, but later in Capernaum when Simon experienced what 

he interpreted to be an eschatological revelation and caused him to say that 

Jesus was alive and that he was the Son of Man.s2 According to Sheehan then, 

Simon had realized somewhat after the fact that Jesus' death, although tragic in 

itself, did not mark the end of his teachings because they were alive in the 

disciples and could continue through their actions and those of other followers 

of Jesus. 

Simon's sin did not lie in abandoning Jesus in Gethsemane or in 
denying him a few hours later but in following Jesus the courtyard 
of the Sanhedrin. His fault was not that he denied Jesus but that he 
affirmed him too much and feared that if Jesus died, God's 
kingdom would come undone. Simon had focused his attention so 
intensely on Jesus that he ended up taking Jesus for the kingdom and 

50 Ibid., 98. 
51 Ibid., 103. 
52 Ibid., 109. 
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thereby mistaking the kingdom itself. In his desperate effort not to 
lose Jesus, Simon lost himself and his grip on the presence of God. . 
.. He was turning Jesus into the last thing the prophet wanted to 
be: a hero and an idol .... 53 

From here, the process which would eventually institutionalize Jesus the 

superstar, began to transform the message into the messenger who was then 

progressively deified and made distant and it is this misunderstanding of the 

symbol to be the meaning which has become normative Christianity. 

This now elaborate and frequently absolute understanding of Jesus as 

the awaited christ who is the savior and embodiment of the one true religion 

has negatively altered what the prophet had to tell his contemporaries. First, 

where Jesus told them that God had ceased to exist outside of their actions and 

had become immanent, they reduced the scope of his message and "reified that 

living presence and narrowed it down to God's incarnation as and in one 

person, Jesus of Nazareth. Christianity's first sin was idolatry: It turned what 

Jesus was about into Jesus himself." Second, the church misunderstood and 

then historicized Jesus' teaching that their Father had already come by making 

Jesus into the savior and constructing "the mythical past-present-future of a 

cosmic 'salvation history'" and thereby removing both Jesus and the Father 

from the present and limiting their presence to the past and the future. And 

third, the church created a new religion out of what was meant as the end of 

religion. Where Jesus message was that "God's presence meant God's 

disappearance-into his people," Christianity "reintroduced religion in a variety 

of forms: apocalyptic eschatology (Jesus as the future judge), messianic 

53 Ibid., 124. 
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salvation Oesus as the reigning Redeemer), and cosmic mythology Oesus as the 

preexistent, incarnate, and exalted Son of God).,,54 

Sheehan does not try to destroy the church's normative statements as 

. one might think most Christians would assume, but he does contextualize it as 

one "possible interpretation of the meaning of the kingdom of God."55 As his 

interpretation, he suggests two things. The first is that people hear Jesus' 

"message of the kingdom of God 'without Christ'" thereby taking 

Jesus at his word. . .. This most certainly entails not turning Jesus 
into the Christ or the Son of God or the kingdom incarnate or any 
other form of religion. Taking Jesus at his word means living 
God's eschatological future in and as the worldly task of human 
liberation, and doing this in a context where it is no longer possible 
or necessary to distinguish, as a religion does, between nature and 
grace, between the worldly and the divine.56 

The second is that people "hear the message of the kingdom of God 'without 

Jesus: that is, without attributing to the prophet any unique or extraordinary 

powers:' and this 

means to take Jesus as his word. Taking Jesus as his word means 
understanding that he is what everyone else is: a finite, fallible, 
mortal act of interpretation. Every human being is just that and no 
more: a hermeneusis, a lived interpretation (in action, in play, in 
language and thought) of what one's existence is and is about. 
Simply by living, one enacts such an interpretation and expresses it 
in the words of one's dialect, one's culture, one's moment in 
history.57 

If these suggestions were taken seriously, there would clearly be massive 

changes in church doctrine and Christian concerns. One major shift would be 

to remove the emphasis from definitional beliefs and return to the idea of 

being as charitable and loving as the Father. Another would likely be a re-

54 Ibid., 221-222. 
55 Ibid., 222. 
56 Ibid., 224-225. 
57 Ibid., 225. 
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emphasis of the earthly responsibilities and human condition which Bonhoeffer 

found so lacking in Christians oriented not to living as a Christian is expected 

to live in this world. For Sheehan, 

The major decision Christianity faces today is not how it might 
continue as before, or even how it might reform itself so as to 
return to its origins, to the surety of Simon's vision, to the pristine 
power of his Easter experience. No, the decision is whether or not 
Christianity can dissolve itself in order to become what it is about.58 

For many others, however, this would be absolutely abhorrent since the 

importance of Christianity and Jesus to Christians is salvation-oriented and 

therefore, the symbol continues to be strongly favored over the meaning. 

Sheehan's analysis informs this discussion of the Old Testament by 

allowing the conclusion that it is not made a problem by Jesus, but by the Jesus 

Christ of popular Christian legend which is "taken on faith" to be absolutely 

true. I include Sheehan's investigation, observations, and conclusions not to 

eliminate what seems to be the main cause of Christian difficulty with the Old 

Testament, but to add and legitimize the idea that normative understandings of 

the New Testament and Jesus as the christ are not the limit of possible . 

interpretation. It might be possible that Christians would loosen their death 

grip upon the constructed symbol of their religion and that this process would 

allow the Old Testament to return to the light of favor, but I certainly would 

not expect this to happen soon, especially on a large scale. 

Realizing that this is an extreme reevaluation compared to the starting 

point of normative Christian understandings, I would like to speculate on some 

possible implications the acknowledgment of Sheehan's Jesus might have for 

the appreciation of the Old Testament. First there is the question of the 

58 Ibid., 226. 

.1 , 
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fulfillment of the Law. It is true that Matthew's Jesus may be quoted as saying 

that he had come to fulfill the law, but this did not imply the destruction or 

disregard of the old to make way for the new. His criticism of the Law was not 

that it was false, but that it could be used inappropriately as an obstruction 

between the Father and his people. For Jesus, "Charity fulfills the Law-not 

because it makes God present, but because it is his presence."S9 Sheehan may 

have gone out on a particularly precarious limb by suggesting that Jesus and 

his message were meant to mark the end of religion, but this, I think, depends 

upon the definition of religion. In this case, he means that because God had 

poured himself out into his people, that there was no longer any need for 

intermediate institutions or people since God was no longer distant, but was 

present. This Jesus shifted the importance of obedience to the Law to living an 

ethical life which is an expected outcome of following the Law. 

An understanding of Jesus more like this one might also contribute to a 

closer identification between modern Christians and the ancient people of 

Israel. By being aware of one's historical existence and the constant human 

need to interpret and allowing Jesus to be who he was-a real person, like 

moderns and ancients--Christians may be more willing to see the characters 

and the god of the Old Testament as part of a process of interpretation and 

interaction, as we continue to be today. 

The ability to place Jesus within his historical context would also enable 

Christians to think beyond the Sunday school explanation of the gory Old 

Testament as having taken place "'before God became a Christian!",6o The 

accounts of the life, practice and death of Jesus found in the Gospels were 

59 Ibid., 63. 
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written for religiously polemic, not spiritually historical reasons and in these 

documents, the characters are members of one of three primary groups: the 

Jews, the Christians and the Romans. Since the authors of the Gospels were 

pro-Christian and anti-Jewish, the Romans and their occupation fall into the 

background. The other two terms' meanings are unclear to modem people. 

Many are now comfortable with the idea that Jesus, the disciples and the other 

early followers were Jews, 

Yet the frequent appearance of the Jews in negative contexts 
of the New Testament has led some readers to wrongly conclude 
that the Christian Scriptures speak of two categories of people­
Christians and Jews, the "good guys" and the "bad guys." But 
nothing could be further from the truth. 

In most of the New Testament the Jews is best understood to 
mean "the other Jews" or "some of the Jews" or "a few of the 
Jews" or "the Jewish leaders" or "some of the Jewish leaders" or "a 
few of the Jewish leaders." Never does it refer to the nation as a 
whole.61 

Adding this knowledge to a reading of the Gospels at least hints to the reader 

that the anachronistic terms "Jews" and "Christians" did not refer to 

homogeneous groups of people who were partly defined by whether or not 

they followed Jesus or, in stronger though not less common language, whether 

they recognized their long awaited god or murdered their savior. 

Understanding Jesus to be one prophet and innovator among several, even 

perhaps a very important one, and being aware that "Judaism" had not been 

progressing through time consistently until suddenly the messiah came and 

some chose the right way and others the wrong way, Christians might have a 

greater capacity to appreciate the diversity of the Old Testament and that of 

60 Charlsworth and Weaver, 20. 
61 Newman, Barclay M. "Making Peace Between Jews and Gentiles." Explorations. 10:1, 
1996,7-8. 
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their entire Bible better and not to see the New Testament being the final 

statement which negates the original one. 

Part VII: "Accept Jesus and Be Saved!" 
"Accept Historical Criticism and Be Objective!" 

Whether it is a facet of human nature or simply an easier way to 

organize experience, it seems that people prefer a monistic view of the 

universe. As children of the Enlightenment and contemporaries of the 

technocracy of late twentieth century America, we continue to wish for and 

frequently demand one answer to each of our questions. We have seen that 

this phenomenon can be recognized in the transformation of Jesus' message of 

an ethical life into the idolatry of modem and even ancient Christianity. This 

nearly universal monism is usually a subset of the truth duality: yes, the 

statement is true, or no, it is false. This duality is also present as an either / or 

statement, an example of which may be, "Either you accept Jesus and are 

saved, or you deny Him and are damned." This kind of ultimatum has been 

heard by many and some have chosen between the two, accepting the 

ultimatum or rejecting it altogether. Others place it in the context of religion 

and are interested in it perhaps in spite of or because of it and take up biblical 

studies, some as a profeSSion, others as an important personal project. The 

field of Old Testament Studies or, Hebrew Bible Studies is not an entirely 

Christian occupation since the Hebrew Bible of course, is scripture for Jews also 

and this, because the general approaches come from very different points of 

view, is both dynamic and problematic. 
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Jon Levenson, in his book, The Hebrew Bible, the Old Testament, and 

Historical Criticism: Tews and Christians in Biblical Studies, examines this 

atmosphere closely. The book is not first and foremost a commentary on the 

question of the Old Testament as a problem for Christians, but because it is on 

the interactions between Christians and Jews and between two different 

methods of study, this problem is woven throughout its text. These two 

approaches to biblical studies are the traditional and the historical-critical which 

have distinctly different implications in both the occupations of study and 

practice. The historical-critical method is the attempt, using such tools as 

textual criticism and archaeology in an attempt to study the Old Testament 

more objectively and to cut through centuries of recontextualization and 

reinterpretation in order to understand what it meant in its original context. 

The first problem Levenson sees with this is that 

liberal Protestantism, which has always dominated the distinctively 
modern study of scripture, tends to advocate the replacement of 
traditional interpretation with the historical-critical method. '" The 
practical consequence has been the development of a host of 
historical-critical interpretations that are really only rewordings or 
recastings of traditional Christian views. this, in turn, has meant 
that the continuity of the Hebrew Bible with the ongOing Jewish 
tradition (and not with the church alone) has been denied or, more 
often, simply ignored. And so, we are too often left with 
Christianity trying to pass as historical criticism and with historical 
criticism severely distorted by unacknowledged religious 
allegiance.62 

This is a problem of exegesis and recognition which has different consequences 

for Jews and Christians. The second problem whose consequences for the 

Bible are the same for both groups and is the intrinsic failing of the historical­

critical method. 

62 Levenson, Jon D. The Hebrew Bible, the Old Testament, and Historical Criticism: Jews and 
Christians in Biblical Studies. Louisville: Westminster/John Knox Press, 1993, xiii. 
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Having decomposed the Bible into its historically diverse 
constituent sources, its practitioners lack the means to do justice to 
the Book currently in our possession as a synchrOnic, systemic 
entity. . .. This is the dead end to which, in my judgment, the 
secularization of biblical studies has delivered too many of its 
practitioners.63 

Levenson does not intend to supplant the historical-critical method with the 

traditional or, literary method, nor does he attempt to combine the two into a 

third, superior method. "Although the more extreme advocates both of 

religious traditionalism and of modern rationalism wish it otherwise, neither 

tradition nor modernity can credibly dispense with the other."64 He 

understands these to be two approaches to the same material, both of which 

have their own integrity and it is with these ideas in mind that this discussion 

will continue with Levenson's insights into the Christian problem of the Old 

Testament. 

He begins with a brief description of what the Hebrew Bible is as 

scripture to Jews and Christians. To the Jews, it is called the Tanakh, or the 

Miqra' and is part of a canon including the Talmud, Midrash and medieval 

rabbinic commentaries. To the Christian church, it is the Old Testament and is 

the first volume of their Bible and is read along side the New Testament.65 This 

combined reading means that for Christians, the Old Testament must be read 

ultimately in a literary context that includes the New Testament. 
To read it only on its own would be like reading the first three acts 
of Hamlet as if the last two had never been written. Christian 
theology cannot tolerate exegesis that leaves the two Testaments 
independent of each other, lest either the Marcionite Gnostics or 
the Jews win the ancient debate. But the two anthologies cannot be 
collapsed into one, either, lest the newness of the New Testament 
be lost. ... The thrust of Christian exegesis, thus, is to present the 
"Old Testament" as somehow anticipating the New, but only 

.. Ibid., xiv . 

.. Ibid. 
65 Ibid., 1. 
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anticipating it. The "Old Testament" must be made to appear 
essential but inadequate.66 

Since New Testament scholars now say that its authors used Old Testament 

excerpts in order to portray Jesus as the messiah and today only 

fundamentalists think of Old Testament as "historical predictions of New 

Testament narratives" according to Levenson, "The question arises whether a 

practitioner of historical criticism can speak of an 'Old Testament' at all, 

whether the concept, like the term (the issue is not merely taxonomic), is not 

anachronistic.,,67 The problem these changes and questions bring up is that 

What is at stake is the very existence of the Christian Bible in 
nonfundamentalistic minds. The challenge to historical critics of the 
Old Testament who wish to be Christian and their work to be 
Christian has been to find a way to read the Old Testament that is 
historically sound but also lends credibility to its literary context, its 
juxtaposition to the New Testament to form a coherent book.68 

Levenson follows this with a section devoted to several Christian scholars of 

the nineteenth and twentieth centuries who attempted to do this. Although 

some had the "admirable intention to navigate between the Scylla of 

fundamentalism and the CharybdiS of positivism, in the hope of producing a 

religious affirmation that is historically accurate and intellectually honest,'<69 it 

seems that none were able to construct conVincing methods or results. Their 

specific problems always boiled down to accomplishing one side of the two­

fold objective at the expense of the other. For example, one still popular 

method is to search for an overall unity, whether it is in complementary, 

Testamental pairs, like promise and Gospel (Luther) or covenant and promise 

(Bright), or similarities between patterns, like the kerygmatic structure of event 

66 Ibid., 9. 
'" Ibid., 9-10. 
'"Ibid., 10. 
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and commitment (Benoit et aI.) or a Heilsgeschichte. As pervasive as their 

creators might wish them to be, these attempts to find a consistent unity fail 

because they create what Levenson describes as a "Procrustean bed" which 

really accommodates only a limited number of examples comfortably. 

Another problem related to that of unity is again specific to Christianity. 

I suspect that Judaism is somewhat better situated to deal with the 
polydoxy of biblical theology than is Christianity. Whereas in the 
church the sacred text tends to seen as a word (the singular is telling 
demanding to be proclaimed magisterially, in Judaism it tends to be 
seen as a problem with many facets, each of which deserves 
attention and debate. 

The difficulty brought about by the assumed singularity of the Word of God is 

not unfamiliar to this discussion. Benoit et aI., in the preface to their book 

suggest that the word heard in the Hebrew Bible on its own terms is not on the 

same level as hearing it contingent to the New Testament. Dreyfus, in the 

same work, refers to the Old Testament as "partial words" and wonders if they 

have "lost their value, in presence of the total Word which is Christ?" If 

Christians are as literal with the singularity of the Word of God as even 

mainstream liberal Christians are with textual exegesis, it is not surprising that 

they are troubled by the clear mulitvocality of the Old Testament which is 

amplified when the New Testament is added to the interpreted subject. But the 

New Testament is not a model of univocality itself and so this issue of the 

singular Word of God must be a serious obstacle. 

The historical-critical method is the primary tool of a more secular 

approach to biblical studies. This (supposed) secularization of the field, which is 

perceived by many to be more conducive to objectivity and therefore a 

superior way of seeking the truth, does solve some scholarly and religious 

69 Ibid., 16. 
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problems, but it also creates its own. "Indeed, nothing has been more 

characteristic of the modem study of the Bible than a passion for questions of 

authorship and dating, and this passion is the outgrowth of a certain very 

unmedieval skepticism about the divinity, eternity, and immutability of the 

biblical message:no Although Levenson uses the phrase, "infected with this 

skepticism," in the next sentence, he is not against skepticism, but against the 

brand of unchecked skepticism which pervades much of secular, historical­

critical scholarship and inadequately comprehends the whole and its meaning 

for modem, practicing Jews and Christians. 

I repeat that I am convinced that the restoration of historical 
context to the Bible can help bring it alive and add vast depth and 
meaning to our study of it. The problem to which I am pointing is 
that much of biblical scholarship is not pursuing its historical-critical 
work as part of any such hermeneutic of retrieval. Instead, its 
operative technique is too often a trivializing antiquarianism, in 
which the bath water has become more important than the baby, 
and the enormous historical and philological labors are not justified 
by reference to any larger structure of meaning.71 

Here, Levenson identifies another danger of the historical-critical method. By 

removing itself too far from the religions which give the Bible significance 

beyond anthropological curiosity, historical critics can easily be caught up in the 

search for particulars and lose sight of the whole. This concern does not stem 

from a fundamentalistic point of view which would advocate abusing historical 

criticism by adulterating the material in order to support a certain 

interpretation, which is not uncommon and could take place under a 

"hermeneutic of meaning." In other words, historical critics run the risk of 

practicing another form of fundamentalism: isolating and reducing texts or 

sites to a micro level and in the process, losing the ability to resurface and 

70 Ibid., 89. 

I 
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operate on the macro level of the anthology which distinguishes what is 

"biblical studies" from what is ancient history, anthropology and linguistics. 

Levenson further describes this problem when he writes that "by 

concentrating on the period of their composition, critical scholars neglect the 

assembled Bible and its immeasurable significance in the history of culture." 

He also points out an interesting academic phenomenon: 

we must confront· the salient paradox of historical-critical 
scholarship on the Bible: it ends precisely when the history of the 
Bible begins. ... Without attention to the postbiblical tradition, 
scripture vanishes before our eyes, for the basis of religion in 
biblical times was not a Bible: the religion in the Book is not the 
religion of the Book.72 

Applying these ideas to the question of Christian appreciation of the Old 

Testament, it appears that where theology is the subject, the context is missing 

to inform the meaning, but where the subject is history the context becomes 

the content-idolatry not completely unlike that made of Sheehan's Jesus. 

The abilities historical critics have which allow them to discover so much 

about biblical history and to construct a reasonable idea of what the authors 

meant and how their audiences understood it in their times and places do not 

equip them to fit the pieces back together meaningfully for their own 

contemporaries, a task they prefer to leave to theologians. 

To the extent that historical critics restrict themselves to descriptive 
history and avoid the thorny questions of contemporary 
appropriation, they contribute, even if inadvertently, to the 
dismantling of tradition rather than to the healing of the rupture. 
For historical criticism so restricted subtly fosters an image of the 
Bible as having once meant a great deal but now meaning little or 
nothing. It tells us that the current meaning of the text is better 
discovered by people only minimally involved in the historical 
investigation of its composition.73 

71 Ibid., 99. 
71 Ibid., 107. 
7J Ibid., 97. 
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Historical critics then, the scholars one might have thought to look to for an 

honest appreciation of the Old Testament, though capable and often passionate 

scholars, are also not unable to contribute the Christian problem of the Old 

Testament as well as the uncritical troubled believer if they do not allow the 

text to remain in or return to its context: the Bible. Levenson seems to suggest 

that the rift between scholars and theologians is to blame for this further 

devaluation of the Bible (or Old Testament) as a unit and certainly this is a very 

important problem, but it seems that he thinks the problem lies in a mutual 

lack of appreciation. This is certainly the case on many occasions, but I wonder 

if it is also common for the historical critics not only to be simply unconcerned 

with the appropriation of their knowledge of biblical studies but also feel 

themselves unqualified to do the job. Perhaps through the process of 

excavating history, text and earth, these people have lost the ability to see the 

Bible from the outside. The question of whether the church would really be 

interested in reappropriation regardless of the many doctrinal decisions made 

since the Bible was completed. "History continues, and for Christians who 

read their tradition in light of Nicea, Aquinas, Luther, Trent, or Vatican I and II, 
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the New Testament has itself long been an 'Old Testament,' in need of 

reinterpretation and supplementation.,,74 

Christians feel distant both in time and culture from the Old Testament 

and unfortunately, historical criticism, as Levenson repeatedly reminds us, 

tends to leave the Bible in the past and this does little to improve the Christian 

opinion of the Old Testament. The means by which the Bible may remain 

relevant in the present is the necessary appropriation that has already been 

shown to be a problem. Levenson compares two approaches to Old Testament 

hermeneutics and endorses one as a positive accomplishment of this task. The 

first comes from a group within the Anglo-Israelite movement which "argued 

that the 'British are the true Jews'." The second is an excerpt from Martin 

Luther King, Jr.'s last speech in which he alludes to himself as Moses and his 

black audience as the people of Israel. Clearly these two approaches are vastly 

different. Levenson endorses King's use of the Old Testament for two reasons. 

First, "King identified with Israel in its suffering and not just in its triumph. His 

words do not seek to claim a superior status for his own people but rather 

greater understanding of their affliction." The second is a commentary on the 

difference between their hermeneutical methods. 

I am referring to the all-important difference between projectian 
and appropriation. The Anglo-Israelites rewrote history so as to 
project themselves into the paradigmatic past: the original Jews 
were fair and blond, the people presently known by that name 
being only a decadent and degenerate form of their ancestors. The 
direction of King's hermeneutical move is the reverse. He does not 
project his own group into the past; he brings the past, the story of 
Israel, to bear upan the present using the powerful archetype of 
Moses' life and death to convey the meaning of his own life and 
times.75 

74 Ibid., 23. 
15 Ibid., 156-157. 
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This example of a respectful and meaningful appropriation of the Old 

Testament should speak clearly to those who think the past, or the Old 

Testament are dead. 

Historical criticism then proves to be a great supporter of the worth of 

the Old Testament, but it often causes it to appear that it is important only to 

biblical scholars and not to theologians. It has the ability to provide additional 

context, other than the modern one, with which to understand and appreciate 

the Old Testament and it does so on many occasions. But it also tends to be 

reductionistic to the point of being unable to see it in any than its reduced state 

and therefore does little for the whole. It is, however, a legitimate and 

admirable form of scholarship, but in order to be effective its practitioners 

must understand that it "does not afford us uninterpreted facts, for '[i]t too is a 

tradition, with its own values and assumptions, derived in large part from the 

Enlightenment and western humanism."'" Favoring the historical-critical 

method too far over the traditional method reflects a common desire for the 

positivist practice of religious studies and it can be seen as a form of idolatrous 

scholarly behavior. 

Part VIII: Ex Umbra 

To be discussing a Christian problem of the Old Testament now seems 

to be inadequate since it is clearly so multifaceted that it can hardly be called a 

single problem. There are, however, several recurrent themes which 

contribute larger portions of ideological difficulty. These themes are all in 

some degree reflective of the two extreme approaches described in the 

'6 Ibid., 119. 
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introduction which assume either ultimate conflict or ultimate coherence. The 

search for absolutes has proven futile in other inquiries and this holds true 

here. Although none of the specific descriptions of the problem are pure 

examples of one of these extremes, few of them diverge far enough from them 

to be considered compromises, or actually to exist in the center of the problem 

where the Old Testament exists in reality. 

Most authors were attempting to reconcile two desirable outcomes 

together. These were to understand the Old Testament on its own and to 

locate its proper place in the Christian canon. Unfortunately, those who set out 

to do this were unable to succeed at one without making the other impossible, 

usually the first and apparently less important objective. The usual outcome of 

this practice was to legitimize the Old Testament by using the New Testament 

as the explanation and exclamation point which followed the original statement 

which, although it does assign a certain meaning to the Old Testament itself, it 

is not really the accomplishment of the first objective. 

The problem itself is related, of course, to this typical procedure. It is 

usually understood, again, as a problem of reconciliation between the gory and 

unedifying parts of the Old Testament and the New Testament which is seen to 

be authentic Christian scripture. A more descriptive formulation is that which 

points to the Bible as a whole and the Christ of the New Testament as the two 

things which place the Old Testament place it in a dim light. In this case, the 

real problem is not really the Old Testament itself, but the necessity to squeeze 

it into the framework of normative understandings of the Christian religion 

which revolve around Jesus as the fulfillment of the Law, the savior and 

redeemer. This structure leaves very little room for anything which does not 
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fit into it nicely and when taken as a whole, presents a formidable task for the 

advocate of the Old Testament because if the law has been fulfilled and Jesus 

will save all those who believe, there is no need whatsoever for the Law. What 

this construction fails to take into account is that normative descriptions which 

follow from the Gospels are not the only, and perhaps not the best way to 

interpret scripture. The Christian fixation on resurrection and salvation, and its 

reduction of the message of the immanent kingdom of god to the messenger 

who brought it are grasped so tightly that any attempt to suggest that there 

might be another way would be laughed or thrown out of the sanctuary. This 

kind of ecclesiastical idolatry has a cousin in the academic field of historical 

criticism within biblical studies. 

Where Jesus can be used as the answer to all questions of faith, historical 

criticism can playa similar role in questions of historical truth. But this also is 

too narrow. If believers seem to have difficulty interpreting the Old Testament 

without the spiritual crutch of the New, scholars seem to lack the ability or the 

inclination to step out of the particulars of specific historical or linguistic units 

and deal with the whole. These are issues of scope: believers have difficulty 

separating the Old Testament from a larger field of interpretation and scholars 

are reluctant to fit the pieces they have discovered back together to build a 

contemporary construction. This fault, like most of those we have discovered, 

is not intentional or malicious at all, but a result of passions or other human 

qualities. Another side effect of these upon historical criticism is that it tends to 

relegate the Old Testament to the past where it can only be appreciated by 

historians or other scholars which is more detrimental to the popular opinions 

of the Old Testament than it is positive for those in the field. 
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These are some of the most influential difficulties Christians have with 

the Old Testament, but there are also a series of more general ideological 

contributors. As the questions about Jesus suggest, rigid insistence upon one 

elaborate interpretation of him and his message is quite limiting. Exclusive 

focus on belief at the expense of the value of action shows the prevalent 

inflexibility which causes other problems also. For example, there is not nearly 

enough communication between or mutual appreciation between believers 

and scholars. It seems to me that neither occupation can be done responsibly 

or successfully without at least a willingness to hear the other and appreciate 

the point of view from which they are coming. 

The last two of these general problems exist as part of the same 

ideology. The first is a desire for positivism. This gives rise to the expectation, 

that there is one answer to each question and therefore is an important 

influence upon the self-imposed limits which exist regardless of which one 

answer is given, whether it be Jesus Christ, historical criticism or any other. 

This and a lack of cultural awareness help to form stagnant, monolithic 

conceptions of religion which has been exemplified here by the invented, 

stereotypical understandings of Judaism and Christianity in particular as if they 

were not living traditions. 

Dietrich Bonhoeffer provided a few suggestions for ways to deal with 

the Christian problem of the Old Testament which attempt to be honest to 

both. The most important of these is that instead of assuming the Bible to be 

simply coherent or contradictory, he sees a kind of dialectical complementarity 

between the general ideas of the Testaments. For the Christian, they are parts 

of one whole and therefore, to accept only the second half of the pairs is to 
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misrepresent experience as a human being, but more seriously as a Christian. 

This idea is not a series of dualities, but an active group of interactions and for 

Christians, one cannot be fully understood or appreciated without the others. 

This partial solution to the problem is not the only one by any means and not 

necessarily the best one, but it provides much more constructive suggestions 

than any of the others discussed here. 

The problems Christians have with the Old Testament are clearly many 

and varied. They are influenced by numerous preconceptions, assumptions 

and preferences, like any idea. Many of these run deeply and can be highly 

emotional issues, but it is clear that there is much positive interest in the subject 

and the means certainly exist to accomplish the task and this is for Christians to 

manage some kind of flexible balance which can accommodate more than a 

monistic view of the Bible and does not require the technical expertise of a 

theological alchemist. 
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Appendix A 

The "Index to the Three-Year Lectionary" of the Lutheran Book of Worship 



INDEX TO TIlE THREE-YEAR LECTIONARY 

Genesis 1:1-5,26-31 .•.•. ,_ ......•.•.. St. John A a c 
(icJCSis 1:1~:3 •....•..•.•••••......• fi:lIy Trinity A 
(jcnI552:7-9. 15-17; 3:1-7 •.•.••.•.••. 1I..enlA 
Qcncsis 2:18-14 ••••••••••••••• ········:n Pcn1CO;l5t B 
(jcncsis 3:9-15 •• ~ ••••••••••••• - ••••••. 3'Pe:ttClXl5l B 
Qcn:sis 11:1-9 ..•............ _ ...... Pouc:a:5t C 
(jcneSis 12:1-3 ..•.. ,'_ ...... 2lem A 
(;cneSts. 13:1-6... _, ...•. ,_ ....... 12 Pentcmr;t C 
Gcn:sis 18:1-ICb {1Ob-14) ............ ~9 F'enltlllit C 
Gcnc:sis 18:20-32..... . ......• 10 Penteea;t C 
Genesis 22:1-18.. . ..... _ ..•.•.•.. 1 Lent B 
Gcn:sis 28:10-17 (18-22) ....•.....•.... 2 Lenl B 
CaJCSis 32:22-30 •.•...•...... _ ........ 22 Pcntec:ut C 
Genesis 4S:3-8a. 15...... _,' .•....• 7 EpifiJany C 
Qcn:sis .so: 15-21 ••••. _ ..•••••••••.•..• 17 f'mteaJi1 A 
&ocJuo; 2: 1-10 ••••••. _ .. _ ..••••••••••• S!. Mary Magdalene A, B. CO 
~ 3:J-8b. 10-15 ..... 3 Lent C 
E:wdu> 6:2-8 ...•..•....•...•......... 14 Pcntcw;t A 
&odus 11:1-14,_ .•.•.•... . .....•. MaundyThursday A 
F..uxius 15:1-11 ...•.... Rt:sumaim C 
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3:15 ~ 6;17 31.810. S:34 544 ....... 

IS: 31 'l82, 835. 14:18,17 68< 21: 31-33 '40. 
3 : 19 &l~. 6 . 19 633. l().1S. S : ::;;"::9 SOl. 

li: 36 ".. 14: 17 ~O, 32, 113 · :2: 16 946. 

3 : 19. ~O, Z3 5;3.., 6 : ~3 293. IIt5, 65i, IS: 38 998. 

B: 1-1 918. 14:23 890, 906, 919 · 22 ::6-29 :240. 

3:~ ~~. S3~. i;·4 905. 3:39 :,"8. 

6: 1-6 917. 14:::' 1191, 906. 23 5 242-

3,.. ".. • .• , ." I" .SO. 
II: 2: S9L 16: 1-35 912- " • 995, 996. 

3:'::3 5-42, 610. ~. " ~.' 9' 1 502. 
IS: So 6 .... 15: 2. 4. 22, 30 906. 23 ~6-30 ~O. 

3' ~i-~6 855. .: S.9. 10 003. • 3OG. 
IS: Ii 891. L": 6-11 Z15. 24 15 998. 

a:;;" "'1 ; i:10-11 gn. 9: 5 
,: S. 8 !li4, t19, 15: 7-:» 909. 24 25 9118, 10zt. 



, 11 
9 11~16 . " • 17 
9:11,13 
9:1i,2:,23 
9: 18 
9: 20 
9:20,21 
9: 21 
9: Zl,!!3 
9 : 22~25 
9: !!3 
9::!3,!H 
9: 28 

10: 3 
10: , 
10: 4-1 
10: 8-3 
10: 7 
10: 9 
10: 9.10 
10: 9.12 
10: 10 
11: 3 
11: 6-7 
11: 8 
11:13 
11: 16 
11: 18 
11:25 
11: 25, 26 
11:29 
11:82 
11:33 
11:36 
11:38 
12: 1 
1~: 3 
12: 3 
12: 5 
~: 6-5 
12:15 
12: 18 
12: 19 
13: 1 
IS: 6 
13: 8-10 
13:10 
14: • 
U: 1 
H: 8 
Ii :14 
14:lT 
14:23 
15: 2 
15: 3 
15:U 
15:20 
lfi:!!S 
U:zo 

" 
INbE:I OF SCRtP1't'Rto: 'tExTS. 

"'. ".. 
1St 
391. ., .. 
391. 
29. .... 
TiS. , ... 
".. 
,SO. .... 
'82. 
m. .... .... 
".. ,.,. 
'''. 300, 839. .... 
m. 
810, ~8. 

180. 
17 •• 
1 .. .... 
391. ... ... 

1008. 
198, is%, 'l3l 
'23. 
U, 282. 

275, 331. 

'1< 
32, TiS. 
40, 260. 

m 
15S. 
102. 
m. .... 
776. 
111, 780. 
'SO. 
ii':t ., .. .... 
5~ ..,. 
m. 
86S, ." 
!:!,5li3. 

%65, 5-16, 568. 
502, m. 
324. m. 
910. 
.... I 
263, SUI, au. I 

.. , T ..... 

15: 31 841. 
16: I, 2 91S. 
16: 5 89<1. 
16: 1 909. 
16 : 22 1006. 
16:2S.~ IG-H. 
16 : 26 1Q.I5. 
19 : 23 662. 
:!O: 4-10 1011. 

1 CORI~TBU.NS. 

1: 3 

1: 3 
1: 9 
1: 10 
1: 16 
1:16,17 
t: IS 
1: 21 
1: 23 
1: 23. 24 
1: 23, 24,26 
1: 2-l-29 
1: 26 
1: 2S 
1: 30 

1 81 , . . , 
:II: 1-16 
2: 9 
2: 9-13 
2: 10 
2: 11)..12 
2111 
2:11,12 
,,: 13 
2:H 
2; H,16 
2: :!S 
3: I, % 
:I: 6 
3: 6,1 
3: 10 
:I: 11)..15 
3: 16 
3: 21 
3; 21,:l3 
3; :!:l ,: , 
,,: 5 

': 1 
,: 13 
,: 15 ,: 1, 
5: 3 
5: 3-/i 
5: t. oS 

:!Ol, 890, 892, 

"'. r,4. .... .... 
210, 951. 
918. 
r.. 
4,1056. .... 

7-16. 
m. 
18%. .... 
:r.7. 
110, '181, 80S, 
806, 862. 
152. .... 
275, 356. 
".,. 

36, 289. 
200. 
:!53, 316. 
13, 3:::1. 

!!53, 316, 433. 

". 19, 35. 
4, ~81, &12. 

20'. 
911. 
36. 

Sil. 
811. 
31, 338. 
16. 

315, 316. 

". ... 
"" 851. 
310, 894. .... ,.. 
" .. 
m. 
S90. 

'83. 
!!OO, 92". ,.,. 

c ....... ~. 

5: 5 
5: 9 
5: 13 
s:n 
5: 37, as 
6: 3 
6: 11 
6 13-20 

• 15, 19 , 17 , " 
• 20 ,." 

11 

7 1< 
, 23 , " · , • • • • 
8: 12 
9: 16 

10: 1-2 
10: :II 
10: 3, "-
10: 8 
10: 11 
10: 12 
10: 13 
lO:U,17 
10: 20 
10: :n 
10: 33 
11: :f 
11: a 
11: 5 
11: 7 
11: 8 
11:10 
11: 11, 12 
11:16 
11: 23 
11: 23, 21 
11 : 23-25 
11: 23-26 
11:21 
11: 2-1--25 
11: 26 
11:27 
1l::?S 
11:30 
12: 3 
12: 4,6 
12: 4,S,11 
12; 6 
12: 3-11 
12: 9 
12;11 
12:1% 

1151 

,,01. 
lSi. 
IU, 150. 
9Oi, 92,1, 92&. 
M6, 741. .,. 
H5, -&-16. ... 

1017. 

"'. " .. 
315, 
71i. 
2!2. 

488. 

• 

697, 609, 661, 
951, 952. 
201, 806. 
m. . ... 
620, 780, 781. 
259, "4S, 45,. 
15, :no, aiS, 

419, 'l00. ",. 
919, 1056. .". 
OIL 

"'. .". 
1006. 
>I'. 
425, .sa. 
m. 
"'. SOL .... ... 
3t2, 515, sse 
6-17. 
'lS. .... 
8". 
'''. "'. '00. 
9<1<. 

'''. .... 
959. 
311. 
6-16, 933, 9&9, 
,SO. 
952, 960. 

1000. 
309, 782. 
315. ,,,. 
US. :0,. 
'82. 
316. 
'r.:iS, saa. 

1152 I~DE:!: Of gf'RIPTl:'IlE TE:l.!S. 

N •• U •• • 

,1!!,13 
l!!: 28 

13 : 

13: " 
13.10 
IS: 12 

13 13 
H 23 
I~ 25 
U 3, 
U ai,as 
u ~o 

15 3. ~ 
15 6 
15 • 
15 12 
15 20.23 
15 21 
15 21,22 
15 22 

15 2:1,45 
15 :!:l, 45, 49 
15 2-1 
1~ 26 
15 26 
15 2S 

15 3Z 
15 34 
15 ~i, as 
15 as,40 
)5 40 
:5 41),-15 
15 U 
15 -l2,50 
15 44 
15 fS 

15 45,46 
15 ~6 

15 51 
15 ~3, H 
15 54-1i, 
15 55 
16 1,2 
16 IS 

16 " 

SU. 
401, HI), 891, 
~2. 912, 91i. 
35 • 

325. 
'61. 

8, SIi, 143, 
212. .... 
"5. 
"'. 901. 
'00. 
895. 
lS. .... 

131. 
91'. 
680, 99S. 
613. 

e ....... . 

• 16 
3 1 
3 ; 
3 6 
3 15,16 
3 li,]8 

3 " 

~: 2 . , 
" f: 7 
4: 17 
5: 1-8 
5: 1-9 
5; 3," 
5: "-
5: 8 
5: 11) 
5: 11 

~,6, 657. 
495, 593, 
622, ,..2, .. ,. 

5: 13 
61)3,1 5:14 

"'. 
'''. 893. 

6 U,15 
, lS 
, 11 

356, TI6. 
590. 15:18,19 
314, 397, 69S, 5 : 19 .... 
'89. ... 

1019. 
563. 
806. 
GiS. 
898. 
658. 

'''. 316. 
697, 

"'. " .. 

488. 1()lij. 

333. 521, 
'05. 
,,1. 

65S, 1005. 
1018. 

659, 
983. 
89l. 
780, 951. 
329,1006 • 

5: !l1 

5:21 

6: 17 
7: 1 
7: 9,11) 
7: 10 
7: 11 , , 
S: 6 
8: 9 
• 19 , , 
, 15 

11): ;) 
10: 16 
11: 1 
11: 2 
11:14 

CORI~THI.!.;SS. ! 12: 

1: ::0 
1: :. 
": 6,7 

: 6-S 
2: 11 
2: H 
2: 1-1--1', 
:11:15,16 

2SS . 
OQ5. 

90'1. ,,,. .... 
m. 

lOS';. ,,. 

12 : 
12 : 
12: S,9 
12: 9 
12: 11) 
13: 4 
13: 11 
13: l!l 
}3: 1~ 

G.!.L.!.TI.!.~S. 
100.'1 • 

1rlS. 1 2 
643. 1 1. 

35, :121. 1 7 
5. 1 1!l 

326, 333, 691, 1 
219, 315, 663, 

15,16 

GiS. . ... 
517, 518, 82 •. 
286, 33S, 337. 
213. 
256, -W2. 

" .. 
"'. 1002. 
235. 

1000. 
lOll, 10~3. 
1116< 

81 . 
622, 623, 80S, 
9U. , ... 
57~, 

193, 
Sl1 . ,,,. 

662, 716. 
i91, BIH, 

333. 
m. "' . '''. 6-15, 677, 

." . 
7SS • 
US, 

131, 1f3, i60. 
U8, 731, 743, 
&v.i, 853, 856. ",. 
m. 
268, 639, 829. 
832. .... 
294, 91)7. ",. "". 103 
705, 906. 

1!H5. 
,St .. ,. 
910 • 
~10. 
796. 

"0 . 
"'. 35. 

'30. .. ,. ",. 
f55. 

1: 16 
1: 2~ .. 
~: 10 
2: 11 

15 
16-20 
19-20 

" 
2: 21 
3: 6 
3: 7 
3: 11) 

3: 11 
3: 11-13 
3: 13 

3 11 
, 19 , .. 
3 24 
3 26 

:!tl,::7 

" 
4. 1-7 
• 3 
• l 

4: f,6 
4.: 5 
"-: 6 

.f: 9 
~: 19 
4: :!5 
4: 28 
5: 6 
5: 11 
5:14 
5: 19 

" 1 

' .. 
15 

200. 
716, 
4i5. 
200. 
m, 
61L 
12. 

892. 
S36. 
US. 
215. 
SiS. 

"". 941, 

'ilS. 

1S!!, SI)!, 

... 
5H, 51'2, 
i97, 801, 

1000. 

"' . 805. 

.... 
"'. 
152. ",. 
242. 
-tao, 651, 'l18, 
128 • 
",. 

448, 452, 453. 
5i3. 

M'. 
334, 4,~, 8-12. ",. 
197, 941, SolS, 
951. 
4i5. 
665 . 
258, 
336. 
701. 

322, an, .... 
33S. il7. 

"'. "', '80. 
13. 

311). 
571. 
.. 0, 
146. 
5,2. .... .... 
650. 

11).19. 
810. 

323, 
m. 
781. 

333, 

!H6, !Hi. 

l1I2, "T, 

"'. 
10. 

EPHESI.!.:iS. 
311. 

;'03. 1 355. 
91)4. 1 2. 3 685. 
201. 1 3 592. 
306, 32-1, 'ii~. 1!?3 691, 



", ...... . 
1: t 

1: 4-~ 

1: t-6 
1: 4,7 
I: 5 
1: 5, 6 
1: 5,6, 9 
1: 5-8 
1: 6 
1: 1 
1: 9 
1: 9-U 
1: 10 
l:U 

13 

" 11-18 

" 
1 " 1 l!I,20 
1 21,2:1 , " 
1 22, Z3 

1: C3 
a: 1 

\I: \I 

2: 3 

2 , 
\I 6,6 
2 • 

I!tDEX OF SCRIPTt"RE TEXTS. 

r.~I. I ~ ....... . 
245, 300, ass" 3 10, 11 
1St. i52, 191.! ' 11 
ISO. 3 1~ 
TIS, 805. 
'iii. .... 
m. ",. 
7S1. 
TIl. 
114, 
",. ,Ol. .... 
253. 

"'. , ... 
j8t ",. 
'. 191. 

287. 
81L 
.". 
Ti6. 

a::s. 

819, 855. 

,5O, 
2S1. 
m. 

"". "'. 

63, 82~, 

109, 685, 108. 
m, 887, 888. 
163, 310, 418. 
s.n, &i3, 6;;.""9, 
810, 983, 992. 
448, 451, 455, 
6-1:. 
459, 4i5, {95, 
5iS, S'9, 593, 
603, 600, 6-15, 
661, 810. 
8ll. .,.. 
"0. 
181. 

3: U, 15 

3:16,17 
3: 11 
3: 18 
3: 19 
3: 20 
t: 3 
t; 5 
t: S,6 
{: 8 
4: 7-3 
-l: 8 
~: 10 
t: 11 

4:15,16 
4: 18 
1:18,19 
t: 20 
t: :!3 
t: :1:2-2' 
t: :!3 
4:23,24 
t: 2t 
,,: 2ti 
t: 30 

" 1 , 
10 

" 
5: 18 
5: 21 

SSG. 
053. 

m.4il, 

<N. u ... , 

" 21,23 

" :!i 

i7t. 
S::l, 
811. 
SIll. 
mi, .... 5W, ~.( 2 

•• 28 •• ., .. 
758, 9U. 
259. 
102, 
309. 
3~0. 

"'. 19. 
915. 
i96. 

"' . &ii. 
261. " .. "'. 4st, 
BlL 
514, 
23t, .... 
325. 
311. 
5t3. 
rt9, 
31. 

333. 

illS. 
m:, 

..... 

633. 

51: •• .... 
316, 

, ... 

9O~, 

743. 
3~', 

". 659, 810, 1i2:l. 
!In 

'''. 311. 

::: 6,7 
::: 6-11 
::; 7 

, .. 
10 
10,n 

" 12,13 

Z: 13 
::: 18 
\I: 30 
3: 8 
3: 8 
3: S,9 
3: H,10 
3: 9 
3:U 
3: 14 
3: 15 
3: 18 
3;!'O, 21 
3:21 
4: 3 
"': D 
4: 13 
4: 19 

265, 
33'. 
659. 

1153 

p.n. 
291, «0. 

131, 999. ",. "'. 30S. 313, 314. 

~:: :!:lO, i03 • .-

::49, 703. 
702, ,06, 
314, 572. 689, 
,11 
288. 
311. 
m. .". 
258, 336, 3&1. 
41S, 6n, 715. 
'iSS, i!l2, j99, 
811, 830. 
423, 782, SIS. 
"-",. 

891, 912-

'''. 544, 805. 

"'. 856; 
tOO:!. 
'ilI1. 
57~. 

.". 

"'. SiB, 1015, 1017. 
&1.7, 7St. 
236, 1008. 
512. 
Cl. • 11-10 $I'. 5: 23 

5:24,25 
5::5,21 
5: 26 

"0. COLOSSI.l~S. 
10 

tili, 
182, 

'u. 

365, 36-l, (23, 
5~1, 598, 
785, 8tH, 
819, 82\ 
831. "'. \I 12 68, 

2 12, 16, 18, 19 719. 
\I 13 791. 
\I 15 5-15. 

16-18, 21, ~ 685. 
18 iii. 
20 no, ",. 
:!G-22 'ills. 
" "'-I 431. 
5 710. 

5; .n 
5: Zl 
5:~, 30 
5: 31 
5:31,3~ 

5: S2 
6; 11 
6: l! 
6: 16 
6: Ii 

6: ::3 

85 •• 
iii. 
946. 
:W. 

10Z:. 
800. 
706. 
i~6. 

801. 
~5S. 

352, 445, 455. 
458. 
17. 32, ~~o, 

Sl1, S15, ~19. 

i8~. 

9 %1, 113, 378. 
4~6. ,SO, 

PBlLIPPI.4.XS. 
10 282, 

'13 

,SO. 
1052. 

il3. SSi,: 1: 1 
1: 6 

~4. OO~, SU. 
999. 

1: 9,10 
1: 13 
1: 15 

1:15,11 
1; 16 

1: 16. 17 
1: Ii 

1: IS 

1: 19 
1: :!Q 

1 :~ 
1: 23 

440. 
8ll. 
313, 3,';6, iUO, 
an. 51~. 

328. 
16, 310. 326, 

37S. 382. 39;, 
"'t.!, H5, HS, 
4,4, 4i5. 6;~ 

lOS. 377, 4&1. 
110. 310, 3U, 
ToS, 4t:, ;39. 
150, SiS, 680, 
Wo. 
313. 
109. 310. ass, 
45\1. ,19 
ili. 

100& 

11M INDE::S: OF SCRIPTt:RE TEl:TS. 

.~ 

I: 24 
1: m' 

1 ~S , , 
i 2, S 
2 3 
! , , , , . 
:: 9,10 
2 10 
2 11,12 

2 " 

2: 15 
::: 18 
::: 20.21, 22 
2: 21 
3: 2 
3: 3 

ua •. 
'I'lS. 
19, 601, 

812. .... 
59L 
'09. 
28, 310. .... 

'i95. 

8<11. 

109. 308, 313, 
3-i8, 680, 686, 

59'. 
32. 253. 

4H. 
931. 
821, 82~, 9:;6. 
940, 9U. 
442. 459. 
'U6, 452, 453. 
217. " •. 
'". 835. 

..... .. us. 
1: 6-10 
1: 1 
1: 7,10 
1: 9 
2: 1,2 
2: 1,3 
2: 2 
2: 3 
2: 3,-1 
2: 3, -I, 1, 8 
2: 3,4.9 
2: 3-5 
2: 7 
2: 8 
2: 9 
2: 10 
~: 11, l!l 
2: 13 
2 11 
3 • 
3 11 
3 14,15 

1011. 
H5. 

'001. 
660. 

..u. 

138, UO. 
1006. 
t:iO, 1005. 
131, 138. 
51~. ,"'. .... 
"" m. 681. 
457. 
m, 

102~. 

423. 
iSO. 
i91. 
924, 
140. 
OOi. 

133, 45 •. 

ns. 

:3: 3," 810. TIlIOTHl". 
3: 10 
3:11 
3: 12 
,,: 16 

614, 517. 

M' , ... 
201. 

1 TIIESSA.LONUNS. 

1: 1,:1 
1: 8 
1: 9 
2: 10 
:I: 12 
2:11 
::: 1'8 
3: 5 
3: 13 
,: 2.8 
(: 7 
.. : 13-17 
4:14 
.. : 14-16 
t: 16 
.. : 14, 11 
4 : 15-11 
,,: 16 

t: 11 
5: 10 
5: 11 

"'. 291. 
251. 

"'. 19L 
"0. 
.". 
455. 
268, 303 • 
200. 
268. 

lOti. , ... 
1015. 
1001, 1005. 

801. 
137, 2::5. 
448, 99S. 1004. 

1005. 
1005. 
999, 1000. .... 
916. 

902. 

1: 3 
1: 10 
1: 11 
1: 12 
1: 13,1$.16 
1: 15 
1: III 
1: 11 
1: !lO 
2: 4 
Z: 5 
2: Ii 

2: 8 
: 11. 12 

15 
, 1 
3 1, Z 
, 2 

2-' 
3 : 
3; 5 
3 , 
3 8-tJ 
3 11 , " 
3: 16 

5: 12 
5:12,13 
5: :!:! 
5: 23 
5: 24 

7S0, 
732. 

1&" 
2SS. 

~: 2 
~85, 806, I ~: ~ 

·CHESSA.LOSl.\:\'S. 

I: i-IO ". 
: 10 

• 11 
• 16 , , 

'67. 
39. 

245. 
919. ",. 
556, 
781. 
25:1, 
45i. 
791. 

iSi. 

215, 1015. 

305, Si3, 6S~, 
308. 6i3. 68;, 

" .. 
711, 7iL 
"G. "'. !lB • 
so. 

19, ~,915 . 
919. 
912 • 
!l17. 
914. 
91S. 
918. 
IS, <:3. 591. 

903, 905, 971. 
15. 681). 691, 

ns. i62, Sl3, 
852. 856. 
501. 
i5S. 
155. 
913, 

1056. .... 
m. 
916. 

'~K, ...... 

• 9 
n 

5 D 
5 ~ 
5 ~ . , 
• 18 

5 " , 15 

6: 20 

"Ill. 
659. 

91t 
S95. 
915, 
44i, 
!!1:l. .... 

450, 454 

". iI.!:. 
250, 445. 
14, U". 

2i5, 4H. 
S!), 149. 

26'~, 

2 TnIOTU'l". 

1: 9 

1: 10 
1: 12 
1 18 
, 11 
1 16-18 
1 18 

3 
, 10 
, 11 

15 
18 
20 

" 
:1: 28 
3: 3: 
3: t 
3: T 
3: 13 
3: 15 
3: 18 

" -I: 6 
-I: 1I 
4! 13 
.: 16 
4: 18 

1 , 
5 

• 1 , , , 
1: 12 
1: 15 
2: 10 
2: 11 
2: 13 
:1:: It 
3; • 

iii, 781, 
tOU. 
131, 590. 
Iii. U9. 
lB. 

149. 
1043. 
318 . 
18. , ... 
.". 
19. 

99S.1011. 
700. 

"01, 

Ii, m, 153 
835. 
m, 
5'.:!. .". 
814. 
.". 
218, 
19i, 
19. 

236. 

.". ... .,. 
"'. 801. 
200, 201 

1000, 1005. 
217. 
501. 
3U, 99!. 

TITUS. 

iS~. 
!'S8, 104,1. 
906. 914. 
!lt9. 
9H. 
19. 910. 

1~. 6!l6. 
.". 
",. 

755, ;;'1 
,m. 
~11 ,.,. 



INDEX OF SCRII'TL"RB TETXS', 1155 

,'U In," .. . .. 
1'401:. 

316, 821, 8z:l, .... 
HEBREWS. 

1: 1 
I •• 

I~ 2, a 
I: 3 

1 1i,6 
1 • 
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